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[bookmark: _Toc502824171]Abstract
Russian fake news (RFN) has  been characterized as a grave threat to European states by EU decision makers and elites (EUDME) requiring far reaching solutions. I argue that this reaction to RFN by EUDME is massively disproportionate to the actual threat it poses. Securitization theory offers the ability to read against the grain and interpret the reaction by European decision makers and elites and understand motives and interests. Through the convergence of actors with their interests in structures of power relations, a structure of securitization is created from which discourse, tools and practices emerge. The securitization framework offers a clear understanding of the motivations, interests, power, incentives and struggles that occur in a structure of RFN securitization. Through the expansion and linking of the structure to other security issues, actors are able to achieve what would otherwise be nearly impossible.
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1. [bookmark: _Toc502824172]Introduction
Russian fake news is a threat to society, or so we are made to think by EU decision makers and elites. As a threat to democracy or to the Western society as a whole, the notion has become that Russian fake news undermines the foundations of our society (Conley et al. 2016; Euronews, 2016). Moreover, Russian fake news has been branded part of hybrid warfare or cyber warfare, making it a military threat. Through fake news, state related or sponsored media outlets such as Sputnik, RIA Novosti or RT claim to offer the other side of the story, contrary to mainstream outlets. With it, there is an attempt to create internal division within the European Union. Often this entails the highlighting of EU deficiencies, mistakes, or blatantly lying to sow confusion. Russian fake news is said to use present divides within the EU; be it through culture, economic or religious traits, to further tensions (Euronews, 2016; Conley, et al. 2016). Key political actors throughout the EU and allied states have highlighted the danger that Russian fake news (hence forth RFN) poses to Western society and has been portrayed as a multi-faceted threat which must be dealt with in order to safeguard society. Furthermore, elite actors outside the political have also been vocal about the need for a defense against the threat. Taken at face value, there seems to be a great (military) threat hanging over our heads. However, is this truly the case? Assuming Russian fake news indeed exists; is it inherently a threat to Western society? I argue that the reaction by European decision makers is a gross overreaction. To understand this overreaction, I turn to Securitization theory, which offers the tools with which to better understand the reaction by European decision makers and elites.  	 
	Claiming that RFN should be perceived as a threat, military or otherwise, requires some substantiation. However, the narrative offered by European decisionmakers and elites (EUDME) falls wholly short in this respect. It is important to note that this research by no means attempts to deny Russia’s use of media to influence foreign states. It does however, deny that RFN should be perceived as a substantial (military) threat which must be met with severe solutions.  As I will demonstrate in my case study, the narrative of EUDME focusses on the threat that RFN poses to the very democratic foundations and processes of Western states. Moreover, RFN is part of Russia’s hybrid warfare or cyber warfare capabilities. It is a narrative in which RFN and the military threat it poses are being portrayed as being an innovative threat. However, it cannot truly be said that RFN is the world’s first exposure to foreign influence. Foreign influence has always been a part of international relations. Think of Die Welt, Fox, BBC or Skye News. States are always looking to push their world view. Furthermore, Western society with its established democracies should be capable of dealing with untruths. One of the ways fake news is dealt with in established democracies is through fake news or satire (Brewer, Young and Morreale, 2013). Moreover, consumers in Western society are continuously exposed and used to fake news on clickbait websites or social media account. Or advertisements and commercials, political or otherwise, aimed to influence the viewer. Lastly, there is no clear indication that RFN has a strong influence. On the contrary, a study by Pew (Pew Research Center, 2015) indicates that despite a positive Russian narrative in RFN, their standing in the world has not improved. Having at the very least, weakened the argument to perceive RFN as a severe (military) threat. Leads to a notion that something else explains the reaction of EUDME towards RFN. The puzzle that remains is: how can we explain the reaction to Russian fake news by European decision makers and elites? 
Traditional theories such as liberalism or realism will only partly explain this puzzle. The realist focus on the state as a central actor presumes that it can act and speak as one. Analyzing the question through this lens means taking the state’s position on the matter as singular. It would surpass the process of coming to an understanding of the why and instead focus on the primary concern of states: survival. Moreover, it severaly diminishes the role of smaller actors within states such as institutions or important actors. Similarly, a liberalism view would likely lead to the conclusion that states would rely on diplomacy and relevant institutions to resolve the matter. Yet, it is evident that EUDME are portraying RFN as being a military threat and thus in need of a military related solution. Moreover, the focus on cooperation and mutual benefit found in liberalism does not reflect the strong self and other rhetoric (Wendt, 1993). Although both established theories would most likely yield an explanation of the research question, it will not aid in understanding. In a sense, the grand applicability means it looses in ability to be flexible in coming to an understanding. As will be evident in this case study, the interests, motives and reasons present in understanding the puzzle are broad and not easily captured in a single grand theory. Understanding requires a more pragmatic and flexible approach which does not pressupose to explain and understand certain behavior as being a struggle for survival or the influence of international organizations and institutions. It requires a theory which from the outset acknowledges that each new security study will be different and each interpretation will differ from previous ones. A pragmatic approach through Securitization theory can aid in understanding the reaction of EUDME in face of RFN.
I argue in this research paper that Securitization theory can offer the most comprehensive explanation and understanding of EUDME reaction towards RFN. Securitization theory means to go beyond mere Erklären and instead into verstehen (Weber, 2009; Von Wright, Grewendorf and Meggle,1986). It allows us to understand why European decision makers act the way they do. Securitization theory means to show that there are no inherent threats (save for natural occurring threats such as earthquakes), instead there is the construction of a threat by securitizing actors. These actors with their relevant power position, use the tools at their disposal to convince an audience that an object should be perceived as a threat. Subsequently the audience’s consent determines whether the securitizing actor is able to pursue out of the ordinary solutions to deal with the threat. Contrary to realism or liberalism, Securitization theory does not presuppose an underlying motivation of why securitizing actors move to securitize a threat. Instead Securitization theory aids in understanding the motivations and interests at play in case studies, through three relevant dimensions; actors, structure; communicative dimension (discourse, tools and practices). I argue that the reasoning provided by EUDME for securitizing RFN is an incomplete picture. In order to fully grasp the reasoning, motivation and interests at play, I will attempt read against the grain and interpret why these decision makers and elites have moved to securitize Russian fake news. 
Through Securitization theory I expect to convincingly interpret the behaviour of EUDME regarding RFN. Through the three dimensions I expect to demonstrate the presence of a maelstrom like securitization structure in which relevant actors with their respective power relations are placed. Relevant actors acting within the maelstrom exhibit the use of similar discourse, tools and practice which contribute to the securitization of RFN and with it the existence and growth of the securitization structure. The three dimensions in tandem will strengthen the interpretation offered and shed light on the motivations and interests present in the securitization structure. I expect that there are strong financial, bureaucratic and personal interests which incentivize actors to behave according to the securitization structure of RFN. Although Securitization theory can never be generalized (Balzacq, 2011), it can offer as thick as possible description which lends strength to its interpretation. It is each dimension building upon the previous one which strengthens the credibility of the interpretation, as such I expect that the dimensions will overlap and give similar insights. Lastly, I expect that the securitization interpretation will convincingly outweigh the reasoning offered by EUDME. Moreover, I expect that this interpretation will a far more convincing picture compared to more traditional theories. As such, it reinforces the importance of Securitization theory both academically and for society as a whole, in understanding security.
	Analysing the reasons for securitizing Russian Fake news through Securitization theory is very timely and important. Securitization theory has been applied since its inception at the Copenhagen School. Yet the development has not yielded a single theory, instead multiple authors have made important contributions enabling the theory to be better applicable to international relations. Broadly speaking, Securitization theory has split into two dominant strands. The first being the philosophical approach, focussing on broad universal rules of discourse and securitization. Second being the sociological approach, which utilizes a broader approach to human behaviour. More recent literature has proposed on bridging this divide by turning to a pragmatic approach with a mixed epistemological foundation. Applying this pragmatic approach to a case study will further this endeavour by shedding light on the strengths and weaknesses of this approach. Furthermore, Bigo’s (2002;2000) case studies on internal and external security have been regarded as a supremely successful application of a pragmatic approach to Securitization theory. This  research hopes to follow in the tradition of applying Securitization theory to case studies to further bridge the gap between theory and application.   
Besides a scholarly interest, Securitization theory claims that the most important aspect of the security is not what security is but what security does (Waever, 1993). In this regard, it is important for the public to understand and be informed not only about the nature of the perceived threat but also about possible ramifications. Securitization theory claims that once a threat has been securitized successfully, the securitization actor has been given consent to take extraordinary (outside the normal democratic process) measures to deal with the threat (Waever, 1993). Balzacq (2008) and Bigo (2000;2002) show that these extraordinary measures can have implications which go further than intended. Furthermore, as will become evident in this research, the reasoning offered by EUDME does not constitute sufficient ground to perceive RFN as a (military) threat, indicating instead that other interests and motives are at play. Lastly, any study concerning securitization has to realize that by talking securitization, individuals contributes to the state of securitization Bigo (2000). Therefore, understanding the interests and motives in the structure of securitization helps us to better understand the threat conveyed by EUDME. Research aimed at understanding the motivations and interests of EUDME will aid further research regarding RFN in the sense that it creates awareness of the interests and motivations supporting securitization and prevent researchers from unknowingly contributing to securitization of RFN.
This research paper is structured as follows. First, a brief overview of relevant literature and contextualized events which could offer further understanding in EUDME behaviour. Second, a comprehensive overview of Securitization theory literature and recent applications by leading authors. Third, a theoretical framework focusing on the three relevant dimensions deduced from relevant literature. Fourth, a methodological framework is introduced from which to analyse the case study of EUDME and RFN. Fifth, the application of the methodological framework on a typical case study focusing on the three dimensions mentioned afore. Lastly, a concluding chapter aiming to tie all dimensions together in order to strengthen the credibility of each interpretation into a single comprehensive interpretation of the case study. 













2. [bookmark: _Toc502824173]Securitization theory: past applications
To better grasp how securitization theory approaches case studies, it is best to look at previous applications of leading authors in the field. The case studies mentioned so far (Bigo 2000,2002; Balzacq 2008,2011) have al sought to bridge the gap between theory and practice in order to further both. Securitization and related theories can offer some unique insights in potential motivations behind EUDME handling of RFN. For instance, Balzacq (2011) highlights the ability to strengthen once identity or sense of collectiveness. Similarly, in his earlier work, Balzacq (2008) shows how security tools can create categories of us and them. Or delineate who is part of the society that needs to be guarded and who is part of the threat. Wendt’s (1993) work on anarchy comes to mind, where he sees the social world and with it, identities as relational (p.397-398). The identities that we attribute to ourselves and others are what define our interests and thus how we act. In an interesting example, Wendt (1993) offers the loss of self and other for the US and Soviet Union as a prime example where states used the other to define their identities and with it their interests. However, when the Cold War ended, the other no longer existed in its defined state. This meant a loss of sense of identity. Although there are clear differences between the current relation between Russia and the EU and the case by Wendt (1993), it is still likely that the EU strengthens its identity by branding RFN and Russia as a common threat. The self-other rhetoric is key in strengthening the EU’s own identity. By rejecting what it deems negative or redundant and characterizing it as such in the other, it is able to highlight its own qualities and characteristics which it deems essential. From a post-structuralist and constructivist approach it is from other that we derive meaning within constellations and structures. The self-other symbolizes the creation of boundaries which define who or what is self and who or what is the other. Following the Brexit and nationalist rumblings in France, Hungary or the Netherlands, the self-other rhetoric serves to strengthen an EU community identity in response to this destabilization (Eisenstadt & Giesen, 1995). The portrayal of self as a positive counterweight to the negative other allows the EU to affirm its image as a positive normative force in the world and to its community (Diez, 2005). 
Furthermore, by branding RFN as a threat, the EU is able to deflect criticism (Conley et al. 2016). The deflection of criticism is essential at the moment as the EU is facing turbulent times due to the Brexit, refugee crisis and austerity measures following the economic crisis. Moreover, RFN actively ‘targets’ these and other established shortcomings and weak points of the EU (Conley et al. 2016; European Social Survey, 2014). Supporting the argument that the EU fears RFN as it highlights true deficiencies at a time when its unity is shaky. Research done by White (2011) amongst taxi drivers and broad focus groups indicates that overarching qualms of EU citizens with the EU revolve around a feeling of powerlessness and inability for collective action at the EU level. The narrative pursued by the RFN highlights the slow and unresponsive nature of the EU, a bureaucratic nightmare. Furthermore, it portrays the EU as an undemocratic institution by pointing to the manner in which certain EU bodies are elected (or not elected). By characterizing RFN as a destabilizing threat, EUDME are able to deflect criticisms by pointing to the offensive nature and threat of RFN.
The self-other rhetoric serves another EU purpose. It aids in harmonizing transnational policies by creating a common threat or sense of united focus. Through this process, managers of unease (Bigo, 2002) are able to create and sustain structures and linked bureaucracies which work to their interests by emphasizing the importance of self and security in face of the other. Bigo shows that the interests and motives at play are rarely as patriotic as protecting the state but rather tend to focus on bureaucracy or personal gains. Furthermore, Balzacq (2008) shows that the harmonization of transnational policies can significantly increase EU power and abilities, which can be linked back to Bigo (2002;2000) who attributes the linking of bureaucracies to the relevant increase in their power. There can also be the linking of threats, for instance Russia has actively been trying to sway an EU member state to lift the sanctions placed on Russia following the invasion of Ukraine (Dempsey, 2016). By highlighting the threat of RFN, the EU is able to maintain and strengthen its unity in face of Russian influence on the matter. 
Not only state actors matter in this regard, Bigo (2002) highlights the rise of private actors pursuing their self-interest by contributing and benefiting of the securitization structure. As is shown by Salter (2008) where the expansion of airport safety budgets following securitization of air threats had led to private actors in the form of experts to converge and seek to benefit. Similarly, Balzacq (2008), shows that the convergence of internal and external security creates a structure of securitization where interested actors and elites pursue their interests. Another relevant example would be the TSA in the US, around which a structure of security tool producing actors has arisen. Hare (2009) indicates that the TSA was largely responsible for cyber security acquirements in transportation services, because of this interested parties from the private sector gravitated to this structure of securitization. In these examples, securitization has come paired with interested actors seeking to benefit from the securitization structure, looking to join the elites in the structure of actors. These case examples are  a prime example of the maelstrom in effect.
	The notion of a structure of power-based actor relations has an important effect on other dimensions (Bigo, 2000). For instance, power relations can determine the security tools used or the dominant discourse that emerges (Balzacq, 2008) or how budgets are distributed (Hare, 2009). The structure that embeds these actors acts as an enabler or disabler of discourse, tools and practices. The emerged discourse, tools and practices are of particular importance when attempting to reveal why EUDME have moved to securitize. Balzacq (2008), shows that the tools used to securitize, and the security tools used when already securitized are due to complex power interactions trying to find domination for their respective perspective. McDonald (2008) focusses on the discourse aspect of Securitization theory, highlighting that securitization should be seen as a process and that discourse both effects and is an effect of this process. Guzzini (2011), arguing from a constructivist point of view, shows that as a process securitization is the continuous creation of social reality. Therefore, discourse, tools and practices are key in understanding and interpreting this reality. 
	Lastly, the recurrent effect of securitization means that a securitization structure that once securitization has taken root it will have a maelstrom like effect. In Bigo (2000) and Hare (2009), the rise of a security structure attracts new actors and can even lead to the linkage of different structures/structures looking to benefit. Bigo, highlights this effect of securitization, where the securitization structure and effects grow beyond the initial effect or intent. Similarly, Balzacq (2008) shows the maelstrom effect through a tool dimension, where the tools chosen can have unintended or further reaching consequences then initially intended as he shows in the case of EU information banks. The previously mentioned linking of security structures has a similar enlarging effect, where the linking is incentivized with the promise of strengthening power and influence. Bigo (2002) shows that external security bureaucracies linked external security to internal security by portraying a transnational and even domestically active threat. By linking these structures, these security bureaucracies were able to significantly extend their mandate and power. 
In sum, Securitization theory can be key in coming to an understanding in case studies. Through the three dimensions, it will be possible to read against the grain and offer insight into EUDME motivations. It must be noted that Securitization theory has been much developed by authors such as Bigo, Balzacq, Guzzini, McDonald, Taureck and Stritzel, however no single clear theory has emerged. Instead the most recent and important contributions made by these authors will be used to create a logical framework.  As such, a pragmatic approach is fitting in applying Securitization theory to the case study of RFN and EUDME. Furthermore, mere observation will not suffice, instead Securitization theory  aims to interpret what is observed and read against the grain. Securitization theory dictates that we should perceive securitization as a social construct. In line with the earliest beginnings of Securitization theory, a threat is not a threat by its mere nature (excluding some forces of nature), instead it is the social construction of the threat that constitutes it so. Therefore, any case study needs to look at who the producers are of the threats, what interests do they have and what structure the actor inhabits (Bigo, 2000). In effect, I will be looking at not only what is meant by an utterance but also what is behind the utterance. 


3. [bookmark: _Toc502824174]Theoretical framework
A traditional approach to explaining EUDME behavior towards RFN would only partially explain the puzzle. As previously mentioned, grand theories such as liberalism or realism are restricted in their interpretation of security to only what security is but not what security does. It is here that Waever’s seminal work on Securitization and  Desecuritization comes to fruition (Waever, 1993). Waever argued that the focus of security should not be on what security is but what security does. Waever attempted to move away from the domination of materialism and security actors in the discussion of security. Arguing that there are no given threats (excepting natural disasters), instead these are socially created. Furthermore, for society it is not only relevant to figure out what security is but also what it does or how it affects us. Grand theories fell short in this regard, presuming the existence of threats, disregarding the origin of its creation. For instance, in the neoclassical realist perspective, the state is an institutionalized hierarchy of decision making and agenda setting (Huysmans, 2002: 55). From this theoretical starting point, the state makes logical decisions reflecting the wants, needs and desire to survive. Thus, threats are rational and logical from this perspective. However, analysing the issue of security from this perspective would only give a broad indication of why a state acts the way it does. It will not give a detailed description of the motivations behind main actors, or what ramifications security has. It would leave out the processes of securitization which do not occur solely at the level of the government in a neat hierarchical sense. Although intuitively, the neoclassical realist perspective fits well with the notion of threats through balance of power, it leaves out the whole aspect of which Securitization theory means to make us aware. Furthermore, not all threats are related to force or military threats (Balzacq, Léonard and Ruzicka, 2016).
Most important, from both a scholarly and societal point of view is that accepting threats as a given perpetuates a world in which security is dependent on certain factors such as the political and scholarly view of the world. Although applying Securitization theory would also qualify as having a certain view of the world, in contrast to grand theories such as realism it means to show what is behind the threat or security. Securitization theory can be seen as a break from automatic acceptance of certain threats brought forth out of politics or a realist/liberalist view of the world. It means to open the black box of a threat and come to an understanding of it.
	Securitization theory has developed much since its inception by Waever (1993). Initially the focus lay with speech acts with influences from Austin (1962) and Searle (1980). Subsequent development has yielded roughly two variants of Securitization theory (Balzacq, 2010). A philosophical approach  in line with the Copenhagen School (CS) and a sociological approach drawing more influence from sociology. The basis of each strand lies in social ontology of discourse and practices (Guzzini, 2011. p. 332). There is no single grand theory of securitization, instead authors have focused on the two strands and have occasionally benefitted from each other’s work. The absence of a single approach has led Balzacq (2011) to strongly argue in favour of a mixed epistemological approach/pragmatic approach. Furthermore, acclaimed Securitization theory articles by Bigo (2002;2000) rely on a similar notion of a pragmatic approach. As such this case study will aim to apply this pragmatic approach whilst best delineating a clear theoretical framework. The framework will be structured as follows: first an overview of securitization literature on recent work and contextualizing it. Subsequently, focusing on three dimensions which will serve as the main means of interpretation for the case study. 

[bookmark: _Toc502824175]3.1 Two strands of Securitization theory 
Copenhagen School approach
The seminal work on securitization by Buzan, Waever and De Wilde (1998) has been the basis for continued research for the Copenhagen School (CS). Often referred to as the philosophical approach, the CS approach is linked to a social ontology of discourse through a post-structuralist lens. The CS school approach relies on the notion that a (military) threat is socially constructed by a securitizing actor. A threat is not easily constructed by the securitizing actor, instead the actor must rely on discourse to convince an audience that something must be perceived as a threat. The consent of the audience is what leads to the securitization of the threat, the securitizing actor gains not only the consent that something is a threat but also the ability to take extra-ordinary measures to deal with the threat. It is a highly formal framework in which securitization through discourse is dependent solely on the felicity conditions.  These are; preparatory condition, executive condition, sincerity condition and fulfilment condition (Austin, 1962; Buzan, Waever and De Wilde, 1998). The preparatory condition indicates the speech actor has sufficient authority and the circumstances are right. The executive condition concerns solely whether the speech act has been fulfilled. The sincerity condition conveys whether the actor means what is being said. The fulfilment condition shows whether the speech actor follows through with what is said.  The focus on felicity conditions instead of context, audience and power relations make it highly philosophical and somewhat lacking in real world application. Although subsequent work by Waever and Buzan have developed the idea of context, audience and power relations, it remains underdeveloped. This is largely due to the inability of reconciling the post-structuralist nature and formal framework of discourse of the approach to these aspects (Balzacq,2010; McDonald, 2008). For instance, the idea of felicity conditions implies a universal application of the discourse analysis where meeting the requirements would successfully securitize something. However, in this setting there is no room for heterogeneous audiences which are also contextually based, as this would have no difference in the case of meeting all the felicity conditions. In a sense, the audience is passive and formal, serving the securitizing actor in its attempt to securitize an issue.  Furthermore, Stritzel (2007) has highlighted shortcomings such as when is an audience convinced or even who the audience is in a certain case. 
Recent literature has highlighted the shortcomings and tensions that have arisen in the CS approach. For instance, McDonald (2008) reasons in line with Balzacq (2010) in his criticisms of CS Securitization theory. McDonald argues that securitization is not limited to state or dominant actors, whilst the speech acts theory presupposes that the actor has a certain power to successfully securitize. Speech acts theory focusses on a specific moment of securitization but not on the process itself. For instance, non-dominant actors can contribute in small steps to the process of securitization, yet speech acts theory would not take this into account. It also leaves out the possibility of degrees of securitization, instead taking its refuge in either securitized or not securitized, black or white. Guzzini (2011; p.335) argues similarly that securitization should be seen as a continuous process of the construction of social reality, thus allowing for degrees of securitization. Furthermore, taking speech acts theory as a basis for securitization leaves out considerable other forms of communication such as body language or images. For instance, Möller (2007) has shown that the images of the 9/11 terrorist attack contributed significantly to the perception of terrorism as a threat. Moreover, the CS approach presuppose intent in securitizing. Whereas there does not always have to be intent, as was the case in the image of 9/11 and their contribution to securitization. From the point of view of the audience, McDonald (2008) argues that the CS approach undertheorizes the effects of an unresponsive audience. Nor does it flesh out the context characteristics of the securitization attempt. Context from a social-ontology point of view; also determines the history, public opinion, culture, political disposition etc. as the basis in which discourse and practices are embedded (Guzzini, 2011). Therefore, what matters is not only what is said, but also how, when, to whom, where and what the receptive nature is of the audience. Which in itself can be affected by historical events or culture. 
Balzacq (2005) argues that focusing solely on discourse in a securitization study will always fall short. In a sense, the CS approach has reduced the act of securitization to an action or choice which will succeed if the felicity conditions are met. It is often compared to getting married, where the consent of the other constitutes success and a marriage has ensued. The CS approach still struggles in real world application whilst maintain its epistemological foundation. Particularly in its lack of applicability concerning context in case studies. Although the preparatory condition indicates the need for certain authority and context, this remains highly undeveloped in this approach (Balzacq, 2005;2010; McDonald, 2008). The sincerity condition, dictating that an actor must mean what he or she says can also hardly be said to apply to daily politics. Stritzel (2007) argues similarly, analysing real world securitization through the lens of a single securitization attempt by an actor does not do justice to all the elements that surround, proceed and follow it. In contrast to the philosophical approach, the sociological approach attempted to bridge the gap between theory and practice by relaxing the formal framework found in the CS approach.

Sociological approach
The sociological approach has a much broader notion of securitization. It is an answer to the lack of real world applicability of the CS approach and an answer to the criticisms directed at it.  It deems securitization as a strategic intersubjective process which works within and with certain conditions (Balzacq, 2011). Furthermore, it is contextualized in the psycho-cultural nature of the audience (Balzacq, 2005;2010). Running contrary to the CS approach which relies on passive and formal audience. It further means that the audience has power. Moreover, the audience does not always exist, rather it can be something that emerges during the securitization process. However, this does not mean that it is securitization that produces the audience (Balzacq, 2011;4).
The sociological approach also considers non-discursive securitization and does not take for granted that securitization is always done on purpose. It aims to move beyond discourse alone and includes tools, practices, intended and unintended securitization, images, body language etc. It aims to take as broad as possible approach when analysing human behavior and contextualize it in order to make a comprehensive interpretation (Balzacq, 2011). Taking these aspects together creates an intersubjective process or as Balzacq (2011) states:
‘’set of interrelated practices, and the processes of their production, diffusion, and reception/translation that brings threats into being’’ (p.3)
It would however, not do justice to the CS approach to disregard it and adopt the sociological approach. The sociological approach takes many elements and influences from the CS approach and expands on it. The notion of interpreting tools and practices draw influence from CS discourse analysis. Moreover, the sociological approach to analysing human behavior relies to a significant extent on discourse analysis to thicken and strengthen the interpretation of other dimensions. For instance, as Bigo (2002) shows, what is said matters much to what tools are chosen and vice versa. The relationship between both approaches should therefore not be one of choice between either but rather as Balzacq (2008) argues, a pragmatic one where each case study will require a different blend and use of both approaches. Hence, this case study will follow this logic of a pragmatic approach and utilize both approaches. 
In determining the pragmatic approach utilizing both approaches, Bigo (2000;2002) serves as the best example. Widely regarded as a thorough and thick interpretation of internal and external security, makes it one of the best frameworks to draw influence from. The author utilizes several dimensions from which to analyse his case study, each subsequently strengthening the interpretation offered akin to the hermeneutic circle (Prasad, 2002). The hermeneutic circle means that each time a text is read it changes our understanding of the world, any subsequent (or the same text again) text read will be influenced by what we have read. This effect carries on forward and creates our understanding of reality. In relation to the dimensions used by Bigo, it means that each dimension enhances our understanding of reality or context (Prasad, 2002). The three dimensions seen as key in Securitization theory will therefore serve the purpose of thickening and strengthening the interpretation offered. The subsequent subchapters elaborate on each dimension and place these within the theoretical framework.
[bookmark: _Toc502824176]3.2 Actors dimension
The actor dimension is of particular importance when explaining why EUDME react the way they do to RFN. Elite actors such as Merkel, the British Minister of Defense or key security professionals are playing an important role in contributing to portraying RFN as a threat. Similarly think tanks, advisory bodies and newspaper articles etc. have contributed to the construction of RFN as a threat (MacAskill, 2017; Eddy, 2016; AFP, 2016). However, merely observing this does not do justice to the motivations and interests behind these actors. What is important to this securitization study is what motivates these actors, what are their interests and identities. How can we come to verstehen?
	A clear delineation must be made between the actor dimension and the structural dimension. Balzacq (2011) offers a clear understanding of the actor dimension in what he calls ‘the agent’ (p.35). The authors interpretation places the actor dimension within the structure dimension, leading to a logical framework in which actors act within the structure of securitization. This interpretation offers a solid foundation from which to analyse both the actor and structural dimension whilst acknowledging the entangled nature of these two dimensions. However, in order to create a clear framework from which to analyse the case study, it is important to delineate each dimension from the other. The following is therefore first an overall description of the agent interpretation contextualized in structure. Followed by the delineation of both and a separate interpretation of the actor and structure dimension.
The agent interpretation (Balzacq, 2011) surmises the actor dimension as all actors who contribute to the process of securitization, whether positively, negatively, intentionally or unintended, therefore also including the audience. As previously argued, securitization should be viewed as a continuous process and one in which there are degrees of securitization instead of a on or off perception. What this interpretation means to convey is a sense of a continuing process of securitization in which actors contribute to its existence and growth. To understand or verstehen these actors, a securitization study must interpret the actor’s motives, interests and desires. Again Bigo (2000;2002) affirms this notion of the agent interpretation and the analysis of motives, interests and desires. In his work on the convergence of internal and external security, Bigo analyses the process of securitizing/in-securitizing the borders. By in-securitizing, Bigo refers to managers of unease and fear creating a sense of insecurity, to which securitization is the answer. By managing or creating a sense of insecurity, these managers of unease are able to expand securitization and pursue their interests. In this setting, the managers of unease were contributing intentionally to the securitization of external and internal security to increase their mandate and maintain power and relevance. Bigo (2002) sums up the importance of managers of unease by highlighting the importance of security professionals within securitization studies. It is the security professional which is privy to the secret knowledge (Bigo, 2002;2000) which enables them to make claims without backing these claims other than through being privy to this secret knowledge. Huysmans (2002) argues similarly, from an institutional point of view. Claiming that due to modern societies tendency to institutionalize everything ranging from threats to aid, leads to the intuitive conclusion that societies security institutionalization must be important with regard to securitization studies. At least so in relevance to other actors falling outside of the institutionalized security of society. By institutionalization, Huysmans refers to the army, intelligence agencies, the police , etc. 
 The agent interpretation continues by highlighting the importance of the actor’s respective power position within the structure.  Actors with significant power will be able to make a heftier contribution to the securitization process compared to less powerful actors. Although intuitively it might make sense to attribute the power relations to the actor dimension, it is actually the structure that determines the power relations of actors, not the actors themselves. As Salter (2008) shows, a change in the structure can significantly change power relations of actors. Similarly, Bigo (2000) shows the interests of the managers of unease to link external to internal security, thereby altering the structure from which they derive their power. 
In sum, the actor dimension concerns itself with what makes the actor an actor. It means to convey motives, interests and desires which give a thickness to why an actor acts the way it does. The structure dimension, interprets the power relations between actors and their social identities. It conveys the actors acting within a structure, thereby contributing to its growth and enhancing their power. The power-based relations  can contribute, clash or diminish securitization. 

[bookmark: _Toc502824177]3.3 Structure dimension
The agent interpretation argued by Balzacq (2011) continues by placing the agent within a structure resembling a network of power-based relations. The power relation of an actor in the structure determine the actor’s ability to act within the structure. For instance, a security professional such as the head of an intelligence agency acts carries significant power by means of secret knowledge (Bigo, 2002. p.74). Bigo (2002) shows that professional security institutions and actors carry certain authority or as he states ‘’secret’’ (p.74) which enable them to make these claims without the same burden of proof which would otherwise be expected of actors outside the professional security structure. For instance, the intelligence agencies might categorize a threat according to intelligence or ‘’secret’’ knowledge. Moreover, the bureaucratization of society means that security professionals enjoy significant say in the matters of security, thus security professionals have significant power within the structure. However, a popular news pundit would also carry significant power due to its ability to influence. In both cases power is derived from the influence and weight the actor has in the structure of securitization. These power relations are continuously changing, the fluid nature of securitization entails that the structure is continuously changing due to shifting power struggles and changes in contextual characteristics. Not only are positions continuously shifting in the structure, there is also a growing presence of actors present due to the presence of elites, resources and power. The shift is evident in Bigo (2000) where the convergence of internal and external security meant a reconfiguring of the security structure leading to new power relations. How actors fill these positions in the structure is context dependent and time variant. Actors can clash or aid each other in positioning themselves within the structure of power-based relations. They are responsible directly or indirectly for filling these positions through for instance; the creation of certain categories in a policy (Bigo, 2002). Or the choice of tools can grant some actors significantly more power whilst bypassing others (Balzacq, 2008). Moreover, Huysmans (2002) argues that actors can position themselves and others as being the self or other in a dynamic. Or by using certain discourse, as Huysmans (2002) shows in his article on Slovenian nationalists actively portraying history in a certain way which contributed significantly to the self and other rhetoric and the Yugoslavian crisis.
The structure enables the garnering of power in multiple ways, one of which is the linking of certain threats or issues across states which enable actors with interests in either to synergize and increase their power. Border protection in the EU is a prime example of linking of structures which fight terrorism, manage immigrants or prevent the dilution of culture. In these examples, EU structures have linked their interests through threats and thus have increased their power. Subsequently, the increase in power can aid in pursuing their interests or securing funds. As Bigo (2000) shows, the motivations for securitizing, linking and increasing power can be simple and even mundanely human. For instance, faced with a declining role, the military in some states has increasingly become involved in domestic security. As they have successfully securitized foreign threats entering the domestic scene, thus allowing them to extend their reach beyond the external towards the internal. What Bigo (2000) accurately portrays is that the structure exhibits struggle for resources, reputation or influence etc.  between different actors either alone or in bureaucracies. 
The power-based structure entails that certain actors can act as enablers or disablers within he structures. In an extension of the power relations and related to the structure dimension is the social identity of the actor and its enabling or disabling qualities (Balzacq, 2011. p.35). Although similar to power relations, the social identity of an actor can determine whether the actor is an enabler or disabler in the structure. The fluid nature of the structure means that these roles are not static but changing and context based. Although the difference might seem vague at first glance, an example will shed light on the difference. Consider the continuous troubles that President Trump or his associates find themselves or the turmoil of their policies. An enabler in this situation would be a news network or popular pundit, such as Fox News which has a strong tendency to defend Trump’s administration against seemingly self-evident facts. In the case of securitization, certain social identities carry not only power but also an imaginary stamp of approval. A threat and its potential solution would carry more weight if the highest-ranking security official would approve and support it, in which case that professional acts as an enabler. 
What further matters for the structure dimension is the structure spread and size. A securitization structure’s size is determined by the actors, power, resources and so forth, it can grow or diminish through several factors. One of which is akin to a maelstrom effect where a successful securitization process can lead to an influx of resources, actors, political actors and capital or interested private parties (Salter, 2008). The growth of actors acting within the structure incentivizes others to follow suit. The promise of resources, power or other incentives makes actors gravitate towards the structure of securitization. In practice this would resemble using similar discourse, tools and practices present in the structure to strengthen the reality created. Examples of this can be found in post-9/11 US policy, where radical Muslim terrorism was the go to phrase for pundits and politicians. By adhering to the dominant discourse, the politicians and pundits were able to tap into the power present in the securitization field. By doing so, the securitization field grew and acted like a maelstrom. 
	Other manners in which the structure of securitization can grow is by means of linking. For instance, Bigo (2000;2002) shows that the linking of external and internal security has merged the securitization structures into a single larger one with a subsequently larger maelstrom like effect. It is also done regularly in politics when an actor links a certain issue to a larger securitization structure, thereby tapping into the power present in the larger structure. In example, Trump’s appeal to the electorate through the promise of a border wall was a direct link to the insecurity of immigrants and job insecurity. Through this link, Trump was enabled by the structure of this insecurity, reaching people through a subject which had become increasingly important to society.
Besides constraining and enabling actors,  the structure also influences the behavior of institutions. Institutions act as grouped actors acting on collective interests to benefit their institution and indirectly themselves. The collective interests are not predefined but instead fluid and subject to change through power struggles within institutions that can lead to the change of threat categorization, degree of securitization or whole focus of institution (Bigo, 2000). Change of institutional interests and needs can incentivize actors within these institutions to securitize or de-securitize an issue. For instance, an institution faced with potential cutbacks could be incentivized to ramp up its securitization of an object in order to secure more funding. If the institution and relevant actors have enough power and influence to do so, they may alter the structure itself with its effect on in-security. Moreover, this could also alter their power relative to other actors. 
In sum, the structure dimension concerns itself with power relations, the enabling or disabling qualities of certain social identities and the structure itself in terms of size and growth through the maelstrom effect. The dimension delineates itself from the actor’s dimension by means of focusing on how the structure and its power relations functions or is subject to change, thereby thickening the interpretation offered by other dimensions. Bigo’s (2002) work is a prime example of how to understand and perceive the structure surrounding Securitization theory. It’s a fluid and continuously changing structure of power-based relations which acts as an enabler and disabler for actors and institutions. Within the structure there is also the use of a common discourse around which actors converge. The dominant discourse is not something that is preconceived but the result of a struggle between actors. It is the clash which signifies interests and powers of different actors fighting for the claim to a legitimate truth (Bigo, 2002. p.74). Similarly, tools and practices choices are guided by structural power relations and struggles. In tandem the three modes of analysis; discourse, tools and practices, can be categorized as being part of the communicative dimension. The communicative dimension is deeply intertwined with other dimensions, making it important on its own but also due to its effect on interdimensional relations. 

[bookmark: _Toc502824178] 3.4 Communicative dimension
The communicative dimension captures three modes of analysis which can be categorized as being part of human communications. These are discourse analysis, which has been an essential part of the CS approach. The discourse analysis interprets the utterance but also what is behind utterance. In example, what imagery is used or what mode of communication. These interpretations can reveal what an actor means to accomplish or its perception of the threat. A tools analysis, which goes beyond observing what tools are used and aim to find the symbolism, ramifications or political struggle that precede it. Similarly, the practices analysis means to interpret a whole range of human behavior and routines of which we may not be aware but can still have meaningful implications. The practices analysis differentiates itself from the tools dimension by interpreting the routine knowledge or background business practices. For example, the categories created at an airport check, or the cut of point of certain measurements are all practices or part of routines, yet these can have severe implications.   It is the three modes in tandem which grant each analysis its strength and create a thick interpretation. In essence, the communicative dimension means to see the relation between what is being said, done and chosen in matters of security and how these relate.

Discourse analysis
Political discourse of all things should never be taken at face value. Stritzel (2007) has argued as much when criticizing the sincerity condition laid out by the CS. Similarly, Bigo (2002) and Balzacq (2008) highlight the importance of discourse in securitization studies, identifying the many layers and facets attached to it. Such as: context, identity of speaker, audience, tone, use of language tools and so forth. Therefore, to understand, we need to look not just at the utterance but also what is behind the utterance. 
Securitization theory has its basis in discourse analysis and although authors such as McDonald, Bigo and Balzacq have rightly criticized it, it still provides a fruitful avenue of approach. In relation to the previous modes of analysis, discourse can reveal much about the power relations of actors, the structure or other contextual characteristics. For discourse allows the researcher to see how a securitization actor construes the threat and the other. By reconstructing the past and going against the grain in a discourse analysis, the researcher can get a clearer sense in how the other is construed and what the ramifications are. Moreover, discursive struggles can highlight the clashes of actors that pre-empt the choice of security tools (Bigo, 2002; Balzacq, 2008). 
	In light of the criticisms against a purely theoretical approach to discourse analysis, an extended approach is required. Balzacq (2008) argues for additional assumptions to the CS approach for it to be more accurate. First, securitization’s success depends on its audience. A successful securitization effort is aimed a certain audience and has adapted to it. Second, securitization is highly context dependent, one cannot solely look at the speech act and ignore the context in which it occurs. Finally, a successful securitization effort is power laden, meaning that both the actor that securitizes and the audience have certain power characteristics which must be considered. This is also argued by Guzzini (2011) who links the history, culture and public opinion to the context and characteristics of the audience and speaker. Taken together, securitization becomes less a universal act but more akin to an intersubjective point at which important factors come together. 
In practice, this becomes what Balzacq (2011) calls the pragmatic act and will aid greatly in a case study analysis. The pragmatic act is context based, it surpasses speech act by focusing on what or who securitizes, what or who is securitized, why and how so or to what end. These questions expand greatly on the CS approach. First it seeks to determine who securitizes; what is their social status and relationship to the audience. Second, who is securitizing; there is no single universal actor. Instead there can be multiple, each of whom may have conflicting perceptions of threats. Third, there should be a clear idea of why something is being securitized. Furthermore, analysing to what end. This could mean showing that the securitizing actor means to create a certain focus, uniformity or the ability to act outside of the normal.  In sum, the pragmatic act means to show that speech act’s do have an effect, yet there is much more which determines securitization. In the method section I will further elaborate on its application. 
Once speech acts have found fruitful ground, it is possible that the structure exhibits the collective use of certain discourse (Huysmans, 2002). This can point to a consensus or the conclusion of a power struggle, on the characterization and definition of the threat. In Bigo (2002) the use of the word immigrant signals the consensus amongst actors allowing them to unify and collaborate around a single subject. It allows states to identify their own relevant threats such as Algerians in France or Poles in the UK and categorize them under the definition immigrant. By categorizing them under the same header, states can collaborate and make deals which work in their own interests using the same ‘’currency’’ (immigrants). In the case of RFN and EUDME, the use of words threat to: democratic values, institutions, foundations etc. signal the convergence of actors around this definition allowing them to unify and work together. What should then be analysed is what are the power struggles surrounding the definition, what are its implications and which actors make use of these definitions and for what reasons. An indicator of success of discourse would be the use of the same discourse advocated by securitizing actors to be found in the structure of academics or in the media. By doing this, they legitimize the discourse and securitization and a dominant discourse has risen (Bigo, 2002). Hajer (1995) calls this the story line, indicating that all discourse is built upon previous discourse. No discourse is independent of all other discourse, therefore in order to understand it, we have to see it in relation to other discourse. Once a discourse dominates other discourse, it can be said to be the main story line ruling the structure. Actors wishing to benefit from the power in the structure are constrained into acting within the story line.
Collective use of discourse can also extend into the self-other analogy. Ideally, in light of the self-other rhetoric used by the EUDME, there would also be a similar rhetoric used by the other, in this case Russia. Russia has relied on events and notions dictated by Moscow to unify the country (Economist, 2016). Moreover, it sees the Western liberal democracy as a threat, therefore any blow against this ideology is a victory. In application, discourse would highlight the shortcomings of the Western ideology or its deficits in democratic nature. Or comparisons in which the West is compared less favourably in relation to Russia. This would provide a basis for the assertion that the self-other rhetoric is echoed by Russia which similarly stands to gain (Wendt, 1999). In a sense, Russia would be actively participating in securitizing RFN. 
Taken as a whole, I have argued of the importance of a discourse dimension. Even more so, I argue that Securitization theory provides the best approach to help understand why EUDME react the way they do towards RFN. The many layers identified help uncover the meaning behind the utterance and help move beyond the observation of it alone. 

Tool analysis
A tool analysis serves the purpose of interpreting changes in securitization on a level which the standard view of the CS misses (Balzacq, 2008). Tool analysis can reveal what actors prefer in making concrete their intentions. In a tool analysis, a distinction is made between the securitization tool and the securitizing tool (Balzacq, 2008). Similar to other modes of analysis in securitization studies, it is key to look beyond observation and interpret. Especially if we are to perceive securitization as a process, then intuitively the choices made in tool use are the result of internal struggles and have effects beyond their initial implementation. Tools can show the dynamics of securitization, which can vary in intensity across time. It can also aid greatly in analysing intent, purpose, the unspoken or even the unintended (Balzacq, 2008). As tools speak volumes about how the threat is perceived, or how the solution is meant to aid the state. It can reveal interests of actors engaged in securitization, pushing the use of certain security tools. Or it can show how a security tool has a strong maelstrom effect enabling the growth of the securitization structure. The maelstrom effect is strengthened due to a tools ability to harmonize strongly disputed issues, thereby creating uniformity and clarity. Balzacq (2008) gives the example of the European Data Protection Supervisor, a EU tool to address the issue of data protection and harmonize EU wide dealings with it. In this case, a strongly disputed issue of considerable importance is being ‘solved’ by means of a strong harmonizing tool. 
In his work on information sharing to combat terrorism, Balzacq (2008) analyses the way in which policy tools effect securitization by looking at the way information exchange is used as a policy tool. The author distinguishes in policy tools between security tools and securitizing instruments. Security tools are effectively tools that come in effect after a threat has been successfully securitized, to deal with the accepted threat. A securitizing tool has as goal to transform something into a threat, thereby contributing to the securitization of something. The latter can be perceived as being similar to the discursive logic of securitization, whereby the securitizing tool acts as a securitizing ‘discourse’ (Balzacq, 2008).  Second, policy tools should be perceived not only by their instrumental value but also by their symbolic and political elements. Third, policy tools are not randomly chosen, the choice of tools is the result of power struggles between different actors with different interests. Lastly, policy tools have different effects and serve different ends. Meaning that analysing the choice of tools and power dynamics behind the choice can open the black box of securitization. For instance, Balzacq (2008) shows that the sharing of information served to transcend the legal pillar structure of the EU by creating a threat which needed to be dealt with in extraordinary measures. The tool analysis can also help to identify actors not necessarily related to the government but connected to securitization. An interesting example is the Canadian Air Transport Security Authority examined by Salter (2008). The author finds that the when the Canadian government increased its budget dramatically, experts were keen to cash in whilst the bureaucrats were more concerned with what measurement tools (or practices: explained below) were being used. It highlights both the power dynamics surrounding the choice of tools, the different interests at play and the variety of actors involved in the process of securitization. A similar example of tools revealing interests is found in Bigo (2002), where border security tools enabled traditionally external security actors to move into the internal domain, thereby extending their power.
Tools also legitimize the securitization of a threat. For instance, air transport security serves as a legitimization and reminder of the constant threat of terrorism. It is a tangible contribution and example of that threat, which by its nature is veiled and hidden. Furthermore, as I have shown, everyone within the structure has a vested interested in the tools (as well as discourse and practices) that are chosen. Moreover, the tools themselves can take on a dynamic of their own and thus have their own interests. For instance, Salter (2008) shows that the tools with which to challenge the threat facing airport security take on a dynamic of their own and could even constitute the coming into existence of an actor. Similarly, the EU anti-propaganda unit is first and foremost a tool with which to counter propaganda, but also a tool in the hands of actors with their own interests and motives.
When analysing the behaviour of EUDME a tool analysis serves as an additional layer to be uncovered when reading against the grain. It enhances our knowledge and helps to understand not just what a tool does but what is behind the tool. A tool can reveal the implicit, the unspoken or what interests are being met. Whereas a tool approach by its own could prove beneficial, it’s strength greatly enhances the pragmatic approach when used in unison with other modes of analysis. 
Practices analysis
Human behaviour extends beyond tools and discourse; the things we take for granted can tell us much about how human perception.  They are a form of common habits which are taken for granted or are present implicitly, as such any analysis should seek to make these practices explicit. These examples might at first glance seem minor or redundant, however, they can contribute greatly towards securitization. Practices are understood to be a wide variety of human activities, such as administrative practices, profiling or category creation (Bigo, 2002. p.65). In order to help analyse this dimension, I again turn to Securitization theory. 
For a more comprehensive definition on practices I turn to Reckwitz (2002):
‘’a routinized type of behavior which consists of several elements, interconnected
to one another: forms of bodily activities, forms of mental activities,
‘things’ and their use, a background knowledge in the form of understanding
and know-how, states of emotion and motivational knowledge’’ (p.249)
Take as example, the flight bans from several Muslim countries by President Trump; the categorization of these countries as risk countries. The effect has been that the perception of individuals hailing from these states is a negative one, contributing to the securitization of the foreigner. These practices act as enablers or disablers for actors and can subsequently alter their power position (Huysmans, 2002). For instance, the importance of certain practices may become more or less important due to developments or shifts in the securitization structure, which may alter the power configuration. As might have become apparent, there is a close connection between practices and tools. When looking at either, it is important to realize this connection and the manner in which they affect each other. Balzacq (2011) sums this relationship up as ‘’security tools embody practices’’ (p.16). This again goes to show that the securitization structure is a highly intertwined intersubjective structure. 
	Practices also tend to take a transnational nature. Bigo (2002) shows that international collaboration between different bureaucracies can also take the form of common practice in which the bureaucracies seek to unite in their base practices in order to enhance their power. For instance, the use of common categories or profiles to characterize immigrants, threats or persons of interest has been key in promoting EU collaboration on security threats by sharing information (Simcox, 2016). Similarly, the use of similar legal devices or political moves can streamline securitization by harmonizing transnationally. Another prime example is given by Huysmans (2002) using the military as example; common rules on engagements or definitions on what a threat or combatant is.

[bookmark: _Toc502824179]3.5 Recurrent effect
Observing securitization as a process implies that it is fluid and constantly changing with degrees of securitization. Furthermore, it requires an interpretation of how the structure of securitization grows or diminishes. The growth can take place in three manners, the first is the recurrent or maelstrom effect, the second is enabling or disabling actors and the third is the unintended consequences of tools and practices. The maelstrom effect in essence is an effect in which the incentives of power, resources and gains acts like a maelstrom in order to gravitate actors towards it. Subsequently, the increased presence of new actors further increases its maelstrom like effect and so forth. The enabling or disabling effects of actors with particular social identities can act as a legitimizer or delegitimize of the securitization structure and with it the maelstrom’s effects. It is also possible that tools used grow beyond their initial intent or have unintended consequences (Balzacq, 2008). For instance, a data base may originally have the intent of streamlining a certain government policy but subsequently be used to identify threats or categorize new threats. Lastly, Waever (1993) argued that by talking security we are contributing to its existence. 
The maelstrom or recurrent effect as argued by Salter (2008) and Balzacq (2008) show how a securitization structure attracts interested parties, elites and other structure structures due to its incentives of power, influence and resources. Intuitively, once something has been branded a threat, it will be high on the political agenda and on society’s mind. Therefore, it can offer unique opportunities for politicians or other interested parties to benefit. The attracted parties increase the size and importance of the securitization structure and subsequently offer more benefits. The maelstrom effect in practice is found through the use of common discourse within the structure. The structure constraints actors acting with the structure to use similar discourse, such as Islamic Terrorism or Refugee Crisis. Hajer (1995) refers to this concept as story lines. Discourse is not something independent in the world. Instead it is built on other discourse or related to it. Once a dominant discourse has emerged, subsequent discourse will build on this and the story line can gain momentum in a recurrent effect. Actors seeking to benefit from the securitization structure are disabled and enabled to work within this dominant discourse, thereby furthering the securitization structure and its dominating discourse.
Another manner in which the securitization structure grows is through tools used in the structure or the institutionalization of the threat. First, Balzacq (2008) shows that tools can have unintended consequences or be used beyond their initial intent. This is supported by Huysmans (2002) arguing that effects due to securitization are always intersubjective meaning that actors themselves do not have complete control. Bigo (2002) argues that there is often an active policy of obscuring or covering for these unintended effects and instead focus on the ‘solution’ as meant for the threats only. What this means is that there is no complete control of securitization, therefore it will exceed its initial intentions and grow beyond (Balzacq, 2008).  Second, Western states deal with threats by institutionalizing it (Huysmans, 2002). For instance, Huysmans shows that the military is an institutionalization of foreign aggression. However, these institutions are prone to develop their own interests and goals which may not align with their intention. As is argued by Bigo (2002), Balzacq (2008) and Salter (2008). The expansion of power or maintaining their influence can be essential in motivating these institutions trying to expand. 
	Lastly, another recurrent effect is sadly one in which I am also complicit and has been noted by Waever (1993) in his initial works as well. By writing, talking or researching securitization we contribute to it, as securitization is a social phenomenon (Huysmans, 2002; Taureck, 2006). Thus, once a structure of securitization has been established, anything that deals with it inherently contributes to its existence. We are contributing to the story line of securitization. Even movements or scholars against the securitization of a threat are contributing to its existence. 

[bookmark: _Toc502824180]3.6 Summary of criticism and response
Security studies have long been dominated by neorealist in International relations, which attribute their dominance to the applicability of their theory to the past. Yet, critical security studies such as Securitization theory should not be so easily dismissed as they are by scholars of the grand theories. Authors such as Mearsheimer have repeatedly misunderstood and misrepresented the insights that critical security studies can offer (Keith, 1998). Most often this is attributed to the lack of measurable results which critical theories can offer and point instead to the dominance of realist theories and their rationalist measurable results. However, as Keith (1998) argues, that misses the point the critical security studies can and should make. Each theory offers a different interpretation of the world and the past, this applies to both rationalist and critical theories. Moreover, Keith puts forward the critical point that there may be no neutral point of view from which to say that one theory is better than another. It is instead the claim that critical scholars propose that critical security studies offer one of possible other understandings through the critical security lens. 
	Another criticism towards critical security studies aims to portray critical studies as almost a hippy peace wanting endeavour lacking a sense of the real world. A more scathing but subtle version of this came from Waltz (Keith, 1998;305) who drew comparisons to security studies being an irresponsible self-indulgent pursuit of scholars when instead in matters as grave as war, peace and security, scholars should restrict themselves to the dominating theories of neorealist. However, this again completely misses the point initially made by Waever (1993) that the dominating security theories created and maintained a world where threats were taken as a given. In a sense, the very threats that neorealist were trying to secure, were proposed by the theories view of the world. Moreover, there is no conception of how a threat comes to be, instead it is taken as a given. Nor are matters such as environmental security, food security and so forth an issue linked to security studies. Till the matters come to war and peace. In a related manner, critical security studies aim to not only analyse the construction of a threat but also the response to the threat and its implications. This can be especially important in fields such as environmental security or food security where effects are long lasting. In sum, neorealist orthodoxy simplifies and thereby ignores matters of security concerning how the threat came to be, under what circumstances and what the implications are to the solutions put forward.
	Most important to critical security studies is the constitutive nature of discourse in the construction of reality. This is in contrast to rationalist and measurable theories, where object and threat are separated. However, as Keith (1998) argues, this position is not maintainable. If rationalists acknowledge that discourse can be used to deal with a threat by means of securing its collective identity, then it opens up the notion of interaction and the creation of interests (p.312) which rationalists deny. For example, how is Russia’s election interference in the US (being well proven) considered less a threat now than past Soviet-US tensions? Critical security studies maintain that interaction, interests and the creation of social reality as a whole play a large part in security and insecurity. Although it is argued by rationalists such as Mearsheimer that critical security studies lack the empirical prove of the validity of the theories, Keith (1998) is quick to dismiss it. According to the author this is more due the deliberate marginalization and ignoring of critical security studies. 
	Lastly, critical security studies allow (at least theoretically) us to broaden the horizon of what is conceptually possible and what we should aim for as a society (Keith, 1998). If instead we are always bound by rationalist conceptions of war and peace, then we may inhibit our growth due to a short-sightedness. This is the greatest argument for the acceptance of critical security studies as being relevant. Not as a single truth replacing neorealist orthodoxy, but instead another view from which to analyse security studies.



















4. [bookmark: _Toc502824181]Methodology
The methodological aims of this paper are focused on an as inclusive and clear structured method as possible. In contrast to rationalist theories such as realism which relies on objective knowledge and measurements, the credibility of the case study interpretation relies on the thickness of the interpretation. Therefore, any securitization study must strive to be as inclusive as possible whilst maintaining a clear a coherent structure and method. To this end the methodology will be structured as follows: first the epistemological and ontological foundations will provide the basis from which to conduct the case study. Second, the manner in which a securitization case study is to be conducted, with its weaknesses and strengths. Third, a focus on each dimension; Actor, structure and communicative. Fourth, a focus on what data is relevant to the case and what is achievable in this case study given constraints. Lastly, an argument for the hermeneutic circle view and its implications for interpretation and the securitization case study. In conclusion, these dimensions will support a thick interpretation of the puzzle: how can we explain the reaction to Russian fake news by European decision makers and elites? 

[bookmark: _Toc502824182]4.1 Epistemological and Ontological foundations 
Securitization studies follow a two-step logic, where first the puzzle identified as the threat is constituted. Second, aiming to come to an understanding of this threat and its construction. The endeavour of securitization studies relies to a large extent on being able to identify when something is securitized (Balzacq, 2011: 32). Yet this presupposed the ability to readily identify when something has been securitized. A recent article by Balzacq, Léonard and Ruzicka (2016) has highlighted the shortcoming of Securitization theory on the aspect of when something is securitized. However, there has been some development in this regard which will at least aid in in this endeavour. In order to properly ascertain whether it has indeed been deemed a threat and thus susceptible to securitization, it has to be determined that there is a common notion of emergency or feeling of necessity to act now amongst actors. Thus, in order to identify RFN as the puzzle threat being securitized, it needs to be shown that there is a shared notion of necessity to act. Again, any attempt at doing so must go beyond observing and instead offer a thick interpretation of this necessity. However, as I have argued, merely observing will not do. Just as it cannot just be observed, it can also not be easily claimed that securitization has arisen because certain actors fulfilled the felicity conditions and the audience accepted it. 
Securitization theory is still very much in development and authors have been conflicted as to what ontological and epistemological grounds best serve it. Recent efforts by Balzacq, Léonard and Ruzicka (2016) have tried to capture and summarize the theory development in these areas and serve as the basis for this case study. From an epistemological point, what becomes important is what can we claim to know about objects and subjects. Securitization theory highlights the importance of context, which means that what may have a certain value and meaning in one setting could have a completely different one in another setting or for another actor. This is why Yanow (2003) highlights the importance that researchers access data from a variety of settings in order to capture the multiple possible meanings. The interpretation that the researcher makes of reality is therefore also dependent on the researcher’s approach and own preconceptions. Each researcher will have a different interpretation of reality (Burnard, Sewart, Treasure & Chadwick, 2008). What this means for my method is that I do not mean to claim to have a claim to a single truth as to why EUDME securitize RFN. Instead, I offer an interpretation or a point of comparison to other interpretations (Wilkinson in Balzacq, 2011; 102). This epistemological and ontological position entails that securitization studies do not rely on positivist notions of laws, principles and measurable results. Human behavior cannot be reduced down to general laws and principles which are universally applicable. It also means that there is no single truth concerning reality.  It has been argued that Securitization theory stands at the cross roads of realism, post-structuralism and constructivism. With none of these strands having a dominating status, instead each is part of a similar way of thinking about security but in a different approach (Balzacq, 2011). Multiple case studies have shown that discourse does not need to match reality (Bigo, 2002; Salter, 2008). Interests and needs can determine how a threat is perceived and dealt with by a community (Balzacq, Léonard, Ruzicka, 2016). Therefore, it is argued that securitization studies rely on a pragmatic approach incorporating both post-structuralist and constructivist epistemology (Balzacq, 2010; Wilkinson in Balzacq, 2011). 
	 The pragmatic approach does however lead to a problematic point in securitization studies; the tension between a social ontology found in much of Securitization theory and the interpretivist or post-structuralist epistemology. However, Balzacq (2010) argues that this tension does not have to be a problem. If the researcher takes a pragmatic approach to securitization studies, then it is possible to find a place between critical post-structuralist critical analytics and a rational epistemology (p.59). The pragmatic approach entails that ontological and epistemological foundations will vary between case studies. As such, the different mixtures lead to different methodological grounds (p.56). The pragmatic approach means to use the best of each world, as any successful approach to securitization studies makes use of both the sociological as the philosophical approach (Balzacq, 2005). The strength of this pragmatic approach lies in the fact that It enables the ability to read against the grain whist utilizing the widest possible array of tools at my disposal. As opposed to a positivist notion of measuring and observing, a pragmatic approach allows to look what is behind the observance and what its meaning is. Where a simple observance would see a wall, a pragmatic approach sees the symbolism of the wall, the interested parties in the building of the wall, the security forces interested in guarding it, the political leverage of the wall and so forth. In conclusion, there is much more to the wall then its brick and mortar. 
	The pragmatic approach entails that in order to ensure trustworthiness and robustness, any interpretation must be thick and coherently argued. Again, it is not possible to rely on a positivist notion of validity testing or replicability by other researchers. As they will have a different lens and biases from which they interpret. As such, it is still possible to create a trustworthy interpretation. Wilkinson (In Balzacq, 2011; 102) argues that by creating an as thick as possible account of events, it becomes possible to understand and interpret events. Similarly, Geertz (1973) argues that if a researcher wants to interpret, then the researcher will have to be as thick as possible in its description. In sum, it means that an interpretation must not only show what is interpreted but why it is whilst being as thick as possible in the description. Lastly, securitization studies mean not to give a single explanation to events, merely an interpretation from an author with his or her biases. 
	By applying a pragmatic approach to Securitization theory in my case study of EUDME and RFN I expect to be able to interpret the behavior of EUDME. I expect that through a thick description of the three dimensions, that the reasoning of EUDME regarding the threat that is RFN falls wholly short. Instead, the three dimensions should reveal that the security structure that has arisen around RFN acts to incentivize actors to maintain and expand the security structure. Similar to Bigo (2002) I expect to give interpretation and understand the security structure and its implications surrounding RFN. Furthermore, Securitization theory can offer a unique perspective on this phenomenon that other theories cannot. Through application of this theory I hope to further the understanding of Securitization studies and better understand the emergence of the security structure of RFN.  
[bookmark: _Toc502824183]4.2 Case study
A securitization case study as per the name, restricts itself to cases where securitization is successful as argued by Buzan, Waever and de Wilde (1998), because only in that case is the term securitization correct in the sense from which we try to analyse. If we are to follow this logic then in essence, this case study will be a typical case study looking only to shed light on a social phenomenon under the logic of Securitization theory (Balzacq, 2011: 34). This case study does not concern itself with whether fake news is actually ‘fake’ news, as in the logic of this approach this cannot be answer. Instead the case study is merely interested in the presence of fake news and the reaction of EUDME to it. Furthermore, any notion of other threats such as hacking, election interference or military threat as these do not fit into the scope of this paper. However, if these threats are related by EUDME to fake news, then it does concern securitization of RFN and therefore this case study. 
Conducting a typical securitization case study is a twostep matter, in which the first step is defining what exactly we want to achieve. As in, what is the research question and in what manner does the research question warrant the case study. (Yin, 2009:27). In this case study the puzzle is: how we explain the reaction to Russian fake news by European decision makers and elites. With a focus on the how and why. I argue that Securitization theory provides the best lens from which to understand this matter. Once the focus of the case study has been set, the most important units of analysis have to be defined and linked to the propositions from Securitization theory (Yin, 2009: 27). These are the dimensions illustrated; Actor, structure; communicative. In the following subsections each of these dimensions will be worked out and interpreted in relevance to the case study. 
A weakness of Securitization case studies lies in a confirmation bias of both the case and potential sources. As Buzan, Waever and de Wilde (1998) argued, case selection should revolve around choosing successful cases of securitization. This has led to criticism that it is both Western centric and restraint in its application. Although recent developments have increasingly turned Securitization theory into an approach to study power relations and their influence on the process of securitization power (Balzacq, Léonard and Ruzicka, 2016). However, no clear solution has been found yet. As such it Is unfortunately not within the scope of this paper to successfully challenge this issue.
Another issue that has to be addressed is the ‘talking’ security (Waever,  1995; McDonald, 2008). By discussing, researching, talking etc. we are contributing to the existence of the threat as a concept. Even if we want to argue that something should not be regarded as a threat, we are still contributing to the existence through discourse. To counter this issue, this case study will follow what Huysmans (2002) calls the split research strategy. Which allows for a representational and a performative side of the research. In a sense, interpretation will dissect the  meanings behind the securitization utterances and contextualize what the utterances represent. Finally showing that the securitization is based on an intended misrepresentation of perceived reality. It comes close to Foucault’s power-knowledge nexus; being aware that power and knowledge are mutually constitutive. It means we must be critical of our approach to understanding and be aware of the power behind what constitutes the knowledge.  By doing this I hope to alleviate the notion that talking about securitization contributes to it; as talking security is never innocent (Huysman, 2002; 43/60). 

[bookmark: _Toc502824184]4.3 Actor Dimension
The actor dimension means to interpret and explain actor’s motivations, interests and desires. Interpreting an actor in this manner will aid in explaining why an actor acts the way it does. In other words, it links the actions of an actor to its intrinsic motivations, interests and desires thereby giving credibility to an interpretation. 
First and foremost, an actor dimension identifies an actor and its relevance to securitization of a threat. Subsequently, an actor’s motivations, interests and desires must be interpreted by means of contextualizing the actor and relating it to their social identity. Things of importance could be; election year, possible budget reductions, public pressure through attacks or populist parties etc. This will also aid in discerning what motivates an actor. Again, I do not expect to be able to give a single clear truth, it is the thickness of my description that warrants its trustworthiness.
What remains unclear is what actors are most relevant. If we are to follow the line of reasoning of McDonald (2008) that less significant actors also matter, then what or whom is deemed relevant? As Balzacq (2011) argues, identifying relevant actors can be highly case dependent, which is also one of the reasons why securitization studies are not generalizable. According to Huysmans (2002:56), who argues in line with Bigo (2002), today’s society is increasingly characterized by professionalization and technical rationalization, the bureaucracy of security professionals plays an essential role in securitization. Acting as an intersection at which power relations, threat conceptions, tools and discourse converge. Bigo (2002) argues further, that some actors are better positioned in the structure to securitize compared to others, with security professionals being privy to secret knowledge and accumulated power by being security professionals. Following this logic leads to focus on security professionals as being highly important actors due to their secret knowledge and the bureaucratization of society’s security. However, McDonald (2008) states that securitization studies should not be limited to state actors, nor dominant actors. Bigo (2002) has also argued for the inclusion of private actors in an analysis, which are seeking to benefit from the available/potential resources (Salter, 2008). Further actors of interest are self-interested bureaucratic actors as identified by Bigo (2002). In his research, he found that these actors were pursuing their self-interest by developing transnational links to other bureaucratic structures. By doing so they extended and increased their power within the securitization structure and changing the configuration of the securitization structure. Given the scope of this paper, the focus will lie mostly on actors identified as being important with regard to securitization studies. Again, this does not mean that minor actors are not relevant or cannot have a true impact. 
Lastly, there has to be some concept of audience. As the CS initially theorized, the audience is the judge as to whether a securitizing actor is successful in its attempt to securitize. However, as McDonald argues there is a need to further develop the notion of audience within Securitization theory. Issues arise such as who is the audience, what if there is more than one, are there degrees of acceptance etc. For instance, Balzacq, Léonard and Ruzicka (2016) use the example of Tony Blair seeking popular support for its allied invasion of Iraq. When he lacked approval, he turned to the parliament, of which he got the support needed to invade. What this example portrays is that actors frame or target their discourse at potentially different actors each able to approve securitization. Determining the audience can be achieved by means of analysing through the three dimensions. For example, through discourse analysis it can be analysed what framing, story line, mode of communication etc. in order to shed light on what audience the actor is targeting. This can be of importance because it reveals where the centre of power lay concerning approval and can be an indication of how other actors, tools and practices are tailored to this audience. 
In sum, the actor dimension is a means to first, interpret what actors are relevant to securitization. Second identify what their interests, motivations and desires are. Third, to identify the audience and offer an indication of what this entails. Lastly, due to the scope of this case study, the focus with the actor’s dimension lies with bureaucratic actors (Bigo, 2002), audience, security professionals and elites (Huysmans, 2002). Taken together, these actors have the most influence on the securitization process and therefore contribute the most to its existence and maintenance. Any interpretation will have to be as thick as possible, which also strengthens the interpretation offered by the other dimensions. 

[bookmark: _Toc502824185]4.4 Structure
The securitization structure aims to interpret the power relations between actors within the security structure, the social identities and with it the enabling/disabling qualities of actors and the structure itself, the size and growth of the securitization structure and the presence of dominant discourse, tools and practices. The fluid and changing nature of securitization means that any of these factors can change and influence the structure. It is therefore important to contextualize the interpretation, which also further strengthens the interpretation. The interpretation of the structure dimension will be a gradual built up of placing actors with their relevant social identities within the structure and relating them to other actors, thereby revealing power relations. The build-up will focus on several factors which tandem illustrate the presence of the securitization structure. Once the structure interpretation has been built up, then the structural qualities can be analysed to reveal enabling/disabling qualities or effects of shifts and growth.
	The social identity of the actor and their type of power (Balzacq, Léonard and Ruzicka, 2016) (i.e. cultural, political, religious) will be identified. Certain social identities will have enabling or disabling abilities within the securitization structure. For instance, a Minister of Defence will have a strong power relation and enabling/disabling abilities compared to other lower ranked actors. Furthermore, enabling social identities can further the securitization or vice versa by legitimizing or delegitimizing a threat. It is even possible for actors with no real relevant power to be cast into an enabling or disabling social identity thereby increasing its power. For instance, an actor might become part of a committee or his/her portfolio becomes suddenly important due to unforeseen events. 
Subsequently, the actor will be placed within the securitization structure and their power relation compared to other actors will be highlighted. The fluid nature of the structure means that power relations are prone to change and vary in intensity. However, the power relations should lay bare the relationships between actors and their relevance to the securitization of the threat. In example, an actor with strong influence on agencies or policy has a strong power relationship with those agencies. This should be evident in discourse, tools and practices. It could even be that those agencies as groups of actors carry an interest or are motivated to maintain that relationship. The power relations laid bare and analysed should convey an image of a web like structure surrounding the core securitized threat and its common discourse, tools and practices. 
The fluid and shifting nature of the securitization structure is further argued by Huysmans (2002) who puts forward that one the most important aspect of structure analysis is structural shifts. Shifts can affect how actors are positioned relative to each other, can change categories within the structure, practices or even identities. Moreover, as Bigo (2002) has highlighted, shifts can also occur through linkage which can have serious effects on the power relations and security structure as a whole. As such, in this case study, an emphasis will be placed upon analysing linkages or structural shifts and then interpreting what and why this has occurred.  
	Another important structural aspect is the enabling or disabling qualities of the structure. Huysmans (2002) attributes these enabling or disabling qualities to the  production of knowledge by security professionals. The security knowledge within a structure defines the configuration of power-based relations. It defines what threats are linked to the central threat and how the threat should be perceived and dealt with. The security knowledge within a structure therefore defines how actors are enabled and disabled in their power-based relations. Turning to Bigo (2002) allows us to transfer this theory into practice. In his Internal-external security analysis, he finds that the structure revolves around bureaucracies and bureaucratic actors revolving around a dominating security knowledge. Each trying to further their interests through which they constantly alter the configuration of the structure. The central security knowledge gave shape to the structure and enabled or disabled actors and actions.
	Lastly, the size of the securitization structure can also be determined to the extent that actors from different structures inhabit the structure. For instance, Balzacq, Léonard and Ruzicka (2016) argue that academics, researchers and experts can be present in the structure and contribute to its existence and legitimacy. Moreover, they can actively produce security knowledge as argued by Huysmans (2002). Even if they argue against the securitization of a threat, they are still within the structure using dominating discourse and contributing to its existence (McDonald, 2008).
	Taken in sum, what the structure dimensions aims to convey is that the structure is based on power-based relations in which actor inhibit positions which are always in relation to other actors. Furthermore, within the structure there is a dominating security knowledge and threat around which the actors converge. The structure produces discourse, tools and practices which all revolve around the dominating security knowledge. Moreover, the structure incentivizes actors within to act within the spectrum of the dominating security knowledge and aim to further their interest.  Moreover, it is possible for structures of security to be linked to each other to further increase power and reach or to affect a structural change to the benefit of certain actors. 

[bookmark: _Toc502824186]4.5 Communicative dimension
An important aspect emanating from actors within the securitization structure is the communicative dimension. The communicative dimension houses discourse, tools and practices present within the structure. Hence the importance attached by Securitization theory to these dimensions. In essence, what is of interest is how these means of communication shape the reality of the threat. The aim is to uncover how a threat is constructed and what is behind the threat construction. Analyzing the discourse, tools and practices revolving around this construction will do much to help understand EUDME behavior towards RFN. The intent is not to draw a single explanation from this dimension but add a layer of thickness to the overall interpretation.  
Context matters in securitization studies; therefore, the communicative dimension must be placed within its relative context and in relation to the other dimensions. This is best done through Balzacq (2011) who argues for the pragmatic act. The pragmatic act takes advantage of both the CS and the sociological approach and therefore is able to contextualize. The pragmatic act is divided into two levels; the agent level and the act level. The agent level focusses on several attributes of the agent which enable it. First, the power position in the power-based constellation of actors, which is a structural dimension. Second, the social identity of an actor, acting as an enabler and disabler. Third, the characteristics of the audience and competition for the audience reception. The act level is further divided into action and contextual. The action level focusses solely on the correct use of language in order to pursue securitization. The contextual level focusses on the strategic use of language in trying to convince the audience. Although similar to the action level, the contextual level looks at language use which can be attributed to the context in which the actor is trying to convey the message. For instance, Balzacq (2011; 179) gives the example of the preference for either print or electronic media as a contextual level element. Or looking at what type of audience is receiving and the securitizing actor’s ability to be able to play on the audience their feelings, needs and interests (p.184). By approaching the dimension in this manner, its remains contextually relevant to the other dimensions and adds thickness to our understanding.
	 In practice, what we will be interested in is the types of language artefacts used, i.e. metaphors or stereotypes. Second, relating to Hajer (1995), what is the intertextual relation? We want to be able to discern the story line or the relation of the texts/discourse to other texts/discourse. Story lines fits within the securitization framework of a common discourse within the security structure. Furthermore, it is also complicit in the maelstrom effect  in the sense that a certain momentum can be created (Balzacq, 2011:56). Moreover, to aid in discerning the story line, we can analyse the frames that are created by the actor. Through this interpretation, we can discern what is behind those frames and subsequently be able to understand what the discourse is aiming to achieve. An important frame could be the notion of self and other discussed in the theoretical framework. Of interest would be, who categorizes themselves as the self and who as the other and what is behind this self and other framing. Again, observation of the discourse is not enough. In combination with the other dimensions a as thick as possible interpretation should be made to interpret what is behind the discourse. 
	When researching, the focus of discourse analysis shall lay with discourse in the public or official setting where the actor is actively trying to use a public platform to convey the message. Examples of this are speeches (contextualized in the location and time), statements, interviews etc.  The analysis can also extend into the realm of media through the analysis of talk shows, the news or entertainment shows. In this case, of interest would be whether the common discourse found in the structure has disseminated to other areas. This also applies to the academic field, if recent articles or thesis publications exhibit similar discourse or threat perceptions, then It can be argued that the securitization field has successfully grown and drawn in the academic. 
An extension of discourse, of even the unspoken discourse, are tools and practices. As argued, tools and practices convey much more than their mere usage. There is symbolism, unintentional and intentional effects, motivations and interests behind each dimension. They serve as a tangible reminder or legitimization of the constant threat. Bigo (2002) has shown that tools and practices have a securitizing quality of their own, which can even overcome the need for audience consent (Balzacq, Léonard and Ruzicka, 2016). Tools and practices are the results of struggles within the structure of security, which result in shared tools and practices emerging. Therefore, we can conclude that tools and practices are dependent on power relations within the structure. In essence we are not so much interested in what a tool or practice does but what it represents (Balzacq, Léonard and Ruzicka, 2016: 506).  Tools and practices also enable the harmonization of something that is disputed. In practice, the identification of harmonizing tools similar to the European Consumer Data Protection should reveal the intent and convergence of relevant actors. By identifying categorizations or delineations which share similarities, it can be argued that there is the use of common practice akin to the theoretical predictions. 

[bookmark: _Toc502824187]4.6 Data
Source wise, what is of interest is a mix of tangible and non-tangible sources from a wide array of research settings as argued by Yanow (2003). For instance, statements by EUDME, interviews, public sources, budget information, think tanks, newspapers articles and so forth. Balzacq (2011) argues that the ‘level’ of securitization can influence what sources are most important. So, once an object has been securitized or receives a lot of attention, then it will have reached the discourse level of newspaper articles and political importance. In that case, newspaper articles, interviews with political actors or even political party plans might provide the best means to interpret. In this case study, the emergence of high level actors in the securitization structure can be interpreted as a relative high level of securitization. As such, we can expect that common discourse, tools and practices have emerged and spread to other actors in the structure. Moreover, the dominating discourse should also be present in the media where actors can spread their notion of the threat.
	Another source category of interest to my case study are talk shows. Talk shows provide easy access to a large number of individuals within certain demographics. Van Zoonen and Holtz-Bacha (2000) find that in Germany and the Netherlands talk shows serve an important aspect of politician’s ability to reach the population. Talk shows offer a unique mix of personal and political discourse which comes across as positive on viewers. Furthermore, Davis and Maris (1998) find that adolescents watching talk shows are prone to overestimate the frequency of deviant incidents and attach more importance to social issues appearing on talk shows which could be relevant to a securitizing actor. The rise of talk shows, both radio and TV, indicate the rising demand of viewers for easy to digest entertainment and information. As such, the platform provides a key element in the political actor’s arsenal and will be of interest in my case study. To analyse the talk shows, not only a discourse analysis should be used but also a contextual element akin to the pragmatic act. (Balzacq, 2011). What  is of relevance is when the actor appears, why, in what talk show, what the demographics are and placing the actor in the securitization structure. 
When analysing tools and practices, the main goal will be to analyse what tools and practices are used or proposed. The observance of these tools and practices can tell us how the threat is perceived and what solutions are deemed possible. In sum, it is the goal of this analysis to understand the tools and practices in all their facets; symbolic, threat perception, solution perception etc. In particular interest will be government bureaucracies and their practices and tools. Although it will be quite difficult to determine not just what the tool or practices does but also what it represents (Balzacq, Léonard and Ruzicka, 2016). The sources from all dimensions taken together, should provide as thick and wide as possible research setting, giving the research trustworthiness. Moreover, in relation to the other dimensions, the tools analysis can provide insight into how actors intent translates into action.
A problematic aspect of case studies is the point at which to stop gathering data (Balzacq, 2011) to prevent a data overload. There are no hard rules to deal with this problem unfortunately. Although, Baxter and Jack (2008) argue that researchers should rely on databases or the like to organize the data. The scope of this research does not allow for this manner of organization. As such, this case study will rely on organization through the three dimensions and with this hope to avoid getting lost in the data. Furthermore, I argue that providing a thick interpretation of this case study does not rely so much on quantity of data as it does on variety of categorical sources. What is of most interests is showing the vastness of the Securitization structure and the construction of the threat. I want to map the world politics regarding RFN (Balzacq, 2011: 43).

[bookmark: _Toc502824188]4.7 Hermeneutic circle
The three dimensions offer different insights into the same phenomenon and would each offer a different explanation then the one offered by using these in tandem. How then should this collective interpretation of the dimensions be viewed? It is the goal of Securitization theory to contextualize and understand the conception and construction of the threat. To serve this goal, I argue that the hermeneutic circle offers the best view on the collective interpretation of the three dimensions. As Prasad (2002) argues, the hermeneutic circle allows for the understanding of context (p.18)
 	Interpretation wise, the Hermeneutic circle offers the best understanding of how we should regard the interpretation of texts and the construction of our reality. Intuitively, the hermeneutic circle can be explained through an old saying: you can never read a text the same way twice. This is important to keep in mind in dealing with the construction of a threat through Securitization theory. Actors attempting to securitize a threat are constantly influencing the manner in which reality is perceived. As such, an individual being confronted by a threat interpretation will have this knowledge when being confronted by subsequent threat interpretations. Similar to Hajer (1995), texts build upon previous text and our always relational. 
	The Hermeneutic circle interpretation refers the manner in which a text influences our construction of reality, understanding and knowledge which subsequently alters the way we read or reread a text. The initial exposure to a text is also influenced by our preconceived knowledge and interpretation of reality. Figure 1. visually demonstrates the hermeneutic circle. Prasad (2002) argues that interpretation of a text always goes hand in hand with certain expectations or notion of something larger to which the text belongs. Furthermore, there does not need to be a strict reliance on textual sources, instead human behavior as a whole can be interpreted in the same manner (Prasad, 2002: Ricour, 1971). The key to this notion is that like a text, these aspects can also be interpreted or read in their own way. Intuitively the same manner in which we approach texts through the Hermeneutic circle can also be applied to non-textual sources.  Lastly, Prasad (2002) argues that in order to offer the best interpretation of context, researchers will need to reach for the highest level at which it interprets the context. For example, interpreting the context in which John Doe sells his house can be done at the financial level or at a higher level such as regional, which could show that John Doe’s region is lacking entertainment sites or a lack of potential partners. Although the example might seem odd, what it means to convey is that higher level of contexts can offer more elaborate understandings of context compared to lower levels. Moreover, lower level contexts are related and affected by higher level contexts, meaning that a whole aspect of understanding could be missed if restricted to lower level interpretation.
[image: Afbeeldingsresultaat voor hermeneutic circle]Figure 1. Hermeneutic circle (2017). 

In application to my case study, it means that each dimension offers a new circle. To elaborate, analysing a text through the actor’s dimension will offer an interpretation of reality. Subsequently, with this knowledge in mind, a tool dimension analysis will offer a different interpretation adding to the construction of reality. Continuing this process will lead to a thick interpretation of the constructed reality and also how it has been constructed. In essence, securitization theory wants to make explicit what is implicit in the Hermeneutic circle. With the initial knowledge in my approach being a notion of Securitization theory. This case study wants to interpret, how the exposure to these texts constructs social reality and through Securitization theory make it explicit. 

[bookmark: _Toc502824189]4.8 Methodological summary
The methodology laid out in this case study relies on recent developments within Securitization theory literature and multiple case studies conducted by the likes of Balzacq and Bigo. Given the relative novelty of these new approaches, a summarization is in place in order to support readability and understanding of the pragmatic approach. The following section is a summary of the methodology laid out and a discussion on what can be reached and what is beyond its reach. Furthermore, this will be compared to a positivist methodology, analysing the advantages and disadvantages. 
	Before summarizing the methodology, it is best to recap the core assumptions and claims made in Securitization theory. The core of the claims made in this research revolving around security studies can be reduced to roughly six claims (Keith, 1998:316-317).
1. The principal actors are social constructs
2. The actors are constituted through political practices, creating a shared social understanding. Which give these actors identities with relevant interests, motivations and desires.
3. Politics is fluid, changing and a social construct
4. There is no objective knowledge of the world; as everything is a social construct
5. Knowledge of the world is obtained through interpretive methods, aiming to understand the socially constructed world. 
6. Interpretation can be generalized but is meant to create a contextualized understanding and practical knowledge.
The foremost difference between a positivist/rationalist method and theory is the departure from an objectively knowable world. Securitization theory sees the world as a social construct and only knowable through interpretivism, without going so far to claim predicting and generalizable results. Furthermore, it entails that each researcher will have a different interpretation of the world and of a case study. In the spirit of the Hermeneutic circle (Prasad, 2002), allows for a contextual understanding which depends on the building of contextual knowledge in order to perceive reality. Each text will be read differently due to the knowledge obtained through previous texts, similarly even the initial text will be regarded in a new light after reading. 
The interpretivist research method offers several advantages compared to a positivist methodology. It is the ability to answer the how question instead of positivist focus on the why question. The distinction is made by Doty (1993) as she attempts to explain the major difference between the critical studies and positivist/rationalist studies. The how question means to explore what made a certain practice possible, what subjects, objects and interpretation of reality created its possibility. In contrast to the why, focusing on why decisions leading to certain actions were made (p.298).  
The building of contextual knowledge is done through the three dimensions found in securitization literature and case studies. The actor, structure and communicative dimension serve as three larger hermeneutic circles leading to a renewed interpretation of constructed reality. The credibility and trustworthiness of this mode of interpretation comes from the thickness of description and logic of the connections made. The actors dimension, focusses on the interests, motivations and desires of an actor. By analysing and interpreting this, an actor’s intrinsic motivations is laid bare and a certain logic is attributed to its actions. An interpretation of an actor’s interests, motivations and desires will be thickened by contextualizing it within a structure of power relations. The structure of securitization is a maelstrom of power-based relations which is fluid and changing. The structure acts as an enabler and disabler to actors and their abilities to act within. Furthermore, the presence of actors and resources incentivizes other actors and structures to converge through linking or use of similar discourse, tools and practices.  The communicative dimension serves to analyse how a threat is perceived, how solutions are perceived, what story line is being furthered and how can it be contextualized in the other dimensions, etc. In short, it analyses all the modes of communication and interprets what is behind the communication. It is not only the utterance that is of interests but also what is behind the utterance. It is the aim of the case study to offer an interpretation in which the reader becomes increasingly convinced of the interpretation of reality akin to the hermeneutic cycle. Again, there is no claim of a single truth but instead an interpretation offered by a researcher aiming to be as explicit as possible in its interpretation of reality. 
The methodology further entails that the researcher cannot fall back on a formal and rigid framework with objective knowledge found in the positivist method. Where a positivist methodology would have a strong quantitative foundation from which to make a claim to truth, the interpretivist claim relies on the thickness and trustworthiness of the researcher. Another limitation in this case study is that the thickness of the interpretation is constricted to the scope of this paper. Where a positivist method could claim to have  a stronger interpretation within this scope, an interpretivist method is slightly more constricted. Moreover, the thickness and variety of sources is also constrained to the researcher’s ability (and knowledge, skills, language etc.). Unfortunately, it is also beyond the scope of this paper to use advanced programs to analyse large quantities of data (newspapers, speeches etc.) in order to search for certain discourse or language artefacts. 
In sum, the interpretation offered through this methodology aims to offer an as thick as possible understanding of the socially constructed reality in order to come to an understanding of the how question (Doty, 1993). Comparisons to positivist methodology should focus solely on what the different methods offer and not how one is better or the other is irrelevant (Keith, 1998). Each method can offer a different view of a case study and these relevant insights should never be wholly disregarded. 




















5. [bookmark: _Toc502824190]Empirics

The characterization of RFN by EUDME has been one of a serious threat, aimed at the very core of democratic states. Increasingly EUDME have highlighted the detrimental effects that Russian fake news has on democratic values, institutions and ideas within the EU. According to EUDME, think tanks and scholars; RFN is multi-faceted threat engineered and used by the Russian government in an attempt to subvert the EU (Conley et al, 2016). Most recently, research done by the Swedish Institute of International Affairs analysed 4000 articles published by the Swedish branch of Sputnik (Kragh & Asberg, 2017). The authors found a strong negative bias against EU countries, particularly those who are perceived to be under Western influence.  The Sputnik articles favour the Russian narrative, which aims to improve its standing internationally and mitigate its mistakes or flaws. It tries portraying the EU as a bureaucratic and undemocratic nightmare it attempts to reduce support and increase the notion of a slow and unrepresentative EU (Directorate-General for external affairs, 2016). Although Russia has not been explicit in its support, sanctioning and use this media policy, it has become generally agreed upon that the Kremlin has a significant hand in its use (Conley, et al. 2016). Russia’s tactics are perceived to be intended to alter the perception and in effect halt, the eastern expansion of the EU. Furthermore, destabilizing effects within the EU and its expansion serve a second purpose by reducing Western and liberal dominance (Conley et al. 2016). The media policy serves the goal of restoring Russia’s traditional sphere of influence in the East, being part of its doctrine of New Generation Warfare (Popescu, 2015; Farand, 2017a). The EU has responded by creating an anti-RFN unit: the East StratCom. With the creation of the East StratCom in 2015, the EU intended to counter Russian propaganda and disinformation. The unit has identified over 2500 fake news stories in over 18 languages (Scott and Eddy, 2017), although this is an insignificant part of the overwhelming amount of fake news, propaganda and disinformation reported and unreported. Other EU states have responded with legislation, cooperation initiatives or resilience building programs. For instance, in the Czech republic, an anti-fake news unit has been created to educate the public and increase its resilience against fake-news and propaganda influence. Other EU countries have looked to the Czech example to find a way to deal with the issue (Tait, 2016). The EU has also passed a harshly worded resolution aimed to counter Russian propaganda (Euronews, 2016), to great anger of the Russian government.
	Public statements made by key officials or official texts such as the resolution, offer a further glimpse into political thought, the dominant discourse in these statements have indicated the threat RFN constitutes to the democratic foundation, principles, institutes and values of EU states and the EU itself. Some of the notable actors in this regard are; the UK Defence Minister (MacAskill, 2017), the head of MI6 (Eddy, 2016), Chancellor Merkel (AFP, 2016) and other high ranking German officials (Goulard, 2016). The relative importance of the actors indicates the structural level at which the attempt to securitize is taking place. If the authority and power of these actors are anything to go by, then we should take their warnings seriously. The reaction and characterization of RFN by EUDME is quite serious in tone and nature, suggesting to society that it is a serious threat which must be dealt with by extraordinary means. However, as Securitization theory means to show, we should read against the grain to understand the construction of the threat. When coming to understand the threat perception, it should be noted that securitization theory does not necessarily deny a threat. It does however, open up the black box of reasoning and challenges the things taken as a given.

[bookmark: _Toc502824191]5.2 Flawed Reasoning
If we were to go by the reports and reactions of EUDME, then we should regard RFN as a threat by its very nature. Yet, is this truly the case? Even if we were to accept that fake news is present in society and has a certain effect, is it truly such a grave threat that it warrants extreme securitization? I argue that the reasoning given by EUDME falls wholly short to portray RFN as a grave threat to which society is unable to respond without severe government intervention by means of securitization. To support my claim, I will offer four counter arguments.
 First, foreign influence has always been part of international relations and is certainly not isolated to Russia alone. News outlets such as CNN, die Welt, BBC, Fox, Al-Jazeera all try to expand their influence and offer counter narratives. For instance, Radio Liberty broadcasts 1000 hours per week in 28 languages to spread the values and ideas of democracy. Furthermore, under the guise of conditionality, the EU has linked aid and support to the spreading of EU values to influence states which has largely come at the cost of the Russian sphere of influence (Bourguignon, 2007). Moreover, domestic influence and the spinning of stories has also been a traditional part of politics and society. Is it therefore fair to judge the control of narrative not in the hands of domestic government as a threat to society?
Second, in 2015 alone, the Kremlin reportedly spent $643 million on media (Rettman, 2015a). Supposedly highlighting its determination to expand its influence and nefarious fake news.  Yet perception of Russia has not altered in any significant manner. A recent study by Pew Research Center (Pew Research Center, 2015), revealed that Russia and Putin are held in low regard around the world with only a median of 30% of countries perceiving Russia favourably. This does not lend support to the notion of an effective spending of resources by the Russian government, on the contrary it shows the ineffective nature of RFN. Although there is a section of the public that understands or condones Russian actions, also called Putinverstehers, these represent only a small part of the general public (Rettman, 2015b). In essence, Russian media policy has had limited effects in improving the perception of Russia, which would mean that either its pro-Russian influence is ineffective or that its international media policy is ineffective as a whole. Either way, the limited effects do not explain sufficiently the move by EU decision makers to securitize the issue.
	 Third, and perhaps most important, It could also reasonably be expected that as established democracies, the west should be able to deal with RFN. Established democracies have found ways to adapt to changing circumstances and rising challenges. The same has been the case for the increase in fake news. For example, an increase in satire news programs has been linked to increased efficacy regarding stories that have been shown in satire programs (Brewer, Young, Morreale, 2013). Furthermore, the media is well equipped to counter the fake narratives. One has only to follow the Trump presidency and the speed at which claims are debunked or countered to realize that the threat of fake news is something that can and should be dealt with by the media in a democratic state. Moreover, the threat is often linked to the democratic nature/values/foundations, yet what the EUDME fail to mention is that any solution will inherently limit free speech and the media. Which is by itself a threat to the democratic nature of a state.
	Lastly, the solution to media manipulation and fake news may not lie in securitization but through education according to Dr. Seargeant and Caroline Tagg in their upcoming book (Tagg, Seargeant and Brown, 2017). According to the authors, the skills learnt as a student such as processing information, criticizing sources etc. should receive more emphasis in education. It would allow students to receive a stronger literary resilience and critical reading skills. The solution offered by these authors suggests that the fake news threat may not be as threatening as it is perceived to be. Furthermore, the solution does not need to reach as far as is perceived to be needed.
If RFN is not as grave of a threat as it is made out to be by EUDME then a puzzle arises as to how this threat construction has come to be. The puzzle to be interpreted through Securitization theory is: how can we explain the reaction to Russian fake news by European decision makers and elites? Securitization theory accepts that once a subject has been securitized, that actors have the consent of the audience to deal with the threat in extra-ordinary measures. However, we should always be wary when actors make these claims concerning security and the reasoning behind it as ramifications could be severe. For instance, Balzacq (2008) shows that securitization tools are inherently unstable and expand beyond the control and initial intent. As was the case with EU information sharing. Similarly, Bigo (2002) argues that motivations behind securitization might be as cliché as personal gain for security professionals.   Therefore, shedding light on what the true motivations are behind the securitization effort is important for the sake of democracy, because the solutions to threats fall outside of the democratic process. Something we should always be wary of. 

[bookmark: _Toc502824192]5.3 Interpreting the threat construction
The main point of departure in interpreting the threat construction of RFN by EUDME will be a European Parliament resolution. On the 23rd of November 2016, the European Parliament passed a resolution with 304 votes for and 179 against aimed at counteracting fake news and propaganda. The votes against comprised mostly of far left and far right parties. It was specifically aimed at ISIS and Russia and their subversive tactics. For this research, the resolution provides the perfect foundation from which to understand the structure of securitization surrounding RFN. The resolution will be interpreted through the lens of securitization, the basis it will provide for further analysis will therefore be an interpretation and not a fact. The following interpretation and thickness added through the three dimensions will be aimed at supporting this interpretation and strengthening its validity.  The resolution can provide a solid basis because it is the result of a locust of power struggles and processes leading to the creation of a resolution aiming to give a single voice and intent to the EU regarding RFN. Furthermore, because of its inception by one of the key EU democratic institutions, it is likely that it represents the dominant discourse or story line present within the security structure and relevant actors. Linking discourse, tools and practices to the resolution will confirm this. The resolution can be found in the appendix, due to its length I have focussed on particular parts which convey the position taken by EUDME concerning relevant subjects.
The introducing points of the resolution seek to define the scope of the resolution and to clarify its position on how it views propaganda. Point 1 on the resolution is quite interesting as it immediately seeks to place RFN in the same category as hostile propaganda by arguing that RFN comes in different forms. It furthermore uses variation of tools, aimed at undermining European democratic values, human rights and the rule of law. It shows the categorization of RFN as being hostile and a threat to core tenants of European society. This narrative is furthered under point 3, stating it is a part of hybrid warfare, linking fake news to a form of warfare. Point 4 clarifies that anti-EU propaganda and disinformation may take the form of traditional media or social structures. It is a direct link between RFN and propaganda/disinformation. Bigo (2002) shows that the linking of bureaucracies, in this case RFN to; disinformation, propaganda and hybrid warfare, serves to empower bureaucracies and extend their reach. Were it the case that RFN was viewed on its own, then the ability of actors acting within the structure would be limited. Yet when it is linked or embedded within hostile propaganda and disinformation being part of hybrid warfare (point 4), then actors are enabled with increased power and reach. It has also placed RFN within a form of hybrid warfare, which is quite a serious notion. Warfare being the ultimate threat to a state, a threat of the highest level to society. Furthermore, similar to Bigo (2002), point 5 calls for increased information sharing and the tasking of EU institutions to deal with the issue. In essence, it is a call to being transcending national pillars and moving to the transnational, thereby increasing the power of the EU in relation to the member states. The more serious the threat is perceived or categorized, the more likely EUDME will be able to pursue their intentions. This point is reiterated in point 6, where it is argued the strategic communication should be seen as a priority worthy of relevant resources.
The following points in the resolution pertain in particular to Russia and its use of disinformation and propaganda warfare. If there is any doubt that EUDME wish to categorize RFN as disinformation and propaganda warfare, then point 8 clear this up. It is stated that the EU recognizes the Russian government as using TV stations, pseudo news agencies and multimedia services such as the afore mention Sputnik to target the EU. Particularly, it aims to divide the EU, target democratic values and portray eastern EU states as failed states. Furthermore, it directly implicates the Russian government as being responsible. In relation to the previous points, it means that the Russian government is responsible for a form of hybrid warfare through RFN. This information is affirmed by security professionals, similar to Bigo (2002), claiming that Russia has the intention to destabilize EU countries. Furthermore, the specific mention of Russia as a culprit, along with the severity of the claim, supports the notion that there is a presence of self – other discourse aimed at strengthening the self by setting it off against the other (Wendt, 1993). 
The threat construction is further heightened by stating that Russian tactics are meant to weaken the sovereignty, political independence and territorial integrity of EU states. These are serious claims which can therefore seriously extend EU mandates to deal with the threat. In relation to Hajer (1995) the story line that has thus far emerged is one where RFN is part of Hybrid warfare which takes aim at the core of EU states. With serious claims comes serious solutions in Securitization theory. Which is evident in point 11, where another call is made for increase capacity sharing and counterintelligence efforts. Again, similar to Bigo (2002) the threat that is being conveyed is of the most serious character and illusive in nature. The resolution states in point 8, that the Russian government’s use of hybrid warfare comes in a wide range of tools which defy borders meaning any solution must also be transnational. 
In relevance to the solution, point 14 stresses the lack of a legal international framework for cybersecurity. Furthermore, it sees accountability in media regulation as  lacking, allowing Russia to benefit from this. In point 45, it is shown that the commission is seeking to advance legal initiatives dealing with disinformation and propaganda. Moreover, it sees supporting media outlets, think tanks, NGO’s and relevant organizations as a potential tool to deal with the threat. Similar to Salter (2008) it conveys the availability of extra funds which could incentivize actors to act within the structure of securitization. Lastly, the resolution calls for increased cooperation between NATO and the EU.
The resolution is the first time the EU has spoken on the subject and been able to pass harsh words. The resolution lacks any hard commitments or real solutions. However, it cannot be said that the resolution is therefore meaningless. Securitization theory tells us that the EU has converged around a common discourse and perception of the threat. Audience wise, the resolution is aimed at the EU member states, Russia and actors in the security structure. Its aim was to convince and convey these audiences of their intent and interpretation of the threat. Furthermore, the official nature of the resolution adds a layer of legitimacy acting like a form of guarantee or less risk of investment. If this interpretation indeed has merit, then what should be evident is the continuing use of this common discourse or story line outside the resolution. It would then be interesting to be able to understand what could motivate actors and bureaucracies to continue this story line. In other words what could be the potential interests. It is also evident from the resolution that EUDME wish to portray RFN as part of a hybrid warfare tactic and cyber threats needing transnational responses. In practice what should be evident is this linking of bureaucracies and structures extending to actor’s discourse or even their proposed tools and practices. Furthermore, the resolution seeks the advancement of accountability and media regulation; this should also be present in individual EU states. This is indicative of the tools and practices EUDME see fit to use with regard to RFN.
In sum the resolution makes bold claims and indicates the possibility of several solutions to deal with the threat. The core of the resolution aims to portray RFN as part of hybrid warfare being used by the Russian government. The hybrid warfare targets the core tenants of EU states and therefore represents a grave threat. What is interesting in this portrayal is that the resolution was rejected by far right and left parties, indicating that centrist parties favour this portrayal. This should therefore also be evident in further analysis of this case study. Recent events support this claim, with EU favouring parties and elites furthering the story line present in the resolution (Hajer, 1995). Lastly, it is evident from the resolution that there is a sense of emergency or necessity to deal with the perceived threat. In light of this, it can be said that this is a case of securitization (Balzacq et al. 2016) 
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The actor dimension means to convey the relevant actors present in the field. By relevant I mean security professionals, high level state actors or private actors. Although due to the professionalization and technical rationalization of society, security professionals will be most important (Bigo, 2002). The defined actors have interests, desires and motivations which can be analysed and interpreted. These interpretations by themselves carry little weight, yet if thickened and strengthened by means of the other dimensions, the interpretations are further validated. As such, the empirical actor dimension will focus solely on portraying the present and relevant actors and their interests, desires and motivations. Lastly, an effort will be made to identify the audience (McDonald, 2008). Little reference will be made in this empirical section regarding the discourse, tools and practices used by the actor, unless relevant to the interests and motivations of the actor. Instead, later dimensions will explore this and reference to the actor dimension.
Several important actors present in the securitization structure stand out when analysing for relevant actors. For instance, the de-facto leader of Europe, Merkel of Germany has been vocal in her stance against RFN, pushing legislation, highlighting the relevance and threat of fake news, ushering support for counter measures and pledging to defend European states against the threat of RFN (Tharoor, 2016). Her main opponent at the time of writing this research is Martin Schulz. Schulz has been similarly vocal about the threat of fake news. Furthermore, Schulz has called for EU wide laws dealing with fake news (Schumacher, 2016). These leading German politicians are supported by smaller political actors, such as Patrick Sensburg of the CDU. Sensburg was not alone in this, with his call being echoed by other party members (Bleiker, 2016). 
The political actors are backed up by security professionals, thereby adding legitimacy to the political actors. For instance, the German Justice Minister Heiko Maas has openly stated his concern about fake news and its effect on elections. He urged social media websites to grant greater transparency and take up their role in combating the threat or risk subjecting to possible regulation (Deutsche Welle, 2016). Similarly, Thomas Haldenwang, deputy president of the security agency BfV warned senior security professionals of Russian influence within Germany (Delcker, 2016). It is also reported that officials in Berlin have looked into the possibility of creating a branch of government whose purpose it is to deal with fake news items, although they have been hesitant to follow through as not to appear to oppose free press (Reuters, 2017). Lastly, Germany has committed itself to creating a Cyber and Information Space Command division for its military. Thereby joining other EU states in creating a cyberwarfare division which has amongst other things the responsibility to fight disinformation and fake news. As of last year, the German military has stepped up its IT recruiting by 60% indicating a growth in the relevant resources (Scally, 2017). 
Another important EU actor, French President Macron, has also been very present on the international stage regarding RFN. Confronting Russia with its foreign influence through RFN and hacking in a joint press conference (Gilbert, 2017a). Macron was backed by the political heavy weight Gérard Araud, French ambassador to the US. Whom referred to the RFN as an existential threat (Maher, 2017). Further contributing to the securitization field in France is the newly created cyber security division (Cyware Security Culture, 2017).  Again, the relation between RFN and cyber security is found in the rhetoric of actors whom link RFN to hybrid warfare.
Across the sea, the UK has also created a cyber warfare division, which has been extremely active in its attempt to acquisition enough personnel (Scott and Eddy, 2017). Whitehall officials have accused Russia of cyber warfare by means of amongst other things; hacking, misinformation and fake news. In reaction the UK government has made large increases in the defense budget (Ross, 2016; Sawer, 2016). The defense budget increases also affected the  British National Cyber Security Centre which has the protection of the British democratic system as its top priority. The director of the British National Cyber Security Centre has drawn in social media companies into the securitization field by stressing the social responsibility that these companies have. A similar call was echoed by Damian Collins of the British parliamentary investigation into Fake News, claiming that social media companies have responsibilities or could be subjected to regulations (Halliday, 2017). British GCHQ has similarly backed the claim that these companies have a responsibility by backing legislation aimed at regulation (Nicola and Jennen, 2017.  Moreover, Prime minister May has discussed the threat of (amongst other things) RFN at the National Security Council. At this meeting, senior military, security officials and others were present to discuss solutions to the threat. Currently, the government has also created a parliamentary investigation into fake news in order to establish solutions or guidelines (Scott and Eddy, 2017). 
The Dutch intelligence agency, AIVD has stated that RFN is a growing threat in a report released in 2016 (AIVD, 2016). The agency has seen budget increases for the intelligence apparatus and grown significantly in 2016 and 2017 promising to grow further into 2018. The AIVD position is reinforced by the Dutch ministry  of defence’s head of the cyber division who issued a stark warning concerning fake news (although no direct reference was made to it being Russian)(RTL Nieuws, 2017). 
From within the EU institutions itself have also come forward several high-level actors weighing in on the securitization field. Andrus Ansip, former Estonian Prime Minister, and Vera Jourova, Justice portfolio of the EU parliament have argued that RFN constitutes a serious threat and implicated social media companies in the solution Rettman (2017). Incidentally, Andrus Ansip is also European commission Vice-President in charge of the digital single market and the digital economy and society. The call for increased EU cooperation has also been a vocal point of the NATO which has placed a strong emphasis on cyber security, under which umbrella RFN is covered as a source of new generation warfare (Elshout, 2017; Fedyk, 2016; Berzins, 2016). In an attempt to officially designate cyber warfare as a serious point for NATO, it has decided to brand it as the fourth theatre of war. The backing of cyber security/warfare by both NATO and the EU promises the presence and release of large amounts of funds and resources to increase respective capabilities in the fourth theatre. 
The Baltic states of Sweden and Denmark have also contributed to the securitization of RFN. With the both Defense Ministers vowing increased cooperation to counter the Russian threat which includes RFN (Associated Press, 2017). In Eastern Europe, Poland has claimed success in countering the threat of RFN by creating a specialized centre. The claim has brought several other EU states at its door looking to copy the success (Heijmans, 2017).
The presence and backing of important and powerful actors has also attracted private actors. Private security firms such as Trend Micro have researched the depths of fake news. In a recently released extensive report of the inner workings of fake news and the threat it poses to the political process, the firm highlights the threat it poses and the importance of combatting it. Private parties have also arisen through another aspect, namely fact checking. For instance, the company ‘’Upwork’’ offers the skills of fact checking specialists whose rates go by the hour (Upwork, 2017). Or Facebook’s partnering with fact-checking organizations Snopes, politifact, ABC news and Factcheck.org with more joining in the future. Another internet giant, Google, has partnered with 20 European projects seeking to find a fact checking solution. One way these actors have looked for solutions is through collaborations with universities and students. For instance, the ‘Fake News Challenge’, an international competition aiming to combat fake news using machine learning, natural language and artificial intelligence (Fake News Challenge, 2017). The competition boasts about it having attracted scholars and industry partners worldwide (Scott, 2017b). It is also reported that there has been a surge in start-ups seeking to be one of the firsts to find the solution to fake news (Scott, 2017b). Moreover, even without private backing there has been scholarly research. In example, Cambridge scientists have created a ‘vaccine’ against fake news using a type of banner on websites (BBC, 2017). Aside from institutional scholars, writers have also contributed to the securitization structure. Or Arkady Ostrovsky’s book ‘’The invention of Russia: The rise of Putin and the age of fake news. The book has been highly acclaimed winning multiple literary prizes. According to Balzacq et al. (2016) the presence of academics, researchers and experts add a layer of legitimacy to the existence of the securitization structure.
Think tanks have also been active in conveying their warnings of RFN and its influence. For instance, Stefan Meister of the German Council on Foreign Relations, sees RFN as a strong influence on public perception within Germany (Delcker, 2016). On a similar level, many high level and important political actors have converged around the EU’s CyberSec forum. It is a forum where actors from all ranges of society come together to address cyber challenges. The forum boasts partners from the public, NGO and private sector to draft the conference agenda. The conference has four thematic themes: State, Defense, Future and Business. It is under the Defense theme that the relevance of RFN becomes apparent. According to the forum, information warfare and hybrid warfare are part of digital threats that need to be addressed in 2017 onwards. It is a view that is found throughout the EU and backed by high level political actors and security professionals. Key note speakers give an indication of the variety and level of actors present in the securitization structure which has been linked to RFN. The following names are a only a fraction of speakers present: Polish Minister of Digital Affairs, President of Hathaway Global Strategies, European commissioner for security union, Assistant NATO secretary general for emerging security challenges, Secretary General  of the European Cyber security organization, several Eastern European security professionals and multiple University Lecturers and researchers (CyberSec, 2017).
Audience wise the actors seem focused on the general electorate, using widely disseminating forms of communication or official platforms used often at times of election. McDonald (2008) tells us that the mode and means of communication reveals much about the intention and views of the securitizing actors. For instance, it could be that the actors are addressing this audience in order to garner support for possible media regulation as this traditionally falls under less democratic state practices. The report by Reuters (2017) on hesitancy by Berlin officials to create a special branch of government would support this notion. Also, the level and importance of the actors present in the securitization structure mean that RFN has a high place on the political agenda. This means that actors will try to use this as a means to enhance their reach towards the electorate. Lastly, the transnational nature of the actor could mean that the audience is also transnational in the sense that transnational solutions require transnational support. 
Overall, there seems to be a presence of similar actors in each state and at the EU/ NATO level. High level security officials and professionals, civil servants and high level political actors in each state are present in the securitization structure. Moreover, the presence of academics and researchers has added a layer of legitimacy to the structure. The backing of these high-level actors has given the actor dimension an international but also a transnational portrayal. The actors do not only have a national role but are also important in an international manner. This is the case for actors such as Merkel or Macron but also for security professionals whom under the EU guise have already committed to transnational cooperation to some degree. Therefore, when high level actors speak on behalf of their state, they also speak at least partly on the behalf of the EU or their international stance on matters. This is further affirmed by the backing of the resolution of key EU states and the diverse presence and cooperation of states and high-level actors in the European Cyber security organization. The presence of these high-level actors and therefore the ‘’level’’ at which the securitization is taking place has also led to the presence of private actors wishing to benefit from the possibility of increased resources or opportunities like in Salter (2008). Furthermore, the relevant actors seem to have similar interests at heart; increased cooperation, increased security budgets, better cyber security capabilities and more control on social media companies reminiscent of Bigo (2002) and Balzacq (2008). The last point could also be why private companies such as Facebook or Google have taken an interest in the securitization of RFN; in part to counter the possibility of regulation but also as a private actor looking to benefit of potential opportunities. If we were to visualize the actor dimension; then we would see similar placed high level political, security and private actors present throughout the EU/NATO with similar or related interests and motivations on the surface. However, subsequent interpretations through other dimensions is required to strengthen this interpretation. 
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The structure dimension of this research focuses on the description of the securitization structure. The structure is characterized by the presence of actors with their relevant social identities and power relations with other actors in the securitization structure. Due to the transnational nature of the threat construction, the structure will also be noticeably transnational. In effect, Bigo’s (2002) notion of linking bureaucracies should be evident as bureaucracies seek to expand their power and reach by linking to other security structures/bureaucracies. Moreover, according to Huysmans (2002), the security knowledge within the structure defines the configuration of power-based relations. Meaning that identifying actors as enabling or disabling entails they have or can convey security knowledge on a credible level. It entails that similar to Bigo (2002), security professionals will play a key role in the structure of power-based relations. The aim of this dimension is to create/visualize a web like structure of linked actors. Furthermore, in line with securitization theory, it should also be demonstrated that the structure is expanding. The first and foremost structural dimension that becomes apparent through the actor dimension is the presence of security professionals, political actors, private actors and scholars. A diverse of range of actors are noticeably present in the securitization structure. As such it is important to place these actors within the structure and interpret their place within it and their qualities. To enhance readability, a similar writing structure will be followed as in the actor dimension.
Arguably one of the most powerful actors present in the securitization structure is Chancellor Merkel of Germany. Merkel has been at the forefront of a strong Europe and has shown herself to be politically resilient and strong in the face of backlash over immigration issues. As of now (September 2017), Merkel stands to win the German election. Having faced Martin Schulz another strong candidate with deep EU roots. In a not to uncommon notion, Germany rules (or at least stands at the helm) of Europe. It is the most economically powerful state within the union especially in the face of other struggling large economies within the bloc such as Italy or Spain.  Due to this, Germany is able to dictate the rules on austerity, credit and the economic direction of the EU. Furthermore, Germany has imposed its values on weaker EU states. By values, Germany refers to tax and public-sector reforms, etc. Although Germany insists that it is only trying to make these states more competitive in the face of emerging economies (Jeffries, 2013). Merkel is therefore an actor with significant political power and soft power in the EU and through it in the world. It largely dictates the direction of the EU and influences EU decisions to a large degree. Structure wise it means that Merkel and Germany as a whole are strong actors which can determine to a large degree the movements of the EU. She has the backing of high level security and government officials whose opinions carry great weight in the public eye. Actors such as German Justice Minister Maas, deputy director Haldenwang of the BfV, senior security officials and related think tanks such as the German Council on Foreign Relations. The backing of  these officials entails that the actors backed are enabled by security professionals (Huysmans, 2002). Arguably, the important role of Germany also entails an important role for Germanies security professionals, meaning that the defining role of these professionals is transnational. 
 In the wake of the US election interference, Germany has become vocal and anxious about their own democratic process (Entous and Nakashima, 2016). Security professionals and government officials are worried that Putin means to influence the German election to the detriment of Merkel. One of the manner of influence regarded as a threat is through RFN, which is seen by German security professionals as part of Russian misinformation/hybrid warfare. The linking of bureaucracies by all these actors have had the effect of seeing RFN as part of the cyber security/hybrid warfare threat coming from Russia (Reuters, 2017). The linking has meant that cyber security and with it RFN has attained a high spot on the political agenda. As a result, actors such as Martin Schulz of the CDU have come out with similar proposals of combating fake news on an EU level. Smaller political actors such as CDU’s Patrick Sensburg have likened fake news to press warfare and called for prosecution of perpetrators. Thereby further increasing the notion of RFN as a security issue (Tharoor, 2016).  The mounting pressure has led to social media companies such as Facebook. Twitter and Google to take active measures to counter ‘’fake news’’ or risk facing more legislation (Higgins, 2017). One of the other benefiters of this increased attention given to the linked securitization structures are the German intelligence and military bureaucracies. Which have seen the creation of a cyber division and overall increase of 60% in IT staff for the German military over last year alone (Scally, 2017). Furthermore, Germany has also decided to create a dedicated Cyber command as the sixth branch of military. Moreover, the German military after decades of defense budget cuts has seen its budget increase the last two years. This indicates a shift in the political agenda and with-it resources. The shift is also evident in the budget increases from 2016 into 2017 for the BfV (18%) and the BND (12%), which sheds light on possible motives and interests of senior security professionals (Heymann, 2016).
In France, a similar structure has arisen with high level political actors, security professionals and linked bureaucracies. President Macron has been very stern in his choice of words regarding the influence of RFN on the presidential campaign in France (Gilbert, 2017a). This rhetoric was reinforced by French ambassador to the US, Gérard Araud, who called Russian election interference by means of fake news an existential threat (Maher, 2017). Furthermore, France has recently started recruiting young hackers for their cyber warfare divisions, with high starting salaries of 3000 euros giving an indication of the available resources (Cyware Security Culture, 2017). The idea of Russian influence through amongst others, RFN, has also been suggested by Cécile Vaissié a professor at the university of Rennes. Who said that the Russians have a ‘’formidable machine of influence’’ in France (Higgins, 2017). Aside from budget increases and new military divisions, the pressure has also gotten to social media companies. Suggesting the momentum RFN has on the political agenda has significantly increased the power of relevant actors versus, at the very least, social media companies. For instance, Facebook in response to pressure following the US election has closed over 30,000 Facebook accounts which it considered as being false (Higgins, 2017).
UK actors present in the securitization structure are diverse yet interrelated in a similar nature to Germany and France. For instance, in a high-level meeting late 2016, security professionals and senior civil servants saw Russia as a threat as it used espionage, misinformation, cyber-attacks and fake news. It indicates that the Prime minister is backed and legitimized at the highest level of government in her assessment of the threat being RFN. These backers include large intelligence agencies such as GCHQ and the British National Cyber Security Centre whose primary objective it is to protect the British democratic system. These agencies have started to pressure social media companies to deal with RFN through public/political pressure and backing legislation, looking to deal with the threat of RFN (Halliday, 2017). For instance, there have been moves to create legislation which enable the UK to fine social media companies for non-compliance in the removal of illegal content (Nicola and Jennen,2017). It is a logical extension of the wording used in the EU resolution. Aside from backing the Prime Minister, it has also put her under pressure to deal with the issue. There have been calls from security experts to set up a war cabinet in response to the Russian threat (Sawer, 2016). Furthermore, In response to the meeting, the military has stepped up its collaborative efforts with MI5, indicating a linking of bureaucracies. Moreover, it is thought that to counter the Russian threat, increased defense is necessary. This has translated into 76% increase in spending on cyber capabilities compared to the 2010-2015 cabinet (Ross, 2016).
Another actor that has arisen as a reaction to RFN is the British parliamentary investigation into fake news. The investigation committee is quite a strong actor in the structure able to make enabling or disabling decisions within the structure. This becomes evident when interpreting the investigations summary on their website (Culture, Media and Sport committee, 2017):
· What is 'fake news'? Where does biased but legitimate commentary shade into propaganda and lies?
· What impact has fake news on public understanding of the world, and also on the public response to traditional journalism? If all views are equally valid, does objectivity and balance lose all value?
· Is there any difference in the way people of different ages, social backgrounds, genders etc use and respond to fake news?
· Have changes in the selling and placing of advertising encouraged the growth of fake news, for example by making it profitable to use fake news to attract more hits to websites, and thus more income from advertisers?
· What responsibilities do search engines and social media platforms have, particularly those which are accessible to young people?  Is it viable to use computer-generated algorithms to root out 'fake news' from genuine reporting?
· How can we educate people in how to assess and use different sources of news?


What these focus points and questions show it that the committee has significant power in determining what fake news is, the responsibilities of search engines and media platforms and ways to educate the public. Although at face value these may seem trivial in light of the bigger things, if it is contextualized another interpretation is possible. One in which the committee is indirectly responsible for potential solutions, defining the threat and defining who is responsible. Meaning that at least in the UK, this committee can shape the structure of securitization surrounding RFN at least to the extent that it has serious influence. The role this actor has in defining power relations and even drawing in certain actors is evident in its preliminary findings. Which are, the problem needs to be acknowledged by everyone in the ‘’information supply chain’’, meaning child to parents to social media companies. Second, education needs to meet the challenge in educating children to be critical of texts. Third, there needs to be talks about possible sanctions or licensing regimes which take aim at offending sources (D’ancona, 2017). In this case the actor has used its defining enabling and disabling role to draw in actors ranging from parents to social media companies by means of possible legislation or alterations of education. 
Smaller states have had similar securitization structures arise with top political actors, security professionals and senior civil servants weighing in on the threat of RFN. Such as the Dutch intelligence agency, the AIVD, which has released a report in 2016 (AIVD, 2016) in which it describes Russia actively targeting Dutch elections through fake news and other cyber threats. The report also states that the AIVD has grown significantly over the past two years. A full 240 new employees have been taken in 2016 and additional resources have been spent on attracting tech-specialists. Furthermore, in 2017 the bureau expects to grow even more. It is in line with my expectations that the securitization structure incentivizes actors to maintain the dominating discourse and linking to cyber security.
A surprising fore runner in fighting the perceived threat of RFN is Poland. Recently it has started its Center against terrorism and Hybrid threats to deal with fake news stories which according to Prague is part of information warfare conducted by the Russians (Heijmans, 2017). Other EU countries such as Finland, Sweden and Germany have been looking to Poland for advice in following a similar tactic. Indicating a transnational aspect to the securitization structure, which is also incidentally what top political actors and security professionals have called for. Sweden and Denmark have also made strong statements regarding the threat of fake news and possible solutions indicating that the Baltic states also have a stake in the securitization of RFN. 
On an EU level similar interests can be discerned as the previous mentioned large EU states. It is characterized by the language in the resolution but also by the rhetoric of EU actors. For instance, Andrus Ansip, former Estonian Prime Minister,  and Vera Jourova, justice portfolio sees RFN as a threat that needs to be carefully examined and dealt with (Rettman, 2017). In the same press meeting, the actors indicated a desire of the commission to spend €1.8 billion on cyber security. Furthermore, they argue that EU states should increase their spending on Cyber defense in tandem with increased collaboration between anti-hacking bureaucracies and better EU/NATO collaboration. As of 2016, NATO countries have officially declared cyber warfare as the fourth theatre of war and core part of NATO’s tasks (NATO, 2017). Contextually, it means that the EU and NATO have an interest in developing their fourth theatre of war capabilities and resources. The link to cyber security is also present in the work by the EU to create a Digital Single Market which means to mainstream cyber security policies in the EU and increase the overall cyber security power of the EU. The afore mentioned Andrus Ansip is also European commission Vice-President in charge of the digital single market and the digital economy and society. These claims are backed by NATO General Philip Breedlove in 2014 when he stated that Putin was waging an information blitzkrieg (Lenarz, 2017). Structure wise these actors portray the vested interest that the EU and NATO have in the securitization structure of RFN. Moreover, these institutions are linked to other bureaucracies such as the Digital Single Market and cyber divisions of individual states. 
The securitization structure, the links between different bureaucracies and the presence of high level government and private actors within this structure is best captured in afore mentioned European Cyber Security Forum; CyberSec. The presence of private, public, scholarly and NGO’s reveals the maelstrom effect the linked securitization structure has by drawing in a wide range of actors. The four thematic themes further contribute to this by making tangible links between the different bureaucracies and thereby increasing its relevant power and relevance. Furthermore, the solution that is offered by these actors singly is also proposed by the CyberSec forum. That is, a European-wide cybersecurity system with collaboration between Government, International organizations and the private sector 
	In sum, the structure dimension portrays the relevant actors identified in the actor dimension to be internationally linked and through linked bureaucracies. These links are built upon perception of the threat (i.e. cyber security, hybrid warfare, media regulations) or the solution of the threat. The links and structure of power-based relations is largely defined by the presence of security professionals and their security knowledge. For instance, Merkel’s view on RFN is strengthened by the backing of Germany’s security professionals. These strong actors and their links have also led smaller actors to follow similar links, such as Patrick Sensburg of the CDU, and have thereby been enabled. The transnational links of these high-level actors and their respective bureaucracies have also given a certain credibility to their power and the threat perception of RFN. As such, private actors have found themselves drawn into the maelstrom of these actors and their links looking for opportunities or seeking to counter the possibility of regulation. The linking of security, hybrid war and media bureaucracies has meant that each actor has expanded their reach and power. For instance, It has become possible for intelligence agencies to expand their power on social media companies by linking and enabling actors such as Merkel, Macron or other EUDME. The presence of enabling actors can also be found in grouped actors such as the British committee on fake news which has enabled other actors such as Prime Minister May to link bureaucracies with a form of societal blessing through the committee. It is highly similar to Bigo’s analysis of internal and external security (2002). The linkages have also been formally and literally established through the resolution and the European Cyber Security Forum. Lastly, the actors and the states/bureaucracies/institutes they represent are defining in EU policies and high-level decision making. Meaning that the structure and links are characterized both on a state level and on an EU level.  This interpretation combined with the actor dimension portrays a securitization structure wherein a wide array of internationally relevant actors have transnationally linked bureaucracies and interests wherein RFN as a threat has found itself. The presence, power and interests of these actors have acted like a maelstrom to draw in smaller actors, private actors and other bureaucracies which want to benefit or stave of regulation. However, to strengthen this interpretation, securitization theory tells us we should find a common dominant discourse in the securitization structure. A common story line which links all these actors. Moreover, securitization theory states that the interests, motivations and linking of bureaucracies should also be evident in the tools and practices that emerge in the securitization structure.

[bookmark: _Toc502824195]5.6 Communicative dimension
The communicative dimension relative to the other dimensions will focus more on the discourse, tools and practices used by the relevant actors. Through the pragmatic act (Balzacq, 2011), the power position, social identity and audience will be identified to give a broader and better understanding of the communicative dimension. Furthermore, the dimension as a whole means to interpret whether there is a story line present and if so, what it is and what language artefacts are being used. As with the previous dimensions, a similar setup will be utilized. Points of interest may be the presence of the discourse and story line found in the resolution also found in news outlets, private and public actors and in research. If this is the case, then it can be argued that the resolution is the result of a locust of power struggle which resulted in a dominating discourse and story line around which actors converge. 
One of the most vocal actors present in the securitization structure has been Merkel and Germany as state on the international stage. Using the German Bundestag as a stage, Merkel stated that fake news threatens Germany’s elections and thus democratic institutions. According to her, a possible solution lies in regulation if confronting the phenomenon does not work.  Furthermore, she alleges that fake news finds a lot traction on social media sites which according to her are ‘’unregulated and complicated ecosystems of online information’’. The audience in this case is the political elite with which she is trying to gain support, but also the electorate as she has chosen a serious platform to convey the threat perception and the need for media regulation (undemocratic in nature). According to her, something more is needed to protect the West’s democratic process from fake news (Tharoor, 2016). Martin Schulz, during the running up to the election, has used his platform to call for EU wide laws dealing with fake news. Suggesting that any solution to fake news should be an European solution and not a national solution. In a sense it is call to trans nationalize the solution, further increasing EU power in relevance to states (Schumacher, 2016). Furthermore, calls were echoed by other EU party members looking to criminalize the posting of fake news, likening it to press warfare and offenders being tried for espionage (Bleiker, 2016). These actors represent the top of not only German politics but also international politics. On a contextual level, the relevant importance of the means of communication (such as Bundestag and the election in general) indicate the political weight that the actors are putting behind it. Moreover, it adds a layer of legitimacy and officialness to it by doing so on an important stage of the German government. This discourse has been furthered by ‘’government officials’’ claiming to be looking into the possibility of a branch of government whose purpose it is to deal with fake news (Reuters, 2017). Security professionals such as the German Justice Minister and the deputy President of the security agency BfV, high ranking actors, have used similar discourse, stating concern about fake news and the possibility of regulating this side of the internet more intensely. RFN was being characterized as unwanted foreign influence within Germany (Delcker, 2016, Deutsche Welle, 2016).  At a later date, the possibility of regulation has turned into truth with a new hate speech law due on October the 1st, where social media companies can be fined 50 million euros for failing to remove illegal content within 24 hours. The boundaries of which are yet to be seen. The German Justice Minister at a later stage confirmed the legislation would force social media companies such as Facebook to deal with fake news. In an emailed statement the Minister stated:
"Social-network providers are responsible when their platforms are misused to propagate hate crimes and fake news," 
-Justice Minister Heiko Maas (Nicola and Jennen, 2017)
True to her words, Merkel’s government has created legislation which is supposed to deal with the issue of fake news. However, it is doubtful how effective it will be as most of the offending RFN sites are based on Russian servers. On a broader level, Politico (Scott, 2017a) reports that ahead of the German elections political parties, intelligence agencies and fact checking organizations are actively looking for fake news possibly effecting the election. Furthermore, trying to get ahead of possible legislation publishers have expanded their fact checking in response to possible RFN. Similar efforts are found in Spain, Britain and France. The story line on weaponized fake news has also led to developments on the military side, Germany has created a Cyber and Information Space Command division for its military. Although it could be said that this division was longer in the making and its creation due to other circumstances, it would miss that the division has amongst its tasks a responsibility to fight disinformation and fake news (Scally, 2017). The creation of the Cyber division is no surprise as intelligence agencies and high-level military officials warn of hybrid warfare, information warfare and the disruption of RFN with a need to respond (Taylor, 2017; Scally, 2017).
These actors represent the top of the political in Germany, high level government officials and government officials. The discourse used revolves around the idea of a threat and worry concerning the democratic institutions of Germany. Furthermore, it is key to understand that the ongoing election heightens the attention given to political actors or even high-level security professionals wishing to utilize the election as leverage to make gains. Moreover, after the US election and the ongoing investigation into Russian meddling, the idea of RFN and influence has a serious place on the political agenda. The securitization of RFN has thus far led to security tools being employed in the shape of the Cyber division of the army, legislation and high-level talks concerning a possible branch of government or creating legislation to control social media. Perhaps one of the most key happenings has been the pre-emptive moves by publishers trying to stay ahead of possible government legislation by controlling for fake news (Scally, 2017). It indicates that not only security tools but also the possibility of security tools can have an effect. This interpretation is thickened by the discourse used by the likes of Merkel or high-level security officials whom call for the possibility of legislation. 
France has seen a similar development in the communicative dimension. With high level political actors, security professionals and security measures being taken. For instance, one of the first things Macron did as President was confront Putin directly in a joint press conference. In this confrontation Macron stated that Sputnik and Russia Today were active agents of influence smearing Macron and his campaign through fake news. In the press conference, Macron links the influence of Russia through fake news to election interference and in general to holding Russia accountable for these actions (Gilbert, 2017a). Macron was faced with a French population looking for a strong and internationally visible President keen to take France to the forefront of the international stage (Erlanger, 2017). Furthermore, the initial meeting with Putin was internationally observed, indicating on a contextual level (Balzacq, 2011) that Macron was acting on a highly visible international stage. Similar discourse was used by the ambassador to the US Gérard Araud, called Russian election interference through its use of fake news an existential threat (Maher, 2017). Similarly, the French foreign minister called any interference into the elections as unacceptable (O’Reilly, 2017).   The discourse used by these two heavy weights is backed up by an Oxford University study which finds Russian influence on the election is substantial through its fake news stories. The story line has found traction as publishers such as the Independent link it to Russian influence on elections in general. In a linked similar story, reference is made to warnings of election interference through hacking or otherwise by Germany’s spy chief, the Netherlands, the US and France (Farand, 2017b). The notion of the fake news and hacking threat has spread across France in an overall feeling of elections being threatened (Palma, 2017). This notion is being reinforced by security experts as they warn of ‘active measures’ such as RFN being used as tools of foreign influence. The active measures refer to cyber warfare and disinformation through RFN. Although the susceptibility of French voters to RFN is doubtful, as a 2017 Oxford study found that French voters are less susceptible to fake news then their American counterparts (Howard, Bradshaw, Kollanyi, Desigaud, Bolsover, 2017). 
The British Defense Secretary has also contributed to the warfare narrative, placing fake news within the category of weaponized information aimed at democratic machinery (MacAskill, 2017). Discourse analysis tells us that he is furthering the frame of hybrid warfare by using terms as weaponized. The secretary is joined by other security professionals and high-ranking government civil servants which categorized Russia as a threat through its usage of RFN (Halliday, 2017). On a similar note to Germany, the British bureaucracies have exercised pressure on social media companies via the threat of legislation or placing responsibility at their feet. The former was done by GCHQ and the British National Cyber Security Centre whilst the latter was one of the conclusions of the British parliamentary investigation into fake news. The legislation concerned the fining of social media companies for not removing illegal content (Nicola and Jennen, 2017; D’ancona, 2017). There have also been calls from security experts to set up a war cabinet, which is in line with the story line of hybrid war, warfare in general and the Russian threat (Sawer, 2016).
Furthermore, the UK has been one of the most vocal EU states to push for increased Russian sanctions (Open Europe, 2014; Watts, 2017). Any characterization of Russia being a threat aids in this endeavour as it has run into opposition in its attempts to rally support on increased Russia sanctions (Elliot, Charter, Parfitt, 2017; Panichi, 2015). Merkel has similar motives. Germany has also had a long traditional role of the middle person between Russia and the EU. It was therefore no surprise that Germany took a leading role in pushing for and upholding sanctions on Russia for invading the Crimea. As of now, the sanctions are being upheld. However, there are signs that in the face of European internal struggles, the solidarity is weakening. Key in sustaining the sanctions is a politically strong Merkel in a unified Europe. Supporting the notion that a common threat being Russia through an self and other notion (Wendt, 1993) can help maintain or further sanctions placed upon them. 
Discourse relating RFN to Russia’s hybrid warfare tactics has also been backed by high level US officials and think tanks. For instance, Senator Richard Burr  of the Intelligence Committee sees Russian interference in the EU elections as an almost certainty. He is backed by the afore mentioned US director of National intelligence. Moreover, director of the Russia and Eurasia program at the Carnegie endowment for Peace based in Washington has linked Russian leaders to the employment of information warfare and its deployment to the west (O’Reilly, 2017). Again, the presence of academics, researchers and experts has added a layer of legitimacy to the securitization structure. Moreover, the afore mentioned researcher/expert has used similar discourse meaning that the story line and dominant discourse is also legitimized.
The affirming discourse of hybrid warfare tactics is also found in Sweden and Denmark. Defense Ministers of both states have released a joint op-ed in the Swedish newspaper Aftonbladet under the strong headline: ‘’Russian fake news: a danger to our countries’’ (Frederiksen and Hulqvist, 2017). The actors make direct links between hybrid warfare, Russian fake news and the safety of society.  To fight this threat, the minister believe that increased cooperation is needed between the two states. The threat was also deemed substantial enough for Poland to create the Center against terrorism and Hybrid threats to deal with fake news stories which according to Prague is part of information warfare conducted by the Russians (Heijmans, 2017). In this example, Poland has created a dedicated bureaucracy in order to address what it sees as a grave threat to its society. Most noticeable in this is that it deems hybrid threats as similar to terrorist threats. It is a linking of bureaucracies in the most literal sense through the naming of the centre.  
The securitization structure has also attracted scholars in the linking of RFN to cyber security, hybrid warfare and the threat it poses to democratic processes (Khaldarova and Pantti, 2016; Giles, 2015; Reilly, 2010; Aro, 2016). In a recent extensive research by Kragh and Åsberg (2017), the authors find that Russia is actively trying to influence Swedish politics through ‘active measures KGB style’ and the employment of Sputnik News and other social  media enterprises to spread fake news. Åsberg also made comments on Radio Sweden (2017) where he stated that Russian interference in Swedish elections was extremely likely. Berzins (2017) also sees Russian media and its fake news as part of the new generation warfare utilized by Russia. According to him, it is part of a asymmetric all-encompassing war where state sponsored media play a key role in the initial phases. Similarly, Aro (2016) also states the manner in which Russia has weaponized the fake news. It is a continuance of the story line found in the resolution and narrative of EUDME, scholars are contributing to the existence and furthering of RFN and its securitization. As talking security contributes to its existence (Waever,  1995; McDonald, 2008). 
The hybrid warfare discourse has spread further into special TV news reports. A recent piece by the CNN (CNN, 2017) highlights Lithuania and NATO’s struggle to deal with Russia fake news. It stated that Russia is being accused of waging a fake news war. It claims were backed up with footage from the Lithuania’s Defense Minister asserting that it is completely sure that Russia is behind this hybrid warfare. Also, pointing to a past Merkel speech where she decried Russian fake news stories. On Dutch television (De Wereld Draait Door, 2017), a different story was dealt with, but similar discourse emerged. In a discussion about Geert Wilder’s use of a doctored photo the question emerged whether fake news is a tactical political weapon. Although the context is different, what has happened here is the continuing of war related discourse, namely weapon. These shows have a big reach across the demographics and represent daily shows of political, cultural and societal highlights. 
Another TV report by Rambam (2017), more aimed at a younger public, aimed to do an investigation into Russian fake news and election interference. The report starts by stating that the investigation was started with the Dutch elections that are coming up in mind. They specifically point to the EU task force and its concerns on Russian influence on several EU state elections including that of the Netherlands. They discuss the dangers that fake news poses and allege that the obvious perpetrator is Russia. 
On a more serious Dutch political talk show, Jinek (2016) hosted Aart Zeeman of ‘Brandpunt’ who talks about his show where they aim to find out more about fake news and its origin. Before she turns to Aart, Jinek opens with a piece by the NRC which deals with Russian hackers targeting Dutch state secrets. It lays the foundation for the rest of the talk as Russia is immediately implicated and RFN is embedded within a cyber threat; hacking. Aart Zeeman follows up by explaining the starting point of the investigation; Finland due to its proximity to Russia. He claims that Russia is actively trying to sow confusion and claim the narrative through state sponsored enterprises. Finally, he claims that the fake news is also reaching the Netherlands and could harm the institutions by damaging credibility.  Although the discourse of hybrid warfare and weapons is absent in the discussion, it is present implicitly. By claiming that Russia is the perpetrator it acknowledges a state threat. Furthermore, Aart Zeeman claims the threat is also reaching the Netherlands and damaging democratic institutions. Also, the Netherlands still has the Russian downed airliner on their collective mind meaning any Russian threat or implication of it will likely find fruitful ground. On Dutch television, Brandpunt is known as a credible investigative program which goes deep to uncover the truth. The claims are therefore made by a credible actor on a credible show as Jinek is one of the top political programs on Dutch TV. 
The news show Nieuwsuur (2016) covered a similar aspect as Jinek (2016). In hour long show, the first half hour discusses Russian hacking and the dangers that it poses to institutions and states. The second half hour of the show focusses purely on fake news and the effects on elections without mentioning Russia. Although there is no explicit mention of Russia and fake news in the same segment, it is again linked in the same episode similar to other shows and the resolution discourse. A similar news show, RTL nieuws (2017), had a segment in which it warned about live fake news. It made a specific reference to the warning by Dutch ministry of Defense head of the cyber division which ushered a grave warning on live fake news and its possible effects. This example is quite interesting as there is no direct link to Russia made. However, a security professional with significant credentials has made the claim which gives a certain weight to it. Furthermore, RTL Nieuws is also seen as a credible news source which has a young to middle aged working demographic. In sum, the topic of fake news is present in various forms on some of the most watched programs of Dutch television. This indicates that the dominant discourse has extended from the media to talk shows with their significant reach. Although the link to Russia is not always made, the common theme is always one of threat, danger or effect it has on the democratic process. Moreover, in multiple shows the link to cyber security is either made explicitly or shown in the same segment. 
The story line used by these and other high-ranking actors present in the securitization structure is found in abundance throughout news outlets, symposiums, talk shows and so forth. The securitization is furthered through the media through its use of the story line and dominant discourse. These news outlets are noteworthy names and are held in high regard, giving an indication of how far spread the dominant discourse has within the media environment. A few names to highlight this are: The Independent (Walker, 2017), Washington Times (Taylor, 2017), Washington Post (Tharoor, 2016), The Guardian (Tait, 2016), The New York Times (Scott, 2017a, b), BBC (Schofield, 2017), Radio Sweden (Radio Sweden 2017), RTL nieuws (RTL nieuws, 2017). All these outlets have at least one but mostly multiple stories on RFN. In these stories, the warnings ushered by security professionals, political actors and others refer to a Russian funded, driven and originating foreign influence machine which is part of Russia’s hybrid or new generation warfare (Popescu, 2015). For instance, Vice News has taken an almost literal similar stance as the securitization story line, it  refers to the Russian fake news machine being state sponsored and training its sights on France. Moreover, Vice News has puts the size of the Russian machine at $1 billion with branches reaching beyond the state-owned networks into  blogs and bots and trolls farms (Gilbert, 2017b). Other news outlets use even graver words, such as the international policy digest which states that Russian interference could be the greatest threat to EU democracy. This fits within the narrative that the democratic institutions and foundations of states are being threatened. The publisher backs up this claim by referring to several security professionals such as the US director of National intelligence, the German head of domestic security and the head of British MI6 all portraying election influence as Russian attempts at subversion in the form of active measures. These active measures according to the outlet are part of the Russian military doctrine and aimed at weakening the EU, NATO and democracy within the EU. The stark warnings are reaffirmed by pointing to evidence that the Russians have been successful in effecting the Dutch referendum on Ukraine, the Italian reform vote and the Brexit (Maher, 2017). This view is echoed by the New York Times, which affirms that these were affected by Russian influence (New York Times, 2016).  According to this outlet, the future of western democracies relies on success of Merkel’s approach to Russia’s hybrid warfare tactics, stark words fitting the securitization story line. 
Securitizing actors are utilizing a narrative where a solution is based on the requirement of new legislation, an increase in digital security cooperation, increased spending on cyber security and overall increased collaboration between EU states and EU with NATO. This narrative is also found within the media environment to varying degree, depending on the angle (e.g. cyber security, the Russian threat or developments in fake news). The frame that securitizing actors are conveying is one where NATO/EU capabilities in cyber warfare are key in protecting its member states from new generation warfare tactics and that capabilities and information must be shared. Furthermore, the possibility of legislation or increased controls on social media from the government is often brought up as a possibility.  This becomes evident through the continued linking of RFN to hybrid warfare, cyber security and to some degree laying the responsibility of RFN at the feet of social media companies who might be subjected to regulation. Again, the story line found in the resolution is furthered. The key notion here being the weapon aspect of RFN, as defending against weapons falls under the guise of the military. That frame is especially evident in a short video made by NATO in which it discusses the hybrid threat that Russia poses using RFN and the hybrid solution they propose (NATO, 2014).The call for increased cooperation between the NATO and the EU has not gone unanswered as EU states have increased their spending on cyber security and cyber warfare divisions. The influx in potential resources has also benefited private actors  as the NATO/EU outline of cyber security defense highlights the importance of working together with industry partners. 
Furthermore, according to Andrus Ansip the solution lies with social media companies and that the EU would ‘’clarify’’ what it wants these companies to do (Rettman, 2017). This is similar rhetoric as used by Merkel, German and British security heads and the British commission on fake news, which all pressured social media companies by either proposing or threatening to propose legislation. The German Justice Minister echoed Merkel stating that the fake news side of the internet must be deal with intensely (Deutsche Welle, 2016). It could be argued that the EUDME are trying to strengthen their power over social media companies by posing it as a solution to fake news which is a dire threat to society thereby gaining support of said society. A similar shift without a threat of fake news would likely be met with resistance, however successful securitization increases the power and possibilities of securitizing actors. The offered solution requires some degree of consent from an audience in order to gain enough traction.
	Lastly, in order to give further weight to the interpretation that the securitization structure is like an expanding maelstrom, also known as the recurrent effect, I shall demonstrate that the story line has expanded towards thesis research. Not only has the dominant discourse and threat perception then expanded its reach to the media environment, it has also affected a newer generation of students and researchers drawn into the logic of the story line of RFN. 

[bookmark: _Toc502824196]5.7 Recurrent effect
In order to demonstrate that there is a recurrent effect ongoing in the securitization structure of RFN, I will show that the dominant discourse and story line has gained legitimacy to the extent that students are writing master thesis’s using the dominant discourse and story line. Following the logic of Balzacq et al. (2016), the presence of academics and researchers adds to the legitimacy of the securitization structure. Moreover, the acceptance by the students, university and the supervisors of the dominant discourse and story line of RFN securitization resembles an acceptance of the conveyed reality of the threat. As such, it can be expected that the added layer of legitimacy brought by the new generation of researchers will further contribute to the expansion of the securitization structure. Lastly, most of the thesis’s written on the matter are from the last two years, indicating that the recurrent effect is indeed spread out and continuous in the case of RFN. It must be noted that in analysing thesis’s, only Dutch universities were being analysed. 
The first thesis: Russian politics of deception….Warfare in Russia-Ukraine Relations by Morozova (2017) immediately conveys the threat of Russia and its use of information warfare; with keywords highlighting its focus on strategic studies, security studies and Russia. Furthermore, the author has found that the information warfare used by Russia falls under the new generation warfare. The latter has often been used synonymous with hybrid warfare/information warfare. The notion of weaponized information or hybrid warfare is also found in the master thesis: Propaganda 2.0. Weaponizing Information in the Age of Social Media and Traces of Russian Information Warfare in Lithuania's Mediascape by Indriünaitė (2017). More relevant terms are: propaganda blitzkrieg, Russian Times influence, media strategies and the implication of Russia as a culprit, the role of social media companies and Kremlin information tactics. It is almost identical in its use of the dominant discourse to the third thesis: Online Russia, today : how is Russia Today framing the events of the Ukrainian crisis of 2013 and what this framing says about the Russian regime’s legitimation strategies? : the case of the Russian-language online platform of RT by Kurdalanova (2016).  Closer to home, Verbunt (2017) has written on Russian propaganda campaigns to influence EU opinion on the MH17 flight crash and the annexation of the Crimea. Although less reference is made to it being a weapon but more likening it to a propaganda influencing campaign. Portraying Russia as a threatening state is further by Mulder (2016) in his thesis on Russia being a regional threat. The author links hybrid warfare to pro-Kremlin media and plausible deniability. There is also a thesis on the NATO’s response to hybrid warfare, information warfare and cyber threats by Spiegel (2017): Securing cyberspace: NATO’s cyber defense policy as a security dispositive. The author makes multiple references to NATO’s efforts to counter these threats through cooperative security practices. Lastly, and even closer to home still, S. Weyn (2017) has written from a law perspective on who is responsible for fake news. According to the author, the responsibility could lie with the between person, meaning social media companies. It indicates that the notion of responsibility of social media companies is gaining traction at the most fringe level of the securitization structure. Moreover, both myself and S. Weyn were unaware of each other’s research subject till in a later stage, indicating that either we have a fake news focused family or that the recurrent effect of the securitization structure is expanding rapidly. 
	What these theses represent is the spread of the dominant discourse and story line of RFN towards the academic and research side, which according to Balzacq et al. (2016) adds a layer of legitimacy. Not only are similar terms used, but also similar story lines and even similar solutions. It indicates the power of the securitization structure and its dominant discourse in its ability to spread to other reaches of society. Therefore, the expansion and recurrent effect of the securitization structure should continue; akin to the maelstrom effect described before.
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In sum, this research has aimed to answer the following research question: how can we explain the reaction to Russian fake news by European decision makers and elites? An overreaction which I have argued is stronger and far reaching than necessary. This is the case for at least four reasons. First, foreign influence has always been part of international relations, this should be no different. Second, the large Russian media budget has done little to change the international perception of Russia, shedding doubt on the effectiveness of the perceived threat. Third, established democracies should be able to deal with the issue of RFN as it can adept without requiring severe government intervention, intruding on democratic foundations. Lastly, even if the threat is credible, the solution could be as simple as increasing the exposure of students to critical reading skills thereby strengthening their resilience. Furthermore, I have argued that the reaction is not only an overreaction, but the reasons given as to why RFN is a threat also do not accurately portray why the EUDME react the way they do. To best analyse the reaction to RFN by EUDME, I turned to securitization theory which tells us that nothing is a threat by default but that threats are created by securitizing actors. As a starting point, I have argued that RFN is being securitized. As a basis for this argument I have used the EU resolution which shows in official wording the perception of RFN and Russia itself by the EU and its member states. The resolution should be viewed as the result of locust-based power struggles which have resulted in the resolution and its wording. As it stands, the resolution has a strong wording on RFN being a form of hybrid warfare which requires a solution in the form of increased cooperation and cyber capabilities. Also, it is important to note that the resolution also deals with ISIS in the same category (fake news) indicating the conveyance of RFN being in the same category as ISIS fake news. In order to give further weight to this argument that RFN is being securitized, the three dimensions have shown a continuance of the resolution wording and threat perception. Having argued that RFN is being securitized, I have then given an interpretation as to why and how it is being securitized. 
Through the three dimensions; actor, structure and communicative, I have argued that there are wide ranging motives, interests and powers at play which contribute to the securitization of RFN. Each dimension provides a different angle on the securitization of RFN. The dimensions by themselves provide little thickness to the interpretations offered, yet all three together thicken and strengthen the interpretation and analysis. In the actor dimension, it becomes evident that each EU state, the EU and NATO (in cooperative areas with the EU) has similarly placed actors contributing to the securitization of RFN. Heads of intelligence agencies, senior political actors, heads of state, serious political election candidates, ambassadors, NATO/EU senior level actors, academics and experts, adding to the legitimacy of the securitization of RFN. Furthermore, each actor plays a domestic role but also a transnational role in the securitization as most of the actors present in the structure also carry significant transnational influence. Moreover, the relevant actors seem to have similar interests and motives; increased transnational cooperation and information sharing, increased security budgets, enhanced cyber security capabilities and more control on social media companies reminiscent of Bigo (2002) and Balzacq (2008). The latter interest has led to the (forced) inclusion and participation in securitization of RFN by private actors and social media companies, whom find themselves at the mercy of potential regulation. There seems also to be a strong interest from the security professionals but also at the state level to expand power over social media companies. Whereas security professionals both military and intelligence also show interests and motives to increase their relevant powers, resources and capabilities of relevant institutions such as cyber divisions or information sharing capabilities. Incidentally, these interests and motives found are also present in the resolution indicating the  continuance of motives and interests found in the resolution. Which as the other dimensions have shown, has worked remarkably well. 
The structure dimension revealed what Bigo (2000;2002) found to be the linking of bureaucracies for the sake of power, resources or even personal gain. Security professionals using their ‘’secret knowledge’’ created national and transnational links to other bureaucracies, thereby increasing their relative power and the power present in the securitization structure. This is especially the case in the linking to war institutions such as cyber security, cyber divisions and information warfare which connected these security structures to the securitization structure of RFN. Moreover, the relevant power present in the securitization structure and the importance of the actors involved acted like a maelstrom drawing in private parties looking to benefit of the available resources (fact checking organizations, cyber security firms) but also the social media companies which felt the pressure mounting through the linked bureaucracies and their relevant actors. Security professionals also played a key role in enabling or disabling certain actors. They enabled high level political actors such as Merkel or Macron by affirming their perception of the threat or expanding on it. The links between security professionals and political actors was similar in each EU state but also at the EU and NATO institutional level. What the structure dimension conveyed was a transnational securitization structure with many high-level actors and security professionals enabling each other and creating transnational links. Moreover, the lack of attention given to research offering less invasive solutions to the threat could be interpreted as these actors being disabled or pushed aside. 
The communicative dimension is where the other interpretations find the most support.  I have shown that there is a strong dominant discourse and story line which has emerged at all layer of society (academic, political, news outlets, students, Television shows, security conferences etc.). The similarity of the dominant story line implies that there are strong powers at play which have the ability to spread the story line and perception of the threat. Securitization theory tells us that the dominant discourse can tell us how the threat is perceived, and the solutions reckoned to be required. Which in turn sheds a light on motives and interests. For instance, the continued appearance of discourse referring to hybrid warfare, cyber security, new generation warfare, cyber divisions, propaganda warfare, propaganda machine, information warfare, social media company’s responsibility, regulations, information sharing capabilities, transnational cooperation, EU level solutions and more, can be equated to the linking of RFN to war and security which is by default a core task of the state. Moreover, regulations are often mentioned as being a possibility or are being enacted as a counter to the threat of fake news and RFN. Securitization theory tells us that by successfully securitizing a threat, the audience (electorate) consents to extra-ordinary measures to be taken to counter the threat. As such, governments have been able to pass laws infringing on democratic notions such as free speech which would otherwise have at least run in to serious opposition.  
In tandem, these dimensions indicate that RFN has been linked to a larger securitization structure, one of warfare and security. The link has significantly expanded the relevant powers of the securitization structure and its relevant actors. The presence of high level actors and the expansion of power and resources has acted like a maelstrom, drawing in private actors, experts, academics and social media companies giving the securitization structure more legitimacy.  This increase in relevant power can also be attributed to the spread of the dominant discourse which can be found from the top of the state level to the student level. There seem to be strong interests and motives at play to increase cyber capabilities, transnational cooperation, control over social media companies and with it a stronger grip by the government on the narrative. As of now, these interests seem to be attainable or even attained by the relevant actors. For instance, the new law in Germany which has yet to be tested in its reach. Or the creation of cyber divisions and increased resources towards the cyber theatre of war. More recently, Facebook and Twitter have turned to blocking sources deemed as Russian propaganda such as RT or Sputnik. Most striking however, is a sense of acceptance or lack of challenge in the threat perception. This is most evident in the dominant discourse found in the media where the threat perception is taken to be almost self-evident. As such I argue that RFN has been successfully securitized which means that the relevant actors have consent to provide the solution. Which in Germanies case has led to a law which would not be possible without it being a form of security. 
So then, how can we explain the reaction of EUDME to RFN? I argue that the motives and interests of specifically high state and EU level actors and security professionals play a key role in the rise of a securitization structure surrounding RFN. The notion of RFN being a threat has allowed these actors to expand their powers over domains such as social media, which would otherwise be impossible. Moreover, the linking of bureaucracies has served the notion of increased cyber capabilities, cooperation and an expansion of the areas in which these security professionals operate. No longer is information/news an island of democratic freedom, it is now within the reach of the actors present in the securitization structure. The societal relevance of the actors present and with it, the resources, have acted like a maelstrom drawing in more actors. In effect, the story line provided by the EUDME has snowballed into a larger structure. The snowballing has also led to more actors with an interest in maintaining the securitization structure. Therefore, it can be said that the reasoning provided by EUDME seem to play a little role in the actual explanation of EUDME behaviour. 
The societal relevance of this securitization and even securitization studies in general, are quite significant. I have argued that the perception of RFN as a threat is taken almost for granted meaning there is hardly any societal debate on whether the consequences of possible solutions are worth it in comparison to the severity of the threat. This is even more striking if we consider that the solutions offered are more far reaching then are possibly needed. By opening the black box of a threat, we can come to understand that there are more reasons, interests and motives at play which determine whether something is a threat. With this understanding, we can truly begin to debate whether we as a society view something as a threat and whether determine the solution to be acceptable. It is even more important due to tools, practices and solutions to threats are unstable and tend to expand beyond their initial intent (Balzacq, 2008).
It is however, not within the ability of this research to determine this interpretation to be the correct one. Neither can it be validated by measuring or other positivist notions. It is even entirely possible for another researcher using securitization theory might reach a completely different interpretation. It is however, the intention of this research to offer an interpretation whilst being as explicit as possible in how the researcher has reached this interpretation. Thereby offering insight into the researcher’s lens through which he or she views the world. Moreover, without a measure of correctness, securitization theory offers thickness of interpretation instead. The pragmatic approach offers a flexibility not found in positivist research, allowing the researcher to read against the grain. By doing this, the pragmatic approach offers an understanding of notions that a positivist researcher might miss or reject out of hand. 
Future research within the field of securitization or more specifically into RFN, would do well to extend beyond English speaking countries and delve into the native language of each EU state. This would create an even thicker interpretation, but also provide insight into whether the story line differs in each culture. Furthermore, a thorough analysis of the resources and fund development in the sector would be of interest to the maelstrom interpretation. Moreover, a computerized discourse analysis with a vast data set would be very interesting as it could not only show the spread of discourse but also the development and offer an empirical basis for the story line interpretation. It would also be interesting for a positivist scholar to analyse RFN and compare interpretations. Lastly, developments into Securitization theory should follow the steps made beyond theory and into practice as it can offer a great deal in the interpretation of security. As this research has shown, there is great overlap in similar securitization theory research by authors such as Bigo and Balzacq. Meaning that practical research within securitization theory could further shed light on what notions are relevant or prevalent in securitization. What I hope readers take away from this research is the notion that we should not take a security threat as a given. Moreover, a pragmatic approach can greatly aid in the understanding of a threat in its inception and development.
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RFN - Russian Fake News 
EUDME - EU decision makers & Elites
CS – Copenhagen School 



















[bookmark: _Toc502824199]Appendix

[bookmark: _Toc502824200][bookmark: Sujet][bookmark: References]Excerpts from: European Parliament resolution of 23 November 2016 on EU strategic communication to counteract propaganda against it by third parties (2016/2030(INI))

EU strategic communication to counteract propaganda against it by third parties
1. Underlines that hostile propaganda against the EU comes in many different forms and uses various tools, often tailored to match EU Member States’ profiles, with the goal of distorting truths, provoking doubt, dividing Member States, engineering a strategic split between the European Union and its North American partners and paralysing the decision-making process, discrediting the EU institutions and transatlantic partnerships, which play a recognised role in the European security and economic architecture, in the eyes and minds of EU citizens and of citizens of neighbouring countries, and undermining and eroding the European narrative based on democratic values, human rights and the rule of law; recalls that one of the most important tools used is incitement of fear and uncertainty in EU citizens, as well as presenting hostile state and non-state actors as much stronger than they are in reality;
3.	Notes that disinformation and propaganda are part of hybrid warfare; highlights, therefore, the need to raise awareness and demonstrate assertiveness through institutional/political communication, think tank/academia research, social media campaigns, civil society initiatives, media literacy and other useful actions;
4.	Stresses that the strategy of anti-EU propaganda and disinformation by third countries may take various forms and involve, in particular, traditional media, social structures, school programmes and political parties, both within and beyond the European Union;
5.	Notes the multi-layered character of current EU strategic communications at various levels, including the EU institutions, the Member States, various NATO and UN bodies, NGOs and civic organisations, and calls for the best possible coordination and information exchange between these parties; calls for more cooperation and exchange of information between various parties that have voiced concern at these propaganda efforts and wish to draw up strategies for countering disinformation; believes that, in the EU context, Union institutions should be tasked with such coordination;
6.	Recognises that the EU must consider its strategic communication efforts as a priority, which should involve relevant resources; reiterates that the EU is a successful model of integration which continues, amid crisis, to attract countries wanting to replicate this model and become part of it; underlines, therefore, that the EU needs to put out its positive message about its successes, values and principles with determination and courage, and that it needs to be offensive in its narrative, not defensive; 
Recognizing and exposing Russian disinformation and propaganda warfare
8.	Recognises that the Russian Government is employing a wide range of tools and instruments, such as think tanks and special foundations (e.g. Russkiy Mir), special authorities (Rossotrudnichestvo), multilingual TV stations (e.g. RT), pseudo news agencies and multimedia services (e.g. Sputnik), cross-border social and religious groups, as the regime wants to present itself as the only defender of traditional Christian values, social media and internet trolls to challenge democratic values, divide Europe, gather domestic support and create the perception of failed states in the EU’s eastern neighbourhood; stresses that Russia invests relevant financial resources in its disinformation and propaganda instruments engaged either directly by the state or through Kremlin-controlled companies and organisations; underlines that, on the one hand, the Kremlin is funding political parties and other organisations within the EU with the intent of undermining political cohesion, and that, on the other hand, Kremlin propaganda directly targets specific journalists, politicians and individuals in the EU;
9.	Recalls that security and intelligence services conclude that Russia has the capacity and intention to conduct operations aimed at destabilising other countries; points out that this often takes the form of support to political extremists and large-scale disinformation and mass media campaigns; notes, furthermore, that such media companies are present and active in the EU;
10.	Points out that the Kremlin’s information strategy is complementary to its policy of stepping up bilateral relations, economic cooperation and joint projects with individual EU Member States in order to weaken EU coherence and undermine EU policies;
11.	Argues that Russian strategic communication is part of a larger subversive campaign to weaken EU cooperation and the sovereignty, political independence and territorial integrity of the Union and its Member States; urges Member State governments to be vigilant towards Russian information operations on European soil and to increase capacity sharing and counterintelligence efforts aimed at countering such operations;
12.	Expresses its strong criticism of Russian efforts to disrupt the EU integration process and deplores, in this respect, Russian backing of anti-EU forces in the EU with regard, in particular, to extreme-right parties, populist forces and movements that deny the basic values of liberal democracies;
13.	Is seriously concerned by the rapid expansion of Kremlin-inspired activities in Europe, including disinformation and propaganda seeking to maintain or increase Russia’s influence to weaken and split the EU; stresses that a large part of the Kremlin’s propaganda is aimed at describing some European countries as belonging to ‘Russia’s traditional sphere of influence’; notes that one of its main strategies is to circulate and impose an alternative narrative, often based on a manipulated interpretation of historical events and aimed at justifying its external actions and geopolitical interests; notes that falsifying history is one of its main strategies; in this respect, notes the need to raise awareness of the crimes of communist regimes through public campaigns and educational systems and to support research and documentation activities, especially in the former members of the Soviet bloc, to counter the Kremlin narrative;
14.	Stresses that Russia is exploiting the absence of a legal international framework in areas such as cybersecurity and the lack of accountability in media regulation, and is turning any ambiguity in these matters in its favour; underlines that aggressive Russian activities in the cyber domain facilitate information warfare; calls on the Commission and the European External Action Service (EEAS) to pay attention to the role of Internet Exchange Points as critical infrastructure in the EU’s security strategy; underlines the crucial need to ensure resilience of the information systems at EU and Member State level, especially against denials and disruptions that can play a central role in hybrid conflict and countering propaganda, and to closely cooperate in this regard with NATO, especially with the NATO Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence;
15.	Invites the Member States to develop coordinated strategic communication mechanisms to support attribution and counter disinformation and propaganda in order to expose hybrid threats;
45. Calls on the Commission to advance certain legal initiatives in order to be more effective and accountable in dealing with disinformation and propaganda and to use the midterm review of the European Neighbourhood Instrument to promote the strengthening of the resilience of the media as a strategic priority; calls on the Commission to conduct a thorough review of the efficiency of existing EU financial instruments and to come forward with a proposal for a comprehensive and flexible solution which can provide direct support to independent media outlets, think tanks and NGOs especially in the target group native language and enable the channelling of additional resources to organisations that have the ability to do so, such as the European Endowment for Democracy while curtailing financial flows aimed at financing individuals and entities engaged in stratcom activities, incitement to violence and hatred; calls on the Commission to conduct a thorough audit of the efficiency of certain big scale media projects funded by the EU, such as Euronews
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