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Abstract

This master's thesis seeks to understand the framing construction of Russia as a security
threat(securitization) by Poland's Law and Justice (PiS) and Hungary's Hungarian Civic Alliance
(Fidesz) in the European Parliament. By doing so, it contributes to discussions around the
securitization of Russia at the European level. Central to this investigation is the War in Ukraine,
an event that reshaped the European security landscape (Fiott, 2023). The war's significance is
further underlined by its importance in the plenaries of European Parliament, illustrating its
importance on the European agenda. Within the European Parliamentary plenaries, debates offer
a chance to observe members' positions, providing a platform where security discourses can either

amplify or minimize security responses.

This study's main framework is "securitization as the work of framing", is pivotal in examining
the narratives around what is threatened (referent objects), the nature of the threat, the actors
advocating for securitization, who securitizes(subject) and the proposed remedial actions. By
integrating securitization theory with a framing approach, this research aims to identify explicit

and implicit frames concerning securitization of Russia.

The research finds that Poland's PiS and Hungary's Fidesz members of the European Parliament
both condemn Russian aggression in Ukraine and address securitization of Russia, but diverge in
their approaches: PiS members view Russia as an existential threat, while Fidesz frame Russia as
the initiator of the War. Fidesz members emphasize on the implications of the War, consequently
employing desecuritization frames. Both parties prioritize human security, but criticize the EU's

response, suggesting a strategic use of Russia's securitization in their populist discourses.

Despite growing interest in the implications of the War in Ukraine, few studies address
securitization of Russia within this context. As the war introduces new security challenges, from
energy to human security, this thesis aims to uncover emerging security frames, offering a fresh

perspective on the region's evolving dynamics.

Keywords: Securitization theory, discourses, Russia, Law and Justice, Fidesz, the European

Parliament



Streszczenie

Niniejsza praca magisterska ma na celu zrozumienie ram dla sekurytyzacji Rosji przez polska
parti¢ Prawo i Sprawiedliwo$¢ (PiS) 1 wegierski Sojusz Obywatelski (Fidesz) w Parlamencie
Europejskim. W ten sposob przyczynia si¢ do dyskusji na temat sekurytyzacji Rosji na poziomie
europejskim. Centralnym punktem tego badania jest wojna na Ukrainie, wydarzenie, ktore
zmienilo europejski krajobraz bezpieczenstwa (Fiott, 2023). Znaczenie wojny jest dodatkowo
podkreslane przez jej znaczenie na posiedzeniach plenarnych Parlamentu Europejskiego, co
ilustruje jej znaczenie w agendzie europejskiej. Debaty na posiedzeniach plenarnych Parlamentu
Europejskiego daja mozliwo$¢ obserwowania stanowisk postow, zapewniajac platforme, na ktorej
dyskusje na temat bezpieczenstwa moga wzmacnia¢ lub minimalizowaé reakcje w zakresie

bezpieczenstwa.

Glowny obszar tego badania to "sekurytyzacja jako praca nad ramami", ktora jest kluczowa w
badaniu narracji wokot tego, co jest zagrozone, charakteru zagrozenia, podmiotéw
opowiadajacych sie¢ za sekurytyzacja 1 proponowanych odpowiedzi. Niniejsze badanie, poprzez
integracje teorii sekurytyzacji z podejsciem ramowym, ma na celu zidentyfikowanie jawnych 1

ukrytych ram dotyczacych sekurytyzacji Ros;ji.

Badanie wykazalo, ze polscy postowie PiS 1 wegierscy postowie Fideszu w Parlamencie
Europejskim potepiajg rosyjska agresje w Ukrainie 1 zajmuja si¢ sekurytyzacja Rosji, ale r6znig
si¢ w swoich podejsciach: Czlonkowie PiS postrzegaja Rosje jako zagrozenie bezpieczenstwa
egzystencjalnego, podczas gdy Fidesz przedstawia Rosje jako inicjatora wojny. Czlonkowie
Fideszu podkreslajg konsekwencje wojny, konsekwentnie siegajac po ramy desekurytyzacji. Obie
partie priorytetowo traktujg bezpieczenstwo ludzi w Ukrainie, jednoczes$nie krytykujac reakcje

EU, sugerujac wykorzystanie rosyjskiej sekurytyzacji w swojej populistycznej retoryce.

Pomimo rosngcego zainteresowania konsekwencjami/nastgpstwami wojny na Ukrainie, niewiele
badan podejmuje kwestie sekurytyzacji Rosji w tym konteks$cie. Poniewaz wojna wprowadza
nowe wyzwania w zakresie bezpieczenstwa, od energii po bezpieczenstwo ludzkie, niniejsza praca
ma na celu odkrycie pojawiajacych si¢ dyskursow bezpieczenstwa, oferujac Swieze spojrzenie na

zmieniajaca si¢ dynamike regionu.

Stowa kluczowe: Teoria sekurytyzacji, dyskursy, Rosja, Prawo i Sprawiedliwos$¢, Fidesz,

Parlament Europejski
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1.Introduction

The EU by itself is a security actor with its definitions of threats that can result in collective
securitization of an issue. However, recently, the EU has faced many challenges to its function as
the security actor. They are: increased intra-EU contestation (Dijkstra, 2022) and fragmented

security priorities among Member states (Genshel, 2022).

Security discourses regarding Russia and the Russian threat were present even after the Cold War,
especially in the Eastern European countries (Schimmelfennig, 1998). However, the War in
Ukraine only intensified these security discourses in the European arena, facilitating new security
perceptions and interpretation of the security. Before the 2014 Ukraine crisis, a diverse stance
towards Russia caused “the overt anti-Russian discourse of the CEE member states has perpetuated
the deep division within the EU as to how to respond to Russia” (Nitoiu, 2016, p. 380). The Russian
invasion of Ukraine has not only tested the resilience of the European Union in unprecedented
ways but has also ignited a cascade of interconnected crises spanning security, asylum, energy, and
economic domains. These challenges are not confined to the immediate conflict zone; rather, they
ripple across the EU's eastern partners and reverberate through the very core of the Union itself.
“For Europe, the war in Ukraine is a first-order economic shock. While the direct fiscal
implications of taking care of refugees, increasing military spending and strengthening energy
autonomy remain limited, the impact of elevated energy and food prices on national income and
its distribution is potentially significant” (Bruegel, 2022). Tichy and Dubsky (2022), examining
changing energy security discourses in the relationship between Russia and the EU they identified
the sub-discourse of securitization which entails increasing Russian threat as security threat.
Within the European context, the ongoing war made it “obvious” the perception of Russia as a
major threat (Ibid, 2022). This heightened sense of threat is evident as every facet of the European-
Russian relationship now carries security implications, with Russia being viewed as the primary
threat to peace and stability in the region (Meister, 2022). The EU strongly condemned Russia’s
brutal War of agression against Ukraine and showed its support to Ukraine (European Council,
2022). The Russian invasion also served as a test of the European Union’s resilience referring to
its ability to withstand and respond effectively to challenges and crises. The EU faced the task of
addressing this crisis and its aftermath, which required strong and coordinated efforts among its
member states (Kaunert, 2023). The EU’s reaction in the aftermath of invasion was the surprising
in a sense that measures taken against Russia were cooperated (Bosse, 2022). From the starting of
the War the EU has imposed several sanctions on individuals, companies and economic, diplomatic
measures. (The European Council, 2023) “As of June 23, 2023, 1,544 Russian individuals and 240

entities were sanctioned by the European Union (EU) for undermining or threatening Ukraine's
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territorial integrity” (Statista, 2023). Starting from the 23th of February 2023 there were 35 EU
restrictive measures taken against Russia (The European Council, 2023). Other measures taken by
the EU was humanitarian aid, acceptance of refugees as well as weapon delivery. “In February and
March, the member states agreed on generous humanitarian aid packages for Ukraine, an unusually
welcoming approach to Ukrainian refugees, arms deliveries, and four tough packages of economic
sanctions on Russia. Yet, they avoided controversial issues including the delivery of heavy
weapons and sanctions on fossil fuels.” However, later on the EU agreed on RepowerEU plan to
diversify fossil fuels in order to make energy more secure and independent from Russia (Conti,
2022) Amidst increased financial support for Ukraine's military efforts, including a new EUR 500
million package and discussions on an additional EUR 1 billion for ammunition procurement,
divergent political goals among EU Member States remain apparent, reflecting lukewarm
commitment despite the expansion of aid and training missions. (CEPS, 2023) From the latest
reports, the European Union has begun developing plans for a 20-billion-euro ($22bn) fund aimed
at supplying Ukraine with weaponry, ammunition, and military support to aid its resistance against
Russia's ongoing invasion(Aljazeera, 2023). Genschel(2022) who examined, integration of the
European Union’s integration amid the War in Ukraine, argues that despite the war gave push
towards the EU’s political development, it still triggered little capacity-building. The centralization
didn’t happen, but more of cooperation at the member-states level happened, due to the
geopolitical location, trading relations (energy imports), foreign policy orientation (Genshel, 2022,
p.1888). This differed framing of the threat can create distributive conflict, distrust and moral
hazard. Although the War is happening on the neighboring state to the EU, it is still “a more
plausible trigger of loss-aversion (prefer avoiding the losses) in the EU” (Genschel, 2022, ). At the
same time, the War didn’t change the cooperation of radical right-wing parties, instead
assertiveness of parties such as Fidesz towards Russia of parties such as Fidesz only increased

(Holesch&Zagorski, 2022).

Since the beginning of the War the European Parliament has also condemned Russian invasion and
has implemented several motions to resolution and Debates regarding Russian invasion to Ukraine.
Its call for assessing and preventing the threats coming from Russia encompassed several areas
such as cybersecurity, the issue of enlargement and the European Neighborhood. The speeches and
resolutions by officials of the EU might be considered as a speech acts and security practices such
as arm delivery, sanctions and other measures taken against the Russian threat to stop in Ukraine
can be considered as the measures that ‘locked in’ the securitization of Russia. Further, these

security practices are through security discourses can be legitimized and institutionalized.

1.1 The Research problem and Objectives

11



The objective of this thesis is to explain how Russia is securitized by populist ruling
parties/regimes amid of the War in Ukraine. Owing to diverse interpretations of threats and
differing security priorities, actors may perceive and frame the same threat differently. Therefore,
it seeks to enhance comprehension of how threats are constructed in the securitization process, in
identification of a framing of a threat, referent objects, proposing exceptional measures and the
subject(provider of security) in the securitization process. The research questions are composed

of the main research question and subsequent sub-questions derived from that main question:

How do Law and Justice Party (PiS) and Fidesz securitize Russia and Russian’s aggression against

Ukraine within the context of European Parliament?

1. How does Law and Justice Party (PiS) securitize Russia and Russian agression against

Ukraine in the context of the European Parliament?

2. How does Fidesz securitize Russia and Russian aggression against Ukraine in the context

of the European Parliament?

3. How do PiS and Fidesz converge and diverge in their approach to securitizing Russia in

the War in Ukraine?

Here is a cautionary remark of the definition of the “Russian aggression towards Ukraine”. It is
used in the research question as the European parliament’s resolution and official statements define

it so.

1.2 Theoretical foundations

New security threats evolve over time due to the changes in global politics and in geopolitics.
Those security threats are eventually securitized depending on the severity of the threat and its
importance to the particular actor and can be shaped into the various sectors of security, such as
military, environmental, economic, political and societal security that the Copenhagen School
introduced in order to move beyond traditional/military security (Buzan et al., 1998). However,
state-centrism is still present in the securitization theory, giving less attention to the international
actors such the EU, NATO. The securitization theory’s main explanation is that an issue is defined
as a threat by a securitizing actor when it possesses a danger to the survival of the referent object.
Thus, stating that the referent object has the right to survive, which allows the securitizing actor to
resort extraordinary measures outside of normal politics. Securitization, thus comes to the
existence through the process of securitization, which can be evident from the speech act. Defining
the issue and calling for actions can be considered as utterances, an act. These utterances or speech

acts are usually made by actors(usually elites) and further it should be accepted by the audience.
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Waever(1995) states that “something is securitized when the elites say so”. At the same time, in
the collective securitization political leaders (such as ruling party members previously holding
power) obtain authority and influence because “they occupy the government office and can thus
claim to act on behalf of the state; the actions that leaders authorize or instigate in response to a
crisis are intended to protect the populations and territories over which they govern” (Lucarelli et
al., 2021) As the power of the elites was the main in the designation of threats, it can enable some
elites to increase their power as a consequence of being granted special privileges in dealing with
a security issue. (Balzacq et al., 2016, p. 501) It can be especially observed from authoritarian and
populists’ governments. As “populists derive their capacity to ‘speak security’ exactly from their
status as an (alleged) political underdog who is not part of the ‘corrupt’ and ‘powerful’
establishment and does not ‘play by the rules’ but speaks from ‘below’ in the language of the
‘common’ people” (Wojczewski, 2020, p. 15) However, populists tend to use anti-elite security
rhetoric, which confronts elitist nature of securitization. For them, the audience is their primary
referent objects, addressing the struggling people, who are voiceless and powerless (Kurylo, 2022).
Populists through discursive practices and making people as referent objects propagate a politics

of fear, urgency and exceptionality.

Context in which securitization occur was initially divided in two by Buzan: it might be security
sectors, where security issues are commonly addressed or historical contexts that might be linked
to the security threats (Balzacq et al., 2016). Balzacq, on the other hand, drawing from Schegloff
introduces proximate and a distal context: former includes specific circumstances, communication
and actors that contribute to the securitization process, whereas latter is things like social class,

regional, cultural settings (Balzacq, 2016, p.502).

The basic characteristics that Balzacq et al (2016) lists in the different approaches to securitization
are power relations, context and agency. Thus, the securitization process is always influenced by
the interplay of influence, authority, and control among various actors or entities, the context in

which they occur and the agency or capability of the actors involved.

As the European Parliament is one of the European Union’s institutions that has enormous
functions and one of the bodies which is directly elected through citizens and the European
parliamentary plenaries being an open debate where MEPs can argue and speak on the matter of
European issues and on behalf of their parties. The European Union as the “security governance”
(Lucarelli et al., 2021) serve as platform for aggregating prefernces and reaching mutual solutions,
generating legitimacy and acceptance for policies through consent. The concept of collective
securitization highlights the institutional framing and legitimization of threats. Meanwhile, the

EU's role is shaped by member states' collaborative discussions on defining threats and formulating
13



corresponding security policies. In this context the question of “who secures” was neglected in the
methodology of securitization, as the main questions are “who securitizes (securitizing actor), on
what issues (threats), for whom (referent object), why, with what results, and not least, under what

conditions” (Buzan et al., 1998, p.32).

Combining framing and securitization provides valuable insights into the aforementioned
questions. By discussing securitization in a more ‘all-inclusive’ manner, we can better understand
and address overarching securitization processes. (Watson, 2012; Pinto, 2014). It can also help to
understand issues such as audience acceptance and desecuritization, which are contested
nowadays. Therefore, through the qualitative content analysis and the integration of framing
analysis in the framework of “securitization as the work of framing,” this thesis is going to identify
frames present in the securitization of Russia, Russian agression by PiS and Fidesz in the European
Parliament. Furthermore, it will reveal divergences and convergences of security frames employed

by those parties.

The choice of examining PiS and Fidesz as case studies is justified, given that both parties, often
labeled as undergoing 'democratic backsliding', experienced strains in their relationships due to
the Ukraine conflict and their positions on Russia. While it was anticipated that this would be an
opportune moment for the European institutions to foster better relations with PiS, the voting
behavior and cooperation in the European parliament indicates that such a big change in the
cooperation of PiS and Fidesz didn’t happen. Instead, the voting behavior of two parties became
converged due to “Fidesz’s assertiveness” (Adam Holesch & Piotr Zagoérski, 2023). Moreover,
despite expectations of” the end of “Budapest-Warsaw axis” both parties have maintained similar

voting patterns in the Rule of Law (RoL) conflict, and still support each other” (Ibid, p.1180).

According to (Lucarelli et al.,) the interaction in the international organization such as the EU can
be considered as “recursive interaction — repeated bargaining substantive exchanges between a
security actor and its audience(member states) over the content and form of threats as well as the
policy responses appropriate to mitigating them”(Lucarelli et al., 2020. p.40). Sometimes, the
audience with their interpreations can shape the actor itself. As the international organizations such
as the EU can establish their own legal structures and communication tools. The European
Parliament Plenaries can be considered as such a tool for discussions on different topics, including
security. States can still partake in collective securitization by delegating authority to international
organizations, allowing designated agencies to handle securitization practices. Meanwhile, entities
within these organizations, like the European Parliament, play a crucial role in legitimizing and

shaping foreign and security agendas. Considering the relationship between the two countries and
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the dynamic nature of European Parliamentary Debates, the thesis primarily focuses on the
speeches of MEPs of these parties and their framings of Russia and the Russian agression.
However, factors like power dynamics and party politics might limit the research's ability to

capture the complete essence of framing in a broader context.
1.3 Research contributions

The research contributes to the broader field of securitization research in a way that this research
incorporated framing and securitization theory. Its empirical value stands in the identification of
frames and subsequent comparison between them, Additionally, it contributes to the understanding
of desecuritization frames, framing of the subject (guarantor of the security), and to a lesser extent
to the securitization by populist. Moreover, recency and the continuing state of the War in Ukraine,
the research also offers insights into evolving security perceptions within the shifting European
landscape. According to McDonald (2008), the Copenhagen School's Securitization Theory is
limited in its focus solely on the moment of intervention, neglecting the eventual construction of
threats. While this study doesn't delve into specific timeframes, it can highlight potential shifts in
security framings during the chosen timeframe. Study shows that designation of threats is not the
most important, rather showing the nuances of how these threats are perceived, responded to, and
even how they transform over time can help to understand the securitization acts securitization

process .

1.4 Thesis outline

The thesis has seven chapters. The first chapter is an introduction. In the second chapter, there's a
review of literature that first explains the Securitization theory in general and then dives into the
concept of "Securitization as the work of framing" which is a key idea in this work. This chapter
also covers European security topics, especially regarding relations between Russia and Poland-
PiS, and Hungary-Fidesz. The next section of the literature review touches on the methodology,
discussing the main techniques and how information was gathered. The fourth chapter presents the
results, dividing them into two main categories and stages of framing. Before concluding the thesis,
there's a discussion chapter that sheds light on the primary frames of securitization and

desecuritization.
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2. Literature Review

2.1 The Securitization Theory and beyond: Overview

Security studies evolving eventually from “strategic studies” and peace studies have undergone
significant changes. After the Cold War era, due to the emergence of threats from a variety of
sources the security studies were expanded. It was changed from a traditional security
understanding of a state-centric perspective to assessing the threats of other dimensions like
individual and non-state actors (Huysmans, 1998, p.479-505) Emphasizing the central role of the
speech act, act Buzan and Waver developed a theory of securitization, the so-called Copenhagen

School of Security.

The Copenhagen School constructs the securitization framework from a constructivist viewpoint,
which explains that language not only represents the real world but can also create the social reality
it strives to depict (Stepka, 2020, p.18). The Copenhagen School looked at security from the
perspective of social construct, which is created through the securitization process. Moreover,
“using a constructivist operational method it tries to distinguish the process of securitization from
that of politicization.” (Buzan et al.., 1998, p. 5). Thus, by employing a constructivist operational
method, the school aims to differentiate securitization from politicization. One crucial aspect
highlighted by the Copenhagen School is the intersubjective nature of securitization. It emphasizes
that threats and security are not objectively defined but rather is subject to negotiation and
agreement among relevant actors “Securitization theory’s intersubjective nature — the idea that
threats and security are defined ‘among the subjects’ (Buzan et al., 1998 p.31) — which stands in
sharp contrast to other security theories” (Coté, 2016, p. 541).

The securitization field inspired much security research; Different sectors of the security have their
specific actors, things they consider as threats, and vulnerabilities (ways they can be harmed).
However, despite these differences, they all follow a similar process when it comes to defining
what is a security issue. The securitization theory was applied to various publications working in
the scope of securitization, such as "The Global War on Terror" by Buzan (2006), on migration
studies (Huysmans, 2000; Bourbeau, 2011), and to minority rights (Roe, 2004; Jutila, 2006).
Additionally, its scope included a variety of fields, such as the environment (Trombetta, 2006;

2010;), migration, and health.
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2.1.2 Criticisms of the School

Although it inspired research in different domains, it has faced numerous criticisms of the School,
one of which is McDonald(2008) who researched the narrowness of the securitization framework,
he states that “the framework is narrow in three senses that 1) the narrowness of the definition of
the construction of security by focusing on the speech acts by powerful actors; 2); the context of
the act: focus on the time of intervention only: the construction of it over time is not theorized; 3)
the nature of the act is defined only in terms of designation of threats”  (McDonald, 2008, p.
563). Another criticism of limitations was related to the gender issues aspects and audience
(Balzacq, 2010; Hansen, 2000). Balzacq and Guzzini, in their study, examine numerous
interpretations of securitization. They list the Copenhagen School with its emphasis on
intersubjectivity and the role of speech act; the role of practices versus language in securitization;
the limited social mechanism of securitization; and debates regarding the proper treatment of

contextual factors in securitization theory (Balzacq et al.,2014, p.96-98).

2.1.3 The process of securitization

According to the Copenhagen School, securitization is the process by which an issue is presented
as an existential threat, which requires emergency measures and priority over all other issues. Once
a securitization actor makes a securitizing move by articulating a security issue as an existential
threat, it can be accepted or rejected by the audience. If accepted, it can be considered successful,
which means a special right to handle it using extraordinary measures. Therefore, an issue being

securitized goes through the process of securitization (Buzan et al., 1998).

Overall, securitization raises the issue of "who securitizes what, from whom, why, and under what
circumstances?" (Buzan, Waever&Wilde, 1998, p. 32). Consequently, it incorporates the concepts
of speech acts, exceptionality, extraordinary measures, threats, and referent object. The
securitization process itself consists of three main components to understand the process of
securitization: a speech act, the logic of exception, and actor-audience interaction. Thus it uses
language as a form of action, creates exceptions to normal politics, making it existential, and the
interaction between makers of security claims and who receives them (Stepka, 2020). While this
perspective is comprehensive, P. Bourbeau’s examination introduces a nuanced layer. He identifies
two logics of the securitization process: “1) the logic of exception which requires exceptional
measures in times of existential threats, 2) the logics of routine which entails dealing with threat
through routinized and patterned practices, carried out by bureaucrats and security professionals”

( Bourbeau, 2014). He reveals that both logics are present in empirical studies with two essential
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commonalities that are incomplete in isolation: security performance (a process of doing
something) and path dependence (previous decisions, historical events that have occurred in the

past) (Bourbeau, 2014).

2.1.4 A speech act

A speech act theory was invented by Austin(1955) and J.Searle; the theory is based on the idea
that “language can serve performative act and also it can change the social reality in the context of
which the speech is delivered” (Austin, 1989). Waver prioritizes language, characterizing it in
such a way that language itself constitutes a security. “in his initial articulations of the concept,
Weaver defined security as a ‘speech act’, with securitization referring to that form of linguistic
representation that positioned a particular issue as an existential threat ” (McDonald, 2008, p. 566).
Buzan (1998, 26-33) defines speech acts as ‘securitizing moves’ that became securitizations
through audience consent. However, McDonald disagrees with this idea of the centrality of
language, explaining it with two arguments: 1) the importance of images; 2) the importance of
bureaucratic practices or physical acts (McDonald, 2008). Later contributions to the theory
emphasized the speech act not as the sole source of the securitization process but as a component
of intersubjective security construction. A speech act itself does not produce security, but it is
considered a securitizing move (Stepka, 2022; p.29). Criticizing a speech act Hansen also argues
that sometimes those parties that are in danger choose to remain silent, therefore emphasizing that
focusing only on speech act makes the CS is not critical enough  .(Hansen, 2000). Although,
other practices than language can be important, the importance of language in the intersubjective
environments as the EU is vital. It remains a crucial tool through language shared understanding,
communication, decision-making takes place. Contrary to the speech act, S.Guzzini (Guzzini,
2015) asserts, "security can mean de/mobilization of the inherent logic, grammar, and discourses
of security ." He places history at the center of the discourse. Therefore, the securitization process
necessitates a historical analysis of the central concept and inherent grammar logic in the security

discourse.

2.1.5 Referent objects

According to Buzan's perspective, referent objects are entities that face a real threat to their
existence and have a valid reason to safeguard their survival. In other words, these are things that
are genuinely at risk and have a legitimate basis for taking measures to ensure their continued
presence. (Buzan et al., 1998) According to McDonald, in the securitization framework, security

is closely tied to threat designation. (McDonald, 2008, p.567) As a result, the security issue can be
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framed as a threat to a state, culture, human rights, value, or to a specific process, etc. In addition,
different security sectors can have different referent objects depending on the context. The issue
of “us” versus “them” also arises here. Spreling and Webber’s collective securitization challenges
state’s role as the referent object and its neglect of processes by which states collectively engage
in securitization around common concerns (Bengtsson, Rhinard, 2019). Although state can be the
major example that act as an actor and referent object, in collective securitization, which is also
considered as “middle scale” can also “obtain the status of referent object”. “In the EU framework
the referent object can be the EU itself or goals in the European Neighbourhood,, the European
constellation of norms and rules governing and shaping the preferred international
order”(Sperling&Webber, 2020, p.43). Therefore, in the EU framework “a distinction between EU
and national referent objects gives rise to political divisions among actors, dividing the securitizing
audience” (Hoffman&Staeger, 2019) They explain that because of the holding a different frame
or prioritization of national referent objects will contest the securitization process after it was

implemented.

2.1.6 Contextual factors

In order to gain a comprehensive understanding of the securitization process it is necessary to
consider factors beyond the discursive approach such as historical context, power relations,
etc. The securitization theory fails to explain why certain threat representations resonate with
particular communities and how power dynamics, including history, power, and other factors,
influence the process of "speaking security" (McDonald, 2008, p. 2). Contextual factors can play
an important role in order to understand how security works in different contexts, this may include
the factors such as history, culture, and identity. Therefore, he states that “ultimately, those
interested in the construction of security must pay attention to the social, political and historical
contexts in which particular discourses of security (even those defined narrowly in terms of the
designation and articulation of threat) become possible” (McDonald, 2008, p. 573). In addition,
Guzzini(Guzinni, 2015, p.17) highlights “the importance of history in a way that securitization can
be seen in the unintended and unconscious effects of the discourse of security”. Therefore,
securitization process due to its emphasis on speech acts and intersubjectivity cannot not be fully

grasped outside history and culture.
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2.1.7 Securitizing actor

There are many debates on the idea that securitizing actor should be only political elites and who
should be the voices of construction of security. Waever argues that as the securitization itself is
about states, then the securitization itself can be made by institutional power (Waever,1995;
Buzan,1998). The Copenhagen School (CS) focuses almost exclusively on sovereign and elite
politics(Bourbeau, 2014). Later on, defining the limitations of the Copenhagen School's
description of the securitization process in relation to security actors as the possibility of additional
actors, such as external actors (Léonard& Kaunert, 2022); functional actors (R.Floyd,
2021)). Political actors can be securitizing actor as they have authority to speak on behalf of
people; state representatives in the international organizations “delegate their authority”, further
they may engage with the organization’s entities in the practice of
securitization(Sperling&Webber, p. 39). Although, the EU can securitize the issues on the
European level, it’s actorness still “derived from the participation of member states in a generative

process of interaction” (Ibid., p.28).

2.1.8 Audience

The connectivity of a speaker and audience was emphasized on the later collaborative of works by
Buzan in the context of intersubjective conceptualization of security and the role of the audience
and a speaker in negotiating the implementation of security measures. (Stritzel, 2014, p. 13) The
role of the audience in securitization theory is unclear, as it was left out at the start of presenting
the framework of securitization, while the securitizing actor acquired prominence. By focusing on
the interaction and communication tools it helps to better understand how groups define an issue.
By further, during the communicative process deciding on a collective interpretation can produce
different interpretations and conflicting views on what constitutes a security (Stritzel, 2014, p.30).
The interaction the actor and audience may involve different perspectives and ideas about security,
therefore not leaving the question of “what is the security threat” to only one actor (C6té, 2016).
Vuori(2008) suggests that the audience can be whoever that can contribute to the security actor’s
security agenda in the securitization process: as a support or legitimize policies, exceptional
measures, and provide resources. On the other hand, in collective securitization an audience and
securitizing actor’s distinction is blurred as by Sperling and Webber(2018) “the audience
collectively is the securitizing actor”(Floyd, 2020, p.204). Moreover, Floyd (2020, P.204) state that
in the collective securitization audience does not involve external actors, instead the audience is
“constitutive” of the securitizing actor. However, it can be argued that the audience in the face of
member states can have their own audience, even if it’s recursive interaction. In some cases, as

20



populist, authoritarian regimes trying to shape the common EU security discourses refer to the

people.

2.1.9 Desecuritization

The securitization theory itself started with the concept of desecuritisation, with the “the analysis
of desecuritising practices which would undermine the inherent bias of security discourses”
(Guzzini, 2015, p.7). Desecuritization refers to the process of removing an issue from the realm of
security or reducing its salience as a security concern. Waver (1995) also suggests that “it is
possible to intentionally de-securitize issues by reframing them in non-security terms, or by
promoting alternative approaches to addressing them. Similarly, he suggests that de-securitization
involves challenging established narratives and promoting alternative discourses that emphasize
cooperation, dialogue, and non-violent conflict resolution. By paying close attention to the
language used to describe security issues, Waver suggests that it is possible to identify
opportunities for promoting more peaceful and constructive approaches to international relations”
(Wever, 1995). Thus, he points out that sometimes critics see the only way of dealing with a
problem is to maximize security, however there can be other ways of dealing with a problem, not
in security ways. They can put peace and economic development as a treatment to that problem,
thus broadening the security problem to other areas as economic and social issues, therefore

desecuritizing them.

2.2 “Securitization as the work of framing”

Framing-centered reading of security theory opens the framework to a more political
understanding of security, as there can be multiple security interpretations that are negotiated and
contested by relevant actors (Stgpka, 2020). The concept of the securitization process is central to
this study, but its multiple interpretations make it difficult to completely grasp it. The concept of

"securitization as the work of framing" will therefore be fundamental to this study.

The Copenhagen School's application to empirical research was hardened by its initial reading. It
is made it problematic to apply because of the interdependent ways of making sense of information
and events in the highly politicized environment. Thus, it refers to the idea that sense-making is a
dynamic process influenced by various actors. (Stgpka, 2020, p.34 ) In response, Stepka, In his
book “Identifying Security Logics in the EU Policy Discourse” proposes to view securitization as
a process of framing. Thus, it’ll show various ways of interpreting of the problem from a security

perspective. (Stgpka, 2020) Using the securitization framework along with framing, Rychnovska
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(2014, p.17)emphasizes the intersubjective element of securitization by defining framing as an
active, subjective, and dynamic process within securitization. Indeed, security problem
securitization and framing are both subjective. Framing is a dynamic process that is also linked to
agency: it also determines how a security issue is understood, which in turn influences actions and

policies.

The key base of the framework of “securitization as the work of framing” approach of the
securitization framework is 1) it is aimed at combining all of the security-related perceptions into
one common set of interpretations; 2) instead of focusing only on exceptionalism, he proposes to
consider of multiple logics of security and interpretations; 3) dynamic negotiations between and
within the groups of relevant agents involved in the process, engaging in iterative dialogue and
response; 4) the broader perspective of acceptance with the concepts of discourse
structuration(certain interpretations become dominant), institutionalization (incorporation of
discourses in the practices and policies) (Stepka, 2020, p. 93-121). The European Parliamentary
Debates are a useful resource for understanding how certain parties frame security issues, further
contributing to the particular securitization process. From the interpretation of the author‘s
understanding of the connection between framing and securitization, both securitization theory
and framing theory acknowledge that societal actors construct problems or threats through their
use of language and discourse. However, securitization theory specifically focuses on the dynamics
of security construction and the implications that arise from framing a particular issue as a security
concern. It also illustrates how parties participate in the 'discourse structuration' and
"institutionalization ' that can contribute to a shared understanding of the securitization process. 5)
Embedded security: the context in which securitization takes place is very important. As different
parties have varied ideas about security, they take their unique interpretations in the securitization
process. Therefore, when we think about how words are used, we also have to think about how
different parties, actors interpret security. Overall, "securitization as the work of framing"
emphasizes the importance of different actors, ideas, and interests being involved in "policy
framing," multiple framings of security (how different sides see what they want to protect, what is
being protected, and the threats they face), discussions and negotiations between actors and

audiences, the politics of acceptance, and embedded security.

“The diagnosis and evaluation processes are crucial for gaining a deeper understanding of how a
security issue is identified and addressed.” (Stgpka, 2020, p. 94) Diagnosis is the process of naming
and identifying the problem, its origin, and what makes it dangerous. Evaluation, on the other
hand, refers to how the threat affects the referent object, as well as the threat's consequences and

who should be held accountable and blamed. (Stgpka, 2020, p.94) The final aspect of the approach
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is the concept of remedial action. It consists of the procedures and measures necessary to counter

the threat.

Using the concept of "securitization as framing work," this work will investigate how Law and
Justice Party (PiS) and Fidesz frame Russian threat in the context of the War in Ukraine. Both
countries are members of the European Union and are classified as Central and Eastern European
countries; in addition, they are both the main ruling parties of their countries. Both countries are
well-known for their Euroscepticism, and they share a similar history in relation to Russia.
However, both have a different perception of the Russian threat and approach to Russia, which
became clear starting from the annexation of Crimea. However, the War in Ukraine made both
parties separate their path and distance from each other due to different approaches to the situation.
As the war in Ukraine is one of the most important issues on the European Union's agenda, it will
be interesting to examine how parties like PiS and Fidesz, which take different approaches to the
securitization of Russia and the war in Ukraine, frame those issues, thus securitizing Russia in the
European Parliament. Thus, answering to my main question, 1) How do PiS and Fidesz securitize
Russia and the Russian aggression in the context of the European Parliament? It will be assessed
by understanding how they diagnose the problem (what the threat is), whom they blame, the impact
of specific categories of threats on security referent objects, and what remedial actions they
propose to address the issue. It will assist in understanding where both parties' divergences and

convergences are and how they affect the common European securitization process.

2.3 From Past to Present: Understanding the Progression of Relations with Russia as a

contextual factor

To understand how PiS and Fidesz securitize Russia in the context of the European Parliament,
first, it is necessary to understand the place of Russia in European security. Therefore, this
section is going to explore the evaluation of Russian and EU relations starting from the
dissolution of the Soviet Union till nowadays. First, it will explain the evolution of European
security, the EU-Russia relationship as well as the evolution of the securitization of Russia in the
EU. Further, it’ll move to the individual cases of Poland and Hungary, eventually narrowing the

scope of securitization of Russia by PiS and Fidesz.

2.3.1 The Evolution of EU-Russia Relations and the Securitization of Russia in the

European Union

2.3.1.1 Dynamics and Fluctuations: A History of Russia-EU Relations, 1992-2014
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Haukkala divides EU-Russia relations into three phases. "First phase is described in the
immediate aftermath of the Cold War from 1992 to 1994, which was characterized by relative
optimism and setting up of cooperative structures” (Haukkala, 2015, p.27). "The second phase,
from 1994 to 2000, was a much more strained era that will be labeled as 'the time of troubles”
(Haukkala, 2015, p.27). According to Smith (2014), during the first Chechen War, the EU still
considered Russia as a country in transition and took a softer stance. However, the War showed
also that there is a gap in the matter of common values with Russia. Thus it was obvious that the
integration and cooperation process would be complicated. Eventually, the second Chechen War
showed that this gap is real, and Putin’s presidency only supported this argument” (Smith, 2014,
p. 172). "The third period from 2000 onwards, the Putin era(s), is a hybrid era beginning with a
more optimistic note but one that did not result in a genuine partnership" (Haukkala, 2015, p.
27). During 2000s the Orange Revolution of 2004 in Ukraine and the Georgian War in 2008
happened. “The Kremlin became hostile towards the involvement of the EU in the revolution in
Ukraine, further the Georgian War made the EU enhance its security in the Eastern
Neighborhood through the EaP. All of this has significantly strained the EU-Russia relations”
(David et al., 2011). Overall, before the Ukraine crisis, there were up and downs in the
relationship between the EU and Russia, at first, the EU was willing to create great cooperation,

but Russia refused to compromise with the EU’s conditions.
2.3.1.2 The Ukraine Crisis

The crisis in Ukraine, which started in 2014, led to the annexation of Crimea and Russia’s
military involvement in Eastern Ukraine in the Donbas War, which began in April 2014.
Haukkala defines the crisis in Ukraine “as a culmination of the negative trends in the relationship
of'the EU and Russia.” (Haukkala, 2015, p. 33) There were many reasons which led to this crisis.
However, the focal point was the signing of Association Agreements. During the crisis, the EU
took measures in the framework of the European strategy. “It focused on the period between
February 2014 and December 2015. The European strategy during the Ukraine crisis aimed at
coercing Russia into leaving Ukraine without escalating the conflict or overtly damaging
relations with Russia.” However, it gave limited success of the European strategy in Ukraine,
because of “fundamental asymmetry of interests™ (Scazierri, 2017, p.23). Response from the EU
was freezing Russia from International meetings, three-tier sanctions, and signing of the
Association AgreementAA in order to support the new Ukrainian government. Brussels also tried

to facilitate dialogue between Ukraine and Russia (Haukkala, 2015, p. 33).
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The reasons why Russia started all of those activities many scholars as a means for Russia to

defend its sphere of influence from Western encroachments (Haukkala, 2015; Casier, 2016 ).
2.3.1.3 The War in Ukraine: ‘defining moment’ of the Securitization of Russia

“On February 24, 2022, Russia invaded Ukraine. Although there was previous aggression from
the Russian side, the scale and brutality of this invasion is huge. The war in Ukraine is ongoing
and may last for years; therefore, drawing definitive conclusions is premature, and the security
implications of the war will have long-term global consequences.”(H, Dijkstra, 2022, p.464) The
starting of the War has been questioned by many scholars, there were several explanations of the
war. Some of the researchers identified NATO’s enlargement (Mearsheimer, 2022; Walt, 2022);
Gotz and Staun found out that Ukraine’s drift toward NATO was seen as a threat by Russia;

some of them related it to the individual Putin’s worldviews (Torbakov, 2022).

Amidst the maelstrom, the European Union didn’t remain silent. A month after the War, The EU
unveiled the Security Strategic Compass for security and defence. It highlighted the responsibility
of the Russian government for aggressive and revisionist actions that directly threatened the
European security order and the safety of European citizens” (European Council, 2022b cited in

Bosse, 2022, p.535).

Bosse examining the EU’s response to the War, states “that the War had a significant reformulation
of security interest among EU members, especially, there was a need to reassess their stance
towards Russia”(Bosse, 2022, p.535). Regarding measures taken by member-states, there was
unexpected agreement among member states, although there were structural changes and
reformulation of security preferences following the invasion. The analysis by Bosse(2022) utilized
a norms-based approach to understand the unexpected agreement among member states,
considering the context of structural external change and reformulation of security preferences
following the invasion. Examining this approach, Bosse states that “discussions on rights-based
norms were intertwined with values-based norms of European solidarity, identity, and moral
obligations toward fellow Europeans” (Bosse, 2022, p.542). It can show that connection between
rights-based norms and values-based obligations was crucial in generating agreement among
member states, as arguments based solely on rights may not have been as persuasive without the
reference to shared values and a sense of responsibility towards fellow Europeans. “This event
made countries in the EU rethink what they consider important for their safety and adjust their

stances accordingly”’(Bosse, 2022, p. 540).
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One of the recent researches on the matters of the EU and Ukraine War was conducted by Daniel
Fiott. Fiott(2023) analyzes the theoretical perspectives of neo-functionalism and new
intergovernmentalism in understanding EU defense integration and explores how the war in
Ukraine has influenced the dynamics between supranational and intergovernmental institutions. It
highlights that the EU defense policy stays intergovernmental, where EU Member States control
security and defense matters. This means that decisions related to defense policy are still primarily
made at the national level (Fiott, 2023, 457). Another research also made in the field of EU
integration and the War in Ukraine examines the bellicist theories of integration. It found out that
the War didn’t prove Bellicist theory. Instead, it has a trend toward a central alliance. He states that
“functional” and “political” conditions didn’t happen due to the diverse interests and complexity
of integrating defense, energy, and fiscal policies and due to the differing perceptions of threats,
priorities, and the role of the EU in security matters (Genschel et al., 2023, p. 356). Questioning
the EU’s actorness in the War, Costa& Barbe(2023) explaining the fragmented nature of the EU,
they categorize six worldviews: nationalism, Atlanticism, Europeanism, embracers, and resisters
of fragmentation. The conflict in Ukraine has revealed divisions between Eastern and Western
member states within the European Union (EU)(Gaida, 2020). European security cooperation and
cohesion are affected by the divergent perspectives and approaches of EU member states,

especially the second-guessing of decisions made by larger EU member states.

Russia's behavior in the war against Ukraine has exposed previously unknown aspects of how
security is maintained in Europe. Specifically, it has shown that nuclear deterrence and the
intentional targeting of cities play a role in the European security framework. Additionally,
“Support for national nuclear-weapons programs among citizens in Central and Eastern European
countries is also higher than expected for states putatively protected by the US nuclear umbrella”

(Bollfrass, Herzog, 2022, p.22).

“In the case of energy security, the War in Ukraine has had a big impact on it (J.Osicka, 2022) and
forced the EU to reconsider its energy security fully (McWilliams et al., 2023). According to Virgos
and Marin (2022), the EU started renegotiating energy agreements with non-democratic regimes.
They explain this step, believing that “the EU answer has been framed by political realism. It is
true that they have asserted the need to cooperate within institutional channels, as well as respect
a rules-based world order in their response (Way, 2022), but the intra and extra-bloc actions speak

about a different course.”
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2.3.2 Poland and the Russian Threat

Today, major political events in the international arena pose a significant threat to the European
Union, including Poland, which sees Russia as a threat. Poland was a huge country in the 16-17'
century creating a Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. However, in the result of War and partitions
it territory was decreased (Zieba, 2020). This part of the history is crucial for understanding the
roots of the Russian threat in Poland as Poland’s aims of bringing civilization to the East was
stopped by Russia. “The image of Russia in Polish national identity can be explained as negative.
In Polish politics and culture, Russia is often presented as a country of lower civilization and a
threat to Poland” (Zarycki, 2004, p. 595). Further, this negative perception of Russia was
exacerbated by deportations of the Polish population during the Second World War (Zigba, 2020,
p. 16). The interwar period of Polish-Russian relations can be described as mistrust and invasion
and partition of Poland by USSR and Nazi Germany further deepened this negative perception of
Russia. Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, signed by USSR and Nazi Germany in 1939, was a secret
protocol with the aim of invading and dividing its territory. Further, it was revealed that in 1940
NKVD had murdered about 22000 war prisoners. It was called Katyn Massacres. “In the 1990s,
Poland demanded an accounting in the Katyn massacre. However, it was left only in the framework

of Polish - Russian dialogue” (Zigba, 2020, p. 61).

This historical backdrop helps to explain why today's current government has a complex relations
with Russia and sees it as a threat, despite PiS’s Euroscepticism and critical stance towards the
EU. Expanding on this historical context, Zarycki(2004) explains this negative approach to Russia
not in history but from the perspective of Polish national identity. First and foremost, he contends
that it can be described as the manifestation of two peripheral regions in relation to the broadly
defined West. Secondly, images of Russia at the sub-national (social groups), national, and
supranational levels. He claims that at the subnational level, leftist groups are less radical toward
Russia. Concentrating on Poland’s “uses of Russia,” he indicates five negative images of Russia
and among them: European identity(Europe-Asia divide, “othering” silencing the Russian
influence); unifying threat(the image of Russia as a threat and Poland as unity); as an area of
exclusive expertise of Poles(expertise and understanding of “the nature of Russia*) (Zarycki, 2004,
p.- 599). The main historical narratives, such as “Poland as the bulwark of Europe” depicts Poland
as a defender of the West against the perceived barbarism of the East. What’s more,
Mayblin(2016), examining Poland through a postcolonial lens, argues that there is a triple
relationship becomes apparent in Polish axes. One of them is a complex relationship with Russia,
which cannot be reduced to a simple case of colonialism. Secondly, there is a countervailing

relation to "the West" as an alternative ideological hegemon. Despite of othering Russia, Polish
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attitudes towards Eastern European countries such as Ukraine and Belarus are also complex,
positioning them “lower” in relation to the West. “The narrative on the Borderlands is also reflected
in the feeling of responsibility, emotional attachments (‘lost homeland’) and, in turn, a paternalistic
approach towards these regions which could be taught by Poland how to become European
(especially Ukraine)” (Mayblin et al., 2016, p. 68). Zarycki's analysis of negative images of Russia
in Polish national identity aligns with Mayblin's observation of the complex relationship between

Poland and Russia, as well as the countervailing relation to "the West."

2.3.3 The Poland-Russia relationship after 1989

In 1989, the Round Table Talks between the ruling party and the opposition led to the development
of democracy. After the events of 1989, as the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Poland found itself
in a new environment, sharing borders with different countries. The geopolitical location of Poland
between East and West made it “an advanced defense post of the Atlantic community” and a
“bridge between East and West economic cooperation” (Zigba, 2020, page 17). The Katyn
massacre was one of the most controversial topics in Polish society, and Poland demanded
accountability from Russia but was met with indifference. Moreover, according to Zigba (2020),
“The repeated abuse of the memory of tragic episodes and processes allows politicians to pillory
Russia in international public opinion.» (Zigba, 2020, p. 61). This kind of involvement in memory

politics and other issues soured already weak relationship between Russia and Poland.

Although PiS came to power in 2005, it had been advocating for a harsher policy toward Russia
since 1991. They chose a strategic policy with the United States while straining their relationship
with Russia. However, when the Civic Platform came to power in 2007, the tense relations were
softened by building pragmatic relations with Moscow: several events by the Russian side, such
as admitting historical injustices, have helped to soften the relationship between Russia and
Poland. However, the 2010 Smolensk plane crash created a significant impact on the relationship
between Poland and Russia. The crash led to expressions of support from the Russian side, which
initially seemed to provide an opportunity for cooperation. Following Donald Tusk's cabinet
several events were held to foster understanding between the two countries. However, internal
dynamics in Poland, including criticism of the population and PIS, both criticized, hindered the
efforts to establish cooperation. The election of Andrzej Duda in 2015 gave wings to PiS, with the
de facto power laying in the hands of PiS chairman Jarostaw Kaczynski (Zieba, 2020, p. 34). Its
second term in power was accompanied by nationalistic, populistic, and Euro-skeptic foreign
policies: “The most important new phenomena in the foreign policy of the PiS government are:
(a) the bi-lateralization and militarization of security policy based on the strategic partnership with
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the US; (b) Euroskepticism: anti-Brussels posturing and disputes with Germany and France; (c)
Poland’s nationalistic and great-power approach to Russia; and (d) Three Seas Initiative as a dream
of Poland’s greatness» Zieba(2021, 11) defines a difference between Polish illiberalism from
others with its combination with nationalism. They have focused on bilateral ties with the US,
leading to increased militarization and criticism from European countries. PiS also criticized the
previous government's relations with Germany and Russia, seeing them as a "German-Russian
condominium.”" Along with criticism of the European Union, Zigba(2020) highlights that in
addition to criticizing the European Union, PiS has made efforts to shift the political system

towards authoritarianism and nationalism.

2.3.4 European Security and Poland

As one of the largest countries among Eastern European countries, Poland takes a huge place in
shaping and safeguarding European security, especially in the case of the Eastern Europe. Poland’s
strategic documents as the Political- Strategic Directive, the Defense Doctrine, Assumptions of the
Polish Security Policy, and the Polsih Security and Defense Strategy, recognized a link between

international and national security, highlighting participation in European security processes.

Poland’s foreign policy has always concentrated on the importance of national security due to
historical events of the past. This makes Poland a keen to understand the importance of security.
Poland’s strategic culture can be described as ‘“solely focusing on the Russian military
intervention, a focus on territorial defense, less experience with coalitions of the willing, a
somewhat flexible approach to international law, and the United States as its key strategic partner”
(Doeser&Eidenfalk, 2019, p. 6). Although for years it’s challenging to compete with larger states
in the European security realm, Poland has always strived to assume leadership among the Eastern
European countries. The country’s historical context, geographical proximity, and membership in
the EU and NATO make Poland an important player in ensuring European security, especially now
during the War in Ukraine (Garnett, 2016). Although it could be a leader of Eastern European
security, in the initial steps of joining the EU role of Poland was critical; lacking a clear policy

towards the East, it mostly concentrated on the idea of “return to Europe” (Garnett, 2016).

The ruling party of Poland Law and Justice (PiS) considers “nation is the fundamental organizing
principle... According to PiS, the two most important features of a fully-fledged nation are
sovereignty and empowerment” (Balcer et al., 2016) PiS's emphasis on national sovereignty and
empowerment has created conflicts with the European Commission and other Western partners.

For instance, in its electoral campaign, PiS used the migration crisis framing as a matter of national
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and cultural security. It incorporated some policies that securitized the immigration and asylum
issue. (Witold, 2017) The populistic practices of PiS have also influenced its foreign policy.
According to Cadier(2021), the foreign policy of populistic parties, to some extent, can be created
through "'politics of representation,’ defined both in terms of meaning production and theatrical
performance." He claims that populist policies were implemented less frequently toward US and
Russia, resulting in securitization and viewing the EU as a threat. Overall, PiS’s approach to Russia
is rooted in countering Russian assertiveness, but at the same time, it perceives the EU as another

threat to its sovereignty.

In the context of European security, Uzewicz et al. (2021) explore PiS’s skepticism towards the
European Union’s Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP) only underscores the idea of
criticism of the EU; they argue that Poland’s engagement in the CSDP has consistently fallen short
due to the weakness of the CSDP itself and Poland emphasizes on guarantees by NATO.

Regarding energy security, Poland was less dependent on Russian gas than other European
countries.”2015 -2017, Poland was dependent on gas imported from Russia for about 7.2—-5.6% of
its energy needs” (Zigba, 2020, p. 76) Poland always had an idea of diversifying its energy in order
to be independent of Russian energy. Polish governments considered Russian energy policy in
Europe as a source of Russian blackmailing and referred to it as a “gas weapon* (Zigba, 2020, p.

77)
2.3.5 Ukraine crisis and PiS

“In 2014, when Russia annexed Crimea and attacked Donbas, Poland’s narrative about Russia as
the most direct threat to Europe’s security gained traction across Europe” (Buras u Balcer, 2030,
p. 6). Although PiS criticized the previous government for lacking coherent policies towards
Russia and Ukraine, by 2016, it didn’t have its own policy on this matter (Balcer et al., 2016).
“...despite the routine assurances of the continuation of the eastern policy, there has been up to
now a lack of any initiatives from the PiS government on the matter of policy relation” (Przybylski,

2018, p. 59).

On the other hand, starting from the Ukraine crisis Poland put significant effort into helping
Ukraine since Ukraine was very crucial for its Eastern territory; therefore, it advocated for
Ukraine’s acceptance to the EU. In 2015 Ukraine crisis was an object of election, further, Poland
reclaimed an active role in Ukraine policy. However, it opposed the EU. The reaction was
immediately, almost instinctively, to interpret the war as an existential threat—for Ukraine, for
Poland, for Central and Eastern Europe, and Europe as a whole. In PiS’s assessment, the threat
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emanating from Russia was multi-faceted (a direct military threat, an energy security crisis, and
potential long-lasting economic consequences and further political destabilization of the region)
and to some extent, hybrid warfare, which came as a strategic surprise for the Polish leadership,
reinforced the belief in further Russian aggression and that Poland should prioritize territorial
defense (Koziej, 2014). In addition, it was considered as medium- and long-term, devastating for

their rule and prospects in parliamentary elections in 2023. (Kopper et al., 2023)

2.3.6 Hungary’s foreign policy and Russia

Hungary, along with the rest of the post-communist countries in Eastern and Central Europe, has
a troublesome history with Russia, as well as a connection to Russia in terms of economic and
energy relations and in terms of diverged party stances toward Moscow. (Deak, 2023) From a
historical point of view, it is reasonable to assume that Hungarians, like the population of many
other Central and Eastern European countries will likely have a negative attitude toward
Russia. “A string of Russian military actions against Hungary’s autonomy struggles (1849, 1956),
communist dictatorships in the 20th century (the Hungarian Soviet Republic, the Rakosi system,
and later the Kadar system), and the experience of decades-long Soviet occupation obviously
worked against a deepening of positive feelings towards Russia» (Gydri et al., 2015, p.52). During
the 19th century, Hungary had particular concerns about Russian influence due to the rise of Pan-
Slavism and Russia's influence on Slavic minorities. This further fueled Hungary’s fears of
Russian influence as a potential encroachment to their independence (Gyoéri et al., 2015, p.52).
Later in 1920, The Treaty of Trianon was signed, which had significant implications for Hungary
as it led to the creation of the country's modern territorial borders. Another crucial element that
might influence Hungary’s fears and perception of the Russian threat was the Soviet occupation
in 1944-1945. “..... After World War II, Hungary fell under Soviet occupation and became a
satellite state within the Soviet sphere of influence. The Red Army did have a significant presence
in Hungary, and Soviet troops were stationed in the country. » This emphasized the Soviet
dominance over Hungarian affairs and the extent of Soviet control (Siikdsd, 2022, p. 168). In 1956
Hungary witnessed a national uprising that holds a significant place in its history. It was met with
brutal force as Soviet troops crushed the rebellion resulting in the deaths and injuries of thousands.
Later, instead of fostering national unity, these events became a source of political polarization.
“After 1989, political actors used 1956 to set out and decode and expose opponents’ motivation.
Therefore, they made out of historical data on national unity into a source of political polarization.
It led to the fractured understanding of the 1989 transition and weakening Hungarian democracy”
(Seleny, 2014). One of these parties was Fidesz, which at the time, opposed communists and made

use of the events of 1956 for political purposes. This resulted in the fragmentation of historical
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understanding of the past and the polarization of parties. The fragmented understanding of the past,

stemming from the events of 1956, contributed to the fracturing of Hungarian historical memory.

2.3.7 Hungary — Russia relations after 1989

In the mid-2000s, the relationship between Russia and Hungary was limited and cautious, with
reservations on both sides (Feledy, 2015). The 2008 Foreign Relations Strategy emphasizes that
NATO guarantees the country's security, while the EU plays a significant role in broader security
terms. Although Hungarian Former Foreign Minister Kovacz justified Hungary’s decision to join
NATO by explaining that it is driven by the need for security and stability, some scholars argued
that the Russian threat played a role in shaping the security concerns of Central and Eastern
European countries, including Hungary (Varga, 2009; Schimmelfenning, 1998; Valki, 1998). One
of the salient issues of national security was the Hungarian minorities residing outside, which
raised conc