
   

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Understanding the Logic of Russia's 

Invasion of Ukraine Through Rhetoric 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

By: Ansis Auzins 

May 31, 2024 

Student Number: 20220639 

Supervisor: Danny Raymond 

Master's Thesis: Global Refugee Studies, International relations – Aalborg University CPH 

 

 

 



 

 

2 

Abstract 

The Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2022 shook Europe and the world. The decision for 

Russia to invade Ukraine was one of the most important political decisions in the Western world 

of the 21st century. The reasons for Russia to invade Ukraine were framed through a defensive 

lens. In this curious contradiction, how can an invasion of another country be justified as 

defensive? In this project, the aim is to answer the question: Why did Russia frame the invasion 

of Ukraine as a defensive act? 

To answer this question, current academic arguments are highlighted. This facilitates 

understanding the logic behind the invasion of Ukraine. Current academia has focused the 

explanation down two avenues: the first is a historical and cultural argument that Ukraine 

belongs under the influence of Russia due to the historical and cultural similarities. The second 

argument focuses on the balance of power and the fact that Russia is fighting NATO and 

Western expansion. 

These arguments provide a good background; however, to combine the two sides of the 

argument to answer the question, the project focuses on analyzing the Kremlin's rhetoric. Using 

Vladimir Putin's addresses to Russia on February 21, 2022, and February 24, 2022, as the data 

that will be analyzed. These speeches will provide the official framing of the war from Russia's 

perspective. Using the theory from the Copenhagen School of Securitization as well as 

Fairclough's Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), the rich argumentation within these two 

speeches will be dissected. Securitization focuses on the establishment of a threat; this fits well 

within the research question as it will facilitate an understanding of what Russia sees as a threat. 

CDA helps provide a larger historical and political context behind the words. 

In his speeches, Putin establishes Ukraine as a threat. He uses Russia's long history with 

Ukraine to undermine the state's validity. Claiming it was a state that was created due to 

Bolshevik mistakes. Putin then continues his argument, claiming that the EuroMaidan revolution 

was actually a fascist coup. And Ukraine is a Western puppet state. He continues to argue that 

NATO enlargement and US foreign policy have encroached upon Russia's historical lands. 

Claiming that the West wants to destroy Russia and use Ukraine as a bridgehead. He finishes this 
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argument by claiming a genocide is occurring in the Donbass, creating a reason to intervene. 

Preparing his citizens for an escalation of violence and explaining Russian rationale to the world.  

This project will explore the context and depths of this argument to understand the 

strategic and geopolitical thinking of Vladmir Putin's Russia. It will answer the research 

question. And help understand how the invasion of Ukraine is framed for a Russian audience. 

Adding layers of understanding from an outside perspective on Russia's decision to invade 

Ukraine. 

Keywords: Securitization, rhetoric, discourse analysis, Russia, Ukraine, invasion. 
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1. Introduction 

The Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2022 began the largest war in Europe since the 

Second World War. This large-scale escalation and challenge to the European security structure 

seemingly came out of nowhere for many. The war was largely framed as an unprovoked act of 

aggression in Western media. The reason for Russia's invasion remained a mystery for a lot of 

people, particularly in the West. However, there are always two sides to the story. In Russia, the 

invasion of Ukraine was framed in a defensive manner. The Russo-Ukrainian war, from a 

Russian perspective, was framed as a war of existence against an existential threat. 

This project will set out to understand this defensive reasoning that justifies an act of 

aggression. To do so, this project will answer the question: Why did Russia frame the invasion of 

Ukraine as a defensive act? 

To answer this research question, the project will begin by discussing theories that 

attempt to explain the Russian invasion of Ukraine in a critical literature review. This chapter 

leads us to find that there are two main identifying factors in the rationale behind the invasion of 

Ukraine. The first revolves around history and cultural space. The second revolves around the 

geopolitical balance of power and is most prominently explained through offensive realism. Both 

of these arguments seem to overlap and have validity in their explanation; however, they seem to 

lack a good way to incorporate both arguments into one. 
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To effectively answer the research question, there was a need to incorporate historical 

and civilizational narratives as well as the geopolitical power struggle. This project undertakes 

this challenge by analyzing Putin's addresses to the nation on February 21, 2022, before the 

invasion of Ukraine and on February 24, 2022, after the invasion of Ukraine through the lens of 

securitization and using critical discourse analysis as a method.  

This will allow for the project to be guided by the rhetoric Putin uses and looks at how he 

established Ukraine as a threat in order to understand the defensive positioning while taking an 

act of aggression by invading Ukraine. This method calls for an inductive approach, letting the 

speeches and the information gathered within the speeches guide the project. 

Historical and political context is important to understand the relationship between the 

two states and the recent historical and geopolitical relations that establish the background of the 

Russian invasion of Ukraine. This chapter will facilitate a historical understanding of the 

relationship between Russia and Ukraine. Including the Kyivan Rus, the Tsarist Empire, the 

Soviet Union, Ukrainian independence, NATO enlargement, and the rise of Vladamir Putin. 

These topics of interest have come from the data. 

With the established context, the analysis will focus on answering the research question. 

The focus of the analysis will be on understanding the argumentation and Putin's rhetoric that 

justify the actions to invade Ukraine. Securitization facilitates the analysis and understanding of 

the creation of a threat that Russia needs to defend. CDA helps contextualize this rhetoric and 

connect it to the historical and political context.  Finally, the project will conclude with a short 

discussion, explaining another approach that one could take to analyze the research question, and 

finish with a conclusion, summarizing the argument, and answering the question: Why did 

Russia frame the invasion of Ukraine as a defensive act? 

2. Literature Review 

There are many academic explanations that have circulated in order to understand the 

reasoning behind Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine. In this section, we will go through the 

different arguments that have been addressed by scholars in explaining why Russia chose to 

invade Ukraine. The literature review is conducted as a critical literature review, covering many 
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topics from other scholars. These topics will be discussed and analyzed highlighting key findings 

and gaps within the current literature. The literature under review was chosen to highlight a wide 

variety of explanations and theories scholars have used to explain the reasoning of the Russian 

invasion of Ukraine.  

This literature review will be divided into two sections that overlap, the first being 

national identity and the second being the balance of power. In the first section of the review, we 

will discuss historical and ideological arguments that highlight a Russian worldview that sees 

Ukraine as a state connected to Russian identity and needing to be reeled in from foreign 

influence. The second section on the balance of power will focus on different forms of realism, 

particularly offensive realism, in explaining the geopolitical reasoning behind the need to regain 

hegemony over an area that historically was under the control of the predecessors of the Russian 

Federation, beating back NATO and EU expansion by force. These two arguments overlap as 

one cannot be completely separated from the other; however, in the two sections, emphasis will 

be applied differently to the importance of motivating factors. 

2.1 National Identity 

  The national identity of a state rests in its historical understanding of its origin and its 

ontological narrative. The narrative of national identity is useful in differentiating a state from 

another and developing a common understanding between its citizens. “A widely accepted 

national narrative can strengthen the identification of citizens with their state.” (Mick, 2023, p. 

136) Cristoph Mick argues that the conflict is one of heritage and culture. That Russia has 

claimed to be the sole and rightful heir of the Kyivan Rus and Orthodox Christianity and an 

independent Ukraine threatens that national, cultural, and historical identity. (Mick, 2023) 

The origins of what is today known as Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus stem from the Slavic 

tribes of the Kyivan Rus (Mick, 2023). This genesis of these states stems from the lands of 

modern-day Ukraine, with Kyiv being the capital. This historical period is constantly referred to 

in Russian national identity and used as a key point of justification for the war in an effort to 

undermine Ukrainian identity and amalgamate the different historical paths of Ukraine and 

Russia under the Russian narrative. (Mick, 2023) This undermining of a different Ukrainian 

national identity and history is a trend throughout Russian explanation in justifying the war and 
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one that we will delve further into later during the analysis. Claiming that the Ukrainian state is 

one that has no legitimate claims to be independent, and its national identity is not different from 

Russia's. Russia is threatened by this separate national identity because it threatens Russian 

ontological security. Smith and Dawson complement the historical arguments of Mick by 

identifying ontological security as a main factor in initiating the conflict. Ontological security is 

pivotal in providing a state with a sense of unity and identity amongst the individuals by defining 

its existence. (Smith and Dawson, 2022) When this ontological security is challenged, “acute 

ontological insecurity takes hold, finding ontological security tends to overtake material security 

as the most pressing national interest of the afflicted state.” (Smith and Dawson, 2022, p.185)  

Olga Brusylovska expands on this national identity argument, intwining Smith and 

Dawsons ontological insecurity and Micks theory of cultural and historical conflict, adding 

dimensions of traditional patriotism and new post-imperial nationalism. She argues that the 

Kremlin's foreign policy lays claim to gather “Russian Lands” under their rule, and Ukraine is 

the last holdout of this imperative. (Brusylovska, 2022) “There is an impression that in Russia 

both the political elites and the society as a whole are obsessed with Ukraine. There are several 

reasons for this: the struggle of the Kremlin with the color revolutions in an effort to prevent the 

same scenario in Russia; the perception of Ukraine as a mirror image of Russia; ‘East Slavic’ 

ideology; Putin’s beliefs that Ukraine is ‘an artificial country’ and ‘a failed state.” (Brusylovska, 

2022, p. 24) Brusylovska argues that the national identity that we have discussed earlier has 

seeped into the foreign policy of Russia and with the Russian leadership. Wanting to entrench 

this narrative in order to both expand this identity into the state of Ukraine and also to help the 

elites protect themselves from the possibilities of a similar situation to the revolutions that 

occurred in Ukraine. 

Brusylovska and Smith and Dawson highlight key elements in the internal workings of 

Russian identity being connected to Russian elites and leadership. This narrative building is not 

only key to the identity of Russia; it is also key to the identity of Russia that the political elites 

have constructed. And that narrative allows them to enjoy power within the Kremlin. Knott adds 

to this by suggesting that war is one of existential nationalism. It is existential nationalism for 

Ukraine because if it loses, it will cease to exist as a fully sovereign, independent state. However, 



 

 

9 

due to the nationalism constructed in Russia by the political elites, it becomes imperative for the 

elites to win the war to be able to continue to rule Russia.  

Her argument becomes even more interesting when she discusses that the war is not only 

to subdue Ukraine under its constructed identity, but also to subdue their own internal population 

“to prevent his own people from imagining a future in which their lives are worth more than 

serving as cannon fodder for his wars.” (Knott, 2022, p. 49) She summarizes her argument well 

in this sentence. “In other words, Russia's existential motivation to invade Ukraine is not only to 

coerce Ukraine to be subservient, culturally and politically, but also to coerce subservience from 

its own citizens. In other words, the terms of Russia's war and invasion are existential for 

Ukraine but also existential for Russia. “First, via military coercion of both Russian and 

Ukrainian citizens, and second, by reproducing a non-compromising national Russia imaginary 

that views Ukraine as non-consensually tethered to Russia, that makes war likely intractable 

where any alternative is constructed as antagonistic to Russia's own continued existence.” 

(Knott, 2022, p. 49) 

Regarding explanations for the war from an identity perspective, we can see that there is 

a combination of different theories that include historical, nationalist, and ontological security 

perspectives. These perspectives do well to foster an understanding of the Russian leadership and 

what the war means from the perspective of identity for Russia. An aspect of the war is to 

continue the ontological, historical, and nationalist perspectives as well as protect the Russian 

leadership. The need to go to war is to protect a constructed identity and power relationships 

within the state itself. These arguments propose interesting and valid discussions about identity 

and how an independent Ukraine threatens Russian leadership; however, they miss much of the 

larger geopolitical struggles that we will discuss in the next section.  

2.2 Balance of Power 

After discussing important identity factors that scholars have argued for the reason of the 

Russian invasion of Ukraine, we must discuss the dominant theory that is used to explain the 

invasion, realism. Realism is a traditional branch of international relations that focuses on 

maximizing state power by any means based on their own best interests. In this section, we will 

discuss how Russia is attempting to regain hegemony over a region that its predecessors used to 
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rule and re-establish their interests in those lands. Realism as a branch of IR is broad; however, 

offensive realism, has become one of the main theories behind understanding the Russian attack 

on Ukraine. 

Structural realism a concept used by John J. Mearsheimer has become a leading theory in 

articulating the Kremlin's reasoning for invading Ukraine since 2014. He argues that states seek 

to maximize power and become hegemonic leaders in the region. Mearsheimer and his theory of 

offensive realism have become a voice that echos the Kremlin's theoretical motives by blaming 

Western, European, and NATO expansion for conflict in Ukraine because it has threatened 

Russia's strategic interests in its border regions. (Smith and Dawson, 2023, p. 179) Arguing that 

the West had provoked Russia into taking such violent action in Ukraine. (Smith and Dawson, 

2023, p. 180) The balance of power within Eastern Europe had shifted after the fall of the Soviet 

Union. Russia then responded with the invasion of Georgia as a warning; however, this did not 

change NATO and EU expansion into Ukraine, making Ukraine the next step to regain control 

over the region. (Smith and Dawson, 2023, p. 180) Due to the assumption that the world is in a 

state of anarchy, “offensive realism holds that states should (and do) assume the worst over 

others’ intentions. Offensive realism asserts that this worst-case assumption over others’ 

intentions is absolutely necessary because states are inherently aggressive." (Tang, 2008, p. 453) 

This explanation has become very popular, is echoed within the media, and explains why 

high outside pressures can trigger a full-scale invasion. Kleinschmidt states that in cases where 

outside pressure is smaller, the hegemonic state would take hybrid strategies to ensure its 

interests are held. In this case, however, offensive realists point to European Union and NATO 

enlargement as enough of a threat to Russia's hegemony within a region it previously controlled 

to be the main reason for the attack. 

This offensive realist explanation, however, misses much of the internal nuance that is 

necessary in understanding the state's actions. Kleinschmidt dismisses NATO expansion as a 

major cause of the conflict, as NATO expansion to the Baltic had not led to a large buildup of 

military equipment on the Russian borders prior to the full-scale invasion of Ukraine and that 

Ukraine has never been close becoming a part of NATO. (Kleinschmidt 2018, p. 432) Therefore, 

the expansion of NATO may have occurred, but it did not pose a real military threat to Russia 
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before its decision to invade Ukraine. Another offensive realist argument is that Russia's actions 

would serve to increase its position in the international balance of power. The invasion of 

Ukraine has not resulted in such an outcome; the war has exacerbated isolationism and, on the 

contrary, expanded NATO influence closer to the borders of Russia.  

Kleinschmidt argues that the differentiation theory more accurately describes Russia's 

war in Ukraine. Arguing against traditional territorial explanations but focusing on social 

systems that produce meaning and connectivity through communication. (Kleinschmidt 2018, p. 

438) Differentiation focuses on the production and reproduction of the primary structures of 

society defined through differentiation. Thus, creating meaning through system-specific binary 

codes. (Kleinschmidt 2018, p. 438) The political system in Russia became integrated with energy 

commodities in the early 2000s. Russia used this energy sector to punish or reward domestic and 

internal actors. Using energy to stabilize the state's political structures. This system, however, 

was challenged through intra-elite competition. The conflict then in Ukraine “may serve the 

purpose of maintaining the identity-driven cohesion of elites that were on the verge of turning 

against each other through ‘lock-in effects’, reinforcing mutual bonds while cutting off options 

for the mere formulation of alternative courses of action.” (Kleinschmidt 2018, p. 440) The war 

then legitimized economic underperformance and the Russian political system with an 

ideological component of fighting out the otherness of NATO and Western liberalism through 

the war in Ukraine. (Kleinschmidt 2018, p. 440)  

Smith and Dawson further develop the realist argument outside of offensive realism. 

Stating that the legitimacy of the argument is undermined because of the external focus. The 

theory validates the actions through broad strokes, but it misses the internal nuance that helps 

explain legitimizing the risk of a full-scale invasion. He amends this argument with the proposal 

of using two other types of realism: classical and neoclassical realism. Classical realism confirms 

what offensive realism states, as the environment of international relations is anarchic and states 

do focus on power as the main driving force for taking action; however, classical realists attempt 

to understand individual actors and their motivations as well as the actions of the state. 

Internal power becomes a main priority in classical realism, explaining that individual 

actors and groups attempt to maximize power internally and that this power struggle helps us 
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understand what position a state takes and what the leadership of that state can do. By using this 

theory, we can see that the leadership of Russia chooses to both maximize their external power, 

fighting for hegemony within the states surrounding it. Furthermore, it adds a psychological, 

ideological, and social aspect to increase differentiation from their perceived enemy and control 

the political narrative within the state. “Each side is making rational but also distinctly emotional 

appeals to collective attachments and communities, the survival of which do not appear to be 

really threatened: defense of ‘the rules-based order’ or ‘European Dream’ in the West’s framing; 

and ‘our historical future as a nation’ or ‘our traditional values’ in Russia's.” (Smith and Dawson, 

2023, p.189) 

Smith and Dawson argue that neoclassical realism in its type II variant is a much better 

realist argument than that of offensive realism. Neoclassical realism “is best thought of as a 

marriage of structural realism and classical realism, as it contends that while the structural 

distribution of power primarily drives state action (as the independent variable), internal (state-

level) variables—such as decision makers’ perceptions, state-society relations, and strategic 

culture (the list goes on and on)—play an intervening role in channeling and skewing the 

structural forces into policy outcome.” (Smith and Dawson, 2023, p. 178) The type two variant 

that Smith and Dawson argue for specifically looks to understand foreign policy outcomes. This 

type of realism is more of a toolkit theory than the ones that we have previously discussed. This 

toolkit approach then gives a researcher the opportunity to understand internal variables, as well 

as the independent variables of the state's action.  

Neoclassical Realism agrees that the geopolitical movement of Western powers and 

institutions in states that border Russia is at the core of Russia's decision-making; however, 

adding independent variables of identity, systematic pressures from internal elites, and 

perceptions of civic legitimacy all impacted the decision-making of Russia to invade Ukraine. 

These variables have combined to conclude Russia's decision to coerce Ukraine through military 

intervention, creating a zero-sum situation that Russia has identified as essential to the state's 

interests. (Smith and Dawson 2023, p.193) 

These realist arguments in their varying forms do well to understand the external 

geopolitical pressures that have led to the decision for Russia to go to war; however, they focus 
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more on the external justifications, where the role of the internal apparatus of the state and what 

the leadership is concerned with becomes limited in supporting the assumptions that the state is 

maximizing power through external means. As seen in the previous section, there are many other 

theories that are able to be explained by an internal ideological rationale that can also explain the 

reasoning to invade Ukraine. Overall, both perspectives have validity, but to get the whole 

picture of the rationale behind going to war, a perspective that is able to combine the two is 

necessary.  

2.3 Conclusion 

Existing theories and literature on understanding the invasion of Ukraine from a Russian 

international relations perspective focus on two fronts: the internal justifications and motivations 

of the Russian leadership and the external pressures that influenced the view of foreign policy. 

Realism and its different variants have been circulated and used extensively in academic 

literature, particularly offensive realism. These forms of realism are focused on the external 

needs of the Russian state to claim hegemonic power in its surrounding areas. They do miss the 

nuance of the internal aspects that have shaped the decision to go to war in varying ways. 

Offensive realism is concerned primarily with the status of the balance of power; Neoclassical 

Realism focuses on the external stimulus of the decision to go to war and works backwards to 

develop some more nuance. However, it seems to me that it misses much of the reasoning that is 

captured by other theories, like existential nationalism that Knott proposes and the historical 

identity that Brusylovska and Mick discuss. 

All of these discussions, in their different forms and logics, revolve around Russian 

security, be it ideological or physical. Building on the academic background of what has been 

written about the reasons for Russia invading Ukraine adding a lens of securitization allows for a 

different perspective in unveiling why Russia decided to go to war in Ukraine. Securitization will 

be used to discover the narrative behind the logic in Moscow.  In the subsequent chapter, we will 

take this academic background as a starting point and use the Copenhagen school of 

securitization as an added lens to our methodology of using critical discourse analysis to uncover 

Russia's logic in attacking Ukraine and their framing of the war as a war to protect Russia. The 

combination of critical discourse analysis and securitization theory will provide a base to analyze 
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how Russia has framed the war and look at the internal mechanisms as well as the larger 

geopolitical rationale of the state that was lacking within realist arguments.  

3. Theoretical Framework and Methodology 

 In the previous section we have seen how different scholars have explained Russia's 

reasoning behind invading Ukraine. All of the theories discussed have elements and arguments 

that overlap, arguments revolving around identity and geopolitical aspirations that have been 

discussed in detail by realists. These arguments have in common features that are associated with 

security, be it ideological or geopolitical. In order to explore this relationship further and 

understand the framing and logic of the war by Russian leadership we will use a combination of 

theories and methods that analyze Vladimir Putin's Speeches. The first is prior to the start of the 

war on February 21st, 2022, and a second speech following the invasion on February 24th, 2022.  

 In this thesis project we will understand the discourse behind the framing of the war in 

Ukraine from a Russian perspective. To answer the question:  Why did Russia frame the invasion 

of Ukraine as a defensive act?  

To get an answer to the research question the paper will focus on top-down discourse 

from Moscow through the lens of securitization and the research method of Critical Discourse 

Analysis (CDA). The lens of securitization is used to situate the discourse in an understanding of 

justifying the extreme intervention through rhetoric and the creation of a threat. This will 

facilitate the base of analysis and situate the rhetoric through a theoretical lens that is poignant in 

international relations. Using the Copenhagen School (CS) of securitization we will add the 

methodology of CDA to get a more in depth understanding of the rhetoric that has taken place to 

justify a military intervention in Ukraine. CDA will allow for more depth in the research 

particularly in understanding the context as securitization will facilitate a theoretical lens to 

highlight rhetoric used by Putin focusing on the justification of the invasion of Ukraine. CDA 

will provide a methodological lens that complements the securitization while adding context to 

the speeches that will be analyzed and depth to the analysis. Adding a complimentary lens to 

much of the academic work that has been already produced regarding the topic in the previous 
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section. Aiming to understand external and internal developments behind the framing of the war 

in Ukraine as well as the logic behind it from a Russian perspective.  

3.1 Theoretical Framework: The Copenhagen School of Securitization 

The Copenhagen School of Securitization is a theory that takes a constructivist approach 

to international relations that aims to understand interventions and the creation of extreme 

actions taken by the state justified through the analysis of speech acts. It places emphasis on the 

speech act focusing on how said act creates the conditions for abnormal and extreme actions 

taken by a state through creating a threat. This threat is created by the rhetoric used in the speech 

act and justifies increased use of force and securitization by the state to subdue the highlighted 

threat. In the project, focus will be placed upon understanding the rhetoric used and the 

establishment of a threat.  

Ole Wæver and Barry Buzan are considered founders of the Copenhagen school of 

securitization. The theory defines securitization as a speech act that successfully creates an 

existential threat that enables a call for extraordinary measures to deal with said threat. (Stritzel, 

2007) It draws its inspiration from speech act philosophy and links the importance of the act of 

the speech to the action of securitization. Its foundation is built upon John L Austin's concept of 

a performative utterance. (Stritzel, 2007) 

Performance utterances are acts of speech that establish space to create a new reality that 

did not exist prior to the act itself. Performance utterances fall outside the true or false 

dichotomy. Austin describes performative utterances as such:  

“A) They do not ‘describe’ or ‘report’ or constate anything at all, are not ‘true or false,’ and  

B) The uttering of the sentence is, or is a part of, the doing of an action, which again would not 

normally be described as, or as ‘just,’ saying something.” (Austin, 1962, pp. 5-6)  

This statement may seem paradoxical, however, upon closer inspection describes the 

basis of the theoretical approach of the CS of securitization. The utterance of a speech creates a 

new situation and enables action that is not directly stated. Facilitating events in the real world 

that are outside of the specific words said. Austin uses the example of stating “I Do” at a 
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wedding. (Austin, 1962) While the words themselves are an agreement, the act of stating those 

words in that specific context establishes a far more important and long-term commitment. In the 

context of securitization in international relations the emphasis on performative utterances 

focusses on the speech act and facilitate an understanding that the act can be outside the threat-

reality nexus and allows for a new reality to be established through the statement of a threat that 

could also, in actuality not be a threat. (Stritzel, 2007) This base can help understand how a 

speech act can signal larger and more extreme moves taken by a state by establishing a threat 

that needs to be combated that may not in actuality exist.  

There are three elements that structure CS securitization. 1) The speech act itself, 2) the 

securitizing actor and 3) the audience. (Stritzel, 2007) The importance is in the securitizing actor 

making the speech and the acceptance or rejection of the speech by the audience. The audience 

confirms or rejects the act in the common narrative. (Stritzel, 2007)  

In addition to the identification of these three elements, Buzan further codified what 

conditions are necessary for securitization to occur: 

1. The demand internal to the speech act of following the grammar of security, 

2. The social conditions regarding the position of authority for the securitizing actor - that 

is, the relationship between speaker and audience and thereby the likelihood of the 

audience accepting the claims made in a securitizing attempt, and 

3. Features of the alleged threats that either facilitate or impede securitization. (Buzan et al., 

1998, p.33)  

This base of understanding then solidifies the theory and allows for a more nuanced look 

at the different actors in explaining how securitization acts occur. However, the audience is an 

ambiguous body, and it is difficult to explain when the audience is persuaded. The theory also 

has shortcomings in the difference between having the narrative adopted freely or forced to be 

adopted. (Stritzel, 2007) For the purposes of this project, emphasis will be placed primarily on 

the establishment of a threat through its grammar. The social sphere is missing from the original 

theory of CS as well as the context behind the securitizing speech. This is why an additional 

layer of understanding is needed through CDA developed by Fairclough. Using CDA will 
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facilitate a deeper understanding of the context behind the act of the securitization providing a 

background to understand the action. 

3.2 Methodology: Critical Discourse Analysis 

The project will use Norman Fairclough's Critical Discourse Analysis to help provide a 

larger context to the lens of securitization with analyzing contextual data. Fairclough's 

methodology complements the lens of securitization with its constructivist approach and view of 

language as a powerful tool that creates action. CDA compliments securitization through 

enriching the theory as CDA provides a new importance on the social, political and cultural 

context.  

Fairclough has developed a three-dimensional model in which to use CDA as a method 

for analysis. This model combines detailed textual analysis with macro and micro sociological 

analysis in order to understand the text's relationship with social and cultural processes and 

structures. (Jørgensen and Phillips, 2002) Discourse has three functions, one in developing 

identities, another to develop social relations and a final that creates and contributes to systems 

of knowledge. (Jorgensen and Phillips, 2002)  

Fairclough's three-dimensional model of a communicative event is divided into separate 

and interrelated elements that encompass and study the diversity of meanings and constructs that 

are portrayed within discourse. These three dimensions consist of: text, discursive practice, and 

social practice. The text refers to the information that is under analysis, in our case Vladimir 

Putin's speeches at the beginning of the war in Ukraine. The discursive practice refers to the 

production and consumption of the text. Finally, the social practice refers to the historical, 

ideological and political background that the text refers to and creates.  In the project, the 

analysis will primarily focus on the text and incorporating discursive practice. The social practice 

aspect of CDA will be primarily highlighted in the context chapter prior to the analysis in order 

to allow for a more thorough understanding of the rhetoric.  

The multidimensionality of his method facilitates discussions regarding social practice as 

well as understanding the argumentations within the communicative event. Providing tools to 

understand larger geopolitical and social contexts as well as the ideas that allow for an audience 
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to accept or deny the particular claims of the communicative event. This therefore can help 

establish a better understanding of the different aspects of securitization theory, that establish a 

speaker, and audience, by situating the two sides deeply in historical and political context.   

Intertextuality and interdiscursivity are important aspects of CDA that link specific 

communicative events to larger orders of discourse. These orders of discourse can be creatively 

adapted by the communication event or more conventionally used to create and affirm a social 

order. (Jørgensen and Phillips, 2002) Intertextuality refers to the chain of communicative events 

that draw on earlier events, linking them in an order of discourse. (Jørgensen and Phillips, 2002) 

This positions the communicative event in a historical period of time and the influence of history 

on said event, and that events influence on history. (Jørgensen and Phillips, 2002, p. 74) 

Orders of discourse contribute to producing a cultural narrative and ideologies in the text 

that contribute to the “production, reproduction, and transformation of relations of domination” 

(Jørgensen and Phillips, 2002, p. 75). In our project, this linkage will be explored in the historical 

context chapter, as well as the two speeches we will analyze as they are an order of discourse in 

themselves. 

The textual analysis focuses on the more formal aspects of the text. These include 

vocabulary, sentence structure, narrative structure, grammar and syntax. (Jørgensen and Phillips, 

2002) Influencing the discursive practice and is influenced by the larger discursive practice. The 

genre of the text is another important aspect of how text is used.  

Discursive practice focuses on the text's production, distribution and consumption. It 

focuses on how the text is inspired by already existing narratives of discourse that are drawn 

upon in the creation of the text, and how the audience interprets the text.  Discursive practice is 

associated with hegemony within CDA that involves power relations and is connected to the 

production, and reproduction of the larger social discourse.  

Social practice is a dimension of CDA that combines discursive practice, the order of 

discourse and non-discursive social and cultural dimensions. (Jørgensen and Phillips, 2002) The 

non-discursive analysis of social practice distinguishes CDA and effectively builds upon 

securitization facilitating the analysis of power structures behind the discourse. Social practice 
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allows the researcher to focus on ideas of hegemony and ideology provide tools to understand 

the explanations and legitimization of the social order that pre-exists the text as well as situating 

the text in a larger socio-political environment. 

3.3 Limitations 

There are multiple limitations that must be mentioned within the context of the project. 

The amount of information available, the language barrier, and the position of writing from a 

Western perspective. Regarding the sources that were used in this project, they were sourced 

through the Aalborg University library, an institution within Denmark, and the academic 

information gathered was in English and from Western academic circles. The author does not 

know Russian. The official translations of each speech the Kremlin has published in English 

were used as the main data points. These could have had alterations from the original speeches 

that would not have been noticeable to the author.  

The wide and inductive approach taken within the project has limitations. The benefit of 

this is that a great deal of knowledge is gained; however, a negative is that much of the analysis 

will be done with less depth due to the breadth of the information analyzed. Therefore, due to 

page and time restrictions, parts of the analysis and context chapters had to be discussed in less 

depth than desired. The author is writing from an outsider perspective and has had limited access 

to Russian scholarship. These limitations should be considered while reading the project: the 

language barrier, lack of access to Russian sources, and being based in a Western academic 

institution. 

3.4 Conclusion 

In this chapter we have discussed the methods and theories that we will be using to 

uncover the rationale and the framing behind Russia's invasion of Ukraine. We have seen in a 

previous chapter that the existing literature focuses wither primarily on internal and ideological 

factors, or realist political rationale. Here to add a new dimension to the existing body of work 

we have highlighted that security is an underlying factor of why Russia has gone to war with 

Ukraine. By using securitization theory, we will uncover the how Russia has created a narrative 

about going to war in Ukraine that revolves around its own security. Using CDA will uncover 
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specific historical aspects that Russian leadership uses to justify the war, as well as 

understanding the socio-political context internally and geopolitically that has led Russia to 

initiate the war. In the next chapter we will provide a historical and political background to 

understand the relationship between the two states and highlight specific themes that will be 

important in understanding the analysis.  

4. Historical and Political Context 

In order to contextualize the analysis, we must develop an understanding of the complex 

social and historical topics that situate the speeches and the argumentation used by Vladamir 

Putin that justifies and portrays the invasion of Ukraine for Russia. In this section, we will take 

an inductive approach and get into different historical periods and the relationship between the 

lands that make up the two modern states and their predecessors that Putin mentioned in his 

speeches. This section will have provided context on the Kyivan Rus, Tsarist Russia, the Soviet 

Union, the colored revolutions, the EuroMaidan revolution, Crimea's annexation, the war in 

Donbass and Luhansk, and the pretext for the invasion. We will also take time to discuss the 

geopolitical situation, highlight the growth of NATO, Russia's wars in Chechnya and Georgia, 

and how Vladimir Putin's ideology and rule has affected Russian foreign policy, and outline the 

increasing form of authoritarianism implemented within Russia. 

4.1 The Kyivan Rus and the Tsarist Empire 

As discussed earlier within the literature review, Christopher Mick points out that Russia 

aims to control the historical narrative with Ukraine and Belarus. This all begins with the Kyivan 

Rus, the first large and distinct amalgamation of Slavic principalities. This state existed from the 

9th to the 13th centuries and consisted of lands from the Bay of Saint Petersburg to the Black 

Sea. The principality was claimed to have been established by the Ruler of Novgorod, a Viking 

named Oleg, when his forces took Smolensk and Kyiv. (Britannica, 2024) Kyiv is the capital of 

the kingdom due to its advantageous location on the Dnieper River for trade. (Britannica, 2024) 

The Kyivan Rus gained wealth from trade with Constantinople. Under Vladimir I, the first Slavic 

ruler of the Kyivan Rus, he adopted Orthodox Christianity in 988. (Britannica, 2024) The 
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kingdom fell to Mongol invaders, and the lands that made up the Kyivan Rus were dispersed 

between different kingdoms. (Britannica, 2024) 

This time period has been mythologized by Tsarist, Soviet, and Russian leaders and 

manufactured into a historical justification for claiming the lands within this area. One important 

aspect that still survives to this day is that Orthodox Christianity is the most prominent and 

influential religious belief in Ukraine and Russia. Russia has adopted this religion as a main part 

of its history. Vladimir I symbolizes two different things for Russia and Ukraine. It is said that 

Valdimir I received his baptism in Kherson. (Smelyansky, 2024) For Russia, Valdimir I baptism 

is a representation of the establishment of a “Holy Rus, an imagined realm defined by religious 

unity and Moscow’s political dominance.” (Smelyansky, 2024, p. 34) For Ukraine, Valdimir I 

baptism represents the thousand-year-old historical existence of the state. (Smelyansky, 2024) 

In both cases, this historical period is of utmost importance to the way that both states 

identify. To better understand the role that Russia has with Orthodox Christianity, it is important 

to understand another narrative that has become popularized historically within Russian ruling 

circles. The narrative that Russia is the “Third Rome”. This historical theory is one where, due to 

the fall of Constantinople in 1453, the Princedom of Muscovy became the religious and cultural 

center of Orthodox Christianity and, as such, claimed inheritance as the Third Rome. This 

connection was created and stressed by the clergy in Moscow and Ivan III to legitimize his rule 

and expansion and to be seen as an equal to other European rulers after expelling the rule of the 

Golden Horde from Moscow. (Smelyansky, 2024) This myth was used to both solidify Moscow 

as the inheritor and protector of Orthodox Christianity, but it was also used as a link to legitimize 

Tsarist leadership. (Smelyansky 2024) This link is still used today in a religious sense that 

directly connects Russia's legitimacy to Christian Orthodoxy and the Patriarch in Moscow.  

From the middle of the 13th century to the middle of the 17th century, the territory of 

today's Ukraine was not ruled by Moscow but was ruled by Poland and Lithuania. Experiencing 

pan-European movements of the renaissance, reformation, and counter-reformation that 

Muscovy did not. (Mick, 2023) Tsarist Russia capitalized on the fall of Poland-Lithuania in the 

mid-17th century and, over a period of 120 years, captured 80% of today's Ukraine. (Mick, 2023) 

It is important to note here that the historical paths of Western and Eastern Ukraine differ. When 
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Tsarist Russia claimed 80% of Ukraine the remaining 20% in the was under different European 

powers, providing a different historical narrative.  

An important event within this time frame was the Cossack rebellion in the 17th century. 

The Cossacks were a group of eastern Slavic peoples from what is now Southeastern Ukraine. 

They rebelled against the Polish kingdom due to discrimination based on faith and a lack of 

upward mobility, and when they lost their support from the Crimean Khan, they asked for 

support from the Tsar of Muscovy. (Mick, 2023) They signed the Treaty of Pereyaslav in 1654. 

This treaty, from the perspective of the Cossacks, was meant to be temporary; however, from the 

perspective of the Tsars, it made their claims to the lands of the former Kyivan Rus legitimate. 

(Mick, 2023, p. 140) 

The Crimean Peninsula is another important part of history that has had a deep impact on 

the relationship between Russia and Ukraine. The Crimean Peninsula was under the control of 

varying groups until Catherine the Great was able to annex the peninsula from the Ottomans in 

1783 (Britanica, 2024). This annexation will become more important in the next section of the 

historical context.  

The final period that needs to be discussed prior to our next part of historical context is 

the Ukrainian national awakening. The 19th century saw an uprising of different national 

identities within the Tsarist empire, which included Latvian, Lithuanian, Estonian, Ukrainian. 

During this time period, a distinctive effort was made to distinguish and identify the cultures of 

people as distinct, claiming a national identity based on their unique cultural identity.  

This period “saw the emergence of modern Ukrainian literature, art, music, and political 

thought.” (Mick 2023, p. 138) Within the Tsarist empire, measures were taken to repress the 

Ukrainian language to minimize the establishment of a distinct Ukrainian language, considering 

it more of a dialect of Russian. (Kopõtin, 2022) The Tsarist empire saw the growth of this 

language as a threat to the “Holy Trinity” of the Russian nation. (Kopõtin, 2022) The Holy 

Trinity refers to the idea that Ukrainian, Russian, and Belarusian are connected as the three 

groups that make up the Russian nation. Substantial growth within the identity of a separate 

Ukrainian identity occurred in modern-day Lviv under the Austro-Hungarian empire in the 
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Kingdom of Galicia and Lodomeria. (Kopõtin, 2022) This period highlights the development and 

popularization of the Ukrainian language and identity as distinct from Russian. 

4.2 A Changing Landscape: From World War I to Independence 

In the second section of our historical analysis, we will cover important aspects of 

Ukrainian and Russian history from the fall of the Tsarist empire until the fall of the Soviet 

Union. World War I dismantled the geopolitical order in Europe. During this time period, both 

Tsarist Russia and Austria-Hungary fell. For Ukrainian and Russian history, this period is 

remembered for the chaos that occurred after the Russian February Revolution in 1917, which 

dismantled Tsarist Russia. This created a power vacuum in both countries that followed a 

Russian civil war and allowed for a new Ukrainian political identity to be formed, with 

Ukrainian armies fighting for independence. 

The Revolution in Russia allowed for the formation of a political system based both on 

communist political ideology and also on ethnic nationality. (Kopõtin, 2022) This ability to form 

a political unit based on ethnic identity facilitated the establishment of a provisional government 

in Kyiv and the formation of a Central Council (Central Rada) of Ukraine. (Kopõtin, 2022) The 

Central Rada then declared Ukrainian independence on January 22, 1918, as the Ukrainian 

National Republic. (Kopõtin, 2022) This independence was short-lived when the Bolsheviks 

attacked Kyiv later that month in January 1918. This attack was defended by a group of 

nationalistic students and is known as the Battle of Kurty. This battle resulted in a massacre of 

the students and was occupied by the Bolsheviks. (Kopõtin, 2022)  

A month later, Ukraine was occupied by Germany and Austria-Hungary. After 

successfully capturing it, they created an insurgency that placed Hetman Pavlo Skoropadsky in 

charge of Ukraine. (Kopõtin, 2022, p. 182) He envisioned a Ukraine independent from Russia; 

however, after Germany and Austria-Hungary lost the war, support for his government fell, and 

Ukraine became a battlefield between the Red Army, the White Army, and an army that 

represented the Central Rada known as the Ukrainian National Republic. The Ukrainian National 

Republic was unable to defend Kyiv, and in 1919, the city was once again under the occupation 

of the Red Army. (Kopõtin, 2022) 
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For Russia, the war is seen as a civil war between Bolsheviks and royalists known as 

white Russians; however, in Ukraine, it is known as the War of Independence. East and West 

Ukraine then became one political entity after the signing of the Unification Act, known as Akt 

Zluky, which united the Ukrainian National Republic with the West Ukrainian Peoples Republic 

(a national movement in territory previously controlled by Austria-Hungary) on January 22, 

1919, creating a unified Ukrainian Peoples Republic. (Kopõtin, 2022) 

 This unified republic was not able to successfully align politically, and their armies were 

dismantled and lost on the battlefield. After the failure of this armed resistance, a large number 

of Ukrainian men became a part of the Red Army, around 750,000 in 1920. (Kopõtin, 2022) 

Ukraine then became a battlefield between the Russian Civil War and the Soviet-Polish War. 

The Ukrainian war of independence ended in 1921 with the Treaty of Riga, with West Ukraine 

going to Poland and East Ukraine coming under the rule of the Soviet Union. (Kopõtin, 2022) 

With Soviet Ukraine, Soviet Belarus, and Soviet Russia signing the document. 

The period following the First World War in Ukraine was extremely complex; however, 

it was momentous for Ukraine as it was able to create a political identity and establish an 

independent state. Their inability to establish an effective military and for Eastern and Western 

Ukraine to put aside political differences did not allow the state to stay independent, but it did 

provide context for the need for the Soviet Union to recognize Ukraine as a unitary ethnic 

political body, particularly after their participation on the side of the Red Army. 

After the Treaty of Riga, the Soviet Union adopted a policy called Korenizatsiya from 

1923–1933. This policy was created to provide minorities within the Soviet Union with support. 

(Kopõtin, 2022) This policy promoted a period of Ukrainianization. With the Ukrainian language 

being adopted in institutions within Soviet Ukraine and nationalist Ukrainian national units in the 

Red Army, (Kopõtin, 2022) This acknowledged the distinct nature of the Ukrainian language by 

the Soviet Union prior to Stalin.  

When Stalin came into power, the minority policy within the Soviet Union was put to a 

halt, and increasing repression of Ukrainian culture began. Beyond the cultural and intellectual 

repression due to Stalin's economic policy of collectivism, a man-made famine occurred within 

Soviet Ukraine, known as the Holodomor, killing approximately 4.5 million people. (Kopõtin, 
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2022) This is an important historical period for Ukraine and Russia, with the memory of the 

event being hailed as a genocide on the Ukrainian side and known as a tragedy from the Russian 

perspective, focusing on the suffering of fellow Russians within that event. 

The Second World War was pivotal for both Russia and Ukraine. In 1939, the Molotov-

Ribbentrop pact signed between the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany expanded the territory of 

the Soviet Union, dividing Europe, resulting in the Soviet Union expanding its territory and, 

most importantly, incorporating Lviv into its borders and the surrounding areas. (Kopõtin, 2022) 

Hitler then invaded the Soviet Union, and as a result, Ukraine became an intense battlefield. The 

Nazi forces captured much of Ukraine, resulting in many crimes against humanity, with 

thousands being executed in different concentration camps. During the battle between Nazi 

Germany and the Soviet Union, the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN) played an 

important symbolic role. (Kopõtin, 2022) 

The organization was formed in Western Ukraine in the 1920s, with its goal being the 

establishment of an independent Ukraine. The group conducted many terror attacks when the 

territory was a part of Poland. (Kopõtin, 2022) The group cooperated with Nazi Germany at the 

beginning of the war between the two states to cause a distraction. When the Soviet forces 

retreated from Lviv, the organization declared an independent Ukrainian state, but this was 

quashed by Nazi Germany. (Kopõtin, 2022) The remnants of the group formed an insurgency 

army known as Ukrainian Insurgent army (UPA). After the Soviet Union beat back Nazi 

Germany, UPA continued to operate in Ukraine, causing sabotage and fighting until the 1950s. 

(Kopõtin, 2022) 

The memory politics of the OUN have played a large role in the rhetoric of both Ukraine 

and Russia. Russia uses the OUN connection to the Ukrainian SS Division to muddy Ukrainian 

nationalist movements and create a connection with the Nazi Germany. This becomes further 

complicated as Ukraine was split during the war between the Soviet forces and Nazi Germany 

creating a difference in which side at the time was seen as a liberating force. (Kopõtin, 2022) 

This historical connection is important to this day as the leader of the OUN was named a 

freedom fighter in 2010 in Ukraine. (Kopõtin, 2022) By the end of the war, due to the Red 

Army's success, Ukraine took on largely what it looks like today, incorporating Western 
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Ukraine, Bukanova, and Carpathian Ruthenia. (Kopõtin, 2022) Ukraine suffered major losses 

during the war, and much of its infrastructure was destroyed due to it being a battlefield between 

the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany. And the historical legacy of war and its complex nature is 

still relevant to this day. The Soviet victory over Nazi Germany plays a large part in Russia's 

historical memory and is used by the Ruling regime today often as a symbol of military success 

against the forces of evil.  

After the war, Ukraine was unified under the Soviet Union. Repression followed as 

200,000 Ukrainians were deported to Siberia during the reign of Stalin. After Stalin's death, the 

Soviet Union shifted and softened its policy towards Ukraine when Nikita Khrushchev came into 

power due to his ties to the Communist Party of Ukraine. (Kopõtin, 2022) This facilitated the 

continued representation of the Ukrainian language in schools and official institutions. Under 

Khruschev, Soviet Russia transferred Crimea to Soviet Ukraine. This was done in 1954 in order 

to celebrate the 300-year anniversary of the Treaty of Pereyaslav. Regarding Ukrainian industry, 

during the time of the Soviet Union, the planned economy made industry inefficient and 

dependent on Soviet Russia for materials. (Kopõtin, 2022) Another important aspect to mention 

was the movement of people within the Soviet Union. A deliberate russification of the Soviet 

Union occurred to increase Russian influence within the smaller republics. This large movement 

of people has created large ethnic Russian minorities in the now independent post-Soviet states.  

Jumping a few decades to the fall of the Soviet Union, the establishment of an 

independent Ukraine, and the fall of the Soviet Empire and Russian geopolitical hegemony. In 

efforts to make the Soviet Union more efficient, Mihail Gorbachev undertook a set of softening 

economic and social reforms known as Glasnost and Perestroika. This softening within the union 

then led to mass nationalist independent movements in different republics and a failed coup, 

leading to the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the fall of the iron curtain. This event would 

go on and shape modern history, including Russian foreign policy and its attitude towards 

Ukraine, as well as Ukraine's independence.  

4.3 Independence and Change 

After centuries of being occupied by different empires, the fall of the Soviet Union laid 

the pathway for Ukraine to gain independence. Throughout its independence, Ukraine has been 
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forced to deal with complicated geopolitical positions with different pull and push factors, with 

Russia playing a large role in their geopolitical history. Modern Ukrainian history has been 

defined by its separation from Russian influence and the establishment of new geopolitical 

alliances.  

After the fall of the Soviet Union, a lot of military hardware and nuclear weapons were 

stored in Ukraine. In the early 1990s, Ukraine's geopolitical attitude was one of neutrality and 

focused on demilitarization, including signing the Budapest memorandum, where Ukraine 

voluntarily gave up nuclear arms on its territory while having its border integrity respected and 

ensured by Russia, the United States, and Great Britain. (Kopõtin, 2022) This treaty was never 

ratified, and Ukraine did give up its nuclear capabilities due to this agreement. Ukraine took a 

neutral position in order to try to balance integration with the Commonwealth of Independent 

States (CIS) under the hegemony of Russia or move towards the European Union and the West. 

In 2004, this political dilemma became evident with the Orange Revolution. This 

revolution was a series of protests that occurred to contest the results of the 2004 presidential 

election. (Kopõtin, 2022) Viktor Yanukovych, a candidate who prioritized a closer relationship 

with Russia, and Viktor Yushchenko, who was a pro-Western and anti-corruption candidate, 

were vying for the presidency. (Kryzhanivsky and Zasenko, 2019) Yushchenko was poisoned 

prior to the election; the first round of voting proved to be inconclusive, and in the runoff 

election, Yanukovych was declared the winner. (Kryzhanivsky and Zasenko, 2019) This 

situation caused mass protests in favor of Yushchenko. These results were later overturned by 

the Supreme Court, citing election fraud, and in the re-election, Yushchenko won. (Yasar and 

Dogan, 2023) Signaling a popular movement in Ukraine towards a European-style democracy 

and being viewed by Russian leadership as a direct threat to their geopolitical status within the 

region. (Yasar and Dogan, 2023) 

This change within Ukraine was also a sign of larger developments in the post-Soviet 

space, with Georgia having a similar movement in 2003. A similar situation took place when, 

due to mass protests, contested election results led to a re-election where pro-Western candidate 

Mikheil Saakashvili won the election. (Yasar and Dogan, 2023) Once again signaling a threat 

towards a different geopolitical direction for a state that used to be directly under Russian 
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influence. This theme of a geopolitical struggle is one that has defined the relationship between 

Russia and the states that gained independence after the fall of the Soviet Union.  

In 2014, another revolution occurred called the EuroMaidan revolution, also known as 

the Maidan Revolution or the Revolution of Dignity. In 2010, pro-Russian candidate Viktor 

Yanukovych won by a slim margin against his pro-Western counterpart. Yanukovych rejected 

signing an association agreement with the EU in favor of closer economic and political ties to 

Russia and the Eurasian Union. (Yasar and Dogan, 2023) This caused mass protests in 

EuroMaidan square in November 2013, pressuring the President to resign and to sign the 

agreement with the EU. These protests became violent, with many protesters, officers, and one 

journalist losing their lives. (OHCHR, 2020) This protest became a turning point in Ukrainian 

history and its relationship with Russia. The protests were successful, as Yanukovych signed the 

agreement and was subsequently ousted as present after a vote from the parliament. He 

subsequently fled to Russia. (Yasar and Dogan, 2023) With the revolution ending in February of 

2014. 

This revolution, however, caused a pro-Russian movement by pro-Russian militants who 

were sponsored by Russia in the Donbass and Luhansk Oblasts. (Yasar and Dogan, 2023) Russia 

capitalized on this instability and annexed Crimea on March 18, 2014. (Yasar and Dogan, 2023) 

This marked the beginning of the conflict in Ukraine, which was then expanded in 2022. The war 

in the Donbass signified the beginning of the will to use force in Ukraine by Russian-allied 

forces. We will discuss this topic further in a subsequent section of this chapter while discussing 

Russia's political regime and its tactical use of violence to exert influence.  

4.4 USA, NATO Enlargement, and the West 

 In order to better analyze the speeches in the analysis sections, we must understand the 

geopolitical developments after the fall of the Soviet Union. In this section, we will discuss 

NATO enlargement into states that used to be a part of the Eastern Bloc or directly under the 

control of the USSR. The increasing influence of the US and NATO in the regions bordering 

Russia. And finally, we will discuss the role of the European Union and its neighborhood policy. 
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The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was established in 1949 with the goal of 

securing the independence of Western European states after the Second World War. NATO 

became the direct geopolitical advisory to the Soviet Union, which created its own security 

alliance known as the Warsaw Pact. After the fall of the Soviet Union and the Eastern Bloc, the 

Cold war ended. This, in combination with a host of newly independent states, created a situation 

where the geopolitical security structure within Eastern Europe and the larger post-Soviet space 

was in flux. During this time, almost all of the European states that were under this block went 

through massive social, political, and economic change. With having ex-communist countries 

transition into capitalist democracies. This often-rocky transition then paved the way for many 

post-communist Central, Eastern, and Baltic states to qualify for NATO and EU enlargement. 

With the memory of decades, if not centuries, of occupation by neighbors and the failings of 

these states to stay independent during the Second World War, there was opportunity for the 

development of a new security structure in Europe.  

This modern security structure and the need to guarantee independence made becoming a 

part of NATO a key security interest for many post-communist European states. NATO’s open-

door policy allows for any “European State in a position to further the principles of this Treaty 

and to contribute to the security of the North Atlantic area.” (NATO, 2023) This policy has 

allowed multiple rounds of NATO enlargement by states that have qualified to apply to the 

alliance. 

Since the fall of the Soviet Union, there have been seven rounds of NATO enlargement. 

For our purposes, we will discuss NATO enlargement prior to 2022. Prior to 2022, there were 

five rounds of NATO enlargement. The first former Warsaw Pact states to join NATO were 

Czechia, Hungary, and Poland in 1999. (NATO, 2023) NATO subsequently made a membership 

action plan to facilitate other Warsaw Pact states joining the alliance; this facilitated a large 

seven-state enlargement of NATO in 2004. Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovakia, and 

Slovenia all joined NATO in 2004. (NATO, 2023) This round of expansion brought NATO 

directly to the borders of Russia with the accession of the Baltic states. The alliance once again 

grew, this time in the Balkans, with the accession of Albania and Croatia in 2009, Montenegro in 

2017, and North Macedonia in 2022. (NATO, 2023) 
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The dissolution of the Soviet Union saw Russia lose its Eastern European geopolitical 

hegemony. The states that have joined NATO have chosen to do so for multiple reasons. It is 

evident that the lack of benefits from staying neutral or being a part of Russian geopolitical space 

has facilitated the expansion of NATO and the EU. As we move towards the EU, many of the 

states that have joined NATO are also part of the EU. The collective West, in Russia's 

perspective, is made up of the states in NATO and the EU, with the United States taking an 

important symbolic role as a main adversary.  

Now let's turn to EU enlargement. Many of the states that were a part of the Warsaw Pact 

and under Russia's direct influence have both joined the EU and NATO since the fall of the 

Soviet Union. The EU has a similar policy to NATO: when states qualify for specific criteria, 

they are able to join the Union. For the EU, states need to qualify for criteria set by the EU 

known as the Copenhagen Criteria. (European Union, 2023) Since the fall of the Soviet Union, 

there have been four rounds of EU enlargement. The first was in 1995, with the EU coming to 

Russia's border, but not with states that were directly threatening, with Finland, Sweden, and 

Austria joining. However, in 2004, the EU had expanded directly into states that used to be a part 

of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact. The EU expanded into Cyprus, Czechia, Estonia, 

Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia. (European Union, 2023) 

Two further enlargements have occurred, where Bulgaria and Romania joined the EU in 2007 

and Croatia joined in 2013. (European Union, 2023) 

The EU also has different ways of exerting influence, including the European 

Neighborhood Policy (ENP), with the idea of establishing beneficial relations with surrounding 

states in order to provide stability. (Strategic Communications, 2021) This program provides 

benefits that other states outside the program do not have when dealing with the EU. A specific 

partnership was developed in 2009 known as the Eastern Partnership (EaP). The states that are a 

part of this program are: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, the Republic of Moldova, and 

Ukraine. (Strategic Communications, 2022) These states are all directly on the border of Russia, 

with some allies and others opposing Russian influence. These agreements, particularly with 

Georgia, the Republic of Moldova, and Ukraine, have strengthened their ties to the EU. 
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In conclusion, the fall of the Soviet Union rearranged the geopolitical alliances in post-

communist and Soviet states. This development has seen countries that used to be in Russian 

geopolitical space join NATO, the EU, and the Western political system. These alliances and 

their policy towards open doors and expansion to states that qualify then led to an increase in 

connections with states besides Russia and closer to the Russian border. Providing a geopolitical 

alternative to Russia.  

4.5 The Russian Political and Geopolitical World After the Soviet Union 

The fall of the Soviet Union signified a major fall from geopolitical grace for Russia. 

During the Soviet Union, Soviet Russia was the main source of hegemonic power for half of 

Europe, as well as the Caucuses and much of Central Asia. This geopolitical might stretched 

farther than that of the highest peak in the Tsarist era. However, from the Russian perspective, 

the collapse of this union signified the decline of Russia's geopolitical power.  

After the fall of the Soviet Union, Russia faced a decline in economic production and 

domestic and geopolitical instability. (Tsygankov, 2022) During this period, in the West, the 

dissolution of the Soviet Union was seen as a Cold war victory, and instead of incorporating 

Russia into the Western political sphere, it was seen as a potential adversary. (Tsygankov, 2022) 

Boris Yeltsin pushed for a Westernization of Russia, promoting democracy and capitalist ideas 

within the state. (Tsygankov, 2022) However, due to ethnic divides within Russia and its 

neighboring territories, a war in Moldova, internal conflict in Chechnya, and the slow economic 

recovery after its restructuring, Western liberal ideas faded from popularity in favor of nationalist 

and more conservative ideas. (Tsygankov, 2022) 

During the period of the 1990s, Yeltsin reformed Russia's economy by borrowing billions 

from the IMF. Russia was dealing with a large financial deficit, and the promises of strategic 

partnership with the West had not brought any tangible benefits to the living standards of the 

Russian population. (Tsygankov, 2022) NATO expansion and intervention within Yugoslavia, 

which Russia was against, and the instability within areas surrounding Russia created a sense of 

loss of status within the world and compounded a change in attitude from liberalism towards 

nationalism. (Tsygankov, 2022) 
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Yeltsin was also unable to effectively respond to Chechnya's independence movements 

and terror attacks in the 1990s. (Tsygankov, 2022) A peace deal with Chechen rebels in 1996 did 

not stabilize the situation and only increased instability within Russia's Caucus region. 

(Tsygankov, 2022) In the late 1990s, the economy stabilized with the increase in oil prices; 

however, this did little to change the political attitude within Russia, which had failed its liberal 

political experiment. The war in Chechnya provided political opportunity for Vladimir Putin to 

rise to power; he was promoted from the head of the security council to prime minister by 

Yeltsin in order to help deal with the escalating situation and unrest in Chechnya. (Kipp, 2001) 

With Moscow being rocked by explosions in apartment buildings, Putin staked his political 

success on success on the battlefield in Chechnya. (Kipp, 2001) 

On the back of this economic and political instability, Vladimir Putin rose to power with 

promises of stability, taking a hard stance on terrorism, rebuilding Russia as a strong state, and 

re-establishing Russia as a great power. (Tsygankov, 2022) His rise to political prominence on 

these pillars has galvanized Russia's politics in the last 25 years. Putin rose to power and was 

able to establish himself as a key political figure in the early 2000s.  Putin's early political 

ideology was focused on pragmatism. Under his early tenure, the economy was stable, and 

Russia was able to pay back its debts that were developed in the 1990s due to the increase in oil 

prices. This improved economy also improved Russia's relationship with the West due to an 

increase in trade. His early presidency was focused on fighting extremism and supporting the US 

in Afghanistan. (Tsygankov, 2022) He was less successful in fighting terrorism at home 

(Tsygankov, 2022), even though his forces were able to occupy the Chechen separatist 

stronghold of Grozny; however, that did not end extremism in the area. (Kipp, 2001) Overall, the 

first term of Putin's presidency was a success, with an increase in stability in Russia as well as 

increasing Russia's reputation abroad on the basis of economic growth and a nationalist and 

strong-man approach. 

Following Putin's early pragmatic success, his tenure then moved towards a more 

assertive domestic and global tactic. (Tsygankov, 2022) The Color revolutions in Georgia and 

Ukraine were seen as threats to Russia, particularly because they were supported by the West. 

(Tsygankov, 2022) The expressed interest of both of those states in joining NATO had added to 

Russia's growing insecurity. (Tsygankov, 2022) After the Color revolutions, relations between 
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Georgia and Russia and Ukraine and Russia worsened. (Yasar and Dogan, 2023). This became 

increasingly evident as the possibility of NATO expansion by Ukraine and Georgia created a 

deeper insecurity within Russia, and to combat those possibilities, Russia became increasingly 

assertive, using ethnic minorities to subvert these attempts. 

 Russia supported separatists in South Ossetia and Abkhazia with more resources, and in 

response, Tbilisi attacked the South Ossetian capital. (Tsygankov, 2022) This then instigated the 

Russo-Georgian War. (Tsygankov, 2022) The Russian pretext was that Moscow was preventing 

ethnic cleansing in the Georgian regions of South Ossetia and Abkhazia. (Yasar and Dogan, 

2023) The war resulted in a resounding victory for Russia. (Eichler, 2021) The results of this war 

were twofold for Russia: first, they showed off their willingness to use military force in 

neighboring regions, and in doing so, they helped establish two parastates in Abkhazia and South 

Ossetia. Second, the establishment of these states then derailed Georgia's ability to join NATO 

(Yasar and Dogan, 2023) and increased Russian presence on the Black Sea. (Eichler, 2021). 

This assertiveness in preventing the expansion of NATO would continue to become a 

tool of the Kremlin. However, another interesting development was occurring within Russia at 

the time: an increasing ideological civilization view became popular in political rhetoric. 

(Tsygankov, 2022) Positioning Russia as a civilizational power with a “vison of Russia as a 

culturally distinct power, committed to defending particular values and principles relative to 

those of the West and other civilizations.” (Tsygankov, 2022, p. 144) This civilizational rhetoric 

was well received in Russia. Putin referred to Russia as a ““conservative” power committed to 

traditional values and principles of sovereignty, a multipolar balance of power, and respect for 

cultural and civilizational diversity in international relations.” (Tsygankov, 2022, p. 145) 

This civilizational rhetoric then became a tool in Russia's arsenal for regaining 

geopolitical prominence and fighting the West and US global influence. One example of this 

increasing assertiveness was the sale of weapons to states that the US was in an unfriendly 

relationship with, including Iran, Syria, and Venezuela. (Tsygankov, 2022) In Syria, Russia 

supported the Asad regime in the Syrian Civil War, compared to the US, where they supported 

opposing sides. (Tsygankov, 2022) This increasing combative and assertive nature would go on 

and test the West's resolve as Russia sought to establish itself as a civilizational and geopolitical 
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player. This is a far cry from the support that the US received from Russia in Iraq in the early 

2000s. 

Russia's assertiveness in its border regions continued when, in 2013, Russia put pressure 

on Ukraine to abandon a deal with the EU in favor of the Eurasian Union to keep Ukraine under 

its influence. (Sagramoso, 2020) The Ukrainian president Yanukovych decided to postpone 

signing, which led to the EuroMaidan revolution and his subsequent ousting in 2014. 

(Sagramoso, 2020) Russia's Secret Service in the FSB was a part of attempting to quell the 

protest by assisting the Ukrainian Secret Service, also using violence. This was a sign of the 

extent of Yanukovych's connection to Russia and Russia's need to keep Ukraine under its 

influence. (Sagramoso, 2020) Russia is also tired of using economic incentives to sway Ukraine 

to stay in its sphere. (Sagramoso, 2020) This all failed, and the pro-Russian Yanukovych 

government fell, with the EuroMaidan Revolution successfully stopping the government's 

alignment with Russia. However, what unfolded next was a direct escalation and worsening of 

the relationship with Ukraine.  

The narrative from the Russian perspective after the fall of the Yanukovych regime was 

that what occurred in the revolution was an ‘armed coup’ calling the new government a ‘junta’. 

Using language to delegitimize the success of the protest as an illegal seizure of power and, in 

doing so, laying the foundations of what would happen next. Russia would also focus on labeling 

the movement as ‘fascist’ and emphasizing that extremist nationalists had led the ‘coup’. 

(Sagramoso, 2020) It is important to distinguish that a minority of the protesters were part of 

proto-fascist organizations; however, the overwhelming majority of protesters were Ukrainian 

citizens who came together to overturn their corrupt government. (Sagramoso, 2020)  

The success of the revolution created counter-protests in pro-Russian areas of Ukraine, 

including Donetsk and Sevastopol, which asked for help from Putin to protect ethnic-Russians. 

(Sagramoso, 2020) The threats to ethnic Russians were exaggerated; however, there were parts 

of the new government that were Ukrainian right-wing nationalists. (Sagramoso, 2020) The new 

government did attempt to quickly remove Russian influence, including Russian media, promote 

a law to remove Russian as the second official language, and remove Soviet monuments. 

(Sagramoso, 2020) This situation was made more difficult when “armed right-wing militias 
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became responsible for patrolling the streets, and they often abused their position, creating great 

concern among ethnic Russians.” (Sagramoso, 2020, p. 331)  

This complex backdrop provided an opportunity for Russia to forcefully take Crimea. 

Russia sent their paratroopers and other elite forces to Crimea to seize the peninsula and 

establish a show referendum annexing the peninsula on March 16, 2014. (Sagramoso, 2020) This 

was organized in blatant violation of international law, and the seizure of the peninsula has not 

been internationally recognized. One important aspect of the seizure of Crimea is the geopolitical 

importance of the Port of Sevastopol, which housed and still houses Russia's Black Sea fleet to 

this day. Putin used the civilizational narrative and the importance of Crimea to Russia as a 

Russian land. Stating historical reasons, including the christening of Vladimir I that we 

mentioned previously in the chapter. (Sagramoso, 2020) This seizure, however, did result in the 

majority of the Ukrainian population losing faith in Russia and turning them against their larger 

neighbor, with Russia losing its strategic influence with Ukraine. (Sagramoso, 2020)  

Soon after the seizure of Crimea, the complex historical divide between Western and 

Eastern Ukraine and pro-Russian vs. anti-Russian political divides were used by Russia. Russia 

highlighted minority far-right nationalist group sentiments in order to heighten tensions. 

(Sagramoso, 2020) This tension instigated small pro-Russian protests in the Eastern regions of 

Ukraine. On April 6, 2014, this situation escalated when government buildings in Kharkiv, 

Luhansk, and Donetsk were seized by lightly armed pro-Russian militia groups, claiming to 

replace the elected authorities in those oblasts. (Sagramoso, 2020) They called for referendums 

and help from Putin to ensure them, as well as protection from Kyiv. In the following days, the 

situation calmed until around 200 armed men sized government buildings in smaller towns in 

Luhansk and Donetsk oblasts. (Sagramoso, 2020) These men came from Crimea and called 

themselves the Donbass Peoples Militia. (Sagramoso, 2020) This group, along with other FSB 

operators, seized multiple towns within Donetsk and Luhansk, encouraging revolution from the 

local populace. (Sagramoso 2020) In response, the Ukrainian government arranged a large anti-

terrorist operation in April with the help of nationalist militias. (Sagramoso, 2020) “Separatists in 

Donetsk and Luhansk, in turn, organized 'referendums' on independence on May 11, 2014, and 

established new government institutions for the Donetsk and Luhansk People’s Republics (DPR 

and LPR), in the hope eventually of joining these territories into Russia.” (Sagramoso, 2020, p. 
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333) The establishment of these political organizations has become pivotal for Russia to assert its 

influence in Ukraine. 

Negotiations to deescalate the situation failed, and when Ukraine began to take land back 

from the separatist regions, Russia became increasingly involved after initially not taking an 

overly active stance with the separatists. (Sagramoso, 2020) The situation escalated when Russia 

began to actively support the separatists with arms and intelligence, as well as facilitating 

volunteer recruits to join the separatist groups. (Sagramoso, 2020) Escalating from guerrilla 

warfare to full battles, Russian forces became directly but covertly involved when the separatists 

were almost cut off from supplies. (Sagramoso, 2020) Multiple ceasefire agreements were agreed 

upon but failed to hold off the fighting. These separatist areas were incorporated into Russian 

infrastructure, with Russian state-controlled gas and electricity companies providing the regions 

with free energy. (Sagramoso, 2020)  

This war continued and became a key focal point in relations with Russia and Ukraine in 

the coming years. Russia's actions compounded divisions within Ukraine in 2014; this derailed 

both EU and NATO accession; however, both organizations continued to support Ukraine during 

this period. Russia may have successfully helped incite and support separatist organizations 

within Ukraine and seized Crimea; however, they did lose the sympathies of regular Ukrainian 

citizens and hardened their opposition to Russia. Anti-Russia sentiment increased as the 

government of Ukraine continued to distance itself from Russia. This meant that Russia lost 

influence and lost the ability to establish a stable relationship that was geopolitically beneficial 

for them in Ukraine. (Sagramoso, 2020) The assertiveness that Russia undertook in Ukraine in 

order to limit its ability to join NATO, the EU, actually pushed Ukraine towards NATO and the 

EU and hardened opposition and relations with Russia. Another important outcome of the 

invasion was the splitting of the Ukrainian Orthodox church and the Russian patriarchy in 

Moscow. (Tsyganov, 2022)  

The West did respond to these Russian actions with strong words of condemnation and 

sanctions. These sanctions, however, did little to harm the Russian economy. (Borozna and 

Kochtcheeva, 2024) This package of sanctions from the EU, US, and their allies highlighted 

specific weaknesses within Russia's reliance on them, and the extent of these sanctions was not 
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difficult to overcome for Russia because the large state control in the economy allowed for an 

economic pivot outside of the West. (Borozna and Kochtcheeva, 2024) The result of these 

sanctions reshaped the Russian economy and distanced Russia from the West even further. 

(Borozna and Kochtcheeva, 2024)  

From a Russian perspective, however, the annexation of Crimea and the war in the 

Donbass were resounding successes, with the majority of the population agreeing with the 

actions that Russia had taken. (Tsygankov, 2022) The Russian media portrayed the events as 

retaliation for NATO expansion and protecting victim minorities in Crimea, the Donbass, and 

Luhansk. (Zhang and Zhou, 2023) Framing the revolution as a ‘neo-Nazi’ movement that 

removed a legitimate government, its actions were to protect their ethnic minorities as well as 

harking these natives back to the Second World War. (Zhang and Zhou, 2023) Overall, their shift 

towards civilizationism and assertiveness was seen as a success at home, and their actions in 

Ukraine and Georgia did manage to derail NATO and EU accession.  

The results of this movement towards assertiveness for Russia and highlighting their 

civilizational narrative had been a success in the years prior to the speeches that we will later 

analyze. The West's weak reaction after the war in Georgia, the annexation of Crimea and the 

war in the Donbass gave Russia an impetus to continue their strategy. Russia still traded with the 

West, particularly heavily with energy resources, and was able to profit as natural gas sales 

increased after 2014 and crude oil sales only slightly decreased year on year to the EU. (Ozawa, 

2023) The sanctions that were put in place allowed Moscow to restructure their economy to be 

less reliant on the West. (Borozna and Kochtcheeva, 2024) 

Relations with Ukraine became increasingly strained as peace agreements between 

Ukraine and the pro-Russian separatists were signed but fighting continued. (Tsygankov, 2022) 

Ukraine continued to move in the direction of the West, signing deals with both NATO and the 

EU. This closeness continued when Volodymyr Zelenskyy was elected in 2019, making joining 

NATO a part of the nation's strategic future. (Walker, 2022) Increasing tensions with Russia and 

placing Ukraine closer to the EU and NATO. In the following years, Russia continued its 

assertiveness, rising tensions with the West, resulting in increasing isolation and reliance on 

other international partners. (Tsygankov, 2022) 
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4.6 Inside Putin's Russia 

 The trajectory of Russia was not destined to come back into conflict with the West after 

the end of the Cold war. In this section of the chapter, we will discuss the rule of Vladimir Putin, 

his ideas, and the way that his leadership of Russia has established a trajectory at odds with the 

West and the choice to use force in its neighboring states. We will discuss Putinism and the 

increasingly autocratic political system that Putin has manufactured in Russia, as well as how his 

ideology has shaped Russia and its relationship with the outside world.  

Russia has geopolitical power with its large economy and large military; however, this 

power does not explain the reasoning behind its assertive foreign policy and civilizational 

rhetoric. Putin and his ideas, which have become known as Putinism, have guided Russia's 

foreign policy since the beginning of the 21st century. (McFaul, 2020) Vladimir Putin began his 

career as a KGB officer in the Soviet Union. His rise to prominence began by becoming the 

deputy mayor of Saint Petersburg. (McFaul, 2020) Early on, his career was based on his 

connections with elites, protecting them during the time of the Soviet Union, and then using his 

connections with a combination of opportunism to advance his career; his ideologies did not 

necessarily define his early career. (McFaul, 2020) He came into the limelight under the anti-

communist Boris Yeltsin becoming the prime minister, advancing to his status as president after 

the election of 2000. (McFaul, 2020) Yeltsin had chosen Putin as his successor to continue the 

party line and ensure that the ruling class of the time was able to retain their wealth. However, 

Putin quickly used his power as president to reveal his political ideas and remove checks from 

executive institutions. He systematically weakened election competitiveness, seized state TV, 

weekend opposition, independent businesses, and NGOs. (McFaul, 2020)  

Some examples of this are the cancellation of local elections in 2004, removing election 

opposition, and in 2012, he became even more brazen in weakening civic institutions and 

opposition, making organizing protests more difficult, and using his force to bully and arrest 

independent opposition leaders, journalists, and independent media outlets. (McFaul, 2020) The 

establishment of a foreign agents act removed and criminalized foreign funds into Russia for 

NGOs and other civil institutions and media outlets, forcing out international organizations. 

Another law in 2012 banned any media that was critical of the government and enabled the 
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Kremlin to censor the internet. (McFaul, 2020) Putin has increasingly used state resources to 

keep the population in line and has used the media to propagate his government's narrative. 

Investing resources into increasing the effectiveness of the government's ability to repress 

independent civil society, political voices, and organizations, increasing his own political power, 

and continuing to establish his political stranglehold on Russia. (McFaul, 2020) 

The economic development of Russia also followed this increasingly centralized, state-

controlled, and autocratic trajectory under Putin's leadership. He was appointed to tow Yeltsin's 

political line; however, he took the role in his own direction, reducing the private sector of the 

economy, rewarding his own loyalists, and redistributing property rights. Creating an economic 

system that rewarded his own loyalists, removing laws protecting independent businesses, and 

increasing state ownership. (McFaul, 2020) This caused economic stagnation, and Putin 

externalized these problems, blaming local and international competitors. (McFaul, 2020) 

He increasingly based his international ideology on combating and blaming American 

imperialism, NATO, and the EU. (McFaul, 2020) He has championed conservatism, illiberal 

values, Russian Orthodox Christianity, and traditional values (McFaul, 2020), promoting these 

ideas as part of his larger narrative of Russia as a civilization opposed to the West and its values. 

His specific ideological narrative is based on strengthening national sovereignty, weakening 

international organizations, and wanting to export his ideas, looking for allies in Western 

conservative leaders like Marine La Pen and Viktor Urban. (McFaul, 2020) Trying to export this 

idea of his specific autocratic conservative values and pining them against Western liberal ideas, 

he is attempting to create a cleavage within the EU, NATO, and the US. (McFaul, 2020) 

As mentioned earlier in the chapter, Russia used a narrative of ethnic Russians being 

threatened by a ‘fascist’ government in Ukraine after the EuroMaidan Revolution. (Sagramoso, 

2020) Putin decided to annex Crimea and enable the war in the Donbass; however, this decision 

was not necessarily a positive one for Russia or inevitable. It has followed the ideological line of 

Russia, limiting the expansion of liberal ideas, particularly in a state he considers to be a 

brotherly nation. However, these decisions have come at a large cost to Russia, as many of his 

international decisions have. (McFaul ,2020) This decision did advance his popularity within 

Russia; however, since the invasion and due to sanctions, the economy has contracted, and it has 
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forced a powerful response from NATO and the US to increase funding for European defense 

and establish a permanent presence in NATO states that border Russia to ensure military 

deterrence. (McFaul,2020) Putin's aggression increased its military presence on its borders, 

created problems for its own economy, and ensured hostile relationship with Ukraine. This 

aggression and the risks taken were done in part in order to advance “his ideological agenda 

against ideological foes in Ukraine and the West.” (McFaul, 2020, p. 123)  

Russia also intervened in Syria in 2015 to protect its geopolitical interests as well as an 

autocratic government, and they also intervened in the presidential election of 2016 in the US in 

order to attempt to ensure their preferred candidate would win. (McFaul, 2020) Putin's 

ideological base helps us understand these interventions, prompting conservative and 

confrontational moves to advance perceived Russian interests. Putin's ideological motives help 

explain the aggressive decisions that Russia has taken in its foreign policy. 

Putin continued to enshrine his political ideology in Russian law with another change in 

the Russian Constitution in 2020. On January 23, 2020, Vladimir Putin's proposal to change the 

constitution was accepted by the State Duma. (Shashkova et al., 2020) The outcome of this 

change increased the power of the Russian president and decreased the power and influence of 

the State Duma, removing the separation of state powers and unifying it under the president. 

(Shashkova et al., 2020) The changes to the constitution have also removed the limit on how 

many terms a president can be in power. (Sadowski, 2021) Allowing Putin to run for office 

indefinitely. The amendment also established different symbolic and historical interpretations 

within the constitution that align with Putin's ideology and its connection to the USSR, claiming 

Russia as the historical successor to the Soviet Union and the right to the heritage of that state. 

(Sadowski, 2021) The amendments also establish a connection to God and Russia's connection to 

the Orthodox Church. The amendments infer specific historical interpretations, including “this 

time concerning the genesis of the Russian state, the unification of the Russian lands, and the 

territorial expansion of Russia.” (Sadowski, 2021, p. 733) This act is in line with Putin's reign in 

Russia and combines his political ideas with the state, establishing them as valid interpretations 

on a state-wide level.  
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Finally, Putin published his historical interpretation of his ideology concerning Russian, 

Ukrainian, and Belarussian relations when he published an essay on the “historical unity of 

Russians and Ukrainians” on July 12, 2021. This essay outlines his beliefs that Russia, Ukraine, 

and Belarus are all inherently connected and that “Russians and Ukrainians were one people—a 

single whole.” (Putin, 2021, p. 1) In this essay, he goes through his personal interpretation of 

Ukraine and Russia's connection echoing ideas of the Holy Trinity discussed earlier in the 

chapter. Establishing an ideological pretext to the importance of Ukraine for Russia, politically 

setting the stage for his future actions in the state while undermining Ukraine's identity.  

Putin's ideas and historical understanding are used to help justify foreign interventions. 

Throughout Putin's reign as President of Russia, he has systematically undermined political 

freedoms, increased autocracy, promoted his political interpretations, and legally established 

them as Russian interpretations. His actions have not caused Russia to become more successful 

in GDP metrics, but they have created a more combative Russia, one that is conservative and 

autocratic. He has also established particular historical and political narratives with neighboring 

states and a willingness to conduct violence in order to achieve his ideological and geopolitical 

goals.  

4.7 Context Conclusion 

This chapter has gone through different historical periods and different political contexts 

that are necessary to understand before moving on to the analysis. The speeches that we will 

analyze are full of complex historical narratives and different time periods that span over a 

thousand years. The points of context that were chosen to be highlighted in the chapter have been 

chosen in their connection to understanding the speeches. This context has gone through 

Ukrainian history, from the Kyivan Rus, and highlighted the different meanings many of the 

events signified for Russia and Ukraine. It has also gone through the historical period of the 20th 

century, the fall of the Soviet Union and Russia's fall from grace. The different political 

movements in Ukraine, including the Color revolution and the EuroMaidan revolution. Russia's 

responses and geopolitical tactics, combating NATO expansion, and finally a brief insight into 

Putin's ideas and rule in Russia. The next section will be the analysis, where all this information 

will come into play.  
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5. Analysis 

In this section, we will use CDA and securitization theory to analyze Vladimir Putin's 

‘Address by the President of the Russian Federation’ on February 21, 2022, prior to Russia's 

invasion of Ukraine on February 22, 2022, and ‘Address by the President of the Russian 

Federation’ on February 24, 2022, in his first public address after the invasion. These two 

speeches will be used to understand the logic of framing the conflict and the reasoning behind 

the invasion from Russia's perspective. The analysis will focus on rhetoric used and the creation 

of a threat. The argumentation the Kremlin uses follows two intersecting arguments, geopolitical 

power, and the establishment of a narrative of shared history, culture, and civilization between 

Ukraine and Russia. 

5.1 Speech on February 21, 2022 

This speech will be analyzed using CDA, combining the lens of securitization. This 

speech will analyze the narrative that Vladimir Putin develops in order to justify the invasion of 

Ukraine on February 22, 2022. We will begin by situating the speeches with their discursive 

practice. The narrative elements will be highlighted through the analysis of specific aspects of 

the text. In this part of the analysis, we will also highlight the grammar complimenting 

securitization theory. During the textual analysis elements of social practice will be highlighted. 

Finally, the conclusion section will highlight the effect of the speech concluding how the 

argument is put together through the lens of securitization.  

The narrative goes through multiple stages. First, Putin begins the speech by undermining 

the validity of the modern Ukrainian state. Stating it to have been formed from a series of 

blunders by the Soviet leadership and that Ukraine is in fact a part of the Russian civil space that 

never should have been separated. The second part of his argument revolves around the 

relationship between the states after the fall of the Soviet Union. In this section, Putin portrays 

Russia as a good-faith actor, helping Ukraine, and portrays Ukraine as a state that is a bad-faith 

actor but needs Russia's help to function successfully. In this section, he also criticizes the 

EuroMaidan revolution as a coup and establishes the invalidity of the government in Kyiv after 

the revolution, claiming that they are far-right nationalists. The third argument in the speech 
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revolves around a geopolitical struggle where Putin blames the US and NATO for expanding 

near the border of Russia and continuing their open-door policy. Here, Putin creates a narrative 

where Ukraine is becoming increasingly militant and could be used as a NATO bridgehead to 

attack Russia. Finally, Putin closes this speech with an escalation, recognizing the Donetsk 

Peoples Republic and the Luhansk Peoples Republic due to a claimed planned attack by Ukraine. 

Here, he justifies any action that Russia will take and blames the leadership in Kyiv for what will 

happen next. This speech will successfully create Ukraine as a threat and Russia as the political 

actor that needs to use violence to ensure the security of its people and Russians living in 

Ukraine.  

5.1.1 Discursive Practice 

To situate the speech, in 2021 Russia started to gather thousands of troops along 

Ukraine's borders. In December, Russia demanded NATO leave Eastern Europe and ban Ukraine 

from joining, which was rejected. (Reuters, 2022) Days before this speech fighting in the 

Donbass intensified, and Russia amassed up to 190,000 troops on Ukraine's borders. (Wintour, 

2022) On the back of this tension and buildup, Vladamir Putin, the President of Russia addressed 

the nation in the Kremlin. He is sitting at a large office, between two flags, one a plain Russian 

flag and the other a Russian flag with a gold-embroidered Russian coat of arms, by a work desk, 

where multiple desk phones are visible, including a desktop computer and a large television. 

Sitting in a suit with a red tie. The televised lecture is just under an hour long and is filmed in a 

very straightforward and simple way, using two angles. The televised program occurs at 22:35 

on February 21, 2022. 

The background of this speech is simple and professional; it shows the leader of the state 

working late into the night, and when there were almost no other options, he addressed the nation 

directly. It portrays Putin as hard-working but humble, speaking directly to each individual to 

explain the severity of the situation. Aiming to directly catch the empathy and attention of the 

Russian citizens. Putin is using his relationship with the audience to raise concern, the need for 

intervention, reassuring the audience to accept his narrative and to support his actions against a 

great threat. He begins his speech, seeming to have something on his chest, he begins to speak. 

“Citizens of Russia, friends, My address concerns the events in Ukraine and why this is so 



 

 

44 

important for us, for Russia. Of course, my message is also addressed to our compatriots in 

Ukraine.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 1) 

5.1.2 Undermining the History of Ukraine 

With this introduction, he continues to appeal directly to the citizens of Russia in a 

familiar manner. In the hope that this message also comes across in Ukraine, calling their people 

compatriots, as a reference to his ideas of Ukraine and Ukrainians being a part of Russia and the 

Holy Trinity, as mentioned before in the context chapter. He then goes on to establish the topic 

of discussion, Ukraine; “The situation in Donbass has reached a critical, acute stage. I am 

speaking to you directly today not only to explain what is happening but also to inform you of 

the decisions being made as well as potential further steps. I would like to emphasize again that 

Ukraine is not just a neighboring country for us. It is an inalienable part of our own history, 

culture and spiritual space.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 1) 

In this brief but short text, he outlines what the speech is about, further actions in 

Ukraine, and his claims for justification: first, the ongoing war in the Donbass; second, the idea 

that Ukraine is a part of the Russian world; and third, protecting Russian civilizational space. He 

is also referring to an intertextual chain of documents that have stated this worldview like an 

official essay from Putin and the concept of the Holy Trinity referred to in the context chapter.  

This short phrase outlines the justifications and preparation for future securitizing acts. Preparing 

his citizens for the violent actions that will be taken. 

This speech then goes on to continue to establish a specific view of history, where Russia 

and Ukraine are linked under Russian rule, claiming: “Since time immemorial, the people living 

in the south-west of what has historically been Russian land have called themselves Russians and 

Orthodox Christians.” (Putin ,2022a, p. 2) In this sentence, Putin attempts to predate Ukraine and 

the identity of Ukrainians and amalgamate it as a part of the Russian historical and cultural 

space. Claiming that Russian is the main identifying cultural signifier and incorporating a 

religious Orthodox aspect. This claim does two things: first, it tries to claim that the Slavic 

peoples in this area were not an amalgamation of different groups; second, it signifies that Russia 

is inextricably linked to Orthodox Christianity, adding to Putin's worldview of a Russia that is 

conservative and based on Orthodox values. This also has a third implication, being that 
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Orthodox Christian space is Russian space. This connection to Orthodox religion also echos the 

Third Rome idea that was discussed in the analysis section. Linking this speech to a greater 

Russian identity and history. 

He then goes to cite multiple historical periods. First, he briefly signals the signing of the 

Treaty of Pereyaslav, claiming this is when parts of the land of modern-day Ukraine rejoined the 

Russian state. Then he goes on to dismiss Ukrainian statehood and the complex movements that 

have occurred after the Russian revolution and the war of independence for Ukraine, stating, 

“So, I will start with the fact that modern Ukraine was entirely created by Russia, or, to be more 

precise, by Bolshevik, Communist Russia.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 1) 

This statement solidifies the tone and aims that Putin is trying to achieve within the 

speech. He is combining Ukraine's history with Russia's and dismissing the agency and validity 

of the modern Ukrainian state. He is doing so by overriding and subverting the historical 

narrative, creating the preparation and logic to share with his people as a securitizing actor to 

prepare them for the means of extraordinary force by claiming that Ukraine is actually Russian 

space. 

Putin then goes on to discuss the formation of the territory of modern-day Ukraine under 

the Soviet Union, accurately stating that the modern formation of Ukraine is directly associated 

with the USSR winning the Second World War and mentioning the transfer of Crimea in 1954. 

However, he does not mention the existence of Western Ukrainians who were incorporated after 

the war, and he does not mention that the land transfer to Ukraine was in order to celebrate the 

300-year anniversary of the Treaty of Pereyaslav. Putin takes the stance that the transfer of 

Crimea was illogical: “Khrushchev took Crimea away from Russia for some reason and also 

gave it to Ukraine.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 2)  

Putin then shifts the discussion to the decisions of past leadership, in particular Vladamir 

Lenin, creating a narrative where independent national groupings within the Soviet Union were a 

betrayal of Russian space. He continues to degrade the Lennin's decision of establishing 

independent republics under the Soviet Union as a way to stay in power and calls them 

“incomprehensible” and “worse than a mistake” for the “historical density of Russia and its 
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peoples,” claiming the existence of Ukraine today as “Vladimir Lennis Ukraine”. (Putin, 2022a, 

p. 3) 

He goes on to use securitizing and threatening language towards Ukraine. Referring to 

the movements after the EuroMaidan revolution to decommunize Ukraine and distance itself 

from Russian historical space. “You want decommunization? Very well; this suits us just fine. 

But why stop halfway? We are ready to show what real decommunization would mean for 

Ukraine.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 3)  

Putin continues to dismiss the leadership of the Soviet Union and their decisions and does 

something quite interesting regarding Russian claims to the succession of the Soviet Union. He 

accurately discusses the totalitarian nature of the reign of Stalin and the lack of autonomy each 

republic had. He takes a harsh stance against the allowance of the legal continuation of the 

National Republics of the Soviet Union, claiming that it allowed for nationalism, which 

established “the mine” for “the right of secession from the Soviet Union.” (Putin, 2022a. p. 4).  

The context of this statement highlights a larger political movement within Putin's ideas 

and Russian foreign policy. As discussed in the context chapter, a Russian referendum to change 

the constitution claimed that Russia was the legal inheritor of the Soviet Union. In this sentence, 

it seems to be noted that Putin sees the fall of the Soviet Union as the fault of nationalist 

movements within its borders and the inability of the government to effectively rule. Using these 

nationalist ideas and local elites as tools for their own political games, which then led to “a truly 

fatal document, the so-called ethnic policy of the party in modern conditions." (Putin, 2022a, p. 

5). 

The narrative Putin here is making is that the Soviet Union as a state failed, not due to the 

“unfulfilled dreams of the Soviet peoples” (Putin, 2022a, p. 4) but to the inability of the Soviet 

leadership, their power struggles, and the will of local elites to gain more power. He discredited 

local nationalist movements, claiming that the failure of the Soviet Union was on the party 

leaders. However, what is interesting is that this is a failure because it caused the collapse of 

what he sees as the Russian world. “The collapse of the historical Russia known as the USSR is 

on their conscience.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 6). He is creating a sense that his predecessors have failed 

the Russian people and civilization by allowing nationalist movements. Disregarding the 
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autonomy of the newly independent republics. Effectively creating a sense of loss towards his 

audience to justify the upcoming large-scale escalation of violence.  

In the next part of his speech, Putin then continues to lay the groundwork of his narrative, 

moving towards the relationship with Ukraine after the fall of the Soviet Union. “Despite all 

these injustices, lies, and outright pillage of Russia, it was our people who accepted the new 

geopolitical reality that took shape after the dissolution of the USSR and recognized the new 

independent states.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 6). This sentence highlights the perspective of the unjust 

nature of the fall of the Soviet Union, but also highlights that Russia played a moral role in the 

new geopolitical situation. This mention of the geopolitical position then facilitates and begins 

the discussion of geopolitical power struggles.  

5.1.3 Relationship with Ukraine After the Fall of the Soviet Union 

Putin goes on to discuss Russia's relationship with Ukraine. He states how helpful Russia 

has been economically and how Ukraine is benefiting from this relationship. Creating Russia as a 

good-faith actor towards its neighbor. Putin again cites his idea of Russia being the rightful 

inheritor of the Soviet Union, stating that Russia paid back all of the Soviet debts and, in 

exchange, asked Ukraine to transfer Soviet gold and diamond reserves. Which Ukraine denied 

doing. He continues to portray Ukraine as a bad-faith actor, stealing from Russia and using the 

relationship with Russia as “blackmail” with the West. Situating the placement of Ukraine 

playing itself between two political powers and playing them both against each other. 

“At the same time, the Ukrainian authorities—I would like to emphasize this—

began by building their statehood on the negation of everything that united us, trying to 

distort the mentality and historical memory of millions of people, of entire generations 

living in Ukraine. It is not surprising that Ukrainian society was faced with the rise of far-

right nationalism, which rapidly developed into aggressive Russophobia and neo-Nazism. 

This resulted in the participation of Ukrainian nationalists and neo-Nazis in the terrorist 

groups in the North Caucasus and the increasingly loud territorial claims to Russia.” 

(Putin, 2022a, p. 7) 
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In this short but powerful paragraph, Putin continues to argue that Ukrainian nationalism 

is a threat to Russia. Linking the ruling governments move away from Russia is a move that 

dismisses Ukrainian history. Here he also uses ideas of Russophobia and neo-Nazism to create a 

sense of dread and danger. Russophobia was used as an idea to justify intervention in Crimea in 

2014 and is a tool that Putin uses in order to influence in areas with Russian populations. The 

neo-Nazi aspect harkens back to Russia's defeat of Nazi Germany after the Second World War. 

Here Putin combines Russophobia and Nazism to create alertness within the audience and 

position Russia in a fighting against evil.  

He once again positions this speech in a civilizational battle where “so-called pro-

Western civilizational choice” (Putin, 2022a, p. 7) was made by oligarchs to ensure their funds 

were held within Western institutions safely and “accommodating the geopolitical rivals of 

Russia.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 8). Here, he argues that the state was seized by a set of oligarchs 

betraying Ukrainian interests in favor of aligning with radical forces. Stating that the leadership 

of Ukraine was “infected with the virus of nationalism and corruption as well, which artfully 

replaced the real cultural, economic, and social interests of the people and Ukraine’s true 

sovereignty with various ethnic speculations and formal ethnic attributes,” (Putin, 2022a, p. 8). 

This creation of a threat is in line with securitization theory, and Putin portrays Ukraine 

as a state seized by oligarchs and radicalized by far-right nationalist movements. He then 

expands on this by stating that the EuroMaidan revolution was a revolution against a corrupt 

government that was then overtaken by a radical movement, escalating it to a “coup d'etat.” He 

continues to provide facts about the US financing the leaders of this coup. Stating in an 

empathetic way that the people who suffered were the family members of those who died during 

this protest. 

This is an interesting take from the Kremlin's perspective on the EuroMaidan revolution, 

subtly making it a civilizational argument without directly mentioning their involvement, using 

specific wording like coup, attempting to remove the legitimacy, not necessarily of the protest 

but of the outcome. Putin continues to discuss the instability that occurred after 2014, 

highlighting an event that occurred in Odessa, where protesters supporting both sides clashed, 

leading to the deaths of 40 people. (United Nations, Ukraine, 2021) “But we know their names, 
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and we will do everything to punish them, find them, and bring them to justice.” (Putin, 2022a, 

p. 9). This quote is worth mentioning because it highlights the role that Putin wants to take 

within the speech, the role of the just legal actor, who must step into Ukraine to bring it back into 

its historical, cultural, and political structure that it has abandoned. 

He goes on to discuss the economic failings, rising bills, and the failures of the Ukrainian 

economy since 2014. “They spent and embezzled the legacy inherited not only from the Soviet 

era but also from the Russian Empire.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 9). Here he again makes a reference to a 

perceived prosperous period under Russian rule. He goes on to discuss different companies that 

have failed after the fall of the Soviet Union in Ukraine, blaming their failings on the Ukrainian 

elites and their lack of cooperation with Russia. 

He uses these economic statistics to claim that Ukraine's pro-Western policy has failed, 

adding  his civilizational argument: “This situation begs the question: poverty, lack of 

opportunity, and lost industrial and technological potential—is this the pro-Western civilizational 

choice they have been using for many years to fool millions of people with promises of heavenly 

pastures?” (Putin, 2022a, p. 10). Midway through his speech, he has prepared the audience for 

his main argument: Ukraine is a failed state that has become a pro-Western puppet and has 

become a staging zone for a Western attack on Russia itself.  

He continues to aggravate his rhetoric. “It all came down to a Ukrainian economy in 

tatters and an outright pillage of the country’s citizens, while Ukraine itself was placed under 

external control, directed not only from the Western capitals but also on the ground, as the saying 

goes, through an entire network of foreign advisors, NGOs, and other institutions present in 

Ukraine.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 10). Putin once again is undermining the validity of the state and its 

geopolitical choices. 

 In this section, he is arguing that Ukraine has made a decision to join the Western 

civilization, but instead of being an equal member, it has degraded the economy and 

independence of the state. It is also interesting, as here he is discussing the role of foreign NGOs 

and international organizations; he may be addressing their invalidity, not only in Ukraine but in 

his own state, as Putin had established a law that effectively banned foreign NGOs and 

international organizations within Russia. This also reinforces the larger ideology of the 
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civilizational worldview that is propagated by the Putin regime. He continues to make more 

points about all aspects of the Ukrainian government and legal structure being corrupted and 

usurped by Western involvement. “Do they realize that their country has turned not even into a 

political or economic protectorate but has been reduced to a colony with a puppet regime?” 

(Putin, 2022a, p. 10) 

This inflammatory type of speech is set to entice rage in both Russians listening and is 

also a direct line to Ukrainians. Putin hoped that he would be able to create outrage with 

Ukrainians, providing a strong argument to the pretext of the invasion. Putin then goes on to 

argue that this illegitimate Western puppet regime has conducted systematic discrimination 

against ethnic Russians. He is using Russophobia as another argument to delegitimize the 

Ukrainian state and incite a feeling of grandiosity while making his civilizational argument. That 

the West and Western civilization discriminate against Russia and Russians. 

His civilizational argument deepens as he discusses the schism that occurred between the 

Ukrainian and Russian Orthodox churches. This occurred in 2014 as a direct result of Russian 

aggression and the annexation of Crimea. “The Ukrainian authorities have cynically turned the 

tragedy of the schism into an instrument of state policy.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 11) Putin uses the 

Orthodox Church as a part of the state's ideology. The fact that Ukraine's church has split also 

shows the discontent within Russia's involvement with the Patriarchate in Moscow and 

Moscow's use of the Patriarchate for political and cultural arguments.  

Putin transitions to quickly discuss Crimea but does so only in passing. Stating that “the 

people of the peninsula freely made their choice to be with Russia,” (Putin, 2022a, p. 11) 

Claiming that Ukraine is inciting groups to conduct sabotage within the peninsula. Crimea is of 

extreme importance to Putin; it is a showcase of Russian strength but also the home of their main 

naval base in the Black Sea. The brevity with which Crimea is discussed is to negate any 

argument that the annexation and unrecognized referendums are illegitimate. And prompting his 

people that Ukraine, with the help of the West, is inciting violence in a space that has, from their 

own free will, chosen to be incorporated into Russia. This point also adds to the securitizing 

nature of his speech, establishing that Ukraine is threatening not only Russians in Ukraine-

controlled territory but also Russians freely living on the peninsula. 
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This is when the narrative of the speech takes a deceiving departure and establishes the 

main threat that is portrayed. The goal of this speech is to convince his audience that Ukraine 

will attack Russia with the help of the West. Here, Putin uses the pretext of finding a document 

that outlines Ukraine's military strategy to establish terrorist groups within the Donbass and in 

Crimea. Putin lays out the main point of his speech: Russia is under severe threat from Ukraine 

and the West: “It also sets out the contours of a potential war, which should end, according to the 

Kiev strategists, “with the assistance of the international community on favorable terms for 

Ukraine,” as well as—listen carefully, please— “with foreign military support in the geopolitical 

confrontation with the Russian Federation.” In fact, this is nothing other than preparation for 

hostilities against our country, Russia.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 12)  

5.1.4 Geopolitical Struggle 

He then continues to argue that a severe escalation is occurring, establishing the threat 

that, with the help of the West and the enhanced capabilities inherited from the Soviet Union, 

Ukraine is obtaining tactical nuclear weapons. Here, he creates the possibility of a so-called 

Western puppet state getting nuclear weapons. “If Ukraine acquires weapons of mass 

destruction, the situation in the world and in Europe will drastically change, especially for us and 

for Russia.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 12) This statement is signaling that actions will be taken to change 

the geopolitical situation in Europe due to the inherent security risk that is occurring in Ukraine. 

Continuing to argue that the US is spending billions of dollars, “the Kiev regime is being 

pumped with arms.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 12) Continuing to entrench Kiev with Russia's historical 

adversary in the US.  

His argument continues to expand as he first mentions NATO. Slowly expanding the 

threat from Ukraine to the US and NATO. Putin claims that NATO has a continuous presence in 

Ukraine. And that the Ukrainian military has been “integrated” within NATO, and NATO can 

issue commands within Ukraine. “The United States and NATO have started an impudent 

development of Ukrainian territory as a theater of potential military operations. Their regular 

joint exercises are obviously anti-Russian.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 12) Continuing to place himself as 

seeing through the smoke screen of NATO and Western tactics, “Obviously, such undertakings 
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are designed to be a cover-up for a rapid buildup of the NATO military group on Ukrainian 

territory.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 13) 

Putin then shifts speeds to reintroduce the civilizational argument by discussing the 

removal of statues in Ochakiv and the establishment of a US operation center in the same place. 

Highlighting the civilizational movement that Ukraine has chosen. “Now attempts are being 

made to condemn these landmarks of history to oblivion, along with the names of state and 

military figures of the Russian Empire, without whose efforts modern Ukraine would not have 

many big cities or even access to the Black Sea.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 13) Interweaving these 

arguments once again. Stating that the removal of these monuments is also the removal of the 

historical past of Ukraine, one that is directly linked with Russia. Putin is using Russian 

historical connections as validation of intervention.  

He continues to expand his geopolitical argument that Kyiv has proclaimed a strategic 

course to join NATO. “Indeed, each country is entitled to pick its own security system and enter 

into military alliances. There would be no problem with that if it were not for one “but.”” Putin, 

2022a, p. 14) International OSCE documents have stated that states have an obligation not to 

strengthen their own security at the “expense of the security of other states.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 14) 

With this, Putin is attempting to use the language of international organizations in order to 

establish the validity of his argument. Stating that “Ukraine joining NATO is a direct threat to 

Russia's security.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 14) He then mentions the Bucharest NATO summit held in 

2008 that established a pathway for Georgia and Ukraine to join NATO. As mentioned in the 

context chapter, Russia had gone to war in Georgia in order to stop the movement towards 

NATO. This creates a situation where Russia can legally intervene as it sees fit due to the 

extreme threat that Ukraine joining NATO provides. 

Putin then goes on to attempt to undermine NATO and sow discontent, stating that “a 

number of NATO member states are still very skeptical about Ukraine joining NATO.” (Putin, 

2022a, p. 14) Many of the states have tried to calm Russian worries by stating that Ukraine 

joining NATO will not occur immediately. However, this is dismissed by Putin, as the option 

still remains if Ukraine is able to meet NATO criteria.  
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Putin challenges NATO's intentions, once again portraying himself as a character seeing 

through the smoke screen: “They are trying to convince us over and over again that NATO is a 

peace-loving and purely defensive alliance that poses no threat to Russia.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 14) 

Once again questioning the West's integrity and instilling a feeling of betrayal due to NATO 

expansion, “the United States promised the Soviet leadership that NATO jurisdiction or military 

presence would not expand one inch to the east”. (Putin, 2022a, p. 14) Stating these assurances 

are worthless. Explaining that NATO cloaked its eastward expansion arguing that it would 

benefit NATO and Russia's relationship by removing the fear that they have accumulated 

through “their bitter historical legacy.” (Putin, 2022a, p., 15) Putin argues that the eastward 

expansion has only increased the alliances Russophobia because of the stereotypes that Russia is 

a threat. 

He portrays NATO as a bad-faith aggressive actor, he contrasts this exactly with Russia 

being a good-faith actor, completing their obligations, and making decisions in order to establish 

a good relationship with the West. “Worse still, that happened in the 1990s and the early 2000s, 

when, thanks to our openness and goodwill, relations between Russia and the West had reached a 

high level.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 15) Continuing to argue that NATO and the US have taken 

advantage of Russia's good will and have established themselves as a threat to Russia. And 

claiming that the United States has “disregarded the security demands and concerns” of Russia, 

even providing “overt support for terrorists in the North Caucasus." (Putin, 2022a, p. 15) This 

argument connects American animosity to Russia with support for the unrest in the Northern 

Caucasus. Connecting Putin's rise to power as a hardline leader and establishing calm in the 

Northern Caucasus through force with a US long-term plan to limit Russian power.  

Here he continues to deflect from any responsibility for animosity with NATO: “There 

can be only one answer—this is not about our political regime or anything like that. They just do 

not need a big, independent country like Russia around. This is the answer to all questions.” 

(Putin, 2022a, p. 15) This sentence provides a civilizational argument that is less about the 

regime and the political and geopolitical choices of it than the great power battles of international 

relations and the hegemon attempting to limit any competitors, in this case Russia. 
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He goes on to list all the states that NATO has accepted as members since the fall of the 

Soviet Union. Stating that “the Alliance's military infrastructure has reached Russia’s borders; 

this is one of the key causes of the European security crisis; it has had the most negative impact 

on the entire system of international relations and led to the loss of mutual trust.” (Putin, 2022a, 

p. 16) Arguing that defensive missile systems that have been established in Poland and Romania 

are actually offensive systems. Putin then says that this information has led to the perception that 

if Ukraine joins NATO, it will serve as the “advanced bridgehead” for a NATO preemptive 

strike. (Putin, 2022a, p. 16) He once again uses a historical argument: “If our ancestors heard 

about this, they would probably simply not believe this.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 16) 

In this section of argumentation, Putin also states that Russia is the main adversary to the 

US and NATO. As increasing tensions between the US and China grow, Russia aims to place 

itself as the main adversary in order to establish validity to his argument that Russia is under 

direct threat of a US or NATO attack through Ukraine. He continues to argue that Ukrainian 

airfields can house NATO military aircraft that enable NATO to strike deep within Russia's 

territory. Creating a severe US-based threat, discuss the development of long-range weapons in 

the US. “The flying time of Tomahawk cruise missiles to Moscow will be less than 35 minutes; 

ballistic missiles from Kharkov will take seven to eight minutes; and hypersonic assault 

weapons, four to five minutes. It is like a knife to the throat.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 17) This imagery 

helps instill fear in Russians listening in hopes of gaining the support needed to combat this 

threat. Continuing to say that “I have no doubt that they hope to carry out these plans, as they did 

many times in the past, expanding NATO eastward, moving their military infrastructure to 

Russian borders, and fully ignoring our concerns, protests, and warnings.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 17) 

Creating a sense that no matter how Russia acts, they will not be respected or heard, creating a 

confrontational situation between themselves and the West in Ukraine. Establishing a threat and 

logic for the need to intervene.  

In the concluding remarks of this speech, Putin highlights diplomacy and Russia's 

attempts at resolving the situation to reassure their perspective of rational actors who have 

exhausted all other means of negotiating. Stating that Russia's 2008 proposal as well as their 

proposal in December 2021 to resolve the situation have been rejected. Putin then lays out 

Russia's demands to deescalate the situation: “First, to prevent further NATO expansion. Second, 
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to have the Alliance refrain from deploying assault weapon systems on Russian borders. And 

finally, rolling back the bloc's military capability and infrastructure in Europe to where they were 

in 1997, when the NATO-Russia Founding Act was signed.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 18) 

He then goes on to state that these have been ignored, as NATO has continuously stressed 

that each state can “freely choose” their defensive alliance, with them continuing to ensure their 

open-door policy.(Putin, 2022a, p.18) Stating that the West is using sanctions to “blackmail” and 

"threaten,” and these reasonings for these sanctions are "fabricated,” no matter the actions Russia 

will take in Ukraine.(Putin, 2022a, p. 18) This sentence distances Putin from his future decisions 

and their connection to Western sanctions on Russia by framing the West as an adversary that 

has continued to attack Russia.  

Putin then directly states that Russia will stand against such aggression and always ensure 

the safety and integrity of its interests and territory: “Their one and only goal is to hold back the 

development of Russia. And they will keep doing so, just as they did before, even without any 

formal pretext, just because we exist and will never compromise our sovereignty, national 

interests, or values.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 18) In this section of sentences, it is regarding their 

sovereignty, even though there was no actual threat from NATO to attack Russia, it sees that if 

its perceived civilizational space is attacked or under threat of joining NATO, that is a direct 

address to their civilizational sovereignty and national interests.  

Putin then builds on the protection of Russian interests and values by directly addressing 

the audience. “I would like to be clear and straightforward: in the current circumstances, when 

our proposals for an equal dialogue on fundamental issues have actually remained unanswered 

by the United States and NATO, when the level of threats to our country has increased 

significantly, Russia has every right to respond in order to ensure its security. That is exactly 

what we will do.”  (Putin, 2022a, p. 18) This paragraph summarizes the Russian perspective. It 

has done everything in its power to find a peaceful solution, but because its needs have been 

ignored, they have established a carte blanche to respond to this situation by any means 

necessary.  
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5.1.5 The Situation in the Donbass 

In the concluding argument Putin establishes the instigating factor that will explain the 

urgent need for military involvement and action in the Donbass. He begins his concluding part of 

the speech with the accusation that Kyiv does not comply with the Minsk peace accords that 

were agreed upon. In reference to attempts made at calming the situation in the Donbass, 

however, we discussed in the context chapter that all the peace accords did not hold due to 

fighting from both sides. Putin also states that Ukraine is trying to “orchestrate a blitzkrieg in 

Donbass,” making a reference to Nazi Germany and the historical Russian memory of the 

devastation of that regime. (Putin, 2022a, p. 18)  

Putin continues, stating that there has been a large military buildup and an increase in 

Ukrainian military material in the Donbass. That this situation has led to a humanitarian disaster, 

and “the killing of civilians, the blockade, and the abuse of people, including children, women, 

and the elderly, continue unabated.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 18) Here he is painting a picture of a 

regime that is insidiously killing in the Donbass. Stating that the West is ignoring the disaster 

and “as if this horror and genocide, which almost 4 million people are facing, do not exist,” 

(Putin, 2022a, p. 18) Evoking Russia as the rational and humanitarian actor fighting a proclaimed 

genocide in order to increase support internationally and internationally. He successfully does 

this by claiming that the DPR and LPR are fighting for the “right to live on their own land, to 

speak their own language, and to preserve their culture and traditions.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 19) The 

right to be Russian and be proud in their cultural space.  

Putin once again mentions the failings of diplomacy, blaming Kyiv for the failed 

ceasefire agreements. Stating that this is an outcome of the nationalist regime in Kiev, after the 

proclaimed ‘coup’ “embarked on a path of violence” and that “Russia has done everything to 

preserve Ukraine’s territorial integrity”. (Putin, 2022a, p. 19) This is a blatant lie, considering 

that Russia illegally annexed Crimea, but once again places Russia as the rational actor looking 

for peace and Ukraine as the nationalist illegitimate government that only understands violence. 

Putin then moves onto the political decision that was made based on the argumentation 

laid out within this speech. Russia, following this speech, “immediately recognizes the 

independence and sovereignty of the Donetsk People's Republic and the Luhansk People's 
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Republic.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 19) Including the signing of treaties of assistance and friendship. 

Here, Putin majorly escalated the situation once again, as seen in Georgia using claims of ethnic 

violence to create parastates, only recognized by Russia, in order to justify military intervention 

and derail NATO accession. 

Putin then blames Russia's decisions on Ukraine: “We want those who seized and 

continue to hold power in Kiev to immediately stop hostilities. Otherwise, the responsibility for 

the possible continuation of the bloodshed will lie entirely on the conscience of Ukraine’s ruling 

regime.” (Putin, 2022a, p. 19) 

5.1.6 February 21 Speech Conclusion 

In this speech, Putin sets the stage for the war in Ukraine. He structures his argument by 

reducing Ukrainian history to a series of Soviet leader mistakes and a part of Russian history. 

After the fall of the Soviet Union, he portrays Russia as a good-faith actor in Ukraine and 

Ukraine as taking advantage of this relationship. He then continues to discuss the EuroMaidan 

revolution as a coup by a nationalist and fascist regime, once again undermining the state of 

Ukraine. Here he begins to introduce a larger geopolitical battle, beginning with US funding for 

Ukraine. Combining the US and NATO as one Western bad-faith actor, under the direct 

leadership of Washington. Repeatedly arguing that Russia's security concerns were not heard as 

NATO enlargement pushed NATO's borders to Russia. Raising fears that the US and NATO will 

use Ukraine as a bridgehead for an assault on Russia. Adding to this, he mentions the possibility 

of Ukraine getting tactical nuclear weapons to instill fear in his populace. Finally, he is using a 

deteriorating situation and the threat of a Ukrainian offensive in the Donbass as a pretext to 

recognize the independence of the Luhansk and Donbass people's republics, which is a violation 

of international law, and set the pretext for Russia's invasion of Ukraine. This speech 

successfully uses specific narrative and grammar to establish a new securitized reality for the 

Russian population. Using this speech to directly talk to his audience, the Russian public and 

leveraging a narrative that perceives Russia in an existential threat, that needs to be protected by 

violence in Ukraine. 
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5.2 The Events Between February 21 and February 24, 2022 

 Shortly after this speech, the Russian forces that have accumulated on the borders of 

Ukraine invaded at 6:00 on February 22, 2022, and began the largest war since the Second World 

War on continental Europe. This event sparked fighting all across Ukraine, and condemnation of 

such a violation of international law came from the international community. This event isolated 

Russia as mass protests began in front of Russian embassies across the Western world. And as 

such, the West began to implement plans to isolate Russia from the Western financial structure 

and industrial complex, as well as pour in support for Ukraine. Progress on the battlefield was 

not going as planned, as Ukraine was able to slow the invasion. On the back of this, Putin 

decided to address the nation once again. 

5.3 Speech on February 24, 2022 

 This speech takes on a different tone than that of its counterpart on February 21, 2022. 

Here, Putin's argument does not focus on Ukrainian history or the undermining of its validity; it 

primarily focuses on addressing the geopolitical struggle with the US and establishing a 

connection to the modern Ukrainian government to Russia's historical enemy, Nazi Germany.  

The speech begins with the argument that Western expansion is the reason for Russian 

security concerns. Citing the geopolitical struggle, the ignorance of Russia's worries, and the 

bravado of US foreign policy. Putin here aims to establish the main threat as the West, NATO's 

expansion to Russia's borders, and US unfair military interventions across the globe. In the 

second part of his argument, Putin builds a connection between the current government in 

Ukraine, their actions in the Donbass, and the Soviet Union's fight against Nazi Germany. He is 

using the historical memory of Russia's triumph against fascism and connecting that to the 

Ukrainian government to give the Russian side a sense of fighting a just war against an evil 

enemy. His final argument is made directly to the military forces of Ukraine and his audience, 

the people of Russia. Taking a tone of unity in a cultural space and among people. He begins to 

attempt to use a historical argument to dissuade the Ukrainian forces from fighting, and then he 

continues to directly address the Russian people, claiming that their love for the fatherland and 
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strength will earn Russia a victory against evil security threat that Russia is facing from the West 

in Ukraine.  

5.3.1 Discursive Practice 

Putin once again addresses the Russian nation. His speech was televised in the same 

room and with the same set as the speech conducted on February 21. Putin, however, delivered 

the speech in a more assertive tone, and it was shot in one frame with one angle, head-on.  The 

speech's assertive tone is a sign of the severity of the situation and the political actions taken by 

Russia. Putin addresses the nation in hopes of ensuring the support of the Russian people, 

justifying the actions taken, and hoping to gain international support as well as the support of 

sympathetic Ukrainians. The tone of this speech is unapologetic, stern, and unwavering in its 

stance. In order to portray himself as a strong leader fighting outside forces.  

5.3.2 Geopolitical Struggle and Clashing Worldviews. 

In this first section, Putin makes reference to his past speech on February 21, 2022. This 

reference then highlights the main argument regarding the geopolitical struggle that Putin has 

outlined. “I am referring to the eastward expansion of NATO, which is moving its military 

infrastructure ever closer to the Russian border.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 1) He once again uses Russia's 

attempts at finding a solution, painting themselves in a reactionary and rational light, while using 

grammar of security such as “cynical deception” and “blackmail” to describe Western responses 

to these attempts and its continued expansion eastwards. Putin then created a situation of threat, 

stating that the “military machine” “is approaching our very border.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 1) This 

statement sets a scene where Russia has attempted to use other means, but their good faith has 

been rejected and disregarded as the West creeps closer to their territory. 

He blames this redistribution of power towards the West by its borders. “The answer is 

simple. Everything is clear and obvious. In the late 1980s, the Soviet Union grew weaker and 

subsequently broke apart.” (Putin, 2022b, p., 1) He continues to argue that “we lost confidence 

for only one moment, but it was enough to disrupt the balance of forces in the world.” (Putin, 

2022b, p. 1) Putin is making a reference to a time period when, in his eyes, there was order in the 

world. Where the US was not the hegemon of power and Russia's power was at its peak, this 
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statement signals his political and geopolitical goals: to re-establish Russian hegemonic space 

and to reassert itself as a dominant power on its borders. 

He broadens the argument, attempting to gain traction within other states that oppose the 

West: “Russia is not the only country that is worried about this. This has to do with the entire 

system of international relations.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 2). In this part of the speech, he stresses the 

current system of international relations, which is dominated by the West, does not satisfy many 

states. Aiming to get sympathies from other states and painting the international relations system 

as ruled by the West due to the allowance after the breakup of the Soviet Union. Putin, in this 

section, is expanding the argument that he is fighting back against the US-dominated 

international relations system, expanding the conflict in Ukraine as a conflict against Western 

civilization. Putin is then reinforcing his argument, focusing on US foreign interventions in 

Yugoslavia, Iraq, Libya, and Syria. “Overall, it appears that nearly everywhere, in many regions 

of the world where the United States brought its law and order, this created bloody, non-healing 

wounds and the curse of international terrorism and extremism.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 3). 

Stating that these interventions went against international law, they created mass 

migration movements, instability, loss of life, and an increase in international terrorism. Here, 

Putin establishes that the world of international relations has been usurped after the collapse of 

the Soviet Union with disregard for the balance of power and has caused massive global 

upheaval. Expanding this argument, he explains that this system has lied to the world: “This 

array includes promises not to expand NATO eastwards even by an inch. To reiterate, they have 

deceived us, or, to put it simply, they have played us.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 3) He calls the US 

political system an “empire of lies.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 3) Putin states that the Western bloc is 

made to answer the US and continue a civilizational empire of lies.  

Putin localizes this empire of lies and its violations of international relations within 

Russia. Stating that the Wests plan is to “utterly destroy us” and stating that the West supported 

terrorism in the Caucasus. (Putin, 2022b, p. 4). He refers to terrorism in the Caucasus, and it 

references Putin's success on the battlefield, also highlighting a painful period of civil unrest with 

the Chechen Wars. Placing himself as the knowing ruler that protects his people and civilization, 

“We remember this and will never forget.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 4).  
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Putin then summarizes his geopolitical and civilizational justification: “Properly 

speaking, the attempts to use us in their own interests never ceased until quite recently: they 

sought to destroy our traditional values and force on us their false values that would erode us, our 

people, from within, the attitudes they have been aggressively imposing on their countries, 

attitudes that are directly leading to degradation and degeneration because they are contrary to 

human nature.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 4). Here Putin is making the argument that the West has no 

respect for other civilizations and cultures, attempting to override their uniqueness and values, 

and this has created a world that is rife with conflict. He finishes the geopolitical argument by 

stressing that despite these afflictions, Russia attempted to resolve this situation peacefully with 

their demands in December 2021 to roll back NATO military infrastructure to pre-1999 levels, as 

mentioned in his previous speech. Placing Russia as the good-faith actor with the correct 

ideology is being betrayed by the West, which is in need of protecting itself and its cultural 

space. 

5.3.3 Linking the Current Situation to Nazi Germany and World War 2 

After making this civilizational argument and establishing Russia as a rational actor 

protecting its own interests, Putin then moves on to the conflict in Ukraine, linking it to the 

Second World War and its historical memory. He begins by stating that the Soviet Union had 

done everything possible to delay an outbreak of war in 1940 and 1941. Here he states that “the 

attempt to appease the aggressor ahead of the Great Patriotic War proved to be a mistake that 

came at a high cost for our people.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 4). Putin is using the victory and tragedy in 

an attempt to link Ukraine and Nazi Germany. Creating a threat that Western expansion and the 

government of Ukraine that raises parallels to Nazi Germany readying for an attack on Russia.  

Putin mentions discussed sanctions against Russia, referring to it as “blackmail” and 

saying that Russia has measures to counter these “economic threats” (Putin, 2022b, p. 4). This 

suggests that Putin is worried about the response and how to frame it for his population, while 

also establishing Russia as a responsive state to all types of threats. Putin once again cites NATO 

expansion on its military borders as an unacceptable provocation, creating a sense of imminent 

danger for Russia that it needs to respond to. Stating that the increased militarization and promise 

of NATO expansion are a Russian red line. “The problem is that in territories adjacent to Russia, 
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which I have to note is our historical land, a hostile “anti-Russia” is taking shape.” (Putin, 2022b, 

p. 5). Here Putin is being vague in what territories he is talking about, leaving room open for 

Russian historical land not only being Ukraine or Belarus but could also be referring to the Baltic 

states. He then positions those states as being “fully controlled by the outside,” (Putin, 2022b, p. 

5) undermining their validity, but also connecting NATO to being anti-Russian and the US to 

continue the trend of a global hegemon attempting to remove Russian sovereignty like others 

have attempted to do so in the past. 

He finishes this geopolitical argument by stating, “For our country, it is a matter of life 

and death, a matter of our historical future as a nation. This is not an exaggeration; this is a fact. 

It is not only a very real threat to our interests but to the very existence of our state and to its 

sovereignty.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 5). Clearly establishing NATO expansion, the West, the US, and 

border states that are Western friendly as a threat to the Russian nation, its people, and its 

sovereignty.  

Putin then shifts his speech to the Donbass. Referring back to his previous address and 

highlighting the suffering of the people in the Donbass. He refers to the Ukrainian leadership as 

staging a coup in 2014 and ensuring their power with an “ornamental election.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 

6). He explains the need for an intervention: “We had to stop that atrocity, that genocide of the 

millions of people who live there and who pinned their hopes on Russia, on all of us.” (Putin, 

2022b, p. 6). Again, Russia is positioning itself to fight an illegitimate government and protect 

Russians in the Donbass.  

Continuing to connect NATO and Ukraine to Nazi Germany fascism: “NATO countries 

are supporting the far-right nationalists and neo-Nazis in Ukraine.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 6). Putin 

claims that these powers will never “forgive the people of Crimea and Sevastopol for freely 

making a choice to reunite with Russia.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 6). Here Putin flips the script and 

narrative that the Western community has stated: that Russia illegally annexed Crimea and 

justified it with an unrecognized referendum, stating that the Ukrainian government used the 

same tactic to gain control of the state in 2014. 

He goes to raise the alarm that Ukraine will try to initiate a war in Crimea, and he directly 

links the Ukrainian regime to the historical memory of Nazi Germany: “to kill innocent people 
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just as members of the punitive units of Ukrainian nationalists and Hitler’s accomplices did 

during the Great Patriotic War.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 6). Here Putin is referring to the Ukrainian 

battalions that were seeking independence and fighting with Nazi Germany, which was 

mentioned in the historical context section. Putin then justifies the timing of this military 

intervention, stating that a conflict “is only a matter of time.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 6). Raising the 

alarm that Ukraine was attempting to get nuclear weapons and that the current timing of this 

conflict is beneficial for Russia.  

Putin then moves on to reiterate that Russia is “treating all new post-Soviet states with 

respect.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 6) Using the argument of Russian intervention in Kazakhstan to prove 

their respect for the sovereignty of post-Soviet states. Here, Putin does highlight that Russia is 

willing to keep peace, but Kazakhstan is an ally of Russia, and Russian forces helped put down 

mass demonstrations against the friendly Russian ruling regime. (Human Rights Watch, 2023) 

After reasserting the willingness to help post-Soviet states, he continues to discuss that 

“Russia cannot feel safe, develop, and exist while facing a permanent threat from the territory of 

today’s Ukraine.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 6) Afterward, mentioning Russia's battlefield victories in the 

Caucasus, 2014 support for Crimea, and 2015 support for Syria. Stating that all of these 

interventions were necessary and Russia “had no other choice”. (Putin, 2022b, p. 7) Connecting 

these interventions to the outbreak of this war, Russia is an actor that preserves peace, like it did 

in Kazakhstan, and it has been provoked to act in such a way. Raising a parallel to Russo and 

Georgian war, where Russia used the same pretext of protecting minorities in Georgia, and 

subsequent win derailing their pro-Western movement and increasing Russian presence in the 

area through supporting and recognizing separatist republics within the state. 

Putin then argues that the escalating geopolitical situation, the militarization of Ukraine, 

and the plight of the people in the Donbass led him to invade Ukraine. “I made a decision to 

carry out a special military operation. The purpose of this operation is to protect people who, for 

eight years now, have been facing humiliation and genocide perpetrated by the Kiev regime. To 

this end, we will seek to demilitarize and denazify Ukraine.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 7) Putin has 

effectively, in his narrative, connected the current situation to be one as dire as the Second World 

War. He is careful to use the wording of a special military operation to ease the stress of the 
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Russian citizens by not calling it a war, ensuring that it is perceived as a controlled and righteous 

military operation. His wording of special military operation is a performative utterance as its 

statement means Russia declared war on Ukraine. This specific choice to portray the war as a 

special military operation creates a new reality for Russia and Putin hopes that the citizens accept 

this conflict to ensure security of the state and larger civilization.  

He makes sure to continue to seem respectful of international law, stating that “it is not 

our plan to occupy the Ukrainian territory.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 7) Putin stresses the right to self-

determination. And that the West does not respect the treaties signed by the Soviet Union after 

the Second World War. Here, Putin once again expects Russia to be treated as the inheritor of the 

Soviet Union and its geopolitical space. Stating that ignoring these treaties is ignoring “the 

outcomes of World War II and the sacrifices our people had to make to defeat Nazism are 

sacred.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 7) Putin is connecting this conflict to the Second World War, calling it 

sacred, and creating the current conflict as one that is sacred for the Russian cultural space. 

He continues that “freedom guides our policy—the freedom to choose independently our 

future and the future of our children.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 7) Arguing that the Ukrainian people 

were not asked to separate from the Soviet Union, and this special military operation is to ensure 

the freedom of Ukrainians and Russians. Positioning his actions out of a defensive posture 

towards elites that seized Ukraine and not the Ukrainian people themselves. “I reiterate we are 

acting to defend ourselves from the threats created for us and from a worse peril than what is 

happening now.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 7) Here, Putin hopes to convince his own population and the 

Ukrainian population that this intervention is out of self-defense for the freedom of Ukrainians 

and Russians, resulting in “overcoming all these problems and strengthening us from within as a 

single whole, despite the existence of state borders.” (Putin, 2022b, p.8) 

 5.3.4 Individually addressing the Different Parties of the War 

Putin then switches tone and begins to address individual groups, suggesting a manner in 

which to act. Addressing the officers of Ukraine and urging them to put down their weapons and 

not protect the “junta” that is “plundering Ukraine and humiliating the Ukrainian people”. (Putin, 

2022b, p. 8) Placing the responsibility of the events to come “wholly with the ruling Ukrainian 

regime”. (Putin, 2022b, p. 8). He then threatens any outside actors from intervening, stating that 
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Russia is ready and that “the consequences will be such as you have never seen in your entire 

history.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 9) 

Putin finally ends his speech by addressing the Russian nation directly. Here, Putin looks 

to convince his citizens directly of his cultural argument, ensuring that the truth is on their side. 

He brings the address to the citizens of Russia by promoting their history and culture: “The 

culture and values, experience, and traditions of our ancestors invariably provided a powerful 

underpinning for the wellbeing and the very existence of entire states and nations, their success 

and viability.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 9) Here Putin is attributing the historical memory of Russia to 

creating multiple nations, once again creating a historical memory that undermines other states 

and promotes Russia as great culture that allowed the spawning of other states from its historical 

land. 

He continues to call for collective strength, and more importantly, he calls for the citizens 

to “maintain social cohesion.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 9). Putin here wants to ensure that society acts 

positively and supports the war effort. This also creates a pretext for increased supervision and 

monitoring under the idea of maintaining social cohesion. He continues to ensure that the 

Russian people know their cause is just: “We all know that having justice and truth on our side is 

what makes us truly strong.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 9). Putin ensures that the Russian people feel safe 

by stressing the “strength” and readiness” of the state, which will build a beneficial future “for 

your home, your family, and your motherland.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 9) 

Putin then ends the speech by stressing the strength of the military and economy once 

again, calling for all to “take a consolidated, patriotic position.” (Putin, 2022b, p. 9). Putin then 

ensures that the decisions he has taken will result in success, and he ends his speech by 

highlighting the social cohesion and strength that are associated with the fatherland. “I believe in 

your support and the invincible force rooted in the love for our fatherland." (Putin, 2022b, p. 9) 

In the final section of the speech, Putin takes on the role of a strong but sincere leader, reassuring 

the Russian people that his decisions are going to lead to success because of their special culture 

and that their cause is just fighting for their own security.  
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5.3.5 February 24 Speech Conclusion 

In the second speech, Putin decided to take a different narrative and expand the 

geopolitical argument. Putin's argument begins with establishing the West, NATO expansion, 

and particularly the US as ignoring Russian concerns and acting brazenly on the international 

stage. This section allows for the conflict to be located in Ukraine, but it is one against Western 

expansion. He then focuses a large part of his speech on connecting the invasion of Ukraine to 

the Second World War. Linking similarities between the conflicts, claiming that Ukraine is run 

by a fascist nationalist government, claiming they are preparing to attack Russia, and committing 

war crimes in the Donbass. Finally, Putin addresses the different parties to the war to ensure 

social cohesion and the success of this invasion. To scare off international and Ukrainian 

opposition and instill moral and material confidence within the population. 

Putin successfully speaks to his audience, establishing a large Western threat in Ukraine. 

His connection with the audience as a trusted leader was ensured as the narrative was created to 

establish Russia as a rational actor and the West as encroaching on this good will. Putin 

interestingly stresses parallels to the Second World War. He is using historical memory to 

connect deeper ties and portray a larger threat to society. Putin then uses this historical 

connection and creates a sense of urgency to protect people in the LPR and DPR, explaining his 

decision to conduct a special military operation in Ukraine. To protect Russian interests and 

protect its civilization from a credible and serious threat. 

5.4 Analysis Conclusion 

In the analysis, we have gone through Vladimir Putin's February 21 and February 24 

speeches. Looking to find an answer to: Why did Russia frame the invasion of Ukraine as a 

defensive act? In order to answer this question, we used CDA as a framework to analyze Putin's 

speeches and used a securitization lens to better understand the creation of a threat.  

In each speech, the narrative has a different focus; the speech conducted on February 21, 

2022, established the pretext for the invasion. In this speech, Putin focuses on claiming Ukraine 

as an integral part of Russian civilization and historical space. Putin successfully uses threatening 

language to establish Ukraine as a possible staging point for a Western invasion of Russia. He 
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then expands on the fact on the fact that pro-Russian civilians in the Donbass are being 

discriminated against and suffering from crimes against humanity. Using these simple building 

blocks, he establishes the pretext of military intervention in Ukraine by recognizing the LPR and 

DPR as independent states and calling for the Ukrainian government to step down.  

In his second speech on February 24, 2022, the focus was to establish his decisions as a 

response to Western aggression. Putin begins this speech by establishing that NATO expansion 

and the system of international relations dominated by the US have caused this situation due to 

their ignoring Russia's historical borders. Putin does this effectively by establishing similarities 

between the current situation and the Second World War. Claiming this war is against fascists in 

Ukraine, which is a staging point for a possible Western invasion. Putin then directly addresses 

the Russian people to ensure the success of the operation and their help in supporting the effort 

to in his eyes protect Russia. 

After the textual analysis and understanding of the larger narrative, we can see that 

Vladimir Putin frames the invasion of Ukraine as defensive to legitimize his decision and protect 

Russian cultural and geopolitical space. The establishment of the danger as immediate and the 

need to intervene to protect Russia serve Putin well. He frames Russia as a rational actor that has 

been taken advantage of by the West in a moment of weakness. Ukraine, as a Western puppet, 

poses immediate military danger to Russia. Putin sees Ukraine as a cultural and political space 

that belongs to Russia; therefore, he sees it as integral that the government in Ukraine echos this 

idea. As Ukraine drifted closer to the West, Putin created a pretext to intervene. Putin's pretext to 

intervene was to protect the LPR and DPR from the atrocities that he claims were being 

committed. This pretext of protecting separatist regions has been used in Russia to intervene in 

Georgia in 2008.  

Putin frames the invasion from a defensive perspective because he believes that Russia, 

as a civilization, is entitled to a buffer zone of influence. He sees that Western civilization has 

encroached on this and not respected their geopolitical integrity. Putin uses a threat and creates 

Ukraine as a threat and Western puppet to justify his actions to attempt to reign in Ukraine 

through force. Putin's monopoly over the media and government also facilitates this narrative is 

successfully accepted or forced to be accepted by the Russian people. From the perspective of 
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securitization, Putin successfully uses the grammar of security, using his relationships and 

political and media might to leverage this for the audience. He cites various features of threats 

that Ukraine and the West pose directly to Russia. The historical connection to the Second World 

War proves an interesting combination of a connection to societal struggle, sacrifice, and victory 

in the face of evil. Putin hopes this connection and his historical and geopolitical arguments have 

validated the need to use excess force and to justify the sacrifices the Russian people will need to 

make in order to achieve victory.  

6. Discussion 

 After conducting the analysis, the project could have gone in other directions. After 

taking a wide inductive approach to the analysis to answer the research question: Why did Russia 

frame the invasion of Ukraine as a defensive act? Other ideas have appeared that would have 

provided further lenses of complexity within the project.  

An alternative method to use the same data and research question to find and answer 

through CDA would be to use a different lens, for example, using a civilizational identity also 

known as civilizationism. Putin discusses and uses the discourse around a Russian civilization 

and its historical and cultural identity as great factors in the need to intervene in Ukraine. This 

idea of framing the war in Ukraine as a civilizational conflict says a lot about Russian ideological 

views and the way that Russia engages in international relations. This civilizational identity 

would also facilitate the use of that theory as a lens within Russia's internal political decisions, 

media and connect that to justifications for increased authoritarianism. 

Regarding the data, it would be beneficial to limit the pages analyzed in order to better 

discuss the theoretical aspects that the civilizational identity theory would highlight. For 

example, you could choose a page around the declaration of the special military operation in 

Putin's second speech. By choosing such a limited number of pages to analyze, one can better 

incorporate the theory and methods of CDA. As the context and analysis chapters could be better 

linked, the focus would be more on understanding the civilizational aspects of the speech in 

influencing the decision to invade Ukraine. 
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If we used civilizationism as a lens, combining CDA with limited pages to analyze, this 

would allow for a deeper theoretical discussion about the rise of civilizationism within Russia 

and its operation. Introducing ideas from Francis Fukuyama about the end of history and 

combining this theoretical historical idea with modern definitions of civilizationism would 

provide another fertile academic background for this project.  

Fukuyama argues that history came to an end with the victory of liberal democracies after 

the Cold war. He suggests that liberal democracies fulfill the needs of humans, leading to the end 

of political developments. Fukuyama's ideas would provide an interesting backdrop with Putin's 

focus on the fall of the Soviet Union and Russian historical lands. This focus would be 

complimented by Bukabouer and his operational ideas of civilizationism. Where he states, “They 

are distinctive in construing the opposition between self and other not in narrowly national but in 

broader civilizational terms. This partial shift from nationalism to “civilizationism” has been 

driven by the notion of a civilizational threat.” (Brubaker, 2018, p. 1) Using Fukuyama's ideas as 

a contrast to Putin's civilization ideology, adding specific definitions of those ideas with a 

smaller size of data would prove to provide interesting academic research that would 

complement and add different dimensions to the world done in this project.  

7. Conclusion 

 At the beginning, this project set out to answer: Why did Russia frame the invasion of 

Ukraine as a defensive act? To establish a position and understanding, we set out to discuss the 

different theoretical approaches and answers that other scholars have produced. This led us to 

critically analyze historical and cultural arguments as well as a balance of power argument 

argued primarily with offensive realism and other realist ideas. We found that both streams of 

theories are able to explain different aspects of the rationale, but also found that they lacked the 

ability to successfully combine the two streams. 

To combine the two streams and understand the logic behind Russia's decision to invade 

Ukraine, Putin's ‘Address by the President of the Russian Federation’ on February 21, 2022, and 

February 24 were used as the main sources of data. These two speeches were selected to explain 

the logic prior to the invasion on February 22, 2022, and just after. The proximity to the event 
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allows the data to explain not only the logic behind the invasion from a Russian perspective but 

also its framing. As the sources of data are speeches, the project used a theoretical lens of 

securitization, focusing on the grammar and the establishment of a threat, as well as CDA, that 

allows for a deeper discussion to occur, placing the event in a historical, political, and social 

context. 

An important aspect of the project was the establishment of a historical and political 

context. This chapter was able to provide historical context for Russia's historical relationship 

with Ukraine. This includes the Kyivan Rus, the Tsarist era, and the Soviet Union. These 

historical periods provide a basis for the reader to understand the different arguments and 

manipulations within the analysis chapter. In this contextual chapter, we also discussed the fall of 

the Soviet Union and the rapidly changing geopolitical structure, NATO enlargement, the Color 

revolutions, the EuroMaidan revolution, the annexation of Crimea, and the War in the Donbass. 

This chapter explained Russia's involvement and reaction to these events, as well as the rise of 

Vladmir Putin and the historical developments that occurred after the fall of the Soviet Union. 

The context chapter allowed for an understanding of the long and complex history 

between the two states as well as Russia's geopolitical ambitions under Vladimir Putin to combat 

NATO and ensure Russia's historical and geopolitical borders are respected. This background 

served as the basis for the analysis chapter. We found that Putin had established different 

narratives for each speech. The first speech focused on connecting Ukraine to Russia. This was 

done by undermining Ukraine's political developments as a series of mistakes by Bolsheviks and 

calling the 2014 EuroMaidan Revolution and the subsequent government that was established a 

‘fascist and nationalistic coup’.  

Putin then goes to establish Ukraine as a legitimate threat to Russia by claiming Ukraine 

is a Western puppet that has plans of attacking Russia. Finaly Putin finishes his argumentation in 

the first speech by establishing a threat for the people of Russia and establishing an immediate 

threat to the people of the LPR and DPR. Recognizing them as independent republics and states. 

This speech effectively sets up the Russian narrative that Putin is pursuing that Ukraine belongs 

under Russian hegemony. That its government is illegitimate, a puppet of the West, a civilization 
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that, according to Putin, wants to see the dissolution of Russia, finally establishing the need to 

intervene to ‘protect’ the peoples of the LPR and DPR as well as Russia itself. 

The second speech took a different tone and style of argumentation. It focused on the US, 

NATO, and the West's expansion into what Putin considers historical Russian lands. Here he 

establishes Russia as a state that was taken advantage of in a moment of weakness after the fall 

of the Soviet Union and that the US and NATO are bad faith actors looking for the destruction of 

Russia. Putin argues that Western civilization and its defensive structure pose a threat to Russia 

because it wants to claim international hegemony. Putin connects this NATO enlargement and 

US foreign policy to Ukraine and the historical legacy of the Second World War. Putin argues 

that NATO and the West, under the guidance of the US, have plans to attack Russia and support 

the ‘fascist’ government in Kyiv. Putin then establishes the need to ‘de-nazify’ Ukraine and 

protect the people of Crimea and the Donbass. Putin finishes this speech by asking for unity from 

the Russian population. 

In these two scenarios, Putin effectively establishes the narrative of Ukraine being a 

threat to Russia. Here, the argument uses a mixture of different historical, cultural, and 

geopolitical arguments. He frames Russia as a rational actor who has been taken advantage of by 

the West and says that the West has created a situation where Russia needs to defend itself as 

well as its historical and cultural space. Putin then undermines Ukrainian statehood and claims it 

is being run by fascists, linking the current situation to Russia's greatest triumph in defeating 

Nazi Germany. This combination of arguments fuels the narrative that Russia is just protecting 

its cultural and geopolitical space, and the only reason these measures are needed is due to 

outside forces that oppose the Russian civilization. Putin then effectively creates a threat to 

Russia and the people of Russia. This threat then allows him to portray the war as a defensive 

war, particularly to his own people. Even though Russia was the aggressor and invaded Ukraine, 

Putin takes the stance that this invasion was defensive in order to justify the need for such 

violence to the Russian population, hoping to gain sympathies from outsiders and painting 

Russia as the rational actor against the aggressive West.  
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