
Abstract:
‘Disinformation’, false information disseminated with the intent to mislead or cause harm, is a
difficult topic to study. To be used properly as an analytical category it is necessary to prove both
falsity and intent – akin to proving a lie. Like its close counterpart “fake news”, it is also normatively
charged and tends to be reduced to a label for inconvenient information. I argue that these normative
and epistemological issues are not sufficiently dealt with in existing studies of disinformation.
Furthermore, these studies make implicit positivist ontological assumptions about the objectivity of
the information threat and hence fail to engage with the choices of how to specifically construct
disinformation as a threat. By applying Copenhagen School Securitisation Theory to disinformation,
this study joins a nascent literature applying similar constructivist frameworks to the issue. The
objective of this dissertation is to explain the securitisation of disinformation (and information more
broadly) within the strategic documents of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) and the
Russian Federation. This study aims to uncover the overarching themes and ideas that shape the
manner in which NATO and Russia securitise the issue of disinformation. How similar (or different)
are these securitisation moves? What purposes do they serve? And how appropriate are they,
especially in the context of the liberal-democratic societies of NATO member states? This study
addresses these questions through a securitisation discourse analysis of the main strategic documents
belonging to each actor. It finds that the overarching theme in Russian discourses, of an ‘information
war’ of fundamental values waged between civilisations, is not sufficiently mirrored in NATO
discourses to offer an overall explanation. Instead, the alternative explanation of Russian
disinformation-securitisation as a domestic political control mechanism puts NATO in an
uncomfortable position regarding its own securitisation moves. NATO’s realisation of this problem
has led to attempts at desecuritising the issue of disinformation. The demonstration of securitisation
theory as a viable perspective on disinformation may lay the groundwork for future research into the
process behind (dis)information-securitisation at a more granular level. It is also a call for vigilance
and critical reflection on the attempts of any major power to designate information as a threat.


