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SEMANTIC SHIFTS IN CONFLICT-RELATED CONCEPTS:
ANALYZING 'PEACE' AND 'NEGOTIATIONS' DURING MILITARY
CONFRONTATION

The semantic transformation of peace and negotiations in military conflict discourse is a critical
linguistic phenomenon that shapes political narratives, diplomatic strategies, and public percep-
tion. The article examines the interrelation between these concepts, outlines the boundaries of their
explication, and highlights the main ideological and geopolitical goals for which political leaders
and the media use specific strategies of reinterpretation and manipulation. Drawing on Cognitive
Metaphor Theory (CMT), Frame Semantics, and Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), the research
identifies dominant linguistic mechanisms that influence the interpretation of peace and negotiations
in conflict settings. The methodology integrates metaphor analysis, discourse analysis, and corpus-
based linguistic study to systematically investigate linguistic structures in political speeches, diplo-
matic statements, and media discourse. The foundational material of scientific scrutiny encompasses
official statements from world leaders (e.g., Biden, Trump, Zelensky, Netanyahu), peace agreements
(e.g., Minsk Agreements, Oslo Accords), and media reports from both Western and non-Western
sources to ensure a comparative perspective. The investigation reveals that: a) peace is semantically
framed as either a strategic victory or a coerced surrender, depending on the speaker s political
stance; b) negotiations are constructed as either a diplomatic necessity or a deceptive maneuver,
often relying on war-related metaphors that equate diplomacy with battlefield strategies; c) modal-
ity, repetition, and euphemistic language reinforce rigid ideological positions, making genuine dip-
lomatic resolution challenging. These findings highlight the linguistic mechanisms that underpin
wartime discourse, demonstrating that peace and negotiations are not neutral terms but rhetori-
cal tools used to justify, prolong, or delegitimize conflicts. The article contributes to the broader
understanding of how language constructs political realities, offering insights into the strategic role
of framing in international diplomacy and conflict resolution. Future research might focus on explor-
ing the longitudinal evolution of peace and negotiation discourse, incorporating social media nar-
ratives and grassroots political communication to capture a more dynamic picture of linguistic shifts
in wartime rhetoric. Additionally, further comparative studies across different cultural and linguis-
tic contexts could reveal how regional and historical factors influence the semantic transformation
of peace and negotiations.
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Statement of the problem. In times of overt wars
and military conflicts, specifically the ones being
linguistically shrouded in the media and disguised
as limited military operations or short-term warfare
strategies, the language commences to function as a
powerful instrument for shaping public perception,
justifying particular strategic actions, influencing dip-
lomatic negotiations and impacting the social image
of the ongoing events in the media. Terms such as
peace and negotiations, which conventionally denote
reconciliation and compromise, frequently undergo
semantic reconfiguration in accordance with ideolog-
ical, political, and military contexts that belligerent
parties are inclined to implicate. As an instance, what
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one actor conceptualizes as peace may be perceived
by another as capitulation, while negotiations may be
hence framed as strategic victories or acts of weak-
ness, contingent upon the underlying power dynam-
ics existent in the current state of affairs, both in mili-
tary and political discourse.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
The semantic transformation of peace and negotiations
in military conflicts has been extensively scrutinized
within the cognitive-linguistic framework, focusing on
metaphorical mapping, discourse analysis, and strate-
gic language use. Among key contributions to the field,
we may highlight the studies concerned with concep-
tual metaphors, cognitive framing, and linguistic shifts
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in war-related discourse. Cognitive linguistics plays
a crucial role in understanding how terms like peace
and negotiation are constructed in wartime discourse.
J. Zinken [4] explains how discourse metaphors link
habitual analogies to conflict resolution narratives,
reinforcing power dynamics. Similarly, P. Cap [5]
explores ideological worldviews in political discourse,
showing how negotiation rhetoric often serves coer-
cive functions rather than peacebuilding efforts. The
framing of peace and negotiations is often manipulated
to serve political objectives. For instance, D. Gavriely-
Nuri [6] examines how Israeli discourse normalizes
war by embedding peace rhetoric into strategic narra-
tives. Similarly, P. Doj¢inovi¢ [7] highlights how crim-
inal tribunals frame war crimes through linguistic con-
structs, emphasizing the power of framing in post-war
reconciliation. In terms of media coverage, it contin-
ues to substantially shape public perceptions of peace
and negotiations. S. Zhabotynska and O. Ryzhova [§]
analyze pro-Russian media narratives, revealing how
semantic distortions create conflicting interpretations
of peace initiatives. Similarly, S. Albota [9] investi-
gates textual semantic models in war and pandemic
discourse, illustrating how language constructs politi-
cal reality. Furthermore, it is universally corroborated
that metaphors and rhetorical devices remain central to
linguistic representation of the diplomatic discourse.
S. Vucic [10] examines linguistic strategies in interna-
tional crisis negotiations, while C. Hart [15] analyzes
how revolutionary metaphors shape political protest
narratives.

The semantic transformations of peace and nego-
tiations within military and political discourse are
deeply affected by cognitive-linguistic framing, lead-
ing media narratives, and ideological structures. The
studies reviewed highlight the importance and rele-
vance of critical discourse analysis in understanding
how these terms shape political realities and public
perceptions.

Task statement. The presented study aims at
investigating the linguistic and cognitive mechanisms
that drive these semantic transformations. Employing
cognitive-linguistic frameworks — including Con-
ceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT), frame semantics,
and critical discourse analysis (CDA) — this research
examines how political discourse in the representa-
tion of political leaders, media narratives, and mili-
tary rhetoric redefine and strategically deploy the
terms peace and negotiations during wartime. Spe-
cifically, it explores the rhetorical and discursive
strategies utilized to legitimize military engagements,
construct diplomatic narratives, and influence geopo-
litical decision-making.

Existing scientific thought has extensively scruti-
nized the discursive framing of conflict and the role of
language in shaping public consciousness. F. A. Beer
[3] explores the polysemic nature of war and peace,
while P. Cap [5] and D. Gavriely-Nuri [6] examine
the ideological underpinnings of military and politi-
cal rhetoric. Additionally, studies by J. Zinken [4] and
S. Vucic [10] highlight the impact of conceptual met-
aphors on negotiation discourse and crisis resolution.
Notable are the contributions by Ukrainian scientists,
among them O. Hurko [1; 2] with regard to the practi-
cal modalities of speeches delivered by Volodymyr
Zelensky which are analyzed diachronically during
ongoing war, S. Zhabotynska and O. Ryzhova [§]
with their outlook multimodal political narratives
in the Chinese media regarding war in Ukraine and
S. Albota [9] whose work dwells upon semantic anal-
ysis of war and pandemic apprehension. This paper
thus builds upon these theoretical contributions by
applying discourse analysis to empirical case studies,
including political speeches, peace agreements, and
media representations of conflict.

The aforementioned research challenges and goals
set in the presented work determine the performance
of the following tasks: 1) Outlining semantic trans-
formations of peace and negotiations and defining
how they manifest in military conflict discourse.
2) Explicating cognitive-linguistic mechanisms (e.g.,
metaphor, framing, narrative construction) that facili-
tate these shifts. 3) Revealing the ways in which these
linguistic reconfigurations shape public perception,
policy-making, and diplomatic negotiations.

Through a comparative analysis of wartime politi-
cal rhetoric and diplomatic discourse, the provided
paper aims to demonstrate that the meaning of peace
and negotiation is not fixed but fluid, strategically
employed and continually reshaped by ideological
power struggles within the geopolitical arena.

Outline of the main material of the study. Lin-
guistic constituent plays a crucial role in shaping pub-
lic perception, particularly in times of war and con-
flict. The concepts of peace and negotiations never
remain static but, inversely, become semantically
transformed depending on the political, ideological,
and strategic needs of the conflicting parties. It hence
becomes vitally important to explore and in a certain
way deconstruct the cognitive-linguistic foundations
underlying such transformations, primarily focusing
on conceptual metaphor theory (CMT), frame seman-
tics, and critical discourse analysis (CDA). These
approaches provide insight into how language is uti-
lized to frame the concepts of peace and negotiations,
influencing political narratives and public sentiment.
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Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT) and War
Framing. One of the most influential linguistic theo-
ries in war discourse analysis is the Conceptual Met-
aphor Theory (CMT), introduced by G. Lakoff and
M. Johnson [11] in their seminal work «Metaphors
We Live By». According to the CMT, abstract con-
cepts like peace and war are often understood through
metaphorical mappings from more concrete domains.
As an instance, we may examine the metaphors fram-
ing peace and negotiations in the form of the follow-
ing frames: 1) War as a Game — the conflict is often
framed through a strategic game metaphor, where
negotiations are moves within a broader power strug-
gle e.g., Russia is playing the long game in Ukraine.
This provides the readers with a relatively open-ended
implication about the fact that negotiations are tacti-
cal maneuvers, not genuine and eventual attempts at
peace; 2) Negotiation as a Battlefield — diplomacy is
frequently framed as a confrontation, where conces-
sions equate to defeat e.g., This war can only end on
the fighting front, not the bargaining table. This in
its turn infers that diplomatic compromise is viewed
negatively as capitulation rather than peace and that
the main burden of military conflict and its outcome
will be decided not behind the table of negotiation, but
in the fields of war; 3) Peace as Victory or Defeat —
peace may be framed as either an imposed settlement
or a hard-earned triumph, depending both on context
and the overall ideological bias of the source e.g.,
There can be no European peace without Ukrainian
victory. Here, the implication is the most explicit —
peace is attainable only if it becomes conditional on
one side’s success.

In his further take on the matter, G. Lakoff [12]
discusses how the Gulf War was framed as a moral
crusade, where peace negotiations were dismissed as
appeasement of a much smaller and negligible enemy
at a time. Similarly, J. Zinken [4] explains how war
discourse often relies on habitual analogies, reinforc-
ing entrenched power structures.

Frame Semantics and the role of framing in con-
Aict discourse. Another critical approach to analyzing
the semantic transformation of peace and negotiations
is Frame Semantics, developed by C. J. Fillmore [13].
According to him, Frames are represented as cogni-
tive structures that shape how individuals interpret
words and events in their cognition. In war discourse,
different frames can redefine the intrinsic understand-
ing and overall meaning of peace and negotiations.

Among framing strategies in war rhetoric, the fol-
lowing may be viewed as appropriate frames: 1) Peace
as Justice vs. Peace as Surrender. This specifically
infers that the peace frame varies — one belligerent
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party may convey peace as justice, while the other
frames it as submission and specific case of partial
surrender e.g., Russia demands peace, but on its own
terms. 2) Negotiation as a Stalling Tactic vs. Nego-
tiation as Diplomacy. This particular frame juxtapo-
sition dwells upon the concept that peace talks can
often be framed as deceptive rather than constructive
e.g., Putin’s ceasefires are just a trick to regroup its
forces and rearm. 3) The Victim-Aggressor Frame,
where the roles of victim and aggressor are specifi-
cally emphasized and quite rightfully magnified to
influence and scramble further international support
e.g., Ukraine is fighting for its survival as a nation.

Research by P. Cap [5] demonstrates how world
leaders manipulate framing to align public perception
with strategic goals. Similarly, D. Gavriely-Nuri [6]
examines Israeli-Palestinian discourse, highlighting
how war rhetoric normalizes ongoing conflict by con-
trolling framing narratives.

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) and Power
Structures in negotiation rhetoric. Critical Dis-
course Analysis (CDA) in its core is designed to
explore how language reinforces power structures
in international conflicts. At different times prac-
ticed by N. Fairclough, T. van Dijk and R. Wodak
and having obtained larger prominence around
1992-1993, CDA examines how media, political
leaders, and institutions shape discourse to main-
tain political and power dominance. It provides a
similarly in-depth approach to how the language
from the position of power may lead to outlining
specific speech patterns used in various speeches
and linguistic strategies, focusing primarily on
language means of conveying particular cogni-
tive and extra-linguistic meanings. As an instance
of such «Language of Power» in war negotiations,
one may list as follows: 1) Elicitation of authorita-
tive statements and modal verbs as part of power
implication i.e., modal verbs (must, should, will)
are used to assert authority and limit opposition
to the presented thought e.g., NATO must respond
with strength. 2) Use of repetitions and parallel
structures to create and uphold a sense of urgency
and reinforce unity among like-minded individu-
als or states e.g., We must maintain our strength as
a democratic country. We must not succumb to the
temptation to feed political escalation. 3) Imple-
mentation of euphemisms and political softening
for linguistically masking the reality of war for the
purpose of shaping public perception e.g., Special
military operation instead of invasion. Accord-
ing to P. Dojcinovi¢ [7], war crimes trials employ
semantic strategies to reshape historical narratives,
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while C. Hart [15] demonstrates how revolutionary
metaphors frame civil unrest.

The semantic transformation of peace and nego-
tiations in military conflicts is deeply influenced by
metaphorical framing, cognitive structures, and power
discourse. Conceptual Metaphor Theory reveals how
peace is framed as victory or defeat, while Frame
Semantics shows how negotiations are strategically
reframed to support political agendas. Finally, Criti-
cal Discourse Analysis exposes power manipulation
in negotiation rhetoric, highlighting the strategic use
of modality, repetition, and euphemisms.

The presented theoretical framework provides a
prolific foundation for analyzing how language con-
structs and defines reality in wartime discourse, shap-
ing diplomatic efforts, media representation, and pub-
lic perception. The paper further requires a detailed
linguistic analysis of how peace and negotiations are
framed, manipulated, and transformed in military
conflict discourse. Drawing from metaphor analysis,
discourse analysis, and corpus linguistics [16], the
study examines how political actors and media con-
struct these concepts to serve ideological, strategic,
and diplomatic objectives. It encompasses real-world
case studies (Russia-Ukraine, Israel-Palestine, US-
Iraq, Syria), discourse strategies, and linguistic pat-
terns drawn from political speeches, media reports,
and international agreements.

The Semantic Shift of ‘Peace’ in War Discourse.
The concept of peace in contemporary language rep-
resentations undergoes profound semantic reconfigu-
ration depending on the speaker’s political agenda and
the geopolitical context. This calls for the inevitable
comparative analysis of juxtapositions and the set of
conflicting issues: 1) how peace is framed as victory
or surrender; 2) how conflicting parties construct con-
ditional peace narratives; 3) how metaphor, modality,
and repetition aid in shaping peace discourse.

More often than not, the political leaders strategi-
cally manipulate the meaning of peace to align with
their military and ideological goals. The framing of
peace indubitably diverges between conflicting par-
ties, creating discrepancy in interpretations. As an
example, the frame Peace as Victory, associated with
strong leadership and wise strategic decisions e.g.,
Ukraine will only have peace once we reclaim all
occupied territories (Zelensky, 2023) or There will
be peace only when Hamas is destroyed (Netanyahu,
2023). In this particular case, a variety of linguistic
strategies are used to articulate the «Peace as Vic-
tory» frame, more precisely:

— Conditional framing (only when...)

— Modality enforcement «must, will, cannot)

— Victory metaphors (fighting for peace)

Conversely, the frame Peace as Surrender is often
used to undermine the opponents and instill the over-
all idea of impossibility of attaining victory as well
as delegitimizing the current government or regime
of the opponent. In this particular case, the use of
informal fallacies such as the substitution of notions
and psychological techniques such as manipulations
are often employed to create an image beneficial for a
speaker at a time of utterance and under the existing
background political and social conditions. Among
the instances: Ukrainian leaders must decide whether
they want peace or endless bloodshed. (Putin, 2023)
or They have remained true to the West’s defin-
ing Middle East doctrine: Kill first, think later (Al
Jazeera, 2022). Among linguistic strategies used in
framing peace as surrender one may find the follow-
ing:

— Peace as a forced compromise (peace at any
cost)

— Moral framing (giving up our dignity for
peace)

— Contrast structures (peace or destruction)

Metaphor in Peace Discourse. 1t is indubitable
that the utilization of metaphors serves to reshape
peace narratives in war contexts, influencing how
peace is perceived by the reader or listener. Meta-
phoric reinterpretation of peace based on the cogni-
tive perception and its linguistic explication is shown
in Table 1 below.

Conceptual Framing of «Negotiationsy in
military conflicts. Much like peace, the concept of
negotiations undergoes unavoidable semantic shifts,
depending on whether they are framed as a) legiti-
mate diplomatic processes i.e., implication of diplo-
macy as a medium of problem-solving; b) decep-
tive tactics used by opponents i.e., presentation of
negotiations as betrayal of interest of certain groups
or society at large; c) strategic battlefield maneu-
vers i.e., negotiations as waging war by means other
than direct combat encounters. The provided outlook
explores how negotiations are framed differently in
Ukrainian, Israeli, Palestinian, American and Russian
political discourse.

As a prime instance, the conceptual contraposi-
tion of Negotiation as a battlefield vs. Negotiation
as diplomacy may be cited. In this particular dichot-
omy, Negotiation as a battlefield used the language
strategies of war metaphors implementation (negotia-
tion battlefield), zero-sum framing (losing / stepping
down in negotiations = losing in war), and repetition
for acquiring higher emphasis (we must not surrender,
we must not faulter). The above-mentioned strategies
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Table 1

Metaphor Example

Implication

Peace as Strength

We will impose peace through military might.

Justifies continued warfare

Peace as Weakness

We cannot afford to negotiate with terrorists.

Delegitimizes diplomacy and
negotiation effort

Peace as a Journey We are on the road to peace.

Frames peace as a gradual and
continuous process

are best exemplified as follows: a recurring sentiment
among European, Ukrainian and American officials
saying that we cannot afford to lose at the negotiat-
ing table in various forms or Netanyahu’s take on the
ongoing conflict in the Gaza Strip approximately ren-
ditioned as Palestinians use negotiations to weaken
Israel’s security. The second side to the above
dichotomy, an approach of regarding Negotiation as
a Diplomatic Strategy utilizes a slightly modified set
of language strategies to affirm its standing points,
employing positive modality (must continue / sup-
port negotiations), cooperative framing (diplomacy
as a shared goal / effort) and softened directives (we
encourage dialogue or we invite all interested parties
to aid in negotiations). To exemplify such approach,
one may cite outtakes from Biden’s speech of 2024: 4
diplomatic solution is still possible. In fact, it remains
the only path to lasting security or EU statement the
EU remains committed to support a comprehensive,
Jjust and sustainable peace for Ukraine.

Another extensively used set of language features
encountered across the war-related media publica-
tions and political discourse texts are the techniques
of utilizing repetition, modality, and parallel struc-
tures in negotiation discourse. As a rule, the nego-
tiation rhetoric itself relies heavily on repetition and
parallel structures to create persuasive messaging.
These elements serve to reinforce ideological stances,
strengthen emotional appeal, and legitimize or dele-
gitimize peace talks depending on the speaker’s
agenda. Repetition as a common rhetorical device is
used to create emphasis, urgency, and memorability
in political discourse. In the context of negotiations,
repetition strengthens a speaker’s argument by rein-

forcing a singular message. Modal verbs (must, will,
shall, should, cannot) indicate necessity, obligation,
or certainty, playing a crucial role in negotiations by
defining power relations and commitments. Parallel-
ism involves repeating grammatical structures to cre-
ate thythmic consistency, reinforcing an argument’s
emotional and logical impact. Table 2 provides a short
outlook of the techniques used to frame negotiations
within the political discourse.

Extensive use of repetition, modality, and parallel
structures in war-related negotiation discourse is not
merely stylistic. These linguistic mechanisms deter-
mine whether negotiations are framed as legitimate
diplomacy, a strategic tool, or an act of betrayal, sig-
nificantly influencing both domestic and international
audiences.

The semantic transformation of peace and
negotiations in military conflicts demonstrates how
language is used to shape, justify, or delegitimize
diplomatic processes. The analysis can help elucidate
the following provisional conclusions:

— Peace may be framed as either victory or
surrender, depending on political motives.

— Negotiations are often portrayed as either a
battlefield or a tool for resolution.

— Linguistic mechanisms, such as metaphor,
modality, and repetition, play a key role in shaping
war discourse.

The linguistic construction of peace and
negotiations in wartime discourse can be neither
neutral nor static. Instead, it is shaped by ideological,
political, and strategic imperatives, with different
actors framing these concepts to serve distinct
objectives. The conceptual metaphor theory (CMT)

Table 2

Linguistic Device Example

Effect

Repetition will win.

We will negotiate, we will resist, we

Reinforces resolve, underscores determination and
unity

Modality (must, will) sovereignty

Russia must agree to Ukraine s

Asserts authority and non-negotiable demands

Parallel Structures L
seek justice.

We seek dialogue, we seek peace, we

Creates rhetorical emphasis, a sense of unity and
collective responsibility, enhances persuasiveness
by making the argument more rhythmic and
memorable.
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has demonstrated that peace and negotiations are
framed through war-related schemas. The dominant
metaphors encountered in political speeches and
media discourse affirm that:

— Peace more often than not is conceptualized
via the notions of victory or defeat rather than as a
neutral resolution. This dichotomy is particularly
visible in conflicts such as the Russia-Ukraine war,
where peace is often framed as a just triumph or a
coerced concession.

— Negotiations are framed as either a battlefield
or a betrayal, indicating that diplomacy is often
viewed through competitive, instead of cooperative,
lenses. Leaders emphasize strength and resilience in
negotiation discourse over compromise, leading to the
perception that negotiations are simply an extension
of war by other means.

This aligns with G. Lakoff and M. Johnson’s [11]
observation that conceptual metaphors fundamentally
shape public cognition, reinforcing entrenched
political narratives rather than fostering genuine
conflict resolution. With regard to the role of the
media, it plays a critical part in perpetuating specific
semantic transformations by reinforcing dominant
political framings. The comparative analysis of
Western, Russian, and Middle Eastern media revealed
significant disparities in how peace and negotiations
are portrayed.

Western media narratives (BBC, Reuters, CNN)
frame negotiations as a necessary diplomatic tool,
often reinforcing the legitimacy of Western-led peace
efforts, presenting peace as a perfect state of affairs but
emphasize that specific conditions (e.g., withdrawal
of aggressors, restoration of sovereignty) must be
observed before such peace can be achieved. Russian
state-controlled media (TASS, RT) frame peace as
a consequence of military stability, often portraying
negotiations as Western interference, describing
such negotiations as tools of deception, alleging that
peace talks are manipulation tactics by adversaries
and foes rather than genuine attempts at resolution.
Middle Eastern media (Al Jazeera, Haaretz) provide
divergent perspectives, with Israeli sources framing
peace in terms of security and deterrence, while more
pro-Arabic narratives emphasize peace as justice and
sovereignty restoration. This once again reinforces
the power of discourse in shaping public perception,
demonstrating that semantic shifts in peace and
negotiation discourse are context-dependent and
extremely ideologically driven. It must then be
concluded that the linguistic strategies employed in
wartime diplomacy contribute to the polarization of
peace and negotiations. The study undertaken within

the confines of the presented paper identified three
dominant linguistic mechanisms:

— Modality and Epistemic Certainty - the fre-
quent use of modal verbs such as must, will, cannot
reinforces non-negotiable positions, making diplo-
matic resilience difficult e.g., Ukraine must never
surrender its sovereignty (Zelensky, 2022) vs. Rus-
sia must ensure its security through military action
(Putin, 2023).

— Repetition and Parallel Structures — politi-
cal leaders and media outlets often employ struc-
tured repetition to reinforce strategic narratives and
enhance persuasiveness by making the argument
more rhythmic and memorable e.g., We will not sur-
render, we will not negotiate, we will not compromise
(Biden, 2022).

— Euphemisms and Strategic Ambiguity — used
as part of a larger strategy that involves linguistic and
extra-linguistic factors, diplomatic language often
obscures the realities of war through euphemisms,
such as special military operation instead of war or
invasion. Example: Negotiations must be constructive
and realistic (Lavrov, 2023), where realistic implies
acceptance of Russian territorial claims and cessation
of any military activity on the part of Ukraine. These
linguistic strategies demonstrate how language can be
weaponized in diplomatic settings, influencing both
domestic and international audiences.

The presented article provides contributions to the
cognitive-linguistic and discourse-analytical stud-
ies by demonstrating that meanings of peace and
negotiations cannot remain fixed but are constantly
strategically manipulated. The findings confirm that:
a) the semantic framing of peace and negotiations
is dependent on political ideology, military strategy,
and media narratives dominating the current political
and ideological landscape; b) conceptual metaphors
shape cognitive perceptions, reinforcing dominant
power structures and justifying military or diplomatic
action; c¢) discourse mechanisms (modality, repeti-
tion, euphemisms) are widely employed to construct
rigid ideological positions, making genuine conflict
resolution challenging if not impossible. The paper
attempts at synthesizing the key findings from the
analysis, contextualizing them within broader cogni-
tive-linguistic, discourse-analytical, and geopolitical
frameworks.

Conclusions. The semantic transformation of
peace and negotiations in military conflict is a lin-
guistically constructed and stipulated phenomenon
that serves strategic, ideological, and psychological
functions. The key outcomes of the research may be
listed as follows:
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— The notion of peace is normally framed as
either a moral ideal or a strategic victory, raising the
victor above the general paradigm. Different actors
construct peace to either justify continued conflict or
legitimize diplomatic solutions.

— Negotiations are often constructed as deceptive
maneuvers rather than genuine diplomatic efforts.
The discourse surrounding negotiations frequently
employs war metaphors, framing diplomacy as a
battlefield rather than a neutral process to legitimize
peace efforts as a sort of combat-efficient strategy.

— Media and political leaders strategically manip-
ulate language to align with ideological objectives.
Peace and negotiations are often redefined depending
on the identity of the speaker, his alignment with the
forces of invading or defending nations, the intended
audience, and geopolitical interests.

The presented article enables opportunities for
exploring and expanding areas for future research.
The findings of this study hold critical implica-
tions for international diplomacy and conflict res-
olution. Understanding how language constructs
peace and negotiations enables policymakers,
mediators, and journalists to identify manipula-
tive rhetorical strategies and promote more trans-
parent diplomatic communication. As conflicts
continue to evolve, the linguistic strategies used
to frame peace and negotiations will remain piv-
otal in shaping global political landscapes. There-
fore, further interdisciplinary research at the
intersection of cognitive linguistics, international
relations, and media studies is necessary to fully
understand the power of language in wartime dis-
course.
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Pomancbki Ta repmaHCbKi MOBU

Bobopukin I. B. CEMAHTHUYHI 3CYBHU B IOHATTSAX, IOB'SI3AHUX 3 KOH®JIIKTOM:
AHAJII3 TIOHSTH «MUP» I < ITEPEMOBHUHMW» IT1JT YAC BINCBKOBOI'O ITPOTUCTOSTHHSA
Cemanmuuni mpancghopmayii NOHAMb «<MUp» [ «KNEPeMOBUHUY 8 OUCKYDCE BOEHHUX KOquJziKmie € KII0Y08UM
JHBICMUYHUM A6UWEM, SIKe DOpMYE ROMIMUYHI HAPAMUBU, OUNIOMAMUYHI cmpamezii ma poMadche
cnputinammsa. 'Y HasedeHili cmammi npoanHanizo8ano CniggioHeceHicms Yux NOHAMb, 6KA3AHO MeXCi IXHbOoI
eKCniKayii, 8UCBIMIEHO OCHOBHI i0e0N02iuHi | 2eONONIMUYHI Yii 3a018 AKUX NOAIMUYHI 1idepu ma 3acodou
Macosoi ingopmayii sukopucmogyioms cneyughiuni cmpamezii nepeocmucientns ma maninyaayiu. Cnuparoyuco
Ha meopito kKonyenmyanvhux memagop (CMT), ¢petimosy cemanmuxy i kpumuunuil ouckypc-ananiz (CDA),
y pobomi BU3HAUAIOMbCS OCHOBHI NIHSGICIMUYHI MEXAHI3MU, WO GNIUBAIOMb HA IHMepnpemayilo mupy
ma nepemosun y Konmekcmi Konguikmis. Memooonoeis Hayko8oi pobomu 0Xonuioe ananiz KOHYenmyaibHux
Memagpop, OucKypc-ananiz i Kopnyche ninegicmuyte OOCHIONCEHHS, WO BMONCTUBTIOE CUCTEMHE BUBYEHHS
JIIHEBICMUYHUX KOHCIMPYKMIE 6 NOAMUYHUX NPOMOBAX, OUNIOMAMUYHUX 3A58AX MA MeOiliHOMY OUCKYPCI.
Mamepian nayxosoi possioku gopmyroms ogiyitini eucmynu ceimosux aioepie (/[c. bauoena, /. Tpamna,
B. 3enencvroco, b. Hemanwsxy), mexcmu mupuux yeo0 (Mincoki domoernenocmi, Yeoou ¢ Ocno), a makodnc
MeOTlHI Mamepianu 3aXiOHUX MA PI3HOMAHIMHUX He3aXIOHUX O0xcepel. 3 aHAli308aH020 NOCMAE: @) Mup
CEMAHMUYHO CKOHCMPYUOB8AHO ab0 AK cmpameiyHy nepemozy, abo AK HA8'A3aHy Kanimynayiro, 3a1exHCHO
810 nonimuunoi nos3uyii Mosys;, 6) nepemosunu 300padxicyromvcs abo K OunioMamuina nompeda, abo sk
MAKMUYHA MAHINYIAYIs, HEPIOKO 3 ONepmsaM HA 60CHHI Memapopu, wo APUPIGHIOMb OURIOMAMII 00
cmpamezii 3imKHenb Ha noai 0010, 8) MOOANbLHICMb, NOBMOPEHHS MA e8gheMizMU NOCUTIOIONMb ACOPCKICb
ma He2HYYKICMb [0e0N02iYHuUX No3Uuyii, wo noYacmu YCKIAOHIOE peanbHull OUNIOMAMUYHUL npoyec
ma modicnuse muphe @peeynosants. Lli 8ucHosku niokpecuioomo AiHe8ICMUYHI MEXAHIZMU, SKI Cy2YIomb
RIOTPYHMAM BOEHHO20 OUCKYPCY, 00800AYU, WO MUp | NEePeMOBUHU He € HeUmparbHUMU NOHAMMAMU,

a ix 8UKOPUCMOBYIOMb AK PUMOPUYHI IHCMPYMeHmu OJisl UNPABOAHHS, NPOO0BXHCEHH abo dene2imumizayii

Kougnikmis. Ilpedcmasnene 00CAiONHCEHH OKPECIIOE NOLIMUYHY PEANbHICIb 3 MOBHO20 ACHEKMY OUCKYPC)),
i npononye ananimuyHi nioxoou 00 8UBYEHHS POIL petiMiney 8 MINCHAPOOHIU OUNIOMAMIi Ma KOHGAIKIMHUX
cumyayisnx. Ilepcnexmusu nooanbuux O00CHiOdNHCeHb 80AUAEMO 8 AHANIZT 00820MPUBANOL eBONIOYII OUCKYPCY
MUpy i nepemosum, anubuomy ma OOKIAOHIUOMY CMYOil08AHHI Medid- Ma COYIANIbHUX Mepedc, d MAaKOIC
BUBUEHHI pPe2iOHANbHUX 0cobIUBOCHmel Ma iICMOPUYHUX YUHHUKIB, WO 6NAUBAIOMb HA CEMAHMUYHI 3MIHU
8 KoH@ixmax.

Knwuosi cnoea: xonyenm, nonimuyHuii OUCKYPC, MUp, NEPEMOBUHU, 6Pe2YNI08AHHA KOHGLIKMIS,
OUNIOMamuyHa Mosd.
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