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Is it ‘the Ukraine crisis’ or a war in Europe? Multiple frames of
Russia’s aggression in parliamentary discourse from a comparative
MD-CADS perspective
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This contribution aims to uncover similarities and differences in the construction of war in the
Ukrainian and British parliamentary discourses against the dramatic social context of Russia’s
unfolding aggression since 2014 and its full-scale invasion of Ukraine starting from 24 February
2022. The study adopts a comparative perspective on the onomasiological salience (Geeraerts,
2017) of alternative designations of armed hostilities used in comparable institutional settings.
It is primarily situated within the framework of MD-CADS, with its emphasis on the importance
of corpus data segmentation from epistemological, methodological and practical perspectives
(Marchi, 2018). Naming choices for the armed hostilities in focus are discussed in relation to
experience-based schematic representations of real-world situations known as frames (Fillmore
et al., 2003a; Ruppenhofer et al., 2017) and framing as a discursive practice of selecting “some
aspects of a perceived reality” (Entman, 1993: 52) and “introducing some form of cognitive
bias” (Charteris-Black, 2019: 16) in parliamentary discourse, which provides valuable data for
investigating the intersection between language and social change (Tyrkko and Kotze, 2023).
The data come from two uniformly encoded and comparable corpora under the ParlaMint
project: ParlaMint-UA containing plenary proceedings of the Verkhovna Rada, Ukraine’s
unicameral parliament, and ParlaMint-GB including transcripts of parliamentary debates from
the House of Lords and the House of Commons. The findings suggest that naming and framing
of armed hostilities in parliamentary debates have to do with the hybrid legal and political
nature of parliamentary discourse as well as an interplay between the institutional and
individual choices of the speakers. Spatial and temporal proximity or distance between the
speakers and the events in focus affects yet does not determine their conceptualisation as
proximal or distant from the speakers themselves as well as from their addressees and is subject
to change in the constantly shifting political and geopolitical climate.
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We no longer need to explain why it is ‘Kyiv’ and not ‘Kiev’,
why it is the ‘Russo-Ukrainian war’ and not a ‘Ukrainian crisis’.
Oleksandr Mykhed, The Language of War

Introduction

The dramatic social context of Russia’s ongoing aggression against Ukraine since 2014,
culminating in its full-scale invasion in 2022, has increased the topicality of interdisciplinary
research on the conceptualisation of war and its verbal realisations in public discourse, both
within Ukraine and in the international arena. An already ample literature on the language of
war, which traditionally focuses on Anglo-American discourses (e.g., Hodges, 2013), has been
enriched with a number of theoretical and empirical studies revising the concept of war
including challenges to its definition in philosophy (Psarros, 2023), international law (Dinstein,
2017) and linguistics (Yavorska, 2016; Kovbasyuk, 2023; Yavorska, 2024), the demarcation of
the division line between wars and other hostile activities as well as the qualification of specific
events on the ground.

One of the distinct linguistic markers of the hostilities in focus is the diversity of their
nominations observed in national and international public discourse in the last ten years. This
diversity has been variably discussed from cognitive semantic, pragmatic and discourse
analytical perspectives in terms of a string of linguistic signs, across which the complex concept
of war is distributed and through which it is verbalised, e.g., struggle, confrontation, invasion,
hostility (Vilchynsa, 2017; Maslova, 2023; Melnyk et al., 2023), in terms of conflicting
interpretations of the reality from different vantage points, e.g., international armed conflict,
civil war in Ukraine, proxy war, hybrid war, undeclared war, counterterrorist operation
(Yavorska, 2016; Zinevich and Krasavina, 2017), or as a practice of euphemizing the lexicon
of war in order to attenuate the transmission of negative emotions associated with the word war
in the listeners’ perception of the messenger’s personality and policies, e.g., the great battle for
freedom, a battle between democracy and autocracy (Tymoshchyk, 2023). For comparison,
Hughes interprets “the wholesale euphemisation of the terminology of war into the neutral
latinisations of defence, operations, devices, incidents, incursions, engagements and
terminations” (Hughes, 2008: 14) as part of a broader semantic development in the 20" century.
Comparatively less attention has been paid to verbalisations of the geographical scope of the
hostilities in focus, which may include a narrower theatre of operations by the belligerent parties
as well as the potential spread of hostilities, called “the region of war” (Dinstein, 2017: 21).
Some scholars singled out a lexico-thematic group of the toponyms associated with specific
combat areas or crimes of aggression, e.g. llovaisk, Mariupol, Bucha, Snake Island, Bakhmut
and recognised their symbolic importance in the national socio-political discourse (Zinevich
and Krasavina, 2017; Piankovska, 2022; Melnyk et al., 2023), while a few others reported on
the uses of world war, global war, return of the full-scale war to Europe (Maslova, 2023;
Druzhbiak and Frantsuz, 2024).

Empirical evidence for the reviewed studies primarily comes from speeches by state leaders
and from the media. The samples are not limited to speeches by Volodymyr Zelensky and
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Vladimir Putin as the leaders of the states confronting each other (Chiluwa and Ruzaite, 2024;
Druzhbiak and Frantsuz, 2024) but also include statements by other world leaders (Bonnet,
2023; Tymoshchuk, 2023). More attention has been paid to media coverage of the hostilities in
focus in international (Bylytsia, 2022; Shevchenko et al., 2022; Alyahya, 2023), national and
regional print media (Vilchynska, 2017; Maslova, 2023) as well as in international (Piankovska,
2022) and national (Melnyk et al., 2023) online news outlets. Recent research has embraced not
only the production but also the perception of the news on the Russian-Ukrainian war by the
readers (Yemelianova, 2024).

Relatively little attention has been given to the ways war is discussed in parliamentary debates.
Harvard (2016) focuses on the concept of “world opinion” in UK parliamentary debates during
the Falklands War, Mochtak (2020) and Mochtak et al. (2022) investigate war-related discourse
in the post-war Croatian parliament, while Berganza et al. (2018) investigate the impact of
traditional and social media on parliamentary debates about violent conflicts. The most relevant
for this study is Calzada Pérez (2024) exploring verbal associations with Russia and Ukraine in
the UK’s House of Commons and Spain’s lower house, the Congress of Deputies, in the context
of the hostilities in focus in ParlaMint-GB v. 4.0 and ParlaMint-ES v.4.0. Is it observed that
through a number of shared collocates related to the semantic realm of armed hostilities like
aggression, attack, incursion, invasion, war, both Russia and Ukraine are “primed to be
understood as contenders in the military conflict” (ibid.: 89) in the UK parliamentary discourse.
In comparison, associations with Rusia ‘Russia’ transcend its participation in the armed conflict
in the Spanish parliamentary discourse, while Ucrania ‘Ukraine’ “is reduced to its role as the
invasion victim” (ibid.: 91). However, the dynamics of using different names of armed
hostilities is not investigated either longitudinally or with respect to different political actors.
Moreover, as far as existing literature indicates, the practice of naming Russia’s hostilities in
the Ukrainian parliament as discursive constructions in a wartime society remains unexplored.
This study departs from the assumption that uses of various designations of the armed hostilities
as well as their localisations are an integral part of framing them in public (including
parliamentary) discourse, i.e. selecting some aspects of the hostilities and “introducing some
form of cognitive bias” (Charteris-Black, 2019: 16). The following research questions are
asked. 1) What nominations of armed hostilities (e.g. war, conflict, aggression) are salient in
Ukrainian and British parliamentary discourse and how do they evolve over time in the context
of the ongoing Russian war of aggression against Ukraine? 2) How do these naming choices
contribute to framing the belligerent sides and the region of war in parliamentary discourse
from a comparative perspective?

1. Theoretical background

Section 1.1 briefly overviews legal and lexicographic definitions of the concept of war as well
as distinctions between war and related lexical units and discusses practices of using war and
related names in terminological and common senses in public discourse. Section 1.2 outlines
relevant literature on lexical variation, frame semantics and framing as a discursive practice,
while also highlighting the hybrid nature of parliamentary discourse and its impact on language
use in parliamentary debates.

11 Speaking about war: hetween prescriptions and usage
Prescriptions in linguistics are associated, inter alia, with determining socially accepted

meaning of words and expressions (Britsyn, 2024: 129), which is subject to incessant
development or change due to extra-linguistic and linguistic factors. The technocratisation of

81



A Kryvenko “Is it ‘the Ukraine crisis’ or a war in Europe?
Multiple frames of Russia’s aggression in
parliamentary discourse from a comparative
MD-CADS perspective”

contemporary society involves the acceleration of lexical migration processes between the
general literary language and domain-specific terminological systems known as the processes
of terminologisation and determinologisation (Nakonechna, 2018: 11). Military-related lexicon
is no exception. On the one hand, evolution in the conduct of hostilities and numerous
technological advancements have been changing the lexico-semantic field of war over time
(Hughes, 2008: 14-16) and significant effort has been made to standardise military terminology
internationally, e.g., the official NATO terminology database NATOT7erm (Jones, 2011) or
NATO Glossary of Terms and Definitions (NATO, 2020)2. Along with borrowing,
compounding and derivation, terminological systems are enriched through specialisation of
common words, when the archiseme is preserved but the range of application of the newly
developed terminological meaning is narrower than the range of the meaning of the common
word. On the other hand, some military terms are increasingly used outside their specialised
field in the texts targeting mass and diverse audiences (e.g., in the media and fiction), undergo
metaphorisation or metonymisation and acquire certain connotative properties (Ilchenko, 2023;
Polishchuk, 2023). Yet, uses like war on terrorism can lose their metaphoricity and become
literate and technical to refer to, for instance, the armed response to the 9/11 attack in the USA
(Yavorska, 2024: 216-217; cf. Dinstein, 2017: 6).

The terminological status of war in legal discourse is challenging (e.g., see Dinstein, 2017: 5-
17) and in contemporary international communication, there is a tendency toward its
euphemisation. In this regard, at least three linguistic aspects warrant consideration. First, the
word war is not connotatively neutral. Dinstein (ibid.: 379) underscores its “unsavoury
connotation” 1in the context of international communication and characterises the
communication strategy of avoiding this word as hypocritical. That said, a distinction between
a war of aggression and a war as an act of self-defence is commonly made. The former is defined
as “a crime against international peace” in the UN General Assembly resolution from 1974 (as
cited ibid.: 142), although the terms aggression and aggressor may be employed more broadly
to refer to “the unlawful use of force by States” (ibid.: 131), which is “short of war” (ibid.: 142
ff.). The latter denotes “comprehensive use of counterforce in response to an armed attack”
(ibid.: 279). However, it has been suggested to use counterwar as a sanction in response to war
as a delict “to reduce the common psychological resistance to the acceptance of ‘war’ even in
the context of self-defence (ibid.: 280). Second, prototypically war is associated with the
highest degree of intensity of armed hostilities, which are extended in time. For comparison,
the term armed conflict is employed to refer to armed hostilities that may either amount to “a
fully fledged war” or be “a short-lived or minor episode”, which violates peace, yet is “short of
war” (ibid.: 3). The terms fotal war and limited war were introduced to further differentiate
between the scope of objectives attained and resources (human and material) allocated by the
belligerent parties (ibid.: 13-16). Third, there is traditionally a strong association between
performing the speech act of declaring war and beginning full-fledged interstate armed
hostilities (e.g., see Hughes, 2008: 13). However, according to speech act theory “[d]eclarations
bring about some alternation in the status or condition of the referred-to object or objects solely
in virtue of the fact that the declaration has been successfully performed” (Searle, 1976: 14). A
significant decline in declarations of war in the post-1945 period — although not in the number
of armed hostilities worldwide — has been discussed in the literature (Fazal, 2021), and the

2 NATO (2020) aims to standardise (i) general terminology with a specific military meaning; (ii) specialist
terminology that needs to be widely understood throughout NATO, and (iii) terms that are not adequately defined
in the Concise Oxford English Dictionary, which is used as the reference dictionary for the English language by
the NATO Terminology Programme.
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distinction between “war in the material sense” and “war in the purely technical sense” was
introduced (Dinstein, 2017: 11-13).

It is worth noticing that the term war is not defined in the abovementioned glossary (NATO,
2020). However, it is used as a constitutive element in its eleven glossed terms (e.g., emergency
in war, war game, war reserves) and in its multiple definitions (see also Bielykh, 2024 on
military terms with the core element krieg in German).

In general lexicographic sources, the central sense of war is “a state of armed conflict between
different countries or different groups within a country” (Stevenson and Waite, 2012: 1627);
cf. sitina ‘war’ is “an organized armed struggle between states, peoples or armed groups within
a country” (Shyrokov et al., 2018). Onomasiological reference networks like The Historical
Thesaurus of The Oxford English Dictionary (Kay et al., 2009) group war along with (armed)
conflict, battle, struggle, attack, invasion, incursion and aggression in the senses of ‘military
aggression’ and ‘action of attacking’ under the broad category of “armed hostility” within the
macrocategory “society”, while crisis in the sense of a ‘difficult state of things’ pertaining to
emergency is categorised under “difficulty”, which is included into the macrocategory “world”.
In the FrameNet database (Ruppenhofer et al., 2017), the lexical units war, warfare, conflict,
battle, clash, fight, struggle, confrontation evoke the Hostile encounter frame, which is
perspectivised in the Attack frame with such lexical units as attack and incursion. The lexical
unit invasion is listed under the Invading frame, which inherits from the Attack frame and is a
subframe of the Invasion scenario frame. The lexical unit aggression is not included in the
database; however, there are grounds to analyse it in relation to the Attack and Invading frames.
On the other hand, the Catastrophe frame evoked by crisis does not have any frame-to-frame
relations with the frames above.

Despite clear distinctions between the Hostile encounter, Invading and Attack frames, on the
one hand, and the Catastrophe frame, on the other, instances of framing armed hostilities as
crises are not unusual in legal and media discourse. For instance, Dinstein advocates for a
rigorous rejection of framing Russia’s aggression in Georgia in 2008 as a “crisis between
longstanding adversaries” in a report by the Independent International Fact-Finding Mission on
the Conflict in Georgia, because it makes “no real distinction between aggressor and victim of
aggression” (Dinstein, 2017: 92). Ironically, later in the same work Dinstein describes Russia’s
invasion and annexation of Crimea as “[t]he Crimean crisis of 2014” and epistemically
distances himself (in terms of Chilton 2014: 37) from those “unidentified soldiers” operating
“covertly within the territory of Ukraine” who are “probably Russian special-forces
commandos” (Dinstein, 2017: 235). In the media, mainstream Chinese outlets persistently refer
to Russia’s aggression against Ukraine as “the Ukraine crisis” (Ji et al., 2024) even after
Russia’s large-scale invasion in 2022 for ideological reasons, while, as Shevchenko et al. (2022:
72-73) report, the nomination of Russia’s aggression as “the Ukraine crisis” was largely
abandoned in English-language Western media after 2022 and the Russian propaganda label
“special military operation” (see also Chiluwa and Ruzaite, 2024) failed to gain traction.

12.  Naming choices and framing in parliamentary discourse

It has been suggested that studies of lexical variation should distinguish among its four types:
semasiological (when a particular lexical item may refer to different kinds of referents),
onomasiological (when a referent may be named with lexical items pertaining to conceptually
distinct categories), formal (when various lexical items used to name a particular referent may
or may not pertain to conceptually distinct categories) and contextual (when naming choices
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above correlate with features of the speech situation or characteristics of the participants)
(Geeraerts et al., 1994: 3-4). Importantly for this study, there is corpus-based evidence that “not
all ways of lexically categorizing phenomena are equally common”: some are more
onomasiologically salient than the others, which can be expressed in terms of the relative
frequency of associations between a signifier and a given signified (Geeraerts, 2017: 155-158).
Also, a contextualised, pragmatic conception of onomasiology involves “the actual choices
made for a particular name as a designation of a particular concept or a particular referent” and
investigates factors determining the choice for one or the other alternative (ibid.). If a particular
situation or event are referred to, choices for one or the other designation are related to how the
conceptualisation of this situation or event is perspectivised.

Experience-based schematic representations of real-world situations, practices, beliefs, etc.,
known as frames (Fillmore et al., 2003a; Ruppenhofer et al., 2017), are believed to be structured
by core and non-core frame elements (FEs), i.e. named participant roles or aspects of a situation
(Fillmore et al., 2003b: 305) corresponding roughly to the distinction between arguments and
adjuncts in traditional grammatical analysis (ibid., 310). Frames are evoked by lexical units, i.e.
words taken in one of their senses (ibid., 297). Importantly, the dominant frame informing the
meaning of the sentence is evoked by a noun in political texts (ibid., 324). In the FrameNet
database (Ruppenhofer et al., 2017), the core FEs of the Hostile encounter frame include Side-
1/Side-2 or Sides; the Attack frame has the Assailant and the Victim as its core FEs; the core
FEs of the Invading frame are the Invader and the Land; and the core FEs of the Invasion
scenario are the Attacked and the Invader. Conversely, the core FEs in the Catastrophe frame
are the Patient and the Undesirable event. This distinction among the core FEs of the frames
expressed in relation to the armed hostilities in focus suggests that the belligerent states can be
diversely conceptualised as: 1) equal actors, 2) the one that acts and the one that is acted upon,
and 3) the one that is acted upon and the bad event that occurs. Place as well as Time are
included as non-core FEs into each of these frames.

In political contexts, there is a need to differentiate between frames as established ways of
thinking, which are shared in society and evoked by lexical units in language use (after Fillmore
et al., 2003a and elsewhere), and framing as an action of representing something subjectively
(Charteris-Black, 2019: 16), or “establishing a particular set of frames as the dominant one in
the public political debate” (Musolff, 2019; also see a discussion in Klymenko, 2019: 4-5). The
latter definition draws on Entman’s (1993: 52) understanding of framing as selecting “some
aspects of a perceived reality” and making them “more salient in a communicating text
[emphasis original]”. Of relevance to political discourse is the notion of multiple frames
including competing, overlapping and co-existing frames (Gruber, 2021: 37), which the parties
involved may use as forms of strategic communication to gain support and legitimacy among
audiences beyond those directly impacted (Kniipfer and Entman, 2018: 477-478). In fact, “the
naming of the event itself embodies a framing effort by the involved parties and outsiders”
(ibid.: 480, cf. Smith, 2021: 62-64, Taylor, 2023: 172). Further problematisation of how armed
hostilities are discursively constructed in institutional settings requires a critical perspective for
uncovering the power dynamics, ideological underpinnings and strategic goals achieved in
specific communicative contexts.

Naming and framing practices as “the interplay between the built-in semantic potential of a
name (...) and the influence of surrounding verbal and nonverbal contextual cues (...) that
ultimately determines the name’s full communicative potential” (Smith, 2021: 78), as well as
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the realisation of this communicative potential in different situations based on the language
users’ personal or collective understanding of the signifier and the signified and also their
intentions to shape beliefs and emotions of the listeners take a specific turn in parliamentary
discourse due to its hybrid nature. Parliamentary discourse encompasses features of legal and
political (Lastres-Lopez, 2023: 313) spheres of communication. It is both “monitored, agenda-
centred and audience oriented”, which is typical of institutional genres, and “spontaneous,
improvised and interlocutor oriented”, which is characteristic of conversational genres (Ilie,
2016: 135). It is associated with the tradition of the written word of the legislation as well as
the oral tradition of parliamentary debates, with parliamentary dialogue taking shape “as an oral
performance that is meant to be eventually written down in the official records” (ibid.).

In the broader landscape, parliamentary discourse provides valuable data for investigating the
intersection between language and social change (Tyrkko and Kotze, 2023). However, a history
of linguistic research into parliamentary discourse is relatively short, contributing mainly to
pragmatics, critical discourse analysis and cognitive linguistics, as well as rhetoric, both from
mono-cultural and cross-cultural perspectives (Bayley, 2004; Ilie, 2010; Ilie, 2016). The
growing range of corpora of parliamentary proceedings available via research infrastructures
has situated parliamentary discourse within the framework of corpus linguistic studies (Adel,
2010; Tyrkkoé and Kotze, 2023; Erjavec et al., 2024b; Calzada Pérez, 2024).

2. Data and methods

This study adopts a comparative perspective and traces word choices in relation to naming and
framing Russia’s aggression against Ukraine in parliamentary discourse longitudinally as
verbalised in the plenary proceedings of the British Parliament and the Verkhovna Rada of
Ukraine.

The data for this study come from two uniformly encoded, interoperable and comparable
corpora under the ParlaMint project, which are linguistically annotated and enriched with
speaker, party and speech metadata, including names, gender, age, roles, party aftiliation, power
positions, political leanings, speech dates, sessions and terms (Erjavec et al., 2024a). ParlaMint-
UA is the first full-text corpus of plenary proceedings of the Verkhovna Rada — Ukraine’s
unicameral parliament (Kryvenko & Kopp, 2023; Kryvenko, 2025). ParlaMint-GB contains
transcripts of parliamentary debates from the House of Lords and the House of Commons.
During the second phase of the ParlaMint project, three versions of the corpora were published
(Erjavec et al., 2024b). In this study, version 4.0 is used to enable convenient cross-corpus
comparisons based on their time span. Table 1 presents basic quantitative information on the
versions of the British and Ukrainian parliamentary corpora used in this study. Both corpora
were explored via the freely available NoSketch Engine concordancer.
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Table 1. Basic quantitative information about the corpora used in this study.

UK parliamentary corpus  Ukrainian parliamentary corpus

Version ParlaMint-GB 4.0 ParlaMint-UA 4.0
Timeframe from 2015-01 to 2022-07 from 2012-12 to 2023-09
Parliamentary terms 4 3
Speeches 670,912 200,650
Paragraphs 1,406,962 686,115
Sentences 5,323,032 1,629,760
Words 124,744,599 18,507,226
Tokens 139,686,402 23,289,170
Min tokens/year 18.62 2.17

Source: author’s own research

Methodologically, this study is primarily situated within the framework of modern-diachronic
corpus-assisted discourse analysis, or MD-CADS, with its focus on concordance and
collocation analysis (Partington et al., 2013) and its emphasis on the importance of corpus data
segmentation from epistemological, methodological and practical perspectives (Marchi, 2018).
In the literature, three types of modern diachronic research were identified: tracking a
phenomenon or process over continuous data, comparing between two or more distinct
moments, or, less commonly, examining the data before and after some defined “turning
points”, with the latter identified in the course of a bottom-up analysis rather than envisioned
as part of the research design (see a critical review in Marchi, 2018: 176 ff.). To address the
lack of MD-CADS research focusing on “a priori critical junctures” in discourse, this study
utilises the built-in subcorpora available in ParlaMint-GB and ParlaMint-UA: the Reference
subcorpus ending on 30 January 2020, the COVID subcorpus ending on 23 February 2022 and
the COVID / War subcorpus starting on 24 February 2022, the day Russia launched its full-
scale invasion of Ukraine.

The selection of lexical units designating armed hostilities like attack, battle, (armed) clash,
(armed) conflict, incursion, invasion, war and their equivalents in the Ukrainian language was
informed by the lexicographic sources (Stevenson and Waite, 2012; Shyrokov et al., 2018; Kay
et al., 2009) as well as the definition of acts of aggression in the Statute of the International
Criminal Court (cited in Dinstein, 2017: 146-147), including (military) occupation, annexation,
bombardment, blockage. In the preliminary stage, shared and distinct collocates for Ukraine
and Vxpaina ‘Ukraine’ potentially referring to the armed hostilities in focus were extracted
within the 5L/5R search window for the lowercase lemma attribute with 5 as a minimum
frequency in the corpus and 3 as the minimum frequency in the given range. Morphologically
related words were also considered, when relevant. However, it was decided to report only the
preliminary results from ParlaMint-GB in this study for the reasons described in Section 3.2.
The results from ParlaMint-GB were ranked by the Log Dice statistical measure, which was
chosen for this study as a good balance between unique and frequent co-occurrences in the
discourse (Brezina, 2018: 274). The minimal Log Dice value above 0 was used to analyse
shared and distinct collocates across the subcorpora and the collocates with the Log Dice value
above 7 were considered to be strong associations with the node word, following Jaworska and
Kinloch (2018: 122), in this and other searches in the reported study.
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In the first stage, ways of joint expression of the belligerent sides in the Hostile encounter frame
were examined through an analysis of absolute and relative frequencies of the coordinate
compounds and phrases with the components ukrain* and russia* in ParlaMint-GB and yxpain™*
‘ukrain®*’ and poci* ‘russi*’ in ParlaMint-UA. In the second stage, associations between
aggression, invasion, incursion, war, conflict, crisis and their Ukrainian equivalents, which are
consistently used in parliamentary discourse to refer to armed hostilities, and the most salient
lexical units designating the aggressor were measured with the Log Dice statistical measure in
the extended search window of 9 L/R and the minimum frequency of 2 in the given range. In
the third stage, recurrent lexical bundles containing at least one of the six selected lexical units
referring to the hostilities in English and Ukrainian respectively were extracted and only
meaningful 2-gram — 5-gram patterns were kept for further analysis for the purposes of this
study. In ParlaMint-GB, searches for these bundles were filtered to retain only concordance
lines containing the node Ukraine within a collocation window of 100 L/R. The results of the
third stage were reported in the form of collapsed grams, or c-grams (Rayson, 2015: 47), to
offer a more nuanced perspective on their collocability. Their absolute and relative frequency
in each subcorpus were also provided. In the fourth stage, changes in the relative frequency of
war, conflict, aggression, invasion, incursion and crisis and their Ukrainian equivalents across
the subcorpora were examined in the context of Europe / €spona ‘Europe’ and European /
esponeticokuil ‘European’ respectively within the search window of 9 L/R. In ParlaMint-GB,
searches for these co-occurrences were also filtered to retain only concordance lines containing
the node Ukraine within a collocation window of 100 L/R.

The results reported here are divided into two sections, reflecting the dynamics of the diversity
of naming choices for the armed hostilities in focus and the parties involved or affected. These
naming choices are examined from the perspective of collective speakers in two distinct
locations: one spatially distal from the events, i.e. the British parliament (Section 3.1), and one
proximal to them, i.e. the Ukrainian parliament (Section 3.2). It is also worth noting that a few
members of British parliament explicitly mention during debates that they had visited Ukraine
prior to speaking, which may influence their expression of “symbolic distance crossing” in term
of Cap (2013). However, this degree of granularity related to individual speakers on record
exceeds the current endeavour and awaits further in-depth examination.

3.1 Constructing the hostilities in focus in the British parliamentary discourse

Selected collocates for Ukraine, which have been limited to nouns and verbs, represent a
repertoire of naming choices for the hostilities in focus across the subcorpora in ParlaMent-GB
(Table 2). The central part of this repertoire is rather stable, as the Reference subcorpus and the
COVID / War subcorpus share nearly 60 percent of the collocates related to the hostilities, while
the COVID subcorpus shares 90 percent of the collocates with the Reference subcorpus and 80
percent of the collocates with the COVID / War subcorpus. Fourteen of these collocates are
consistently shared in all three subcorpora: aggression, attack, combat, conflict, crisis, defence,
defend, destabilise, fight, incursion, invade, invasion, occupation, war, including two collocates
(aggression, invasion) that have consistently strong associations with the node Ukraine at the
Log Dice value above 7. At the same time, some terms referring to armed hostilities such as
clash or warfare were not observed among the collocates meeting the selection criteria in any
of the three subcorpora.
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Table 2. Selected shared and distinct collocates for Ukraine in ParlaMint-GB potentially
related to the hostilities in focus.

Reference subcorpus COVID subcorpus COVID / War subcorpus

ran collocate AF  LogDice rank collocate AF  LogDice rank collocate AF  LogDice
k

5 aggression 41 8.75 2 incursion 49 9.54 1 invasion 443 10.85
9 destabilisation 12 7.71 3 invade 49 943 5 war 464 9.12
12 annexation 11 7.35 4 aggression 50 9.07 9 aggression 58 7.99
15 invasion 17 7.32 5 invasion 52 8.96 10 invade 52 7.97
18 destabilise 9 7.11 23 defend 33 6.96 20  defend 61 7.25
19 invade 10 7.09 30 annexation 7/ 6.75 23 conflict 93 7.21
22 incursion 8 6.87 34  annex 6 6.53 29 attack 85 6.97
32 annex 6 6.47 51  deter 9 6.13 34 crisis 129 6.83
42 occupy 8 6.14 56  destabilise 4 5.99 58 blockade 15 6.21
46 conflict 31 5.97 58 cyber-attack 3 5.86 54 fight 51 6.36
49 fighting 5 5.87 72  tension 6 5.65 66 assault 21 6.06
59 seizure 4 5.67 99  occupation 4 5.15 84  defence 57 5.74
67 cyberattack 3 5.61 103  attack 18 5.05 88  onslaught 10 5.70
78 cyber-attack 3 5.48 113 defence 28 491 130 bomb 9 5.13
80 interference 5 5.44 119  conflict 13 4.72 144 occupy 8 5.02
81 occupation 5 5.44 132 seize 3 4.50 149  occupation 8 5.01
82 instability 4 5.42 137  crisis 21 4.40 161 incursion 6 4.89
83 crisis 42 5.39 142 combat 3 4.35 164  battle 10 4.88
84 tension 5 5.36 165 war 12 4.10 266 bombing 5 4.44
121 grab 3 4.81 183 fight 7 3.85 324 struggle 10 4.27
123 interfere 3 4.78 assault - - 333 deter 5 4.24
130  defend 7 4.71 battle - - 349  hostility 4 4.20
150 combat 3 4.32 blockade - - 351 fighting 4 4.19
153 war 14 4.32 bomb - - 471 bombardment 3 3.95
208 attack 7 3.68 bombardment - - 493  destabilise 3 3.92
218 defence 11 3.56 bombing - - 557 combat 4 3.82
341 fight 3 2.62 cyberattack - - 759  seize 3 3.48
assault - - destabilisation - - annex - -
battle - - fighting - - annexation - -
blockade - - grab - - cyberattack - -
bomb - - hostility - - cyber-attack - -
bombardment - - instability - - destabilisation - -
bombing - - interfere - - grab - -
deter - - interference - - instability - -
hostility - - occupy - - interfere - -
onslaught - - onslaught - - interference - -
seize - - seizure - - seizure - -
struggle - - struggle - - tension - -

Source: author’s own research

In terms of the dynamic aspect, the collocational strength of war and attack increased in the
COVID / War subcorpus and the range of collocates designating armed hostilities or their
specific aspects like assault, battle, blockage, onslaught, struggle, bombardment broadened.
While the collocational strength of the stem defen™ has been growing, strong associations with
the stem destabilis* have been weakening over time (see also interfere* and tension). The latter
is also true about a group of collocates primarily associated with Russia’s annexation of
Ukraine’s Crimea. Cf. annexation, annex, seizure, grab in the Reference subcorpus,
annexation, annex, seize in the COVID subcorpus and seize in the COVID / War subcorpus.
These dynamics may have to do with the growing temporal distance between the event of
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Russia’s invasion and annexation of Crimea and the time of speaking as well as the attentional
shift to Russia’s unfolding full-scale invasion and occupation of a larger part of Ukraine.

Based on her analysis of the top 50 collocates for the nodes Ukraine and Russia in ParlaMint-
GB, Calzada Pérez (2024: 91) concludes that British MPs see Russia and Ukraine in “a more
homogeneous manner, as participants in a war” in comparison with the Spanish parliament.
However, a closer reading of the contexts surrounding the selected collocates in ParlaMint-GB
(Table 3) suggests that a symmetry in featuring Ukraine and Russia as two sides of the hostile
encounter is overall not typical in the British parliament, although both countries are
consistently mentioned in relation to aspects of international security, primarily with regard to
the ongoing hostilities since 2014. To test this initial observation, two further searches were
conducted in ParlaMint-GB to examine how often Russia and Ukraine are mentioned as equal
parties without a clear distinction between the aggressor and the victim of aggression and
whether different names of the hostilities are equally associated with the sides involved. Before
reporting the results of these two further searches, it needs to be specified that a separate
analysis of the node Russia co-occurring with terms related to armed hostilities in ParlaMint-
GB was not included into this study for the following reason. In the British parliament, Russia
was also extensively discussed in relation to its aggression against Georgia, Syria and other
countries or regions. Given that this study focuses on the discursive construction of Russia’s
aggression against Ukraine, searches were limited to contexts explicitly related to Ukraine, with
mentions of Russia considered only in these instances.

The coordinate compounds and phrases with the components ukrain* and russia* make only
1.23 hits per million tokens, or pmt, in the whole corpus as opposed to 68.16 hits pmt only for
Ukraine and 86.27 hits pmt only for Russia (excluding the instances with the coordinate
compounds and phrases above). These compounds and phrases are unevenly distributed across
the subcorpora: 0.42 hits pmt in the Reference subcorpus, 0.21 hits pmt in the COVID
subcorpus and 0.61 hits pmt in the COVID / War subcorpus. Table 3 illustrates the usage of
coordinate compounds and phrases with the components ukrain™ and russia®, including their
absolute frequency, in the context of the armed hostilities in focus. As a side note, the use of
common words like situation or issue as substitutions for the names of armed hostilities was
not included in this study but would be worth exploring in relation to strategies of euphimisation
in parliamentary discourse in future studies.

Table 3. Coordinate compounds and phrases with the components ukrain* and russia® in
ParlaMint-GB.

89

Reference subcorpus COVID subcorpus COVID / War subcorpus

Phrases AF Phrases AF Phrases AF

war between Russia and Ukraine 1  conflict between Russia and Ukraine 1 war (..) between Russia and Ukraine 5

conflict between Russia and Ukraine 1 conflict on the Russia-Ukraine border 1  Ukraine-Russia war 2

ceasefire between Russia and Ukraine 1  Ukraine and Russia (..) as parties to 1 Russia-Ukraine war 1

the conflict

dispute between Russia and Ukraine 1 Russia-Ukraine conflict 4

Russia-Ukraine dispute 1 conflict between Ukraine and Russia 1
conflict (..) between Russia and Ukraine 2
Russia-Ukraine crisis 2
Ukraine-Russia crisis 1
crisis between Russia and Ukraine 1

Source: author’s own research
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A closer reading of the concordance lines containing these coordinate compounds and phrases
confirmed that before 24 February 2022 mentions of Russia and Ukraine as equal sides were
more readily associated with conflict or dispute (1) and a war on the border between Ukraine
and Russia was not consistently seen as an ongoing event but also as a hypothetical risk (2).

(1) Clearly, we want a peaceful situation between Russia and Ukraine and for all areas
of dispute to be resolved quickly. (Christopher Stephen Grayling, Conservative Party,
2016-01-14)

(2) Any war on the border between Ukraine and Russia will be utterly disastrous for the
people of Ukraine, the people of Russia and the future of peace throughout the whole
continent of Europe. (Jeremy Bernard Corbyn, Labour / Independent, 2022-01-31)

An analysis of collocates for aggression, invasion, incursion, war, conflict, crisis, which appear
in the 5 L/R collocation window of the node Ukraine, revealed that associations with the
attacking side vary both with respect to the names of the hostilities used in ParlaMint-GB and
the periods of their use, as seen in Figure 1. The results of the searches in the span above were
further queried to examine naming choices for the aggressor and their collocation strength with
the terms for the armed hostilities in focus. For this purpose, the search window was extended
to 9 L/R and the minimum frequency in the given range was lowered to 2. The three most
frequently recurring lemmas explicitly referring to the aggressor were Russia, Russian, Putin.
Neither Moscow nor Kremlin were retrieved as collocates under the defined conditions.

Figure 1. Associations between names of the hostilities and the aggressor in ParlaMint-GB.
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conflict crisis
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Source: author’s own research

Inevitably, the search parameters described above have their limitations, and while showing
major trends of association between the aggressor and the hostilities they do not capture all the
contexts potentially relevant for this study. For instance, the search word crisis does collocate
with Putin in the COVID and COVID / War subcorpora, although this association is quite weak
(2. 36 and 3.77 Log Dice respectively). As illustrated in (3), the word crisis is used in relation
to the onset of Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, although Ukraine is mentioned elsewhere
outside the search window.

(3) This is not a crisis of Putin versus the West, this is not a crisis of Putin versus NATO;
this is a crisis of Putin versus the world. (John Kerr, Crossbench, 2022-02-25)

Table 4 provides selected continuous multiword sequences containing at least one of the names
for the hostilities: war, conflict, aggression, invasion, incursion or crisis, used within a span of
100 L/R tokens around each occurrence of Ukraine across the subcorpora in ParlaMint-GB.
The data are presented as a c-gram tree view and include absolute frequency of the selected
sequences and their relative frequency per million tokens in each subcorpus.

Table 4. Top c-grams with the lexical items referring to the hostilities in focus in ParlaMint-
GB.

Reference subcorpus COVID subcorpus COVID /

War subcorpus

91

c-grams AF Freq. pmt AF Freq. pmt AF  Freq. pmt
in text type in text type in text type

war in 25 0.27 14 0.36 355 39.30
war in Ukraine 5 0.05 3 0.08 284 31.44

the war in Ukraine 0 0 1 0.03 197 21.81

civil war in Ukraine 3 0.03 0 0 0 0

war in Europe 3 0.03 3 0.08 39 4.32

war in the Donbass 1 0.01 1 0.03 1 0.11

war crime 3 0.03 0 0 210 23.25
war crime in 0 0 0 0 15 1.66

war crime in Ukraine 0 0 0 0 13 1.44

of war crime 0 0 0 0 29 3.21
evidence of war crime 0 0 0 0 9 1.00

war on 4 0.04 3 0.08 57 6.31
war on Ukraine 0 0 0 0 26 2.88

war on the European continent 1 0.01 0 0 1 0.11

war on European soil 0 0 0 0 2 0.22

war of 0 0 5 0/13 49 5.43
war of aggression 0 0 3 0.08 17 1.88

war of choice 0 0 0 0 10 1.11

war of attrition 0 0 0 0 8 0.89

war against 2 0.02 5 0.13 19 2.10
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war against Ukraine 0 0 2 0.05 10 1.11

war against the west 0 0 2 0.05 0 0

’s war 0 0 1 0.03 110 12.18
Putin’s war 0 0 0 0 90 9.96

Putin’s war machine 0 0 0 0 26 2.88

Russia’s war 0 0 1 0.03 10 1.11
Ukraine’s war 0 0 0 0 3 0.33
Kremlin’s war 0 0 0 0 2 0.22

of war 17 0.18 14 0.36 176 19.49
weapon of war 1 0.01 0 0 35 3.88
prisoner of war 1 0.01 0 0 22 2.44
horror of war 0 0 1 0.03 16 1.77
Ukraine war 0 0 0 0 28 3.10
the Ukraine war 0 0 0 0 25 2.77
Ukrainian war 1 0.01 0 0 10 1.11
the Ukrainian war 0 0 0 0 9 1.00

east Ukrainian war 1 0.01 0 0 0 0
Russian war 0 0 0 0 21 2.33
the Russian war 0 0 0 0 15 1.66
conflict in 47 0.51 18 0.47 79 8.75
conflict in Ukraine 14 0.15 3 0.08 56 6.20
conflict in the east 4 0.04 0 0 0 0
conflict in eastern Ukraine 5 0.05 4 0.10 0 0
conflict in Europe 1 0.01 1 0.03 2 0.22
conflict in (the) Donbass 2 0.02 3 0.08 0 0

of (the) conflict 0 0 0 0 78 8.64
impact of (the) conflict 0 0 0 0 6 0.66
beginning of the conflict 0 0 0 0 3 0.33
theatre of conflict 0 0 0 0 5 0.55

area of conflict 0 0 0 0 4 0.44

in conflict 0 0 0 0 46 5.09
violence in conflict 0 0 0 0 24 2.66
armed conflict 2 0.02 0 0 15 1.66
law of armed confflict 0 0 0 0 5 0.55
Ukraine conflict 1 0.01 0 0 14 1.55
the Ukraine confflict 1 0.01 0 0 9 1.00
Ukrainian conflict 0 0 1 0.03 4 0.44
the Ukrainian conflict® 0 0 1 0.03 4 0.44

1. [from the table on the next page] In ParlaMint-GB, both the Ukrainian transliteration Donbas and the
Russian transliteration Donbass appear in the records, although their usage ratio changes over time —from 9

percent Donbas vs. 91 percent Donbass in the Reference subcorpus to 60 percent Donbas vs. 31 percent

Donbass in the COVID / War corpus. A similar trend is observed with Kyiv and Kiev, shifting from 2 percent Kyiv
vs. 98 percent Kiev in the Reference corpus to 100 percent Kyiv in the COVID / War corpus.
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Russian aggression 75 0.82 96 2.48 96 10.63
Russian aggression in 25 0.27 4 0.10 8 0.89
Russian aggression in Ukraine 14 0.15 2 0.05 5 0.55
Russian aggression in (the) Donbas / Donbass’ 1 0.01 0 0 1 0.11
Russian aggression against 1 0.01 4 0.10 5 0.55

of Russian aggression 12 0.13 11 0.28 14 1.55

in the face of Russian aggression 4 0.04 4 0.10 6 0.66

’s aggression 14 0.15 21 0.54 61 6.75
Putin’s aggression 2 0.02 9 0.23 45 4.98
Russia’s aggression 11 0.12 12 0.31 16 1.77
Kremlin’s aggression 1 0.01 0 0 0 0

of aggression 8 0.09 17 0.44 50 5.54
act of aggression 5 0.05 3 0.08 14 1.55

war of aggression 0 0 3 0.08 17 1.88
crime of aggression 0 0 0 0 8 0.89
invasion of 34 0.37 67 1.73 455 50.38
invasion of Ukraine 11 0.12 36 0.93 404 44.73
invasion of (the) Crimea 7 0.08 7 0.18 8 0.89
invasion of Donbas 0 0 3 0.08 0 0
invasion of eastern Ukraine 3 0.03 1 0.03 0 0

‘s invasion 4 0.04 2 0.05 143 15.83
Russia’s invasion 3 0.03 3 0.05 86 9.52
Putin’s invasion 1 0.01 0 0 52 5.76
Moscow’s invasion 0 0 0 0 1 0.11
Russian invasion 1 0.01 21 0.54 136 15.06
the Russian invasion 1 0.01 4 0.10 111 12.29
Russian invasion of 1 0.01 12 0.31 92 10.19
illegal invasion 3 0.03 3 0.08 82 9.08
‘s illegal invasion 0 0 0 0 40 4.43
Russia’s illegal invasion 0 0 0 0 24 2.66

Putin’s illegal invasion 0 0 0 0 16 1.77

Ukraine invasion 0 0 0 0 6 0.66
the Ukraine invasion 0 0 0 0 6 0.66
Russian incursion 2 0.02 21 0.54 2 0.22
a Russian incursion 0 0 8 0.21 0 0
further Russian incursion 0 0 4 0.10 0 0

an incursion 1 0.01 22 0.57 2 0.22
an incursion into 0 0 12 0.31 2 0.22

an incursion would 0 0 3 0.08 0 0
incursion into 8 0.09 43 1.11 9 1.00
incursion into Ukraine 2 0.02 38 0.98 6 0.66
incursion into the heart of Ukraine 0 0 1 0.03 0 0
incursion by 4 0.04 6 0.16 2 0.22
incursion by Russia 0 0 6 0.16 0 0
incursion by Putin 0 0 0 0 2 0.22
military incursion 2 0.02 13 0.34 0 0
Russian military incursion 0 0 6 0.16 0 0
any military incursion 0 0 4 0.10 0 0
crisis in 30 0.33 9 0.23 91 10.08
crisis in Ukraine 17 0.18 7 0.18 51 5.65
crisis in Europe 0 0 0 0 7 0.78
refugee crisis in Europe 0 0 0 0 4 0.44
Ukraine crisis 15 0.16 7 0.18 42 4.65
the Ukraine crisis 12 0.13 6 0.16 39 4.32
response to the Ukraine crisis 1 0.01 0 0 9 1.00
Ukrainian crisis 4 0.04 0 0 10 1.11
the Ukrainian crisis 4 0.04 0 0 10 1.11
crisis of 1 0.01 1 0.03 19 2.10
crisis of Putin 0 0 0 0 3 0.33

Source: author’s own research

As seen in Table 4, the top trigrams in the COVID / War subcorpus are invasion of Ukraine and
war in Ukraine. The most frequent mentions of the aggressor include Russian invasion, Russian
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aggression, and Putin’s war in the same subcorpus. However, conflict and crisis are more
readily used in patterns including Ukraine (cf. Table 3), with the emphasis on the geographical
scope rather than the agent-driven causality. Framing the hostilities as happening in Ukraine
makes them seem like an internal event or a natural disaster rather than an act of aggression. It
obscures agency by not specifying who caused the hostile encounter, allowing Russia’s role as
the aggressor to fade into the background, which is explicitly pointed in (4).

(4) ... it is clear to the Government that we do not have a Ukraine crisis but a Russia
crisis, of which Ukraine is the unfortunate victim (Joyce Anelay, Conservative, 2015-03-
24)

Patterns containing incursion are mostly typical of the COVID subcorpus and are used
predominantly in the context of the international early warning campaign just before Russia’s
full-scale invasion (5).

(5) President Biden, who as a young senator actively supported Britain during the 1982
Falklands war, can recover his leadership role and, with support from European NATO
allies, face down any potential Russian incursion into the heart of Ukraine and, indeed,
any further adventurism elsewhere. (Mark Gino Francois, Conservative, 2022-01-06)

In the fourth stage of this study, changes in the relative frequency of war, conflict, aggression,
invasion, incursion and crisis in the context of Europe and European within a collocation of 9
L/R were examined across the subcorpora. There searches were also filtered to retain only
concordance lines containing the node Ukraine within a collocation window of 100 L/R. As
seen in Figure 2, war has the highest relative frequency in all three subcorpora of ParlaMint-
GB, followed by crisis and invasion. Moreover, after 24 February 2022, the armed hostilities
in focus are increasingly framed as war in Europe (see Table 4).

Figure 2. Naming the hostilities and their effects in the European context (ParlaMint-GB).

28.00
24.00
20.00
16.00

12.95

12.00

Frequency pmt in text type
@
8

fd

=]

=]
w
S
w

233
111 1.00
0.24 041 0.17 0.16 0.05 0.18 0.18 0.21 0.03 0.08 0.02 0.05 0.00

e
=]
=]

war conflict crisis aggression invasion incursion
Name choices

Reference subcorpus COVID subcorpus COVID / War subcorpus
Source: author’s own research

After the onset of Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, the symbolic spatial proximity (Cap,
2013) of the war to the deictic centre was negotiated in the UK parliament. The construal of the
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competing versions of the war’s central or peripheral location in Europe involved the
conventional political metaphor at the heart of Europe (Musolff, 2019), as in (6), and its
opposite on the fringes of Europe, as in (7).

(6) ... it was inevitable that this debate would focus on the barbaric Russian attack on
Ukraine, on the unprovoked violence and war crimes now at the heart of Europe, and
indeed on President Zelensky’s remarkable leadership. (David Maxim Triesman, Non-
affiliated; Labour, 2022-05-18)

(7) Nor did we foresee the war on the fringes of Europe. (Sarah Elizabeth Atherton,
Conservative, 2022-03-24)

The construal of the war as spatially proximal was also coupled with the temporal dimension.
In multiple instances, the current war was anchored to a specific historical event, especially
WWII, establishing a direct comparison between the two, implying continuity and rupture of
peace but also putting a strong emotional and moral weight, as in the biggest war in Europe
since 1945.

3.2.  Constructing the hostilities in focus in the Ukrainian parliamentary discourse

A preliminary examination of the collocation strength between the search node Vxpaina
‘Ukraine’ and denominations of the hostilities in ParlaMint-UA has confirmed an initial
assumption that this type of measurement may be of little utility for a comparative cross-corpus
study at least for two reasons. First, Vkpaina ‘Ukraine’ is the most frequent noun in ParlaMint-
UA with absolute frequency n=181,702 and consequently has many more collocates than its
equivalent Ukraine in ParlaMint-GB with absolute frequency n=9,551. Second, due to the
spatial proximity of the armed hostilities to the deictic centre of the speakers in the Ukrainian
parliament, references to Ukraine as a side of or the (primary) location of the hostilities would
be redundant in many contexts. For instance, émopenennsa ‘invasion’ is used 118.89 times pmt
(176 hits) in the COVID / War subcorpus of ParlaMint-UA, with the collocational strength of
emoperenns ‘invasion’ as a collocate of Vkpaina ‘Ukraine’ being only 6.81 Log Dice (46 hits)
in the SL/5R span and 7.21 Log Dice (62 hits) in the 9L/9R span of this subcorpus (cf, with the
collocational strength of Ukraine with invasion across the subcorpora in ParlaMint-GB).
However, a closer reading of those 176 concordance lines containing the lemma smoperenms
‘invasion’ in the COVID / War subcorpus of ParlaMint-UA revealed that all of them clearly
refer to the armed hostilities in focus.

Also, it comes as no surprise that in ParlaMint-UA the frequency of Vkpaina ‘Ukraine’ (7,802
hits pmt) significantly exceeds the combined frequency of Pocis ‘Russia’, Pociiicbka
@eoepayis ‘Russian Federation’, and its abbreviation P@ ‘RF’ (389.28 hits pmt). The
coordinate compounds and phrases with the search components yxpain* and poci* make 12.75
hits pmt, which are most frequently used in the Reference subcorpus (10 hits pmt) and
significantly drop in the COVID subcorpus (1.63 hits pmt) and in the COVID / War subcorpus
(1.12 hits pmt). In the context of the armed hostilities, they predominantly collocate with sitina
‘war’ and xonghnikm ‘conflict’. As seen in Table 5, there is a greater variability regarding the
order and morphology of the components in the reference subcorpus, yet the coordinate
compound pociticoko-ykpaincokuti ‘Russian-Ukrainian’ in the phrase pociiticoko-ykpaincovra
sitina ‘Russian-Ukrainian war’ is preferred across the corpus.

95
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Table 5. Coordinate compounds and phrases with the components yxpain* and poci* in

ParlaMint-UA.

Reference subcorpus COVID subcorpus COVID / War subcorpus

Phrases Freq Phrases Freq  Phrases Freq
pociticbko-ykpaiHcbka 8itina 23 pocilicbko-yKkpaiHcbKa giliHa pociticbko-yKpaincoKa eiiina 7
[‘Russian-Ukrainian war’] [‘Russian-Ukrainian war’] [‘Russian-Ukrainian war’]

YKpaino-pocilicbka 6ilina 12 ykpaiHcbko-pocilicbka gitiHa npomucmosiHua Ykpainu ma Pocii 1
[“Ukraine-Russian war’] [‘Ukrainian-Russian war’] [‘confrontation of Ukraine and Russia’]
VKpaiHcbKo-pociticbka GiliHa 5  yKpaiHo-pocilicbka 8iliHa

[“Ukrainian-Russian war’] [‘Ukraine-Russian war’]

VKpaiHcbKo-pociticoka 2iOpudHa 8itina 1  siiiHa Pocii i Ykpainu

[‘Ukrainian-Russian hybrid war’] [‘war of Russia and Ukraine’]

gitina miogic Pociero i Ykpainoro 2 pociticbko-ykpaiHcbkull 36poliHull KOHPAIKM

[‘war between Russia and Ukraine’] [‘Russian-Ukrainian armed conflict’]

POCIICbKO-YKPaIHCOKUL KOHGhAIKmM 1

[‘Russian-Ukrainian conflict’]

MIDICHAPOOHUL 30POUHUT KOHPIIKIM MIdIC 1

Vrpainow ma Pociticbroio @edepayicio
[‘international armed conflict between
Russia and Ukraine’]

Source: author’s own research

Figure 3 illustrates differences in the collocational strength measured in Log Dice between
names of the hostilities aepecin ‘aggression’, emopenenns ‘invasion’, nasana ‘incursion;
inroad’, sitina ‘war’, xoughnixkm ‘conflict’, kpusa ‘crisis’ and the selected references to the
aggressor Pocis ‘Russia’, pociticoxuii ‘Russian’, pawucmcoxuii ‘ruscist’ (adj.), IIymin ‘Putin’,
nymincokutl ‘Putinesque’, Mockea ‘Moscow’, mockoscokuti ‘Moscovian’, Kpemav ‘Kremlin’,
kpemniecokuti ‘Kremlin’s’ (adj.) in the 9 L/R collocation window with the minimum frequency
of 2 hits in the given range in ParlaMint-UA from a longitudinal perspective.

Figure 3. Associations between names of the hostilities and the aggressor in ParlaMint-UA.
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Kpusa [‘crisis’]

koHnikm [‘conflict’]

Log Dice
Log Dice

referent covid referent covid

Source: author’s own research

The term pawusm ‘ruscism’ (noun) or its derivatives pawucmcokuil ‘ruscist’ (adj.) and pawucm
‘ruscist’ (noun) are rare in the Reference and COVID subcorpora of ParlaMint-UA, making
0.06 hits pmt and 0.86 hits pmt in the text type respectively. However, its usage sky-rocketed
in the COVID / War subcorpus (76.33 hits pmt in the text type) and became strongly associated
with nasana ‘incursion; inroad’ and aepecis ‘aggression’. In May 2023, the Verkhovna Rada
of Ukraine adopted a resolution identifying the current political regime in Russia as ruscism
and defining it as a totalitarian ideology and practice (Kyryluk and Kulish, 2023) with
references to the scholarship by Snyder (2022) and other students of authoritarian and
totalitarian regimes. In the parliamentary debates preceding the voting, ruscism was discussed
not only in the context of the ongoing war but also linked to the specific features of Russian
statehood, culture and society (8).

(8) ... Huniwmnsa eitina — ye He npocmo gitina Ilymina, ideonoziero pawuzmy 2n1ubOOKo
NPOCAKHYMO Ce POCIlicbKe CYChiibemao. I xoua pawiuzm HAcaioye c8imoenso i eCmemuxy
2IMepiBcbK020 I CMANIHCLKO20 PeANCUMIB, 1020 KOpIHHA Habazamo 2aubwi. Pawusm
MIYHO HACMOABCA HA OCODIUBOCMAX POCIUCLKOI 0epicasHocmi i Kylbmypu, 3a0a8HeHUll
Y coyianvHil HeHasucmi, HenoOOIAHUX IMNEPCLKUX AMOTYIAX [ a2pecusHOMY PeBaAHUUUIMI.
3acyooicyrouu pawiuzm, Mu KOHCMamyemo, wo po3e'sizana npomu Yxpainu iliHa € 1020
NPAMUM HACTIOKOM ...

[... the current war is not just Putin's war, the entire Russian society is deeply imbued
with the ideology of ruscism. And although ruscism follows the worldview and aesthetics
of Hitler’s and Stalin’s regimes, its roots are much deeper. Ruscism has firmly infused
itself into the very substance of Russian statehood and culture, long steeped in social
hatred, unyielding imperial ambitions and aggressive revanchism. While condemning
ruscism, we state that the war waged against Ukraine is its direct consequence...’]
(Volodymyr Viatrovych, European Solidarity, 2023-05-02)

Table 6 presents the top c-grams with the lexical items referring to the hostilities in ParlaMint-
UA. The frequency data suggest that war is primarily construed with respect to its temporal and
spatial proximity across the subcorpora, as in uac sitinu ‘time of war’ and ys eitina ‘this war’.
The Instrument frame element is salient in relation to conflict, as in 36pounuii kongaikm ‘armed
conflict’. Aggression most commonly occurs with expressions of the Instrument and the
Assailant, as in 36pouna aepecis ‘armed aggression’ and aepecis pociticox™ ‘aggression of
Russian’. The latter is also true about incursion, as in pociiicoxa Hasana ‘Russian incursion’. The
Manner frame element is prominent with respect to invasion, as in nogHomacwmadHe
emopenenns ‘full-scale invasion’.
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Table 6. Top c-grams with the lexical items referring to the hostilities in focus in ParlaMint-

UA.
Reference COVID COVID/
subcorpus subcorpus ‘War subcorpus
c-grams AF  Freq.pmt AF Freq.pmt AF  Freq.pmt
in text type in text type in text type
uac eitinu [‘time of war’] 278 16.07 61 13.53 324 218.87
nio wac eitinu [ ‘during time of war’] 180 10.40 47 1042 286 193.20
/6 uac(u) gilinu [‘in time of war’] 86 497 13 2.88 28 18.91
ys eitina [ ‘this war’) 210 12.14 40 8.87 157 106.06
/6 yiit eiiini [ ‘in this war’] 56 3.24 8 1.77 49 33.10
Ha yii eiiini [“at this war’] 11 0.64 4 0.89 5 3.38
6ilina Ha [‘war in (at)’] 199 1150 53 11.76 24 16.21
giiina na cxo0i [‘war in the east’] 83 4.80 28 6.21 1 0.68
eiiina na Jlonbaci [ ‘war in Donbas’] 62 358 16 3.55 3 2.03
gitina 3 [‘war with’] 175 10.12 48 10.65 29 19.59
eiiina 3 Pocicio [‘war with Russia’] 43 2.49 8 1.77 8 5.40
gitina 3 pociticox* [‘war with Russian’] 35 2.02 13 2.88 8 5.40
6ilina npomu [ ‘war against’] 131 7.57 25 555 43 29.05
éitina npomu Yxpainu | ‘war against Ukraine’] 66 3.81 11 2.44 28 18.91
gitina npomu naw™* [‘war against our’| 11 0.64 2 0.44 5 3.38
gitina ¢/y [‘war in’] 128 740 35 7.76 55 37.15
gitina ¢ Ykpaini [‘war in Ukraine’] 30 1.73 8 1.77 28 18.91
siitna 6 kpaini [‘war in (the) country’] 5 0.29 1 0.22 3 2.03
36pounuii kongaikm [‘armed conflict’] 146 844 33 732 12 8.11
suacniook [ ‘in consequence of armed conflict’] 15 0.87 0 0 0 0
Mmidxcnapoonui [ ‘international armed conflict’] 3 0.17 7 1.55 1 0.68
silicokosuit kongaixm [ ‘military conflict’] 52 3.01 18 3.99 1 0.68
30Ha 8iiicbKk06020 KoHghnixmy [‘zone of military conflict’] 4 0.23 2 0.44 1 0.68
kongikm na [‘conflict in (at)’] 98 5.66 66 14.64 3 2.03
Konghnixm na /Jonbaci [‘conflict in Donbas’] 38 220 37 8.21 0 0
Kongaixm na cxooi [‘conflict in the east’] 49 2.83 16 3.55 0 0
kongixm 6/y [‘conflict in’] 79 457 14 3.11 0 0
Kkonghnixm ¢ Yipaini [‘conflict in Ukraine’] 13 0.75 3 0.67 0 0
30poiina azpecia [ ‘armed aggression’] 259 1497 78 17.30 234 158.07
sHacniook 36poiinol azpecii [ ‘in consequence of armed aggression’] 7 0.40 20 444 33 22.29
siociu 30poiiniii azpecii [ ‘repulse of armed aggression’] 41 2.37 5 1.11 13 8.78
giticbkosa azpecin [‘military aggression’] 189 1092 17 3.77 52 35.13
pociiicoka giiicbkoea azpecia [‘Russian military aggression’] 20 1.16 0 0 6 4.05
yac(u) eiticbk060i azpecii [ ‘time (of) military aggression’] 11 0.64 1 0.22 4 2.70
azpecin pociiicek™ [ ‘aggression of Russian’] 252 1457 63 13.97 173 116.86
azpecin Pociiicokoi Qedepayii | ‘aggression of Russian Federation’] 244 14.10 63 13.97 164 110.78
azpecin pocilicokoi depoicasu [ ‘aggression of Russian state’] 0 0 0 0 8 5.40
azpecin npomu [ ‘aggression against’] 191 11.04 32 710 75 50.66
azpecin npomu Yxpaina [ ‘aggression against Ukraine’] 132 7.63 23 510 63 42.56
azpecis npomu naw* [ ‘aggression against our’] 26 1.50 8 1.77 5 3.38
azpecin Pocii [‘aggression of Russia’] 120 6.94 10 222 26 17.56
azpecin Pocii npomu |[‘aggression of Russia against’] 35 2.02 2 044 15 10.13
pociiiceka azpecin [‘Russian aggression’] 528 3052 74 1641 134 90.52
610 pociiicokoi azpecii [ ‘from Russian aggression’] 47 2.72 8 1.77 14 9.46
nouamox pociiicokoi azpecii [ ‘beginning of Russian aggression’] 35 2.02 2 0.44 4 2.70
emopzHenna pociiicek ™ [ ‘invasion of Russian’] 9 0.52 4 0.89 23 15.54
emopeznennsa Pociiicokoi @edepayii [ ‘invasion of Russian Federation’] 2 0.12 2 012 20 13.51
emopznenns na [‘invasion in (at)’] 11 0.64 5 1.11 8 5.40
emopzHenna Ha mepumopiio [‘invasion in (the) territory’] 7 0.40 3 0.67 6 4.05
emopznennsn y/6 [‘invasion in (at)’] 6 0.35 4 0.89 12 8.11
emopznennsn 6 Ykpainy [‘invasion into Ukraine’] 4 0.23 2 0.44 8 5.40
nognomacumadone eémopznenns | ‘full-scale invasion’] 5 0.29 5 111 73 49.31
noYamox nosHomacuimadoHozo emopetents [ ‘start of (the) full-scale invasion’] 0 0 0 0 25 16.89
Oenb nosnomacuimaonozo émopenents | ‘day of (the) full-scale invasion’] 0 0 0 0 9 6.08
pociiicoke émopzrenns [ ‘Russian invasion’] 12 0.69 0 0 12 8.11
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nosromacuimatme pociiicoke émopenenns [ ‘full-scale Russian invasion’] 2 0.12 0 0 2 1.35
pociiicbka nasana [‘Russian incursion’] 11 0.64 7 155 11 7.43
610 pociiicokoi nasanu [ ‘from (the) Russian incursion’] 6 0.35 4 0.89 3 2.03
Kkpumcoka Kpusa [‘Crimean crisis’] 5 0.29 0 0 0 0
nooonanns kpumcvkoi kpusu [ ‘overcoming of (the) Crimean crisis’] 4 0.23 0 0 0 0

Source: author’s own research

The lemma xpu3za “crisis’ is in the top 1300 most frequent lemmas in the entire ParlaMint-UA
corpus (72.27 hits pmt) and it commonly collocates with the adjectives exonomiurnuii
‘economic’, noaimuunuu ‘political’, enepeemuunuii ‘energy’ and the appositions 6/y ‘in’ or xa
‘on/at’. Instances of eymanimapna xpusa “humanitarian crisis’ in Ukraine (or its occupied parts
before the full-scale invasion) or npodosonvua kpusa ‘tood crisis’ outside Ukraine, construed
as resulting from Russia’s aggression, are also on record. However, uses of kpu3a ‘crisis’ as a
designation of the armed hostilities in focus are rather idiosyncratic in Ukrainian parliamentary
discourse. The lexical sequence xpumcorxa xpuza [‘Crimean crisis’], included in Table 7,
appears in statements made by a pro-Ukrainian member of the Ukrainian parliament over a two-
day span in March 2014, shortly before Russia’s annexation of Crimea. Other uses of xpusa
‘crisis’ to name Russia’s armed hostilities in Ukraine between 2014 and 2022 do not appear in
any specific lexical sequences, which would satisfy the criteria for c-grams above. Notably,
they are more likely to be used in statements made by members of pro-Russian factions and
groups (see more on pro-Ukrainian and pro-Russian political forces in Terms 7 —9 in Kryvenko,
2025) and are manipulatively contrasted with the concept of peace (9).

(9) ... supiwenna cumyayii 6 cxXiOHUX pezioHax moodice Oymu OOCASHYMO Juue yepes
MUpHe 8pecynt08aH s YIEL KPU3U.

[“... A solution to the situation in the eastern regions can only be achieved through a
peaceful resolution of this crisis.’] (Serhiy Sazhko, Opposition Bloc, 2018-01-16)

Shevchenko et al. (2022: 72) argue that the choice of crisis in reference to armed hostilities is
indeed a means of manipulation, since its semantic structure inhibits its construal as belonging
to the domain of armed hostilities. However, according to their data (ibid.), starting from 2014
crisis was a prevalent nomination for Russia’s aggression against Ukraine in the English-
language media, which did not account for the aggressive nature of Russia’s actions and
practically ignored its annexation of Crimea, and its occupation of parts of Donetsk and
Luhansk regions. This misleading portrayal in foreign media did not go unnoticed even in the
Ukrainian parliament (10).

(10) ... Hawi esponelicbki napmuepu NOBUHHI YIMKO PO3YMIMU, WO V HAC MPUBAE
nosnomacumadna sitina. I ye came 6ilina, a e Kpusa i He KOHQIIKM, w0 0080Ji YACMO
206opumwcs 6 inozemuux 3MI. Aosce came Yrpaina 6 yenmpi €8ponu 8010€ 3 0epaicasoio,
AKA HAMA2AEMbCA 3ANAKAMU 8ECb CEIM.

[¢... our European partners should clearly understand that we are in a full-scale war. And
this is a war, not a crisis or a conflict, as is often said in foreign media. After all, it is
Ukraine in the center of Europe that is at war with the state that is trying to intimidate the
whole world.’] (Oleh Kulinich, Dovira, 2022-07-08)

In ParlaMint-UA, giiina ‘war’ is the most frequent choice among other names for the hostilities
at the distance of 9 tokens in the right and left contexts of the words €spona ‘Europe’ and
esponeticokuii ‘European’ across the subcorpora, with acpecin ‘aggression’ being the clear
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second choice (Figure 4). Uses of gitina ‘war’ in conjunction with Europe predominantly relate

to World War II, memories of which are proximised, along temporal, spatial and axiological

lines (Cap 2013), to construe Russia’s ongoing aggression. Mentions of the hybrid war that

Russia is waging against Europe as well as Europe as the location of the current war are also

present but less salient.

Figure 4. Naming the hostilities and their effects in the European context (ParlaMint-UA).
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Source: author’s own research

To examine uses of the lemma xpusa ‘crisis’ in the European context, the initial results were
manually filtered for their relevance to Russia’s hostile actions affecting the security sector of
Ukraine and, more broadly, the whole of Europe. They include references to the energy crisis
and concerns about Ukrainian refugees in relation to the migration crisis in the Reference and
COVID subcorpora. However, the humanitarian crisis caused by Russia’s aggression since
2014 — and dramatically worsened since 2022 — is discussed primarily as a major social and
demographic challenge within Ukraine, rather than as a broader European humanitarian crisis
linked to the large numbers of Ukrainian protection seekers abroad.

4. Discussion
41 Contesting nominations for armed hostilities in parliamentary discourse

The results reported above, combined with closer readings of selected concordance lines,
provide a basis for identifying two important aspects in the analysis of the discursive
construction of armed hostilities in parliamentary discourse. First, concepts in the domain of
armed hostilities are likely to fall into the category of essentially contested concepts related to
value judgements in terms of Walter B. Gallie (see a discussion in Smith, 2021: 31, 53-57).
They are constantly challenged and negotiated in contemporary political discourse by means
of, inter alia, choosing particular names over others and using them in specific contexts to make
some dimensions of a concept more salient, while obscuring others. In the parliamentary arena,
these choices have to do, on the one hand, with broader processes of terminologisation and
determinologisation, and on the other, with the ongoing situated interplay between technical
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terms and common words, as well as between the terminological and common senses of the
same words. For instance, in ParlaMint-UA there was a competition among the phrases
sopounutt kongrixm ‘armed conflict’, siticbkosuii xoughnikm ‘military conflict” and less
frequently soennuii konghnikm ‘war conflict’ related to their legal conformity with other laws
and conventions (11).

(11) ... mepmin "eoennuii konghnikm" € nenpasuibHum, 60 8 IHWUX 3aKOHAX | KOHBEHYIAX
suxopucmogyemucs "30pouinuii konghaikm" abo "acpecisa”.

[... the term "military conflict" is incorrect, as other laws and conventions use "armed
conflict" or "aggression".’] (Mykola Kniazhytskyi, European Solidarity, 2022-04-21)

At the same time, the terms with xorgnikm ‘conflict’ as their component were used in the
competing frames of the hostilities in focus as an inter-state versus intra-state encounter by the
pro-Ukrainian and pro-Russian factions respectively. Before the onset of Russia’s full-scale
invasion, the Opposition Bloc faction used conflict-based terms with a relative frequency of
84.35 times pmt on aggregate and its political descendant, the Opposition Platform For Life
faction, used them 29.13 times pmt, with the purpose of shifting focus onto the location of the
events (kongaixm na JJonbaci ‘conflict in Donbas’; kongnixm na cxooi ‘contlict in the east’)
and away from the aggressor. For comparison, representatives of the European Solidarity
faction used these terms 13.38 times pmt and the Servant of the People faction used them only
10.21 times pmt in the Reference and COVID subcorpora.

In ParlaMint-GB, the strength of the association between Ukraine and conflict is higher than
between Ukraine and war in the Reference and COVID subcorpora but it is reversed in the
COVID / War subcorpus, with the Log Dice value being above 7 for both war and conflict
(Table 2). This dynamic is characteristic of the two leading political parties in the British
parliament. In the Reference and COVID subcorpora, representatives of the Conservative party
used conflict 0.3 times pmt and war 0.12 times pmt in the 5 L/F co-texts with Ukraine, while
representatives of the Labour party used conflict 0.34 times pmt and war 0.18 times pmt in the
same co-texts. In the COVID / War subcorpus, conflict was used 0.75 times pmt and war 2.75
times pmt in speeches by the Conservatives, while the Labour used conflict 0.39 times pmt and
war 3.19 times pmt in the same co-texts. At the same time, explicit terminological uses of
conflict such as armed conflict or law of armed conflict are rare in the UK data (see Table 4).
Second, name choices are necessary but not sufficient means of shaping the listeners /readers’
understanding of the circumstances related to the armed hostilities in focus. It is evident that
dubbing the armed hostilities in focus as “the Ukraine crisis” evokes the Catastrophe frame,
which recontextualises the events as de-agentialised, i.e. “brought about in ways that are
impermeable to human agency — through natural forces /../ and so on” (van Leeuwen, 2016:
149) and not through military aggression. Shevchenko et al. (2022: 76) argue that war is the
most accurate nomination for the hostilities between Russia and Ukraine, “while other concepts
distort native speakers’ perceptions of the state of affairs and serve as a means of manipulation,
distracting from the aggressor’s war crimes, defenders’ victories and the tragedy of the civilian
population suffering from aggression”. However, the results reported in this contribution
indicate that the usage of the lexical unit war or its equivalent in Ukrainian, as well as the lexical
unit conflict or its equivalent in Ukrainian, both of which evoke the Hostile encounter frame in
terms of the FrameNet compilers (Fillmore et al., 2003a; Ruppenhofer et al., 2017): 1) does not
necessarily highlight the Sides of the hostilities (cf. war in Ukraine or 6itina na cxo0i ‘war in
the east’” versus war on / against Ukraine or eitina npomu Yxpainu ‘war against Ukraine’ in
Table 4 and Table 6 respectively); 2) does not necessarily present Side 1 as the Assailant or
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Invader and Side 2 as the Victim or the Attacked (e.g., war between Russia and Ukraine or
pociticbko-ykpaincoka sitina ‘Russian-Ukrainian war’ in Table 3 and Table 5 respectively).

It is notable that in the ParlaMint-GB’s COVID / War subcorpus war has a much stronger
association with Putin than with Russia or Russian (Figure 1), as in Putin’s war (see also Table
4), which suggests assigning primary responsibility to the individual leader, framing the war as
his personal project and leaving room for the Russian state or people to be seen as separate from
the atrocities of war. On the contrary, in ParlaMint-UA e&itina ‘war’ has the strongest consistent
associations with Pocis ‘Russia’ and pocitcoxkuii ‘Russian’ across the subcorpora, while the
collocate Ilymin ‘Putin’ consistently comes third (Figure 3). The problem of seeing this war as
Putin’s is explicitly addressed in the Ukrainian parliament in (8). In both ParlaMint-GB and
ParlaMint-UA, aggression and acpecia ‘aggression’ have the most consistent associations with
the aggressor across the whole period of observation but various designations for the aggressor
are more onomasiologically salient in the Ukrainian parliament, including Pocis ‘Russia’,
pociticekuil ‘Russian’, pawucmceokuii ‘ruscist’ (adj.), [Iymin ‘Putin’, nymincoxuii ‘Putinesque’,
Mocksa ‘Moscow’, mockoscwvkuil ‘Moscovian’, Kpemns ‘Kremlin’, kpemniecoxuti ‘Kremlin’s’

(adj.).
42. Outlining the region of war in parliamentary discourse

While international law views the region of war as encompassing the entire territories of the
belligerent parties (Dinstein, 2017: 21), in parliamentary discourse the region of war is
constructed selectively and strategically. In the Invading frame, Land, i.e. the political area
crippled by the Invader’s entry, is considered a core frame element (e.g. invasion of Ukraine /
Crimea, cf. annexation’ of Crimea), while Place is defined in Fillmore et al. (2003b: 319) as a
non-core frame element in various frames, because it is conceptually not necessary for making
a frame unique in terms of frame semantics. However, the data show that references to the Place
frame element as the location of the Hostile encounter may play an important role in the
competing and overlapping framing of the hostilities in parliamentary discourse. Phrases like
conflict in (the) Donbass / the east of Ukraine in ParlaMint-GB and their Ukrainian equivalents
in ParlaMint-UA frame the events as regionally contained. Alternatively, they may imply a civil
war or an internal conflict — a narrative actively promoted by Russia (Yavorska, 2016: 15)
before its large-scale invasion of Ukraine. Highlighting Ukraine as the focal location of the
Hostile encounter (war in Ukraine, conflict in Ukraine, cf. Ukraine war, Ukrainian war) may
also suggest that the armed hostilities are intra-state or at least contained within one state. Even
when the international character of this war is not denied, this framing obscures Russia’s role
as the aggressor and allows political actors to avoid its strong condemnation. The lack of
explicit references to the aggressor can lead to weaker responses from international institutions
as well as influence international public perception, making the war less morally clear-cut.

A noteworthy change in the COVID / War subcorpus of both corpora is a significant increase
in the co-occurrence of war with Europe (Figure 2 and Figure 4), including the phrase war in
Europe (Table 4). Although the degree of narrowing the symbolic distance between the events
and the speakers in the discursive space (after Cap 2013) varies in parliamentary discourse,
overall, this framing broadens the geographical and political implications, shifting the focus
from Ukraine alone to the entire European continent, and suggesting that these armed hostilities

2 Annexation is not included into a list of lexical units in the FrameNet database, but there are grounds to analyse
it as related to the Invading and Taking frames.
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threaten European stability, security and values. It mobilises European identity and solidarity
and is used to justify stronger European support, including military aid, sanctions and
diplomatic pressure on Russia. It also evokes historical memories, primarily of World War 11,
counters isolationist narratives and supports arguments for better coordinated security and
defence policies on the continent.

Conclusion

In conclusion, a comparative corpus-based perspective on the onomasiological salience of
alternative designations of armed hostilities used in comparable institutional settings over a
period of time, including socially significant turning points, seems to be a promising area of
interdisciplinary research with multiple possibilities for combining and cross-fertilising
traditional and innovative approaches to lexical semantics, frame semantics, MD-CADS and
critical approaches to discourse, such as CDA. The present study, limited to its two research
questions, six lexical units in focus, two data sources and a few corpus linguistic techniques
and statistical measurements only scratches the surface but hopefully paves the way for further
research into the factors influencing the choice of names and frames in constructing Russia’s
war of aggression against Ukraine and Ukraine’s war of self-defence against Russia — or any
other wars — in parliamentary discourse.

The current findings suggest that naming and framing of armed hostilities in parliamentary
debates have to do with the hybrid legal and political nature of parliamentary discourse as well
as an interplay between the institutional and individual choices of the speakers, including their
references to preceding texts (written or spoken), their performance of follow-up discourses
and a degree of improvisation. Spatial and temporal proximity or distance between the speakers
and the events in focus affects yet does not determine their conceptualisation as proximal or
distant from the speakers themselves as well as from their addressees and is subject to change.
The consistency of the applicability of name choices for armed hostilities to real-life
circumstances needs to be further examined in relation to the political standing and party
agendas of the speakers in the ever-changing political and geopolitical climate.
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