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Abstract

This thesis addresses the ethical implications of NATO securitizing Russia without being in
direct warfare, seeking to contribute to the debate of the integration of ethics into IR. This thesis
contributes to that argument by integrating ethical dimensions of normative character through
Floyd's Just Security Theory (JST) within the framework of social constructivism to develop
new theoretical insights. The research is structured around the research question exploring how
NATO's identity construction undergoes changes due to the tense relationship with Russia. The
formation of identity plays a crucial role in threat construction. The findings from Rousseau
and Garcia- Retamero's Threat Assessment, revealed through NATO Annual Reports, confirm
the fluidity of NATO's identity construction and its designation of Russia as a threat. The
second portion of the research question suggest that attributing a threat status to another actor
in the international system has significant ethical implications, necessitating ethical
considerations in the securitization process and its influence on security discourse. The thesis
findings support the need for ethical considerations, while acknowledging that these
considerations are subject to critique based on the chosen theoretical framework. It emphasizes
the need for ethical considerations in the securitization process, and by extension in IR; and

argues for the moral justifiability of NATO's securitization of Russia.
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1. Introduction

In the discipline of International Relations (henceforth IR) the study of threats is of contested
nature and subject to ongoing debate. Threats manifest in diverse ways, spanning military,
political, economic, environmental, and ideological domains. The notion of threat remains
fluid, continuously adapting to the emergence of dangers in our ever-evolving world. It is a
fundamental pillar in understanding the grand arena of international politics, as holds the
capacity to influence behavior and decision-making of actors on the global stage. For realists,
this is commonly exemplified through the famous concept of the security dilemma, wherein
one state's pursuit of increased security inadvertently diminishes the security of other states.
Naturally, the threatened states attempt to take all required measures to guarantee their own
survival (Mearsheimer, 2001/2014 :75). From the constructivist perspective, threats are
interpreted as socially constructed concepts that are influenced by the beliefs, norms, and
identities of states and other actors. Drawing on Wendtian principles a security threat is ‘what
actors make of it” (Wendt, 1992 :391). Creating an opportunity for the outcomes to be subject
to interpretive deliberation, as opposed to strict adherence to practical realist perspectives.

The Russian Federation’s seizure of Crimea in 2014, constituted a critical juncture in
their otherwise progressing relationship with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(henceforth; NATO) (Sperling & Webber, 2016 :19). The incident resulted in a major shift in
Europe’s security landscape, compelling NATO to reevaluate its strategic partnership and
cooperative ties with the Russian Federation, as well as raising doubts about NATO's own
identity as a functioning security alliance. Notwithstanding prior confrontations of similar
magnitude, such as the cyberattacks in Estonia in 2007 and the Russo-Georgia war in 2008,
NATO was still caught off guard by the Russian aggression (Hybrid Threats Report, 2019 :4-
6). While NATO was initially established to counter the Soviet threat, the organization's
security focus shifted after the end of the Cold War and placed greater emphasis on countering
global terrorism and establishing strategic partnerships (NATO Annual Report, 2012-2013).
Although the Russian Federation has not specifically targeted any NATO member nations,
these developments in their foreign policy actions and proximity have given rise to ethical
concerns among the remaining international community into the role of addressing this
remerging new threat (NATO, Strategic Concept, 2022).

The overall intention of this thesis is to investigate this resurging perception of threat,
and some of the ethical implications that follow it, through analyzing NATO’s change in
approach to this ongoing concern. This will be done through examining the NATO Annual
Reports from 2012-2022 and NATO Strategic Concepts from 2010 and 2022.
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The argument of the thesis is that NATO’s construction of threat appears fluid and that
attributing a threat status to another actor in the international system hold significant ethical
implications, necessitating ethical considerations in the securitization process and its influence
on security discourse. This research paper utilizes a social constructivist framework to analyze
the evolution of NATO's identity and threat perception of Russia, from the years leading up to
the annexation of Crimea to the second year of the Russo-Ukraine conflict. It also incorporates
Rousseau & Garcia-Retamero’s Threat Assessment model, as well as the ethical aspects of
NATO's securitization response as reflected in its policies. Therefore, the research question is
developed on ethical considerations to seek to contribute to the debate of incorporating more
ethical issues into International Relations. Developed on the premise of the findings from the
empirical data. Therefore, the research questions intersect and overlap, and cannot be answered

on their own, without the evidence from either segment.

1.1 Aim and Research Puzzle

Many IR scholars including those who work within the tradition of International Political
Theory, argue that ethics should be an integral part of the study of IR (Lang, 2015:4; Erskine,
2006; Price, 2008; Havercroft, 2018). The thesis builds on the research puzzle surrounding
NATOQO’s construction of identity being subject to change, given its relationship with Russia,
and the ethical implications of this change.

The ultimate aim of this thesis is to infuse an element of normative character, to the
theory of social constructivism, thus the definitive ambition is of theory-building character. As
behind every act taken in the international system, lies ethical considerations at the core. The
ethical implications of NATO securitizing Russia without being in direct warfare with the state
is a complex and multifaceted issue for IR. On the one hand, NATO has a responsibility to
ensure the security of its member states and to protect against potential threats, including those
posed by Russia (NATO, Strategic Concept, 2022:1-5). However, securitization can also lead
to the degradation of an entire nation, which can have negative consequences for the civilian
population and can escalate tensions between states. Furthermore, the use of securitization as
a means of justifying aggressive actions or policies can be seen as a violation of international
law and undermine principles of peaceful coexistence in the international system (Floyd,
2022:253). As such, it is important for NATO to carefully balance the need for security with
ethical considerations and to engage in constructive dialogue with Russia to reduce tensions and
avoid further conflict. From an ethical perspective, the securitization of Russia without direct
warfare raises several concerns. First, it can create an atmosphere of fear and lack of mutual

trust that
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can negatively impact social relations and political dialogue. Secondly, it can if used
incorrectly, be seen as a violation of the principles of international law. Third, it can contribute
to the normalization of threats and threat discourse, which overall can contribute to long-term
negative consequences for global peace and security. The research puzzle of this thesis is

centered on the following research question:

RQ: How does NATO'’s construction of identity and its perceived threat of Russia affect
NATO'’s security policy? And what are the ethical implications of NATO securitization of

Russia?

The argument is that NATO’s construction of identity is subject to change, given its
relationship with Russia. With that change comes a perception of threat, that ultimately holds
an influence over NATO’s security policies. Therefore, it is crucial to examine three key
aspects: NATO's construction of its own identity, the portrayal of Russia as a threat and the
ethical implications of securitizing another actor. Since social constructivism can only identify
moral change but not necessarily moral progression, the theory is paired with Floyd’s JST.
Given that attributing a threat status to another actor in the international system has significant
implications, highlighting the need for ethical considerations in the process of securitization

and its influence on security discourse.

1.2 Structure of the thesis

The structure of the thesis is as follows, introductory chapter aside: literature review, theoretical
framework, methodology, analysis, discussion, and lastly the conclusion. The literature review
section explores the overarching theme of threat assessment within IR. First through structural
realism, secondly in the social constructivist nature, lastly as an extension of social
constructivist through securitization theory. The theoretical framework builds on the pairing of
social constructivism and just securitization theory, established in the literature review. The
research of this thesis heavily relies on the literature review in the establishment of the
theoretical foundation. The methodology chapter also includes the operationalization of
Discourse Analysis, Rousseau’s & Garcia-Retamero’s Threat Assessment Model and JST.
Limitations and delimitations of these abovementioned tools and the argument for pairing
hypothesis testing and theory-building. The analysis chapter presents the results, of the
discourse analysis and Rousseau and Garcia-Retamero’s Threat Assessment reveals through

NATO Annual Reports that NATO’s construction of identity impacts its threat perception of
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Russia, additionally through NATO’s Strategic Concepts documents, that NATO’s
securitization process is morally justifiable and provide the scope for discussion with a
particular focus of ethical considerations. The concluding chapter will provide a summary of
the overall thesis and findings, which are: determining that NATO’s construction of identity is
fluid, and despite reluctance determines Russia as a threat, additionally that NATO’s

securitization process by such development is morally justifiable.

2. Literature Review

This literature review will investigate these theories on NATO-Russia relations regarding threat
assessment. By first exploring the Waltz and Mearsheimer structural realism debate, then
include articles by scholars venturing out to challenge this prominent constructivist gap in the
literature. Lastly by exploring the Barry Buzan and Ole Wavers’ securitization theory and how
Rita Floyd challenges this perspective. These articles will serve as a foundation for identifying
the overarching themes, (1) Threat assessment, (1) Securitization, with an emphasis on the (I11)
Ethical implications.

2.1 Structural Realism

According to Mearsheimer, a threat is a situation in which one state has the capability and
intention to use military force against another state. In offensive structural realism, states are
viewed as rational actors driven by the pursuit of power and survival. Therefore, threat
assessment to an offensive structural realist is when a state perceives another state possesses
the will and means to use force to harms its national interests or challenge its security. Of which
great powers are largely determined based on their relative military capability (Mearsheimer,
2001:2). Power is an important concept to structural realists in determining state behavior.
(Mearsheimer, 2001:7). Mearsheimer's concept of threat is closely linked to the security
dilemma, a key component of offensive realism. The security dilemma refers to a situation in
which a state's efforts to enhance its own security, such as building up its military capabilities,
can inadvertently be perceived as a threat by other states, leading to an endless cycle of arms
race and tensions. According to Mearsheimer the development with Russia and Ukraine was
inevitable, due to the liberal advancements of the west (Mearsheimer, 2014/2022:77). Escalated
by NATO not abandoning the goal of obtaining Georgia and Ukraine into the alliance, despite
multiple warnings made by the Russian president Putin (Mearsheimer, 2014/2022:79).
Mearsheimer saw NATO’s progression as a means of power maximization and offensive

expansionism. As Mearsheimer acknowledges that although global hegemony
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may not be a possibility, regional hegemony that dominates a region, influencing weaker states
is very much a viable strategy to pursue, which can be determined in both NATO’ strategy
albeit indirectly, as well as in Russia’s strategy. Waltz’ defensive structural realism, can on the
other hand be seen as a softer approach compared to the harsh factors of the offensive structural
realist approach. From this perspective the NATO-Russia relations can be seen as Russia
attempting at reestablishing the balance of power. As a result, after NATO’s expansion causing
imbalance of power, that works towards NATO’s own advantages, on the regional level very
close to the Russian borders (Beach & Pedersen, 2020 :81). The goals of defensive realists are
oriented towards the status quo, where states are interested in maintaining and achieving
appropriate amounts of power necessary to ensure their own survival and ensure their own
autonomy from being dominated by other states. Where in this sense this equaling out of the

balances of the behaviors can be argued to be ‘appropriate’ (Beach & Pedersen, 2020:79).

According to Samuel P. Huntington (1993) Russia has been a divided country for centuries,
and if it were to become westernized, the archaic type of Orthodox civilization would cease to
exist. The closest example of this happening was with the eventual fall of the Soviet Union
(Huntington, 1993:139). While Huntington clearly emphasizes aspects of a realist nature, given
his focus on how the United States in order to ensure the sustainability of Western civilization,
deemed it necessary to uphold its economic and military might (Huntington, 1993:139-142). His
focus on civilization, however, is an important factor to world politics, that reflects a
determining change in the state’ choice of policy. Before the collapse of the Soviet Union,
Russia had started embracing elements of Western ideology and using it to confront the West,
which led to a more intimate relationship between Russians and the West than ever before in
their history (Huntington, 1993:141). Huntington's point was that even though liberal democracy
and communism had clear distinct differences, they were able to communicate in the same
language through their social interactions and political discourse. However, the collapse of the
Soviet Union and communism, brought an end to the political-ideological social interaction
between Russia and the West. As the West reigned optimistic, in this development, predicting
the collapse would lead to a further widespread implementation of liberal values and democracy
(Huntington, 1993:141-142). Alas, this upshot prediction was far from reality. With it also
provided waning support of NATO’s necessity and identity, leading to an internal
organizational reformation (Ercolani, 2016: 20). Where Russians ceased at behaving like
Marxists and began acting like Russians, it increased the divergence between Russia and the

West (Huntington, 1993: 142). The fall of that synthesis reopened the scholarly discussion —
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even further brought to light based on the recent evidence of Russian foreign policy of

threatening and aggressive nature — of what Russia’s identity is.

2.2 Social Constructivism

IR scholar Trine Flockhart (2015) questions why constructivism as a theoretical perspective
has not gained more notoriety in NATO research. Flockhart points out constructivism’s
capacity to tackle the theoretical constraints that otherwise shackle other IR theories. Such as
realism’s focus on material factors and inability to account for NATO's endurance following
the end of the Cold War (Williams & Neumann, 2000 :357), and the challenge faced by
securitization theory scholars with emphasis on language and interpretation potentially
overlooking underlying structural dynamics that influence these relations between NATO and
Russia (Ercolani, 2016 :22).

Scholars Rousseau & Garcia-Retamero highlight that despite its main focus on ideational
factors, that it is important to note that not all constructivist scholars disregard material
considerations. Themselves and Alexander Wendt stand out as among the few scholars who
explicitly links identity and power, in the illustration of systematic conflict and cooperation. In
the Hobbesian realm, power typically dominates considerations, while in a Kantian realm,
identity assumes a leading role in calculations. As Rousseau & Garcia-Retamero agrees with
Wendt then both power and identity influences state influence and global dynamics in the
intermediate Lockean realm. Although Wendt’s ambition to create a theory of international
politics to directly challenge Waltz’ defensive structural realist theory, it unfortunately causes
Wendt’s to black box the state and individuals in his account of social constructivism
(Rousseau & Garcia-Retamero, 2007 :765).

The concept of what constitutes a threat in IR is a source of great contestation and deep
division. On one side, there are those who focus on material factors such as the balance of
military power (Williams & Neumann, 2000 :357; Waltz, 2000, Mearsheimer; 2004), while on
the other side, there are those who deem ideational factors like shared democratic values as the
foundation of threat perception (Rousseau & Garcia-Retamero, 2007 :3). For those who align
with constructivism, the study of threat perception requires an examination of perceptions of
identity (Rousseau & Garcia-Retamero, 2007 :4). According to constructivists, the perception
of threat is determined by identity rather than the structure of the international system. As
constructivists famously argue, "anarchy is what states make of it" (Wendt, 1992 :391)
[emphasis to quote added]. Therefore, the understanding of threat perception is best viewed as
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a social construct. While Wendt focuses on the state as a unified rational actor, Rousseau and
Garcia-Retamero, takes a broader cross-level approach by exploring how interactions between
individuals shape domestic societies and how interactions between these domestic societies
contribute to the formation of international societies (Rousseau & Garcia-Retamero, 2007 :8).
This thesis adopts Rousseau and Garcia-Retamero’s cross-level approach as for the case of
NATO, a security community to address the influence of identity to the threat perception
incited due to the domestic society of the Russian Federation, which involves considering all
levels, including individuals, domestic societies, and the international society. Addressing the
social construction of security discourse of an international institution within the international
society requires first addressing the individual level of identity and threat perception.
Rousseau and Garcia-Retamero’s argument is that individuals construct their threat
evaluations through their identity by consolidating a few prominent factors from a larger pool
of underlying considerations. They further divide these factors into three categories: (Ib) the
variety of considerations can lead to substantial differences in threat assessments, (Ilb)
highlighting specific considerations can modify threat assessments, and (111b) the formation of
identity plays a crucial and sometimes definitive role in threat construction (Rousseau &
Garcia-Retamero, 2007: 6). This model is further developed in section ¢4.2.3 Threat
Assessment’ of the methodology chapter. The threat perception from NATO was built on (Ib)
the foundation of seeing the Soviet Union as a threat. In her book New & Old Wars: Organized
Violence in a Global Era, Mary Kaldor (2012) highlights how in the post war era of World War
I1, states came to the realization that they couldn't wage wars unilaterally at the state level, as
the threat assessments were too grave. This threat assessment was a lesson that (11b) highlighted
the specific considerations of the necessity of the construction of the post-war alliances — both
NATO and the Warsaw Pact. (Kaldor, 2012 :30). As Kaldor stated “The Cold War kept alive
the idea of war, while avoiding its reality.” (Kaldor, 2012 :31). The need for both alliances
came with (111b) the formation of identities between the vastly different ideologically hostile
blocs, which further spiraled both sides’ definitive role in threat construction toward each other
(Barkawi, 2020 :235). Both defensive alliances each constructed and maintained each of their
historical narratives of threat perception, that led to sustaining the Cold War, through a kind of
continuous “war psychosis based on the theory of deterrence” (Kaldor, 2012 :31) [emphasis to

quote added].

2.3 Securitization Theory

There exist multiple involves various dimensions surrounding NATO being a “securitizer”, in
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relation to both outside states but also in regard to its complex relation to member states. There
lies a political complexity in NATO’s role in the involvement of having so many members with
differing interests, priorities, geopolitical strategies, and military capabilities. These
dimensions also place invisible shackles on how NATO can operate and in what their security
discourse is. There also is a strategic complexity surrounding the issues of determining threats
and securitization, and how these determinants may drive policies and goals of the entire
alliance. By design, this then requires NATO to maintain a constant comprehensive
understanding of the evolving global security threats, potential conflicts, emerging risks, and
intricate state dynamics. As such NATO is forced to constantly analyze the global security
environment, as well as making continuous adjustments to their strategies, as seen in their
annual document and strategic concepts. Diplomatic complexity is also among the many
dimensions that surrounds NATO as a securitizer, as NATO is seen to be constantly on the
prowl of seeking out external alliances. Managing these said diplomatic relations on multiple
fronts adds complexity to NATO's role as a securitizer, particularly when one of the biggest
diplomatic relations they used to have been Russia.

Bordering from the territory of constructivism comes securitization theory. According
to securitization theory then political concerns are transformed into critical security issues
requiring immediate attention when they are labeled as *dangerous,” "'menacing,’ ’threatening,’
or similar descriptors by a ’securitizing actor’ with the necessary social and institutional power
to elevate the issue ’beyond politics.” Securitization is an act of performative character. As
such, security issues are inherently imaginative, as such become socially constructed as
problems by securitizing actors. (Peoples & Vaughan-Williams, 2021: 114-117). The
Copenhagen School, adheres to a general pattern of operation required for securitization, where

Buzan et al. defines:

“Threats and vulnerabilities can arise in many different areas, military, and non-military, but
to count as security issues they have to meet strictly defined criteria that distinguish them from
the normal run of the merely political. They have to be staged as existential threats to a referent
object by a securitizing actor who thereby generates endorsement of emergency measures
beyond rules that would otherwise bind” (1998 :5).

By that definition NATO could technically not securitize Russia as of current standards, given
that NATO is not a direct actor involved in the Russo-Ukrainian war. Although the

development over the years indicates a clear securitization present. The framework provided
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by the Copenhagen School, hinders the indicators in the definitive aspect regarding actions that
would allow for emergency measures. Then not warring actors are politically bound by legal
aspects, not to actively engage in a securitization process. Securitization theory, in this case of
NATO-Russia relations is not enough on its own.

Securitization is not a simple process, Ercolani explores how securitization can be seen
as a more extreme version of politicization, as this development moves beyond the mere
military sector (Ercolani, 2016 :24). Furthermore, the security actor of NATO, is a symbolism
seeking community, as it needs a ritual in order “to prompt an audience to build a coherent
network of implications”. This is an imagined network of implications that refers to feelings,
mutual trust, and ideas, building on the ideational factors. Ercolani, contends that in NATO
there is a strong relationship between myths, identity, social interaction, and ideology. The
context of which applies to the myth of ‘Security is NATO security’ is similar in nature to the
imagined threat that binds the whole imagined security community (Ercolani, 2016 :27). The
securitization process thus becomes a performative action of normative character.

From securitization to ‘just securitization’ how is it different, and why does the
difference matter? Rita Floyd argues that securitization in its current definitional shackles of
the Copenhagen School, is at a standstill. Floyd suggests that securitization may be morally
justifiable in certain cases, but that should be criteria that determine the moral rightness of the
securitization. Her idea of ‘moral securitization’ could be applicable to the situation involving
Russia. As established above, then the case of NATO-Russia securitization of each together is
not sufficient. The critical issues to consider are whether Russia presents a threat that is
recognized as existential, both objectively and intersubjectively by NATO, and whether the
Alliance has the legitimacy to act in response to such a threat once it has been identified
(Sperling & Webber, 2017 :55). The moral justification of NATO’s policies in confronting the
Russia threat is also in question. Rita Floyd’s version of securitization theory recognizes this
level of ‘imaginative’ element, in the securitization process, as threat construction is not
necessarily reliant on ‘real’ threats. This enriched version of the securitization theory will be

utilized in analyzing NATO’s just securitization of Russia.

2.4 Literature Review Summary
This literature review illustrated structural realist perspective on the matter of threat,
securitization complexities, threat construction and identity through Rousseau & Garcia-

Retamero’s threat assessment model and Floyds’ JST.
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The literature established that through Mearsheimer’s’ offensive structural realism it can be
argued that NATO’s predicament is self-inflicted, given their own expansive, power
maximizing and offensive behaviors. Whereas Waltz’ defensive structural realism takes a slight
lesser approach in which Russia is attempting to reestablish the global order, given NATO’s
imbalance of power practices. As a means of ensuring its own survival and autonomy as a

sovereign state.

Being a securitzer holds many multifaceted challenges, not only to the alliance itself but, to
external means of cooperation to outside nations such as Russia. These complexities include
but not limited to; political complexity, strategic complexity and diplomatic complexity. With
processes such as securitization the most particular factor at risk is the future of diplomatic
relations. NATO in its security community environment on securitization, provides a
framework of understanding how actors can develop a sense of collective security and

cooperative to tackle mutual security challenges.

As social constructivist Alexander Wendt contended how identity acts as the primus motor for
interests and actions, NATO can appeal to the shared sense of identity, as well as values and
norms of the security community to justify its actions and gain support for its securitization
efforts (Wendt 1999 :224). Where according to constructivists, "anarchy is what states make
of it”, then the perception of threat is determined by identity rather than the structure of the
international system (Wendt, 1992 :391).

In the historical development of Rousseau and Garcia-Retamero’s threat assessment, when
applied to NATO in the seeing the Soviet Union as a threat, there is potential room for
investigating a similar contemporary threat assessment in the securitization process of the
security community, regarding contemporary Russia’s development as a threat to NATO
(Kaldor, 2012 :30-31). At the same time, the concept of security communities also highlights
the potential ethical risks of securitization, such as the risk of needing a securitized object to
maintain identity, then accepting myths such as ‘Security is NATO security’ to counter
imagined threats in order to bind the whole imagined security community in common purpose
(Ercolani, 2016 :27). Rita Floyd suggests that securitization may be morally justifiable in
certain cases. Floyd demonstrates this in her Just Securitization Theory (henceforth JST). Then
the moral justification of NATO’s becomes pertinent to examine how policies aimed at

addressing the threat posed by Russia are formulated and implemented. Thus, understanding

Page 14 of 53



the dynamics of security communities is important for analyzing the process of securitization,

as well as the ethical implications the action holds for international security.

3. Theoretical Framework

A social constructivist perspective suggests that the world we perceive and our comprehension
of it is influenced by its social construction. To demonstrate the social construction of reality,
scholar Alexander Wendt uses the example of how prevailing beliefs deem that five North
Korean nuclear weapons pose a greater threat to the United States than 500 British nuclear
weapons” (Wendt, 1995 :73). Wendt emphasizes that categorization is not constrained by the
physical structure of the weapons themselves, but by the significance assigned to them, which
constructs their ideational structure. Social constructs are infused with social norms, values,
and assumptions rather than solely being products of individual thought or meaning. Similarly,
actors do not share the full freedom to choose their own circumstances, but are acting through
interactions, which may result in generating distinct 'realities' that are historically, culturally,
and politically specific productions of human interactions in the social world (Fierke, 2016:
163). Social institutions, including states, also assume particular forms due to human
interactions in the social world. Thus, the realm of politics is not something that exists
independently of human meaning and action, but rather through social construction.
Furthermore, emphasizing the importance of including socio-political and ideational factors in
identity development and threat perception.

3.1 Social Constructivism

According to social constructivism, state behavior is not only shaped by material interests and
capabilities but also by social norms, identities, and ideas (Lang, 2015 :11). Social constructs
can shape the perception of what is morally acceptable or unacceptable behavior, in which
shared norms and values within a community can lead towards the acceptance of certain
behaviors to be considered immoral or unethical in differing contexts. However, they struggle
in why these behaviors are morally acceptable or unacceptable. Scholar Toni Erskine points to
Richard Price’s challenge in his work Moral Limit and Possibility (2008), that constructivist
work adequately performs the task of recognizing how moral norms in world politics are
important, yet lacks the tools equipped as to why (Erskine, 2012 :454-455). Which is why the
theory needs to be equipped with additional models, so it does not lose its own value in is
explanatory nature as a theory.
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3.2 Threat Assessment Model

As established in the literature review Rousseau and Garcia-Retamero propose that people form
their perceptions of threats based on their identity, by selecting key elements from a larger set
of underlying factors. They categorize these elements into three groups: (Ib) the diverse range
of factors can result in significant variations in how threats are evaluated, (Ilb) emphasizing
certain factors can alter threat evaluations, and (l1lb) the development of one's identity is
pivotal and occasionally decisive in the process of constructing threats (Rousseau & Garcia-

Retamero, 2007: 6). This model is further developed in section 4.2.3 Threat Assessment.

3.3 Just Securitization Theory

By examining how social constructs shape moral reasoning and ethical decision-making, we
can evaluate the legitimacy and justifiability of actions taken by actors in the international
system (Lang, 2015: 32). Taken in this sense, JST can be seen as a set of socially constructed
norms and values that guide state behavior in the international system. As securitization holds
drastic moral consequences for actors, it is with utmost importance to be done within morally
correct criteria (Floyd, 2011: 428). Social constructivism can provide insights into how JST is
constructed and contested for NATO-Russia relations in the international system, through logic
of emulation (Angstrom & Widen, 2016: 176). Furthermore, as social constructivism can detect
moral change, but fails as a theoretical framework in detecting moral progression and
regression (Erskine, 2012: 455). Adding an ethical dimension, through JST, as a tool can be

applicable in deciphering the moral significance of securitization.

4. Methodology

This section outlines the methodology employed in the thesis, divided into four method
sections, using the theoretical framework of social constructivism, discourse analysis, threat
assessment, and just securitization theory. Presented through qualitative research of the
development of NATO's perception of the Russian threat, visible as changes in security
policies. The initial three sections are or is a derivative of constructivist nature, the last section
emphasizes the importance for ethical considerations in the discourse when conversing with a

warring party.

4.1 Data selection and timeline
The data selection is based on NATO’s security policies, regarding Russia whether it be

NATO-Russia relations, or deterrence. These documents include The Secretary General’s

Page 16 of 53



Annual Reports and NATO’s Strategic Concept. From a historical perspective NATO has had
tensions and a swift tendency to perceive Russia as a threat, due to frictions concerning Soviet
nuclear intimidation. This is precisely why the thesis' structure is not exclusively focused on
whether NATO views Russia as a threat. Rather, it centers on NATO's development of identity
in relation to the ongoing perception of Russia as a threat, as well as the ethical considerations
associated with securitizing another actor.

The timeline chosen is from 2012-2022, this timeline includes pre-annexation area of
Crimea to the current ongoing Russian invasion of Ukraine. This is intentional as to see if there
occurs any alteration in the security discourse towards Russia within these given time periods,
that includes the time before the annexation of Crimea, its annexation, as well as the timeframe
leading up to the invasion of Ukraine, and lastly ending on the start of the second year of the
invasion. Which will be displayed as followed in the analysis: (5.1) 2012: Pre-annexation of
Crimea, (5.2) 2013: The buildup to the annexation of Crimea, (5.3) 2014: Annexation of
Crimea, (5.4) 2015: The immediate aftershock of the annexation, (5.5) 2016: The inter-invasion
years - (5.8) 2019 The inter-invasion years, (5.9) 2020: The buildup to the Invasion of Ukraine,
(5.10) 2021: Invasion of Ukraine, (5.11) 2022: Second year of the invasion, (the immediate
aftershock of the invasion). Furthermore, two reports regarding NATO’s Strategic Concepts
are also included the first of which is the Strategic Concept from 2010. Although it may reside
outside the intended timeframe, the strategic concepts are the chosen strategy that NATO
implements until a new one is formulated. Thus, the Strategic Concept from 2010, is the present
strategic method NATO utilizes throughout the span of 2010-2021 — the 2010 version is similar
in character to the previous ones as well from 1991 — until the year of 2022 where they

implement a new Strategic Concept.

4.2 Operationalization

Of operationalization, 1 will delve into the different methods utilized in the analysis here,
divided into their own sections below to provide overview of the tools used, which includes
discourse analysis, social constructivism, Rousseau-Garcia’s threat assessment model and JST.
All of the models and tools are from the social constructivist toolkit, discourse analysis, threat
assessment developed from Rousseau-Garcia-Retamero are from this, JST as an extension of
social constructivism delving into the field Security Studies, bordering into Critical Security
Studies. With the structural realist accounts, holding a counterargument for the thesis findings.

The analysis is conducted on the premise of NATQO’s security documents over two sectional
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occasions, the first regarding the Secretary Generals’ Annual Reports, depicting a change in
NATO’s identity and threat perception of Russia, analyzed through NATO-Russia relations.
This is done using Rousseau’s and Retamero’s threat construction model. The second is
NATO’s Strategic Concepts, as these are the main driving forces of the entire alliance strategic
plan moving forward, until a new threat urges its change. This is done so with respect to Floyd’s
JST framework. Both models share the social constructivist approach. This is to ensure the
importance regarding the social construction of the discourse in relation to assess whether the
securitization process is just, through legitimizing and constructing Russia as an enemy and
security threat. Discourse analysis enables the viewing international relations because of actors
who shape their identities based on intersubjective understanding (Lamont, 2022: 198).
Although the study is primarily interpretivist in nature, there will also be an element of process
tracing in the analysis, as this is to see the relationship between NATO’s identity and
construction of Russia as a threat. Paired with genealogical method, to determine the
emergence of securitizing discourse, within the historical context of its development (Lamont,
2022: 200). As threat and discourse of threat is a powerful tool in IR, I will use it in
representation (Lamont, 2022: 198).

4.2.1 Social Constructivism

According to Huysmans, social constructivists who write on security matters should also
acknowledge that the participation within the security literature, contributes to a political realm,
where social questions already predisposed to inhibit a degree of contestation, in the contexts
of conflicts, threats and other dangers. As a result, by extension social constructivists writing
about security, are bound to encounter predicaments of normative character, irrespective of
their research project (Huysmans, 2002: 43). This implies that when utilizing a social
constructivist framework on matters of security, ethical implications must be addressed. As a
result, this study is employing a hybrid approach that combines social constructivist framework
with ethical considerations when examining NATO’s perception of identity and security

threats.

4.2.2 Discourse analysis

Discourse analysis is interpretive and constructivist in nature, while incorporating a range of
theoretical and methodological approaches taken from, among other fields linguistics,
anthropology, and sociology. Discourse analysis is an interpretive approach that explores the

meaning of ideas, concepts, and categories for comprehending political phenomena (Halperin
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& Heath, 2017: 364). It is a means of studying language in all of its forms of communication,
including but not limited to speech and text (Lamont, 2022: 197). Applied through textual
analysis it can uncover how language and certain aspects of a specific discourse, matter in IR,
yet its interpretation can only be comprehended within a broader context. Therefore, discourse
analysis aims to examine not only the text but also its connection to the context, with respect
to the power dynamics and context that shape it (Halperin & Heath, 2017: 365).

Discourse as a tool can assist in uncovering the full understanding surrounding actions
or events, in the international arena, meanwhile unraveling how power dynamics are at play,
the use of language, the social construction of reality, contextualization and identity (Lamont,
2022: 197). These concepts also social constructivist in nature will be investigated in the
analysis. According to Dunn and Neumann, then discourse is what grant structure and
relationality to the social world (Dunn & Neumann, 2016: 2). This implies that discourse plays
a crucial role in situating actors in the international system, enabling actions by sanctioning
some behaviors, while disapproving of others (Lamont, 2022: 197). The act of legitimizing
certain behaviors which shapes the social and political world, hold strong ethical connotations.
As determining which actions are legitimate and which are not, can have ethical implications,
therefore ethical considerations remain a crucial factor deliberated when applying discourse
analysis in this thesis. It points to how actors, NATO understands their own actions and the
actions of others in this case Russia (Lamont, 2022: 198). Hardy et al. define discourse analysis
as a ‘methodology for analyzing social phenomena that is qualitative, interpretative and
constructivist’ (Hardy et al., 2004: 19). Which also fits into Lamont’s’ understanding, that
interpretative IR scholars who utilize discourse analysis view the discipline as being shaped by
actors whose identities are constructed through intersubjective understanding (Lamont, 2022:
198).

4.2.3 Threat Assessment Model

The following model depicts the conceptual Construction of Threat Model, developed by
Rousseau & Garcia-Retamero, which will be utilized in the analysis of the NATO Annual
Reports. This model is developed through various steps and not necessarily in a chronological
order, from Figure 1-3. The steps include, Figure 1 ldentity Dimensions, Figure 2 Threat
Perception and Cooperation, and Figure 3 Threat Assessment Privileging Identity.
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Figure 1
The Aggregation of Latent and Salient Identity Dimensions

Latent Salient Evaluation
Dimensions Dimensions of Self and Other
> Self: -
Wealth Regime Democracy
Regime Type ———» Type ) Other:
Democracy
Self:
Individualist/Collectivist Economic Capitalist Degree of
Economic Structure@ ————p | Structure Other: Shared
Religion . Capitalist Identity
g Self:
Homogeneity —_— . .
External Orientation =—————9 Oi::t:;:ln gttre;;nrz:monahst
Great Power Status e e e
Nationalist

Figure 1, Identity Dimensions, utilized in determining whether the the most apparent and least
appareant common identity dimensions that one actors has with another, in order to determine
the degree of shared identity, in establishing whether or not the actors will compete or
cooperate. Looking at the first step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on identity
dimensions, which questions latent dimensions and salient dimensions of identity. The latent
dimensions include differences in wealth, regime type, economic structure, religion,
homogeneity, external orientation, and great power status. Of these then the salient dimensions
include differences in regime type, economic structure, and external orientation. As these
dimensions are not entirely subject to much change, | will only use this step of the model in

section 5.2.1.

Figure 2
Competing Explanations for Threat Perception and Cooperation
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Figure 2, Threat Perception and Cooperation, is utilized in determining whether the likelihood
of actors will perceive each other as threats or potential partner. Developed through two factors

initiallt through the perception of shared identity with the other actor, drawing on the social
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constructivist approach, as well as the their view of power in relation to the other drawing on
a structural realist appoarch. These steps will be used in the analysis section 5.2.1-5.2.11

Figure 3
Simple Heuristic for Threat Assessment Privileging Identity

Q1: Do we have different identities?

Yes l -

Q2: Do they have the capacity Low Thraat
to hurt my country?

v | P

Q3: Have they indicated
any aggressive intentions?

Yes

No

High Threat

Figure 3, Threat Assessment Privilgeing Idenity, is utilized in determining high and low threat
between actors. The more in disagreement, the more likelihood of there existing high levels of
threat, vice versa. These questions of Q1: Do we have different identities? Q2: Do they have
the capacity to hurt my country? These two questions are not subject to much change and will
therefore only be used in section 5.2.1. Whereas the last Q3: Have they indicated any aggressive

intentions? Differs and will be used in the analysis section 5.2.1-5.2.11.

4.2.4 Just Securitization Theory Model

As established from the literature review section JST (2.3.1) Floyd deems that there should be
criteria that determine the moral rightness of securitization. These three criteria includes there
must be an (1) objective existential threat, which dangers the survival of an actor; (2) the
referent object —humans or humanity — of security most be morally legitimate; (3) the security
response must be appropriate to the threat in question; to say that (4) the security response must
be measured in accordance with the capabilities of the aggressor and (5) the securitizing actors
must be sincere in their intentions (Floyd, 2011: 428). Mimicking the moral philosophical
framework of Michael Walzer’s Just War Tradition. Insofar that the just initiation of
securitization is concerned with the move from politicization to securitization, informed by jus
ad bellum criteria, covering ‘the transition from a state of peace to a state of war’ (Floyd,
2022:249). A just initiation encompasses, (1) Just Reason, (2) Just Referent, (3) Right
Intention, (4) Proportionality, and lastly, (5) Chance of Success (Floyd, 2022: 249-250).
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Further detailed depiction of the criteria taken from Rita Floyd’s JST, is provided below:

1. Just reason: There must be an objective existential threat to a referent object, with an
adequately high likelihood that threatens the survival or the continuation of
fundamental nature of a political or social structure, an ecosystem, a non-human

species, or individuals.

2. Just referent: Referent objects have the right to self-defense or qualify for defensive
assistance if they are morally justifiable. They are considered morally justified if they
fulfill fundamental human requirements, which are defined as essential elements of
human welfare. Political and social structures must meet a baseline of essential human
needs for individuals within or encompassed by those structures, while they must also
respect the human needs of outsiders. Ecosystems and non-human species provide a
contribution to the essential needs of a significant portion of the human population.
Human beings qualify as justifiable referent objects due to their inherent worth; leading
to all other referent objects possessing instrumental value based on the necessities of

human beings.

3. Rightintention: The right intention for securitization is just cause. Those engaging in
securitization must demonstrate genuine intent to safeguard the identified and declared

referent object.

4. Proportionality: The expected benefit achieved from securitization must exceed the
expected harm from securitization, where the only relevant good is the benefit outlined

in the just cause.

5. Chances of success: Securitization should be pursued when there is a reasonable
likelihood of success, whereby the chances of achieving the just cause must be judged
higher compared to those of [less harmful] options to securitizing (Floyd, 2022: 249-
250).

How will these JST steps be operationalized in the thesis? These steps will be used within the
portion of the analysis regarding the NATO Strategic Concepts from section 5.2.1-5.2.2, in
order to detect the development from the initial plan from NATO Strategic Concept of 2010,
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which follows in line the original intention of NATO dating back to their NATO Strategic
Concept of 1991, building on the original Strategic Concept of 1949. The border of change in
the NATO Strategic Concept of 2022, will mark a drastic turn of security discourse regarding
NATO'’s threat perception of Russia, returning to that of Cold War times, which therefore will

be analyzed utilizing these abovementioned criteria.

4.3 Limitations and Delimitations

The documents are from NATO’s official archives, which means there is a clear one-sided
perspective in this study, given that the focus is on NATO’s perspective. Additionally, not all
NATO statements; including social media and speeches are incorporated in this analysis. Yet
these texts have been chosen to provide a streamlined development over the course of the
timeframe. With specific interest to intertextual paragraphs, NATO has published to serve the
argument. The analysis incorporates numerous policy documents from NATO, which means
the analysis in itself is not particularly in-depth yet is needed in the assessment of determining

the trend of NATO’s identity progression and threat assessment.

Social constructivism as a theory also holds limitations, in that the constructivist focus is
mainly on the ideational factors and in the sense of viewing language as being constitutive of
social relations, as it holds implications for meaning and action. In the case of a substantial
institution like NATO, prematurely recognizing and securitizing Russia as a threat could place
undue strain on the global community, possibly prompting unwarranted intervention. Whereas
if the thesis would have utilized a more realist account, the thesis could have emphasized more
on the material factors given that realists view power as being the best predictor of threat,
(Waltz 1986, 329), furthermore, that material factors are more tangible and easier to measure
(Waltz 1979, 98, 131).

The interpretive nature of discourse analysis is a limiting factor as it entails interpretation, and
comprehending the underlying meanings that construct securitization acts through discourse
analysis, which can be subject to bias depending on the researcher. Furthermore, discourse
analysis can be seen as providing too specific, singular interpretations with the given discourse,
particularly when the discourse utilized are based on social media outlets. However, this bias
is sought overcome through utilizing official policy documents. As NATO is subject to legal
confinements in their policy productions, as a securitization act also contains intent. Thus, the

organization is bound to hold more passive sentiments, making them less likely to seek to
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securitize other actors.

Rousseau-Garcia-Retamero’s threat assessment model is also not without flaw, given that the
main perspective of this model is focused on is that of identity and power, following in the
framework provided by Alexander Wendt. Wendt is not a constructivist who neglects material
factors, as it leans towards the interpretivist domain, it does prove difficult in consistent
operationalization, furthermore, it holds no significance for change as it provides no clear
mechanism for progression and regression. Therefore, if the goal is to observe the resolution

of change, supplementary methods are required.

Securitization theory, more specifically JST, does also hold limitations as a theory, given that
NATO-Russia relations involve historical tensions, with geopolitical considerations that does
not precisely align neatly with the theory’s overall framework. As the applicability of the theory
could be limited by its emphasis on language and the process of securitization, which as a result

overlooks the broader historical and geopolitical context.

4.3.1 Hypothesis Testing and Theory-building

The interpretivist approach to discourse analysis is most often associated with research of
qualitative nature with exploration of underlying meaning and interpretations; it does not
necessarily preclude the use of hypothesis testing altogether. Through interpretivist discourse
analysis the aim is to comprehend social construction of meaning, power dynamics and other
contextual nuances within a given discourse. Often involving uncovering deeper meanings
within texts and language of themes and patterns in representation (Lamont, 2022:198). While
the principal emphasis of interpretivist discourse analysis may not be placed on hypothesis
testing, it is still possible to steer the examination of data to provide the structure for hypothesis
testing and theory building. The criteria for such include a level of grounding of the data,
through constructing validity and reliability. (Halperin & Heath, 2017:191)

Although, these hypotheses may not be concerned with causality or quantitative
relationships, a focus on exploring how certain themes, discourse or patterns emerge within the
data can provide that structure. With regards to validity then statistical significance may not be
applied to test the given hypothesis, researchers may methodically examine instances of the
utilized discourse to pinpoint occasions where certain language is employed or emphasized to
shape the issues at hand. This process can be used to offer qualitative evidence that can either
validate or challenge the hypothesis (Lamont, 2022:122). With regards to reliability then the
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data utilized in this thesis, is that of NATO reports which are publicly available datasets,
exhibiting strong reliability in their consistency providing the ability to repeatedly achieve the
same measures of a variable if tested or challenged (Lamont, 2022: 121). The aim of this thesis
is integrating elements of normative character through the Floyd’s JST, to the theory of social

constructivism, may be an uncommon ambition of theory-building character.

5. Analysis

The analysis is divided into two section the first of which is analyzing NATO’s identity and
development of threat perception of Russia, through the development of the NATO-Russia
relations, over the span of 2012-2022 (5.2). Where the second is based on ethical consideration
of just securitization (5.1). | will start the analysis by presenting the first Strategic Concept of
2010, that is relevant for the remaining section of 5.2.1-5.2.11, as it determines the alliances
overall strategy until 2022. In next section, I will utilize Rousseau and Garcia-Retamero’s three
steps of threat assessment for the social construction of threat. (henceforth in analysis chapter,
RRG’s Threat Assessment). The examination of NATO-Russia relations is taken from the
Secretary General’s Annual Reports, to assess the developments, therefore the paragraphs are
taken out to analyze both the texts and their contemporary contexts. The then | will present the
new Strategic Concept of 2022 with a focus on a comparison of the Strategic Concept reports,
as they are the foundation of which NATO’s establishes its strategic methods. I will utilize
Floyd’s JST, and the findings from the first section to determine whether NATO’s identity
progresses, and threat perception is justified. The discourse analysis runs parallel to these two
abovementioned methods, investigating power dynamics, the use of language, the social

construction of reality, contextualization, and identity.

RQ: How does NATO'’s construction of identity and its perceived threat of Russia affect
NATO's security policy? And what are the ethical implications of NATO securitization of

Russia?

51 The Previous Strategic Concept

What are the Strategic Concepts? The Strategic Concept undergoes periodic review and
updating to ensure that the Alliance is equipped to face future challenges and adapt to major
changes in the global security environment. A new Strategic Concept is usually formed
whenever there occurs security challenges that require new methods to be addressed, or roughly

every 10 years. Since the conclusion of the Cold War a new version has been introduced
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(NATO, Annual Report, 2022: 23).

5.1.1 Strategic Concept 2010

From the time of its implementation until its revision in 2022, this Strategic Concept formed
the overarching foundational strategy for NATO's allied members. This implies that the texts
provided below, taken from NATO's 2010 Strategic Concept, served as the cornerstone of
NATO's strategy from 2010 to 2022. Thus, all of the developments determined throughout the
5.2.1-5.2.11 section were susceptible to NATO’s following positions. There is a clear theme in
NATO’s discourse regarding their relations with Russia, from the Strategic Concept of 2010,
that is based on the concept of cooperation. Establishing a partnership, that can be mutually
beneficial and provide stability and peace. While, maintaining diplomatic relations well enough
that allows being open with their disagreements and disputes. With that in mind, there is a stark
reluctance from NATO’s side, regarding settling disputes with Russia. NATO is reliant on the
cooperative aspects of their relations, as they even contend “NATO poses no threat to Russia’.
The cases of 2007 Estonian cyber-attacks, Russia-Georgia conflict in 2008 and the annexation
of Crimea in 2014, are clearly not major driving factors in crafting a new Strategic Concept

that addresses these hostile actions.

5.2 NATO Secretary General’s Annual Reports

What are the Secretary General’s Annual Reports? The Secretary General's Annual Reports are
documents prepared by the Secretary General of NATO that provide an overview of the
organization's activities and achievements over the past year. The reports serve as an important
tool for transparency and accountability, allowing member countries and the broader public to
stay informed about NATO's activities and progress (NATO, 2023: Org). These following texts
are extracts from the Secretary General's Annual Reports from 2012-2022.

5.2.1 2012 NATO Annual Report: Pre-annexation of Crimea

The power dynamics of this section taken from the report, demonstrates cooperative nature
between NATO and Russia. The use of language heavily leans on the common interests that
they both share, with increasing need for support of each other for joint operations and in
combating global terrorism. The entire report harbors on statements of more cooperative
descriptions, “Extending Partnerships,” “Greater cooperation in tackling security challenges,”
“delivering security must be a cooperative effort”. Feeding into NATOs new cooperative nature

and identity. The social construction of reality of this era is surrounding the very
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contextualization of the time. With NATO and Russia, attempting to build up their relations
despite their vastly differing identities. Characterized by a clear reluctance from NATO’s side
in addressing Russia as a threat. Which could point to NATO’s construction of identity being
more formally focused on being cooperative alliance, that forms and nurtures partnerships. As

a means of one-upping the other.

Looking at the first step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on identity dimensions, which
questions latent dimensions and salient dimensions of identity. As established in section ‘4.2.3
Threat Assessment’ these dimensions are not entirely subject to much change, I will only use
this step of the model this section 5.2.1. Utilized in determining whether the the most apparent
and least appareant common identity dimensions that one actors has with another, in order to
determine the degree of shared identity, in establishing whether or not the actors will compete
or cooperate. The members of NATO are in general vastly different, compared to that of the
state of Russia, not only in wealth, size, economic structure. Russia is also returning to a more
orthodox Russia recalling Huntington’s predictions, which has influence on the homogenity
with Russia being a highly homogenous nation. The driving factor of the nation weighing
heavily on their external orientation in the international system, and the thrive for great power
status. That in of itself proves the greatly different identities there exists between NATO and
Russia. Looking at the second step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat perception
and cooperation, as established then both NATO and Russia, are attempting at union building,
sharing bigger tasks together, such as engaging in cooperation of Afghanistan and monitoring
airspace. With a higher willingness to cooperate, than existing threat perception.

Looking at the third and last step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat assessment
privileging identity:

Q1: Do we have different identities?

Q2: Do they have the capacity to hurt my country?

Q3: Have they indicated any aggressive intentions?

1: Yes, The first step of identity dimension provides a clear difference in identities between
NATO and Russia.

2: To individual countries outside the alliance, yes. Towards the entirety of NATO, no and yes,
but would then depend on nuclear might.

3: No, at the giving time, Russia has not indicated any aggressive intentions.
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Russia’s identity remains different to that of NATO’s identity throughout this analysis, and
considering nuclear capabilities, the threat assessment of Russia would be up to debate, on
intent and deterrence. As established in section ‘4.2.3 Threat Assessment’, Q1 and Q2 are not
subject to much change, therefore only used in this section. Russia has not indicated any
aggressive intentions, on the contrary has Russia been open to cooperation with NATO, as

presented in the document.

5.2.2 2013 NATO Annual Report: The buildup to the annexation of Crimea

The power dynamics between NATO-Russia relations of 2013, reveal that there occur a few
cooperative disputes, yet most of the use of language is concerned with continuing the
trajectory of cooperative nature. The contextualization of the situation is that despite political
disinformation and visible military organization behind Russian borders, NATO was remaining

reluctant in the acknowledgement of any potential conflict (Walker, 2023: 7).

Looking at the second step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat perception and
cooperation, NATO prefers to maintain the construction of reality, that follows through the
cooperative nature that fits into NATO’s cooperate narrative and identity. Rather than
acknowledging a developing trend of increasing threat perception towards Russia, as it seems

that NATO recognizes the mutual benefit of their cooperation.

Looking at the third and last step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat assessment

privileging identity. Q3: No indication of ill intent.

5.2.3 2014 NATO Annual Report: Annexation of Crimea

There occurs a shift in the power dynamics, as Russia presents clear change in their foreign
policy, through the annexation of Crimea in 2014. NATO recognizes a new construction of
security environment provided the stark change, and NATO’s assessment of Russia’s
capabilities. The use of language in 2014 for NATO means changes in its security discourse as
NATO had not reacted in as a stark matter to previous episodes of Russian hostility (Sperling
& Webber, 2017: 19).

Looking at the second step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat perception and

cooperation. This development brings to question NATO’s cooperative measures with Russia.
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NATO addresses Russia’s destabilizing behavior as a political community, supporting the

sanctions imposed on the state.

Looking at the third and last step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat assessment
privileging identity. The contextualization is mostly concerned with the coupling disbelief, that
the mended relations that NATO had developed with Russia, were at risk of crumbling. Q3:
Questionable indication of ill intent, towards NATO members.

5.2.4 2015 NATO Annual Report: The immediate aftershock of the annexation

NATO find to crucial to establish a relationship with them that is founded on mutual respect,
to even out the power dynamics. Strengthening NATO and engaging with Russia are not
mutually exclusive. The use of language leans back towards the cooperative nature again, as
NATO finds that by being strong they can cultivate a collaborative and positive relationship
with Russia again. The contextualization of the situation remains that NATO still places doubts
into the engagement of the state’s military posture. Returning to a basis of wanting to mend

NATO-Russia relations, as observed in the pre-annexation era of section 5.2.1 and 5.2.2.

Looking at the second step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat perception and
cooperation. NATO remained fairly determined on being a community that provides
cooperation and established partnership. Rousseau and Garcia-Retamero’s argument is that
individuals construct their threat evaluations by consolidating a few prominent factors from a
larger pool of underlying considerations.

Where they further divide these factors into categories. Looking at the third and last step of
RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat assessment privileging identity. As assessed in
the documents, NATO moves back and forth on the premise of reestablishing cooperation or
dialogue with Russia, which can be seen as examples of (Ib) the variety of considerations that
lead to substantial differences in threat assessments. Q3: No indication of ill intent towards
NATO members.

5.2.5 2016 NATO Annual Report: The “inter-invasion” years

NATO acknowledges that it has had to adapt once more due to Russia's actions that have
signaled the beginning of a new era. As a result, the Alliance must simultaneously focus on
collective defense and crisis management. Furthermore, NATO has maintained its political

dialogue with Russia by through the NATO-Russia Council in an attempt to address security
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issues regarding Ukraine, transparency, and risk reduction.

Looking at the second step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat perception and
cooperation. Wendt emphasizes that categorization is not constrained by the physical structure
of the security issues of threats themselves, but by the significance assigned to them, which
constructs their ideational structure. As social constructs are infused with social norms, values,
and assumptions rather than solely being products of individual thought or meaning, NATO
tries to mediate that situation by opening the door to transparency, as a method of revealing
that Russia is contradicting the international social norms and values. As long as Russia’s
actions are unclear, the potential for future cooperation and NATO’s willingness to cooperate

wanes.

Looking at the third and last step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat assessment

privileging identity. Q3: No direct indication of ill intent towards NATO members

5.2.6 2017 NATO Annual Report: The “inter-invasion” years

NATO returns to the cooperative rhetoric towards Russia. NATO attempts to reorganize the
power dynamics between NATO and Russia. Through the use of language this report is made
to emphasize that the NATO enlargement, does not equal threatening nature, and poses no
direct threat to any nation. NATO attempts to highlight within the language of their security
discourse that although dialogue is not easy their policy towards Russia is consistent: strong
deterrence and defence combined with meaningful dialogue. In Wendtian terms then the
emphasis on categorization is not constrained by the physical structure themselves, but by the
significance assigned to them, which constructs their ideational structure. To this perspective
NATO themselves see the contextualization surrounding their own cooperative identity,
branching out to more members. This construction of reality may be true from the NATO

viewpoint.

However, looking at the second step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat perception
and cooperation, with more structural realist lenses the reality may be different. As then this
enlargement can be seen by Russia through the lens of structural realists to maintain NATO’s
position in the international system in the self-help context of international anarchy. From a
defensive structural realist standpoint, it is a means of attempting to achieve a balance of power,

ensuring their own defensive positionalism in the international system (Beach & Pedersen,
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2020:78). As to defensive structural realists’ anarchy is the root cause of international conflict.
This indirect statement is mainly made to be addressed towards Russia, given the
contextualization of the situation at hand. The social reality being their uncertain relationship.
From a offensive structural realist however, this NATO enlargement can be seen as a result of
the conflictual nature of the anarchical system pushing the states into power capability

maximizing schemes (Beach & Pederson, 2020:79).

Looking at the third and last step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat assessment
privileging identity. Q3: No direct indication of ill intent towards NATO members.

5.2.7 2018 NATO Annual Report: The “inter-invasion” years

The power dynamics in the inter-invasions years remain largely stagnant, as NATO reaffirms
its policy towards Russia. Same reality and contextualization as with the previous year,
NATO’s use of language reveals their attempts of being a mediator of the situation as to
reobtain their own cooperative identity and relations with Russia. Their use of language in this

case is consistent: strong deterrence and defence combined with meaningful dialogue.

Looking at the second step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat perception and
cooperation. While NATO remains rather passive from the years 2012-2018, with the exclusion
of 2014, in retrospect NATO highlights the significance the annexation of Crimea actually was.
The threat assessment wanes from 2015 until 2018. Which can be seen as the example of (11b)
highlighting specific considerations can modify threat assessments. Another aspect of where
NATO continuedly highlights specific considerations is with their attempt at forming a
connection with Russia, through dialogue. Whereas NATO incessantly is rejected by in the
diplomatic attempt at negotiate with Russia, those actions potentially assisted in further
modifying the threat assessment. (I11b) The formation of identity plays a crucial and sometimes

definitive role in threat construction (Rousseau & Garcia-Retamero, 2007: 6).

Looking at the third and last step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat assessment
privileging identity. Q3: No indication of ill intent towards NATO members.

5.2.8 2019 NATO Annual Report: The “inter-invasion” years
The “inter-invasion” years between the annexation of Crimea in 2014 and until the invasion of

Ukraine are subject to the continuation of the trajectory of NATO’s strong deterrence and
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defence combined with meaningful dialogue. With academic backlash for their timing of
expansion, NATO attempts to better their new role attempting to act as a mediator. NATO is
adamant in using language as the gateway to Russia, in the sense that the organization is
committed to discussing critical issues and avoiding misunderstandings, miscalculation, and

unintended escalation of the situation.

Looking at the second step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat perception and
cooperation. This mediator identity for NATO seems to have reached a stagnation. Given their
cooperation seems to be stagnating as well. The decrease willingness to cooperate, by extension

increases the perception of threat towards Russia.

Looking at the third and last step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat assessment
privileging identity. Q3: No indication of ill intent towards NATO members.

5.2.9 2020 NATO Annual Report: The buildup to the Invasion of Ukraine

NATO is displaying another attempt at rekindling with Russia yet is met with consistent
declined invitations. However, still states that contacts between high-level officials and the
Russian counterparts of NATO military leaders are kept. This is to enable a level of
transparency, push Russia towards more predictable behavior. Just in case Russia, opens to the

idea of maintaining the dialogue with NATO.

Looking at the second step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat perception and
cooperation. The contextualization of the continued diminishing cooperative measures, leads
to an increased sense of insecurity and heightened sense of threat perception. Visible in the
language NATO uses concerning Russia becoming more unhinged in its unpredictable
behavior. However, NATO still maintains its cooperative identity at the slight chance Russia

reaches out.

Looking at the third and last step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat assessment
privileging identity. Q3: Uncertainty, but no clear indication of ill intent towards NATO

members.

5.2.10 2021 NATO Annual Report: Invasion of Ukraine

The power dynamics change NATO no longer is a mediator actor, as NATO formally
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acknowledges President Putin’s goals extend beyond Ukraine. As he has insisted on the need
for legally enforceable pacts that put an end to any future expansion of NATO and attempted
to persuade NATO into revoking some memberships. The use of language indicates that NATO
finally recognizes that cooperation between the two is unsuccessful. The security discourse in
the document focuses on how Allies seek to continue to strengthen their deterrence and defence
capabilities, yet while also remaining open to a focused dialogue with Russia. The document
hints at NATO needing to reorganize their policies towards this new threat. Given the timing
and need to publish the Annual Report with this information, it becomes with a much more
clear and direct NATO Annual Report 2022.

Looking at the second step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat perception and
cooperation. The documents point towards NATO, although not adamant in seeking to
returning to their historic role of competition, yet simultaneously still NATO returning to an

identity, that perceives Russia more as an enemy, than friend.

Looking at the third and last step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat assessment
privileging identity
Q3: Questionable intent towards NATO members.

5.2.11 2022 NATO Annual Report: 2nd year of invasion, immediate aftershock

The use of language in this Annual Report, holds much more regretful connotations in the form
of NATO formally acknowledges, that the past 30 years the Alliance has tried to construct a
relationship with Russia, ultimately Russia has violated the very norms and principles NATO
stands for. As such NATO then declared that NATO no longer considers Russia as a partner.
The contextualization of Russia’s actions holds immense influence on all of NATO’s
development. NATO changes from having view Russia as a partner in joint operations and
other cooperative measure, as now Russia is recognized the most significant and direct threat

to Allies’ security.

Looking at the second step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat perception and
cooperation. Similarly, as actors do not share the full freedom to choose their own
circumstances, but are acting through interactions, which may result in generating distinct
'realities’ that are historically, culturally, and politically specific productions of human

interactions in the social world (Fierke, 2016: 163). Results of these human interactions creates
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vastly different narratives for both NATO and Russia independently. The instances have been
present in how Russia and NATO have justified their actions with regard to Russia invading
Ukraine. As Russia social construction of reality defines NATO expansion as the premise of
the contextualization of the current situation. Whereas, NATO’s social construction of reality,
is on the premise of NATO’s identity in developing their cooperative measures and welcoming
more members. The development of identity assumes a vital role, occasionally even decisive,
in the process of framing threats. It becomes evident that Russia maneuvers NATO into
gradually disavowing partnership and instead viewing them as a threat solely through the

persistence of what can be termed “destabilizing actions.”

Looking at the third and last step of RRG’s Threat Assessment focusing on threat assessment
privileging identity. The Annual Report also points towards Russia’s nuclear arsenal, and how
no matter who the target holds repercussions for all other nations. This makes them a potential
threat, when regarding the threat assessment, as now not only has their identity moved even
further away from the western world, but they have also become even isolationist as a result of
sanctions. This can be seen as a sliver of action of expansionist punishment, from a defensive
structural realists’ perspective. Although, not entirely destructive in the sense that it altogether
challenges the survival of Russia as a state (Beach & Pedersen, 2020:78). Structural realism
and social constructivism recognize these developments as negative, as they could potentially
lead to a Hobbesian culture. in the sense that this can cause Russia to delve into more drastic
measures in order to ensure its own survival, in an instance viewing all states as enemies, with
a strong degree of mistrust that pervades in the international system (Beach & Pedersen,
2020:97).

Q3: Yes.

5.1.2 The New Strategic Concept 2022

The texts presented below are extracted from NATO's 2022 renewed Strategic Concept. This
Strategic Concept is predominantly focus on authoritative states and how they undermine the
sovereignty of other states (Strategic Concept, 2022: 1-5). NATO has changed their overall
discourse, given the context of the social reality being what it is. Social constructs can shape
the perception of what is morally acceptable or unacceptable behavior, in which shared norms
and values within a community can lead towards the acceptance of certain behaviors to be
considered immoral or unethical in differing contexts (Lang, 2015 :11). Although, Russia is

the direct cause for the creation of this Strategic Concept, NATO also recognizes China, as an
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actor with unclear motives. The overarching theme in NATO’s discourse regarding their
relations with Russia, directly contradicts their attitude from the Strategic Concept of 2010.
With the previous theme being the concept of cooperation, NATO no longer recognizes Russia
as a partner. The language clearly reveals an acknowledged change in power dynamics.
Previously focused on NATO’s cooperative identity and establishing a partnership, that can be
mutually beneficial and provide stability and peace; has been replaced with, NATO responding
to Russian threats and hostile actions in a united and responsible way (NATO, Strategic
Concept, 2022: 4) While, barely maintaining diplomatic relations that allows settling
disagreements and disputes, with officials. Discourse plays a crucial role in situating actors in
the international system, enabling actions by sanctioning some behaviors, while disapproving
of others (Lamont, 2022:197).

From the Strategic Concept from 2010, NATO moves from the position that ‘NATO-
Russia cooperation is of strategic importance as it contributes to creating a common space of
peace, stability and security’, to ‘The Russian Federation is the most significant and direct
threat to Allies’ security and to peace and stability in the Euro-Atlantic area’ from the new
Strategic Concept of 2022.

Applying the first principle of Floyd’s JST, (1) Just Reason, which holds need for an
objective existential threat, endangering an actor survival. In 2010 that presence is nonexistent,
yet very apparent in the 2022 document to the point of being depicted as the ‘most significant
and direct threat’. The second principle (2) Just Referent, NATO recognizes the other regions
of ‘Baltic, Black and Mediterranean Sea regions, along with its military integration with
Belarus’ to place a challenge towards their security interest. As well as stating “supporting
Ukraine’s inherent right to defend itself, based on Article 51 of the Charter of the United
Nations and on the firm belief that Ukraine’s security and independence are key for Euro-
Atlantic security”. (NATO, Annual Report, 2022: 15). As NATO’s most important security
interest being preserving the way of life, this refers to humans or humanity being the referent
object. Thus, in these abovementioned regions, the humans are eligible for defensive assistance
if they are morally justifiable. Russia has challenged the norms of the regions and international
society, meanwhile directly challenging the values that NATO proudly represents shared values
of liberal democracy, individual liberty, human rights, and the rule of law among its members
(NATO Strategic Concept, 2022: 3). The third principle (3) Right Intention for securitization
is the just cause. Security responses must be appropriate to the threat in question, NATO is not

bound to assist in the Russo-Ukraine war, as Ukraine was not a member of the organization.

Page 35 of 53



Therefore, NATO can only act in an appropriate manner towards own member countries, as to
way the statement to ‘significantly strengthen deterrence and defence for all Allies and enhance
our resilience against Russian coercion’ in their manner of which they have identified and
declared. As a securitizing actor that is the only morally justifiable action for NATO to do. The
fourth principle (4) refers to Proportionality, in which the benefits gained from the act of
securitization must be greater than the expected harm, of which the only relevant benefit is
what has been established in the Just cause (Floyd, 2022: 429). NATO can, securitize Russia
on the grounds of the injustice done towards Ukraine, yet cannot then decide to engage in the
war without further repercussions. To morally securitize another actor, there needs to be a (5)
chance of success, meaning that the likelihood of achieving the desired outcome must be
deemed higher than that of less drastic alternatives to securitization.

As shown through the development from the Strategic Concept in 2010, to the Strategic
Concept in 2022, we can see NATO has undergone a moral progression. In the terms of
recognizing Russia as an actor outside of their own security community, harming another actor
Ukraine. The moral progression is determined that despite not actively being a part of the
conflict, NATO still develops through a threat assessment and settles on securitizing Russia.
Disregarding the potential consequences of the actions, whereby NATO actively morally

securitizing Russia has a higher purpose, than the intended harm that could fall to either actor.

6. Discussion: Ethical Implications

Rousseau and Garcia-Retamero’s argument is that individuals construct their threat evaluations
by consolidating a few prominent factors from a larger pool of underlying considerations. As
assessed in the documents, NATO moves back and forth on the premise of reestablishing
cooperation or dialogue with Russia, revealing multiple considerations that lead to substantial
differences in threat assessments. While NATO remains rather passive from the years 2012-
2018 — with the exclusion of 2014 — where the threat assessment particularly wanes from 2015
until 2018, highlights lack of significance Crimea’s annexation is for NATO, with regards to
both security discourse and security policies. The major changes in both those areas happens
after Russia invades Ukraine. The formation of identity plays a crucial and sometimes
definitive role in threat construction, it becomes clear that only through the continuation of
“destabilizing actions” that Russia, pushes NATO into eventually rejecting them as a partner

and commence perceiving them as a threat.
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It is most notably Mearsheimer’s who provides the starkest contrast to the argument of this
thesis of the structural realist arenas. As according to Mearsheimer NATO is entirely self-
reliable on their securitization implications, they the alliance is the one responsible for the
current security environment that the world is now placed in. Given the offensive and power
maximizing behaviors that the alliance has sought, in its relentless endeavor in seeking more
members to its alliance. Waltz defensive structural realist approach is not without
acknowledgement, as the theory can be utilized in the clarification of Russia’s actions in
response to NATO’s expansive development. However, given that the most necessary
empirical information necessary to operationalize Waltz’ defensive and Mearsheimer’s’
offensive structural realism, is primarily concerned with factors of material power capabilities
of states in relation to one another. This thesis is mostly concerned with ideational factors, the
use of these structural realist theories is a bit skewed given they have been utilized in their most
optimal form (Beach & Pedersen, 2020:85).

Floyd’s JST better capitalizes on this development as the framework allows to assess how
Russia's actions have posed challenges to the norms of the international community, directly
undermining the values that NATO proudly upholds: shared values of liberal democracy,
individual liberty, human rights, and the rule of law among its member states. As demonstrated
through the evolution from the Strategic Concept of 2010 to the Strategic Concept of 2022, it
becomes evident that NATO has experienced moral progression. This is reflected in their
acknowledgment of Russia as an actor operating beyond their own security community,
harming Ukraine. For in this framework once the actor has been securitized, it has become
politized to such as extent — that unlike Rousseau & Garcia-Retamero’s Threat Assessment —
one cannot wane or go back and forth between positions without repercussions. The decision

is final and carries with it the consequences.

7. Conclusion

The ethical implications of NATO securitizing Russia without being in direct warfare with the
state is a complex and multifaceted issue for IR. Many IR scholars argue that ethics should be
an integral part of the study of IR. This thesis sought to contribute to that argument, in a theory-
building effort, through integrating ethical dimensions of normative character through the

framework of Floyd’s JST and pair it with social constructivism.

In the first portion of the research question, this thesis explored How does NATO s construction
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of identity and its perceived threat of Russia affect NATO's security policy? The hypothesis,
were that NATO’s construction of identity would be subject to change, given its tense
relationship with Russia. The formation of identity plays a crucial and sometimes definitive
role in threat construction (Rousseau & Garcia-Retamero, 2007: 6). The findings that were
revealed through Rousseau and Garcia-Retamero’s Threat Assessment reveals in the NATO
Annual Reports confirmed NATO’s construction of identity is fluid, and despite reluctance
determines Russia as a threat. While the Secretary General’s Annual Report documents does
not explicitly state that NATO intends to revert to its historical role of being in competition

with Russia, it suggests that NATO is adopting an identity acknowledges Russia as a threat.

The second portion of the research question, explored And what are the ethical implications of
NATO securitization of Russia? The hypothesis was that attributing a threat status to another
actor in the international system has significant implications, highlighting the need for ethical
considerations in the process of securitization and its influence on security discourse, the
findings of the thesis agree on the need for ethical consideration. Yet | will acknowledge, those
considerations are susceptible to critique depending on the choice of theory. Additionally, the
thesis concludes that NATO’s securitization process by such development is morally
justifiable. Despite not being directly involved in the conflict, through the conduct of threat
assessment NATO is that securitizing Russia is necessary.

One counterargument for the social constructivist findings is view Mearsheimer’s
offensive structural realism, with regards to the conflictual nature of the anarchical system, and
the power maximizing activities taken placed by not only Russia, but NATO as well as a culprit.
Another counterargument for the social constructivist findings, is viewing Waltz’ defensive
structural realism with regards to defensive positionalism, then states seek behaviors that would
preserve their position within the international system, whereas they are less if at all, concerned
with expanding their borders. As expansion in the defensive structural realist book is
considered counterproductive behavior, as the remaining international system will band
together to hinder that behavior, ultimately directly challenging the survival of the expanding
state, for expansion is punished in the international system. Both NATO and Russia would then
by definition suffer, given their expansive tendencies (Beach & Pedersen, 2020;78). However,
looking at Mearsheimer’s offensive structural realism, the anarchical nature of the international
system pushes states beyond security-seeking measures into maximizing state power
capabilities. Material factors such as military power would be heavily advancing. Arguably
both NATO can be seen as maximizing power capabilities in their need for member expansion,
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as well as Russia in their hostile attempts at neighbor conflicts by seeking imbalances of power
(Beach & Pedersen, 2020;79). Although in the realm of offensive structural realism security is
rather elusive, which would then constantly push states to want to maximize their power in
order to survive based on the maxim that the strongest state is also the most secure, which
would then be very apparent by otherwise exponential upscaling of military power. (Beach &
Pedersen, 2020;81)
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9. Appendices

The appendices provide the full quotation of the extracted excerpts that have been analyzed in
sections 5.1.1-5.1.2 and 5.2.1-5.2.11 These quotations are taken out of the NATO Annual
Reports from 2012-2022 and of the NATO Strategic Concepts of 2010 and 2022.

9.1 Appendix A — NATO Annual Report 2012
The following quote is taken from the NATO Annual Report of 2012, of which is used in the

analysis section ‘5.2.1 2012 NATO Annual Report: Pre-annexation of Crimea’.

”Cooperation between NATO and Russia continues to be of strategic importance, as NATO
and Russia share common security interests and face common challenges. Cooperation on
Afghanistan has deepened, with an expansion of Russia’s support for NATO transit

requirements for the ISAF mission” (NATO, Annual Report, 2012: 19).

“In the field of cooperative airspace, NATO Allies and Russia have developed an initiative
which allows neighbouring countries to monitor civil aircraft suspected of being hijacked by
terrorists” (NATO, Annual Report, 2012: 19).

9.2 Appendix B — NATO Annual Report 2013
The following quote is taken from the NATO Annual Report of 2013, of which is used in the
analysis section “5.2.2 2013 NATO Annual Report: The buildup to the annexation of Crimea’.

”The 2010 Lisbon Summit launched a new phase in relations between NATO and Russia, with

agreements to do more together on Afghanistan” (NATO, Annual Report, 2013: 17).

”In 2013, practical cooperation grew, despite continuing disagreements on a number of issues
including missile defence. Russia continued to provide important transit facilities for NATO
and partner forces in Afghanistan, and progress was made in counter-narcotics cooperation.
NATO and Russia also sustained their joint support to the Afghan Air Force through the
NATO-Russia Council Helicopter Maintenance Trust Fund” (NATO, Annual Report, 2013:
17).
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9.3 Appendix C — NATO Annual Report 2014
The following quotes are taken from the NATO Annual Report of 2014, of which is used in
the analysis section “5.2.3 2014 NATO Annual Report: Annexation of Crimea’.

”Our security environment has changed fundamentally.”

“To the East, Russia has used military force to annex Crimea, destabilise eastern Ukraine, and
intimidate its neighbours. These threats challenge the international order we have built since
the fall of the Berlin Wall — an order that embodies our democratic values and is vital for our
way of life.” (NATO, Annual Report, 2014: 3)

“In 2014, major changes in the security environment increased the threats faced by all NATO
members. In Europe, Russia illegally annexed Crimea, fuelled crisis and conflict in Ukraine
and spurred tension along NATO’s eastern border. [...] Across the world, cyber crime

increased in volume and sophistication.” (NATO, Annual Report, 2014: 4)

”The impact of the violence and insecurity caused by Russia and Russian-backed separatists
has not been limited to Ukraine. This violence can undermine the safety, stability and well-
being of people around the world, as demonstrated by the tragic downing of Malaysia Airlines
passenger flight MH17 in July. NATO supports the sanctions imposed by the European Union
(EU), the G7 and others as part of an international effort to address Russia’s destabilising
behaviour. [...].” (NATO, Annual Report, 2014: 5)

9.4 Appendix D — NATO Annual Report 2015
The following quotes are taken from the NATO Annual Report of 2015, of which is used in
the analysis section ‘5.2.4 2015 NATO Annual Report: The immediate aftershock of the

annexation’.

“Russia is our largest neighbour. We need to have a relationship with Russia that is based on
mutual respect. There is no contradiction between increasing the strength of NATO and
engaging with Russia. Indeed, it is only by being strong that we can develop a cooperative and
constructive relationship.” (NATO, Annual Report, 2015: 7)

”Russia continued to pursue a more assertive and unpredictable military posture in 2015. While
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persisting in illegally occupying parts of Georgia, the Republic of Moldova and Ukraine, and
continuing to support separatists fighting in eastern Ukraine, Russia also began a military
operation in Syria, not as part of the Global Coalition to Counter ISIL but in support of the
Assad regime. The serious risks associated with ignoring or skirting agreed international rules
and procedures were brought to light in 2015, when violations of Turkish airspace led to the
downing of a Russian jet.” (NATO, Annual Report, 2015: 9)

While Russia’s actions have been unpredictable, NATO is committed to transparency and is
working to update the mechanisms meant to ensure openness in relation to certain military
activities and to restore predictability to the relationship with Russia.” (NATO, Annual Report,
2015: 18)

9.5 Appendix E — NATO Annual Report 2016
The following quotes are taken from the NATO Annual Report of 2016, of which is used in
the analysis section ‘5.2.5 2016 NATO Annual Report: The “inter-invasion” years’.

“Since 2014, we have had to adapt again. Russia’s illegal annexation of Crimea, and
destabilisation of Eastern Ukraine, as well as ISIL’s seizure of Mosul, marked in very different
ways the start of a new era. So today, the Alliance must engage in both collective defence and

crisis management at the same time” (NATO, Annual Report, 2016: 6).

“In keeping with our international commitments, we also invited Russian observers to attend
ten NATO exercises, as far afield as Greece, Norway and the United Kingdom. At the same
time, we have continued our political dialogue with Russia, holding three meetings of the
NATO-Russia Council to discuss the situation in and around Ukraine, transparency and risk
reduction, and Afghanistan” (NATO, Annual Report, 2016: 6).

“Preventing conflict means being able to deter and defend against any potential security threat.
In recent years, NATO has responded to a series of new challenges with the largest
reinforcement of its collective defence in a generation. At the same time, as part of an overall
approach to its collective security, the Alliance seeks to improve transparency and reduce the
risk of escalation by engaging in meaningful dialogue with Russia” (NATO, Annual Report,
2016: 12).
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9.6 Appendix F — NATO Annual Report 2017
The following quote is taken from the NATO Annual Report of 2017, of which is used in the
analysis section ‘5.2.6 2017 NATO Annual Report: The “inter-invasion” years’.

NATO poses no threat to any country. We continue to strive for a constructive relationship
with Russia and we remain committed to dialogue in order to clearly communicate our
positions, reduce risk and increase transparency. We also remain firmly committed to arms
control and to landmark agreements such as the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty. In
2017 the NATO-Russia Council —a forum for frank discussion — met three times. This dialogue
IS not easy. But when tensions are high it is even more important to talk to each other. Our
policy towards Russia is consistent: strong deterrence and defence combined with meaningful
dialogue. (NATO, Annual Report, 2017: 6)

9.7 Appendix G — NATO Annual Report 2018
The following quotes are taken from the NATO Annual Report of 2018, of which is used in
the analysis section ‘5.2.7 2018 NATO Annual Report: The “inter-invasion” years’.

”The return of great power competition; Russia’s breach of the Intermediate-Range Nuclear
Forces Treaty; instability along our southern borders; and the misuse of disruptive technologies
are all challenging our strategic stability.” (NATO, Annual Report, 2018: 6)

"NATO’s policy towards Russia remains consistent: defence and dialogue. The Alliance
maintains a firm position, based on a dual-track approach of strong deterrence and defence
complemented by periodic, focused and meaningful dialogue with Russia.” (NATO, Annual
Report, 2018: 20)

9.8 Appendix H — NATO Annual Report 2019
The following quotes are taken from the NATO Annual Report of 2019, of which is used in
the analysis section ‘5.2.8 2019 NATO Annual Report: The “inter-invasion” years’.

”"NATO’s policy towards Russia is based on two pillars: defence and dialogue. This “dual-track
approach” allows the Alliance to respond to the deteriorated security environment caused by
Russia with strong deterrence, while engaging in periodic, focused and meaningful dialogue.

Through its readiness for dialogue, NATO has demonstrated that it is committed to discussing
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critical issues and avoiding misunderstandings, miscalculation and unintended escalation”
(NATO, Annual Report, 2019).

“While remaining committed to this dual-track policy, NATO is concerned about Russia’s
pattern of destabilising behaviour across the Euro-Atlantic region and beyond. In 2019,
Russia’s aggressive actions in Ukraine, including its destabilising military behaviour and use
of hybrid tactics, have continued to negatively impact international security, while increasing
unpredictability and instability” (NATO, Annual Report, 2019).

9.9 Appendix I — NATO Annual Report 2020
The following quotes are taken from the NATO Annual Report of 2020, of which is used in
the analysis section ‘5.2.9 2020 NATO Annual Report: The buildup to the Invasion of Ukraine’.

“NATO’s dual-track approach allows the Alliance to respond to the deteriorated security
environment caused by Russia’s actions. This is why Allies continued to strengthen their
deterrence and defence capabilities, while remaining open to a focused, periodic and
meaningful dialogue with Russia. NATO is committed to discussing critical issues and
avoiding misunderstandings, miscalculation and unintended escalation. In 2020, NATO
remained open to dialogue in the NATO-Russia Council to address international security
issues, as well as increase transparency and predictability. Since February, NATO has
repeatedly invited Russia to convene a meeting of the NATO-Russia Council. Russia has
consistently declined these invitations. Consequently, there were no meetings of the NATO-
Russia Council in 2020” (NATO, Annual Report, 2020: 24).

“Contacts between NATO military leaders and their Russian counterparts have also been

maintained” (NATO, Annual Report, 2020: 25).

9.10 Appendix J — NATO Annual Report 2021

The following quote is the full quote taken from the NATO Annual Report of 2021, of which
is used in the analysis section “5.2.10 2021 NATO Annual Report: Invasion of Ukraine’.
“Over the past year, Russia’s aggressive rhetoric and actions have continued apace, culminating

in the brutal and unprovoked invasion of Ukraine in late February 2022. President Putin has
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been clear that his objectives are not limited to Ukraine. He has demanded legally binding
agreements to end further NATO enlargement, and to remove troops and infrastructure from
NATO Allies that joined after 1997 — almost half of the Alliance. For the first time ever, in
an agreement signed between Russia and China in early February 2022, Beijing has sided with
Moscow in calling on NATO to stop admitting new members. (NATO, Annual Report, 2021:
6) This is why Allies continued to strengthen their deterrence and defence capabilities, while
remaining open to a focused, periodic and meaningful dialogue with Russia. Through its
readiness for dialogue, NATO demonstrates its commitment to resolving critical issues
peacefully and to avoiding misunderstandings, miscalculation and unintended escalation.
NATO remained open to dialogue in the NATO- Russia Council to address international
security issues, as well as to increase transparency and predictability. In 2021, Russia
consistently declined NATO’s invitations to convene a meeting of the NATO-Russia Council.
Russia’s decision to suspend the operations of its Brussels-based Mission to NATO, as of
November 2021, further hampered the ability to pursue meaningful dialogue between Russia
and the Alliance” (NATO, Annual Report, 2021: 29).

9.11 Appendix K — NATO Annual Report 2022
The following quotes are the full quotes taken from the NATO Annual Report of 2022, of
which is used in the analysis section ‘5.2.11 2022 NATO Annual Report: 2nd year of invasion,

immediate aftershock’.

”This war did not start in 2022, it started in 2014, when Russia illegally annexed Crimea and
entered eastern Ukraine.” (NATO, Annual Report, 2022: 6).

“For more than 30 years, NATO tried to build a partnership with Russia. Despite this, over the
past decade, Russia has continuously violated the norms and principles that contributed to a
stable and predictable European security order. Russia’s brutal and unlawful war of aggression
against Ukraine in February 2022 has shattered peace and gravely altered the security
environment. In light of its hostile policies and actions, NATO cannot consider Russia to be a
partner. The Russian Federation is the most significant and direct threat to Allies’ security and
to peace and stability in the Euro- Atlantic area” (NATO, Annual Report, 2022: 14).

“NATO’s response to Russia’s brutal war against Ukraine has been based on two main

principles. First, ensuring the security of all Allies and acting responsibly so as to avoid a direct
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confrontation between NATO and Russia. Second, supporting Ukraine’s inherent right to
defend itself, based on Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations and on the firm belief
that Ukraine’s security and independence are key for Euro-Atlantic security” (NATO, Annual
Report, 2022: 15).

9.12 Appendix L — NATO Strategic Concept 2010
The following quotes are the full quotes taken from the NATO Strategic Concept of 2010, of

which is used in the analysis section “5.1.1 Strategic Concept 2010°.

”We will actively seek cooperation on missile defence with Russia and other Euro-Atlantic

partners” (NATO, Strategic Concept, 2010: 16).

“In any future reductions, our aim should be to seek Russian agreement to increase
transparency on its nuclear weapons in Europe and relocate these weapons away from the
territory of NATO members. Any further steps must take into account the disparity with the
greater Russian stockpiles of short-range nuclear weapons” (NATO, Strategic Concept, 2010:
24).

”"NATO-Russia cooperation is of strategic importance as it contributes to creating a common
space of peace, stability and security. NATO poses no threat to Russia. On the contrary: we
want to see a true strategic partnership between NATO and Russia, and we will act accordingly,

with the expectation of reciprocity from Russia” (NATO, Strategic Concept, 2010: 29).

“Notwithstanding differences on particular issues, we remain convinced that the security of
NATO and Russia is intertwined and that a strong and constructive partnership based on mutual
confidence, transparency and predictability can best serve our security. We are determined to:
enhance the political consultations and practical cooperation with Russia in areas of shared
interests, including missile defence, counter-terrorism, counter-narcotics, counter- piracy and
the promotion of wider international security; use the full potential of the NATO-Russia

Council for dialogue and joint action with Russia” (NATO, Strategic Concept, 2010: 30).

9.13 Appendix M — NATO Strategic Concept 2022
The following quotes are the full quotes taken from the NATO Strategic Concept of 2022, of
which is used in the analysis section “5.1.2 Strategic Concept 2022°.
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”Our world is contested and unpredictable. The Russian Federation’s war of aggression against
Ukraine has shattered peace and gravely altered our security environment. Its brutal and
unlawful invasion, repeated violations of international humanitarian law and heinous attacks
and atrocities have caused unspeakable suffering and destruction. A strong, independent
Ukraine is vital for the stability of the Euro-Atlantic area. Moscow’s behaviour reflects a
pattern of Russian aggressive actions against its neighbours and the wider transatlantic
community. We also face the persistent threat of terrorism, in all its forms and manifestations.
Pervasive instability, rising strategic competition and advancing authoritarianism challenge the
Alliance’s interests and values. Our new Strategic Concept reaffirms that NATO’s key purpose
is to ensure our collective defence, based on a 360-degree approach. It defines the Alliance’s
three core tasks: deterrence and defence; crisis prevention and management; and cooperative
security. We underscore the need to significantly strengthen our deterrence and defence as the

backbone of our Article 5 commitment to defend each other” (Strategic Concept, 2022: 1).

“The Russian Federation is the most significant and direct threat to Allies’ security and to peace
and stability in the Euro-Atlantic area. It seeks to establish spheres of influence and direct
control through coercion, subversion, aggression and annexation. It uses conventional, cyber
and hybrid means against us and our partners. Its coercive military posture, rhetoric and proven
willingness to use force to pursue its political goals undermine the rules-based international
order. The Russian Federation is modernising its nuclear forces and expanding its novel and
disruptive dual-capable delivery systems, while employing coercive nuclear signalling. It aims
to destabilise countries to our East and South. In the High North, its capability to disrupt Allied
reinforcements and freedom of navigation across the North Atlantic is a strategic challenge to
the Alliance. Moscow’s military build-up, including in the Baltic, Black and Mediterranean Sea
regions, along with its military integration with Belarus, challenge our security and interests.
NATO does not seek confrontation and poses no threat to the Russian Federation. We will
continue to respond to Russian threats and hostile actions in a united and responsible way. We
will significantly strengthen deterrence and defence for all Allies, enhance our resilience
against Russian coercion and support our partners to counter malign interference and
aggression. In light of its hostile policies and actions, we cannot consider the Russian Federation
to be our partner” (NATO, Strategic Concept, 2022: 4).
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