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ABSTRACT

The article deals with the phenomenon of variation as inherent characteristic
of the diplomatic discourse at any stage of its evolution as well as in all its modern
manifestations. The author made a review of existing scientific papers on linguistic
variation; elaborated and suggested her own definition of variation, contrasting it to
the notion of invariant adjusted to the needs of the diplomatic discourse research.
The latter is applicable, in particular, to the linguistic analysis of the discourse
under investigation. Thus, variation of the diplomatic discourse is understood as
entire spectrum of all its possible manifestations unless the set of its key features,
characteristics and components is recognizable, being, actually, its constant or
invariant. The variation appears and exists due to a range of both, linguistic and
extra-linguistic factors that nourish the process of proliferation of the diplomatic
discourse types. The author’s interpretation of variation, contrasted to the definition
of the invariant of the diplomatic discourse, according to the term provided, in
combination with the most generic understanding of the phenomenon retrievable
in explanatory sources as well as in scientific papers on philology, allowed singling
out and listing the criteria of linguistic variation. Therefore, some examples of the
most frequently occurring variants (types) of the diplomatic discourse are listed.
The mentioned provision is stated as potentially unlimited one. This feature guides
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the author to the assumption of impossibility to fulfil an overall research in order to
remain scientifically faithful. It is argued that a narrower field of investigation is more
likely to be analysed deeply and correctly. At the same time such important variation
opens an endless prospective for further linguistic research and/or modification of
the contemporary diplomatic discourse canon.

Keywords: variation; invariant; variant (type); change; constant; diplomatic
discourse.

AHOTAIIIA

BapiaTuBHiCTh SIK HEBI/I €eMHO-TIPUTAMAaHHA PHICA AUILJIOMATHYHOTO
AUCKYPCY: TOCi:KEHHA iHBapiaHTIiB, BapiaHTIB i mpouecy BapiloBaHHS

Y cTaTTi po3I/IAAAETHCA ABUIIE BapiaHTHOCTI (BapiaTUBHOCTI) SIK HEBi €MHO-
IIpUTaMaHHA Ta XapaKTepHa, TUIIOBA Ta BJIACTHBA PHICA JUILJIOMATUYHOTO JTUCKYPCY
Ha Oyab-sKiH cTaii IoTO eBOJIIOIIHOTO BapilOBaHHs, 4 TAKOXK Y BCIX HOTO CyYacHUX
nposiBax (BapianTax). ABTOpKa 3poOmWJIa O[], ICHYIOUHMX HAyKOBUX IIpailb,
MIPUCBAYEHUX MOBHIN BapiaHTHOCTI, BapiaTUBHOCTI, BapiabeJIbHOCTI, BapilOBaHHIO,
Bapiarlii; po3pobuiaTa3anponoHyBaiaBJlaCHE BU3HAUEHHA ABUIIA, TOPiBHABITUOTO
3 IIOHATTAM 1HBapiaHTa, aZlallTOBAHOTO J0 MOTPeb JOCTI/IKEHHS JUILJIOMAaTHYHOTO
nuckypcy. OCTaHHE CTOCYEThCS, 30KpPeEMa, MOBHOTO aHAJIIZY JIOCITIPKYBaHOTO
auckypey. TakuM 4mHOM, IIiJi BapiaHTOM JUIIJIOMAaTUYHOTO JUCKYPCY PO3YMIIOTh
yBeCh CIIEKTP yCiX MOKJIMBUX HOTO MPOSABIB, AKIIO CYKYITHICTh OT0 KJIIDYOBUX O3HAK,
XapaKTEPUCTUK 1 KOMIIOHEHTIB 3aJIMINAETHCA BII3HABAHOIO, 1110, BJIACHE, 1 € HOTO
KOHCTAQHTOIO YU 1IHBAPiaHTOM. Y CTaTTI CTBEPAXKYETHCA, 110 BapiaHTU 3 ABJISIOTHCSA
Ta ICHYIOTh 3aBAAKH IIJIOMY PsAy SK JIHIBAJbHHUX, TaK 1 HO3aJIHTBAJIbHUX
(axTopiB, AKi KUBJIATH MPOLEC PO3MOBCIOPKEHHSA PI3HUX THUIIIB AUIIOMAaTHYHOTO
JIUCKYpCY. ABTOpPChbKe TJIyMaueHHs BaplaHTHOCTI (BapiaTUBHOCTI), IPOTHUCTABJIEHE
BU3HAUEHHIO IHBapiaHTa JUIIOMAaTUYHOTO JHCKYPCY, BIZIMOBIIHO JI0 HAJaHOTO
TePMiHYy, B IIOE/ITHAHHI 3 HAHOLIBII 3aTAJILBHUM PO3YMIHHSAM SIBUIIA, KOTPE MICTUTHCSA
y JOBIJIKOBUX JKepesaxX, a TaK0XK y HAyKOBUX Ipangax 3 ¢u1oJorii, J03BOJIUIO
BUIJINTH U HaAaTU TepeJiiKk KPUTepiiB MOBHOI BapiaTUBHOCTI (BapiaHTHOCTI).
Bigrak, HaBefeHO MNPUKJIAJN HAWYACTOTHIINIMUX BapiaHTiB (TUIIB, MIPOSBIB)
JIUTJIOMAaTUIHOTO UCKYypcy. 1o cyTi, ocmikyBane sABUIIE Ta BiATIOBITHUM ITPOIIEC

— BapilOBaHHSA — € IOTEHI[IHHO HeoOMe:xkeHUMU 1 O6e3kiHeuHUMU. 11 0coOIUBICT
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HAIIITOBXHYJIa aBTOPKY Ha IMPUIIYIIIEHHS PO HEMOKJINBICT BUKOHATH y3arajibHeHe
JIOCTTI/PKEHHS Ta 3aJINIIATUCS, TP [IbOMY, aKaJIeMidHO YeCHUMU. CTBEP/IIKYETHCA,
[0 TUIBKU IIeBHA By:K4a cdepa AociaiikeHHa Moxke OyTH mpoaHasi3oBaHa
rIMOOKO, JOCTEMEHHO Ta IMPaBWJIbHO. BojiHOYWAc Taka 3HAYYIICTh BapiaHTHOCTI
(BapiaTUBHOCTI) BiIKpHBAa€ HECKIHUEHHY II€PCIEKTHBY /I MOJAJIBIIION0 MOBHOTO
MOCTIKEHHA Ta/9u MoAu@iKkallii cydacHOTO KaHOHY JUIIOMAaTUYHOTO JUCKYPCY.

Kitrouosi CJI0BA: BaplaHTHICTb; BaplaTUBHICTb; in/
BapiaHT (THm); 3MiHa; KOHCTAHTA; JUIIOMaTUIHUY JIUCKYPC.
INTRODUCTION

“Variation is an inherent characteristic of all languages at all times”
(Wardhaugh and Fuller, 2015). It is the main source, cause, consequence and
reason that gives grounds and supplies material worldwide to scientists, politicians,
philosophers sociologists, historicists and, of course, philologists and linguists for
new or further researches regardless the field of their narrow scientific interest, as all
aspects of any language are subject to variations. “Linguistic variation is the spice of
every language and there is no living natural language which does not show variation.
How dull language would be without it!” (Lipka, 1988 : 319).

It should be borne in mind that variationis not to be terminologically substituted
for and, thus, unintentionally confused with variability (less frequently variance).
This comment is relevant mostly for non-native English-speaking researchers. The
variability is the mere fact of something being likely to vary (Oxford Learner’s
Dictionary : Variability), This is the notion belonging mostly to the sphere of artificial
intelligence, statistics, finance, geometry, climatology, genetics, renewable energy
research, but not philology. Although one can still come across cases of terminological
inaccuracy or equate and, thus, confuse it with the “inherent variability” (Labov
1969), i.e., the coexistence of alternative “ways of saying the same thing” within the
speech of a single speaker who alternates between them in a statistically regular way
(Huspek, 1989).

On the contrary, variation denotes the very change, especially in the amount
or level of something, as well as a thing that is different from other things in the
same general group (Oxford Learner’s Dictionary : Variation). In philology, language
variation is one of the biggest discoveries of the previous century and the core concept
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for sociolinguistics and historical linguistics (Britain, 2016). Actually, sociolinguistic
variation studies how the language varies and changes in communities of speakers
and concentrates on the interaction of social factors and linguistic structures.

In other world, variability is the phenomenon occurring within a language or
dialect (Milroy, 2017), while variation can be traced outside and across languages,
too.

In cognitive linguistics variation is also one of the most important and widely
researched issues. Throughout the relatively short history of variation studies the
very notion of variation and the attempt to find an invariant were the matter of
concern for phoneticians, lexicologists and those who were paying attention only to
grammar (morphology, syntax). Contemporary philologists and linguists do not stay
aside, either.

Following this trend, the author of this article sets out THE OBJECTIVE TO
VERIFY her HYPOTHESES that diplomatic discourse expressed by means of any
natural language follows its general laws. Thus, it is subject to varying; consequently,
has many different types (variants), and variation is one of its inherent features.

LITERATURE REVIEW

At earlier stages of language variation investigation O.S. Ahmanova (Ahmanova,
1957; 1969), L.A. Verbitska differentiated three notions (Verbitskaya, 976), D.A.
Shahbagova (Shahbagova, 1992),and even some contemporary peer scientists (Bagana
Zh., Bondarenko E.V., Chernova O.0., 2012 : 48) adhere to another terminology,
differentiating:

- variability (“BapuabenpbHOCTh”), understood as the quality and the ability of
a language or its levels in the whole to vary the means of what is agreed as language
norm;

- variation (“BapumatuBHOCTB"”), understood as mutual substitutability of the
variants, observed within the synchronic approach, literary language and the norm;
functioning of the standard variants in speech;

- variance, a range of options, plurality of variants (“BapmanTHOCTH?”),
understood as juxtaposing the variants (both, in synchrony and diachrony), the usage

1 Here and farther, the terms, given in brackets, are quoted exactly as their authors
used them, without translating them.
2 Here and farther, the terms, givenin brackets, are quoted exactly as their authorsused

them,without translating them.
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of which is registered in speech.

The three terms are still accepted and used at same time, often interchanged or
substituted one for another.

Scientists interested in linguistic variation research, i.e. variationists, try to
find out why and how languages change in different situations and contexts. For
example, variation is studied by observing linguistic and social environments, and
then the data is analyzed as the change occurs (Preston, 1993).

The new branch of linguistics, whose matter of scientific interest and concern
is the phenomenon of variation, is referred to as variology (Gak, 2002, 2010;
Sandalova, 2015), mostly in post-soviet countries, or, more frequently, as varientology
(Domashnev, 2005; Zielinski, 2008; Bagana, Bondarenko, Chernova, 2012 : 48;
Nevehina, 2016, 2017).

One of the “fathers” of the concept of linguistic variation is F. de Saussure.
Studying phonology, he was the first to mention that a linguistic sign aims at varying
(F. de Saussure, 1916; 1993). Then four characteristics of a linguistic sign were
distinguished, among which the diachronic mutability is mentioned, as well as such
notions as “modification”, “alterations” and “changes” (Saussure, 1916 : 109, 117). F.
de Saussure also sustained that a language lives, carries on and changes over time
(Saussure, 1993).

Later the idea was developed by the Czech linguist V. Mathesius, his peer, R.
Jakobson, and their follower, S.O Karcevskij: “Une signe linguistique, de quelque
plan qu’il reléve est toujours une unité a double face. Les rapports entre les deux
aspects de la langue variant d’'un plan a 'autre, chaque plan, de méme qu’il possede
sa proper “idéologie” ... (Karcevskij, 1931 : 188-189). Then it was further analyzed,
within phonology, by B. Trnka (Trnka, 1935). B. Trnka combined the ideas of V.
Mathesius with those of N.S. Trubetzkoj (Trubezkoj, 1929; 1960), while N. Trubezkoy
absorbed the main trends proposed by B. de Courtenay and F. de Saussure. B. Trnka’s
theory about phonological structures was proposed to be applied further to language
in the whole as a general modelling principle (Hajicova, 1999 : 6).

In the following decades many other linguists were elaborating theories starting
from the studies of linguistic sign and phoneme, originated within structuralistic
approach of the Prague Linguistic Circle at the beginning of the XX century. Actually,
all these theories were seeking a valid opposition of what nowadays is commonly
referred to as “invariant vs variant”. For example, N.S. Trubezkoj, expressed the idea
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that in speech several various realizations correspond to one phoneme. So, a language
was considered to be invariant, while speech varied (Lukina, 2014 : 7; Musayeva, 2016
: 410. It is evident, that early linguistic investigations of the phenomena of invariant
and variability were regarded as belonging to different levels and were analyzed
separately for each level of a language.

In 1960s, is W. Labov made another significant contribution to the investigation
of the issue in question. The linguist described several aspects of variation, notably,
its sociolinguistic peculiarities, and variations depending on and occurring according
to the race of language users (Labov, 1963).

In post-modern linguistics the Russian scientist L.V. Shcherba investigated
variation in the context of sociolect and idiolect research (Shcherba, 1974). The
linguists’ provision about any social change being reflected in speech is especially
valuable for this paper as I argue that the diplomatic discourse varying depends also
on the interlocutors, their purposes and target audience (e.g.: diplomats talking to or
about medicine, economy and so on).

J.L. Dillard (Dillard, 1965; 1992), R. Fasold (Fasold and A. Wolfram, 1974),
W.A. Stewart (Stewart, 1968), and W.A. Wolfram (Wolfram, 1973) were interested in
racial peculiarities and in the American English peculiarities.

Some years later the idea of L.V. Shcherba was further developed by another
Russian theoretician, L.P. Yakubinskyi. He broaden the thesis of social variation,
suggesting to take into consideration the whole range of communicative situations
(Yakubinskij, 1986 : 33) in which variations were registered, too. Introducing the
notion of “national language”, the linguist remarked peculiarities of nationally
specific variations. Both ideas fit perfect into my vision of diplomatic discourse
variation (here are some examples: Italian diplomatic discourse, Western diplomatic
discourse, etc.). It should be remarked that similar reflexions had been anticipated
even in M.V. Zhirmunskij works in the middle of the XX century (Zhirmunskij, 1936
:6; 1964 : 107-110).

At the current state of research, the most prominent linguists, who dedicated
at least part of their scientific papers to the field and the issue in question, and
the respectful aspect they contributed to, are the following (mentioned here in
alphabetic order): J.K. Chambers, who analyzed sociolinguistic peculiarities, paying
more attention to variations according to the age of language users (Chambers,
2003); J.Fisher (2015) and J. Gumperz (1954) who worked within the trend of
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dialectology studies; R. Keller (1994; 2009) who researched different
manifestations of variation; R.T. Lakoff who wrote papers concerning
gender differences (Lakoff, 1975) as well as about the influence
of contexts (Lakoff, 1972); G. Schlee (2001) who mentioned individual
ethnical variations in speakers’ ways of expressing themselves; P. Trudgill
(1974), H. Volker (2009), M. Weinreich (1972), and others who made their
contribution to variation research and analysis, as well.

In contemporary linguistic paradigm, the phenomenon of linguistic variation is
being still studied in many aspects. It drew attention of peer linguistics from different
countries and belonging to different schools. Some scientists retained there were
enough grounds to go beyond the traditional margins of variation research. They
suggested the following provisions, ideas and trends:

0.0. Selivanova and T.S. Musayeva suggested their own definitions for the
phenomenon under research (Selivanova, 2006). Besides, T.S. Musayeva expressed
her critical thoughts regarding the accuracy of the main terms used in the theory of
variation (Musayeva, 2016). A.E. Lukina analysed the notion of variation and the
respectful terminology, as well. She made a thorough in-depth investigation and
traced the evolution of variation studies in the world (Lukina, 2014).

N.D. Golev and L.G. Kim considered the established tradition of analyzing
variation pays attention mostly to its manifestations on the levels of phonology,
lexis, morphology and grammar in general, which turns to be too narrow for the
contemporary linguistics. Thus, they argued the necessity to consider the level of
text, and study the cases of its varying (Golev, Kim, 2009).

K.S. Serazhym (Serazhym, 2002) argued variation being peculiar to a discourse
as an element of higher level in a language system, while N.S. Berseneva was analysing
some cases of grammatical variation in the scientific discourse (Berseneva. 2017).
I.M. Basovets was interested in variation of some grammar constructions in media
discourse (Basovets, 2019 : 23—25). E.V. Glinka contributed to the research of media
discourse, too (Glinkina, 2012 : 53—-54). S.P. Halaur looked for cases of variability
manifestations in communicative strategies in different contexts (Halaur, 2019 : 10—
12).

The above mentioned findings are important for my present research as they
direct and lead the current trend in variation studies onto the level of super-phrasal
units and — more extensively — pragmatics. Namely, these papers prove that variation
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exist not only on the phonetic, lexico-grammatical and stylistic levels. It is obvious
that discourse as phenomenon of any natural language varies, too.

T.N.Homutovaelaborated hertheoryofvariation, consideringthesociolinguistic
aspect of the phenomenon (Homutova, 2005). In the context of my investigation the
conclusions of the peer serve to pay a particular attention to anumber of sociolinguistic
components of communication process as main discourse variation factors and the
endless source of its variants.

The beginning of the second decade of the XXI century was also marked with
a new wave of attempts to find and explain theoretical basis (Bagana, Bondarenko,
Chernova, 2012) and methodology for variation studies (Tagliamonte, 2012).

S.N. Dubrovina sustained and reiterated the thesis of variation being a universal
feature of any language (Dubrovina, 2015). N.V. Sandalova (2015) formulated
and made an attempt to solve the problem of unification and standardization of
metalanguage used in theory of variology (Sandalova, 2015).

The list of active contemporary researchers is far from being complete. This
fact testifies the importance of variability as well as shows the directions in which the
contemporary linguistics evolves.

Amongthelatestworksofpeerlinguists, Iparticularlyappreciatethecontribution
of M. Borodina as she applies the notion of “area/range” (“apean”®) while analyzing
the Romanic languages, their dialects and linguo-geography, to be more precise. She
made a valuable conclusion for the sphere of my narrow professional interest, arguing
that a linguistic space depends on the extra-linguistic conditions, in particular, on the
geographical, political and economic ones (Borodina, 2002 : 137). I share this belief,
and one of my goals is to contribute to the general research by investigating some
peculiarities of the diplomatic discourse of four countries belonging to the Romanic
languages area (Ponomarenko, 2012), variability being one of its inherent features.

It is obvious that variation is still being studied, and the number of researches
interested in the phenomenon is constantly growing. Scientists publish their results in
individual articles and collection of papers, dedicated exceptionally to the phenomenon
under investigation, for instance, “Linguistic Variation Yearbook” and “Linguistic
Variation” journals published by John Behjamins Publishing (2001-2019); Belorus
journal of conference proceedings (“Variation in language and speech/Variativnost

3 Here and farther, the terms, given in brackets, are quoted exactly as their authors
used them, without translating them.
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v yazyke i rechi”) All linguistic theories account for some particular manifestation of
variation underline that it is the primary and key feature of languages and each of their
units or elements. According to T.N. Homutova (Homutova, 2005), it is typical for
languages to be realized in different and multiple variants, when actualized in speech.
It is reiterated that variation is considered to be one of the most important factors
of language evolution, is manifested on all its levels and in all forms of its existence,
which “allows to argue the universal character” (Solntsev, 1982; Homutova, 2005 :
28) of both, the phenomenon of variation and the process of varying.

Generalizing the approaches suggested by the scientists mentioned above,
it seems me possible to conclude that in linguistics, variation — still referred to in
some linguistic papers as variability — is generally understood as regional, social,
contextual or other differences manifested in the ways a particular language is used
(Musayeva, 2016; Selivanova, 2006; Serazhym, 2002; Lehmann, 2019; Nordquist,
2019; Wardhaugh and Fuller, 2015; Reppen et al., 2002) and is recognized to be “a
fundamental property of a language” (Lukina, 2014 : 7), as well as “the vehicle of
language change” (Trask, 1999/2005).

Limits of previous investigations and lacunae in linguistic analysis.
Regardless the endless chain of scientific papers and researches, continuing one
another, there still exist a great variety (Bagana, Bondarenko, Chernova, 2012 : 47),
instead of unanimous convergence, of views, theories and definitions concerning
variation in language and speech. The contemporary linguistic paradigm lacks a
systemic view regarding the phenomenon under investigation (Slozhenikina, 2006 :
123). T.S. Musayeva joins to this thesis. She retains that nowadays there is an urgent
need to generalize and systematize the already accumulated experience [in linguistic
research] as well to elaborate some norms in variation investigations throughout
their history. The linguist thinks that the study of language variants’ competing
is the indispensable link for determination of the main tendencies of a language
evolution as well as for the elaboration of the dynamic theory of the language norm/
standard (Musayeva, 2016 : 44).

A.E. Lukina underlines that while the discussed issue has been thoroughly
analyzed on the material of the Germanic languages, but it still requires a closer
and more attentive look when it comes to the Romanic languages. In particular,
she argues that the French language was singled out as the one lacking its variation
description in diachronic aspect (Lukina, 2014 : 9).

T.N. Homutova urges peer colleagues to conduct sociolinguistic investigations
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of variation, especially of text and discourse (Homutova, 2005 : 32). N.Ye.
Kashchyshyn appeals to scientist inviting to research all aspects of the diplomatic
discourse (Kashchyshyn, 2016).

The above quoted pool of research directions and aspects of variation not
exhaustedly analyzed shows the gaps in the recently established branch of
linguistics, i.e. variology. Therefore, in our opinion, the contemporary philologists
should lock their investigations onto completing the missing links and provide all the
necessary provisions tin order to present the general theory (Gak, Domashnev, 2005;
Firsova, 2000), which is being created at present. In particular, linguistic studies in
the field should aim at:

- elaborating the unique (Slozhenikina, 2006 : 123) and comprehensive
terminological nomenclature (Bagana, Bondarenko, Chernova, 2012 : 47), appropriate
for the linguistic research;

- state the notion of invariant (constant) as the indispensable point of reference
and king of a “margin” or “limit” for variation analysis;

- list all the factors, reasons and causes of variation and/or those triggering it;

- describe the dimensions of variation, taking in account the latest change in
linguistic paradigm, in particular, the emerge and further diversification of digital
communication;

- determine the levels of variation, paying special attention to different
discourses, as they seem to have not been considered by variationists before;

- establish the criteria for singling out (sub)types of variation;

- start research on the material of those languages that, up to now, did not
constitute the interest of linguists.

Judging by the collected and overviewed corpora of linguistic works dedicated
to the phenomenon of variation, they are impressively numerous. It is obvious that
the list of goals goes far beyond the limits of a scientific article restrictions.

While setting priorities for the present research, I noticed that neither of
existing papers on variation is dedicated to the investigation of the diplomatic
discourse variation. So, the identified gap led to the current research and
constituted the original contribution of this article.

The need for such research in the universe of the existing scientific literature
is explained by the general tendency in linguistics to elaborate comprehensive
theories explaining different phenomena. As far as the so vastly studied phenomenon
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of variation is inherent to any language, and — at the same time — diplomatic discourse
is generated exactly by means of natural languages, the conjunction point between
all previously made researches and the current paper becomes obvious. Thus, the
complete and comprehensive survey on the diplomatic discourse must include also
include its extensive variation analysis.

AIM OF THE ARTICLE is to analyze the peers’ papers dedicated to the
phenomena of variation and variability, decide on the correct terminology to be
used, draw attention of the scientists and researchers to the issue of diplomatic
discourse variation, which has not been studied so far; suggest the possible ways
of its typologization (i.e., its types or variants’ singling out and definition), their
classification within the generalized investigation of the modern canon of the
contemporary diplomatic discourse.

METHODOLOGY

1. Design

For the purposes of this article the necessary and relevant data were collected in
several stages. Namely, at the very first stage, I found, sorted out and catalogued the
existing linguistic works on the subject of variation, variability, variance, the process
of varying, variants and invariant. The following research was carried out to analyze
the existing terminological nomenclature and decide on the appropriate and relevant
terminology to be used in this paper. The next step was to prove that diplomatic
discourse is subject to variation, too. For this scope, the notion of variation in the
diplomatic discourse was defined, with the previous determination of the concept of
the invariant.

2. Materials

Further on, to create the sample database of the discourse under investigation, I
collected and analyzed 218 papers on diplomacy in general and 189 ones dedicated to
different aspects of the linguistic analysis of the diplomatic discourse, as well as 560
diplomatic documents (speeches, open letters, tweets, Facebook posts and similar)
in free access.

3. Procedure

The singled out variants were subject to quantitative analysis and generalization.
Finally, they were logically and thematically grouped into classes. Thus, the collected
corpora proved to be sufficient to elaborate the multi-component and largely diverse
classification of the diplomatic discourse variants.
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RESULTS

The investigation carried out enabled me to present schematically the range of
diplomatic discourse variations in the following way:

Diplomatic discourse is apt to vary according to/in:

m time

H space
form of existance
quantity of participants

B gender

m idiolects

m sphere of concern

W institution

m place

m form of state policy

m level of publicity

® involved organizatiin(s)
nation generating it
tonality and psyco-effects
context or purpose of utterance
form of presentation

B material realization
means of communjcation

m national symbols

m existing standarts

® auxiliary "tools" applied

Pic. 1. Variation of the diplomatic discourse.

The diagram visualize that the diplomatic discourse is apt to vary:

- in time (prehistorical, ancient, Medieval, current, contemporary);

- in space/geolocation (European, Oriental);

- in form of its existence (real/material, digital/virtual, Twiplomacy);

- in quantity of the participants (bilateral, multilateral);

- in gender (masculine, feminine);

- in individual psycho-linguistic peculiarities and idiolects (of Trump, of the
Pope);

-accordingtothe sphere of a particular diplomat/s’ concern (military, economic)

- according to the institution it is being used (parliamentary, clerical);

- according to the place where it is being carried out (“Russian banya”/bathe,
Turkish Hammam);
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- according to the chosen form of state policy (feudal, presidential, monarchical,
totalitarian, democratic);

- according to the level of publicity (public, secret);

- according to the organization involved (OSCE, UNESCO, UN);
- according to the nation generating it (Italian, Chinese);

- according to the tonality and physiological effect it creates (coercive, evasive);

- according to the context or purpose of utterance (for youth, for immigrants,
for journalists/briefing; consular);

- according to the form (dialogue, conference);

- according to its material realization (written, oral, electronic);

- according to the means facilitating communication (telephone, Internet/
digital);

- according to national symbols (panda, “vyshyvankovyi” = of embroidered
shirts);

- in comparison to/with the standard existing in particular period (traditional,
modern);

- according to “auxiliary”, additional or similar external means, tools or similar
applied (caviar, sport, gunboat; transport).

The list of possible variant is long, but not exhausted. It is open for any relevant
change or modification reflecting the real current state of a natural language
development.

It is worth mentioning that the important quantity of samples analyzed revealed
no data that could contradict my hypotheses.

The collected data — sufficient in quantity, quite diverse but relevant to the
object of investigation and logically arranged — led to the fulfillment of the research
aim.

At the same time, such multi-component structure and diversity in the
classification of types (=variants) of the diplomatic discourse shows the great extent
of its variation, which, in its turn, backs up the validity of the initially proposed
hypotheses.

DISCUSSION

Having fulfilled the diachronic review of previous linguistic findings, I picked
out the most logical, well-proved and relevant provisions. Further, I defined variation
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in diplomatic discourse, providing a couple of examples. This will help to continue
the elaboration of the theory of diplomatic discourse variation as part of the general
theory of variation.

I followed the trend of finding correspondents to general linguistic terms, used
in variology, for the sphere of the diplomatic discourse research. I think it logical
to suggest the following definitions and build my research on these theoretical
assumptions:

1. Original elements of the paper of worldwide readers’ interest.
Language is one of the most important, powerful and widely used tools of diplomacy.
In fact, diplomacy embodies in practice by means of natural languages. Any natural
language is a system; and any system possesses the intrinsic and inherent quality and
ability to vary. Thus, it is also apt to variation, which is considered to be one of its
general and universal characteristics (Homutova, 2005 : 28).

At the same time, any specific discourse is either a part of a language or, at
least, makes use of language means in order to exist as a discourse. It automatically
implies that any discourse possesses main features of the language it belongs to or
that it uses. This provision enabled me to conclude that diplomatic discourse can also
vary.

1.1. For diplomatic discourse research, varying is the process of using
(=recurring to) one or several variants of the diplomatic discourse in oral,
written, virtual or any other form; it changes depending on pure linguistic and/
or external factors and it adjusts itself to each particular communicative situation,
context, participants and similar needs in order to achieve effective communication.

At the same time, adapting the thesis as well as definitions, mentioned at the
beginning of this article, to diplomatic discourse analysis I suggest the following
formulation: variation of the diplomatic discourse is its realization by means
of its numerous and diverse variants (=types) occurring within the universal process
of language varying.

At this stage of my research I consider it possible to use sporadically the noun
“variability” but only as the descriptive characteristic of the diplomatic discourse,
because it is, in fact, is able to vary.

1.2. There are two dominant factors triggering variation (Borodina, 2002
:137), and both are indispensable for its scientifically faithful research (Volker, 20009;
Lukina, 2014 : 10):
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- the inner (linguistic) one, as any language is in constant evolution, which
literally means that it changes or varies;

- the external (extralinguistic) one, as language does not exist in a “vacuum”, it
serves human beings to be able to interact in personal, social, highly professional and
other communicative situations. In all these interactions, languages are influenced
by geographical, political, economic, cultural, age, sex and other peculiarities of the
communicative context. At the same time, languages themselves tend to “format”
this communicative context adjusting it to the inner laws, regulations and patterns of
grammar, word order and so on.

1.3. I agree with T.N. Homutova, who states that the general process of
varying — the usage of variants — in language and speech comprises three main
types: formal, semantic and functional (Homutova, 2005 : 28). Analyzing samples
of diplomatic discourse, I revealed that all of them are relevant for the diplomatic
discourse, as well.

1.4. Thus, the notion of a variant of the diplomatic discourse, in my
opinion, corresponds to the concrete (single or repeated) realization of one of its
types in an equal or very similar (=typical) communicative situation, context,
circumstances, sphere of human activity, etc.

1.5. Another point not to disregard in a meticulous research is the multi-level
manifestation of variation, which means that it should be traced on different
language levels. For example, intonation patterns applied for solemn diplomatic
speeches or during press conferences; typical lexical units, peculiar grammar
structures and so on are to be studied. This approach enabled me to define such
variants as The Pope’s diplomatic discourse, coercive, clerical and other ones.

It should be also borne in mind that, in linguistic analysis, variation can
be traced in language if it occurs in course of inter-personal interaction within a
society as contrasted to inner-personal peculiarities, called idiolects. The examples
are: the royal diplomatic discourse, the diplomatic discourse of Trump and similar
(Ponomarenko, 2020).

2. Validity of the research and its limits. Any scholar, starting a new
research, should think carefully about what particular aspect of its variations to
focus at, as the latter are so numerous that it is impossible to embrace all the aspects
in one scientific paper. Ch. Lehmann argues that “any empirical generalization is a
statement about a principle obtaining in the variation” (Lehmann, 2019). The author
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theorizes further, stating that linguistic activity is goal-directed and, thus, obeys a
teleonomic hierarchy. “Consequently, any generalization abides at a certain level of
abstractness. It ascertains something which, at that level, may appear as an invariant,
but which, at a higher level of the hierarchy may be just a variant means for a higher
goal” (Lehmann, 2019). From this quotation derives the necessity to determine the
notion of the invariant, agreed and accepted as a “template” in each sphere, also
referred to as a “dimension” (Lukina, 2014 : 9) of variation. This definition is also
indispensable in terms of proving the validity of my research and show its limits.
Actually, the concept of invariant is the key one as it is the starting point for defining
variants within traditional dual paradigm, based on oppositions. Consequently, this
investigation will comprise only what can logically be contrasted to the defined notion
of invariant of the diplomatic discourse.

There are several coexisting similar or different theories, called “models”,
each aimed at describing in/variant, contrasting and/or trying to find out the exact
[linguistically relevant] hierarchal correspondence. A closer look at them will help
to elaborate the definition of the notion of invariant, applicable for the diplomatic
discourse analysis.

2.1. One of the most widely spread theories is the invariant-variant one
(A. Guillaume, Solntsev, 1971; Homutova, 2005; Skrelina, 2009; Lukina, 2014 et al.).

In general paradigmatic theory:

Invariant Variant

generalized abstr.act unit of a concrete realization of a linguistic
language level, possessing all features and | ——x——— unit (=element) occurring in speech
characteristics of all its variants (mostly, in synchrony)

(mostly, in diachrony)

In classic works (Labov, 1972; Preston, 1986). Within this theory the notion
of “invariant” is a generalized image, an abstract unit of a language level, possessing
all the features and main characteristics of all its variants, while the notion of
“variant” is understood as a concrete realization of a linguistic unit (=element)
occurring in speech. The two notions are seen as an opposition to each other. In
this assumption, the invariant is regarded as an ideal used for analyzing and
studying common features (Solntsev, 1971; Homutova, 2005) of all its possible
variants and/or each particular single variant, belonging to the same category as
the invariant itself. Such approach allows classifying language material, language
and speech units and other linguistically relevant issues. In this case, the invariant
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m a representative of a class, nor its “template” or the best/ideal member. It
is a shortened name of the class (Vasilev, 1990).

The above described invariant-variant theory was initially elaborated within
phonology and, step by step, applied to other levels of language (Homutova, 2005 :
29). That’s why it is also referred to as paradigmatic or radial.

V. Yartseva indicated that invariant can be traced in diachrony, while variants
are typical for synchronic descriptions of a language (Yartseva, 2000 : 80). This
approach coexists in nowadays linguistic paradigm with the first one, based on the
opposition language-speech (Lukina, 2014 : 8; Skrelina, 1987 : 20).

2.2, As far as not all the linguistic community is unanimous when it comes
to the notion of invariant (Belyayevskaya, 1987), considering it to be too narrow to
comprise all empirical possibilities, they suggest, instead, the theory of two zones
(areas): those of constant and variable characteristics of language (linguistic) units
(Homutova, 2005 : 29; Vinogradov, 1947; Smirnitskij, 1956). It is called otherwise
the syntagmatic or horizontal model.

In theory of two zones (horizontal/syntagmatic model):
Constant zone a pool of Variable zone
unchangeable characteristics = = a concrete realization of a

language unit possessing all constant
and some variable characteristics

The theory implies that the constant zone is a  pool of defined
characteristics which remain unchangeable in cases of all modifications
of the very language unit; while the wvariant is a concrete realization of a
language unit possessing all constant and some variable characteristics.

The two approaches do not contradict, though, but, to a certain extent
complement each other. They are appropriate for different types of language units
and linguistic analysis. T.N. Homutova suggests that the former model suits better
the formal variation studies and the latter one satisfies the needs of the semantic
variation analysis (Homutova, 2005 : 29).

Both theories are being still elaborated and used nowadays. I retain them
applicable for the diplomatic discourse variation research, as well.

2.3. For the sake of completeness of the present review of approaches and
model, it is necessary to mention that there exist:

- W. Labov’s model of linguistic variable, a set or a paradigm of variants
actualized in speech and influences by sociolinguistic context; two or more / two
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alternative ways of saying the same thing (Labov, 1972; Sankoff, 1980 : 55; Tagliamonte,
2006/2012 : 70-98). Here we quote a simple Labov’s definition, different from the
original one, formulated in 1966 (Labov, 1972/1982 : 49). The approach using this
notion is perfect for analyzing sociolinguistic variation.

W. Labov’s model of linguistic variable:

Invariant Variable
ideal way of saying o paradigm of variants actualized in
something speech and influences by sociolinguistic
context, alternative ways of saying the
same thing

- E. Rosch’s theory of prototype, a kind of cognitive reference point or
“standard” in comparison to similar, not prototypical variants; the proto-image of
all representatives of a conceptual category; the most central member of a category.
Again, I quote the simpler and re-elaborated definition (E. Rosch et all., 1976: Rosch,
1978), different from the initial one, given in 1973 (Rosche, 1973). The notion is
adjacent to “family resemblance” (Rosch, Mervis, 1975).

E. Rosch’s theory of prototype:

“Standard” Variants
prototypical cognitive —— similar, not prototypical units

reference point

Comparing these two theories, T.N. Homutova calls the first one “paradygmaic,
vertical”, indispensable for sociolinguistic investigations (Homutova, 2005 : 29).
Thus, the second one should be “syntagmatic, horizontal”, appropriate for cognitive
linguistics.

This provision is also valuable for the analysis of diplomatic discourse variation.

2.4. The other issue to be mention in regard with variation is the so-called “free
variation”, an accidental choice of a variant (Homutova, 2005 : 31).

Free variation:

Co-appearing of certain forms in
the same environment without a change

——= in meaning

2.5. Depending on the particular purpose of its analysis, philologist may focus
more on:

- an abstract notion of traditional diplomatic discourse remaining unchanged
over evolutionary time (i.e., its invariant),
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- a concrete set of characteristics unanimously ascribed to the diplomatic
discourse (i.e., constant);

- number of ways, chosen by professional diplomats depending on their
interlocutor, to express and convey the same idea or thought (i.e., linguistic variable),

- the ideal example of a written document, speech or any other message,
compelled according to the norms and traditions of diplomacy (i.e., prototype) or

- a sporadic usage of “out-of-the-diplomacy” element for some specific
rhetorical, stylistic, psychological or any communicative purpose.

If to choose among these theories, in my vision, the invariant-variant one suits
the best for the present research. Though I assume that the essence of variation in
the contemporary diplomatic discourse is the result of hybridization and merging
of the above mentioned concepts into a new linguo-philosophic provision.

I came to this idea after having elaborated my own definition for invariant and
variant of diplomatic discourse.

I needed these definitions because the notion of invariant served as a reference
point and gave me grounds to determine cases of the diplomatic discourse variations.
It also enabled me to provide some examples, necessary for proving each argued
thesis.

2.6. Invariant, both as notion and term, is not the “invention” of linguists. It
originated in diverse areas of mathematics (algebra, geometry, topology, discrete
mathematics) and in the field of physics. It was primary used to denote:

- a property of a mathematical object (or a class of mathematical objects) which
remains unchanged, after operations or transformations of a certain type are applied
to the objects (Hunt, 1996; Weisstein, 2019);

- more generally, with respect to an equivalence relation, a property that is
constant on each equivalence class (Popov, 2001);

- quantity which remains unchanged (under certain classes of transformations).
Invariants are extremely useful for classifying [mathematical] objects because they
usually reflect intrinsic properties of the object of study (Hunt, 1996);

- in theoretic physics, a property of a system which remains unchanged under
some transformation (Cherepanov, 2019).

In cognitive linguistics, the invariance principle was initially developed within
attempts to explain similarities and differences for conceptual metaphor. It originated
from G. Lakoff and M. Turner invariance hypothesis (Lakoff, Turner, 1989), which
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was revised and renamed later (Lakoff, 1993 : 215). The key concept of this theory
was that of preserving cognitive topology, i.e. image-scheme (inherent) structure of
the source domain.

On the other hand, the invariant studies emerge from invariant-variant theory
elaboration, which was already described here above (See par. 6.2.1.).

L. Hjelmslev was the first to suggest a wide and comprehensive definition of the
invariant, retaining it to be the multiple repetition of “one and the same” (Hjelmslev,
1960, p. 320) essence, but expressed in different ways in the text.

N.D. Arutyunova recalled the dual nature, the arbitrary of a sign, the signifier
and the signified (Arutyunova, 1969 : 380). This idea is developed into the following
thesis: the variation of linguistic units in their form is the very identity of these units
to themselves, while as far as denotation is concerned, it is confined to emerging of
new meanings which are being accumulated (Solntsev, 1977: 228, 235).

V.M. Solntsev contemplated that the notion of invariant stood for something
general in the row of similar objects (Solntsev, 1977: 214), he considered that the
invariant was an abstract object thought to be a common name for the particular pool
of objects, each of them being a variant in relation to the others of the pool (Solntsev,
1977: 215).

L.S. Uluhanov proposed to determine semantic variation by singling out identical
(“roskmecTBeHHbIE”)* components in the non-motivating part of word meaning
(Uluhanov, 1977 : 89). Actually, in the middle of the XX century the development
of invariant theories was quite popular in semantics and lexicology; and the notable
contribution was made by V.A. Zviegintsev and A.I. Smirnitskij (Gryaznova, 2009 :
186).

A thorough analysis of historic and contemporary understanding of the
invariant in linguistics was made by V.M. Gryaznova. She analysed crucial theories
and approaches to the phenomenon and traced the usage of the appropriate and
out-of-terminological context usage of the notion “invariant” in modern philological
investigations (Gryaznova, 2009 : 189—190). The scientist states that it is typical to
observe in contemporary linguistics the blurring and erosion of usage, research and
description of previously existing boundaries. Finally, she concludes that the critical
comprehension of variation is the manifestation of contemporary research processes’
further evolution (Gryazniva, 2009 : 190).

4 The term, given in brackets, is quoted exactly as the author used it.
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So, different linguists provide their own definitions for the “invariant”, and there
is not the unique one. Still, judging from the analysed provisions, I am certain that
all of them contain the general philosophic idea of “remaining unchanged, preserved
under any modification of coordinates and time” (Rozental, Yudin, 1968 : 129).
Adapting this thesis to my current research and taking in consideration
the provisions of the invariant-variant theory (See par. 6.2.1.), I suggest calling
provisionally the diplomatic discourse in its traditional assumption the invariant,
while any particular or more specific (restricted, limited, context bound) usage of the
diplomatic discourse will constitute its variants. For example: coercive diplomatic
discourse, the diplomatic discourse of the Minister, etc. Thus,
in diplomatic discourse:

Invariant Variant
traditional assumption {:} any particular or specific usage
according to classical definition

2.7. I think, there have been given enough proofs so far that languages vary
in many aspects and according to a number of criteria. They change throughout
centuries, sometimes slowly, sometimes in remarkable leaps as, for example, with
the advent of digital technologies. In particular, I refer to the development of the Web
2.0. It gave birth to new types and means of communication among which social nets
stand out.

Variations are also perceived when one moves from the North to the South and
from the East to the West, covering long distances, as well as within one country or
its regions.

Languages vary depending on who is using them: people of different age, sex,
social and professional groups; those of prominent or weak physical and mental
abilities.

All these and many other distinctions are reflected on the level of phonetics,
lexis, grammar, syntaxes, stylistic and rhetorical devices, communicative (pragmatic)
tactics and strategies applied.

These variations are registered both, in group and individual language practices.

Previously, my peers made several attempts to classify cases of variation:

- M.A.K. Halliday, A. McIntosh, P. Strevens (1964) distinguished two types:
according to the user (participants of communications) and according to the use
(function or register) variations. The latter type was further subdivided into three
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alliday, 1978): register variation of field of discourse (political, religious,
etc.), variation of the tenor (tone/tonality: official-familiar, polite-rude/impolite,
etc.), and variation of the mode (i.e. channel of communication: written-oral,
monologue-dialogue, etc.).

- D. Crystal & D. Davy enumerated eight “dimensions of situational constraint”
predetermining language variation, but then grouped them into three (Crystal, Davy,
1969): individuality (idiolect), dialect, time (diachrony), discourse (with regard of
medium and participation: monologue-dialogue, etc.), province (law, advertising,
etc.), status (formal, polite, intimate), modality (genres, mode), singularity
(individual peculiarities of the author).

- The University Grammar (1973, quoted after Lipka, 1988 : 319) lists six kinds
of variation, called there “’varieties”: region (geographical); education and social
standing, subject matter (register), medium (speaking vs written), attitude (stylistic),
interference (of native/foreign language). The six types may be subjected for further
subdivision.

- W. Croft applied the notion of “domains of variant” (Croft, 2006 : 98—103),
singling out their three types: phonetic, lexical and morpho-syntactic variation.
These domains can be observed after having defined what M. Rydén called a “variant
field” (Rydén, 1987), i.e. a pool of linguistic features considered “roughly equivalent”.

- Ch. Lehmann, following ideas of the German-Hungarian linguist E. Coseriu
(Coseriu, 1981), singled out and listed four dimensions of language variation, calling
this set, after L. Flydal (Flydal, 1951), “the architecture of a language” (Lehmann,
2013). I would like to precise that, according to A. Lukina, the initially suggested
model in 1969 did not contained the diachronic dimension (Lukina, 2014 : 9, with
reference to Coseriu, 1963 : 165, 167-183), while, according to Lehmann (Lehmann,
2019), K. Bentein, M. Janse, J. Soltic (2017), these dimensions (dia-types, type-
setting dimensions) are:

- diachronic, i.e. variants and even historical stages following each other on
the diachronic axis,

- diatopic, i.e. different dialects spoken in different places and regions of the
linguistic area,

- diastratic, i.e. different sociolects used in different social groups according to
sex, age, profession),

- diaphasic, i.e. different levels of style/register used in different communicative
settings.
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Some scientists see little distinction between diastratic and diaphasic
dimensions, retaining they overlap (Bentein, Janse, Soltic, 2017 : 3), as both
connect language to the social context in which it is being used. The very E. Coseriu
(1988) originally classified age, sex and occupation distinctions belonging the same
dimension (Lipka, 1988 : 320-321).

In the first part of 1980s P. Koch and W. Oesterreicher suggested to add one
more dimension, distinguishing “communicative immediacy” and “communicative
distance” (Lukina, 2014 : 9; Koch, Oesterreicher, 1985 : 35). The former one stands
for particular spontaneous communication with one or several known interlocutors.
The latter one refers to a public prepared beforehand communication, often without
a concrete audience of reference. This dimension of variation, in fact, combines
all or some variations, namely, those according the interlocutor, social status,
communicative situation/context, spoken vs standard language. Such provision
allows to conclude that variation is not bound to a couple of oppositions, but should
be regarded as a multi-dimensional phenomenon (Lukina, 2014 : 9), with the
communicating individual in the centre. While this idea remains partially accepted,
there is, anyway, the clearly distinguished fifth dimension of variation, suggested by
the French linguist F. Gadet (Gadet, 1997 : 5). This dimension is called

- diamesic, i.e. differentiation between the oral and written communication
(speech, “parole”).

Real-life communication within the modern linguistic paradigm shows the fact
that people nowadays interact in different — parallel (independently in each of them
or simultaneously in both) or inter-crossing (up-to-the-moment or time-unspecific)
— real and virtual worlds. This peculiar feature is also reflected in the contemporary
diplomatic discourse, that is why I suggest broadening the already existing
classification of linguistic variation and add the sixth type, called provisionally

- “dia-dimentional”. The proposed type or vector, in terminology of A. Lukina
(Lukina, 2014 : 9), or dimension, using the E. Cosiriu’s terminology (Cosiriu, 1981),
embraces all the cases of diplomatic discourse variation in virtual (electronic,
digital, Internet, online) professional communication of diplomats being compared
or contrasted to the real one. While choosing the name for this dimension, I followed
the logic previously establish by the inventor of the first model for variation analysis,
E. Cosiriu (Cosiriu, 1981). Thus, I opted for using the Greek prefix “dia-”, too. It
sounds a bit clumsy, though. But as far as Greek prefixes are very productive, and they
are frequently used in terminological derivation, I remained faithful to the already
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created tradition.

In the Greek language the element “dia-” had the meaning of a “movement
through, penetration”, “distribution”, “sub/division, separation, singling out”,
“mutuality”, “boosting”, “accomplishing, realization” (Ryzhenkova, 2008) and it
helped to create such commonly used lexical units as diagonal, dialogue, diachrony,
diagram, dialyses, diapause, diaphragm, diarist, diaspora, diastema, etc. All the
quoted meaning of the prefix “dia-” are relevant for the purposes of our research, but
we used it in the meaning explained by G. Ryzhenkova (Ryzhenkova, 2008) and as the
one prevalently used in the Russian and Ukrainian languages “movement through,
penetration”. Thus, we intend to say that the diplomatic discourse of the first quarter
of the XXI century has been shifting from the real world communication into the
virtual one. It infiltrated into other discourses (purely political, economic, financial,
juridical, medical and so on). At the same time the diplomatic discourse acquired
some peculiarities and, especially, lexical units. So, the process is mutually beneficial.
Allits manifestations can be separated and singled as its (sub)types. Such facts justify
the chosen name for this type of diplomatic discourse variation. The newly coined
term may be rendered into Ukrainian as “dia(eu)mipHuii”.

For each of the above named dimension of linguistic variation I highlighted
using italics, both, the linguistic term and the key notion it stands for.

The above mentioned sixth dimension of variation broadens the dia-system
(W. Weinreich, 1972), the complex of co-existing systems applicable for researching
any phenomenon in different manifestations, each of them accounting for a triad
“individual/interlocutor — language — society” (Lukina, 2014 : 9).

Having considered the already exposed ideas, I narrowed the field of my research
by concretizing the type of variation I am particularly interested in. Actually, it is the
combination of diachronic, diastratic, dia-dimentional and — a bit less — diaphasic
uses (assumptioné) of the diplomatic discourse.

This sphere of research enabled me to single out and classify the listed variants
of the diplomatic discourse (See par. 5 in this article), existed and/or still existing
throughout its evolution.

3. It is remarkable that variation understood as inherent feature of linguistic
phenomena in general, thoroughly studied on the example of the diplomatic discourse,
revealed its peculiarities which — in a mirror pattern — can be extrapolated to any
other research on the topic. It means that peer linguists can make use of my
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terminological nomenclature (namely: in/variant and variation of a discourse), the
indicated factors triggering variation of a discourse and the suggested typology of a
discourse variants, and apply the results of this study to their own investigation
of any other discourse on the material of different natural languages.

4. At the same time, the complexity, considerable diversity and multi-levelled
realization of the phenomenon under investigation indicated the necessity to
analyze it by studying its single constituents, i.e. its particular manifestations. On
the one hand, this finding revealed geographical, epistemological, methodological
limitations of the variation research conducted with the utmost academic
integrity and faithfulness. On the other hand, it showed the right way how to develop
the generalized theory of variation, applicable worldwide.

CONCLUSIONS

Since language is not only the main “tool, vehicle for transmission thoughts,
or instrument of communication but very often the very essence of the diplomatic
vocation” (Stanko, 2001 : 39), the urge and relevance of studying diplomacy and the
diplomatic discourse in all their linguistically relevant applications are also obvious.
(Kashchyshyn, 2016).

The conducted investigation of the diplomatic discourse manifestations in
Romanic and Germaniclanguages resulted in typology (architectonical scheme) of the
diplomatic discourse variants, enumeration of factors causing variation, elaboration
of the appropriate terminological nomenclature. In their turn, the conclusions driven
enabled me to argue the following provisions:

1. For the purposes of linguistic investigations, variability of the diplomatic
discourse can be determined as the entire spectrum of all its possible manifestations
(geopolitically, socio-linguistically, ethno-culturally, financially, historically,
individually etc. depending) unless the set of its key characteristics and components
is recognizable, being its constant or invariant. A range of internal and external,
objective and subjective factors determines the plurality of variability cases. These
factors nourish and keep evolving the process of variability proliferation, contributing
to the constant growth of the diplomatic discourse variants and (sub)types.

2. Bearing in mind the definitions suggested above, and taking into account the
generic interpretation of variability retrievable in the explanatory dictionary (Busel,
2003 : 75) that highlights variability as the derivative noun from the verb “to vary”,
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understood as doing or saying the same, but in a different way; or change the proper
form (“pobuTt; a0 rOoBOpUTH Te came MO-Pi3HOMY; BUI0O3MIHIOBATHCA ° — we claim
that, much more than what had been determined for linguistic units of lower levels,
the diplomatic discourse is apt to vary according to, at least, 21 criteria (See par. 5).
It is important to remark immediately that the variations of the diplomatic discourse
provided in my article are not limited by the already enumerated ones.

Consequently, the possibility to fulfil ever a complex analysis or research of
the diplomatic discourse is called into question. It seems more scientifically faithful
to investigate and draw conclusions applicable for one or several period(s) in the
diplomatic discourse usage, for its particular type, a single exponent and so on.
Anyways, the variations are numerous and, for the moment, there are no preconditions
to consider the diplomatic discourse variability exhausted.

3. The evolution is expected not to stop ever. Thus, any phenomenon of any
sphere of human life and activity, including communication in general, the vast range
of its discourses and the diplomatic discourse, in particular, will go on evolving
thanks to the inherent variability potential of the latter one. The very process of
permanent mutation and variability is likely to generate new forms, genres, adjacent
spheres of usage, types and so on of the discourse under investigation. It goes without
saying that all processes in the society are strongly interconnected. It means that
any change in domestic or foreign policy, phenomena of globalization, mediatization,
some drastic issues in economy, important historical events, scientific discoveries or
technological achievements will create valid basis for growth and expansion of the
diplomatic discourse variability.

Thus, my initial hypotheses that diplomatic discourse follows the general
laws of a natural language it is being expressed by, proved to be the right one.
The observations of the diplomatic discourse manifestations in different contexts and
communicative situations evidenced how and to what extent it is subject to varying,
revealed the plurality and diversity of its types (variants), provided proofs that
variation is one of its inherent features.

Perspectives for further research. Consequently, the above revealed
circumstances and their material consequences are nourishing fresh ideas, and
they will open new horizons for the linguistic research in the field of variability
investigations. It is much likely they would change one more time the current canon

5 Here the quote, given in brackets, is reported exactly as used in the original source.
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of the diplomatic discourse, as change appears to be, so far, the only constant in life
(Wikiquote).
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