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This paper analyses the extent to which zero-carbon energy transitions are 
a securitized phenomenon in selected countries and what that means for 
sustainability transitions more broadly. Without taking a normative stance 
on securitization, we focus on the ways in which security is constructed 

through in-depth interviews with experts in the energy, security, and de- 
fense sectors in Estonia, Finland, and Norway. We use a securitization 

framework to study how securitization as a process is discussed by identify- 
ing “securitization moves.” The analysis is also connected to the literature 
on sustainability transitions: the zero-carbon energy transition can be de- 
picted as a large-scale socio-technical transition related to environmental 
sustainability. Our findings suggest that energy transitions are securitized 

to an extent because we were able to detect all “securitization moves” in the 
interview data. The interviews showed different ways in which security is in- 
terpreted and what is achieved by its construction in specific contexts. For 
example, the identified threats were connected to preserving sovereignty 
in Estonia, the inability to openly discuss threats related to energy transi- 
tions created new concerns in Finland, and the connections between the 
two sectors were urgently and inescapably addressed in Norway only after 
Russia invaded Ukraine in 2022. 

Cet article analyse si les transitions énergétiques zéro carbone constituent 
un phénomène sécuritisé dans une sélection de pays, puis l’implication 

des résultats pour les transitions durables au sens large. Sans adopter une 
posture normative vis-à-vis de la sécuritisation, nous nous concentrons sur 
les processus de construction de la sécurité grâce à des entretiens ap- 
profondis avec des experts des secteurs de l’énergie, de la sécurité et de 
la défense en Estonie, en Finlande et en Norvège. Nous employons un 

cadre de sécuritisation pour étudier le traitement de la sécuritisation en 

tant que processus par l’identification de � coups de sécuritisation �. 
L’analyse rejoint également la littérature relative aux transitions durables : 
la transition énergétique zéro carbone peut être décrite comme une tran- 
sition sociotechnique à grande échelle en lien avec la durabilité environ- 
nementale. D’après nos résultats, les transitions énergétiques sont sécu- 
ritisées dans une certaine mesure, car il est possible de détecter tous les 
� coups de sécuritisation � dans les données d’entretien. Les entretiens 
font apparaître différentes interprétations de la sécurité et les résultats 
de sa construction dans des contextes spécifiques. Par exemple, les men- 
aces identifiées étaient liées à la préservation de la souveraineté en Es- 
tonie, l’incapacité de discuter ouvertement des menaces relatives aux tran- 
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2 Securitization of Energy Transitions in Estonia, Finland, and Norway 

sitions énergétiques générait de nouvelles préoccupations en Finlande, et 
les liens entre les deux secteurs n’ont été traités dans l’urgence et de façon 

contrainte en Norvège qu’après l’invasion russe de l’Ukraine en 2022. 

En este documento analizamos hasta qué punto las transiciones energéti- 
cas con cero emisiones de carbono son un fenómeno securitizado en de- 
terminados países y lo que eso significa para las transiciones en materia 
de sostenibilidad en general. Nos centramos, sin adoptar una postura nor- 
mativa sobre la securitización, en las formas en que se construye la se- 
guridad utilizando, para ello, entrevistas en profundidad con expertos en 

los sectores de la energía, la seguridad y la defensa en Estonia, Finlan- 
dia y Noruega. Utilizamos un marco de trabajo de securitización con el 
fin de estudiar cómo se debate la securitización como proceso e identifi- 
cando, para ello, �movimientos de securitización �. Nuestro análisis tam- 
bién se relaciona con la literatura sobre transiciones de sostenibilidad: la 
transición energética con cero emisiones de carbono puede describirse 
como una transición sociotécnica a gran escala que está relacionada con 

la sostenibilidad ambiental. Nuestras conclusiones sugieren que las tran- 
siciones energéticas están securitizadas hasta cierto punto, debido a que 
pudimos detectar todos los “movimientos de securitización” en los datos 
obtenidos de las entrevistas. Las entrevistas mostraron las diferentes for- 
mas en las que puede interpretarse la seguridad y lo que se logra con su 

construcción en contextos específicos. Por ejemplo, las amenazas identi- 
ficadas estaban relacionadas: con la preservación de la soberanía en Esto- 
nia, con la incapacidad de debatir abiertamente las amenazas relacionadas 
con las transiciones energéticas en Finlandia y como esto creó nuevas pre- 
ocupaciones, y con las conexiones entre los dos sectores, las cuales solo 

se abordaron de forma urgente e ineludible en Noruega después de que 
Rusia invadiera Ucrania en 2022. 
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Introduction 

he Russian attack on Ukraine in February 2022 revealed the vulnerability of global
nergy flows and fossil fuel-based energy systems. The war expedited the implemen-
ation of policies aimed at the substantive and prompt enhancement of domestic
nergy sources. While the 2006 and 2009 Russia–Ukraine gas disputes and the in-
asion of Crimea had already alerted the EU to address energy as a security issue
 European Commission 2014 ), many EU member states had not paid sufficient at-
ention to the geopolitical or climate security risks around energy before 2022. This
s despite the fact that hydrocarbon-based energy flows were known to be one of the

ain causes of harmful CO 2 emissions ( IEA 2021 ) and subject to disruptions rang-
ng from geopolitical concerns to internal instabilities in oil-producing countries
 Blondeel et al. 2021 ). 

Literature on the geopolitics of energy describes the rapidly accelerating zero-
arbon energy transitions to bring along unexpected negative consequences
 Kivimaa and Sivonen 2023 ), such as cyber security threats, potential conflicts over
and use and the risk of internal tensions and conflicts ( Vakulchuk, Overland, and
cholten 2020 ; Żuk and Szulecki 2020 ; Fischhendler, Herman, and David 2021 ).
hese exist alongside the beneficial security developments of energy transitions,

uch as reducing dependency on fossil fuels, contributing to peacebuilding and
olstering community support ( Vakulchuk, Overland, and Scholten 2020 ; Żuk and
zulecki 2020 ; Kivimaa et al. 2022 ). This diversity of connections between energy
ransitions and security was not considered in many EU countries’ policymaking
efore 2022 ( Kivimaa 2022 ; Kivimaa and Sivonen 2021 ). However, Szulecki (2020)
as able to show that energy governance can be used as part of the core state power
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together with military, fiscal and public administration. Yet, the debate about secu-
ritizing energy has rarely addressed energy transitions specifically. 

Therefore, in this article, we aim to untangle how securitization is part of the dis-
course regarding energy transitions. The research questions are (1) To what extent
the zero-carbon energy transitions are a securitized phenomenon, (2) Did the Rus-
sian invasion of Ukraine in 2022 change the security discourse, and (3) What may
be the implications of the findings to sustainability transitions more broadly. 

In security studies, the meaning of the term “securitization” ranges from a pro-
cess where an “issue is presented as an existential threat, requiring emergency mea-
sures and justifying actions outside normal bounds of political procedure” ( Buzan,
Waever, and de Wilde 1998 , 23–24) to a process “whereby an issue is moved from
normal politics into the realm of security politics” ( Floyd 2019 , 21). As a process,
it not only focuses on where security is mentioned and any extraordinary measures
pursued, but also on how language is used in constructing urgency and the need
for action ( Judge, Maltby, and Szulecki 2018 ) and how receptive audiences are to
securitization moves ( Floyd 2019 ). In relation to energy policy, Szulecki (2020) has
called securitization a mechanism in which state power is challenged from both
above (international agreements) and below (citizen engagement), highlighting
the politically performative nature of securitization. As alternatives to securitization,
security talk around energy can be politicized by being openly debated ( Kuzemko
2014 ) or depoliticized when markets are assumed to be capable of dealing with any
problems ( Höysniemi 2022 ). The present study seeks to increase understanding of
the ways in which energy has been constructed as a security issue in contemporary
settings and what those constructions may imply for decarbonizing energy systems.
Because of limited space, we must exclude the debate around normativity in securi-
tization theory but acknowledge Roe’s (2012) work. 

We explore how security can be a “context-specific social construction,” utilizing
a constructivist understanding of security where actors and structures are mutually
constituted ( McDonald 2008 ). Here, the struggle to negotiate threat identification
and the best strategies to mitigate related insecurities are key to the constructive
stance of the paper ( Bigo 2008 ), because they show how socially constructed secu-
rity is placed in real-life contexts. We examine empirically how energy transitions
are connected to securitization before and after 2022 in Estonia, Finland, and Nor-
way. 1 This is done by analysing two rounds of interview data ( N = 68), conducted
with energy and security experts in the case countries in 2020–2021 and 2022–2023.
The interviews allowed us to inspect the rapidly changing phenomenon and to form
an up-to-date understanding of the way the energy transitions and security are dis-
cussed together. 

As a key finding of the analysis, we claim that energy transitions are securitized
to an extent. We detected aspects toward securitization, while it must be noted that
the expert perceptions differed and during 2020–2021 many mentioned topics and
issues specifically to be less severe in nature. Security as a constructed concept al-
lowed the discourse to include national security, cyber security, energy security, and
security of supply. Additionally, it enabled these topics to be intertwined in our dis-
cussions with the experts, who sought to promote their claims about what is and
is not significant from a security point of view. Although it was clear who or what
the threat was and what the object that should be protected was, the measures nor
the governance were not as clear. After the 2022 events, security was more easily
1 The countries were chosen because of their northern location, geographical proximity to the energy superpower 
Russia, ambitious climate targets and comparable political governance systems. However, they differ in significant ways. 
During the first round of interviews, Finland’s NATO membership was not on the table, while Estonia and Norway were 
already NATO members. Norway is not an EU member but participates in energy markets via the European Economic 
Area. Security and defense collaboration between these countries has increased since Russia invaded Ukraine, and 
co-operation in the energy sector has been extensive due to the shared Nord Pool trading system. 
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onnected to energy transitions than before, and more open discussion about the
hreats to the society was allowed. 

The article opens with connections previously made between sustainability transi-
ions and security research: we argue that although research is beginning to bridge
ecurity and transitions, more analyses in academia and policy practice are needed.
ere, we also discuss the theoretical premises, thus setting the basis for the “securiti-

ation moves.” The next subsection provides methodological insights into the anal-
ses. Subsequently, we describe the results of our analyses and conclude by bringing
he case countries together in a discussion and conclusions. 

Theor etical Pr emises 

Security and Energy in Transition 

ero-carbon energy transitions are shifts away from carbon-intensive sources toward
ecarbonized production and consumption ( Loorbach, Frantzeskaki, and Avelino
017 ). They go beyond technological change to involve institutions, markets, and
ractices ( Geels et al. 2019 ) and thus connect with security through technolog-

cal, actor-based, and institutional aspects ( Kivimaa et al. 2022 ). Transitions cre-
te winners and losers that are expected to negotiate trade-offs and tensions on
ifferent scales. They require cultural and political changes and involve numer-
us actors from civil society, politics, and industry ( Geels et al. 2017 ). This type
f socio-institutional approach to sustainability transitions allows us to study the
henomenon beyond technology and pay attention to the power struggles and dis-
ourses that comprise the fabric of transitions ( Loorbach, Frantzeskaki, and Avelino
017 ). 
Sustainability transitions research has grown recently ( Köhler 2019 ), with

ome emerging studies connecting zero-carbon energy transitions and security
 Johnstone and Newell 2018 ; Johnstone and McLeish 2020 ; Kivimaa and Sivonen
021 , 2023 ). Here, we assume that state actors and the actors closer to the state
re able to “speak security,” meaning that they are in a privileged position to dis-
uss what security is in relation to transitions. However, we also acknowledge other
ctors’ involvement in security. Johnstone and Newell (2018) describe states as ma-
or enablers or inhibitors of sustainability transitions: a dynamic, relational, and
ractice-orientated state power can alter outcomes, which requires more nuanced
bservation. Moreover, nation-states and their political actors use different tactics
o promote their energy policy agendas, which are sometimes justified in the name
f national security ( Johnstone, Stirling, and Sovacool 2017 ; Sivonen and Kivimaa
023 ). Approaches to energy transitions and security differ between states: some
onsider the need to decarbonize energy systems an industrial opportunity and path
oward reduced import dependency, while others cling to traditional energy sources
 Mata Pérez, Scholten, and Smith Stegen 2019 ). Differing political atmospheres re-
arding renewable energy have also impacted transition processes, as Szulecki and
usznir (2018) suggest, to the extent that possible security threats even overshadow

ts benefits. 
The security implications of transitions are relevant due to the rapid electrifica-

ion of societies ( Szulecki and Kusznir 2018 ). However, Gjesvik and Szulecki (2023)
emonstrate that cyber security issues related to a digitalized society have not en-

oyed the broader audience’s interest. Decarbonization can enhance energy secu-
ity by diversifying sources and reducing the need for cross-border energy trade,
ut not all measures are equal in all states and locations ( Jewell, Cherp, and Riahi
014 ). Positive geopolitical effects can emerge when energy’s potential as political
everage decreases ( Blondeel et al. 2021 ). Power over energy may be shared more
qually between different countries but is still limited by engineering and techno-
ogical competencies and control over rare earth materials ( Criekemans 2018 ). 
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The very nature of transition implies change, whereas security is an inherently
defensive concept that implies not changing what is already in place ( Wæver 1997 ).
This tension can make it difficult to identify—beyond obvious societal needs—
precisely what should be defended. In addition, the intermittent nature of renew-
able energy sources is often alleviated by cross-border trade to receive electricity
from other locations. So, who are the “us and them” positioned in opposition, if
not nations and people? Ideologies, perhaps? These kinds of questions are impor-
tant in the changing landscape of energy transitions as defining security has impli-
cations toward energy policy as well. This would echo Szulecki and Kusznir’s (2018)
work on how a country’s political atmosphere is one determinant in the progress of
energy transitions. 

Securitization Framework 

We adopt the definition of security in its broad and ultimately political meaning
( Williams 2008 ): that is, as the absence of threats to acquired values ( Wolfers 1953 ).
It has been developed by Baldwin (1997 , 6) to involve “any level: individual, family,
society, state, international system, or humanity.” We also recognize the security of
the environment as vital for human life ( Williams 2008 ). Additionally, we follow the
international political sociology approach regarding constructed security, which not
only considers the international zone but also emerges from the understanding of
security and insecurity as processes whereby security is constructed through speech
and in various networks of those managing insecurity ( Bigo 2008 ). Furthermore, if
security is thought of as including “societal security,” the role of the state changes
and attention can be given to units of inspection beyond military defense and inter-
national relations. According to Bigo (2008) , these aspirations can be struggles for
comfort and even survival. 

The political and thus debatable nature of security has been further elabo-
rated through the concept of securitization ( Wæver 1997 , 2010 ; Bigo 2008 ). Se-
curitization is an element of the speech act in which actors—who are often state
representatives—can frame any topic as a threat needing defence and thus action by
securitizing the issue through changing the rules of the game. Securitizing an issue
may take it out of the quotidian political realm, with the usual procedures stripped
of their validity and decision-making limited to a power elite, leaving less space
for democratic decision-making. However, securitization is also used in a less dra-
matic sense by calling the necessary attention to an issue by framing it as a security
question ( Floyd 2019 ). Such examples are visible, for example, in securitizing the
environment ( Peoples and Vaughan-Williams 2010 ) and climate change ( Dupont
2019 ). 

The securitizing process includes not only political debates on international se-
curity and defense but also the ways in which ordinary bureaucratic processes of
any policy are concerned with internal security, including the use of technologies
and information exchange. The specific features of the securitization process are
socially and politically constructed: saying an issue is a security issue makes it one.
At the same time, Floyd (2019) also acknowledges the presence of objective security
threats that may not be recognized as such. 

In a sociological view of securitization ( Balzacq 2015 ), we understand the politi-
cal as an inseparable part of security and securitization processes, with the actions
taken negotiated in the political sphere. When discussing policies and policymaking
around security-related issues in energy transitions, we follow Balzacq’s broaden-
ing theorization of securitization. This way of thinking enables moving beyond the
Copenhagen School of speech acts 2 and further analyzing discussion as part of the
2 This term is inspired by Austin’s language theory and refers to “forms of representation that do not simply depict 
a preference or view of an external reality” but bring an item into being ( McDonald 2008 ; Balzacq 2011 , 69). 
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discursive politics of security” in which, for instance, an actor not only identifies a
hreat but aims to persuade audiences of the correct way to respond to it ( Balzacq
005 ). In addition to the units of analysis of existential threat and referent object
roposed by Buzan et al. (1998) , Balzacq (2005) has suggested thinking about se-
urity as pragmatic on the levels of agent and act. These levels allow us to weave the
abric of security more closely into the real-world setting through the identification
f the status of speakers and audiences in a society by foregrounding the aspects of
ecuritization that are beyond linguistic comprehension. 

According to Balzacq, the speech act framework can be refined by engaging in
hree assumptions: first, “an effective securitization is highly context-dependent.
econd, an effective securitization is audience-centered. Third, securitization dy-
amics are power-laden” (2005, 179). As to audience acceptance, the importance
laced by the Copenhagen School’s theorization of securitization has been chal-

enged by scholars ( Léonard and Kaunert 2011 ), with multiple alternatives offered.
or instance, Balzacq (2008) suggests that securitization may happen without audi-
nce acceptance when investigating securitization processes around policy instru-
ents instead of mere discourses. 
The securitization framework has been extensively developed, mostly due to

he need to use it more efficiently in empirical research ( Balzacq, Léonard, and
uzicka 2016 ). It provides us with the means to investigate linkages between securi-

izing moves, referent objects, existential threats, and emergency measures ( Buzan,
aever, and de Wilde 1998 ). 

Categories to Analyse Securitization: Securitization Moves 

he analytical framework for this study is drawn from securitization theory ( Buzan,
aever, and de Wilde 1998 ), with securitizing moves constituting the analytical cat-

gories. Buzan et al. (1998 , 23) call these categories the “speech acts” by which an
ssue is presented as “a supreme priority.”

We analyze the securitization processes by identifying five categories according
o their definitions in the literature: (1) an existential threat, (2) a referent object,
3) extraordinary measures, (4) power and/or governance, and (5) issues of riski-
cation. An existential threat to fulfilling basic human needs and living minimally
ecent lives ( Floyd 2019 ) raises a question: a threat from what? With this category,
e identify the threats mentioned in relation to energy transitions but also strive

o understand the connections between security, defense, and energy transition in
ecuritization processes, including cyber security ( Hansen and Nissenbaum 2009 ).
he identified threats must relate to the r efer ent object at hand ( Buzan, Waever, and
e Wilde 1998 ), such as the state, energy as critical infrastructure or people, that is,
 unit that legitimately deserves protection. To capture extraor dinary measur es , actors
the interviewees in our case) may identify or rhetorically justify new policy mea-
ures as extraordinary by dramatizing or determining an issue to be implemented
s a result of security concerns. To recognize when security is discussed as part of
xtraordinary politics, it must be noted that it may be difficult to determine what
normal” politics actually involves ( Kuzemko 2014 ). Heinrich and Szulecki (2018 ,
5) suggest three aspects of securitization: “breaking of/with norms guiding politi-
al practice, shifting power, and competences, and constraining access to informa-
ion.” We view going beyond the normal energy security thinking ( Cherp and Jewell
014 ) as part of this move. 
Heinrich and Szulecki (2018 , 41) have asked “who should be exercising power and

overning the energy sector” in this context, offering a useful point to investigate:
ow security challenges connected with energy transitions are governed. This is an
dditional aspect to consider while looking at the exceptional measures that may
e proposed as part of a securitization process. Looking at those who are seen to
ave power in the context also enables thinking beyond military and hard security
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measures and turning to the political nature of energy transitions. This may hap-
pen when an actor refers to the responsible parties or explicitly indicates those who
oversee a given situation. In this article, we use this securitization move to identify
central actors as well as uncommon actors in the interviews. The move emphasizing
governance in this article is understood when interviewees mention plans, for in-
stance, to enhance measures to increase the resilience of a given object, connecting
and sometimes overlapping with the next move. Corry’s (2012) riskification identifies
possibilities of harm that indicate “long-term precautionary governance”; they are
not specific security threats but are viewed as important enough to be mentioned in
this context. According to Corry, governance in precautionary terms refers to the
filtering of serious risks, located in the future, from those that would cause merely
harm. It is about the potentiality of the threat that must be evaluated in the present
day. With this category, we are better equipped to analyze the complicated nuances
of these phenomena. We do so “in terms of conditional causality—a kind of second-
order security politics that focuses on the conditions of possibility for harm rather
than on direct causes of harm” ( Corry 2012 , 256). Riskification, in this article, is un-
derstood and used as a move to allow inclusion of issues that were seen as important
enough to mention, but which were explicitly mentioned not to be threats. 

It is beyond the scope of this article to determine if and how well any given au-
dience has accepted a given move. Thus, we do not claim that securitization as a
process is fully completed in the instances we describe; rather, we analyze the secu-
ritizing moves that lead to or away from securitization processes. 

Research Approach and Method 

In this study, Estonia, Finland, and Norway are the context where securitization
is analyzed with respect to contemporary zero-carbon energy transitions. Our re-
search approach is a qualitative analysis of in-depth interviews, aiming to explore
the power-laden dynamics related to securitization and sustainability transitions
( Avelino and Rotmans 2009 ). 

A semi-structured questionnaire guided 68 interviews, conducted in Finnish and
English in two periods to gain insight into the interviewee’s perceptions before and
after the 2022 energy crisis. The first round comprised forty-six interviews: sixteen in
Estonia and fifteen in Finland and Norway. The second round consisted of twenty-
two interviews: nine in Estonia, seven in Finland, and six in Norway. The intervie-
wees possessed considerable authority on security or energy and represented the
public administration, the energy industry, academia, and politics. 

Participants were selected through extensive research and the snowball method
until data saturation was reached. Notably, we refrained from defining security for
the interviewees, thus, allowing them to interpret it freely. Many had not considered
the intersection of these topics, making it initially challenging to find participants,
even with guarantees of anonymity. However, the second round, after Russia’s inva-
sion of Ukraine, saw increased interest in participating. The areas of interest were
energy (27 interviews) and security and defense (19 interviews), though some par-
ticipants had overlapping roles. A second round of interviews involved largely the
same key individuals, with a few exceptions due to organizational changes. The in-
terviews lasted 30–90 minutes and were conducted online or in person. 

The interviewees are central to the understanding of the process of zero-carbon
energy transitions and their possible security implications, meaning that they can
“speak security” ( Peoples and Vaughan-Williams 2010 ). This means that the intervie-
wees possessed the authority to define and discuss what security is and what it entails.
Following a Foucauldian discourse-laden understanding of finding out what security
is, we treat the interviews as discourses where realms of security are (re)produced
and constructed, going beyond language ( Peoples and Vaughan-Williams 2010 , 65).
We are not aiming toward the “truth” in their national contexts, as this is unachiev-
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ble, but to find out what security speech in the context of energy transitions is
ike. 

Discourse analysis is frequently used to understand how actors identify and make
ense of a threat. Its critical function is to investigate the power struggles manifest in
he descriptive use of language: metaphors, policy tools, image repertoires, analo-
ies, stereotypes, and emotions ( Balzacq 2011 ). In this context, discourse is under-
tood as political, context-bound, and institutional, with actors enabling changes in
ssues of broad public import ( Fairclough and Fairclough 2013 ). However, merely
sing the word security does not facilitate analyzing securitization. Indeed, we intro-
uced the topic to the interviewees deliberately. 3 
The first author coded the data with the securitization moves, defined as de-

cribed above, and reread and analyzed the coded paragraphs to create a list of the
ost discussed issues. The interviewees were not acting as representatives of states

n the formal sense, although they were treated as actors able to discuss a given
tate’s situation from their own perspective. To identify an issue as a “securitization
ove,” the first author examined it in context, studying how surrounding claims
ere related to it. The coding was straightforward: a threat must be addressed as a

ignificant issue, with an identified referent object needing protection. For extraor-
inary measures , those practices were identified that were described as unusual by
nterviewees. Regarding governance , issues were identified that were explicitly noted
s aspects of energy–security interconnections whose governance the interviewees
ere able to discuss. For riskification , we identified issues explicitly considered minor
ut worth mentioning. In the following section, we present the findings. 

Estonia 

We see a very determined and aggressive Russia rising from the ashes and threatening 
Europe, Finland and the Baltic states. 

As this interview excerpt makes clear, the main threat identification in Estonia
as explicitly and frequently Russia. The country’s influence was viewed as jeopar-
izing Estonian autonomy and sovereignty, with societal stability, energy security,
conomic stability, international trade, and the general social resilience specified as
eferent objects. As part of any securitization process, threat identification indicates
ecognition of friends and foes. This becomes especially clear in the cyber secu-
ity realm because electrification rapidly moves societal functions into the digital
phere. Cyber security provides a setting in which defense against a threat is already
oncrete and well-advanced, instead of being an abstract risk ( Corry 2012 ). Indeed,
t was specifically noted before 2022 that it is more probable that a security risk is of
 non-military nature, such as cyber security, rather than of a military nature. Esto-
ia has enhanced its cyber defense as part of the total defense concept and hosts the
ATO Cyber Defence Centre headquarters. The two categories—existential threat

nd referent object—are prevalent in the data and indicate some securitization of
he energy transition. The content and importance of the categories remained the
ame in post-2022 interviews. However, change was noted in the attitudes of oth-
rs: the Russian threat was no longer only an issue for Estonians but had become
idespread. One expert described this shift in attitudes to be “a liberating experi-
nce,” because it was no longer necessary to go “circling around” the topic. 
Notably, many interviewees described Estonia as a largely rule-abiding society, but

he Russian threat is so significant that normal policymaking rules may not always
old, and exceptions may be necessary: 
3 This was especially significant before the Russian invasion of Ukraine, as the interviewees were not fully comfort- 
ble discussing renewable energy in connection with national security and defense concerns. This reticence, however, 
hanged radically after the invasion. 
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I mean, in that sense, we have a rather regulated society, and I would not say that 
there are some kind of, informal hidden practices, but of course as I said, there is this 
Russian threat in the blood of Estonians, including in policymaking. 

In addition to policy exceptions regarding Russian relations, Estonia was de-
scribed as having a small but powerful elite running national energy transitions. As
a result, Estonia has undergone an extraordinary sectoral build-up, with one inter-
viewee describing the state-owned company Elering as a “quasi-security authority”
in the energy sector. It was reported to have concentrated power over the devel-
opment of the sector that is tightly connected to national security and the defense
sector. This was seen to restrict access to information over future development plans
and to limit democratic decision-making around major decisions. After the 2022 in-
vasion of Ukraine, exceptional measures were described to ensure energy security,
and it was explicitly noted that national security concerns passed other issues, be-
cause it was essential to accelerate the implementation of crucial measures, like
increasing key personnel at the responsible ministry, allocating funds to procure
new surveillance radars compatible with wind power sites, and establishing close
collaboration between the energy sector and defense forces to secure energy sites,
all of which had previously been deemed too bureaucratic to be solved adequately. 

The oil shale phase-out in Ida-Viru is a notable case of riskification discussed in
all Estonian interviews. The region has a significant Russian-speaking population,
and it was described as culturally and politically close to Russia before 2022. It has
also been the heart of Estonian domestic energy production through the important
but heavily polluting production of oil shale. The energy transition was described as
having proceeded in such a way that the phase-out was advanced: for instance, the
EU’s Just Transition Funds (JTF) have been directed toward the region. However,
the area was also described as a potential risk to national security (both domestic
tensions and Russian interference), if left without good long-term governance. In
post-2022 interviews, this risk to national security was viewed as decreasing, which
may be due to the concrete aid provided to the region by the JTF and to oil shale re-
gaining popularity as a strategic reserve of domestic, storable energy since the 2022
energy crisis. In addition, as connections to Russia had been cut, people in the area
have less access to Russian media and propaganda. However, one interviewee noted
that people were put in a difficult situation, with Russian relations a highly sensi-
tive topic that was tearing apart friends and families. Ultimately, because the risk
remained, no consensus on recent developments could be detected. This example
demonstrates the operationalization of the riskification category well: when the sec-
ond round of interviews ended, the situation in the area was not out of control but
was still acknowledged as an important topic. 

The general stability and rule of law in the Baltic region and within the EU and
the Nord Pool system were connected to regional governance and displayed the
risks related to international energy systems. Although significant instability in any
of these tightly connected systems would cause significant security of supply con-
cerns in Estonia which is aiming to desynchronize itself from the Russian grid, the
issue was described as manageable. The desynchronization process under which Es-
tonia aims to disconnect from the Russian electricity system by 2025 is an outcome
of long-term planning and would lead Estonia, with the other Baltic countries, to
synchronize with the European electricity grid. A frequently mentioned change af-
ter February 2022 relates to the pace of the desynchronization process and progress
toward energy security, because of “a bomb in our corner that could go off any time
now,” as one interviewee noted. 
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Finland 

n Finland, Russia was the most commonly cited threat. While the threat identifi-
ation was clear and acknowledged throughout the data in Estonia, the position in
inland was murkier. We detected a significant circumspection in the data which
howed inconsistency, both between official statements and individuals’ opinions,
nd between the opinions of different experts. The interviews revealed tacit guid-
nce that threats and risks related to the Russian energy trade were not to be openly
iscussed. Many interviewees were aware of both the threats and the fact that con-
ections were not to be made explicit. This is especially interesting given that the
innish defense sector was described as having been built on the threat from the
ast. Yet planning and developing a nuclear power plant with partly Russian owner-
hip was well on the way despite the knowledge that Russia uses energy as political
everage. Some contradictory statements were made, with descriptions of those who
poke their minds about energy trade with Russia subjected to ridicule. In essence,
onsciously ignoring the Russian threat to the energy sector as a (non-) referent
bject is an example of desecuritizing the energy sector and the energy transition
efore 2022. 
Another explicitly noted threat involved cyber security. As in Estonia, cyber se-

urity was described to be high on the agenda for the security and defense sector
nder the total defense concept. However, the energy sector was viewed as lagging

n cyber security legislation and specific measures were needed to secure the rapidly
hanging energy system. New actors, such as new energy companies, were regarded
s not taking enough action to secure their systems, often for financial reasons. The
ew decentralized energy system brings new threats that demand new thinking be-
ond “the familiar insecurities.” Generally, it became clear that although Finnish
yber security was viewed as among the best in the world with its organized coopera-
ion and close connections to friendly Western countries, improvement needs were
eported in areas such as funding, coherent governance and the general approval
f the vitality of the sector. The situation was perceived as improving post-2022, with
basic cyber hygiene instructions” having gained appreciation. Interestingly, cyber
hreats were mentioned by nearly all interviewees as a significant danger to national
ecurity and energy systems in transition. An explanation for this explicit and direct
hreat identification was contemplated: 

Maybe it’s just easier to talk about cyber rather than some traditional military threats 
because it’s kind of faceless; it could be anyone, and you don’t point any fingers in 

any direction that it’s Russia that’s doing it. 

This excerpt reveals the undercurrent that, although it was not acceptable to talk
penly about the Russian threat, there were subtle ways of addressing the threat
espite the political atmosphere. Indeed, as part of the exceptional measures re-

ated to Russia and the energy trade, many mentioned restricted discussions behind
losed doors. This, however, was not enough to prevent the Russian state-owned nu-
lear energy company to nearly possess some ownership in the Nordic electricity in-
rastructure, a development halted after 2022. The undercurrent in the first round
f interviews emerged into the open when energy trade with Russia significantly re-
uced. This change was also explained to be due to the energy transition benefitting

wo causes simultaneously. Yet, a new undercurrent emerged from a few interviews
ost-2022: buying energy from the most competitive seller, with even Russian trade
ot categorically excluded. 
The energy system as part of the critical infrastructure and security of supply

merged as a referent object. Unlike in Estonia, the sovereignty of the Finnish state
eceived less emphasis before 2022, although the assumption of a truly free, au-
onomous nation was present in relation to striving for energy independence. Fur-
hermore, Finland’s energy independence had already increased after Russia’s 2014
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annexation of Crimea. Before 2022, some still perceived renewable energy sources
as unreliable due to their intermittent nature, and some participants identified po-
tential new path dependencies in technology and critical minerals. After 2022, this
had changed, and renewables were generally regarded as bolstering national se-
curity, although the security of supply of critical minerals and technological com-
ponents was identified as an issue to be addressed. Although peat production had
gradually been discontinued, it was returned to the short-to-medium term energy
portfolio as a domestic and easily storable source. 

Heinrich and Szulecki (2018 ) describe constraining access to information as an
extraordinary measure and, hence, a securitization move. An example of that was
described by an interviewee in the way in which security and defense issues are dis-
cussed in the public deliberately using jargon, which means that only those in the
inner circle can understand. However, others saw the cautious approach as justi-
fied. Similarly, a securitization move emerged when security and defense concerns
trumped renewable energy developments, which was noted several times in relation
to wind turbines interfering with defense radar surveillance. Even before 2022, one
interviewee said that “the defence forces have the opportunity, at the moment, to
slide any national defence-related element into almost any issue, because people
are on their toes due to the current international political situation.” Full disclo-
sure of the reasons why certain areas are not permitted to develop wind power was
regarded as jeopardizing national security. After the events of 2022, this approach
expanded to the energy sector in the name of national security: it was noted that
the energy sector “received everything it asked for” when rearranging energy flows
away from Russia. This suggests a small degree of securitization (mostly pertaining
to wind power in the Southeast and Eastern Finland), but otherwise, the degree of
public debate on energy transitions and security indicates politicization instead of
securitization. 

The disparate statements regarding governance around energy and security
present an interesting case regarding Finland’s total defense concept. On one hand,
several interviewees noted that because the concept was well received in the Finnish
society, many actors feel responsible for national security. The Ministry of Economic
Affairs and Employment, which oversees energy policy, was cited as the main orga-
nization in this regard, with committees and other bodies named as part of energy
security governance. On the other hand, some saw a complete lack of central co-
ordination, with tight-knit silos and conservative security perspectives overwhelm-
ing contemporary security needs, including climate security. Moreover, the political
guidance coming from the EU was viewed as out of sync with national plans, despite
energy policy being formed following global climate agreements and the concept
guiding defense policy. After 2022, some described an increased will to bridge com-
munication gaps and share knowledge between relevant parties, while others saw
no change in the centralized governance of the energy sector. Some participants
noted an improvement in energy transitions and a broadening of security thinking.
However, in the second interview round, it was clarified that energy companies’ pre-
paredness plans were expected to have the possibility of suspended Russian energy
“on the first page,” indicating that this scenario had become a priority, even though
it was essentially a taboo topic before 2022. 

Finland’s open society was identified as a riskification issue: the locations of and
access to critical infrastructure locations through open data policy in a society is
based on trust and were viewed as a vulnerability. Malicious activity would be easy
to undertake, and long-term precautionary planning was emphasized during and
after the energy transition. This issue was elevated to a significant security threat af-
ter 2022. The Finnish energy sector had to adopt increased precautionary planning
after the events of 2022, including resilience in cyber security. This was described
as a major change: for example, permit rounds driven by value chain thinking did
not serve the country’s growing needs, and improved distribution networks had not
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reviously been a priority. Another major change that emerged from the interviews
as the thinness of European solidarity generally, particularly regarding shared en-
rgy markets. This suggests that during crises, there should be no assumption of a
onsensus. 

Norway 

n Norway, Russia was generally perceived as the country’s primary existential threat
y many interviewees already before 2022. There had been a continuous need to en-
age with Russia as a diplomatic partner until the 2014 invasion of Crimea altered
orway’s approach to one aimed at addressing the adverse impacts of Russian for-
ign policy. According to the interviews, Norway’s interests in Russia encompass
conomic ties in Arctic fossil fuels, a history of disputes over sea and land territo-
ies, and concerns related to fisheries and organizing search and rescue services.
hese factors are pivotal in understanding the need to maintain a cordial relation-

hip while acknowledging Russia’s varied approaches toward Norway which is both a
eighbor to Russia and a NATO member. This delicate equilibrium was the corner-
tone of Norway’s approach, indicated before 2022. After 2022, concrete examples
f Russian hostility toward the Norwegian energy industry, and toward exceptional
easures, were mentioned: when the Home Guard, a branch of Norway’s armed

orces, was sent to patrol oil rigs as a new initiative, it served as a fundamental
emonstration of a loss of trust in Russia. Meanwhile, Russian cyber security at-

acks on energy companies’ systems were considered “business as usual,” indicating
 known threat. 

Notably, there was no consensus about Russia being the main threat to Norway
efore February 2022. Many participants also expressed that China’s growing inter-
st in the Arctic and in technology like 5 G development were significant threat
cenarios: 

I think it’s important to also highlight that after, although it’s for Norwegian defence 
analysts it’s Russia Russia Russia Russia, but over the last couple of years China has 
also emerged as a threat – but more of a long-term soft security concern. 

This was connected to known threats in the cyber security sector, as Norway had
lready experienced malicious activity in its energy and public sectors. The increas-
ngly electrified and decentralized energy system was acknowledged to bring new
inds of threats with it, including the electrification of offshore oil installations to
ut production-related emissions. This is significant for the energy transition in Nor-
ay, as the country has a paradoxical approach to transition: maintaining fossil fuel
xport while decarbonizing domestic consumption ( Sivonen and Kivimaa 2023 ).
he oil installations in the North Sea were already known to be subject to a cyber

hreat, indicating that the energy sector was considered volatile. After 2022, cyber
hreats were emphasized more, with increased budgets for cyber security improve-

ent in the national energy sector. 
The discussions frequently revolved around the energy sector’s volatility, encom-

assing aspects such as oil rigs, energy self-sufficiency, system and industry stabil-
ty, and the condition of critical infrastructure, including aging hydropower dams.
he relatively infrequent mention of state sovereignty as a referent object indicates
orway’s confidence in its role as a net energy exporter and its extensive history

s a NATO member. When sovereignty did arise in conversations, it was primarily
inked to Norway’s interactions with the EU. Norway, a part of the European Eco-
omic Area but not the EU, is required to adhere to EU energy policies without
eing able to influence them through a vote. According to the interviews, altering
his arrangement would entail ceding some national sovereignty to the EU: 



MARJA HELENA SIVONEN AND PAULA KIVIMAA 13 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/ips/article/18/3/olae017/7697280 by guest on 05 August 2024
That’s – as you are aware, the Norwegian economy is quite carbon-based – so at the 
very top of our national interest is ensuring our sovereignty, our territorial integrity, 
our national interests and that we are not being put under political pressure. This is 
another balancing act for the energy system to negotiate. 

These discussions around sovereignty became even more prominent after the
2022 events when energy prices had reached historical highs. Additionally, the con-
tinuation of the oil and gas industry’s social acceptance was acknowledged, thus
calling into question the nation’s and the EU’s future economic security. 

The Ministry of Petroleum and Energy has authority over the energy sector, al-
though this aspect was not particularly emphasized. Notably, the interviews indi-
cated a somewhat pragmatic approach to addressing security concerns in energy
transitions, from the point of view of power and governance. The Norwegian Wa-
ter Resources and Energy Directorate (NVE), a directorate in the above ministry,
was identified as responsible during both times of peace and of crises. According to
one interviewee, NATO’s seven baseline requirements play a fundamental role in
shaping energy policy, suggesting that the alliance somehow influences the energy
sector’s overarching organization. After 2022, this element was only reinforced. 

Furthermore, NATO and the Norwegian Defence Forces rely on a civilian elec-
tronic communication system and power supply, both of which are overseen by
the NVE. This organizational structure seemingly separates foreign policy from the
oil and gas sector . However , one interviewee emphasized that they were intricately
linked, not only because the oil and gas sector supports the military financially, but
also because Norway’s foreign policy is significant for major global players like the
United States. Foreign relations are highly valued in governing energy transitions,
given the global nature of energy markets. A well-managed transition was deemed
essential because “orderly, well-negotiated, trusted relations can be a valuable asset
when seeking to harness renewable energy.”

Nonetheless, this specific viewpoint was met with opposition. It was noted that
Norway lacks a clear strategic understanding of the fact that the rest of the world is
moving towards decarbonization. This suggests inconsistency in climate policy and
was emphasized in post-2022 interviews, with the caveat that Norway had earned
record revenues from oil and gas and was even being accused of profiting from war.
This can be interpreted as a momentary setback for energy transitions. However,
the clear security and foreign policy connections with the energy sector may also
accelerate the development of renewables as more reliable and ethical sources of
energy. 

The special role of the oil and gas sector in energy policy and its contradictory
role in society was reflected in the fact that the sector was not considered critical
infrastructure until a new national security act came into force. It was only after that
point, for instance, that the sector had to abide to measures that require clearance
checks for non-Norwegian job applicants and to other measures related to cyber
security. This change can be interpreted as an extraordinary measure to compel the
industry to evaluate its role internationally and in the Norwegian society; Equinor,
the state-owned oil and gas company, participates in global energy security main-
tenance and was considered to be at the core of renewable energy development
in Norway. This measure was emphasized in post-2022 interviews, at which point
the act had come into force. One interviewee noted that the reason this measure
was passed was directly linked to global geopolitical changes and the unavoidable
political acknowledgment of the oil and gas industry’s role as part of those shifts. 

The security risks mentioned in the Arctic region can broadly be interpreted as
a securitization move from the riskification perspective. The area has attracted sig-
nificant interest from non-Arctic states and an increased focus by the major Arctic
players, such as the United States and Russia, with long-term, precautionary plan-
ning deemed vital. Norway’s energy–security interrelations also include fisheries,
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ith one interviewee declaring that “carbon and protein go hand-in-hand” in the
orwegian Arctic. The cautious addressing of the Arctic was expected because it has

ong enjoyed stability despite the many competing interests and actors operating in
he area. 

As in Finland, the openness of Norwegian society was also seen as a risk in exam-
les such as when the EU demanded more detailed information to improve elec-
ricity markets. The solidarity over shared markets was mentioned as jeopardized by
ussia’s invasion. The Norwegian interviewees mentioned the clash between wind

urbines and military radar activity, but this discussion did not advance further be-
ause the interviewees were not deeply informed on this matter. Furthermore, Nor-
ay’s concerns related to wind power being turned from “a symbol of progress to-
ards an emissions-free energy system” into “the symbol of destroying Norwegian
ature” exposed another type of risk to address by one interviewee. 

Discussion and Conclusions 

his paper set out to analyze the extent to which zero-carbon energy transitions
an be viewed as a securitized phenomenon, how this differs before and after the
vents of 2022, and what this may mean for sustainability transitions more broadly.
e avoided taking a normative stance on securitization as a phenomenon; rather,
e were interested in the ways in which security is constructed by experts in the
nergy , security , and defense sectors. These experts were able to “speak security” in
heir respective societies of Estonia, Finland, and Norway. As discussed in the the-
retical section of this paper, we took a political, context-dependent, and socially
onstructed approach to securitization as developed by international political soci-
logy ( Bigo 2008 ). Here, merely using the word security was not enough. Instead,

t had to be justified and further connected to energy transitions through securi-
ization moves that comprised the five categories of our analytical framework: (1)
n existential threat, (2) a referent object, (3) extraordinary measures, (4) power
nd/or governance, and (5) issues of riskification. 

In answering the first question regarding the extent of securitization processes,
e conclude that we were able to identify all securitization categories of the frame-
ork in the discourses of the experts from all case countries. The two traditional
ategories (existential threat, referent object) followed similar paths of recogni-
ion. Russia was discussed as the most recognized threat, followed by cyber security.
owever, whereas in Estonia and Norway, the recognition was direct and open, the

innish interviews prior to 2022 revealed an undercurrent that the Russian threat
as not to be discussed openly in the energy context. To answer the second research
uestion, a major change was caused by Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in February
022, when a type of “awakening” was said to have happened in Finland and even in
orway, where the Russian threat had long been an obvious but under-addressed is-

ue. In Norway, cooperation with Russia in energy became a security issue, creating
undamental changes in the operation of the energy sector and forcing a readjust-

ent of foreign policy, geopolitics, and the security of the energy infrastructure.
n Finland, the previously publicly unaddressed issue of threat regarding Russian
rade forced a change in attitudes and future investments and an increase in do-

estic energy production from both renewable and non-renewable sources. The
ussian threat was indirectly existential in Finland and Norway, but in Estonia, the

hreat to Estonian sovereignty was explicitly noted. 
Cyber security was especially interesting in all cases, as it was prominently recog-

ized as a threat to society and energy systems, both carbonized and decarbonized.
owever, its status among decision-makers, businesses, and other relevant actors
as described as low and generally too expensive to implement. Although Hansen
nd Nissembaum (2009) treat cyber security as a category of its own, in our analy-
is, the defense sector, the energy sector, renewable energy, and cyber security were
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intertwined, especially after 2022. In Estonia, cyber security was considered a signif-
icant threat to the energy transition and to the area of security and defense more
broadly before and after the attack. On the contrary, in Finland cyber security was
considered a politically safe field in which to counter the Russian threat, because
the attacks generally lack readily identifiable perpetrators. In Norway, the sector re-
ceived funding and respect through an insecurity that was felt in the energy sector.
Here, the role of the state in governing security broadens ( Bigo 2008 ) from acquir-
ing tanks and ammunition: it provides software, network stability, and training for
qualified people and monitors who is “safe” enough an employee to work in a criti-
cally important sector. Here also lies a caution that this type of security can only be
operated by experts in Information Technology (IT). 

Since the case countries are highly developed and increasingly electrified, other
referent objects needing protection were similar in all of them. A reliable energy
system is a prerequisite for every aspect of a modern society. Norway’s status as an
energy exporter and a member of the NATO charter led to confidence that can
be interpreted as constructing security around energy. Indeed, the discussions af-
ter the 2022 events highlighted Norway’s role in the global energy security sphere
and the responsibility intrinsic to governing the energy transition within Norway.
This is exactly the kind of pragmatic use of security that Balzacq (2005) refers to:
it was through discourse change that energy transitions were brought to the fora of
securitization. 

As we were interested in broadening the usability of securitization theory in an
empirical setting, we tested certain clarifications suggested in the literature. In all
three countries, we detected what Heinrich and Szulecki (2018 , 45) call extraordi-
nary measures that go beyond state secrets and military planning: “breaking of/with
norms guiding political practice, shifting power, and competences, and constrain-
ing access to information.” The energy transition is politically laden and, as the war
showed, political preferences can pivot rapidly. However, as we omitted politiciza-
tion from the analysis and treated security as an inherently political concept, we can
conclude that the security constructed around energy transitions is beyond party
politics, although not free from it. Power dynamics and the distinction between
“us” and “them” play a significant role in shaping not only policy planning but also
economic and security considerations. The three countries in question form part of
the trusted “us,” with both defense and energy cooperation. Nonetheless, solidarity
regarding shared energy resources was questioned during crises. 

In paying attention to the governance of energy transitions, following Heinrich
and Szulecki (2018 ) was useful in identifying the nuances in how each country
engages with those phenomena. Significantly, before Russia invaded Ukraine, the
nexus was not seen as particularly significant in Finland and Norway, and the sectors
were mostly kept apart on an official level. Yet in practice, cooperation and prepa-
rations were in place, not least because of the concept of total defense. Since Esto-
nia’s independence over critical infrastructure had only partly been achieved, as its
power grid was still synchronized with that of Russia, the country had a different ap-
proach. The responsibility for critical infrastructure was believed to be well-known
and organized, although there were some exceptions in which power over the en-
ergy transition, energy independence, and national security was held by a single
actor. The finding that Finnish experts did not agree on how well the interrelations
between energy transitions and security and defense were governed may be because
of self-censorship regarding the Russian threat: when information is kept classified,
decisions made behind closed doors, and a culture of secrecy becomes the norm,
the logical chain of governance is not feasible. The policy coherence between the
sectors, however, was described as having improved since the 2022 events. The im-
pressions in this context have implications for energy transitions since states are
inevitably major actors in their success or failure. By including governance as part
of the framework, we further support Balzacq’s (2005) sociological understanding
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f securitization, where politically governed notions of security are inseparable parts
f the security of the whole. National security, cyber security, energy security, and
ecurity of supply were all intertwined in our discussions with the experts, who also
ought to promote their claims about what is and is not significant from a security
oint of view. This highlighted the contextual power claims central to securitiza-

ion. These findings accord with Kivimaa 2022 , who showed that the governance
f interrelations between the energy and security sectors is challenging because of
ifferences in worldviews. 
To answer the third research question, we claim that the securitization perspec-

ive can offer both benefits and disadvantages for sustainability transitions. On one
and, it creates greater awareness of the downsides of sustainability transitions and

he need to assess threats and risks related to socio-technical transitions. On the
ther hand, if it leads to hidden decision-making and the hegemony of security ar-
uments in transitions, securitization may hinder the advancement of socially just
nd environmentally urgent transitions. 

Energy transitions as part of sustainability transitions are meant to succeed in
hifting from unsustainable systems to new, sustainable ones. Significant changes
re necessary across all sectors of society, and there are anticipations for adjust-
ents in laws, regulations, and cultural norms at all societal levels. We adapted

iskification to the analytical framework to capture those issues that are inevitably
art of the interrelations between energy transitions and security and defense but
ay not be fully acknowledged as threats that are governable. This is significant for

ustainability transitions more broadly, as in order to achieve genuinely sustainable
ew systems, they must be just and accepted by society in terms of good governance
nd thoughtful planning that considers not only the benefits of transition but also
ts unwelcome and unwanted consequences. This also applies to other countries in
he midst of transitions. Yet, countries outside the scope of this paper may have a
ifferent approach to defense and the military in general: smaller countries may be
ore prone to protect their nations instead of partaking in wider military actions

lsewhere. 
Although we successfully identified all five securitization moves through our anal-

sis of interview data conducted both before and after the events of 2022, we refrain
rom asserting that a complete securitization process has taken place. This reser-
ation stems from our omission of audience acceptance from the analysis and the
vident desire among interviewees to maintain a certain distance between security
oncerns and some aspects of energy transitions. Nevertheless, it remains impor-
ant to illustrate how the status of renewable energy evolved within the security dis-
ourse following a major geopolitical event, such as the war in Ukraine. Prior to the
utbreak of the conflict, attitudes towards Russia within the security and defense
ectors were cautious, yet the way Russia’s role as an energy exporter changed was
isible, especially in Finland. This observation underscores the necessity to shape
he narrative surrounding Russian energy while simultaneously ensuring the con-
rete security of Finland’s energy requirements. 

Claiming issues to be of national security interest may favor those already in the
nner circle and exclude others, although the development of the discourse since
022 also showed how the security rhetoric can open new possibilities for niche ac-
ors operating in renewable energy and energy efficiency. Securitization may create
omplicated and undemocratic governance structures and misconceptions over the
est solutions to confront threats, especially if there is no shared understanding
egarding a given threat, to begin with. It may, however, also speed up processes,
upport new developments, and increase general interest in changing behavior. For
nstance, framing renewable energy as part of national security changes the nature
f the sector and focuses political and public attention to it instead of securitizing

t by moving it outside the public eye. These findings support Balzacq’s (2008) fo-
us on the functions and implications of securitization in an attempt to encounter
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identified social or policy problems. In addition, although energy transitions can
be viewed as having taken a partial step back (at least in terms of climate change)
because of the rapidly changing global security situation, the interrelations between
energy transitions and security and defense have become undeniable. As many of
the technologies are already mature enough to be considered reliable, the transi-
tion has a healthy tailwind. 
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