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Abstrakt
Tato diplomová práce analyzuje ospravedlnění anexe Krymu Vladimírem Putinem
na základě interpretace diskursů nalezených v jeho krymském projevu. Výzkum používá
“Diskurzivně-historický přístup” inspirovaný analýzou kritických diskurzů jako
metodologického a konceptuálního základu analýzy a současně zahrnuje teorie
lingvistických a sociálních reprezentací. Historie Krymu a Ruska je použita jako základ
pro zdůvodnění oprávněnosti nároku Ruska na Krym. Analýza je rozdělena do čtyř částí:
První část se zabývá společnou historií a kulturou, druhá část pojednává o historickém
vojenském zapojení, třetí část se věnuje soudnictví a čtvrtá část se zabývá mezinárodním
právem. Jednotlivé části jsou uvažovány pomocí širších historických témat spojených s
diskurzem, který Putin používá při ospravedlnění anexe. Interpretace je v každé kategorii
spojována historickým kontextem. V závěru výzkum předkládá finalizovanou
interpretaci, ve které je prokázáno, že Putinovo ospravedlnění anexe Krymu je postaveno
na manipulaci a selektivnímu vyprávění historických skutečností. Tato diplomová práce
využívá “close textual reading” a analýzu Putinovy krymské řeči, aby odhalila mýty a
manipulace, které Putin používá pro ospravedlnění anexe.
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Abstract
This diploma thesis analyses Vladimir Putin’s justification of the annexation of
Crimea based on an interpretation of the discourse used in his Crimean Speech. The
research uses the “Discourse-Historical Approach,” inspired by Critical Discourse
Analysis, as the methodological and conceptual foundation of the analysis. In addition, it
incorporates other linguistic and social representation theories. The historical background
of Crimea and Ukraine is used as a basis for assessing Russia’s claim on Crimea. The
analysis is categorized into four appeals: 1) the appeal to common history and culture; 2)
the appeal to historical military involvement; 3) the appeal to justice; and 4) the appeal to
international law. The appeals are contextualized using broader historical themes
associated with the discourses used by Putin to justify the annexation. The interpretation
is informed by historical context within each category. In the conclusion, the research
presents the finalized interpretation, in which Putin’s justification for the annexation of
Crimea is shown to be constructed using the manipulation and selective recounting of
historical facts. This diploma thesis uses a close textual reading and analysis of Vladimir
Putin’s Crimean Speech to expose the myths and manipulations he uses as a justification
for annexation.

Keywords: Putin, Crimea, discourse, Ukraine, Russia
Range of thesis: 94 pages, 39,658 words, 205 552 characters.

Declaration of Authorship
1.
The author hereby declares that he compiled this thesis independently, using only
the listed resources and literature.
2.
The author hereby declares that all the sources and literature used have been
properly cited.
3.
The author hereby declares that the thesis has not been used to obtain a different
or the same degree.

Prague 30.07.2017

Volodymyr Sosnovskykh

Acknowledgments
The author would like to thank his thesis supervisor Vít Střítecký for helping to
build confidence in his academic capabilities and for all the fruitful lectures, seminars,
and advices throughout the years.
The author would like to express his highest gratitude to his parents, who made
the whole thing possible. To his father, who instilled the passion for history and security
issues from the young age. To his mother, who has always supported his aspirations with
patience and love.
The author would also like to thank his girlfriend Anastasiia for constantly
believing in him through the course of the thesis. Also, to acknowledge the inspiration
that occurred during the thought-provoking discussions with his friends Nickolas Tyack
and Ilyas Sharipzhan. Finally, the author would like to thank his friend Georgy, whose
service from the first days of War in Eastern Ukraine made the purpose of the thesis more
meaningful.

Table of Contents
Introduction ...........................................................................................................1
Background of the researched problem within security studies .....................2
Research question ...........................................................................................4
Outline of the methodological approach .........................................................4
“Road map”.....................................................................................................5
1. Conceptual and Methodological Framework...................................................7
1.1 Discourse Analysis ..................................................................................7
1.2 Critical Discourse Analysis ......................................................................8
1.3 Discourse Historical Approach ...............................................................10
1.4 Operationalization and categories of analysis ........................................12
2. Historical Context ..........................................................................................16
2.1 Kyiv Rus and the Orthodox heritage ......................................................16
2.2 First annexation of Crimea .....................................................................18
2.3 Crimean War ...........................................................................................20
2.4 WWI and the Fall of Russian Empire .....................................................21
2.5 ‘The Island of Crimea’ during the Civil War..........................................23
2.6 Crimea in WWII .....................................................................................24
2.7 Deportation of Crimean Tatars ...............................................................25
2.8 Problem 1954 ..........................................................................................26
2.9 Collapse of the USSR .............................................................................29
2.10 Black Sea Fleet .....................................................................................30
2.11 Euromaidan ...........................................................................................31
2.12 Annexation of Crimea ...........................................................................32
3. Appeal to common history and culture ............................................................35
3.1 Crimea – a sacred object of Russian ideology ........................................35
3.2 Annexation or Reunification? .................................................................39
3.3 Ordinal numbers as a tool for discrimination .........................................41

3.3 Deportation of Tatars ..............................................................................44
3.3 The Crimeans: stolen heritage ................................................................46
3.4 Interpretation summary of the first appeal ..............................................50
4. Appeal to historical military involvement .....................................................51
4.1 Courage of Heroes ..................................................................................51
4.2 World War II ...........................................................................................52
4.3 The Crimean War ....................................................................................54
4.4 WWI & Russian Civil War .....................................................................56
4.5 Interpretation summary of the second appeal .........................................57
5. Appeal to Justice ............................................................................................59
5.1 Problem 1954-1991-2014 .......................................................................59
5.2 Post-Cold War Injustice ..........................................................................68
5.3 Interpretation summary of the third appeal .............................................70
6. Appeal to International Law ..........................................................................71
6.1 Building a case ........................................................................................71
6.2 Step 1: Ukraine .......................................................................................73
6.3 Step 2: Russia.........................................................................................78
6.4 Step 3: Kosovo ........................................................................................82
6.5 Interpretation summary of the forth appeal ............................................89
Conclusion............................................................................................................90
Bibliography .........................................................................................................95

““A Russian and a Ukrainian find $1,000 on the street. The Russian turns to his
buddy and says: "Let's split it like brothers!'' The Ukrainian shakes his head and
responds: "No thanks. Let's split it 50-50.''

Introduction
In the 21st century thus far, there have not been many events that can be considered
to have shifted the paradigm of the international security system as much as did Russia’s
annexation of Crimea in March 2014. From 1990s, the US dominated the international
arena - leading peacekeeping efforts in Yugoslav Wars, waging the War on Terror, and
promoting democratic values worldwide. However, with Russia’s interference in Ukraine
and military campaign in Syria the Western hegemony seems to be losing its influence.
The fate of the post-WWII world was once decided in Crimea when Stalin,
Churchill, and Roosevelt met there at the Yalta Conference. In a way, the Yalta
Conference was a roadmap to a fragile peace in Europe between the USSR and the Allies
that held for decades. Some would argue that the collapse of the USSR was the end of
that ‘world order,’ while others like Vladimir Putin would name Kosovo War as a main
reason. In my opinion, Russia’s annexation of Crimea brought this ‘peace in Europe’ to
an end and Crimea has become a deadlock for Russia, Ukraine, and the West, ironic given
that the original conference took place there.
Tensions between Russia and the West are at a peak level since the end of the Cold
War, and it all started on the Crimean Peninsula, a geographical entity of little interest
otherwise to the rest of the world. However, three years after this key event took place,
Crimea does not make headlines, is not at the top of the agenda at the United Nations, the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, or the G20, and it seems that world
has tacitly accepted an illegal annexation of Ukrainian sovereign territory. There is still
lack of consensus on how an armed annexation of a territory size of Belgium was possible
in the middle of Europe, and most importantly, how Russia was able to get away with it.
In order to address this problem, I will look into Vladimir Putin’s Crimean Speech from
the perspective of discourse analysis and try to find how he justified the annexation.
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Background of the researched problem within security studies
The issue of Russian military interventions may be new to some people in the
West but for people in former USSR countries it has been either a constant menace or a
reality. Ever since the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia’s social, political, economic
grip over neighboring countries was always a cornerstone of their foreign policy.
Although, whenever Russia’s soft-power leverage had been exhausted, it did not hesitate
to intervene into post-Soviet country by supplying arms or even military invasion. It
happened in the Karabakh War, when Russia supplied both sides with weapons; in the
Tajik Civil War, where Russia sided against the rebels; in Moldovan rebel region of
Transnistria, where Russian 14th Army deployed in 1992 and is still dislocated there;
during series of wars in Georgia in early 1990s, Russia backed the secessionist movements
in the South Ossetia and Abkhazia and a civil war against president Gamsakhurdia; most
recently, Russo-Georgian war in 2008 where Russia launched a full-scale invasion on
Georgian territory. Each of these interventions turned into frozen conflicts that are used
as a foreign policy tool by Russia. (Sprague, 2016, pp. 1-2)
As a result of Euromaidan, former Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych and
his closest circle fled the country in February 2014, and shortly thereafter the Ukrainian
parliament voted to create a pro-Western provisional government. Russia opposed the
ousting of Yanukovych and did not recognize the new government. The government led
by Olexandr Turchynov was likely expecting Russia to apply economic and political
pressure as it did during the Orange Revolution in 2004 with the imposition of a gas and
trade war. Things changed when thousands of fully-equipped soldiers with no insignias
started to storm governmental buildings in Crimea in February 2014. Very few people
had doubts that it was the Russian Armed Forces. Many locals and foreign journalists
filmed columns of Russian armed vehicles marching across the peninsula but Russian
officials claimed that they did not authorize any military actions, hence, it cannot be their
troops.
The world was fearing that if two of the largest countries in Europe go to war then
casualties could exceed those in the Yugoslav Wars by a high margin. Another
complication was that Russia is a nuclear power and a R2P intervention without
possibility of nuclear war was not realistic. A majority of countries condemned Russia’s
action or at least voiced support for a peaceful resolution. (UN, 2014) The West and the
allied countries introduced smart sanctions against some sectors of Russian economy,
Russian officials and leaders directly involved in the annexation with a final goal to
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pressure Russia to withdraw from Crimea. The Western sanctions against Russia were
also a precedent because no sanctions were introduced after Russian invasion to Georgia
in 2008. Quite the contrary, Obama and Medvedev announced the reset in US-Russian
relations in 2009, which was highly praised by both sides. (McFaul, 2014, p. 168) The
falling oil prices, collapse of Russian ruble, GDP and stock prices drop, which led to the
financial crisis, showed that Russia’s economy was indeed damaged by the sanctions.
However, it is important to remember that targeted sanctions aim to change country’s
policy not to punish the country. (Bond, March 2015, pp. 19-21) As we may see Crimea
is still a part of Russia and despite the sanctions Putin’s government still receives
extremely high approval rating. Ukraine was dragged into war with Russian-backed
separatists on the eastern border of the country, the EU faced a refugee crisis, the US was
caught up with a growing threat of the Islamic State and Crimea slowly became irrelevant.
No one was dying in Crimea while Russia overshadowed it by shooting down MH17,
support of Assad’s regime use of chemical weapons, and meddling in the US elections.
The issue of Crimea was pushed to the background and it remains de-facto a subject of
Russian Federation with Russian absolute control over it.
The problem of Russian annexation of Crimea and Putin’s attempt to justify such
horrendous actions drew my attention both because I as a Ukrainian support the territorial
integrity of my country and because as a student of security studies, I believe that such
issues have long-lasting effects on security in Europe. Obviously, the annexation is a
complex phenomenon and I believe that if we look at it from a purely historical, political
or economic perspective we might lose the bigger picture.
Even though the event is relatively recent, many researches were conducting
researches on the subject. The vast majority of them was critical of Russia’s actions and
looked at the Crimean issue as a part of a global and lasting confrontation between Russia
and the West or Russia vs. Ukraine. John Mearsheimer published a controversial but
enormously important article “Why the Ukraine Crisis is the West’s Fault. The Liberal
Delusions that Provoked Putin”, which is a classic piece in tradition of offensive realist
literature. In my opinion, he presented the strongest case that advocated Russian
intervention as a result of the Western expansion eastwards but failed to take account the
history of Russo-Ukrainian relations, which predated the Cold War and must serve as a
context too. Nevertheless, his piece articulates Russia’s position on state of international
affairs and justification of annexation by far better than Putin. (Mearsheimer, 2014)
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Peter Church and Robert Jameson use comparative analysis to compare Crimea
with Anschluss of Austria in “Germany's Anschluss with Austria and Russia's annexation
of Crimea: an analytical comparison” or Kosovo and Czechoslovakia in “Crimea as
Kosovo and Sudetenland: The Peril of Historical Narratives in the 2014 Russo-Ukrainian
Crisis.” but ultimately conclude that drawing analogues with Nazi Germany is
counterproductive because Putin is not Hitler. (Church, 2016) Their conclusion show that
without contextual background and by simply comparing one against the other will not
solve the problem in Crimea. (Jameson, 2014)
Since I am using discourse analysis for my methodological framework I had to
search for previous literature on Putin from this perspective. Nelya Koteyko and Lara
Ryazanova-Clarke in their “The path and building metaphors in the speeches of Vladimir
Putin: back to the future?” presented crucial results on how Putin used metaphors to
legitimize or delegitimize Boris Eltzin in his discourses. (Koteyko & Ryazanova-Clarke,
, 2009)
Research question
I noted a gap in the knowledge on Putin’s justification of Crimea as a discourse
analysis, which I see as the reason for my research. The purpose of this research is to
explain what tools of discourse Putin utilizes to try to convince his audience that the
annexation of Crimea was somehow justifiable and to see how he articulated those things
in his Crimean Speech. The Crimean Speech is a ground-breaking speech because it is a
substantial shift in Russian ideology as such, on how Russia perceives Ukraine, the West,
and Crimea from the point on. In order to fulfill the gap in knowledge on Putin’s discourse
on Crimea, this study seeks to answer the following primary research question:
How does Vladimir Putin justify the annexation of Crimea in the Crimean Speech
and what was its implicit purpose?
Outline of the methodological approach
Since the focus of this study is Putin’s ideology and discourse on Crimea, I am
going to use a methodological and conceptual framework based on the Discourse
Historical Approach, developed by one of the founders of Critical Discourse Analysis–
Ruth Wodak. It is a branch of Discourse Analysis that preserves the tradition of critical
theory with the goal of exposing the manipulation of power in discourses and to demystify
discriminatory ideologies by incorporating broader historical context. Another important
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feature is that it is problem-oriented and linguistic items are means and not the main
purpose of the analysis. (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, p. 30)
Since discourse historical approach is pragmatic I am going to employ wide-range
of concepts that would help to answer the research question. Those would be from
classical discourse analysis or inspired by critical studies or Wodak’s historical approach.
It would be also helpful to use linguistic and social representations theories as the
language in discourse analysis is not just a way to transmit information but it deals with
cognition, argumentation strategies that can be used by powerful people to shape social
notion of reality. (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, p. 36)
My operational design would consist of three steps: 1) I will investigate broader
historical themes that are evoked in Putin’s speech and outline some historical context to
them; 2) categorize Putin’s discourse according to more specific justificatory themes; 3)
interpret his reasoning, historical claims, justification strategies against the historical
context within the given categories.
The major limitations of my research are its limited scope and possible subjectivity
that may regarded as a bias. The focus on limited speeches can reveal some specific
patterns, argumentative strategies that Putin employs in his discourses and can be used to
investigate them in further studies. Also, the Crimean Speech, in my opinion is more
significant to understanding modern Russian ideology than any other given by Putin due
to the expositional circumstances; therefore, I attempt to show its historical significance
and implications in this research. As for the bias position based on the fact that I am
Ukrainian myself, I would argue that discourse analysis is subjective by default. In my
method, I subjectively interpret Putin’s subjective discourse against what I consider
objective historical facts. However, with de-/recontextualization of Putin’s claims and
pointing some inconsistences and fallacies it would allow a reader to see the transparency
of my design. Finally, according to the principles of discourse analysis my method and
conclusions are open to multiple interpretation of which I am aware. (Tenorio, 2011, pp.
191-192)
“Road map”
In order to understand how Vladimir Putin justifies the annexation in the Crimean
Speech there is a need to have a clear research structure. I am going to my research into
six chapters, followed up by the conclusion:
1. Conceptual and Methodological Framework
2. Historical Context
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3. Appeal to Common History and Culture
4. Appeal to Historical Military Involvement
5. Appeal to Justice
6. Appeal to International Law
The following chapter is going to describe methodological and conceptual design
of the research. It is going to introduce major conceptual and theoretical tools and explore
the methodological design in greater details with sub-sections on DA, CDA, DHA. The
final part will focus on operationalization and categories of analysis that will be used in
this research.
The second chapter is going to present the historical background that would
familiarize the reader with history of Russo-Ukrainian relations and history of Crimea
within the Russian Empire, the USSR, and Ukraine until the February 2014. It is going to
be subdivided into sub-sections per a historical event in the chronological order.
The third chapter is dedicated to describing Vladimir Putin’s appeal to common
history and culture. It is going to focus on his discourses on religion, exceptional bond
between Russia and Crimea. It would also elaborate on Putin’s sentiments towards
Ukrainians and Crimean Tatars and explain how Putin framed the annexation in the
Crimean Speech as the reunification. The third and the rest of chapters are going to have
the final interpretation summary.
The fourth chapter builds on Putin’s appeal to Russia’s historical military
involvement in Crimea. It is going to explain why and how Putin glorifies certain wars
that happened on the peninsula, while completely leaving out others.
The fifth chapter is going to research Putin’s claims that Russia and Crimea were
subjected to unfair treatment. It is going to uncover the transfer of Crimea to Ukraine in
1954, the collapse of the USSR, and injustice of the hegemonic Western international
system that was established after the end of the Cold War.
The sixth chapter is going to be about Putin’s ‘legal’ appeal to international law.
It is going to show how Putin crafted the case of Crimea within the speech. How he
delegitimized Ukraine’s government, legitimized Russia’s involvement and closing it
with the Kosovo precedent.
The conclusion is going to present the findings as one complete interpretation of
the speech and attempt to answer the research question.
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1. Conceptual and Methodological Framework
In this chapter I am going to expand on the methodological and conceptual
framework that is going to be used in this research. Also, it is going to present categories
of analysis and the operationalization of the research.
1.1 Discourse Analysis
The studies of language, texts and discourse have been a point of interest for
scholars of different background. There have always been texts that drew significantly
more attention that everyday conversation between people. In the past such texts were
subjects of divine wisdom and guidance, which all the people were supposed to follow
obediently. With the arrival of modernity, the influence of religious texts on sociopolitical life has decreased but the influence of new types of ideological text has
simultaneously increased. However, the mystical power over common people was still in
place. To explain this phenomenon the interdisciplinary field of discourse analysis
emerged.
Discourse Analysis (DA) does not look at text as a simple linguistic entity but
rather attempts to put it in wider social and/or political context to trace its relation to
power, cognition, etc. DA focuses on the function of a text- the language that is put in
use. As a multitheoretical field of study, DA gives a wide variation of direction of analysis
that one can follow. By using different theories of DA one can examine content of a text
because of the lexicon it uses but at the same time one can analyze structural features to
point out persuasive strategies and both can come to non-contradictive results. (Gee, 2005,
pp. 1-3)
DA recognizes that there is a synergy between texts. social practices, and power.
Once there is a power, a text may incorporate hidden meanings, calls to action,
discrimination and social practices. This aspect of DA makes it to stand out among purely
linguistic or purely historical approaches to social issues because it can actually point out
and explain the missing link between a position of power (e.g. structure, ideology) and
groups that are supposed to be affected by it. (Van Dijk T. A., 1985, pp. 135-136)
Nevertheless, DA has its limitations, just like any other method in social sciences. That
limitation is general descriptiveness of DA, which keeps the analysis on the micro-level
of interaction. That does not mean that it is bad because even critical study requires a
descriptive stage to provide and outline most important elements in a text before analyzing
it. The critical element of DA seeks to explain deeper relations between texts, power, and
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social practices but not only on micro (e.g. events) but on macro (e.g. structures) level
too. (Fairclough, 1985, p. 31)
1.2 Critical Discourse Analysis
Theoretical and methodological discussion started by Van Dijk, Wodak and others
in late 80s transformed DA into Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA). Most of the time the
relation between a text and an ideology is not explicit and it requires close-up study to
reveal itself. However, with the time and growing popularity CDA has outgrown itself
being just a methodological base but rather it can be adopted into any CDA-inspired
research to help achieve academic results. (Baker, 2008, p. 273) My research, too, is
largely inspired by CDA tradition, its political implications would be relevant for
utilization. Hence, it would be important to outline which concepts will be used and which
would be irrelevant and why.
At dawn of critical movement in discourse studies Fairclough and Wodak outlined
it as: “CDA sees discourse – language use in speech and writing – as a form of ‘social
practice’. Describing discourse as social practice implies a dialectical relationship
between a particular discursive event and the situation(s), institution(s) and social
structure(s), which frame it. The discursive event is shaped by them, but it also shapes
them” (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997, p. 258) On one hand discourse is socially constitutive
because it establishes objects of knowledge, social identities and relationships. On the
other hand, it is socially conditioned as it seeks to uphold or transform the status quo,
which inevitably leads to issues of power. (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997, p. 258)
This brings us to another crucial concept of my research- discursive event. It is
relevant to stick with the classical interpretation provided by Fairclough: “A discursive
‘event (i.e. any instance of discourse) is seen as being simultaneously a piece of text, an
instance of discursive practice, and an instance of social practice.” It is extremely
important to outline such events as they have more value added because they encompass
textual dimension with discursive and social practices. This allows us to better understand
why specific discursive events have more effect than other types of discursive practices.
(Fairclough, Discourse and Social Change, 1992, pp. 3-4) Multi and cross-dimensional
nature of this concept is a great advantage for a qualitative research like the current one,
because it lets the researcher to extract enough data from limited number of sources and
analyze it from different perspectives.
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One of the challenges that I had with CDA is that it does not have a strict
methodological framework but rather a plenty of approaches that are loosely gravitating
around core principles. Wodak and Meyer describe two major principles that distinguish
CDA from other DA methods. According to them, “problem-oriented and not focused
on specific linguistic items, yet linguistic expertise is obligatory for the selection of the
items relevant to specific research objectives”

Secondly, “the theory as well as

methodology is eclectic, both of which are integrated as far as is helpful to understand
the social problems under investigation.” (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, p. 31)
The methodology in CDA heavily relies on conceptual tools that the author uses,
and intertextuality plays a significant role in making a coherent argumentation. It is
impossible to analyze the discourse in a speech without having a retrospective at what an
actor used to say before. It should also help when trying to connect other actors’ claims
about the same events, and to connect them to new contexts, genres, etc. Thus, a concept
of recontextualization must be introduced as well. (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, p. 21)
Wodak points out three central conceptual elements of CDA: power, ideology and
critique, which are the cornerstones of CDA as a methodology. (Wodak & Meyer, 2009,
p. 78) Therefore, I am going to employ these concepts in my research.
Power has many shapes and shades in DA’s palette of concepts and it can be
challenging to coin or use just one universal view as it is one of the most if not the most
important idea for social and political sciences. Whenever someone endeavours to
conduct DA a notion of power will subsequently become a central part of the analysis
because at its core DA seeks to analyse the language of people in power. Distinctly from
DA, CDA attempts to challenge the narrative of discourse when they are used by
people/structures in position of power in order to ensure dominance, exercise power or
legitimize discrimination. Nevertheless, when it comes to dynamics and social control the
power remains in the dark and one has to investigate the linguistic manifestation of an
action. (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, pp. 9-10) Wodak also stresses that in CDA “power is that
it is very rare that a text is the work of any one person. In texts, discursive differences are
negotiated; they are governed by differences in power that is in part encoded in and
determined by discourse and by genre. Therefore, texts are often sites of struggle in that
they show traces of differing discourses and ideologies contending and struggling for
dominance.” (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, p. 10)

9

In CDA the concept of ideology often stands solely from power and discourse,
therefore, I am going to adhere to the same approach. Notion of ideologies have been
always a part of conceptual discussion because its complexity and vary from author to
author. To me a description given by van Dijk who claims that ideologies are complex
worldviews with socially shared representations, cognitive schemas, regarding particular
aspects of the social world organized as coherent structured sets of beliefs. (Van Dijk T.
A., 1998, pp. 126-128) Discourses are intertwined with ideologies since the ideological
representations and social positions of groups are reproduced by means of discursive
practices in order to have transform or maintain a power relations. (Fairclough & Wodak,
1997, p. 258)
A vital element and the most distinguishable feature of CDA is in its own name –
critical, which it owes to the Critical Theory. In CDA critique seeks to “gain a proper
understanding of how language functions in constituting and transmitting knowledge, in
organizing social institutions or in exercising power.” (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, p. 7) As
an interdisciplinary field CDA employs variety of theoretical assumptions and conceptual
tools from linguistics, psychology, social sciences with a common goal to investigate
political ideologies. (Van Dijk T. A., 1985, p. 135) In many cases texts are the only source
through which we can uncover the discursive practices used by social structure to
influence a specific group of population by sociolinguistic means. However, a structure
cannot shape and produce discourses on its own and it always demands an agency or an
agent to deliver it. (Van Dijk T. A., 1985, p. 136)
1.3 Discourse Historical Approach
The discourse historical approach (DHA) caught my attention because it has been
used to investigate the rise of the far- right movements in Europe and the means used by
them to justify discrimination, exclusion, etc. Since my research question is concerned
with justification, it would be convenient to use it in order to explain how an actor justifies
a political action by discursive means. Despite Wodak being a founder and the most
influential DHA academic, my choice was mostly driven by Phil Graham, Thomas
Keenan, and Anne-Maree Dowd and their “A call to arms at the end of history: a
discourse–historical analysis of George W. Bush’s declaration of war on terror” because
it shows a comprehensive link between a speech, historical context, and a subsequent
justification of the wars.
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DHA seeks to “demystify” the ideology and in my opinion that should be the major
goal of my thesis. (Forchtner, 2010, p. 21) DHA views ideology in a similar way as CDA.
In it tradition, ideology helps to maintain hegemonic historical narratives by means of
shared social representations, evocations, and allusions. (Wodak, 2000) As an offshoot of
CDA DHA keeps to to the socio-philosophical orientation of critical theory. However,
DHA develops on more complex notion of critique, which it coins as “Socio-diagnostic
critique is concerned with demystifying the – manifest or latent –persuasive or
‘manipulative’ character of discursive practices. Here, we make use of our contextual
knowledge and draw on social theories as well as other theoretical models from various
disciplines to interpret the discursive events.” (Wodak & Reisigl, 2009, p. 88)
This brings us to another crucial component of DHA is its reliance on historical
contexts when analysing texts and discourses. This historical orientation is necessary for
recontextualization of different texts because social and political phenomena are too
complex to disregard the historically embedded elements. In DHA one must integrate the
available historical knowledge about events, actors, and contexts. The historical
background that is used in this research cannot have explicit evidences like in natural
science but it be rather based upon ‘self-evident’ and widly accepted knowledge. (Von
Stuckrad, 2013, p. 10) I am going to use this notion in order to interpret a speech against
the historical context and possibly point out inconstancies or constructed myths, cognitive
frames that an actor may use as a form of justification. (Forchtner, 2010, p. 31)
A distinguishing feature of DHA in the tradition of CDA is that it is based upon
“conceptual pragmatism” framed by Nikos Mouzelis. Researches that use DHA are
hereby not interested in grand theory explanations of “symptoms” following the criteria
of truth but rather the complex problems, which need to be investigated. (Wodak &
Meyer, 2009, p. 73) As a direct descendent of CDA, DHA shares the similar principle of
eclectic methodological framework, maybe even to a greater extent. Unlike CDA, DHA
separates a notion of ‘discourse’ as organised forms of knowledge and the memory of
social practices, and a concept of ‘text’, which refers to an actual spoken or written text
while linking it to socio-cognitive theory. (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, p. 6)
The interdiscursivety of DHA is strengthened by intertextual relationship between
different genres, fields of actions, discourses, and arguments. The open-end nature of the
DHA allows me to create new sub-topics inside the discourses and investigate them if
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necessary. The topics, genres, and their intertextual relationship is studied by means of
interpretation, where we explore the genesis and metamorphoses of them. (Wodak &
Meyer, 2009, pp. 67, 69, 70, 72)
The convolution of researched problems requires an ability to provide clear
propositions on “who influences who and how these influences are directed” and only
interdisciplinary approach can suggest the most accurate suggestions. Interdisciplinary
method ought to reveal these relationships to be more transparent. In my DHA research
should not only be dedicated to discursive practices but as well to wide range of material
and semiotic practices. Wodak claims that approach “must be multitheoretical and
multimethodical, critical and self-reflective.” (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, p. 73)
For that reason, in the analytical framework I would employ several theories that
would help to to explain specific linguistic, social, or cognitive issues. However, this
would just serve as an assurance to the method that is interdisciplinary in its nature but
not its core operational structure. (Hart, 2014, pp. 168-169) In the research, there are going
to be two categories of theories: 1) linguistic theories that are going to deal with imminent
text, metaphors, argumentation strategies, etc. 2) social representation theory that is going
to explain instances where extra-linguistic cognitive elements would need explanation.
1.4 Operationalization and categories of analysis
In my research, I have a restricted number of discursive events under investigation
and they ought to involve an agent, who carries out a speech act or signs a specific
executive order, etc. However, since my research have several public speeches under the
investigation, which I regard as the discursive events, it is essential to limit the texts to
those that share a central topic/agenda of a that an agent seeks to justify for the audience
in one way or another. Because of this shared features I regard these discursive events as
a single case study, which I am going to investigate in combination with DHA of my own
design, I would be able to trace how some discourses are being articulated, their
interdiscursive and intertextual relationships but within the given case.
In tradition of CDA contradictory or persuasive statements can be exposed by
means of rational argumentation if one presumes a manipulative nature of a discourse in
the first place. The argumentation exists around two discursive devices: topoi and
fallacies. Topoi and fallacies function memory-modelling and knowledge organization
with respect to objects, events, etc. Not all argumentation strategies use them but when
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used they serve as linguistic means to specific aims that an agent has in a discourse. Topoi
and fallacies are types of argumentation devices that evoke certain either formal or
content-related conclusion rules that can be used in to transition from argument to
argument or from argument to conclusion. (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, p. 110)
The DHA does not set up strict rules on how the method should operate. Therefore,
I decided that since the material and categories are selected it is necessary to have a
method design of my research. In my analysis section I am going to adhere to a threestep method to break down Putin’s ideology as it was presented following the annexation
of Crimea.
As for the first step of analysis I am going to identify “the broader socio-political
and historical contexts [themes], which the discursive practices are embedded in and
related to” and present them as a historical background to the categories that I am going
to analyse. (Wodak & Reisigl, 2009, p. 93) This is required to let a reader understand the
context in which linguistic items and discursive practices exist. Graham et al describe this
step as a macro-historical context, where they place a particular discourse. (Graham,
Keenan, & Dowd, 2004, p. 201)
During the second step, I am going to identify topoi and fallacies that match the
description of argumentation strategy and categorize them accordingly. Within each
category I am going to investigate ‘the immediate language’ and the intertextuality and
interdiscursivity of the texts, discourses under the scope. Wodak believes that since CDA
presumes that all the discourses are historical in their essence then it is vital to take into
account extralinguistic factors such as culture, society, and the most important for my
research- ideology. (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, p. 21) As we discussed in a previous section
the texts are not regarded as arbitraty pieces of information but need social or linguistic
theories to be integrated in order elaborate on the contexts. (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p.
67) After I have investigated the immediate language and interdiscursive relationship
within each category I am going to apply “the extralinguistic social variables and a
specific `context of situation’” and see whether it helps us to demystify the Putin’s
discourse in spring 2014. (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, p. 31) Graham et al also conceptualized
it as micro-context, which they link to the crisis of legitimacy but I would not narrow it
down to this particular contextual explanation. (Graham, Keenan, & Dowd, 2004, p. 201)
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At the third and final step, I am going to use the findings from the categorization
and analysis of the discursive practices, linguistic items, and historical contexts to
interpret the speech against the historical context with a goal to demystify the ideology,
which Putin presented in spring 2014. to interpret the speech against the historical context.
The relationship between complex historical processes and discourses is going to be
explained mostly by means of recontextualization and integration of past experiences,
present events and implications that the ideology might have in future. It is going to be
done on the example of the chosen case study, so it can show those implications on the
micro-level (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, pp. 11-12)
Even though Graham et el served as another major source of inspiration it is
important to point out that their study used a comparative method in order to identify these
generic features in carefully selected texts of past minimum that pre-empted wars. Their
research goal was to extract these similarities rather than prove that George W. Bush ‘War
on Terror’ address can be classified into call to arm genre because it was their
presupposition in the first place. Another difference between my method and theirs is that
they use one text from each agent and due to the limited scope of the study each text
represents a separate discourse, while in my research all the used texts serve one particular
discourse. Secondly, they analysed texts preceding armed conflicts, while I research texts,
which seek to justify an act of aggression post-factum. Despite the substantial
methodological differences, I believe that DHA method inspired by Graham et al would
be the most valuable and pragmatic for this research.
A crucial detail that I would like to point out is Putin’s personal academic and
practical background. The discursive patterns are closely related with personal cognition
of the actor and in order to explain their relationship I am going to use a concept of
argumentative rationality. (Leopold & Winkel, 2013, p. 4) This particular concept is to
show how Putin coins incomplete knowledge and other shortcomings to move straight to
the decision-making field of action. (Leopold & Winkel, 2013, p. 4) It is often highlighted
in academia that Vladimir Putin acts as an ex-KGB officer, who glorifies the organization
and surrounds himself with other intelligence specialists. (Shlapentokh, 2001) However,
Putin is also a lawyer from the prestigious (at the time) Leningrad State University, which
was a great booster for his career. As a lawyer with many years of practice combined with
intelligence work abroad left a footprint on Putin’s cognition. In my opinion Putin firmly
expresses his dedication to history, international law, legitimacy, legal procedures, etc.
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Hence, we must keep this in mind while analysing his speeches. Wodak also shows that
when Vaclav Klaus waged his crusade on environmentalism, he was usually referred to
as an economist and provided an economic perspective on the issue. (Wodak & Reisigl,
2009, p. 101)
Due to the very specific nature of the Crimean speech and Putin as an actor, there
was a need to coin a type of categories that would reflect it in best possible way. As I
mentioned before, the speeches are aimed to justification of the annexation to Russian
populous and international community. However, in his Crimean Speech he is not just a
president, who asks to include the peninsula into Russia, nor he is just a dictator, who did
it to exercise his power. Indeed, Putin needed to tell and construct a new story of Crimea
to his audience worldwide. In order to make his case Putin needs to appeal to whatever
helps to defend and justify Russia’s actions in Crimea. I outlined four major appeals to
that seek to portray the annexation as plausible and justified. Therefore, in the analytical
framework the categories will be called – appeals:


Appeal to common history and culture: is focused on Putin’s discourse on
Crimea’s sacred role in Russian history, on Russian Orthodox Christianity, on
reunification, and Russian pan-Slavism. It would also incorporate his discourses
on Ukrainians and Crimean Tatars.



Appeal to historical military involvement: focuses on discourses on WWII, the
Crimean War, and an image of Russian soldiers, WWII veterans as moral
authorities, and evoking a discourse on Soviet victory over Nazi Germany



Appeal to justice: focuses on Putin’s discourse on injustice that historically
surrounded Russia and Crimea and eventually provoked the annexation. It draws
attention to discourses on the transfer of Crimea in 1954, collapse of the USSR,
and unfairness of the post-Cold War international system.



Appeal to international law: focuses on Putin’s discourse on international law
that seek to delegitimize Ukraine’s claim for Crimea, while Russia’s actions were
justified according to the discourse on Kosovo precedent.
Each appeal has different content and can be dissected as a stand-alone theme but

in the Crimean Speech they serve common purpose and strengthen one another.
Therefore, by categorizing the analysis according to the appeals we would be able to trace
their interdiscursive relationship and interpret them against the historical context in the
most effective way.
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2. Historical Context
History is more than just another social science – it is a way for human societies
to remember their past, make sense of their present, and create a narrative that
incorporates current events and future tendencies. Despite the wide range of implications
of the discipline, history always centers on the past. Similar logic applies to discourse and
it is essential to pin down the fact that any material under investigation is from the past a
priori. It was spoken, written, drawn in a moment that always precedes the actual writing
process. Therefore, it is absolutely vital to examine the historical context before analyzing
present-day discourse.
In this section I am going to present the historical context of events that are evoked
or purposefully left out by Vladimir Putin in his speeches. I will also present the role that
Crimea played in Russian history in order to understand why it became a stumbling stone
of the post-Cold War international system. This will allow the reader to better follow my
interpretation of Putin’s discourse in the analysis section.
2.1 Kyiv Rus and the Orthodox heritage
One of the main if not the most important root cause of Russo-Ukrainian conflict
dates back thousand years back at a time when modern borders and ethnicities did not
exist. Ever since Vladimir Putin rose to power he attempts to take-over a common
ancestry of Russians and Ukrainians and portray it as a pan-Russian ethnos. Hence,
denying Ukrainians a right for self-identification and incorporating them in Russia as a
final goal. This narrative had been in place for long time before Putin got elected and it
continues to thrive in minds of majority of Russians. (Tolz, 2002, pp. 244-246)
Russians. Ukrainians, and Belarusians indeed share a common ancestral nation
state – Kyiv Rus, which existed between 8-12th century A.D. However, after the Mongol
invasion (Mongol-Tatar Yoke as it is called in Russian) and collapse of the feudal system
between Rus princes the divergence between these three nations became more visible.
Those princes, who later would become forefathers of Russian nation became satellites of
Golden Horde and its successors. Belarusian ancestors became an integral part of
Lithuanian and Polish kingdoms that was vital to establishment of Rzeczpospolita.
Ukraine in the meantime was in the centre of regional power clash. Emerging Ottoman
Empire seeking to expand North of the Black Sea with help of the Crimean Khanate
controlled Crimea and the costal part of modern Ukraine. Lithuanian Princedom was
rapidly expending from North with what Ukrainian historians call “the velvet invasion”
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due to relatively soft means used by Lithuanians in comparison with Ottomans and
Mongols. (Sinitsky, 2006, p. 3)
From 12th century until 17th century each East-Slavic ethnicity cooperated with
each other but for most of time was dominated by one of the regional powers: Ottomans,
different Tatar Khanates, or Poland. Russian Tsardom under Ivan IV was the first to
effectively breakaway from the yoke and establish itself as an independent state. Ukraine,
on the contrary was unable to establish itself as a state entity but the clash between Poland
and Ottomans in the late-15th century caused local peasantry to start mass uprising due to
severe religious and economic oppression. This mass uprising created a new class of
people on the territory of Ukraine - Cossacks. Their rebellion against serfdom imposed
by Turks and Polish was chaotic at first but later transformed into quasi-state military
power, which lacked governmental element and they to a large extent remained to be
freedom fighters in Ukraine and mercenaries when fighting outside. (Gordon, 1983, pp.
240-242) At the same time Moscow Tsardom was strengthening and expending its borders
westwards, pushing weakened Polish Kingdom. For Muslim Ottomans and Catholic
Polish religious conversion became an important ideological goal and Ukrainians were
mostly defensible when it came to Orthodox Christianity as a vital part of their identity.
Moscow represented forgotten common heritage: historic, religious, and linguistic.
Therefore, Orthodox Moscow turned out to be a very logical ally in this sectarian conflict.
(Gordon, 1983, p. 261) With the fall of Byzantium, occupation of Balkans by Ottomans
Moscow was the only Orthodox stronghold in the region. It is also important to mention
that all the canonical Orthodox events that happened to East Slavs also took place only on
Ukraine’s terrain: baptising of St. Volodymyr, baptising in Dnipro river, first Orthodox
churches were also build in Crimea or Kyiv. Both Russians and Ukrainians felt similar
aspiration towards Ukrainian land, which was occupied by Ottomans and Poles who did
not live there before 12th century.
The Orthodox alliance between Ukrainian Cossacks and Russian Moscow
Tsardom did not last long. Poland and Turkey’s influence over Ukraine was weakening
while Moscow was proportionally strengthening its position. The irony of UkrainianRussian relationship is that first half of 17th century became a height of Ukrainian
independence movement and part of this success should be credited to Russian support in
combating Ottomans and Rzeczpospolita. In order to seal the alliance Hetman Bogdan
Khmelnitsky and Russian Trsa Alexis I signed the Treaty of Pereyaslav in 1654. The
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agreement was meant to celebrate the victory over Poland and unity of East Slavs.
However, the agreement became extremely divisive both for the old Cossacks and for
modern Ukrainians. (Plokhy, 2001, pp. 497-500) Part of Cossacks perceived it as an act
of treason and revolted against it. Shortly after the treaty had been signed Khmelnitsky
died and centralized Cossack Hetmanat fell apart. Spitted by Dnipro river Cossack
Hetmanate became Moscow-controlled Left-Bank Ukraine (which is now Eastern
Ukraine) and Right-Bank Ukraine under Polish rule (which is now Central and Western
Ukraine). (Plokhy, 2001, p. 498)
The treaty’s consequences should not be underestimated neither in context of
Russo-Ukrainian relations, nor even in global one. It gave Moscow Tsardom a historical
precedent of interference in Ukrainian politics, which made Ukraine depended on Russia
until this very day. Since 1654 the Russian grip of Ukraine has always been constant:
weaker or stronger but it was always there. Up to this day Russian historiography regards
this event as a reunification of Kyiv Rus in a new form of Russia, which in 1654 was still
Moscow Tsardom, not Russia per se. It was also a historical sign of Ukrainian desire to
join Russia against the external non-Orthdox or non-Slavs. This notion and Russian
imperial ambitions were used during Russian Civil War, WWII and the annexation of
Crimea to justify Russian intrusion into Ukrainian affairs and ultimately established
Ukraine’s role of ‘a little brother’. (Morrison, Oct. 1993, pp. 680-682) On regional and
global levels, it established Muscovite Tsardom as an international actor that can play
against of great powers like Poland and Turkey and win.
2.2 First annexation of Crimea
The relations between Russia and Crimea up until mid-20th century developed
separately from Russo-Ukrainian ones. Since 11th century Turkic and Mongolic nomads
started migration from the steps Far East and Central Asia towards Europe and Anatolia.
Briefly united under Genghis dynasty they were able to conquer most of the Russia and
Ukraine but due to internal turmoil were unable to control the territory of Ukraine. The
only exception was Crimean Khanate, which was able to break off from the Golden Horde
and became a satellite state of Ottoman Empire. Under their rule, Tatars became a
majority, while Orthodox Greeks and Christian Armenians, who had lived there since
antiques continued living predominantly in the coastal cities. In the 18th century rising
Russian Empire wanted to get an access to the Black Sea and to conquer Crimea, which
was an Ottoman stronghold in the region. (Fisher, 2014, pp. 4-7, 10-13)
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Peter I was able to move Russian frontiers to Azov Sea but his sudden death
slowed Russian expansion for half a century. Catharine II the Great was very ambitious
and effective ruler, which desperately wanted to elevated to even higher level of influence
in Europe. Her anti-Turkish campaign drove Ottoman forces out of Crimea and Southern
Ukraine. Additionally, Catharine II terminated the existence of Cossacks Hetmanete and
the remaining Cossacks needed to become a part of Russian Imperial Army. For more
than 100 years Ukrainian independence movement ceased to exist. Henceforth, Ukraine
became completely incorporated as a part of Russia with no autonomous rights. Just like
for Putin and for Catherine II Crimea was also a symbol and cradle of Orthodox
Christianity because Volodymyr I the Great was baptized in the Greek city of Chersonese
before he converted Kyiv. It was especially vital for Catherine’s reign as a German-born
convert, a woman, who overthrew her own husband in a coup, and not a direct descendant
of Russian monarchs. (Schönle, 2001, pp. 1-2)
After Peter I changed Russian political course to pro-European, he harshly
punished those Russians who did not want to adhere to new norms. (Riasanovsky N. V.,
1992, pp. 71-72) Similarly, to Peter I and Putin Catherine, despite being born as a German
nobility, became susceptible to Russian post-yoke inferiority complex vis-a-vis European
great powers. (Tlostanova, 2008, pp. 2-3) By fighting Karl XII Peter did not want to
alienate European monarchs, quite the contrary – he wanted to prove Russia was worthy
to be a part of the international community. The same logic was used by Potemkin and
Catherine, to strengthen her personal legitimacy and restore Russia’s greatness, which
was damaged by Peter I’s descendants and Seven Years’ War.
Together with the field marshal Potemkin, who was initially her personal favorite
Catherine attempted to legitimize her reign with the annexation of Crimea in 1783.
Potemkin urged Catherine to create ‘a paradise’ with clear evocation of Orthodox
Christianity, bringing glory and tranquility to Catherine, and sealing the victory over
Russian arch nemesis- Ottoman Turkey. (Schönle, 2001, pp. 2-3) In his official letter to
Catherine Potemkin explains the vitality of Crimea and why Russian Empire needs to
occupy it. Potemkin appeals to recent precedents of French annexation of Corsica and
Austrian advancement in Moldova as a way to justify Russian invasion in Crimea.
(Meyer, 2004, p. 150)
One month before the official annexation and nearly a year after Potemkin’s letter
Catherine’s Chancellor Bezborodko diary he wrote: “The Porte [Ottoman Turkey] has
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not kept good faith from the very beginning. Their primary goal has been to deprive the
Crimeans of independence. They banished the legal khan and replaced him with the thief
Devlet Giray. They consistently refused to evacuate the Taman. They made numerous
perfidious attempts to introduce rebellion in the Crimea against the legitimate Khan Şahin
Giray. All of these efforts did not bring us to declare war… [Ottoman Turkey] never
ceased to drink in each drop of revolt among the Tatars…Our only wish has been to bring
peace to Crimea…and we were finally forced by the Turks to annex the area.” (Fisher,
2014, p. 69) Another interesting linguistic trope that was used by Russians in Crimea in
2014, Georgia in 2008 had been originally used by Chancellor Bezborodko.
Notwithstanding the fact that Catherine and Potemkin bared the plans to annex peninsula
for years, Russian Grand Chancellor as if it was caused by internal turmoil staged by a
foreign country and Russia was forced by actions of this foreign country to bring peace
to Crimea. He also emphasized that the foreign country staged the coup that replaced a
legitimate ruler after a coup. Even though Russian-backed Sahin came to power as a result
of a military invasion of Potemkin forces. (Fisher, 2014, p. 69)
Catherine renamed Crimea, the toponym originated from Tatar language to
Tavrida – a calque of a Greek name for the region Taurica. (Schönle, 2001, p. 4) For
Catherine Crimea became a symbol of her power in region, which she desperately tried
to turned into a myth for Russian elites and general public. Catherine tried to used
Byzantium and common Orthodox mythology, which was indeed in Crimea before
Crimean Tatars in order to create a paradise for Russian and Orthodox people. The central
gear of Catherine’s colonization strategy for Southern Ukraine and Crime was mass
relocation of ethnically Russian peasants to the region. (Duran, 1969, p. 24)
2.3 Crimean War
The next historically significant event that unites Russia and Crimea happened at
the times of Catherine’s grandson Nicholas I. Unlike Catherine and her eldest grandson
Alexander I, Nicholas was not victorious emperor. The fall of Ottoman rule in the mid19th century was evident to all European great powers and each of them wanted to get a
piece of once mighty empire. Since Peter I Turkey was contentiously losing wars to
Russia, which at that time controlled South Ukraine, Crimea, Caucasus and Bessarabia.
Nicholas endeavored to expend his rule even further and sided with Habsburgs and helped
to suppress the Hungarian upspring. His long-term goal was no different from the one that
Catherine or Alexis I had – Nicholas wanted to pursue Russia’s holy mission to protect
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and unite Orthodox nations. In 19th century Greeks and South Slavs were dominated by
Ottoman Empire and the cradle of Orthodoxy Constantinople was Ottoman Istanbul.
(Figes, 2011, pp. 12-15)
France and Britain regarded Russian growing ambitions and involvement into
Austrian and Ottoman threatful to their status of navy superpowers. (Figes, 2011, pp. 9296) Nicholas miscalculated French and British will to side with Turkey and the war broke
out on the Russian soil, mainly in Crimea with some battles in Caucasus. Russian military
and navy capability turned out a bad match to British and French counterparts. The city
of Sevastopol that Catherine founded with a goal to become Russian navy stronghold was
under allied siege for a year. Nicholas was unable to secure any military alliance with
European powers. Even Habsburgs to whom he made a favour of intervention into
Hungarian Revolution perceived Russia’s advancements towards Balkans as a threat to
their interests and at the end sided with Anglo-French Alliance. (Small, 2007, pp. 23-31)
Because of the overwhelming defeat Russian Empire lost faith in its military
supremacy, subsequently diminishing Crimea’s sacred role of a spearhead of Orthodoxy
that it had been meant to be by Catherine. Even though the following emperors had more
military and political luck in their anti-Turkish campaigns, which liberated Orthodox
Balkan nations cut Ottoman influence in Europe, Crimea was never considered ‘a
paradise’ or played any significant role in imperial discourse. (Fuller, 1992, p. 273)
2.4 WWI and the Fall of Russian Empire
From the end of Crimean War the region became a black mark on Russian map
and subsequently Crimea was forsaken by the emperors. Crimea even failed to become
Russian major port in the Black Sea, a role that was fulfilled by a relatively new city of
Odessa, which was also established by Catherine II. Unlike Crimea, Odessa did not have
neither a maritime infrastructure, nor it had any sacred importance to Russia. However,
Catherine implemented some liberal reforms, leading Odessa to become ‘ a Porto Franco’
in XIX century, which made it a hub of Russian international trade. (Vassilikou, 2001,
pp. 155-157) It is important to mention that Catherine envisioned Crimea to be “garden
of Eden” in the first place, military purpose was secondary, while its economic potential
was never given any attention. XIX century was not Crimea’s best year in Russian empire
due to military and civil failures, and the sacredness of Crimea slowly faded away in the
minds of Russian elites.
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XIX century was not Crimea’s best year in Russian empire due to military and
civil failures. At the turn of XX century Russia attempted to go big on international arena
and pursue its dream of creating an Orthodox and Slavic superpower across Europe. In
August 1914 Nicholas II started the gamble and the cards looked good: Orthodox
Kingdom of Yugoslavia is being assaulted by Habsburgs, who once betrayed Nicholas I
in Crimea, Russian economy is at its heights, and membership in Ananta promises Russia
a victory. (Gregory, 2004, pp. 1-7)
After unsuccessful revolution of 1905-07 Nicholas’s intensified nationalist
rhetoric, blended with religious fanaticism to suppress the growing communist, anarchist,
and socialist movements across the country. He attempted to replace left leaning discourse
that was dominant in the peasant, working, and intellectual circles with the ideology
created by Nicholas I- colloquially knows as Pravoslaviye, Samoderzhaviye, Narodnost′.
(Riasanovsky N. V., 1959, p. 77) A crucial concept that shaped Russia during the earlyXX was so-called ‘samoderzhavie’. In a nutshell, it means an autocracy of the Emperor
but if we try to look deeper it will became clear that samoderzhavie has much more to it.
The absolute power of monarchs has been since the dawn of civilization but it this case it
has a slightly different meaning in Russianю. According to the tsarist ideology
samoderzhavie and Orthodoxy are the only things that hold Russian Empire together and
that they are absolutely vital to Russian narodnost- nation. (Riasanovsky N. V., 1959, pp.
77-78) Nicholas had absolute military, civic, and religious power over the enormous land
and millions of people that his predecessors conquered. Just like Catherine, Nickolas I,
and Peter he desperately wanted to legitimize his absolute rule, staying relevant and strong
with other European powers, while maintaining obsolete ideology that was facing a severe
backlash in the society.
A small victorious war to protect a brotherly Orthodox and Slavic Yugoslavia
seemed like the best possible way to cement Nicholas’ remerging ideology. Despite being
on the side of the victors Russian Empire lost everything, including its own existence and
the Romanov royal family. The defeats of Russian Empire on battlefield together with
catastrophic socio-economic situation at home had inevitably led to a political turmoil in
1917.
Just like Crimean War became a no-go zone for modern Russian discourse, WWI
is also not very popular among the elites because it shows Russian structural
vulnerabilities, which in my opinion are still relevant 100 years after. Putin, whose
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Brezhnev-era fixation on WWII is pretty evident, had a very few mentions of WWI in his
public appearances. Unlike WWII-related holidays receive an extensive media coverage
and funding, WWI is neither celebrated, nor commemorated.
2.5 ‘The Island of Crimea’ during the Civil War
The variety of left-wing forces emerged and successfully overthrew the central
government in February 1917. Nicholas II was removed from power by the Temporary
Government, led by Kerensky. However, Nicholas was not prosecuted and Kerensky
wanted to carry on with the war. This fuelled the growing interest for Bolsheviks,
Mensheviks, SRs, and smaller anarchist groups among soldiers, peasants, and workers,
Hence, in October 1917 Bolsheviks staged a coup that ousted the previous government
giving Vladimir Lenin and his party a leading role in Russia. In early 1918, following the
promise to end the war Lenin singed a peace treaty with Germany and Austro-Hungary
that resulted in surrendering Finland, the Baltics, Belarus, and Ukraine, including Crimea
to the Central Powers. (Wargelin, 1997, pp. 757-760)
The imminent success of the Central Powers in the Eastern Front did not last
because it was “all quiet on the western front” and the war was massively draining the
resources. After the coalition left the territory of former Russian colonies, the Russian
Civil War spilled over on them too. In some regions like Poland, Finland and Baltics the
nationalist forces with mild support of anti-communist royalists and Western powers were
able to secure the independence. Ukraine and Crimea were not that successful. The
unsuccessful attempt to break away from Russia with the help of Germans inspired local
elites to build a Ukrainian nation state. However, the local peasants and workers largely
supported the communist movement since the Kyiv government was incapable to hold a
grip on the whole Ukraine. (Pipes, 1964, pp. 67-72)
From 1918 until 1922 Ukraine was raveled by three major factions: Red, Green,
and White. The Reds were the communists and generally far-left groups, the most
powerful of which was Bolshevik’s Red Army. The Greens were the decentralized
anarchist groups led by local warlords, which combined both communists and nationalist
rhetoric. (Darch, 1985, pp. 524-525) The Whites started as royalist forces but at the end
of the war they had anyone who was anti-communist.
The White Army was fighting in several directions against local non-Russian
nationalists, communists, anarchists across the country and it lacked any cohesive
leadership, which the Red Army had. Due to number of factors the White Army was
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constantly losing the ground until it retreated to Crimea where they had to dig to resist the
Red Army’s siege. Therefore, Crimea became the very last stronghold of Russian Empire
and the White movement as such. The remnants of old regime with young liberal ‘cadets’
were trapped for months on the peninsula with no hope of fighting back against
Bolsheviks. At the end an imminent threat of communist invasion drove them out of
Crimea as refugees to Europe, Turkey or the US. (Pearson, 1989, pp. 14-20)
A Russian emigre to the USA Vasily Aksyonov wrote a novel called “The Island
Crimea” where he imagines, in a genre of alternative history, that Crimea was an island
just like Taiwan was in 1949. The white movement was able to thrive due to its
geographical position until it voluntarily united with the USSR. During the Civil War
Crimea was a final accord of Russia imperial past. For the whites, Crimea became a
symbol Orthodox birthplace and a land of lost homeland that once again signified a
devastated downfall. On the other hand, for the Soviet Union Crimea became a symbol of
victory against the imperialism and samoderzhavia that held the working class back for
centuries. Aksyonov perfectly captures the duality of Russian narodnost, which blends
together victory/pride with sorrow/defeat. (Idov, 2014)
2.6 Crimea in WWII
As I had previously discussed, WWII plays the central role in modern Russian
discourse and its myth-building. Nevertheless, on the scale of just Eastern Front Crimean
theatre was relatively minor in comparison with others. The peculiar fact is that due to the
strategic positioning of Sevastopol in the harbour and surrounded by mountains it easily
defensible but at the same time easily sieged. Hence, just as during the Crimean War
Sevastopol was sieged by Axis forces and in slightly less than a year it had to surrender.
The symbol of Soviet resistance became Sapun Ridge, which they held until the very end
of siege. (Bergström, 2007, p. 45) During the Soviet offensive Sevastopol was under siege
for a month and after the the Soviets were able to recapture Sapun Ridge Wehrmacht had
to capitulate. (Arad, 2010, p. 210) The symbolism of Sapur Ridge brings us back to the
discussion of Russian duality where the same signifier that embodies mutually exclusive
discourses can perfectly co-exist. On example of Crimea: it was lost twice to foreign
invaders, lost once the Red Army, it was twice annexed and ultimately proves to be a
symbol of continuous failure rather than victorious triumph.
To much lesser degree Crimean role in WWII was reinforced later by Leonid
Brezhnev, at the time when he was General Secretary. I do not think it had a major
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influence on the discourse but unlike any other ruler of the territory Brezhnev had a very
personal sentiment towards the peninsula. In 1943-44 Soviet counteroffensive, he was a
political commissar of 18th Army, which was discontinuing German advancements from
Crimea to Caucasus. The same army was the first to be deployed and hold a territory in
Crimea. (Gretschko, 1979, p. 284) Namely under Brezhnev’s rule the WWII became the
central myth of Soviet and later Russian discourse. The victory and facts related to war
were intentionally twisted by Brezhnev’s command in order to unite Soviet people under
a historical event that people in Tajikistan, Georgia, Russia, and Ukraine share. (Lazarev,
1993, p. 28) By exaggerating the importance of Soviet Union, the party tried to erase preWWII nationalistic sentiments and replacing it with WWII victory discourse. By
exaggerating the role of Crimean theatre during WWII, Brezhnev was exaggerating his
own role in the war and other way around.
2.7 Deportation of Crimean Tatars
During the WWII, a lot of ethnic conflicts that were unrelated to Nazi ideology
had taken place on the occupied territories: Serbo-Croatian, Polish-Ukrainian, etc. These
were ethnic cleansings, usually perpetrated by both sides and had little to do with Aryan
supremacy and dominance the Third Reich. The old and unresolved conflicts in Balkans
between Orthodox Serbs and Catholic Croatians, which at the time had at least three major
paramilitary forces: Serbian nationalist Chetniks, Croatian nationalist Ustashes, and panYugoslav communist partisans. The old intolerance towards each other was melting in
Balkans way before WWII had begun and even after 40 years of relative multicultural
prosperity under Federal Republic of Yugoslavia the series of ethnic wars was pretty
much inevitable. (Hagen, 1999, pp. 56-56)
The liberation of Crimea by the Soviet Army was not an exception in relation to
ethnic cleansings. Ever since Catherine II occupied Crimean Tatars were losing their
position in the region and by 1940s they constituted only 1/5th of the population. Nearly
1,500 ethnic Tatars served in German formations during WWII, while slightly higher
number served in the Red Army. Hence, there was a divide within Crimean Tatar
community regarding who to support because neither of sides were very supportive in
return. It is important to mention that the biggest share or Tatars who fought on German
side joined the forces after they had been captured and held as prisoners of war. (Pohl,
The deportation and fate of the Crimean Tatars, 2000)
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The same fate was prescribed to another Turkic nation of Meskhetian-Turks,
located in the Southern Georgia, which was deported in its entirety during the same year.
One of the possible explanations of these two particular cases of deportation takes to
account not only Russian/Slavic dislike of Tatars but also Joseph Stalin and his right-hand
at the time- Laurentii Beria’s anti-Turkish foreign policy. Both Stalin and Beria come
from Georgia, who just as Christian Slavs share a common mistrust due to religious
differences with predominantly Muslim Turkic peoples and constant fear of Turkish
influence due to 300 years of living under Ottoman rule. (Mamulija, 1999)
Soviet partisan forces that operated in Crimea were largely comprised of ethnic
Slavs/or Russians. Local partisans also had strong negative sentiments towards Crimean
Tatars, which resulted in extortion of Tatar villages and occasional ethnic cleansing of
Tatars. The same partisan troops became Stalin’s most important witnesses when the case
for Crimean Tatars’ deportation was being framed. (Pohl, The deportation and fate of the
Crimean Tatars, 2000) Ethnic Russians and Russian language were the dominant group
with disproportionate support from Moscow, while Tatars were seen as remnants of
Ottoman Turkey and possible area of influence of hostile pro-Western Turkish Republic.
The myth of Crimean Tatar massive support of Nazi regime was used by Stalin and Beria
in order to justify the deportation of the whole nation, just like it happened with RussianGermans, Chechens, Meskhetians, etc. Crimean Tatars were made to look like tractors
who ran from the Motherland and joined Nazi Germany; therefore, they could have been
charged with mass treason, a precedent that was created by mass deportation of Germans
in 1941. (Pohl, 2010, p. 2)
The image of Crimean Tatars as Nazi collaborators nevertheless continued to live
in Crimea among Russian population, which became undisputable majority in the region.
Unlike some other deported nations, Crimean Tatars were denied any freedom of
movement, especially the right to return back to Crimea long after Stalin’s death. The
right to return to Crimea was given to Tatars collectively with other deported nations in
1989 when the USSR was already falling apart. (Abdulganiyev, 2002) However, the
stigmatization of Crimean Tatars in combination with mass atrocities, antagonizing
relations with Russians, and decades of exodus did not disappear.
2.8 Problem 1954
Unlike long-lasting resentment between Russians and Crimean Tatars, Ukrainians
never had strong feelings towards the peninsula as it was never a part of canonical land
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of habitat. At least not until 1954. In 1954 Crimean Oblast of Russian Soviet Federal
Socialist Republic was transferred to Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic within
boundaries of the USSR. The decision that proved to be extremely controversial and
backfired 60 years later. The most problematic in historical overview of this decision is
to understand what were the reasons that Soviet nomenklatura had in mind in 1954. Since
the USSR was totalitarian in its nature and until 1956 when Khrushchev denounced Stalin
stayed on the height of secrecy and government control. Lack of transparency and any
living decision-makers makes it complicated to find a sole and truly objective reasoning,
hence it would make more sense to bring up the major ones.
First, the most popular circulating myth is that Crimea was Khrushchev’s personal
‘gift’ to Ukraine. From 1938 till 1947 Khrushchev was the head of Ukrainian Communist
Party, where he led the purges against Soviet governmental and military officials. At the
same time the repression of local Ukrainian population did not slow down. Many critics
describe the transfer as Khrushchev’s attempt to repay for the purges or that he had a
personal affection towards Ukraine was demystified by his son - Sergei Khrushchev, who
said this issue was ‘just business’. (Kalb, 2015) Despite the totalitarian structure of the
USSR, Khrushchev did not have all the power in his own hand like Stalin did and decision
like this could not have been his personal favor to Ukraine if he was not supported by the
absolute majority of supreme party leadership. Border changes within the USSR had
happened prior to 1954 and even after that. The argument that the transfer did not hold
to all legal standards does not hold because the legal system in the USSR was a puppet of
the party. (Drohobycky, 1995, pp. 5-7)
Second explanation is based on imperial nature of the Soviet Union. Just like all
empires it inevitably came to the realization that its important to hold dozens of nations
together while maintaining their equal satisfaction with the status quo. The ancient
principle of ‘divide et impera’ which is a vital to the very existence of any empire.
Ukrainians, like Baltic nations showed way more organized resistance to the communist
regime than other soviet republics, which threatened the integrity of the USSR. Therefore,
Khrushchev as a person who spent a lot of time in Ukraine knew that possibility of
nationalistic uprising there. Ethnic Russian population in 1926 was 9.2% but by 1939 it
was 13.5%, while after the transfer of Crimea it surged to 16.9% and reached it all time
high in 1989 with 22%, (Directorate, 1929, 1939, 1959, 1989) With the establishment of
the USSR the population of Russians increased and showed a continuous growth and with
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entire Crimean Tatar population deported their place was taken by Russians. Henceforth,
the party leadership thought to create an ethnic enclave within Ukraine, where Russians
constitute an overwhelming majority. (Bohlen, 1994) This would mean that Crimea is a
leverage against Ukraine in hands of Kremlin, which can be influenced from Russia, and
outweigh ethnic Ukrainians in the region of Southern Ukraine. Crimea can also be
regarded as one of the greatest example of large-scale gerrymandering, where there a
whole multi-million region is transferred to keep the status quo. (Pleshakov, 2017, p. 91)
Third reason is largely connected to the historical context of Russo-Ukrainian
relationship and the year in which the transfer was made. As written above, the turning
point of this relationship happened after the Treaty of Pereyaslav was signed in 1654. The
transfer of Crimea was never a pressing issue for newly appointed Khrushchev, who was
even afraid to debunk Stalin’s cult of personality for the first year. However, the transfer
was meant to celebrate 300th anniversary of the treaty, signifies re-unification of Russia
and Ukraine after centuries apart. If the creation of ethnic enclave is apparent in
retrospective but it would never be publicized or even acknowledged by Russia, the ‘gift’
of friendship that marks eternal union of East Slavic nations can easily serve as an overt
justification. (Oscelik, 2015)
The last possible explanation may be the easiest to accept or dismiss. The
economic and geographical proximity of Ukraine and Crimea due to common land
connection makes them dependable on each other. On the contrary, Russia is disconnected
from Crimea by the Kerch channel, which never had a bridge, making the trade, energy
supply more complicated. The decree by the Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet
coined it: “transferring Crimea Province from the Russian Republic to the Ukraine
Republic, taking into account the integral character of the economy, the territorial
proximity and the close economic ties between Crimea Province and the Ukraine
Republic, and approving the joint presentation of the Presidium of the Russian Republic
Supreme Soviet and the Presidium of the Ukraine Republic Supreme Soviet on the transfer
of Crimea Province from the Russian Republic to the Ukraine Republic.” (MSU, 2015)
In my opinion, the all the reasons except the first one must have played their own
part during the decision-making process. Be it ethnic division or strengthening economic
ties the real discussion would never be disclosed. However, the assumption that
Khrushchev did it as a personal ‘gift’ is based on no empirical evidence and contradicts
the context in which this decision was made. (Kalb, 2015, pp. 91-32)
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2.9 Collapse of the USSR
When multi-ethnic countries start to fall apart the nationalist sentiment start to boil
and old conflicts resurrect. The communist ideology in the USSR attempted to erase a
national identity because it had a firm belief in class and as an ultimate goal to create a
cosmopolitan homo soveticus, However, this strategy did not work and a bid on Russians
and Russian culture/language was a necessary step for integrity of the USSR. After the
short-lived euphoria that was brought by the fall of the USSR, many Russians felt that
status quo in new independent republic shifted not in their favor. If before they had
different privileges they were suddenly stripped of most of them. Russians in in other
republics were never integrated in the social or cultural environment with locals, they did
not learn Uzbek, Latvian, or Ukrainian because despite being minority in those soviet
states Russians remained a majority in overall Union. (Laitin, 1998, p. 87)
Shortly after 1991 chain of territorial ethno-nationalist wars surged in ex-USSR:
Georgia, Moldova, Azerbaijan. None of them is resolved to this day, unlike wars in exYugoslavia where the peace and some sort inter-state relationship is more real than not.
This list could have easily have Ukraine or Estonia if diplomacy failed in early 1990s and
one of the sides did not sacrifice something. Estonians were actually able to win over
Russian interests and Russians in Estonia remained largely disadvantaged and when it
entered NATO and EU Russian aggression lost much of the room in maneuvering. (Laitin,
1998, pp. 168-170)
However, Ukraine did the opposite. Unlike Estonia, which made Russia sacrifice
its bid on ethnic Russians there, Ukraine had to sacrifice its own interest to satisfy the
demands of Russians in Crimea. In 1994 Russia attempted to repeat the Transnistrian case
in Crimea where a Russian-majority region puts forward a referendum where it demands
broader autonomy/independence. The legal ground for the referendum was the declaration
of independence of the Republic of Crimea, which was passed by Crimean Supreme
Council in 1992. This declaration explains the growing tensions between Russia and
Ukraine as a reason to evoke international law in order to gain a right for selfdetermination. However, the final article calls for a referendum that would legitimize the
declaration and only then it would gain full legal power. (BCK, 1992) During the
following week the Ukrainian Parliament issued a decree that did not recognize the
declaration and urged the president to restore a constitutional order if necessary.
(Verkkhovna Rada of Ukraine, 1992) The declaration did last for too long and on May
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21st it was terminated by the Supreme Council of Crimea and signed by its Chairman, the
same person who had signed the declaration of independence two weeks prior to that. The
relative success of Ukraine in 1992 was mostly due to the fact that unlike Russia’s proxy
wars in Georgia or Moldova, Crimea would directly involve Russian Armed Forces. Also,
in 1992 Chechnya and Tatarstan attempted to declare independence, hence, any
affirmative action in Crimea would eventually lead to mobilization of local separatist
movements within Russia, which it could afford due to the political turmoil and
uncertainty. (Wood E. A., 2015, pp. 5-6)
In 1994 the situation was escalating due to the fact that Crimean Tatars were
returning en mass back to the peninsula and demanding their historical rights to be
restored. However, goals of the referendum took into account only the interest of Russian
majority and neglected Tatar demands. The referendum was overwhelmingly won by the
supporters of independence, “which of course meant returning back to Russia.” (Walker,
2003, pp. 106-109) The results of the referendum were not acknowledged by central
government in Kyiv and the inner opposition in Crimea did not want to promote any
further actions towards the separation from Ukraine. As a result, Russian separatist
became highly marginalized and got pushed by centrist and left pro-Russian parties that
advocated for territorial integrity of Ukraine. In one year, Ukrainian government issued a
decree that terminated the Constitution of Crimea and the laws related to self-government
on the peninsula, and liquidated a position of the president of the Republic of Crimea.
(Requejo & Nagel, 2011, pp. 192-196) Indeed, it paralyzed the secessionist movement in
Crimea, while Russia became preoccupied with the First Chechen War. In its turn, the
Ukrainian central government did not secure the victory and except some legislative
actions did not strengthen its position in Crimea and no meaningful actions were
undertaken, not to provoke the separatist movement once again. Therefore, from this it is
clear that in 1992-1995 neither Russia, Ukraine, nor Crimea were interested in a dramatic
change of status quo or at least they were not ready for armed struggled to achieve it.
2.10 Black Sea Fleet
The state of affairs in Crimea was halted until 1997 when Russia and Ukraine had
to decide the fate of the Black Sea Fleet, which historically had its headquarters in
Sevastopol, Crimea. Since 1991 Soviet navy heritage found itself in center of ‘divorce’
and neither party wanted to give up the strategically essential port with hundreds of
vessels, aircrafts, etc. Either sides got involved in minor military provocations in early
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1990s but no significant progress in the partition was reached. For Russia, the Black Sea
Fleet and its station in Crimea was not just a way to commemorate their navy history but
it was also essential to their dominance in the Northern Black Sea. (Felgenhauer, 1999,
pp. 6-7)
With the rise of Kuchma to the president of Ukraine issue of the Black Sea Fleet
shifted the course towards more diplomatic negotiations with Yeltsin. In the second half
of 1990s the Ukrainian economy was failing and the remnants of Soviet heavy industry
was highly dependent on extensive energy supplies that Ukraine did not possess. In 1997
Ukraine and Russia was preparing to break the biggest deal since the collapse of the USSR
- Treaty on Friendship, Cooperation, and Partnership between Ukraine and the Russian
Federation. Nevertheless, the deal would not go any further unless both sides reached an
agreement on the Fleet. Ukraine had to pass a constitutional amendment that would allow
it to lease land to foreign military bases. Russia would give Ukraine parts of the Fleet and
would not pursue its claims on Crimea. Neither states reached their initial goal but for
them and international community that feared a possible war between Ukraine and Russia
was a win-win deal. The deal covered that Ukraine’ lease of its territory to Russian Black
Sea Fleet for 20 years and gain a small portion of vessels in its possession. (Felgenhauer,
1999, pp. 19-22)
The deal, however, had a lasting effect on bilateral relations of Ukraine and Russia.
The economic interdependence of Ukrainian economy on Russian fossil fuels only
deepened. Russia was using the economic leverage in order to ensure that the Russian
Black Fleet would be stationed even after the deal expires. Therefore, when Ukrainian
first pro-Western president was elected Russia was cautious that this might not be the case
after 2017. This fear caused series of energetic blockades, which resulted in Kharkiv
Treaty signed in 2010 by Viktor Yanukovich and Dmitry Medvedev. The agreement
guaranteed the lease until 2042 with possibilities of unlimited renewals in return for
cheaper gas prices, which were still higher than the average Russia’s prices with EU
states. (Vahabov, 2010, pp. 301-305)
2.11 Euromaidan
The sparkle that lit the confrontation between Russia and Ukraine occurred during
the last day of November. A small student demonstration protesting Victor Yanukovych’s
government decision to withdraw from association agreement with the EU were stormed
by Ukrainian special police squad ‘Berkut’ at the Independence Square in Kyiv. (i.e.
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Maidan Nezalezhnosti) This led to mass protest demanding the government and
Yanukovych to step down. The situation was escalating when the first fatalities from the
hands of the police happened in January 2014. This became a point of no return for the
protestors and transformed the political demands of anti-corruption and pro-EU reforms
into ultimatum of the whole government to be held accountable.
Yanukovych came to power with the support of South East of Ukraine, including
Crimea with a campaign promising promotion of Russian language, closer ties with
Russia, leasing the Russian navy base, and renegotiating the gas prices with Russia
(Kharkiv Pact). Therefore, for Russia to keep its influence in Ukraine it was vital to make
sure that Yanukovych stays in the office. After PM Azarov made a U-turn away from EU
integration, Russia nearly instantly offered a counter-offer with a $15 billion loan.
(Szostek, 2014, p. 12) The protests which later became known as Euromaidan were a
direct threat to Russia’s interests in Ukraine. Russia started its maybe largest federal
media campaign of the time with a goal of discrediting the demonstrations, securing the
popular support of Yanukovych. At the same time, Russian officials such as UN
ambassador Churkin, Foreign Minister Lavrov, or even Putin used the same discourse that
depicted it as ‘a fascist coup’ which attempted to oust a legitimate president. (Dyczok,
2014, pp. 84-88)
Even when the police and pro-Yanukovych militia started using deadly force
against the protestors on February 18th Russia refused to condemn the actions. Quite the
contrary, Russia official informational coverage alienated majority of Ukrainian society.
In late February, the political and social rift between Ukraine and Russia reached its
highest since 1991, even though the supporting base in South East and Crimea remained
relatively loyal to Yanukovych. However, on February 20th the revolution succeeded and
pro-government forces starting retreating after rumors that Yanukovych and Azarov,
alongside several members of government fled Kyiv. The itinerary of Yanukovych during
those days is still unknown, several sources confirm that he escaped to Crimea where with
the help of Russian military he left the country and was granted a political asylum in
Russia, where he remains until this day. (Katchanovski, 2015, pp. 84-86)
2.12 Annexation of Crimea
On February 23 when the Revolution of Dignity just won there was no time for
neither mourning, nor celebration. Crimea gained a spotlight as a center of political
turmoil in Ukraine when pro-Russian demonstration started occupying the governmental
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buildings. However, since December 2013 when the protests just started Vladimir
Konstantinov, Head of Crimean Parliament frequently visited Moscow. His trips
culminated on February 20th when he asked Vladimir Putin to terminate the decision to
transfer Crimea to Ukrainian SSR and restore the historical belonging of Crimea to
Russia. (Treisman, 2016, p. 50) It is noteworthy that on February 20th the outcome of
Euromaidan was yet to be known and the governmental forces were advancing, gaining
more ground, while protestors had the heaviest casualties.
During the late February, pro-Ukrainian and pro-Russian militias clashed several
times, while new Ukrainian provisional government decided not to use forces against the
protestors. Crimean Tatars overwhelmingly supported pro-Ukrainian side, sometimes
outnumbering ethnic Slavic participants. (Bellal, 2015, p. 77) Nevertheless, the unmarked
masked military troops started taking control over major governmental facilities and defacto establishing a martial law over the peninsula. The masked gunmen became
notoriously known as ‘little green man’ without any military insignia. Russian media and
officials used a term ‘Crimean/local self-defence’ to describe the troops even though it
was pretty evident that those were Russian conventional military in full equipment, using
official Russian Army weapons and vehicles. (Galeotti, 2015, pp. 158-161) The discourse
claiming that it was ‘local militia’ was prevailing in Russian for nearly a year, until Putin
himself acknowledged that those troops were Russian servicemen. This important because
during his 2014 official speeches this fact was never acknowledged. (Popescu, 2015, pp.
1-2)
On March 1st Putin asked Federal Council for a permission to use Russian military
in Ukraine in order the socio-political turmoil. Not surprisingly, the request was approved
but post-factum of Russia’s involvement by ‘little green men’, which means that there
was not only breach of international law but also violation of Russia’s legal procedure to
use military force. Ukrainian forces stationed in Crimea were given an ultimatum to either
join Russian Armed Forces or to leave the peninsula. The Crimean Parliament announced
that the referendum was to be held in two weeks, while the streets were being patrolled
by the masked gunmen, which acted as security forces through the peninsula. Nether
OSCE, nor UN observers could participate in the referendum. (Bellal, 2015, pp. 79-80)
For the international community, apart from Russia’s closest allies or satellites
such actions it was a clear sign that referendum was going to take place regardless of any
UN or OSCE decision. UN Security Council was paralyzed due to Russia’s permanent
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seat with a veto vote. Henceforth, on the day of referendum all legal and democratic rules
and procedures were disregarded and the result could not be legitimate, unlike previous
attempts in 1992-94, which were held to the at least local legal standards. The day after
the referendum Crimean Parliament proclaimed independence from Ukraine and formally
requested to become a federal unit of Russian Federation. This was followed by Putin’s
address where he requested to accept the Republic of Crimea in Russian Federation on
March 18th, which was nearly unanimously approved by both houses of Russian
Parliament. (Bellal, 2015, p. 80)
The last piece of historical context that is crucial to present is related to a myth of
seemingly bloodless annexation of Crimea, Although the toll of casualties during the
spring 2014 was lower than during Euromaidan, there were three fatalities and three
injured: two killed Ukrainian servicemen and one pro-Russian protestor. If those
casualties were reported preceding or during the actual annexation, dozens more proUkrainian and Crimean Tatar activists and journalists went missing. (Bellal, 2015, pp. 8081)

34

3. Appeal to Common History and Culture
When we think about the events that took place in winter 2014 we usually see
them an event, which caused international uproar and destabilized the situation in Ukraine
for many upcoming years. The first appeal to be introduced is the appeal to common
history of Russia and Crimea, which justifies Russia’s right for the territory. In this appeal,
Putin needs to present a new version of history, which shows an unbreakable bond with
the peninsula.
3.1 Crimea – a sacred object of Russian ideology
One of the most effective ways to mobilize people or make one’s ideology more
likable is to remind the people of their past: victories, greatness, uniqueness of their
cultural heritage. It does not have to be any objective according to the history but has to
be vital to the local representation of those events. Putin’s ideology must be perceived
differently because of a historical context in which it has developed. Putin continues:
“Everything in Crimea speaks of our shared history and pride. This is the location of
ancient Khersones, where Prince Vladimir was baptised. His spiritual feat of adopting
Orthodoxy predetermined the overall basis of the culture, civilisation and human values
that unite the peoples of Russia, Ukraine and Belarus.” (Putin, 2014)
On one hand Vladimir Putin says that Orthodoxy is the uniting factor among East
Slavic people. The relation of authoritarian ideologies and religion is very diverse but
most of the times these two phenomena are intertwined and serve common goals. Putin’s
ideology is no expectation and Russian Orthodox Church supplies it with myths and
symbols, which Putin can use because these social representations already exist in public
and religious domains. (Brubaker, 2011, p. 29) The evocation of Orthodoxy and baptism
is an important myth in context of annexation of Crimea. Putin objectifies the Crimea as
a symbol of pride and history of Russian nation, culture, and civilization. The baptism of
East Slavic tribe functions as the first justification for Russia’s territorial claim on Crimea
because it all began in now extinct city.
Historically speaking Putin is both right and wrong on the issue. Prince Vladimir
was indeed baptized into Orthodox Christianity in the city of Chersonese following his
marriage with a Byzantium princess Anna and conversion of his mother princess Olga.
This political move extended ties with Byzantium Empire and increased its influence on
then pagan Kyivan Rus. Nevertheless, Putin intentionally misses one significant point
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about the belonging of the city and the peninsula at that time. The city and most of the
coastal region was under the control of Byzantium, which despite close political
connection was a part of another state. (Ascherson, 2001, pp. 54-55) Kyivan Rus never
had permanent access to the Black Sea and Crimea was never incorporated into its feudal
state making Vladimir Putin’s argument invalid from the historical perspective.
To interpret Putin’s speeches, it is also important to see what historical events,
related to Crimea he left out and explain why. As I had mentioned in the historical
background, the myth of Crimea being the cradle of Russian Orthodox nation was
perpetrated by Catherine II in order to justify her initial annexation of Crimean Khanate
and incorporation of it in Russian Empire. Interestingly, not once Putin mentioned the
event that made Crimea part of Russia in 18th century. I believe that there are several
reasons for that.
First, if we consider that Russian flag was raised in Crimea in 1783, then Crimea
had been Russian soil for slightly over 150 years until it was transferred to Ukraine.
Hence, the myth of ancient roots and enduring bond would lose its foundation. It would
jeopardize the myth that Russians are indigenous to Crimea since descendants of Greeks
and Armenians have been living there since B.C.
Second, before Catherine had annexed the peninsula Crimean Tatars were the
most powerful and populous ethnic group for over three hundred years. By not mentioning
the subject Putin satisfies both Russian and Tatar audience. For Tatars, it might be
sensitive subject because it signifies the end of their sovereignty. It blurs the timeline for
Russian audience and helps to sustain the myth of Russian presence in Crimea since
Prince Volodymyr and basically erases era of Tatar dominance from the history.
Third, from the nationalist perspective it helps him to emphasize on the origins of
Russian nation, its unique relationship to Crimea. (Brubaker, 2011, p. 12) From my point
of view Putin recreates the myth of baptism in Crimea in order to relocate the birth
Russian, Ukrainian, and Belarusian nations away from Kyiv, which is yet the oldest East
Slavic city. By constructing the representation of nation’s birth as a Crimean event Putin
replaces Kyiv as a historical motherland and erases two generation of Rurik Dynasty,
which ruled from Kyiv. Thus, Russian audience gets a new type of representation from
on their own heritage. Similarly, Adolf Hitler used ancient Germanic mythology to justify
annexation of neighboring countries because it provided him spiritual force to mobilize
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his people. (Graham, Keenan, & Dowd, 2004, p. 20) Hereafter, the representation emerges
in minds of the audience and is strengthened by items like culture, civilization, and human
values. Putin archives his goal by means of thematic anchoring in social representation
theory because by underlying general patterns, collective memory with specific contexts
creates a new social representation. (Höijer, 2011, pp. 9-10)
However, the tricky part lies in the quantity of these items. By saying them in
singular form Putin implies that peoples of three East Slavic states share not only common
basis but just one culture, one civilization, and one set of human values. Putin attempts to
use the nomination strategy in order to categorize Russian and Ukrainians as one nation.
During the Red Square speech on March 18th he said: “We are not just neighbors, we are
family and our future success depends on both of us, Russia and Ukraine.” (Putin, 2014)
This might sound as an extremely warm attitude between counties if we take it out of the
historical and recent contexts but in the different field of action Putin recreates the
representation of unity between Russia and Ukraine, while simultaneously annexing 10%
of Ukraine’s territory. During the events that led to the Anschluss Hitler addressed the
fact that Austria and Germany is not the matter of citizenship, the bond between two
people lies in their past. (Graham, Keenan, & Dowd, 2004, p. 20) Thus, by evoking panGermanic sentiments Nazi Germany could incorporate Austria without significant
obstacles.

Inclusion of other East Slavic nations shows another side of Russian

nationalism- its relation to pan-Slavic ideology. Putin wants his Slavic audience to believe
in the common kinship, which existed since the adoption of Orthodoxy. This would
provide him with a greater specter of control because he is a leader of the biggest and
most powerful Slavic nation, which is to a large extent, is extremely loyal to him. By
using pan-Slavic rhetoric Putin promotes the messianic role of Russian nation in other
Slavic nations, which as a social representation stands for more righteousness and power
over Ukraine and Crimea. (Hosking & Service, 1998, p. 62)
Later in the speech Putin addresses directly to the Ukrainian people: “Crimea is
our common historical legacy and a very important factor in regional stability. And this
strategic territory should be part of a strong and stable sovereignty, which today can only
be Russian.” (Putin, 2014) In this paragraph, Putin overtly articulates the appeal to
common historical legacy, while simultaneously denying Ukraine’s sovereignty. Covertly
he threatens: “Otherwise, dear friends (I am addressing both Ukraine and Russia), you
and we – the Russians and the Ukrainians – could lose Crimea completely, and that could
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happen in the near historical perspective. Please think about it.” (Putin, 2014) Putin
implies that in addition to common past, Russia is stronger and more stable, hence it has
more rights to Crimea and if Ukraine does not comply – then neither would have control
of it. In other words, Crimea can be either Russian or no one’s. Even though the
sovereignty and stability of Ukraine was undermined by Russia itself by means of the
appeal to this very historical legacy.
It is evident that in modern Russian ideology Crimea plays a role of an object,
which Putin must present to Russian people. Using social representation theory we can
distinguish between “their position inside the triadic asymmetry: self, other and object”.
It also suggests that we use the dynamics of social representations rather than their
definition. (Voelklein & Caroline, 2005) In this triad, Russia is self, Ukraine and the West
is other, and Crimea is the object of this relationship. Beyond any doubt Crimea is an
important part of Russian identity but at the same time it has been mostly vital to Russians
living Crimea and for small part of far-right and far-left within Russia. Despite having a
social representation of Crimea as predominately Russian part of Ukraine general public
in Russia had not had a strong cognitive bond with the place. Thus, Vladimir Putin looked
for a way to construct a new image of Crimea as an object in order to change its dynamics
so that they correlate with the events.
Putin continues his narration by saying: “This is also Sevastopol – a legendary
city with an outstanding history, a fortress that serves as the birthplace of Russia’s Black
Sea Fleet.” (Putin, 2014) In order to analyze this particular nationalist message one must
take a close look at his other speeches, which are found in action field of opinion shaping.
“The generations who grew up here in Crimea and Sevastopol have always made these
values their base and always remained true to the memory of those who built and
developed this region and this beautiful city …” (Putin, 2014) Vladimir Putin provides
Crimea and the city of Sevastopol with extraordinary traits using epithets like legendary
and metaphors like fortress and birthplace. He wants his Russian audience to recreate this
representation of outstanding past that Crimea should play on their cognitive map. Crimea
must have an outstanding representation as a part of new Russian ideology; it must
become a new myth, which Russian people are supposed to carry on. Putin objectifies
Crimea as if it is standing for the true values of Russian people and that is why there is a
need to incorporate it into Russian Federation. From now on the audience in its turn must
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feel a special connection between them and Crimea, which provides Putin with
nationalistic sentiments to support the annexation.
3.2 Annexation or Reunification?
Whenever we think of other ways to frame Russian aggression in context of such
actions in the past we inevitably spot Nazi Germany’s strategy in 1938-1939. This study
is not concerned with actions of Hitler’s government towards Austria and Czechoslovakia
but rather by how these actions were brought up by the official discourse at the time It
would be valuable to go back in time and see how Nazi Germany labelled its actions in
Austria in March 1938. It is vital to draw our attention to one important linguistic item,
which to my mind shows how current Russian ideology tries to frame actions on the
peninsula. In the conclusive part of the speech Vladimir Putin says: “Thus we see that the
overwhelming majority of people in Crimea and the absolute majority of the Russian
Federation’s people support the reunification of the Republic of Crimea and the city of
Sevastopol with Russia.“ (Putin, 2014)There are several issues with the phrase: the
reunification of the Republic of Crimea and the city of Sevastopol with Russia per se.
Unfortunately, I must blame the translation services for giving completely wrong
interpretation. In original text Putin uses form “prisoedinenye Kryma k Rossii”, which
can be roughly translated as added, connected or attached? Russian language has a verb
vossoedenitsya s (to reunify with) but as used by Putin it is meaning is to be
added/connected to Russia. After many instances, I came to realise that the different
wording in English and Russian by Kremlin is dependent on the audience that they
address. English version is initially put online to pass the message to non-Russian
spectators, media outlets, which are more likely to quote directly from it. Hence, instead
of a mutual action of reunification we get rather unequal action upon an object (Crimea)
that is attached to a subject (Russia). Although, one interesting moment is that by using
this phrase we dodge an actor that attaches an object (Crimea) to a subject (Russia),
remaining unclear by who was this piece of land seized? The word possesses attributes of
a forceful action, just like in the word annexation, which the vast majority of states use to
describe Russian actions in Winter- Spring 2014.
It is needless to point out similarities between Crimean and Austrian annexations
but there are two aspects: it was ‘bloodless’ imitation of democratic procedures and many
people in Austria just as in Crimea indeed supported their “reunification”. Another
remarkable feature of German annexation of Austria is that in English and Russian
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languages this discursive event is referred to as Anschluss. Encyclopaedia Britannica
defines it: “Anschluss, German: “Union” political union of Austria with Germany,
achieved through annexation by Adolf Hitler in 1938.” (Britannica, 2016) Here we have
both a root word “Union” in quotation marks and a word annexation to describe means
by which this union became real. However, by looking closer to the word itself in German
it also signifies “connection”, not to mention that Russian “prisoedinenye” can be used
in a very similar context. I assume that on 18th of March it was yet to be decided upon
how the term would look in years to come but Putin and Russian official discourse went
the way that Nazi Germany had gone to.
I am not supposing or comparing Nazis and Russian government but trying to
highlight linguistic strategy when approaching the matter of annexation, taking to account
two factors that I mention above. It is essential that the word “reunification” largely
echoes with a notion of revanchist because prefix re- signifies that an object was a part of
a union at some point of time and it was broken away and now it reunites with another
half. Right after Vladimir Putin finished his formal address and supervised all the related
documents he hosted a meeting in support of the ‘reunion’, which was called “We are
together!” and was held on Red Square. In my opinion as a genre of this text the closest
one to it can be definitely inauguration speech. It is meant to celebrate the victory, which
means a lot to Putin, to Russia, and to Crimea. Putin used it to reaffirm his Russian
audience that the decision was made and it is irreversible. He uses colourful metaphors
when he begins his speech: “After a long, hard and exhausting voyage, Crimea and
Sevastopol are returning to their harbour, to their native shores, to their home port, to
Russia!” (Putin, 2014) Since Crimea is a peninsula and a base of Russian Black Sea fleet
it made a perfect sense to refer to Crimea as a ship. Putin insists that Crimea and
Sevastopol went through hard times without Russia, that with Ukraine they were
shattered. This helps him to polarize people with a touch of new promising future. Russia
in his metaphor is represented as a port, native shores, and a harbour, where people of
Crimea can finally find peace. Discourse analysis like no other method in social sciences
shows how words can shape the physical and political world. According to CDA tradition
metaphors may serve as a guide to a future action because it acts as a self-fulfilling
prophecy and if before 2014 most of the Russians had little connection to Crimea, then
after the series of Vladimir Putin’s speeches the majority of people are going to have a
very clear social representation of a small peninsula surrounded by the Black Sea.
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(Musolff, 2012) It is true for this case since at the moment of that speech not all legal
procedures were undertaken and Crimea de-juro was not part of Russia.
3.3 Ordinal numbers as a tool for discrimination
My initial observation of how Vladimir Putin addresses Crimean Tatars led me to
two major points. There are only eight moments when Putin mentions adjective or noun
Crimean Tatar, six of which can be found in five consequential paragraphs. It is very
different from how frequently Vladimir Vladimirovich refers to Russians and Ukrainians
or even the unspecified Western powers. Not only often he talks about them in Crimean
Speech but he reinforces and repeats some of ideas related to them. Crimean Tatar issue
seems like one of the topic necessary to be stated but not really substantial for the
discourse.
Another point is that whenever Putin mentions main three ethnic groups of the
peninsula: Crimean Tatars, Russians, and Ukrainians he puts Tatars the last and Russians
first. One can claim that the choice is based on number of people belonging to the ethnic
group but since we operate in the field of critical studies we must stick to the tradition of
looking at such linguistic moves with doubt until proven otherwise. The identical case can
be witnessed when Putin talks about official languages of “soon-to-be” Russian Crimea.
Russian language is initial, then Ukrainian, and Crimean Tatar is mentioned the last. The
truth is that Ukrainian language in Crimea has never been neither dominant, nor exceeded
by number of speakers the Crimean Tatar one except for the years of deportation. To me
it is one of the brightest evidence of belittling of Crimean Tatar’s role in history of Crimea
and making them a “third party” in the conflict.
Before we take a quick look at the text of the Agreement on Accession, I would
like to comment that issue of Crimean Tatars and their relation to Russians and Ukrainians
was not brought up in any of observed texts between March-May 2014. Here we can see
how the speech by Putin came to life in the article of the constitutional document. In
Article 3.1 of the agreement it states that Russian Federation guaranties all the peoples of
Crimea a right for native language, its preservation and creation of proper environment
for its learning and development, while in Article 3.2 it wraps up saying that there are
three official languages in the new Russian region: Russian, Ukrainian and Crimean
Tatar, which does sound as a liberal democracy in purely juridical context. That is another
reason why I chose DHA as a carcass of my methodology since it helps to highlight the
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discriminatory rhetoric and put it historical context. Because after all, when the
annexation of the Crimea is being discussed it is usually put in frames of Russia-West,
Russia-Ukraine, and seldom in Russia-Crimean Tatar. In context of Russian nationalism
this dry legal language gets a brand-new meaning – it shows the set of priorities for
Vladimir Putin. I would like to clarify that in my research I am not interested in
implementation of his obligations for Russian in Crimea but rather what was the message
that he and his government sent in spring 2014? Thomas W. Pogge argues that even when
it comes to competition of some kind and we prioritize our compatriots there are still
limitations. If we violate basic principles of justice, then our nationalist set of priorities
will give it away. (Pogge, 2002, p. 16) This gives additional value to Putin and the
legislators, who framed ethnic and relations on the peninsula as equal among Russians,
Ukrainians, and Crimean Tatars. In this law making political procedure as some sort of
societal reality it seems flawless because for a legal document the order of things followed
by comma is irrelevant. However, it is relevant to the audience of Putin or more accurately
Russian population on whom he discursive practices are exercised. Such investigations of
aggressive ideologies show that today the international actors who want to remain great
powers cannot use rhetoric of rogue dictators of XX century. Nevertheless, it does not
mean that evidence of discrimination cannot be found in this speech. I would abstain from
framing this as a hidden message but rather as invisible discursive groups, which are not
arbitrary and therefore are invisible unless revealed. (Foucault, 1989, p. 32) Foucault also
stresses that this invisible discourse must be analyzed not by means of interpretation but
by “their coexistence, their succession, their mutual functioning, their reciprocal
determination, and their independent or correlative transformation”. (Foucault, 1989, p.
32) Therefore, by using this method we can see Putin’s dilemma: to prioritize Russians
and portray Tatars as insignificant while staying legitimate to the rest of the world. As he
did by skipping Tatar presence in Crimea before 18th century and linking Russian presence
to Byzantium. The sequence on ethnic groups was mentioned in two texts and two genres
so we were able to explore their coexistence and mutual functioning and conclude that it
was never a coincidence. Putin by obvious reasons cannot hide his government’s
intentions for Crimea or attitude to Tatars and Russians but he can make these discourses
invisible under disguise of democratic procedures. In my opinion this partially explains
why he mentions Tatars only in this field of action and avoids the topic in the others.
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The importance of this placement of ethnic groups and their languages does not
just highlight Putin’s government policy towards Tatars but make sense of his discursive
strategy. Since we have investigated the discursive strategy I can conclude that this
particular strategy uses an apposition as a device when addressing Tatars. This particular
device is considered by Wodak as a part of overall predication strategy, which at the same
time has an objective to: “discursive qualification of social actors, objects, phenomena,
events/processes and actions (more or less positively or negatively)” (Wodak & Reisigl,
2009, p. 95) To me, Putin tries to rank Russians as the first, Ukrainians as second, and
Crimean Tatars as last each time they are mentioned as a sequence. It is noteworthy, that
because of the sensitivity of Russian- Tatar relationship he avoids opposing one another
or even mention without adding Ukrainian side, which as I had said is beside the point.
By placing Crimean Tatars as the last Putin pursues two goals: to show their insignificance
to Russian majority in Crimea and to the world that he does not exclude them overtly but
that there are too small to be negotiated about.
An additional essential aspect of Russian-Ukrainian-Crimean Tatar triangle is that
when Putin lists them he tends to cluster Russian and Ukrainians opposing to Tatars. On
two out of four occasions (when he talks about ethnicities, not languages), Putin says
either: “Russians, Ukrainians, and Crimean Tatars” or “Russians and Ukrainians,
Crimean Tatars and other ethnic groups.” (Putin, 2014) Not only he puts Slavic nations
upfront but he puts Tatars among together with the others. From my point of view by this
discursive action Putin attempts to create a division on Slavic and non-Slavic, Orthodox
and Muslims. Discourse markers theory argues that when we try to introduce a
propositional content in a non-elliptical sentence a linking word “and” might have
ambiguous meaning close to but, or, and so. (Fraser, 1999, p. 939) I believe that on one
hand the comma is used as apposition between Russians and Ukrainians items to qualify
their relation to each other. On the other hand, “and” can be interpreted in the way that
enumeration forces Crimean Tatars part of sentence into context of ‘Slavic’ part as if there
were linguistic triggers too or also. However, in this case it would not bring more
presupposition, hence such items were unnecessary. (Kühnlein, Benz, & Sidner, 2010)
This evokes a power structure of “us” and “them”; this might be targeted at two
directions. First, to unite Russians and Ukrainians in Crimea, let them feel unity as he puts
in one remark: “350,000 are Ukrainians who predominantly consider Russian their native
language” (Putin, 2014). He by that tries to erase a part of their identity and make them
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seem more Russian. In other words, preaching assimilation because in his opinion there
are very few differences between two Slavic groups, on which I will elaborate later.
Second, is towards the Crimean Tatars, to alienate them and let them feel more as others.
This structural division is useful because it clearly differentiates peoples on the annexed
peninsula. Putin continues to create a sub-division of Crimean Tatars by saying “Crimean
Tatars, who, as the referendum has shown, also lean towards Russia.” (Putin, 2014) He
uses also clearly shows his attitude towards the small Turkic nation as an added element.
Putin feels the need to specify that the referendum showed their political direction towards
Russia, which he does not make for Russian or Ukrainians because they are pro-Russian
by default. It seems like an attempt to use a fallacy device to deceive the audience, which
indicates the use of a justification strategy. Putin uses a false belief about the referendum
to show to Crimean Tatars, who did not vote that the decision was made for them and in
case if they disagree there are numbers, which will pledge for them. To oppose Crimean
Tatars, as shown were less active in the plebiscite against Slaves, which were undoubtedly
supportive of it.
Even though the speech does not seem hostile towards Tatars but clearly favour
Russians over Tatars and by incorporating Russian-speaking Ukrainians making Tatars
as small and irrelevant others. Putin uses divisive rhetoric, which resonances with the
sensitive and tragic historical past of Slavic-Tatar relationship in Crimea. The old
divisions in Crimea inevitably serve as a reminder of the conflict between rival Slavic and
Turkic population and their views on history of the peninsula. Putin presents a common
history and culture of ancient Byzantium, Orthodox Christianity, and Slavic pride to
which Russian and Russian- speaking Ukrainians can easily relate to. However, for
Muslim, Turkic, returned from exodus Tatars this perspective on common history would
certainly feel alien, to say the least. The history of Crimea was re-written at least on many
occasions in order to fit different Russian ideologies. Catherine II had to make sure that
her imperial claim on Crimea has religious and cultural roots, which she linked to
Orthodox Byzantium and Putin effectively uses the myth and other strategies to deepen
the divisions between Slavs and Tatars. (Williams, 2001, p. 32)
3.3 Deportation of Tatars
Russian Federation as a successor of the USSR adhered not only its military power
but also the crimes of the Soviet era. Unlike some totalitarian regimes of the XX century
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that acknowledged and tried to make up for the victims Russia has not been among them.
The difference with Crimean Tatars and Chechens who were deported nearly at the same
time is that Crimean Tatars were subjected to Ukrainian jurisdiction. However, after the
annexation the peninsula de-facto became a part of Russia and according to the Russian
Constitution is de-juro too. As I had mentioned in the historical overview of the RussoCrimean Tatar relationship - 1944 deportation is a central event in their habitus. The lives
of nearly all Crimean Tatars are linked to the event and their common history is divided
by: before and after 1944.
My initial remark would draw attention to the frequency of occasions on which
Putin articulates the discursive topic. Among the researched speeches by Vladimir Putin
in spring 2014 it was referenced only once in Crimean Speech. I would tend to explain
such behavior of the actor by the fact “that one should approach this topic carefully,
consider the victims and perpetrators, or not go into detail or other possibilities.”
(Wodak, April 2000) When addressing the deportation he said: “True, there was a time
when Crimean Tatars were treated unfairly, just as a number of other peoples in the
USSR. There is only one thing I can say here: millions of people of various ethnicities
suffered during those repressions, and primarily Russians.” (Putin, 2014) In my opinion
this very humble in size quote by Russian Presidents sums up the overall derogatory
discourse towards Crimean Tatars and I am going to break it in parts. Because of the
topic’s sensitivity Putin evokes the mitigating, predication, and perspectivization
strategies. Similarly, to Wodak’s device where an actor answers with a question instead
of an answer- Putin answers a question, which was not even asked, following his sentence
about Crimean Tatars leaning to Russia. (Wodak & Reisigl, 2009, p. 95) He intentionally
distances from the events by saying: “there was a time” not to take any responsibility for
that and not to shed a bad light on Soviet history in this appeal, which might upset the
Russian audience. In this case Putin is unwilling to specify the date not to let the WWII
discourse to collide with one on the deportation since it was a part of Soviet reoccupation
of the Crimea after the German retreat. Immediately Putin aligns the deportation with the
use of “just as a number of other peoples”. He several times labels or puts Crimean Tatars
on the same shelf with the unnamed “others” to make their tragedy insignificant on the
scale of other repressions. On the contrary to the “others” Vladimir Putin provides
Russians with a trait of being a primary victim of the repressions. He once again qualifies
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Russians as the first and Tatars among the rest, even though in context of Crimea Russians
were never persecuted on a basis of their ethnicity.
Vladimir Putin moves towards a conclusion with a statement: “Crimean Tatars
returned to their homeland. I believe we should make all the necessary political and
legislative decisions to finalize the rehabilitation of Crimean Tatars, restore them in their
rights and clear their good name.” (Putin, 2014) Putin tries to attribute Crimean Tatars
with a positive predicative adjective “good name” and urges to legislatively finalize their
rehabilitations. We can witness that he uses a word “their” to alienate Crimean Tatars
from the Slavic majority, who are ‘our’ to Putin. For this reason, I am going to incorporate
the executive order No. 268 “On measures for the rehabilitation of the Armenian,
Bulgarian, Greek, Crimean Tatar and German peoples and the state support of their
revival and development.” (Putin, April 21, 2014,) We are moving to the political
executive field of action and genre of political decision. Nevertheless, one thing stays the
same way – Putin mentions Crimean Tatars in a penultimate position and this sequence is
repeated in a formalistic way within the given order.
We can clearly trace that Putin expresses a very same disadvantageous tendency
towards Crimean Tatars in different genres and fields of actions. Especially if take to
account the historical background of the deportation, where Crimean Tatars were directly
targeted by the Soviet regime for their ethnic kinship. The most tragic and important event
in recent Tatar history, which affected nearly the entire population was downplayed by
Putin, while Russians are portrayed as the greatest victims of repressions. Even though
Slavs, and primarily Russians were perpetrators of the deportation and were later
encouraged to relocate to Crimea, taking over whole Tatar settlements, which were left
empty. (Williams, 2001, p. 74) Hence, Putin uses victim – perpetrator paradigm, where
no one is a perpetrator, Tatars and others are victims but Russians are more victims than
others. If we take a look at this claim from the perspective of this appeal, we can see that
toning down Tatar history and victimization of Russians helps to strengthen Russia’s right
to Crimea.
3.3 The Crimeans: stolen heritage
The issue of casual discrimination of Crimean Tatars does not just end in the
moments when Putin mentions them but rather how he addresses Russians living in
Crimea. It is yet another crucial detail, which needs to be critically looked at because I
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believe that it is impossible to protect right for self-determination without a right to use
etymologically correct name- endonym. (Jordan, 2010, pp. 14-15) For a long time some
ethnic groups or even whole races have been subjected to derogatory descriptions.
However, the world has moved towards abandoning such linguistic items, replacing them
with neutral, which do not have any negative connotations. Critical discourse studies have
always been on the frontline of such struggles. The way we name specific ethnic groups
may have long-term consequences both for us vs. them or self vs. others if the term
signifies stereotypes and therefore changes our perception and attitude. (Jordan, 2010, p.
18) However, such terms may not be straightforward ethnic slurs but may simply be
misleading or may be considered unjust for the carriers of this particular culture or
ethnicity. For example, an English word “Indian” has not been used as an ethnic slur
towards Native Americans but rather it became easily confused with Indian population of
Hindustani origin. The situation in Crimea has way less attention due to more menacing
challenges that Crimean Tatars face since 1944. The endonym in Crimean Tatar language
is kırımlar- which may literally be translated as the Crimeans, thus having topological
origin, very similar to “American”. (Williams, 2001, p. 75)
Even though Crimean Tatars and Tatars in Russia share similar ancestry
linguistically and culturally are different. Tatars on the territory of Russian Federation
are not ethnically monolithic either but they historically existed as part of Golden Horde
and later lived as part of Grand Duchy of Moscow. Therefore, they have developed within
constant cooperation or hindrance with Moscow and later Russia. Crimean Khanate
became an integral part of another Empire- Ottoman, under which it held very broad
autonomous status. The Khanate used to wage wars against Russia, Cossacks of Ukraine,
and Poles as a spearhead of Ottoman Empire in the region. Only at the end of XVIII
century when Russia conquered the Crimea and the Khanate lost its erstwhile power. It
is noteworthy to say that modern Crimean Tatars have several sub-ethnic groups, which
date back to tribes who nomadized together in the Crimea but were ethnically distant or
even unrelated. Crimean Tatars and Tatars of Russia grew apart for centuries within two
great powers and lost the linkage, which Crimean Tatars carry on even with present
Turkey. The term Crimean Tatars became widely accepted making them just another subethnic group of Tatars, who live in the Crimea rather than a unique ethnic group.
Especially as a result of the deportation, there was an attempt to permanently disconnect
Crimean Tatars from Crimea and as an alternative to blend them with Tatars, living in
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Russia or with Turkic people in Central Asia, to where the majority was deported.
(Williams, 2001, pp. 32-34)
The subject would never be spotted if not one small fact- Putin addresses Russian
population as “Krymchane” (the Crimeans) in his speech and distinguishes it from
Crimean Tatar population. For a critical study it is vital to highlight such issues to
demystify post-Crimean ideology.
People for whom Russian is not a native language a word Krymchane would not
have signify a Russian ethnic group in the first place. It can easily be mistaken for the
local population of the Crimea, regardless of ethnicity and therefore ethnically-neutral
and inclusive. A very analogous case has occurred in Russia after the fall of the USSR
with the ethnonym for its citizens. An English word Russian, which stands for ethnicity,
language, citizenship derives from English word Russia, while Russian word russkie
(Russian) - an adjective, which stands for ethnicity only because its root derives from
“rus”. The word “rus” is a heritage from the Kyivan Rus (Ruthenia) period by which all
the East Slavs used to be called. In modern Russian word Rossiya stands for an unofficial
country name and not hard to spot a different root “ros” instead of “rus”. Even though
Russians account for the prevailing majority on the terrains of the largest country in the
world it is still a homeland for hundreds of other ethnic groups. For this purpose, a word
rossiyane (Russian) was introduced, which use the root “ros” with divergent suffix
indicator and is not an adjective but a different part of speech too. The word russkiye,
which is an adjective indicative of ethnicity in plural if used in singular for russikiy/ya
represents language, material and immaterial objects. The word rossiyane is a plural noun
indicative of citizenship when used in singular form has exactly the same meaning. The
suffix –an– in Russian is used to show the belonging to particular territory (topological)
rather than an ethnic feature: Vologzhane (residents of Vologda), Prazhane (residents of
Prague), Krymchane (residents of the Crimea) but also Moldavane (Moldovans), which
is a unique case.
At this point a reader might realize that the above case shows exactly the opposite
of my initial point – Krymchane stands for inhabitants of the peninsula. Nonetheless, this
is exactly why we must be critical and most importantly put it back into the context of
Crimean Tatar – Russian relations. In order to do that I am going to refer to a so-called
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Discussion-practical collection on Crimean Development Issues released by the Academy
of Science of Autonomous Republic of Crimea.
In my opinion the knowledge that this particular institution produces has the
highest value since it is the major academic institution in Crimea. The Crimean Republic
as the only autonomous region within unitary structure of Ukraine has always benefited
from its status because unlike other regions it had a right to establish its own institutions,
which were shaping political and social environment. In this particular collection, there
was a sociological inquiry that was focus on relations between ethnic groups and how
main groups (Crimean Tatars, Ukrainians, and Russians) interpret their own identities.
Even though the research was conducted before the events of 2014 and was published by
state institution at the time when Ukrainian central government’s control over the
peninsula was unyielding, the rhetoric is as biased towards pro-Russian orientation as
possible. This should be no surprise for the reader because historically Russian separatism
was always left unpunishable as a part of social contract established after 1991. Reason
for that was without a doubt high numbers of ethnic Russians in Ukraine and fear of a
large-scale confrontation. In return Russian separatist agents restrained to violence and
remained active in political, social, and academic spheres. (Kuzio, 1995, pp. 17-18)
In the collection under the question of how a respondent sees future status of
Crimea the results showed only less than 20% of ethnic Russian support separatism. It
was not specified whether it was active or latent but distinguishes ethno-separatism and
irredentism, downgrading irredentism as socially “safe”. As the author of the study
concludes in this sub-section that Crimean Tatars, not Russian represent the biggest threat
to sovereignty of the autonomous republic. At the same time he does mention that
Russian-Ukrainian tensions are far less likely to occur than Slavic vs non-Slavic.
However, I am not going to go to deep in it but I believe it is yet another necessary
perspective on Russian-Tatar relationship prior to the conflict. Therefore, when the time
came for Putin to address the annexation there was already a fruitful ground for
justification the exclusion of Crimean Tatars and labelling them as troublesome. (Filatov,
2012, p. 185)
Returning from the background insight I would like to focus on one the question
referring to the self-identification of the residents of Crimea. This representation of being
the Crimeans as answered by the respondents of questioner becomes a central part of the

49

collection. The author puts that people who identify as the Crimeans, Russians, and the
Soviets represent one shared identity, which is Russian-leaning. (Filatov, 2012, pp. 184187) We can note that by using the term towards Russians, which a combination of a
historical appeal Putin endeavours to imply that Russians are indigenous population of
Crimea.
3.4 Interpretation summary of the first appeal
If we sum up Putin’s appeal to common history and culture we can see a specific
narrative about Crimea, which is based of mostly old myths. In Putin’s appeal Russia has
the right to Crimea because it is a birthplace of Orthodox Russian nation, it is suddenly
the most important place for Russian people – not Moscow, not Saint Petersburg, and
clearly not Kyiv. Since Ukraine shares the same culture with Russia due common history
but is not strong enough Russia has to take over Crimea.
Putin uses this new history and Russian culture as a basis of Russian territorial
claim for Crimea, and for that he links Crimea to evets that took place in 9th century and
neglects the fact that Crimea was a part of Russia/USSR for barely 200 years. He neglects
Crimean Tatar sovereignty over Crimea that lasted for twice as long as Russian. Putin
also attempts to soften representation of Tatar deportation by portraying Russians as most
oppressed ethnicity and taking on a role of indigenous population of Crimea. Hence,
Putin appeals not to a factual history but to a newly constructed, inspired by previous
justifications used by Catherine II and Stalin. Most importantly, this appeal clearly is
based on Russian-centric beliefs that disregard Tatar perspective and is potentially
discriminatory.
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4. Appeal to Historical Military Involvement
In spring 2014, Russia had not yet acknowledged it military involvement in the
annexation and it desperately tried to portray everything as peaceful act of reunification
as a result of the democratic referendum. Regardless of what Putin constructed in his
speech, the annexation of Crimea will inevitably go down in history is an initial phase of
a broader armed conflict where military force was used for the first time. Therefore, after
Putin presented his appeal to common history and the Russian historical right for Crimea
he needed to strengthen it by the second category – the appeal to Russian historical
military involvement in Crimea and because Russian soldiers fought there before Russia
retains a right to use force there again.
4.1 Courage of Heroes
The greatness of shared past is a fruitful ground that helps to mobilize people.
There are very few things that can serve this purpose than wars of the past with few-tonone contemporaries but well repeated in public discourse. The discursive topics on the
wars are essential for Putin’s ideology, which can be seen through the prism of thematic
anchoring of social representations of them. The rise of Putin and constant repeating and
glorification of wars in Russian ideology make people associate him with those wars.
(Bjelica, 2014, p. 15) During 16 years in power Putin’s Russia has been involved in: War
in Georgia, War in Ukraine, Second Chechen War, and Syrian Civil War, which is an
impressive militarist list. They unite Russian people behind the glory and victory of
disastrous wars from the past as positive events, which brought peace to Russia. Crimea
at the same time is portrayed as a modern war theater in which Russia seeks peace, while
unspecified external forces try to destabilize the situation. After Putin established an
outstanding and sacred image of Crimea in the first appeal, he moves towards the appeal
military glory of Russians in Crimea.
From my point of view the appeal to military starts with: “The graves of Russian
soldiers whose bravery brought Crimea into the Russian empire are also in Crimea.”
(Putin, 2014) Despite the fact that this phrase seems to have a simple meaning, it is going
important for the course of the whole speech because its hidden message is the first key
to understand Putin’s ideology. He mentions the fallen imperial soldiers who brought the
peninsula under Russian control. This is very different from how he addresses current
“willful reunification” because it has aggressive connotation inside its imperialistic
rhetoric. Soldiers’ bravery took Crimea as if they had a right to do so or because they
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simply could by the means of force. It does not matter which one of them Putin had in
mind while saying that but the message is filled with image of great past, which was
powerful enough to bring Crimea into Russia. This definitely contradicts with Putin’s
previous appeal to the ancient historical connection, which dates back in the first
millennium. If Russians were indeed indigenous, then why was there a need to bring it
under imperial rule? We can see that even within the same text the appeals have
inconsistences. However, each appeal makes sense on its own towards justification of
Russian military involvement. Within broader Russian ideology they are cohesive
because they exist within one regime of truth, which regulates what is true and what not.
(Hall, 1992, p. 169) Putin tries to evoke a positive representation of Russian imperial past
so his audience can feel the heritage of that time, which endorses their sense of
exceptionalism and their messianic role in Crimea. This messianic role aids to justification
of the annexation if we take to account Putin’s previous appeal to cultural bond between
Russian people and Crimea.
4.2 World War II
World War II has been the deadliest armed conflict in the human history to this
day but for many politicians it became a spearhead of their nationalist ideologies, which
seeks to justify illicit acts. If for North Atlantic states the war was over in 1945, then for
Russian Federation it is more alive than ever before. It plays one of the central roles in
Russian ideology, it seeks to show the importance of hard power and create a
representation of Russia as powerful state. (Bjelica, 2014, p. 8.11)
During the commemorative speeches on Victory Day that Putin hosted a navy
parade he addresses the veterans of WWII rather than general public. Putin expresses his
exuberant approach towards Sevastopol and WWII victory: “It is a great pleasure to be
here in heroic Sevastopol on this sacred day and celebrate our country’s biggest holiday
together with you. The deeds of the generation that vanquished Nazism will always stand
as an example of courage, valour, unbending will and selfless service of the Motherland.
Veterans, you set the example for us all, and you have made a tremendous moral
contribution to the return of Crimea and Sevastopol to their native land. You have handed
down to us the great values of unity, justice and togetherness and have taught us to act
according to our conscience.” (Putin, 2014) In his predication strategy Putin singles out
the veterans giving them extremely positive acclaim as a moral authority because they are
tougher and better than ‘us’ the modern Russian people. He insists that Russians should
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take example of veterans as a moral ordinance too. Putin thanks WWII veterans for their
incomparable contribution during the annexation. The fact that veterans supported the
annexation plays a justification card for Putin. His message contains an argumentation
scheme: if veterans backed it up, then we should too because they are a superior example
and their decision-making should not be questioned. The representation of veterans in
Putin’s discourse prescribes them a role of experts because of their military valor, which
for some reason guarantees their expertise. In argumentation theory, an expert opinion is
usually used as something that is a priori true and acts as an authoritative source to reach
a necessary conclusion. (Walton D. , 2010, p. 189.213)
The use of veterans and soldiers is no surprise again. President Putin knows that
he creates a hostile and war-like environment after the annexation; therefore, he needs
militaristic imagery for that. At the same time, he wants to portray them as liberators ones
again. However, in order to prove that it is once again a myth we should do a simple math
to find out that the average age of WWII veterans should be from 85 up, which in Russia
and Ukraine is rare because the average life expectancy is below 70. Putin also creates a
clear social representation of the Victory day, which according to him is the biggest
holiday. However, that he chose the Victory Day celebration in Crimea particularly to
link the events from the past, which signifies glory among Russian people and the
annexation of Crimea: “This year, the celebration is special: it marks exactly 70 years
since Crimea was liberated from Nazi invaders. And we are holding the celebration
during an absolutely historical event: the reunification of Crimea and Sevastopol with
Russia.” (Putin, 2014) By comparing these two events Putin sends creates a representation
that it was not just a referendum but was indeed liberation from outside invaders, who
signify Ukrainians in minds of Russians in Crimea. What differs this representation is the
fact that it falls into the category of emancipatory representations, which seeks to unite
the sub-group of Crimean Russians and their specific vision of the events with the overall
Russian discourse.
This is a necessary step for his further justification because it allows him to use
this image of victors of WWII as a representation, which he opposes against the image of
Ukrainian neo-Nazis and nationalist later in the speech. Putin has to remind people first
of whom they are, who their ancestors are, constructing a coherent image of Russian
people before creating an image of foe. Social representations of in-group (veterans) can
be overvalued in order to make them more legitimate and powerful position in the society
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against out-groups. (Lozada, 2014, p. 6) Putin proceeds in his praise for the veterans:
“We are proud of your courage and bravery, and we respect the way you have kept your
love of the Fatherland through the years and generations.” (Putin, 2014) President Putin
uses veterans as an objectification of wars and core values of Russian people, which
population respects. As the objectification of wars veterans are only valuable as victors
of WWII. There are veterans of Chechen Wars and War in Afghanistan, who are younger
and closer in terms of connection to younger generation but Putin would not use them
because the basically lost. Those veterans brought no glory for Russian nation and so there
is no need to remember them.
From a broader ideological perspective, WWII, its veterans and commemoration
became Putin’s cornerstone topic that mobilizes Russian people and justifies Russian
occupation of Crimea. The social representation of WWII bonds and increases the
coherence of Russian nation because it signifies so many signifies to the people- a blend
of horrific images of Nazis and euphoric sense of victory and national power. At the same
time, it strengthens Putin’s power in decision-making and his personal image of a
powerful leader. (Wood E. , 2011, pp. 174-176) It overshadows other unsuccessful wars
and seeks to erase negative connotations related to the Soviet era because the victory has
more powerful message than liberal discourse on political repression. Putin constructs a
representation of special role that Crimea played in WWII and that it was liberated from
its illegal occupants again just as it was 72 years ago. He lets Russian population to reexperience the role of victors because his nationalist rhetoric related to WWII discourse
allows them to put themselves in this subject position, while simultaneously putting
Ukrainians in a position of Nazi aggressors. The way Putin constructs an image of enemy
is rooted in WWII and he repeats it in other appeals to make sure that it will endure for as
long as it is necessary.
4.3 The Crimean War
By looking ahead at the complete text of the Crimean Speech Vladimir Putin
mentioned both the Cold War and the WWII but did not speak of the Crimean one. For
the Crimean campaign was just an episode of one theatre of war during WWII, while for
the Crimean War- it is the central stage of action. We need to keep in mind that leaving
such an event out of the truly historical speech cannot be considered as a coincidence.
However, the events of the war are being mentioned during the short historical overview
of Crimean Peninsula made by Putin in the beginning of his speech. He says: “Crimea is
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Balaklava and Kerch, Malakhov Kurgan and Sapun Ridge. Each one of these places is
dear to our hearts, symbolising Russian military glory and outstanding valor.” (Putin,
2014) Balaklava and Malakhov Kurgan battle were exclusive battles of the Crimean War
while Kerch and Sapun Ridge were events of WWII Crimean campaign. This brings us
to an interesting move in the speech act: on one hand Vladimir Putin mentions Balaklava
and Malakhov Kurgan as places, which symbolize glory and valor of Russian Army, on
the other hand he never emphasizes to which war those battles must be linked.
The Crimean War- led to disastrous military defeat for Russian Empire, death of
Nicholas I of Russia, and stopped Russian regional expansion against Turkey. Most
importantly, the war was lost to the United Kingdom and France, two Western great
powers allied with fading Ottoman Empire. The rivalry between Russia and nominal West
has a long history dating back to the foundation of the Empire. Unlike Napoleonic Wars,
Seven Year’s War, and WWI & WWII where Russia sided with several Western powers
against the other ones during the Crimean War it was just Russia vs. the West as it was
repeated during the Cold War and the ongoing confrontation. Devastating loss has forever
cut down Russia’s aspirations to get an access to the Mediterranean and to challenge the
collective West on its own. If we sum up the context of the Crimean War- it does not
represent anything positive for Russian historical discourse. Both WWII and the Crimean
War create an image of the West as enemy of Russia, which want to take Crimea. (Bjelica,
2014, p. 14)
By using a principle of intertextuality, I endeavored to discover whether Putin ever
mentioned the Crimean War in context of recent annexation. Unsurprisingly, he did it
only once in during the researched time frame on the Victory Day parade, which took
place in Sevastopol as a follow-up event to the one in Red Square. Unlike the Crimean
Address, this particular speech falls into different field of action, where he pursues the
goal of formation of public opinion and self-representation and genre-wise it is a clearcut commemorative speech. (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 68) After speaking of WWII and
Victory over Nazi Germany Putin realized that before going to make a swing back in the
history of the Crimean War, he needed to emphasize the importance of the annexation by
linking it to the past events: “This year is especially significant for this hero city. It is full
of exceptional historical events.” (Putin, 2014) Putin holds two pauses between these
short sentences. He uses significant, exceptional, especially in order to re-emphasize the
historical value of the Crimean events. He proceeds: “230 years ago, in February 1784,
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the city was given its proud name by decree of Catherine the Great.” (Putin, 2014) Putin
brings his audience back in the Imperial Russia, which “gave a birth” to the city. The
choice of words is not accidental because he talks about “the city was given its proud
name” and gives a date 1784. However, the city was founded in 1783 around a Crimean
Tatar village Aq-Ar and was called Akhtiar. Hence, he tries to justify that the city has
only Russian origin and replaces Crimean Tatar heritage from its history. As I had
mentioned in the first appeal Putin has a pattern that is used to overtly and covertly belittle
the presence of Crimean Tatars. Another important feature is that he mentions Catherine
II, a person who is nearly to flawless in current Russian discourse. Catharine is also
important in the historical context because she was the one, who annexed Crimean
Khanate and Eastern part of Ukraine, which inevitably resonates with the evens of 2014.
Finally, Putin dedicates just one sentence to the Crimean War out of all the texts:
“In September, we will mark the 160th anniversary of Sevastopol’s heroic defence during
the Crimean War.” (Putin, 2014) This phrase gives a little information about the war and
its results. To me this turned out to be an unforeseen result because in discourse analysis
we usually witness how discursive topics are being intentionally brought up and more
seldom left out. The manipulation of facts is not a rare case and that is why critical
discourse studies are helpful to put it under spotlight. Nevertheless, to understand his
strategy here we must reckon that in the begging he was speaking of people from Crimea
“who at various times fought on this soil, fought in Russia’s defence.” (Putin, 2014) and
later mentions the 250 days of defence held in Sevastopol against Nazis during the WWII.
Therefore, reference was necessary as a part of intensifying strategy around the image of
defence. Putin did not mention the Crimean War because in March the reaction of the
world was unclear but in May he needed to escalate the discursive practices around
Crimea to show its people that they are, just like their forefathers in the line of defence
for Sevastopol, for Crimea, for Russia. (Wodak, April 2000) The current residents of
Crimea, mainly Russian part should feel that they are at war against the West just like it
happened in XIX century and they must protect their homeland again. The Crimean War
is indeed a sensitive topic, which Putin used in the exceptional case and is unlikely to
mention too often.
4.4 WWI & Russian Civil War
Similarly, to the Crimean War but to far greatest extent Putin is reluctant to
mention WWI and Russian Civil War, where as I had described in a historical context
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section Crimea played far more central part than in WWII. Putin often utilizes pride in
veterans and wars where Russian soldiers died but why did not mention WWI, during
which Crimea was occupied by German forces? Why did Putin repeatedly mentions
defense of Sevastopol during WWII, even during the Crimean War but did not mention
Crimean defense by White Army against Bolshevik forces, which was the final stage of
Russian Civil War?
The question here is rather why don’t WWI and Russian Civil War fit in Putin’s
appeal to Russian military involvment? WWI and Russian Civil War are still controversial
topics due to two conflicting versions of events. WWI is painful experience to Russians
because they lost it, despite being on the winning side and any discussion on WWI would
inevitably lead to the Civil War. Modern Russia sees itself as a legal heir to Russian
Empire and a successor to the USSR. I see two possible interpretations for hiding these
two, in my opinion important, events.
First, conflicting nature of Soviet and Imperial ideologies. The USSR was
established after Bolsheviks successfully overthrew the Tsarist regime, ended the war,
and focused on eliminating the White Army. Bolsheviks were self-proclaimed
internationalists and atheists, to whom Orthodox Christianity was as alien as capitalism,
while for Tsarist and Putin’s Russia Orthodoxy remains a vital part of ideology. In his
appeal to military glory there is a clear understanding of us Soviet/Russian vs. them
Ukrainian/American/German. In context of the Civil War us vs. them paradigm is risky
because Russians were on both sides of the conflict. Therefore, by avoiding these two
wars Putin keeps the support of both left and right-wing groups in Russian society.
Second, an important part of this appeal is not just military or appeal to wars but
to the military glory – a key word is glory. In WWII, the USSR came as a victor that
defeated Nazi Germany, even during the Crimean War Russia retained control over the
peninsula. During WWI and Russian Civil War, it only lost control of the ‘sacred
birthplace’ of Russian Orthodoxy until it was taken back by atheist Red Army. Hence,
the glory is not apparent to the audience and makes it hard to utilize in order to justify the
annexation in 2014 because it might not be as cohesive for Putin’s regime of truth.
4.5 Interpretation summary of the second appeal
The appeal to historical military involvment in Putin’s speeches centers around
certain war-related events that took place in Crimea. Putin evokes the atmosphere of
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armed conflict and images of defense after being surrounded by the enemies in his
speeches, making analogies with what Crimea and Russia were to experience after the
annexation, once again preparing his Russian audience to hardships. The representation
of WWII veterans serve as a moral authority, which as a living example of this military
glory to which he appeals. Putin purposely leaves out certain armed conflicts that do not
fit his regime of truth and once again attempts to minimize Crimean Tatar influence in
history of Crimea. Generally speaking, the appeal to military glory of Russian soldiers in
Crimea is based on the notion that since many Russians sacrificed their lives to preserve
Crimea – then modern Russia has a moral and historical right to too. (Williams, 2001, p.
9) In my view, by mentioning previous Russian military involvement in Crimea Putin
tries to trivialize his government’s annexation but showing that it had happened before
2014.
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5. Appeal to Justice
If we take a look at the word justification, it signifies that something was done
“unjustly”, so one appeals to justice in order to undo/redo that something. From Putin’s
perspective, injustice had surrounded Crimea and the world order before 2014 and Russia
was the only country that could bring justice to it. Kenneth Waltz argued that: “struggles
to achieve and maintain power, to establish order, and to contrive a kind of justice within
states, may be bloodier than wars among them.” (Waltz, 1979, p. 113) I would say that
since Russia regarded Crimea as a part of its state, there should be no contradiction
because it is justice within Russia. In this approach, we can presume that the system was
rigged against Russia and no justice could be achieved unless we alter the balance of
power.
5.1 Problem 1954-1991-2014
The problem of territorial claims has always been at the center of international
relations and power struggles between state actors. Although since XX century the
number of such disputes in Europe has decreased, especially if we take to account the
disastrous events of two world wars. During the Cold War the interest of two superpowers
shifted from purely territorial towards sharing of interests around the globe. Through the
ideological division, Europe has managed to create close economic and political ties,
which some academics explain by democratic peace theory while others like Douglas
Gibler claim it to be a result of territorial peace. (Abramson & Carter, 2015, p. 2) The
greatest challenge of such territorial disputes such as Crimea is to bring a coherent
historical explanation to the highly polarized political discussion.
For Putin as a major actor of this conflict it was crucial to draw attention at this
historical context for Russian, Ukrainian, and global public before he could start his
justification of current events. He tried to portray as if injustice was there before 2014 and
this exact injustice had led to the annexation. Putin starts by saying that: “In people’s
hearts and minds, Crimea has always been an inseparable part of Russia. This firm
conviction is based on truth and justice and was passed from generation to generation,
over time, under any circumstances, despite all the dramatic changes our country went
through during the entire 20th century.” (Putin, 2014) We can outline the key concepts
that Putin introduces: historical truth, justice, memory, and firm conviction/desire. An
important aspect is that this topic of justice clearly resonates with Putin’s appeal to the
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shared history; thus, linking it the appeal to justice as a part of interdiscursive relationship.
At the same time the sense of justice and national identity function together to mobilize
and create a stronger and more profound social representation.
Another interdiscursive feature with nationalist discourse can be traced in Putin’s
locus of the source of power when he describes the historical context of the injustice
around Crimea in the 20th century. Putin claims history and common memory not only as
justification strategies but to be an ultimate source of power too. As Putin outlined in his
first appeal for history and culture serve as the source of moral authority for Russian
nation, which should not be doubt by his audience, despite controversies and
contradictions between representations of Russian and Soviet past. Similarly, to Adolf
Hitler’s appeal to history, Putin positions the moral authority on the shoulders of
forefathers, who in his ideology are morally superior. The past generations are brave and
tough and that modern-day Russian must live up to it by defending Crimea from injustice
and external threats. (Graham, Keenan, & Dowd, 2004, p. 19)
In order to understand social representations, I would like to bring some
theoretical background to it. There are few mechanisms in which social representations
are being used, depending on their function in a broader context. Anchoring mechanism
of social representations helps to incorporate some new problematic events into common
collective frames of the nation. (Höijer, 2011, p. 7) As I had already expressed my
subjective opinion on the fact that the annexation per se was carried out and organized in
a very short time period, thus it became a troublesome and costly event. I would reaffirm
that it does not mean that I neglect Russian intervention in internal affairs of Ukraine
before 2014 but rather that an actual politico-military operation was like a force majeure
for Russian government. It had to present that Crimea was taken away from Russia
unjustly and that annexation was a matter of justice.
If we get back to the highlighted concepts we can make two important suggestions:
first- by evoking images of generations and memory Putin wants the society to recall
events of the past but in a new context, which he locates in a dimension of heart and
minds; second- the notion of historical truth and justice that Russians finally restored.
Putin suggests that Crimea has always been an inseparable part of Russia because people
believed in that, thus intensifying the argument by opposing facts to the beliefs. For Putin,
the belief is a foundation of a conviction, which subsequently grants the right for selfdetermination. By constructing the social representation on Crimea’s injustice Putin
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introduces new memory in the cognitive map. He mentions that it was true in the past
because generations have passed this knowledge; hence it should be true and just in 2014
too.
After Putin created a ground by the appeal to history he moves towards the
problem of territory by blaming the Bolsheviks for giving Ukrainian SSR large parts of
what is now southeastern Ukraine, inhabited by significant Russian population. He
endeavors to distance himself as the actor and his Russian audience by saying “may God
judge them” not to damage overall social representation of the USSR. Interestingly, it is
the only time Putin mentions God in any way and that he calls them the Bolsheviks, not
communists, which have far greater anti-religious implications.
Putin continuous:” …in 1954, a decision was made to transfer Crimean Region to
Ukraine, along with Sevastopol, despite the fact that it was a federal city. This was the
personal initiative of the Communist Party head Nikita Khrushchev.” (Putin, 2014) Here
we can see a very clear attempt to personify the event and the injustice as Nikita
Khrushchev in order to attach the emerging social representation to a popular political
figure to establish a cohesive course of events for the audience. (Höijer, 2011, p. 13) This
is very different from the way Putin addressed the Bolsheviks, who he accused
collectively because personification of events as Stalin or Lenin would have greater
repercussions. Putin even specifies that it was a personal decision based on “a desire to
win the support of the Ukrainian political establishment or atone for the mass repressions
of the 1930’s in Ukraine” (Putin, 2014) to distance Khrushchev from the overall
Communist Party. This incomplete argument that Putin provides has two premises, none
of which is precise but according to him should be true. Putin’s strategy of predication
evokes allusions on the past events on which neither he, nor the audience has sufficient
knowledge about nor he only backs it up by saying that: “The decision was made behind
the scenes.” At the same time he does not show a will to elaborate on the subject since he
distanced himself from the conclusion by saying that it: “is for historians to figure out.”
Therefore, two irrelevant arguments eventually lead the audiences to a wrong conclusion.
(Prakken, 2002, pp. 17-18)
There are several explanations on the transfer decision that I find plausible. In my
opinion there are obviously more behind this decision than is available for the public eye
but the mix of at least two should shed some light for a reader. If we recontextualize the
decision not as a political but as an economic one I would use the logistic system theory.
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In terms of economic sustainability Crimea is more suitable was a part of Ukraine SSR
than as a part of Russian SFSR because it is a peninsula connected to Ukraine by land and
has no connection to Russia except for the maritime. Even building bridges would have
not solved the problem because there is energy, water, and other supplies that need to be
transported uninterruptedly. Transportation links are a cornerstone of logistics, which has
been paved through South-Eastern Ukraine ever since Russian empire conquered Crimea.
Thus, this decision had lowered the costs vital resources and increases the cohesion
between the mainland USSR, which had necessary means and Crimea because there was
no need to create a brand new infrastructure. (Harrington, 2002)
Another possible account is based on security dilemma concept. The USSR was a
multi-ethnic nation that tried to move beyond the notion of social constructs as nation but
in reality, it was impossible. There was a constant fear of nationalist uprising in the Soviet
Republics and there or autonomous regions. Despite being an extremely centralized state
and a nuclear superpower the USSR’ concerns over possible fallout of the federal system
drove its desire to create ethnic enclaves. Most of which eventually backfired after the
collapse of the Soviet Union and most importantly those decisions were made on a union
level with a consideration for the state not ethnic cohesion. (Dolya, 2016, pp. 1-2) As I
had explained before that Russian identity and network of social representations was a
liaison gear to keep the Soviet Union together. Russians were generally more loyal to
Soviet Union and acted as a countering force against local forces as Ulster loyalist acted
in Northern Ireland. The strategy of creating Russian ethnic enclaves proved to be in a
way effective in Moldova, Ukraine, and to a lesser extent in Baltic States. After the
deportation of the Crimean Tatar pollution Russians became a hegemonic power on the
peninsula. By incorporating Crimea, a significant Russian enclave suddenly emerged in
Ukraine. Consequently, Soviet and later Russian offensive/defensive capabilities (which
in this case are indistinguishable) were heightened increasing possible tensions between
ethnic tensions not only in Crimea but in Ukraine as a whole. (Possen, 1993, pp. 28-30)
Putin intentionally remarks on Ukrainian party subdivision to further divide them
and Khrushchev from the USSR decision-making, to put the whole blame on them. In
my opinion he does not just personify the event as Khrushchev but attempts to frame it as
some sort of a Ukrainian fault, not the Soviet or Russian. Khrushchev and the Ukrainian
SSR party elite as the main accusers represent to a lesser extent the Communist party but
rather stand for Ukraine as such.
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The representation of Ukrainian/Khrushchev’s conspiracy points Russian people
in Crimea to seek the answer to this injustice not in a Soviet system even though Putin
mentions that it was a totalitarian state and no one asked the population about the decision.
He intensifies it by referencing to Ukraine in this relation: “People, of course, wondered
why all of a sudden Crimea became part of Ukraine.” (Putin, 2014) Putin uses assertive
marker to show the despair of people around the decision to become Ukrainian territory.
Thus, Putin wants the audience to accept his perspective on the matter without doubts.
(Eemeren, Houtlosser, & Snoeck Henkemans, 2007, p. 33) Personally I would like to
stress that Vladimir Putin creates a negative image of Ukraine even at the time of the
USSR, the image of injustice as if Ukraine is responsible for

We can already see an

overall strategy towards the USSR and its actions- Putin tries to mitigate its negative
effects on Crimea or modern Russia and in this case he rapidly shifts to saying that: “…we
must state this clearly, we all know it – this decision was treated as a formality of sorts
because the territory was transferred within the boundaries of a single state.” (Putin,
2014) Basically, when he talks about Ukrainian or Khrushchev’s involvement in the
decision-making it is presented as a mistake or injustice but when he refers to the Soviet
Union’s role it is just a formality.
However, we can also spot another interdicursive relation when he says: “Back
then, it was impossible to imagine that Ukraine and Russia may split up and become two
separate states. However, this has happened. Unfortunately, what seemed impossible
became a reality. The USSR fell apart.” (Putin, 2014) The Soviet past is being evoked to
show that Russia and Ukraine were inseparable in the past. Putin does not only categorize
Russians and Ukrainians as one nation but he even expresses a grievance that they are not
a single state anymore. In Putin’s ideology a unity of Russia and Ukraine at its core, which
it belittles Ukrainian sovereignty and its claim for Crimea while justifying Russian actions
by the fact that Ukraine is no more than a backyard of great Russia, which he bases upon
shared history, as he does in the first appeal.
As I discussed in a previous chapter Russian nationalism as a type of imperial
ideology seeks expansion but at the same time does not have exclusion at its basis. Quite
the opposite, Vladimir Putin attempts to incorporate Ukrainian nation as a sub-group of
Russian ethnos basing it on shared past. He even goes into an explicit derogatory
predication of Ukrainians: “They [Ukrainians] have had enough of the authorities in
power during the years of Ukraine’s independence.” (Putin, 2014) We can witness
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another intentional translational error because in original speech Putin uses a word
“самостийность” in brackets, which is one of Ukrainian words for independence. The
only difference is that when it is used in Russian it gets a whole new negative connotation.
It is used in Russian language in order to undermine Ukrainian claim for independence as
if it was just a trial period after Russian control over it. When we take to account Putin’s
previous claims that occurred before 2014 when he referred to Ukraine as Little Russia or
even told to President Bush “You Have to Understand, George. Ukraine Is Not Even a
Country” (Marson, 2009) Obviously, it should be taken more seriously if we take to
account that such words are spoken by a leader of a nuclear power. If Putin can overtly
refer to Ukraine in this manner than the danger for the Ukrainian independence and
sovereignty is feasible and most importantly had existed before the Euromaidan
revolution.
Such a contradictory position pursues Ukrainian non-resistance to the annexation
and Russian self-righteousness for it. Russians are manipulated to regard the international
conflict as some sort of internal dispute in once one country, which ceased to exist over
quarter century ago. However, it might not be a reality according to Putin and current
Russian regime of truth as he continuous: “Many people in Russia and in Ukraine, as well
as in other republics hoped that the Commonwealth of Independent States that was
created at the time would become the new common form of statehood.” (Putin, 2014)
Putin uses an allusion of some past events in his predicative strategy towards the collapse
of the USSR in order to show that people were tricked into independence and that they
actually did not want it in the first place. Obviously, such a statement has little to do with
actual events that took place in 1991 since the Soviet Union’s break away was widely
supported with only few regional attempts to reverse it. Putin’s predecessor defeated a
political coup that was in a way planning to reinstall the common statehood in 1993. He
plays on expectations of some unspecified people in Russia and Ukraine quarter century
post factum, which he aims mainly at Russians’ imperialistic sentiments by claiming that:
“all this remained empty promises, while the big country was gone.” (Putin, 2014) He
once again expresses deep sadness regarding the events. Putin frames the dissolution of
the USSR as an unexpected, yet a tragic event. Since his second presidential term, before
war in Georgia, annexation of Crimea, and war in Eastern Ukraine Putin repeatedly
tackled the issue in a similar manner. His personal grief resonated with one that many
Russian people felt and thus it became an essential part of his ideology. (Feiith, 2014, p.
2)
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After Putin created a ground for the argument he moves towards his main
objective- justification of the annexation of Crimea. Putin implies that it was unjust
towards the will of people to break up the USSR and Crimea is the best example of this
failure: “It was only when Crimea ended up as part of a different country that Russia
realized that it was not simply robbed, it was plundered.” (Putin, 2014) From my point
of view this is indeed one of the most important statements that Putin made on the issue
of Crimea during the last two years. He intensifies his appeal towards the event by
repeating synonyms of the word to rob. These words per se have a remarkable
semantically feature similar in both English and Russian, which differs them from a word
to steal. The act of stealing (a theft) stands for a non-violent crime, which a perpetrator
attempts to commit without alarming a victim. It would be a rational choice of words for
Putin because up to this moment he appealed to the breakup of the USSR and transfer of
Crimea as a crime hidden from a population, which in his discourse plays a role of victim.
However, a crime of robbery signifies a use of violence or a threat of force in order to
obtain something. (Moreno, 1988, p. 847) The word has much more threatening and
violent than the word stolen. The use of the passive voice of is another interesting feature,
which means that the robbery was acted upon Russia as if it was threatened and could not
react because of the intimidation. Putin addresses this claim differently since he does not
mention people but Russia as country that is the victim under these circumstances, which
is another interdiscursive element that can be found in nearly all appeals.
Nevertheless, Putin appeals to the grievances of people but at this time he presents
the argument as a free indirect speech: “Now, many years later, I heard residents of
Crimea say that back in 1991 they were handed over like a sack of potatoes. This is hard
to disagree with.” (Putin, 2014) Putin expresses his personal involvement in the issue to
whom the words were addressed. The idiom about the potatoes has similar meaning in
English and Russian that stands for malicious treatment of somebody, the Krymchane in
this case. Once again, the action is done upon the people of Crimea, which leaves an
unanswered question of who has done that: Russia? Ukraine? The USSR or the West?
Obviously for Putin’s ideology the question must be left that way or it would raise more
issues regarding the artificial creation of Russian ethnic enclaves.
Yet, Putin perpetuates with victimization of Russia: “And what about the Russian
state? What about Russia? It humbly accepted the situation. This country was going
through such hard times then that realistically it was incapable of protecting its interests.
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However, the people could not reconcile themselves to this outrageous historical
injustice.” (Putin, 2014) In Putin’s words, we can see a clear division between the Russian
state and the Russian people: one lost and accepted the terms of surrender and the other
kept the memory of injustice, which we discussed in the begging of this sub-section. Putin
frames Russian people as a source of power, not the state giving them more credit than
for his predecessors in 90s, whom he characterizes nearly as traitors and losers. Putin
accuses them in betraying the national interests and accepting the injustice, which was
against the will of people. As he did in previous appeals Putin gives the people this
representation of injustice in order to justify the state actions, whereas making them
believe that it is their own victory, not governmental. The new emerging concept of
historical justice became a foundation of Putin’s justificatory ideology towards Crimea.
Without outlining the injustice, it would be hard to frame the annexation as a matter of
justice. Waltz argues that it’s nearly impossible to measure justice in any objective way,
yet a powerful nation will look for a justified solution to a given problem. (Waltz, 1979,
p. 201) Therefore, Putin does not need ‘any’ solution to the Crimean crises, he needs the
just one because others might delegitimize him in the eyes of the Russian people. The
state and Putin as a head of state is responsible to use force for the sake of justice within
expended Russian borders and to protect its interest from other international actors or
anarchy of international system. (Waltz, 1979, p. 112)
Putin reinvents the conflict in Crimea as if it is not a recent issue but something
that had been happening for over twenty years. One of the key approaches is to make a
territorial dispute an enduring problem: “All these years, citizens and many public figures
came back to this issue, saying that Crimea is historically Russian land and Sevastopol is
a Russian city.” (Putin, 2014) To be objective it is crucial to bring the historical events of
early 1990s in Crimea. Ever since the collapse of the Soviet Union there were several
unsuccessful attempts to change the status quo on the peninsula. In 1992 the unilateral
independence act was adopted by the Supreme Council of Crimea, where Crimea became
proclaimed as a sovereign state. The text of the act suggests that the decision is based on
raising political tensions between Ukraine and Russia and that Crimea seeks to stabilize
the conflict by becoming independent of both. (Supreme Council of Crimea, 1992) It is
difficult to argue whether external or internal political elites played a major role in
instigating those events. In my opinion despite claiming independence no further steps
were undertaken to legitimize it. This might serve as a proof that Russia was not interested
in pursuing the issue and wanted Crimea to stay as a part of Ukraine with wide
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autonomous rights. In a way, Putin backs this argument by saying that: “Yes, we all knew
this in our hearts and minds, but we had to proceed from the existing reality and build
our good-neighbourly relations with independent Ukraine on a new basis.” (Putin, 2014)
He speaks from a first-person position that in 2000 he gave orders to speed up the
delimitation of borders between Russia and Ukraine because he wanted to accommodate
Ukraine. Since the subject became more personal and sensitive than ever in this speech
he distances himself by claiming that: “everyone had a clear understanding that by
agreeing to delimit the border we admitted de facto and de jure that Crimea was
Ukrainian territory, thereby closing the issue.” (Putin, 2014) Putin does not say that he
understood the consequences but that everyone, thus making the decision and the
responsibility for it seems like a shared, collective burden. The image of Ukraine is full
of positive traits because it submitted to cooperation with Russia. This is exactly a type
of Ukraine that Putin likes to recreate as friendly and brotherly nation with one demandit must accept the “kindness” of Russian Federation, which forgave Ukraine for the
robbed peninsula.
In the final part of the historical injustice topic, which sometimes is called
“Problem 1954” in Crimea, Putin tries to make a bittersweet conclusion before jumping
into more recent events. (KRYM, p. 308) He concludes: “However, we expected Ukraine
to remain our good neighbour, we hoped that Russian citizens and Russian speakers in
Ukraine, especially its southeast and Crimea would live in a friendly, democratic and
civilised state that would protect their rights in line with the norms of international law.”
(Putin, 2014) This statement Putin begins with a contrast marker however, which can be
classified as a denial of expectation due to the context in which it is used. He expresses
regret by the means of a past tense where Putin specifically repeats interchangeable verbs:
to hope and to expect in order to intensify on the frustration of people with whom he
linguistically aligns by using a pronoun we instead of I. Another essential feature is that
he distinguishes between ethnic Russians and Russian-speakers, who live in Ukraine. I
would also like to point out that we can already see two opposite representations of
Ukraine in Putin’s ideology: submissive and cooperative but civilized and friendly with
long peaceful history of common brotherhood; another, which is rogue and dangerous for
Russian people and its responsible for injustice around Crimea. Both existed parallel to
each other in the past depending on Putin’s perspectivization as he switched from one to
another. Although, a friendly one does not exists anymore and shall not be evoked in
future unless the Ukrainian government submits to Russia’s will. A power of a strong
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have higher chances to pursue coercive strategies upon a weak state in order to give on its
power claim, in this case on Crimea. (Waltz, 1979, p. 113)
Lastly and most importantly, Putin suggests that Russia wanted to see Ukraine as
democratic and friendly but since it failed to protect rights of Russian speakers it is no
longer a civilized state. A topos of protecting the citizens can be seen here because a state
must protect its citizens and if it does not- then it is not legitimate because it does not
fulfil its duty. (Walton D. , 2009, p. 10) The protection of rights and justice within a given
state is also theoretically crucial for neorealism because it falls under the internal realm
of states. Following Putin’s logic if Ukraine is incapable of helping itself then Russian
must step in to fulfill the role of authority. The international realm of international
relations is anarchic and chaotic where power struggles can be found. (Waltz, 1979, p.
113) Putin sees Ukraine as no longer legitimate since it did not adhere to the international
law in 1954, 1991, or in 2014.
5.2 Post-Cold War Injustice
Unlike WWII, a much smaller portion of Putin’s speeches are dedicated to the
Cold War. The most plausible interpretation could be that the USSR, which in Putin’s
ideology has a positive image, especially as it helps to restore the enemy image of the
West. If Crimean War and WWII can be categorized to Putin’s appeal to Russia military
glory because they indeed took place in Crimea, during the Cold War Crimea was never
on radars. Therefore, for Putin the topic of the Cold War is centered around the injustice,
not war.
However, Putin did mention the Cold War in his address, he said: Today, we are
being threatened with sanctions, but we already experience many limitations, ones that
are quite significant for us, our economy and our nation.” (Putin, 2014) On one hand, we
can clearly spot the difference in tone, no evocation of glory or greatness but rather
portraying Russia as a victim to possibility of economic sanctions. The stark difference
between the second and third appeal is that Putin appeals to glory in the first and to
victimization in the latter. On the other hand, he mitigates this message to Russian people,
he prepares them for the upcoming sanctions. Generally, it becomes more apparent if we
look at it as an inductive argument. (Juthe, 2005, p. 2) Putin is reasoning and preparing
his Russian audience by claiming that Russia is already living under economic limitation,
which is factually fallacious. For that he uses so called argument by analogy:
“For example, still during the times of the Cold War, the US and subsequently other
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nations restricted a large list of technologies and equipment from being sold to the USSR,
creating the Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Export Controls [CoCom] list.
Today, they have form ally been eliminated, but only formally; and in reality, many
limitations are still in effect.” (Putin, 2014) Putin also shows that Russia tried to be
friendly with the West after 1991 but still experienced unjustified restrictions. From the
historical perspective, it is a falsehood because CoCom was succeeded by another
multilateral regime - Wassenaar Arrangement, where Russia and most of the former
Warsaw Pact countries are full equal members with NATO countries. The US was the
main initiator behind the regime creation because it saw that increasing trade cooperation
with Russia would improve overall relationship. (Jaffer, 2002, pp. 519-520)
In the following passage, Putin continues: “In short, we have every reason
to assume that the infamous policy of containment, led in the 18th, 19th and 20th centuries,
continues today. They are constantly trying to sweep us into a corner because we have
an independent position, because we maintain it and because we call things like they are
and do not engage in hypocrisy. But there is a limit to everything. And with Ukraine, our
western partners have crossed the line, playing the bear and acting irresponsibly
and unprofessionally.” (Putin, 2014) He appeals to the fact that the West has always been
hostile towards Russia, even though Russia has been allies with the US, the UK, and
France in WWI and WWII. In 19th and 18th centuries Russia was constantly engaged in
alliances with one European powers against other but never had a war against the whole
West. The claim is indefensible because the policy of containment was coined in late
1940s as a result Keenan’s Long Telegram and became a central part of American Foreign
policy since Truman. (Lewis, 2014, p. 67) An interesting switch in his rhetoric, a greatness
of Russia to which he appealed before, was swept under the rug for some unspecified
independent position. Putin accuses the West in hypocrisy, irresponsibility, and of being
unprofessional because the crossed the line with Ukraine. He does not specify what was
the red line, what did the West do and his audience enough room to interpretation.
Putin concludes: “After all, they were fully aware that there are millions
of Russians living in Ukraine and in Crimea. They must have really lacked political
instinct and common sense not to foresee all the consequences of their actions. Russia
found itself in a position it could not retreat from. If you compress the spring all the way
to its limit, it will snap back hard. You must always remember this.” (Putin, 2014) In this
passage, Putin depicts Russia as victim with no other choice, evoking a fallacy of false
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dilemma, which in its nature seeks to simplify more complex issues. (Van Jacob, 2012, p.
8) Despite, lack of the second choice, it might be even more superficial: if Russia did not
annex Crimea, it would be taken away once again from it, hence, Russia even though
“compressed all the way” had to step up and do justice to Russia people in Crimea.
5.3 Interpretation summary of the third appeal
In Putin’s appeal to justice, he tried to portray Russia and Russian people as
victims of Khrushchev, who according to modern Russian ideology ‘gave’ Crimea to
Ukraine, of Ukraine, which oppressed Russians, and the West, which has been unjust
towards Russian for four centuries. Putin victimized Russia, as the one always trying to
be independent and just but that was always under some sort of injustice. This appeal told
a different story of Crimea that was taken from Russia and annexation was the only option
Russia had in 2014 in order to bring back justice to Crimea and Russian people overall.
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6. Appeal to International Law
I would like to continue with the final appeal that refers to the international law.
Putin mentions it at the end of the second paragraph and comes back to it many times;
hence we can already say that it is indeed a crucial point that he tries to deliver and in my
opinion the one that holds the other together. After Putin created a special and positive
image of Crimea, cemented by Russian soldiers, who died on it, he explained the state of
injustice that was surrounding Crimea and Russia for a long time. However, each of those
appeals were located in realm of abstract matters like justice, glory, etc., while in this
appeal Putin, as a trained lawyer, wants to build a case on Russia’s perspective of
international law and democratic procedures.
6.1 Building a case
In case of the Crimean Speech the address was meant to be heard, read or seen not
only by Russian or Crimean citizens but by the whole world. It is necessary to return to
the initial statement about: “A referendum was held in Crimea on March 16 in full
compliance with democratic procedures and international norms. More than 82 percent
of the electorate took part in the vote. Over 96 percent of them spoke out in favour of
reuniting with Russia. These numbers speak for themselves.” (Putin, 2014) Putin asserts
his audience in St. George’s Hall and outside of it of the fact that during the plebiscite all
international democratic rules of procedure were obeyed. This paragraph sets the first
important topos, which can be traced throughout the whole text and is specifically crucial
for the topic of international law. I am going to label it the topos of legitimacy and it
should be decrypted as: if something was/or was not done according to international law
than it inevitably leads us to the conclusion that the act is legitimate/ or illegitimate. On
this example, we see that since there was full compliance with international law,
overwhelming majority of voters participated and (at least from the perspective of the
actor) then the audience must acknowledge the reunification with Crimea was a legitimate
international move. He uses words “more” and “over” to strengthen his claim and at the
same time overstate already high numbers of annexation supporters. The topos of
legitimacy plays a central role in Putin’s appeal of Russian grand ideology. It provides an
actor with a power to act based on injustice of the past. Unlike formal topoi, this one is
content-related and needs a contextual explanation. (Wodak & Reisigl, 2009, p. 102)
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I do believe that Putin as both Cold War and post-Cold War actor personally
associates with structural realism and in his Crimean Speech it is very visible. Wodak puts
it forward as a main purpose of perspectivization strategy in order to promote an author’s
ideological point of view. (Wodak & Reisigl, 2009, p. 113) For President Putin,
international law, norms, and procedures represent set of constraining conditions of the
structure that it otherwise cannot be seen. (Waltz, 1979, pp. 73-74) However, my
assumptions of Putin’s theoretical preferences might not be the most valid ones and there
is a need to prove them. In the Crimean Speech Vladimir Putin spends quite some time
shedding light on his perception of international relations system. He claims: “Like a
mirror, the situation in Ukraine reflects what is going on and what has been happening
in the world over the past several decades. After the dissolution of bipolarity on the planet,
we no longer have stability. Key international institutions are not getting any stronger;
on the contrary, in many cases, they are sadly degrading.” (Putin, 2014) Putin expresses
his grievances regarding the end of the Cold War and its bipolar system since the world
is unstable nowadays. This perception of bipolarity is definitely an extremely
oversimplification of Waltz’s four factors theory that suggests that the bipolar system is
relatively more stable than others. (Waltz, 1964, p. 65) Putin’s affection towards
international structures, which in his opinion are weakening by the West because: “To
make this aggression look legitimate, they force the necessary resolutions from
international organisations, and if for some reason this does not work, they simply ignore
the UN Security Council and the UN overall.” (Putin, 2014) He derives from the fact that
during the Cold War the USSR had more power and leverages over the international
institutions than modern Russia and that the West is building a hegemonic system in
which Russia is neglected. Despite the fact that in his new ideology he talks about Russia’s
right to defend its interests but when he attempts to frame Russia’s weak positing on
global arena as some sort of a global problem, as in his appeal to justice. In Putin’s
ideology string Russia as a frontman opposing force against the Western hegemony is a
‘recipe’ for success around the globe. In my opinion this message must not be overlooked
because it will eventually lead to reconsolidation of anti-Western forces, both state and
non-state ones under Russia’s umbrella just like they did during the Cold War. Putin puts
blame on: “Our western partners, led by the United States of America, prefer not to be
guided by international law in their practical policies, but by the rule of the gun.” (Putin,
2014) This aids once again to importance of concept of international law for Putin’s
justificatory.
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In my research, I am not investigating structures, agents, and agencies but we must
recontextualize the Crimean Speech from the perspective of the immediate author because
we might lose much of the messages and reasoning behind the text. Putin’s belief that if
one follows the rules of the structure – then he is going to be rewarded and not punished
is seen on this and the upcoming examples too. (Waltz, 1979, pp. 73-74) Therefore, for
Putin it is more significant to overtly state that the actions in Crimea were democratic than
actually doing them because for him those things are interchangeable. On the level of
power that Vladimir Putin possesses distinguishing between actions and how he frames
them to be is irrelevant because he is capable to establish a new regime of truth, which is
going to suit his ideology more.
6.2 Step 1: Ukraine
When it comes to the referendum itself, which is has not been recognized by vast
majority of countries, including Russia’s closest allies it is obvious that Putin would need
significant efforts for justification of the legal process alone. The first discursive move
was to acknowledge the anarchy of international relation, especially in mainland Ukraine
to support his neorealist agenda. Putin states: “It is also obvious that there is no legitimate
executive authority in Ukraine now, nobody to talk to.” (Putin, 2014) Thereby, he insists
that at that moment of time there was no possibility to negotiate the referendum and
reunification with Crimea because there was no central authority in Ukraine. Putin uses
the anthropomorphic fallacy of the state as a person in this argumentation scheme. This
fallacy is based on the notion that a state is a living organism in international relations and
that there is “nobody to talk to” after the revolution in Ukraine. (Escude, 1994) Putin even
personifies Yanukovych and his closest circle, who fled the country in February as the
legitimate power and follows: “Many government agencies have been taken over by the
impostors, but they do not have any control in the country, while they themselves – and I
would like to stress this – are often controlled by radicals” (Putin, 2014) In reality,
Yanukovych and a few of the ministers and General Attorney along with Special Forces
unites who participated in the clashes left the country. Parliament and deputy heads of
governmental agencies resigned and were not persecuted if did not did not order the
violent events. Putin concludes that: “In some cases, you need a special permit from the
militants on Maidan to meet with certain ministers of the current government. This is not
a joke – this is reality.” (Putin, 2014) This fallacy is needed to show that since there is no
legitimate power, then any actions in Crimea can be justified because there is no
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restraining power to do since Ukraine lost it during the transitional power vacuum. Waltz
draws a divide between politics under rule of constraints (set of rules) and in condition of
anarchy. (Waltz, 1979, p. 61) The predicative strategy used by Putin regarding Ukrainians
gives them an explicitly negative attributes. Putin attempts to delegitimize the transitional
government of Ukraine calling them radicals, impostors, and an organized and wellequipped army of militants. In my opinion the choice of words that are similar to
extremists is very convenient because such far-elements on political spectrum occur
during the time of internal anarchy in the country. Vladimir Putin constructs a social
representation of Ukrainians, who oppose the annexation as dangerous. Such category of
naming puts a label tag on at least part of a Ukrainian society, which can be also found in
Crimea and after the annexation these people became excluded from the society or
endangered if they supported Evromaidan. (Höijer, 2011, p. 8) Especially it is functional
because Putin attempts to exchange the social construct for the reality. He brings social
representation into a dramatic dimension and in order to justify shocking naming by
suggesting that it is indeed a reality to reaffirm audience in that. (Höijer, 2011, p. 8)
Nonetheless, Putin carries on by claiming some people during Maidan: “resorted
to terror, murder and riots. Nationalists, neo-Nazis, Russophobes and anti-Semites
executed this coup. They continue to set the tone in Ukraine to this day.” (Putin, 2014)
These extremely negative and violent traits that he attributes to people of Maidan could
be spilled over on any Ukrainian, who disagrees with Yanukovych’s government and
subsequently with the annexation of Crimea. It is also because the evoked images of
WWII are there to frighten the pro-Russian population. As I have discussed in the
previous sections, discourse WWII is not just one of the discursive topics it is a liaison
gear of Putin’s overall ideology. The comparisons of Ukrainians with Nazis are a vital
justification mechanism in Putin’s rhetoric. Russians in Crimea and in Russia on the
contrary are presented as the victors of Nazi Germany, who are once again fighting
“brown plague” (Russian colloquial for National-Socialist ideology). It helps Vladimir
Putin to effectively mobilize Russian population inside and outside his country.
Ukrainians hereafter gain new hostile imagery if they decide to oppose Putin’s actions in
Crimea and can be rather easily be labelled Nazis, anti-Semites, Russophobes, etc. Such
categorical nomination in Putin’s speech plays on and intensifies the sectarian violence in
Ukraine. That is why it is extremely important to analyse this particular speech because I
believe that it has contributed a lot to the future war in Eastern Ukraine. In the Crimean
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Speech Vladimir Putin delivers yet another “evidence” of the Ukrainian rise of neoNazism. When he describes new Ukrainian authorities, he says: “We can all clearly see
the intentions of these ideological heirs of Bandera, Hitler’s accomplice during World
War II.” (Putin, 2014) Putin begins with an assertive argumentative indicator “clearly”
to imply that his statement is true and that the audience must comply because there is no
need to show any proof of it. (Eemeren, Houtlosser, & Snoeck Henkemans, 2007, p. 33)
Stepan Bandera is no doubt a controversial figure in Ukrainian and European history in
general but there more to that than what Putin says. I am not going to weight on Bandera’s
actions or ideology because it is a subject of many different studies. However, what I can
do is to say that Stepan Bandera is a founder of just one of the movements of Ukrainian
nationalism, not a particularly successful one too. It was a time-oriented type of nationalist
ideology that is obsolete and used by some right-wing political and paramilitary
organization at the moment but not by ruling political parties. The reality is that just like
other post-Socialist countries political elites are closely tied to institutions and oligarchy
and politics are mostly represented by the centrist parties that are simply not interested in
such radical ideologies. (Matsuzato, 2005, p. 45) By applying the argumentation theory
we can see the message behind Vladimir Putin’s words:


Bandera was an accomplice of Hitler



Current Ukrainian authorities are ideological heirs of Bandera



Current Ukrainian authorities are Hitler’s ideological accomplices
If we elaborate further, we can find out that Putin turned to one of the best

researched fallacies in the critical discourse studies - ad Hitlerum argument. Its reasoning
functions behind an assumption that Hitler’s endorsement to something or someone
automatically leads to discount of viewpoint, which shares similar opinion. (Adam J. L.
Harris, 2009, p. 3) Therefore, if we believe that his statement is fallacious then his WWII
and Hitler reference is simply a distraction argument, which leads the audience to a wrong
conclusion. (Walton D. , 2009, p. 18)
Additionally, Putin specifies anti-Semitic elements of Maidan in order to oppose
Jewish population of Ukraine against Ukrainians. This particular fallacy is used to spread
even more fear in Ukrainian and Russian society, attempting to reach out to global Jewish
community, which might have opposed Ukrainian revolution and the new government.
Anti-Semitism is indeed one of the oldest and the most dangerous type of social phobia
around the world but was it really a central part of Euromaidan revolution? The short
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answer is – no. Firstly, Jewish community is maybe the oldest established and definitely
the best integrated one in Ukrainian society. For my bachelor diploma, I conducted an
ethnographic comparative research of Jewish communities in Malmo, Sweden and
Odessa, Ukraine in Winter-Spring 2014. Taking to account the time and context of events
in Ukraine I was interested in how the Ukrainian community regarded the events. To my
surprise none of the three interviewed Jewish community spokespersons in Ukraine
expressed any raise of anti-Semitism after the Evromaidan. Secondly, despite antiSemitism being present in Ukrainian society it was never a part of the demands of the
people who stood up against Yanukovych’s authorities. Many prominent Jewish
politicians not only expressed support of the revolution but took an active part in it, such
as: current Prime Minister Volodymyr Groysman and Ihor Kolomoyskyi – the president
of United Jewish Community of Ukraine. Lastly, nothing speaks of hate crimes better
than actual numbers. The OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights’
country overview states that there were 39 attacks on property, 1 threat of violence, and
6 violent attacks driven by anti-Semitism in 2014; 3 of these crimes were reported by the
police. (ODIHR, 2014) To put it into a perspective: the number of reported anti-Semitic
hate crimes in Sweden and Poland during the same year is 146 and 39 respectively.
(ODIHR, 2014) Hence, it would be fair to say that there was no surge of anti-Semitism in
Ukraine following what Vladimir Putin frames as a Neo-Nazi and anti-Semitic coup that
sets a tone in the country.
Although Vladimir Putin uses harsh wording when it comes to Ukrainians he also
puts forwards another argument: “The new so-called “authorities” began by introducing
a draft law to revise the language policy, which was a direct infringement on the rights
of ethnic minorities. However, they were immediately ‘disciplined’ by the foreign
sponsors of these so-called “politicians”. (Putin, 2014) He uses twice the word “socalled” in order to characterize Ukrainian government and its politicians, continuing an
attempt to delegitimize them while in original Russian text those terms are put in brackets
to overemphasize his message. Putin introduces another vital element of his revanchist
discourse - the unspecified “sponsors” of Ukrainian government: “that the mentors of
these current authorities are smart and know well what such attempts to build a purely
Ukrainian state may lead to.” Putin speaks in a derogatory tone about these current
authorities without hiding his distaste for them with a clear downgrading of their
legitimacy under some outside mentorship. According to the argumentation theory Putin
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uses an incomplete argument about a pure Ukrainian state to let the audience make the
conclusion, which obviously tries evoking the image of Nazism, which attempted to create
a purely German state. (Prakken, 2002, pp. 1,7) Even though Putin himself mentions that
it is a draft law and that it was put on hold by some “foreign forces” for the Russian and
pro-Russian audience it is already irrelevant because the conclusion is made. He
contradicts himself in a way that on one hand he appels that Ukrainian authorities pose
danger, e.g. have power to do that. On the other hand, the outside forces have larger power
to instantly stop the decision-making process. The logic is then simple – Ukrainian forces
are incapable of endangering minorities because they do not have the power to do that.
The images of Nazis and Hitler blended together with Ukrainian state of anarchy taken
over by nationalist builds up a solid foundation for Putin’s further steps seeking to justify
the annexation of Crimea.

The language policy according to Putin’s strategy of

predication along with evoking the fear of Nazism is under an imminent threat from the
side of Ukrainian; therefore, the human rights of ethnic minorities are too. (Wodak &
Reisigl, 2009, p. 95)
Nevertheless, one question is left unanswered – what is the foreign power? In my
opinion by “them” Putin means the West but does not want openly talk due to lack of
proofs. It might sound as a phoney assumption because just like Putin I do not have proof
to that. I try to stay dedicated to the critical approach and after reading by knowing
different Russian discourses and historical background it leaves Putin with no other
geopolitical rivals but the West. During the Maidan protest, Russian media and
governmental representatives have used old strategies and concepts, which very
developed during the Cold War. Those ideas of invisible foreign intervention into the
internal affairs of post-Soviet countries were brought to mind in order to destabilize the
region and weaken Russian Federation. (Shchelin, 2014) In the Crimean Speech Putin
refers to the term of “colour” revolution, which he claims are controlled by some outside
forces. He does not explicitly say that the USA or the West did that but the context of
situation in the text suggests no other conclusion. Putin explains: “We understand what
is happening; we understand that these actions were aimed against Ukraine and Russia
and against Eurasian integration.” (Putin, 2014) The semi-assertive expression of
understanding that he mentions twice in one sentence, suggesting that the audience shares
similar implicature. (Eemeren, Houtlosser, & Snoeck Henkemans, 2007, p. 34) Putin tries
to coin all revolutions in ex-USSR states as if they are well-ordered by the West. By that
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he delegitimizes Ukrainian people’s choice or actions and that Evromaidan was aimed
against Ukraine just as it was against Russia by the West. Vladimir Putin builds up an
image in social representation map of his mainly Russian audience where some ‘evil’
Western forces do everything it takes just to damage Russia. This image of an enemy
helps Russians in Crimea and in mainland to connect events in the suitable for Putin order.
Putin creates an image of a foreign enemy, which he calls as a threat but does not specify.
The classification of the enemy imagine is distant and has an attribute of high power in a
way that it manipulates, orders, manages but does not act directly. Any social protest can
be labelled a coloured revolution, which suggests that it is sponsored by the West, thus
dangerous for Russian people. In my opinion it is very useful because even though in the
Russian collective representation it is clearly the West there is still plenty of room for
interpretation. It is adds an additional degree of collective fear in the society because
anyone can be manipulated or used by the West according to Putin’s logic, which
empowers him even more. (Lozada, 2014, pp. 1,8)
6.3 Step 2: Russia
The delegitimizing of Ukrainian government allowed Putin to fill the power void
on the peninsula. The topos of legitimacy reminds that since the conventional norms
during the revolution were not upheld, then the authority is illegitimate. It helps the
argumentation to move quickly from actual arguments, which Putin simply lacks and
frankly does not need to the conclusion. On a contrary to the illegitimate Ukrainian
government Putin says: “We had to help create conditions so that the residents of Crimea
for the first time in history were able to peacefully express their free will regarding their
own future.” (Putin, 2014) Thus, comparing them to Ukraine and claiming that Crimean
authorities acted solely upon normative base and that Russian Federation helped to
establish the necessary structural conditions for the referendum. Putin uses predation
strategy in order to qualify the Crimean residents (e,g. Crimeans) with positive traits. His
devices here are explicit positive linguistic items, which signify democratic norms:
“peacefully express” and “free will”. In the upcoming section I am going to explain that
when Vladimir Putin talks about the residents of Crimea he presumes either ethnic
Russians or a larger pro-Russian Slavic population. This strategy attributes to the social
representation of pro-Russian Crimean population as extremely peaceful and ordinary
people who simply exercise their lawful rights. Putin uses the same strategy towards them
in his other public-opinion speeches to endorse their positive traits, excluding any mention
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of violent methods used by them. (see Table 1) Unlike the Ukrainian protestors, who are
violent and inherently bad and are controlled by the West, Russian protesters are good act
upon their will. Russian involvement is strictly limited to ‘help’, not mentorship or
sponsorship, which in this context signify something negative because they impose a
notion of control upon the group, while help seems an innocent rather casual concept.
This social representation in particular evokes binary opposition to create division
between social groups: violent/peaceful, free/controlled, etc. (Höijer, 2011, p. 10)
Putin next statement turns away from Russian or Ukrainian audience towards the
West where he uses the intensification strategy by the means of an indirect speech act:
“However, what do we hear from our colleagues in Western Europe and North America?
They say we are violating norms of international law.” (Putin, 2014) He responds to the
question that sums up the Western despair about Russian actions, which nevertheless he
posed himself. Putin uses unspecified “we” (Russian government, Russian people,
Russian citizens, etc.) when he goes on defensive against Western accusations. Vladimir
Putin proceeds with: “Firstly, it’s a good thing that they at least remember that there
exists such a thing as international law – better late than never.” (Putin, 2014) He
reminds his audience and the Western powers of international in order to bring the
annexation of Crimea in the terrain of legal dispute, rather than political power games.
The character of his speech changes, the use of argumentation strategies and linguistic
items shift to legally-oriented too. In this phrase, Putin starts with a discursive marker
“firstly” suggesting that he is going to list arguments regarding the Western reaction to
the referendum. Wodak puts discourse markers into the category of devices that signify
the perspectivization strategy where Putin is going to try to frame the issue for the
audience. (Wodak, 2009, p. 95) He goes on with a predicative strategy by denoting that
them [the West] at least remember of such thing, which to my mind is has overt negative
rhetoric towards the way the West handles its issues. In the follow-up to this claim Putin
is going to frame the Western relations with international law to which he has already
attributed undesirable traits. Putin wraps this strategy up by using an idiom “better late
than never” to insist that West had forsaken the international law. This particular idiom
despite having some negative connotation already can function as “comments and
recommendations, or issue warnings and prohibitions, which enshrine traditional values
and sanctions”, which makes it sound pretty hostile towards the West. (Murar, 2009)
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Vladimir Putin continues: “Secondly, and most importantly – what exactly are we
violating?” (Putin, 2014) Firstly, by the use of the discourse marker “most importantly”
he tries to elaborate on the previous statement but at the same time to intensify his
argumentation with a pause after it. (Camarero, 2014) Secondly, the indirect speech act
where he asks the question instead of assertion stands for the intensification strategy
device. (Wodak & Reisigl, 2009, p. 95) Nonetheless, Putin does not leave this question
unanswered: “True, the President of the Russian Federation received permission from the
Upper House of Parliament to use the Armed Forces in Ukraine. However, strictly
speaking, nobody has acted on this permission yet. Russia’s Armed Forces never entered
Crimea; they were there already in line with an international agreement.” (Putin, 2014)
He uses free indirect speech act when talks about himself in a third person position and
when he implies that “nobody acted on it” in order to express distance from the events.
(Wodak & Reisigl, 2009, p. 95) We need to understand that this question and answer are
related to the West. Putin removes himself as a subject of this discourse from this power
position when it comes to actions of Russian Armed Forces in Crimea. He frames the
Senate as an authority, which issued permission to the President as an institution, not to
Putin as the President. Putin’s utterance is ambiguous in a way to his topos of legitimacy
because there were international and internal decisions to permit actions in Ukraine but
nobody has done anything ‘yet’ even though they could. This was used to show the
contrast between Russia’s legitimate capabilities and their “real” actions. He could not
use this topos to justify Russian actions because there was already a fallacy about Russian
Armed involvement in Crimea, which he personally debunked in a following year. (BBC,
March 9, 2015) As Wodak argues that sometimes it is difficult to distinguish between
fallacies and reasonable topos but since Putin himself exposed it we can know conclude
that he needed to mention the legitimacy for his future utterances. (Wodak & Reisigl,
2009, p. 102) I could explain this by the fact that that Putin knows that the rules were
violated in Crimea and he attempts to turn everything around by using the topos and the
fallacy to move from the arguments to the conclusion. I would summarize it as: If Russian
Forces acted, and then it would be justified and legitimate but they did not, therefore no
rules were violated and the referendum was just too. At that moment, Putin was reluctant
to justify the armed intervention by international laws because he had already distanced
from those actions in February.
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Putin’s appeal to the international law is pointed towards the West is largely
important for his overall justification. Putin ought to present not a flawless but a plausible
case for the international community. In return the Western powers have to acknowledge
Russia’s claim on Crimea. In the next sub-section I am going to show the use of Kosovo
case as a major legal precedent that Putin uses in his speech but before that I found another
smaller but quite remarkable historical precedent, which he talks about – the United States
of America themselves. Putin speaks from the first-person perspective to express his
personal thought: “I would like to address the people of the United States of America, the
people who, since the foundation of their nation and adoption of the Declaration of
Independence, have been proud to hold freedom above all else. Isn’t the desire of
Crimea’s residents to freely choose their fate such a value? Please understand us.”
(Putin, 2014) He compares the annexation of Crimea and American War for independence
as two examples of fight for freedom. In my opinion the comparison is fallacious because
on one hand we have an anti-colonial uprising and on the other there is a colonial
occupation. By directly addressing American people Putin wants to create allusions of
War for Independence as the rebels and Ukraine as a colonial oppressing power. Thus,
American people are supposed to associate themselves with Russia against Ukraine.
Obviously, such a case cannot stand the ground because Putin’s outreach to Americans is
extremely low and the comparison falls apart as soon as a historical background is brought
up. The predication strategy towards the USA is usually negative but in this case Putin
portrays American fight for independent as something positive because it suits his legal
take on right for self-determination.
This particular paragraph is interesting because Vladimir Putin, who is usually
portrayed by Russian and the Western media as a powerful and ruthless dictator asks the
USA for understanding. Even though Putin begins with a first-person pronoun he ends
up “begging” for acceptance of his line of defense for “us” [the Russian people] thus
distancing from this weak power move. The weak assertive indicator please stands for an
attitude in which an actor wants to modify the expression in order to bring acceptability
of his statements because one is unconfident of a result, which this argument is going to
bring. (Eemeren, Houtlosser, & Snoeck Henkemans, 2007, pp. 32-34) In my opinion such
utterances must serve as an example of demystification of Vladimir Putin’s image and his
ideology. Putin is desperate for the Western approval for his actions because he sees them
as main stakeholders in international relations system even though he likes to blame them
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for letting it down. He is afraid of anarchy that his actions might bring to the world and
that is why he wants to settle the issue as soon as possible. However, it is impossible
without consent from the second party and he attempts to appeal to the system of
international law itself.
Putin believed that in self-help system there is a vital need to preserve Russia’s
interest in Ukraine, particularly in Crimea or otherwise it is going to fail in prospering.
(Waltz, 1979, p. 118) The revolution in Ukraine caused anarchy in international system
and shifted the balance of power and Putin saw an obligation to restore it with a legitimate
excuse not to go against the very structures he tries to preserve. Hence, by not
acknowledging military presence at first, he avoids direct confrontation with the global
community as the regulator of this structure. I honestly believe that Putin has faith in
structures of international relations because he uses international norms and laws to justify
Russia’s actions as his primal argument for the annexation of Crimea when he addressed
in the Crimean Speech. Since it is a law-making field of action Putin needs legal
arguments for the defense of Russia’s governmental position because he does not wish to
confront the structure by using purely nationalistic argumentations.
Since we do not live in the Middle-Ages divine justice was replaced by law and
became one of the most objective sources of power. On one hand, it provided Putin with
legal justification for the annexation because from legal perspective he sticks to
international, domestic legislations and creates a social representation of the referendum
as if it was legitimate, thus justified. Plus, as Russian actions in Crimea are were followed
by legal formalities they are fulfilled with higher moral authority because they stick to the
external source of power. (Graham, Keenan, & Dowd, 2004, p. 12)
6.4 Step 3: Kosovo
The final part of Putin’s attempt to present a legal justification of the Crimean
annexation refers again to the international and democratic norms but in this case, he goes
into a detailed comparison with Kosovo. Here we are going to have a close look on Putin’s
predication strategy where he is going for an explicit comparison of two cases in order to
justify Russia’s actions. Before moving to the actual quotations, I would like to bring
some historical context to the discussion. The case of Kosovo is nothing new for Putin; it
has been one of his foreign policy cornerstones for since mid-2000s. Putin has used very
similar strategies, rhetoric, concepts, and even linguistic items when he referred to
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independence of Abkhazia and the South Ossetia. Even before that, Kosovo had been a
stumbling stone between Putin’s Russia and the West, where he used the topos of
legitimacy again with similar argumentation: “the West abandoned international law
after Kosovo”. (Antonenko, 2007, p. 6)
Putin begins with a direct appeal to the international law: “As it [Crimea] declared
independence and decided to hold a referendum, the Supreme Council of Crimea referred
to the United Nations Charter, which speaks of the right of nations to self-determination.”
(Putin, 2014) There is an interesting contradiction here: the Supreme Council declared
independence and only after that declared a referendum; therefore, illegitimately seceding
in the first place. It would be plausible if they announced a referendum before the
proclaiming independency in order to stay in legitimate. Then the Supreme Court, not
central government in Kyiv is responsible for creation a state of anarchy and breaching
the balance of power by unlawful actions. In my point of view Putin understood this
inconsistency and decided to switch to another comparison: “Incidentally, I would like to
remind you that when Ukraine seceded from the USSR it did exactly the same thing,
almost word for word. Ukraine used this right, yet the residents of Crimea [Krymchane]
are denied it. Why is that?” (Putin, 2014) It is interesting that he mentions Ukraine as a
state but residents of Crimea as a plurality of people. We can witness different linguistic
approaches towards Crimea and Ukraine in 1991. On one hand Ukraine seceded, a word
which has neutral-negative connotation because it implies that a state went against the
rest. Moreover, it is not historically accurate because Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus signed
a trilateral agreement on the breakup of the USSR. On the other hand when it comes to
Crimea then Vladimir Putin calls it a declaration of independence, right for selfdetermination, free will, etc. The discursive qualification of the same actions is overtly
positive for Crimea and covertly negative for Ukraine.
After Vladimir Putin finishes his preparatory steps on why Ukraine had no
legitimate authority and how Russia along with the Crimean Supreme Council did he
finally mentions Kosovo: “Moreover, the Crimean authorities referred to the well-known
Kosovo precedent – a precedent our western colleagues created with their own hands in
a very similar situation, when they agreed that the unilateral separation of Kosovo from
Serbia, exactly what Crimea is doing now, was legitimate and did not require any
permission from the country’s central authorities.” (Putin, 2014) Putin tries to distance
from the decision-making process, involving the declaration of independence of Crimea
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by stating the Crimean authorities did that. He continues by using legal term like
precedent, which in his cognition was created by the West. Putin goes back to the topos
of legitimacy and claims that if what the West did in Kosovo was legitimate, and then
similar actions in Crimea are legitimate too. We also encounter another interesting feature
of Putin’s discourse towards the West – the way he addresses them. Unlike Ukrainian
government that he declines to recognize as legitimate or equal (at least for that time of
the speeches), he calls several times calls the unified West as our “colleagues” or
“partners”. This suggests that he views his counterparts from North Atlantics as equals,
with whom he is ready to discuss such matters as Crimea or Kosovo, while leaving
Ukriane away from the table. This also shows his predicative strategy towards the West
as having positive partner traits. Putin wants to keep the business relations with the West
as if Crimea never happened or if this can be fixed through the negotiations with the West,
not Ukraine. Therefore, he desperately tries to bring purely legal argumentation to the
discussion: “Pursuant to Article 2, Chapter 1 of the United Nations Charter, the UN
International Court agreed with this approach and made the following comment in its
ruling of July 22, 2010, and I quote: “No general prohibition may be inferred from the
practice of the Security Council with regard to declarations of independence,” and
“General international law contains no prohibition on declarations of independence.”
Crystal clear, as they say.” (Putin, 2014) Putin cites legal decisions without giving any
substantial background but with precise dates and article numbers, which do not signify
anything for non-expert audience. In my opinion this is an example of an incomplete
argument, where Putin had a premise about the Kosovo precedent, which he left
unexpressed for the audience. (Prakken, 2002, pp. 1,7) Additionally, Vladimir Putin
pauses in a concluding manner on usage of the idiom “crystal clear”. It falls under
categorization of strong assertive expressions, which should accept the proposition
without going into further details. (Eemeren, Houtlosser, & Snoeck Henkemans, 2007)
I would like to recontextualize Putin’s legal arguments from political field into a
legal one. Putin says: “..: the Written Statement of the United States America of April 17,
2009, submitted to the same UN International Court in connection with the hearings on
Kosovo. Again, I quote: “Declarations of independence may, and often do, violate
domestic legislation. However, this does not make them violations of international law.”
End of quote. They wrote this, disseminated it all over the world, had everyone agree and
now they are outraged. Over what? The actions of Crimean people (Krymchane)

84

completely fit in with these instructions, as it were.” (Putin, 2014) Putin harshly puts the
whole responsibility on the USA over the Kosovo case. We can immediately see his
nomination strategy towards the West and Russia in order to create a clear distinction
between us and them bearing the responsibility. Unlike his argument against “colored
revolutions” Putin has some legally and politically-binding arguments to present. The
citation of UN declaration can be characterized as a device that seeks to intensify his
argumentation scheme on Kosovo. Julius Stone in describes legal precedents as a specific
form of Aristotle’s topoi because they may serve as a foundation for complex reasoning.
(Sinclair, 1971, p. 850)
In my opinion the Kosovo precedent has two ambiguous sides. On one hand as a
topos of its own together with the topos of legitimacy follows as:


Kosovo violated domestic legislation but not international law



If international law was not breached, then Kosovo’s independence is legitimate



Kosovo case and Crimea case are legally equal



If Kosovo case is legitimate, then Crimea case is legitimate too
We need to keep in mind that the case of Crimea is not the first political/legal

action on independence that Russian Federation tries to push after Vladimir Putin came
to power in 1999. Before the Russo-Georgian war in August 2008 Russia was reluctant
to de-juro recognizing independence of Abkhazia and the South Ossetia, even though it
de-facto supported them alongside with Nagorno-Karabakh and Transnistrian-Moldovan
republics. Nonetheless, the war changed the status-quo and Russia was seeking for a
justification of its actions and theoretical explanation of Kosovo was already on the table,
just waiting to be used – and it was. (Antonenko, 2007, pp. 15-16) One can argue that
these self-proclaimed republics were recognized by few countries expect Russia but no
one can disagree that implementation of the Kosovo precedent was sufficient enough for
Russia to justify their actions. (Toal, 2008, pp. 698-700)
On the other hand, this can be interpreted in rather a fallacious argument where
one tries to justify his actions by claiming that another counterpart had done that before.
In simple terms: if the West can do Kosovo, then we can do Crimea, hence no more
arguments are required because the conclusion is already reached. In my point of view
this can be put in frames of mirror image fallacy, in a slightly unconventional manner. As
a revanchist power, it seeks a relative gain and ought to see the actions of the West in
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Kosovo and in Ukraine as reflection in the mirror. For my study, it is irrelevant whether
the West so it that way or not but for a fact- Russia and Vladimir Putin do. Therefore, it
opens the Pandora Box for various political actions, including the annexation of Crimea.
Putin says: “We keep hearing from the United States and Western Europe that Kosovo is
some special case. What makes it so special in the eyes of our colleagues?” (Putin, 2014)
In his argumentative scheme, he attempts to denominate the special status of Kosovo case
to equalize the level of legitimacy with the Crimea case. He answers his question: “It
turns out that it is the fact that the conflict in Kosovo resulted in so many human
casualties. Is this a legal argument? The ruling of the International Court says nothing
about this.” (Putin, 2014) Putin once again reinstates his legal perspective, dismissing the
Western evidence/argument, which was based on atrocities against Kosovo Albanians.
The International Court in Putin’s eyes plays a role of a credible power structure to which
we must adhere. In a legal argumentation, it has a little bit different shade because it acts
as an expert organization with more valid ruling because its decisions have binding power
in the international relations. The major premise suggests that the International Court
disregarded the human casualties and justified independence of Kosovo. The minor
premise suggests that since the International Court’s decision on Kosovo was legitimate,
then the annexation of Crimea is too because it both local and Russian authorities acted
upon the same laws. The conclusion henceforward is that the Crimea’s independence is
also justified.
Vladimir Putin walked a thin line between political and legal argumentation as
defense attorney for the case of Crimean annexation. He presented arguments for the
circumstances under which the situation occurred, saying that Ukraine has no legitimate
authority and is in state of anarchy. . In order to back up his claim for Crimean Peninsula
Putin named several legally binding decisions made by international organizations and
most importantly introduced the Kosovo precedent. The case of Kosovo became his major
argument for the justification of Crimean annexation because from his perspective it is
cannot be dismissed. Putin challenged the West’s involvement in Ukraine without
speaking openly about it but at the same time made it clear for the audience at home and
oversees. He disregarded Ukraine as a prosecutor but rather put the Western leaders in
this subject position, to which he ought to justify Russian actions in winter 2014. He as
well blamed the West in unfairness of their judgment because they do not adhere to the
decisions and laws that they swore to in the past, thereby placing a higher burden upon
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them. (Rapping, April 25 - April 30, 2010, p. 4) Putin characterizes his legal counterpart
[the West] with negative traits: “This is not even double standards; this is amazing,
primitive, blunt cynicism. One should not try so crudely to make everything suit their
interests, calling the same thing white today and black tomorrow. According to this logic,
we have to make sure every conflict leads to human losses.” (Putin, 2014) This statement
allows him to reverse the victim-perpetrator positions in the discourse. In Putin’s words
the West is biased and cynical that does not respect the structures of international system,
which on the contrary Russian Federation does. He goes even farther by suggesting that
the West might be interested in human casualties to match their agenda. Therefore, his
argumentation attacks the integrity of the claim made by the other party in order to
undermine their ability/will and point out at their failure. (Rapping, April 25 - April 30,
2010, p. 21)
However, with a solid closing argument his case theory was not going to be
consistent. In legal argumentative theory the closing statement is of a vital importance
because it must lead the audience to through the roadmap of evidences to a conclusion
that an actor seeks from the beginning. (Rapping, April 25 - April 30, 2010, p. 4) Putin
begins his closure: “I will state clearly — if the Crimean local self-defense units had not
taken the situation under control, there could have been casualties as well. Fortunately
this did not happen.” (Putin, 2014) He describes the armed militia and what came to be
known later as Russian marine forces as the local self-defense. The very name signifies
that it defends something from someone, which has positive connotations. The proRussian self-defense contrasts with pro-Ukrainian extremists and neo-Nazis, which are
dangerous and have aggressive qualities in their semantics. The strong assertion for the
audience, where he speaks from the first-person perspective opens up with a topos of
control and security: if they had not done what they did, then there would be causalities,
which is normatively bad. Hence their actions are justified because they prevented the
splash of violence, even though in February 2014 there was no clear indication that
anything would have happened. Nonetheless, this particular topos does not correspond
with his next statement: “I would like to thank those Ukrainian service members who
refrained from bloodshed and did not smear their uniforms in blood.” (Putin, 2014) Putin
says it as a personal gratitude, not his typical ‘we’, pointing out some specific ‘those’
despite claiming there were no causalities at all. If no one got hurt, then he must have
thanked all of the Ukrainians soldiers. In this nomination strategy, he uses a linguistic
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trope of smearing the uniforms in blood to denote the social group of Ukrainian
servicemen as being innocent for their inaction.
The closing argument must begin with a strong claim of innocence and presenting
the audience with an issue at stake, which in this case is human life. (Rapping, April 25 April 30, 2010, pp. 5-6) As Putin defied prior that the causalities is an evidence of guilt
for the West, then by this logic absence of human losses is indication of innocence.
Interestingly, the international law, not the human life has been the issue at stake
throughout the discussion but in the closing argument Putin needs to emotional theme to
win the argument. (Rapping, April 25 - April 30, 2010, p. 7) Vladimir Putin lays out his
claim: “There was not a single armed confrontation in Crimea and no casualties. Why do
you think this was so? The answer is simple: because it is very difficult, practically
impossible to fight against the will of the people.” (Putin, 2014) He intensifies the
argument in a similar manner of asking and answering the question addressed to the
audience. It leads the audience to the conclusion that since there was no casualties then it
means that it was nothing but the will of people. In legal terms Putin argues of so-called
absence of facts, which inevitably leads the audience to the reasonable doubt in case if
Ukraine of the West presents the counterargument about causalities. (Rapping, April 25 April 30, 2010, p. 20) To bring some historical context it is necessary to claim that this
particular argument is fallacious too. There were several reported deaths during the
annexation of Crimea. At least two Ukrainian servicemen were shot dead by ‘unknown’
gunmen during the seizure of Ukrainian military bases. (Grove, 2014) In my opinion even
two exceptions make his case theory penetrable for the other side because it destroys the
foundation of his argument on no casualties.
As for the conclusion of Putin’s case theory on Crimea he insists: “Other thoughts
come to mind in this connection. They keep talking of some Russian intervention in
Crimea, some sort of aggression. This is strange to hear. I cannot recall a single case in
history of an intervention without a single shot being fired and with no human casualties”
(Putin, 2014) Putin uses pronoun ‘some’ as a device of his predication strategy when he
describes Russian involvement in the annexation. This particular pronoun is in the place
to bring a new level of uncertainty to discursive qualification of the event and the social
actor. I believe that Putin had known that he was going to acknowledge the presence of
Russian troops, so he tried to create a state of uncertainty rather than a clear-cut denial.
He refers to the unspecified ‘they’ to express a different opinion from his in order to
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debunk it in the next sentence. Putin questions the claim by saying it is strange, thus
invalid and irrelevant. In the final part of the closing statement one must reaffirm that the
audience is remembers what one had said and that it is not going to hear about the subject
again. (Rapping, April 25 - April 30, 2010, p. 22) Indeed Putin does not talk about Kosovo
or related topics again because on his part the legal argument is over. If we recontexualize
this claim about ‘bloodless’ intervention against the historical facts that I had mentioned
in the background section, we can see that there were acknowledged casualties from both
sides. Also, Putin is aware of another fallacy in which he claims that there were no other
cases with no human casuilites during annexations and that is why he says that he cannot
recall, which signifies his own doubts about it. In order to debunk the claim, it would be
enough to mention the comparison that had been brought up in this research beforeAnschluss in Austria. Austria held a referendum, Nazis marched in and were saluted by
the locals in a best example of absolutely bloodless annexation but which later became a
part of an oppressive regime that prosecuted everyone, who opposed it. (Church, 2016, p.
9) Just like it has been happening in Crimea with pro-Ukrainian and pro-Tatar journalists
and activists.
6.5 Interpretation summary of the forth appeal
In my opinion, the forth appeal presented by Putin was carefully crafted in order
to be taken seriously not only by Russian people but also to be plausible in the West. The
appeal to international law is a follow-up to his appeal to justice but it is not built upon
feelings of victimhood per se, rather Putin uses numbers and shows that his government
and the referendum in Crimea was done with respect to norms and democratic procedures.
Putin heavily relies on topos of legitimacy in this appeal because his actions in Crimea
lack specifically the legitimacy. His fourth appeal for justification of Crimea has threesteps: 1) to show that Ukraine is illegitimate because it had a coup staged by the West; 2)
Since Ukrainian authorities are pro-Nazi, foreign puppets, Russia had to do something
and that all its actions were justified by international law; 3) Putin presents Kosovo
precedent, in terms of international law, that must justify Russia’s action in Crimea due
to similarities.
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“If the Russian people and the Russian elite remembered - viscerally,
emotionally remembered - what Stalin did to the Chechens, they could not have invaded
Chechnya in the 1990s, not once and not twice. To do so was the moral equivalent of
postwar Germany invading western Poland. Very few Russians saw it that way - which
is itself evidence of how little they know about their own history.”
Gulag: A History
Ann Applebaum

Conclusion
History and language have complimented each other from the beginning of time.
A story passed down by gestures, sounds, or scripts taught younger generations both
history of the past and language itself. People create history with the help of language
because discourse produces knowledge through its structure. Even though history and
language rely upon each other, language can be used by those in power to alter history
and manipulate how people perceive meaningful events of the past. Therefore, it is vital
to be critical of people in power that use history to justify their political actions in the
present because if we do not demystify their ideologies then their discourses will become
a new history for the next generations.
Today, roughly three years after Russia annexed Crimea, the subject is no longer
on the international agenda and neither side sees the return of the region as realistic. The
truth is that Crimea is not even a priority in Ukraine after the breakout of war in the
Donetsk and Lugansk regions, which continues to take human lives. The target economic
sanctions that the West imposed on Russia did not have the desired effect in terms of
behavior change, and allowed Putin to blame his own economic failure on sanctions and
use it for propaganda purposes. (Ashford, 2016, p. 120) The incompetency of the
Ukrainian government and its inability to effectively respond to Russian invasion was
already evident in February 2014. Subsequently, the annexation was overshadowed by
the war in Ukraine’s east and the Syrian Civil War and associated refugee crisis, which
occurred with direct Russian military involvement. By my reckoning this was possible
due to the fact that Vladimir Putin has effectively deceived the international community
and was able to manipulate public opinion into believing that his actions in Crimea were
justified or at least not as clearly illegal and wrong as thought at first.
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However, the question in this research is concerned with how Putin tried to justify
the annexation in spring of 2014 when implications on international system were still not
clear and the outcome was uncertain. My analysis was categorized in form of Putin’s four
appeals that I found must important in his Crimean Speech. In each appeal, Putin uses
history that fits his regime of “truth” to justify the annexation. For that reason, I also
provide some historical context in order to expose the inconsistencies in his claims and
appeals and to determine their implicit purposes.
When Putin appealed to shared history and culture, he stressed the everlasting
bond between Russia and Crimea, and that Crimea is a religiously important place for the
Orthodox faith, even though historically speaking this is an overstatement. In addition,
Putin attempted to blur and minimize the Crimean Tatar legacy and covertly evoked
Slavic-Turkic divisions, while he addresses Ukrainians as a part of a pan-Russian nation.
This exaggeration of Crimea’s place in Russian history reinforces the myth that was
created to justify annexing the peninsula in 1783, in the hope that it might manipulate the
public into believing it. Russia possesses the largest landmass in the world and framing
Crimea as a Russian Promised Land to justify its territorial claim is invalid and should be
disregarded.
In his appeal to Russian historical military involvement, Putin attempted to
solidify his appeal to the sacred role of Crimea by evoking the image of wars that Russia
waged on the territory of the region. Putin wants Russians to remember and the world to
know that many Russian soldiers have given their lives to keep Crimea in Russia against
foreign invaders, who tried to take it. Putin recalls World War II veterans as moral
authorities that resonate in the hearts and minds of Russians, who take a great pride in the
Soviet victory in World War II. He wants the Russian people to be prepared to fight for
their homeland as their forefathers but in no way urges them to do so. By bringing up past
Russian military involvement and victories in Crimea, Putin also presents them as
precedent, justifying his actions further. However, he picks only those wars that do not
disturb the cohesion of his regime of truth, while in fact many of them were controversial,
with military defeats from the Western powers or myths that were created in 1970-80s.
Therefore, Russia occupied Crimea with the use of armed forces for the second time in its
history and took it away from its legitimate owners.
In order to justify Russia’s seizure of Crimea, Putin appeals to justice to display
Russia and Russians in Crimea as being unjustly discriminated against by the West and
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Ukraine. Crimea in Putin’s narrative was given by Khrushchev as a personal gift to
Ukraine, which neglects any other historical explanations that have more scientific
validity. Putin presents Russia as a victim of the post-Cold War hegemonic system and
that Russia was always being punished for having an unhypocritical and independent
position. Coming back to economic sanctions, Putin had presumed that those would be
the consequences and was already preparing his Russian audience for the possible
hardships that they might face as the result. This was a skillful discursive move, as it
allowed Putin to play ahead of the West and paint Russia as a victim of their aggressive
politics. Russian people in Crimea, not Crimean Tatars, who suffered a massive
deportation needed Russia to bring justice because they faced Ukrainian discrimination
since the collapse of the USSR. The historical side of this issue shows quite the opposite:
Ukrainian authorities have always given up national interest for the sake of stability in
Crimea and friendly relations with Russia, which until 2014 had a status of autonomous
republic that no other region had.
Like other dictators, Putin likes to appeal to international law to justify his
government’s illegal activities. Even though the notion of international law did not stop
dictators during World War II from committing mass atrocities and waging wars without
just cause. (Focarelli, 2012, pp. 118-119) Putin spoke of the Ukrainian government after
the Euromaidan revolution as an illegitimate force that violated basic legal and democratic
principles, and he elaborated on Russia’s legal obligations to take actions to re-establish
order and prevent killings as if Russia was the only legitimate country with no choice but
to help Russians in Crimea. Putin says that Russia did not meddle in the referendum and
just helped to create the safe conditions for it, while denying the use of the Russian
military in the annexation, which he has since acknowledged in 2015. The peak of his
appeal to the law was a presentation of the case for Kosovo as a precedent. Nevertheless,
the solid case does not hold to the history of Yugoslav Wars because Albania did not
invade Serbia and Kosovo was never incorporated into as a part of Albanian state but
became independent. The inconsistencies between historical facts and Putin’s personal
statements undermine the whole structure of his appeal to international law, because
Russia alone broke it in the first place when the country unilaterally annexed Crimea.
My overall observation and a principal result of this research is that Putin was not
calling to arms and preparing Russia for war with the West or Ukraine, as I had anticipated
when I started this research. Contrary to that, he was asking the world for understanding
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as a form of plea bargain. In the same way, to what defendants do when they decide to
testify while on trial. A failure to present a believable reasoning for Russia’s annexation
with help of historical appeals, would not give Putin’s government as much room for
ideological maneuvering as it has now. Despite some hostile rhetoric, he tried to lessen
the possible outrage for Russia’s actions, as he was asking the West to abandon “cold war
hysteria.” This is likely because he did not want to engage in a long-term clash with the
rest of the world, but at the same time felt it was necessary to move forward with the
annexation of Crimea. On the example of Kosovo, it is most apparent that Putin’s appeal
is based on a very simple logic: if you [the West] can do it, then why can’t we [Russia].
Despite the rhetoric full of military glory and the greatness of Russian nation, when it
comes to the West, Putin, like Peter and Catherine before him, sought validation of their
actions from the West, they want to be perceived as a valid rival and power center to the
West, capable of the same actions, regardless of whether it is for good or for bad.
To summarize: Putin was able to justify the annexation of Crimea in his Crimean
Speech by effectively appealing to historical myths, historical injustice, and historical
precedents set by Russia and the West. This allowed him to not only manipulate public
opinion in Russia but to cast a reasonable doubt on whether Russia’s actions were illegal.
Putin constructed a discourse in which his actions in Ukraine may seem trivial, justified,
hence, not worthy interfering in. The version of history presented by Putin was a weapon
more dangerous than nuclear warheads because it led to the abandonment of Crimea by
Ukraine and the West, and made this turning point in history seem insignificant years after
the event took place.
The problem of Vladimir Putin’s justification of the annexation of Crimea remains
the complex one and it is important to acknowledge that there are obviously far more
variables that influenced the weakness of the response around the world to Russia’s
actions - like nuclear deterrence, dependency on Russian fossil fuels, etc. In this research,
I have tried to show that language was used to create a narrative that manipulated history
for its own ends, the justification of aggressive ideology and the annexation of sovereign
territory. Therefore, I believe that in context of growing threat of hybrid warfare with
Russia, discourse analysis can become an important tool. As for the areas of the future
research, I would suggest expanding on tracing whether any of those appeals could be
found in Putin’s speeches before and after 2014 and if yes – then how has the rhetoric
changed after the sanctions were imposed. It would also hope that this research can inspire
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more in-depth investigation into particular myths and argumentative strategies that are
used by Putin to justify the annexation.
From my own, personal perspective, I would like to say that Putin in spring of
2014 was actually in a rather weak position and inaction from Ukraine’s side and the
failure of the West to evaluate his capabilities and assess the motives behind his appeals
led to the crisis that is sadly a reality today in Ukraine. For us, contemporaries of the
annexation of Crimea, it is absolutely vital to expose these fallacies and demystify such
ideologies to prevent people from believing in them - or in 50 years we will have children
being taught about Russia’s Crimea as a historical and settled fact in schools around the
world.
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