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5

5. securing undesired fuTures

 ‘The word security in political discourse signifies priority.’1 

5.1 introduction

The previous chapters showed that energy security is characterized by a constant 
proliferation that makes it very hard to point out what it is and how this totality 
undermines the inherent prioritization of security. Part I also showed that, while 
they overlap, energy security is still not food security. There is a material and 
organizational core to both of them that makes them different, yet they share the 
logic of security. This chapter unpacks this logic of security and in doing so finds 
four characteristics.2 First, security is not one logic. It consists of multiple forms of 
insecurity and logics of security, which rely on five different techniques to get to know 
the future. Many of these logics are inclusionary: there is always another unknown 
potentially threatening future, just as a failed counter-measure only inspires to do 
better. Second, security is ethical. It is the choice of what to protect and what not to 
protect, the choice between what to see as a threat and what not to see as a threat. 
Simultaneously, the urgency that is security dispels any thought about the ethical 
choices inherent to security. Third, security is something that is made; it does not exist 
out there, but is called upon or written by politicians, concerned citizens, security 
experts, insurers, etcetera. Lastly, this chapter will discuss that security is not only a 
goal, something that initiates action against a threat, but rather that it is an exercise of 
power, a way to govern the present based on an imagination of the future.

One of the most elegant descriptions of security is provided by Booth who states 
that ‘[s]ecurity … is a powerful political concept; it … energizes opinion and moves 
material power.’3 However, in line with the focus of this thesis it describes what 
security does instead of providing a definition of what security is. In terms of what 
security is: often security is simply defined as the absence of threats in line with 
Buzan, who sees security as ‘being protected from danger, feeling safe, and being free 
from doubt’.4 Alternatively, Brauch defines security as something that ‘is achieved 
if there is an absence of objective threats and subjective fears to basic values.’5 These 
definitions already show that security has neither a fixed value nor strong boundaries 

1 Booth 2007, 109.
2 This chapter discusses security, not energy security. However, being a logic it is possible to read this 

chapter almost from the beginning to end and just add the word energy before the word security to make 
it into a discussion on energy security.

3 Booth 2005, 23; as quoted by C.A.S.E Collective 2006, 456.
4 Buzan 1983, 19.
5 Brauch 2011, 99.
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defining its use, but that security is an empty logic that carries a multitude of 
meanings, for different people in different times.6 Security is both a state of being 
(the end-goal of ‘feeling secure’) and the means towards that end (either repairing 
threats or avoiding them). Security can be negative (negating threats and dangers) 
or positive (something to strive for). Definitions range from the individual to the 
international, from material (food) to symbolic (democracy) forms of security, from 
internal (rebellion) to external security considerations (invasion), from the security 
of public goods (air quality) to private services (insurance), and from objective and 
subjective to intersubjective notions of security (see this chapter).7 

With security construed as an empty logic, any content driven definition or 
explanation of what security is will have strong normative consequences. The chapters 
on the evolution of the concepts of food security and energy security show how these 
definitions do not only describe what the insecurities in the respective fields are, but 
are clearly aimed to steer what they ought to be. Any decision on insecurity contains 
an image of who/what is to be secured, and hence who is not part of that security. 
Following the definition of Booth above, this thesis moves away from any such 
substantive definitions and instead approaches security as the mode through which 
people identify undesirable futures and act upon them in the present. Such a broad 
definition might invite the comment that it is not even a definition, that it is too broad 
and unworkable because it can include anything that is deemed important.8 In other 
words, that it makes security into something banal: a critique that was forwarded 
earlier in relation to food and energy security. However, the approach to security that 
is proposed above enables a process driven analyses of what security is said to be, 
how it comes to be and how it affects current decision-making practices as well as the 
consequences of such decision-making. In other words, this broad definition enables 
to transcend the inherent duality within current understandings of security and to 
trace the actual origins and workings of security by focusing on how people come to 
know the future and decide upon its undesirability. 

This chapter consist of four sections. Chapter 5.2 deals with the question of what 
security is. It provides a detailed examination of security by letting go of any fixed 
definition, instead focusing on the general processes: the specific rationalities through 
which we approach uncertain futures, the techniques used to identify undesired 
futures, and the security logics that secure these undesirable futures. Together these 
make up what here is understood as security. Chapter 5.3 proceeds to discuss the 
normative dimension of security and goes so far as to argue that security essentially 
is a form of ethics. This chapter examines the close connection between security 

6 Booth 2007, 95–101.
7 Zedner 2003; Booth 2007, 105–106.
8 This points to the politics of (in)security.
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decisions and knowledge, the role of fear in relation to security, as well as the active 
political (mis) use of security to govern vulnerable populations. The last two sections 
shift to theories of security and deal with the process through which undesired futures 
are turned into a security issue. Chapter 5.4 looks closely at Securitization Theory, one 
of the core theories on security that provides a framework to study how people call 
upon security (interpreted as exceptional circumstances) in political arenas. Chapter 
5.5 studies the theoretical literature on the security technique of risk calculations 
(with its focus on routine security practices) and how this helps govern our daily lives. 
Chapter 5.6 offers a brief reflection. 

5.2 Tackling the unknown

5.2.1 Security and Insecurity

While the notion of security is hard to define, whether compared to its conceptual 
relatives of safety and certainty or its antagonists of insecurity, uncertainty, risks, 
threats and dangers, it is one of the dominant values in modern society and often the 
bottom line when it comes to survival. This has not always been the case. Zedner, for 
example, contrasts a “modern” strive for survival with historic notions of security 
that viewed it as something to be fearful off. Security, it was believed, would inevitably 
lead to overconfidence and a person’s undoing, because someone who feels totally 
secure no longer pays attention to life itself.9 Der Derian makes a similar argument 
when he distinguishes three different meanings of security.10 First, security refers to 
‘a condition of being protected’, in the Hobbesian meaning of security that refers to 
a secure state of being and an absence of fear. According to Der Derian, this is how 
security is interpreted within IR. Second, security is used in the ‘form of a pledge, a 
bond, a surety’. This understanding takes up center position in modern economics 
under the header of insurance, law and finance. Lastly, Der Derian identifies a historic 
interpretation of security when he defines it as ‘a condition of false or misplaced 
confidence’ and argues that this historic notion of wrongness of a condition of total 
security seems to have been lost in modern security debates.11 Recently, this latter 
interpretation is reintroduced by scholars like Dillon & Lobo-Guerrero, who argue 
that life itself is radically uncertain and that when one tries to secures life, when one 
protects and stabilizes life, one actually ‘kills’ life itself (chapters 5.5 and 8).12 

Besides these three understandings, two other aspects constantly return in 
security. The first is the intricate relationship between security and insecurity. As 

9 Zedner 2003, 157 quotes Macbeth, Act 3.
10 Der Derian 1995, 28–29.
11 Ibid.
12 Dillon and Lobo-Guerrero 2008.
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Dillon phrases it: ‘[a]ll security, however defined, is consequently a relationship 
towards insecurity, and vice versa. Security and insecurity belong together.’13 When 
a situation is framed as a security issue, it is impossible not to think about how it could 
be organized more securely. Similarly, when a situation is described as secure the first 
thing that comes to mind is what could break this security. It is impossible to think 
the one without the other, irrespective the referent objects and fields of application. 

The second aspect relates to the time dimension of security, as it is always the 
future that is insecure. Even if some historic knowledge is considered threatening, 
it is in relation to what might happen with it in the future. As Buzan, Wæver & De 
Wilde explain: 

The impossibility of applying objective standards of securityness relates 
to a trivial but rarely noticed feature of security arguments: They are about 
the future, about alternative futures—always hypothetical—and about 
counterfactuals.14

According to Anderson, this future orientation makes security into ‘a seemingly 
paradoxical process whereby a future becomes cause and justification for some form 
of action in the here and now.’15 In other words, people act now to foil what they 
fear might come about, for the moment that the threat comes about it is no longer 
the future but the present. From such a perspective, security is a form of epistemic 
uncertainty or a lack of knowledge about the future.16 The future is interpreted as 
either too complicated to comprehend in full (inherent incomplete knowledge) or as 
a constant source of surprise that could in principle be known if only there were 
enough resources to study them.17 In fact, while the future is inherently uncertain, 
many futures are known at the same time. These known futures are often seen as 
unpredictable and as something to be feared, but are just as often desirable in terms 
of material gain, political power or social status, and at other times seen as a positive 
experience that brings fun and enjoyment.18 The line between desired and undesired 
futures is hence not fixed: even in those instances where the future is feared, some 
feared futures are still desired and pursued for the thrill of it (e.g. skydiving) while 
other people seek generally acknowledged undesirable futures (e.g. suicide).19 

13 Dillon 1996, 33 [emphasis in original]; also Neocleous 2008, 28.
14 Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998, 32.
15 Anderson 2010a, 779. Also Anderson 2010b; Massumi 2007.
16 Burgess 2011, 26.
17 Anderson 2010a, 781.
18 Anderson and Adey 2011.
19 Booth 2007, 104; Svendsen 2008.
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The beauty of security is that one way or another the future is opened up, reacted 
to and given shape in doing so. In this process, security offers both cause and 
justification for its actions. To understand security one therefore needs to ‘understand 
how anticipatory action functions, we must understand the presence of the future, 
that is the ontological and epistemological status of “what has not and may never 
happen”.’20 A process that Luhmann identifies as ‘time-binding’.21 Seen as a logic 
it becomes possible to focus on the processual nature behind the manifestation of 
the future in the present, in particular, the manner in which undesirable futures are 
identified and subsequently acted on. Hence, for this thesis, security is defined as the 
way people identify and approach undesirable futures in the present. Starting from 
this processual logic, the sections below try to identify often-used logics of insecurity 
and security, as well as a number of techniques of security. The following paragraphs 
first focus on different forms of insecurity by identifying more or less coherent ways 
of thinking about undesirable futures. The second paragraph deals with several 
techniques used to identify unwanted futures and the third paragraph deals with 
security logics or the strategies to counter or relate to the undesirable futures.22

5.2.2 Forms of Insecurity

A broader interpretation of security, one that sees security as the politics of 
knowing undesired futures and acting upon them in the present, shows that there 
are at least six ways to think about insecurity. These include threats, dangers, 
catastrophes, uncertainties, risks and safety.23 These terms are often conflated 
and used interchangeably, but nonetheless contain individual characteristics and 
particular logics that determine how situations are interpreted and how the future 
is approached.24 What makes it especially difficult is the double use of many of these 
concepts. Threats, uncertainty and risk, for example, are both generic understandings 
of insecurity that people use in popular language to discuss security, but also specific 
distinguishable rationalities of insecurity. 

To start with the conception of radical uncertainty. Generically, the future is 
uncertain. We do not know what the future brings. Still, there are things people fear, 

20 Anderson 2010b, 778 [emphasis in original]; quotes Massumi 2007 [n.p.].
21 Luhmann 1993.
22 See Anderson 2010b.
23 Alternatively, Daase and Kessler 2007 argue for a categorisation of uncertainty built upon four categories 

of knowledge. In their article these authors differentiate between known knowns (meaning actual threats 
that provide a clear basis for action), known unknowns (risks where the ontic structure is blurred but 
methods exist to diminish these unknowns), unknown unknowns (dangers in the form of uncertainty) 
and unknown knowns (ignored or forgotten actual threats). Daase and Kessler thus approach the 
concepts of risk, uncertainty, danger and threat from a systemic perspective by showing the ontic and 
epistemic differences between these categories.

24 Anderson 2010b, 789.
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outcomes people hope for, and things people expect will happen. In other words, there 
are degrees of uncertainty that are covered by other forms of insecurity. However, 
there are those events that truly do surprise, that do not fit the other categories of 
insecurity. The concept of radical uncertainty covers this final category of surprises.25 
Knight’s classic formulation of this problem is based on a distinction between risks 
and uncertainty. More precise, Knight sees risks as calculable and measurable 
whereas uncertainty is seen as something incalculable, often due to the uniqueness of 
a particular situation.26 Knight and many current positivists understand uncertainty 
as indeterminacy, as a problem of incomplete information that can and needs to 
be solved with more and better information. Keynes rejected this formulation and 
argued that more information is not always enough to overcome uncertainty as 
people also encounter situations of ‘ontic uncertainty’.27 In these situations, the rules 
of the game, the event or the setting of the uncertain future itself are unknown and 
people have to fall back on others and what they believe, not what they know. Keynes 
points here to situations where people do not add information, but start to reason 
by analogy. 

Kessler & Daase expand upon these insights and distinguish four different forms 
of uncertainty. They identify relative frequency where both game and chance are 
known (e.g. dice). A second form is logical probability where the ontological world 
is open but assumed to be known and people agree on a distribution of probabilities 
(e.g. climate change). Third, subjective probability a form of uncertainty where the 
ontological world is known, but the chance of winning is interpreted subjectively (e.g. 
stock markets). Lastly, they identify social probability by which the authors refer to 
the epistemic uncertainty of language itself: its open-endedness, double meanings, 
imprecisions and undefined concepts.28 This latter category of social probability 
comes close to what is here understood as radical uncertainty. Nevertheless, the 
ambiguity or excess of language is not the only source of radical uncertainty.29 
Above this chapter briefly referred to the general concept of life, as used by Dillon and 
Lobo-Guerrero, to denote the openness, potentiality and heterogeneity of the future. 
Similarly, Latour places his actor-networks against a background of ‘plasma’ (chapter 
7.4), Bennett discusses the ‘vibrancy of matter’ to describe the radical uncertainty 
which she finds in the plurality and heterogeneity of the assemblage of humans and 
non-humans (chapter 7.3 and 7.4), and Adorno focusses on his idea of ‘non-identity’ 

25 On surprise and the politics of events, see chapter 5.5.2.
26 Knight 1921; Best 2008; Kessler 2012c.
27 Keynes 1921.
28 Kessler and Daase 2008.
29 Best 2008, 356. Best argues that linguistic ambiguity has three functions: it could actually help govern 

forms of epistemic uncertainty, it could also be used as an instrument to govern through, and, lastly, it 
poses a limit to the actual governance that can take place.
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or that what is not conceptualized but still felt as missing.30 Whether stemming from 
linguistic, material or social-material assemblages, this form of radical uncertainty 
opens the future to change and free will.

This highly contrasts with the concept of threats that one often finds in IR and 
public policy documents. Like uncertainty, threats play a role on two levels. In its 
generic understanding, threats seem to denote all future instances that people deem 
undesirable. This use of threats conflates dangers, threats, catastrophes and other 
forms of insecurity geared towards the prevention of feared futures. What separates 
the specific notion of threats from other insecurities is the presence of a threatening 
other.31 Originally, Buzan argued that threats differ based on source, intensity 
(distance and urgency) and timeframe.32 From a critical perspective, however, the 
focus shifts to the realization that underneath these differences lies a self-other 
distinction. In terms of energy security, for example, the EU and its member states 
see the more recent policy choices by the Russian government once more as a threat 
to European oil and gas security (chapter 5.4). Simultaneously, in food security one 
could argue that the social food movements are perceived as a threat to the capital-
intensive companies aiming for an industrial food production and vice versa. Such 
a threat rationality, which Wæver calls a war logic, builds upon the identification 
of somebody as being a threat.33 Threats discriminate, always.34 Threats create an 
image of the other by delineating those who are dangerous as separate from us (the 
individual or group in need of security). What is more, as will be discussed later 
in this chapter, in doing so they not only give rise to the other, but simultaneously 
shape the self through the identification (and fixation) of the referent object; that what 
needs protection. 

Besides the self-other distinction of threats, there are three other ways to think 
about undesirable futures and they all share their origin in a non-human “outside 
world.” In its extreme, the notion of catastrophe refers to those events that are expected 
but cannot be countered in any meaningful way, as they cannot be experienced. The 
moment one experiences a catastrophic event, experience is no longer possible as you 
are death; thus leading to a desire to know catastrophes ‘without the inconvenience of 
having to live through the catastrophe itself.’35 Examples are hard to find as even for an 
explosion of Yellowstone Park, the impact of an asteroid or a zombie plague there are 
people adapting, tracking, preparing or moving house in the hope of surviving such 

30 Latour 2005b, 244; Bennett 2010b; Adorno 1973. For a discussion on Latour’s plasma, see Harman 2009, 
132–134.

31 Rasmussen 2004, 393. See also: Luhmann 1993, 21–22; Beck 2002, 41; Corry 2012.
32 Buzan 1983, 83–84.
33 Wæver 1995.
34 Massumi 2009, 162.
35 Burgess 2011, 61.
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imagined catastrophic events. Still, whether based on science or science fiction, the 
magnitude and inability for proper counter action prevents such issues to reach the 
security agendas of policy makers. This is where a catastrophe differs from a danger. 
Contrary to catastrophes, many policies are concerned with worst-case scenarios 
(more on security techniques below) about which people believe that, helpful or not, 
not acting is not an option. The ability to act makes such issues a danger (even when 
they are presented and dramatized as catastrophes). While some events are more 
urgent than others, danger refers to those instances where future events are known 
and counter actions are possible, but which are not predictable as to when they occur. 
A failed harvest due to bad weather or a fungus fits such a rationality. A last and related 
form of insecurity is one of safety. Here it is not so much a natural occurrence that 
needs to be countered, but a socio-technological event within a broader engineered 
system, often framed in terms of quality instead of quantity. Debates about food safety 
(quality of food) and nuclear safety (malfunctioning reactor) are a case in point as 
they display socio-technological failures affecting the safety of human life. Of course, 
the moment that people are held accountable for these failures the logic shifts to a 
threat rationality.

That leaves risk, the last type of insecurity. Risk is special in that there are not two 
but three meanings attached to the concept. First, like uncertainty and threats, risk 
is used generically to indicate undesired and uncertain futures. Second, risk is one of 
the main security techniques used to tackle the future, as discussed below. Yet, third, 
risk also functions as a form of insecurity. What distinguishes risk is that it deals with 
those possible future events that do not stem from ‘the other’ nor from ‘the outside 
world’ but instead result from collective action and decisions within a particular 
group. Risks follow decisions, or as Luhmann argues: ‘risks are attributed to decisions 
made, whereas dangers are attributed externally’.36 According to Luhmann, this means 
that risks are observer dependent: the risk that decision-makers discuss becomes 
an externality, danger or threat to the persons subject to the decisions.37 When the 
British government decides to construct the Hinkley Point C nuclear power reactor, 
they decide from a risk rationality. The local residents, however, do not face a risk but 
the actual decision and thus a threat. These decisions, Luhmann notes, are frequently 
made by people hidden within a range of different institutions of government and 
business. This ‘allow[s] for the possibility that modern society attributes too much to 
decisions, and so where the decision maker (whether an individual or an organization) 
cannot even be identified.’38 In addition, outside observers, like historians looking 
back at the construction of Hinkley Point C, could decide very differently on the 

36 Luhmann 1993, 107.
37 Ibid., 109.
38 Ibid., 119 [emphasis in original].
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thresholds of the risk that the current government uses to makes its decision.39 The 
insecurity behind risk is thus based on the repeated question whether something is 
the right decision or not. 

5.2.3 Knowing the Future

The six types of undesired futures are unknown, but people constantly imagine them 
with the help of a range of security techniques. It is possible to identify five general 
techniques to imagine the future. These are uncertainty, extrapolation, imagination, 
risk calculation and performance. Each of these broadly encompasses a specific 
way of approaching the future and making it knowable, combining both the above 
discussed insecurities and the below discussed security logics. The techniques are 
not only different, but they also have multiple uses. This is best exemplified with the 
three archetypes of future studies, a field that categorizes the use of these techniques 
in terms of forecasting, foresight and backcasting.40 Forecasting is about what will 
happen, often by extrapolating trends within society into the future (Malthus’ work 
on food and population growth). Foresight studies focus on what could happen by 
picturing a range of possible futures (IEA scenarios). Lastly, backcasting identifies one 
particular desired future and looks backward from that particular future to identify 
the requirements and actions necessary to reach it (reducing CO2 to remain under 
two degrees of global warming). The techniques discussed below can thus be used for 
multiple purposes. This section discusses the techniques, not their broader use.

Out of the five techniques uncertainty might be the most difficult to describe 
as it is not a technique per sé. Contra the other techniques, which all aim to gain 
knowledge over the future, the technique of uncertainty is the residual category 
that describes all those instances when people act in relation to the future without 
knowing precisely why. This includes moments of intuition, fate, luck, or, as some 
see them, moments of divine intervention (all post-hoc explanations): moments when 
something just does not feel right and people decide to wait for the next train or to 
eat something differently. People have no way of knowing the future, but still act as 
if they do. This also includes moments when judgement is sought from experts about 
situations that could go either way. Situations where none of the instruments below 
provide a decisive course of action and it is left to the “expert” to decide whether it is 
the right moment for action and to choose from a range of alternatives on the right 
course of action. If arranged systematically, for example through the Delphi method, 
the use of expert opinion becomes a way to imagine the future that is more closely 
related to scenario planning.41 

39 Ibid., 68.
40 Vergragt and Quist 2011.
41 Linstone and Turoff 2002; Mullen 2003.
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Scenario planning, in turn, is a technique that tries to imagine the future by 
offering multiple alternative futures. The idea of imaging multiple futures has a long 
history and lies at the core of military planning and games like checkers and chess. 
The development of scenarios sped up during World War 2 and continued in the 
1960s.42 Nevertheless, the use of scenarios outside the military only gained traction 
when Shell responded surprisingly quick and favorable to the 1973 oil crisis. This 
response was accredited to previous in-house scenarios to which its management was 
exposed in 1972 and which had forced the board to imagine just such a possibility and 
the responses to it.43 For Shell: 

[s]cenarios are not projections, predictions or preferences. Rather they are 
coherent and credible stories, describing different paths that lead to alternative 
futures. The process of producing and using scenarios is as important as the 
scenario stories themselves.44 

The importance of the process itself follows from the main function of scenarios, 
which is to order all possible imaginable futures into coherent stories. It is this 
ordering process and its socializing effect that helps participants understand the 
scenarios they are working with.45 After Shell’s success, the use of scenarios quickly 
spread across society.46 The main issue with scenarios is that, irrespective (or due 
to) their broad application, they are often developed by experts instead of executive 
decision-makers. This leads to situations where, in hindsight, the future is almost 
always imagined by someone somewhere, but that this does not guarantee that they 
are acted upon or favored by the decision-makers.47 Salter, for example, notes how 
the terrorist attacks of 9/11 were not a failure of imagination or scenario planning, 
but that the failure corresponds to the fact that the imageries in this case failed to 
convince the policy-makers in charge.48 This practice of using imagination and 
scenarios by policy and the media to identify as many possible futures as possible has 
also been called pre-mediation.49 

The third technique is extrapolation. This is a quantitative way of forecasting the 
future by estimating the future value of a variable through an extension of the historic 
trend into the future. In the case of natural resources, extrapolation can be traced 
to Malthus’ argument of arithmetic versus geometric change of respectively food 

42 Mietzner and Reger 2005.
43 Davis 2002.
44 Ibid., 1.
45 De Goede and Randalls 2009, 869.
46 For an overview of different types of scenarios: Mietzner and Reger 2005, 225–227.
47 Salter 2008a, 233.
48 Ibid., 235–236.
49 Grusin 2004; De Goede 2008a.
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production and population growth.50 More sophisticated approaches gained traction, 
in particular, during the first half of the twentieth century in relation to industrial 
development and, in particular, in relation to the military during the Second World 
War.51 However, extrapolation techniques really took off with the development 
of information technology that allowed for the handling of more complex trend 
analyses over larger data sets. One of the main examples remains the original Limits 
to Growth report, which reinforced (neo) Malthusian concerns on the environmental 
consequences of economic growth. Similarly, the price expectations in relation to 
natural resource commodities are partly based on trend analyses. An example would 
be the oil price expectations in 2008. At that time, a report by Goldman and Sachs 
stated that the oil price, at that moment hovering around 120 dollars a barrel, would 
continue to rise to 150 or 200 dollars per barrel (the price peaked at 147 dollar).52 
These days, extrapolation is often combined with scenarios wherein particular 
variables are altered to offer bandwidths of most likely trends.

The fourth technique is risk calculation. Where extrapolation deals with the 
identification of the future, ‘[c]alculation […] renders complex future geographies 
actionable through the numericalization of a reality to come – numbers that may 
thereafter circulate, be reflected on and take on an affective charge.’53 In other words, 
calculation focusses on the likely impacts and the chance of an event occurring. 
The technique of risk calculation thus centers on the statistical probability of well-
known events with known variables.54 Accordingly, and unlike the previous security 
techniques, risk calculation does not identify the future, but instead categorizes 
multiple futures. This leads some scholars to argue that risk should be seen ‘as a 
governance framework [which] seeks to focus scarce resources on risks that are ranked 
according to frequency and impact.’55 The reason that risk calculation is interpreted 
as a security technique, is because risk assessments are used to identify a set of futures 
that are not per definition undesirable or desirable. Risks display both possible costs 
and potential benefits and it is up to the individual to decide whether to take the 
risk or not. This subsequently points towards the politics behind risk calculation, as 
quantitative models do not explain the ‘disaster threshold’ or that point in time when 
people decide that the risks are no longer acceptable.56 Recent work by Amoore, 
among others, shows the importance of this, as risk calculation seems to be shifting 

50 Malthus 1798.
51 Linstone 2011.
52 Subrahmaniyan 2008. Other expectations predicted prices of $300 a barrel in 10 to 15 years: Korosec 

2009; Korosec 2011.
53 Anderson 2010b, 784.
54 Amoore 2013, 73.
55 Salter 2008a, 233.
56 Luhmann 1993, 2.
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from the statistical probability of imagined futures and their underlying variables to 
calculations that try to identify un-imagined events through a method that uses risk 
calculation to search for statistical correlations of non-related variables in extremely 
large databases (see chapter 5.5.5).57 

A last security technique is performance (or acting). This technique, too, does 
not primarily discover new futures, but instead enables people to experience a 
particular future. For Anderson, performance involves that ‘[f]utures are […] made 
present through practices that stage an interval between the here and now and a 
specific future through some form of acting, role-play, gaming or pretending.’58 By 
simulating a future, participants emotionally and affectively experience that future 
as they play it out in the present, leading to a better understanding of that particular 
possible future and one’s potential responses. The best-known examples are fire drills 
(e.g. on oil and gas platforms), the Cold War style war games, large-scale disaster 
management exercises and the stress testing of oil and gas systems by the IEA.59 On a 
more individual level, the performance technique is of course the corner stone behind 
many training programs. Pilots, soldiers, physicians and managers are all trained 
with simulators and real-life exercises. In these exercises, people act in the present 
based on imagined and experienced futures. They get to know particular futures, and 
the skills to handle them, by experiencing these futures.

5.2.4 Logics of Security

These security techniques do not stand on their own, but they identify undesired 
futures and thereby bridge the forms of insecurity with the logics of security that 
tackle these insecurities. Indeed, it is possible to detect seven security logics divided in 
four categories. The logics of prevention and deterrence deal with knowable undesired 
futures, the logics of pre-emption and pre-caution tackle unknowable futures, whereas 
the logics of preparedness and resilience counter unavoidable undesired futures. In 
relation to these security logics, there is a remaining category as well. While the logics 
below are all aimed at identifying and countering undesired futures, there are also 
undesirable futures where no action is taken at all. In line with Rumsfeld’s ‘unknown 
unknowns’ there are also ‘unknown knowns’: those things that are forgotten, 
misplaced or pushed out of the picture.60 Daase & Kessler identify this category of 
ignorance for those instances where nothing is done to counter undesirable futures, 
except perhaps to actively forget them.61

57 Amoore 2013, 73.
58 Anderson 2010b, 786.
59 IEA 2014.
60 Rumsfeld 2002; Daase and Kessler 2007.
61 Daase and Kessler 2007.
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First, when the undesirable future is known, when it can be attributed with a 
degree of certainty to a particular cause, it is possible to approach such futures through 
either a logic of prevention or a logic of deterrence. In a logic of prevention, one tries 
to prevent the undesired future from occurring, whereas in a logic of deterrence, 
prevention has failed and one tries instead to discourage the threat from occurring. 
For Massumi the difference between prevention and deterrence can be found in their 
internal justification. He argues that in a logic of prevention an undesired future stems 
from an externally given object or event with strong cause effect relationships for 
which the moment and force of impacts is unsure.62 Sharing the same epistemological 
knowable but undesired future, deterrence does not result from an external object but 
from the knowledge itself that something is going to happen soon and needs to be 
stopped before it happens. Deterrence misses the flexibility of prevention and replaces 
it with a certainty and total sense of urgency. To Massumi, this urgency and the lack 
of an exogenous foundation marks deterrence as a self-referential process: 

The only way to have the kind of epistemological immediacy necessary for 
deterrence is for its process to  have its own cause  and to hold it fast within 
itself. The quickest and most direct way for a process to acquire its own cause 
is for it to produce one. The easiest way to do this is to take the imminence of 
the very threat prevention has failed to neutralize and make it the foundation 
of a new process.63

In this new process, the perceived urgency of the undesired future loses all doubt; 
it becomes the justification for the urgency itself and makes the undesired future 
a reality in the present. In other words, the undesired future is known because it is 
acted upon as if it were real. It is performed.

Second, there are also undesirable futures that are ‘not yet fully formed’.64 These 
undesirable futures are both epistemological and ontological uncertain: they cannot 
be known because the ontic nature of the future is not fully known.65 In other words, 
there is some idea about what the undesirable future is but not where or how it will 
come about. A logic of pre-emption was originally coined in relation to pre-emptive 
wars: wars that break the peace in the face of an attack of the threatening other 
(contra preventive wars where one attacks without immediate threat of attack). Pre-
emption thus tries to halt a threat from coming into existence and hence does not 
deal with possibilities (risks) but with potentialities (scenarios); a constant flux of 

62 Massumi 2007.
63 Ibid., para. 7 [emphasis in original].
64 Ibid., 13.
65 Ibid.
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self-referentially new potentialities.66 Similar to deterrence, the logic of pre-emption 
deals with these imagined undesirable futures by believing them to happen at any 
moment and with drastic impacts.67 Massumi sees pre-emption therefore as a logic 
that works affectively instead of causally, as it needs to create its own ‘otherness’ based 
on a constant regeneration of the fear of new potential threats.68 The best way to 
counter such fears is by acting upon them as if they are real. In doing so, pre-emption 
realizes the potential undesired future in the present. When one fears ones neighbor 
and treats him as a threat, everything the neighbor does potentially is threatening 
and thereby reinforces the fear and further justifies the actions one takes to “keep 
him in check”. Consequently, such an affective realization of an undesirable future 
cannot be proven wrong.69 When acting upon pre-emptive fear, there is no objective 
ground to reflect upon ones actions and subsequently no ground for proportionality 
to ones actions. Whether the undesired future ensues or not, countering the fear was 
the right thing to do. 

Comparable to a logic of pre-emption, a logic of precaution also works on and 
through potentially undesirable futures. Contrary to pre-emption however, precaution 
does not ‘unleash […] transformative events in order to avoid a rupture in a valued 
life’ but instead cautions against any actions that could potentially lead to undesired 
futures.70 This logic is best known through the precautionary principle, a principle 
that states that ‘when human activities may lead to morally unacceptable harm that is 
scientifically plausible but uncertain, actions shall be taken to avoid or diminish that 
harm.’71 Often precaution leads to demands for more scientific knowledge, although 
it is just as often a justification to prevent undesirable actions completely.72 In other 
words, the precautionary logic contains strong debates on the proportionality of 
activities, weighing the potentiality of a decision to commence those activities against 
their potential impacts (in contrast to deterrence and pre-emption). Precaution is 
thus a logic that focusses primarily on the potential impacts of one’s own actions 
and one’s own decisions instead of something exogenous. In this, it closely resembles 
Luhmann’s analyses of a risk rationality although it misses the ability to calculate the 
impact of an action or decision as the potential future itself is still uncertain.73

66 Also Amoore 2013; Amoore and de Goede 2008c; De Goede 2008b; De Goede 2008c; De Goede 2011; De 
Goede and Randalls 2009; Anderson 2010b, 791.

67 Anderson 2010b, 791.
68 Massumi 2007 footnote 9.
69 Ibid., paras 17–20; Anderson 2010b, 791.
70 Anderson 2010b, 791; Commission of the European Communities 2000.
71 UNESCO World Commission on the Ethics of Scientific Knowledge and Technology 2005, 14.
72 Bigo 2010, 11; Ravetz 2004.
73 See also Anderson 2010b, 791.
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Besides avoiding undesired futures, some logics work to reduce the impacts of 
those undesired futures that are deemed unavoidable. A logic of preparedness, for 
example, focusses on a reduction of impacts. It has preventative qualities in that it 
deals with what you as an individual or social group can do to keep your current 
way of life.74 When analyzing natural resource use and critical infrastructure, 
preparedness includes well-known measures like the construction of reserves, 
redundancy, interconnections and back-up capacity, but also includes instruments 
like insurance and contract law. In the case of insurance, risk calculation is used to 
reduce the impact of certain undesired futures by spreading the costs for rebuilding 
over a group of people. In the case of contract law, the uncertainty of decision-making 
is reduced by agreeing to keep each other accountable and to discuss responsibilities 
and cost distribution in case of impacts. Preparedness (or mitigation) contrasts in 
this case with a logic of resilience. Resilience (or adaptation) is to be discussed in 
chapter 5.5, but for now can be described as a prudential way to tackle the future by 
taking a more pro-active approach, in line with pre-emption, in actively adapting 
towards undesirable futures.75 These two differ because a logic of resilience does 
not actualize a particular undesired future as pre-emption does. Instead, it makes 
agents see themselves as vulnerable and force them to be aware and constantly open 
to undesirable futures. A resilience logic does not try to prepare for the impacts of 
possible undesirable futures (as in a logic of preparedness), but forces the agent to 
adapt by changing himself instead of his surroundings. 

In conclusion, the above forms of insecurity, techniques and logics of security, 
quickly dispel any remaining illusion or hope for a clear definition of what security is. 
Security is all of those and more. Firstly, security relates to different types of insecurity 
following rationalities of threats, dangers, catastrophes, uncertainties, risks and 
safety. Secondly, security is the range of techniques used to gain knowledge over the 
future, whether through uncertainty, extrapolation, imagination, risk calculation 
or performativity. Lastly, security is the combination of logics that aim to counter 
undesired futures, whether known through the logics of prevention and deterrence, 
unknown through pre-emption and pre-caution, or unavoidable via preparedness 
and resilience. This multiplicity of logics and techniques reinforces the richness that 
lies behind the emptiness of security. An emptiness that is reflected in the shifts 
within the security literature, initially, from traditional military security concerns 
focused on the state to a broadening of its sectors away from military security and a 
deepening in terms of multiple levels of analysis. The chapters on energy security and 
food security both provide excellent examples of this. This chapter shows how the 
emptiness and proliferation of food and energy security indicates that security could 

74 Ibid., 792; Collier and Lakoff 2015; Collier and Lakoff 2008b.
75 Evans and Reid 2013.
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be seen as a (master) logic of urgency that builds on a range of other rationalities, 
techniques, and logics to get to know and prioritize undesired futures.

5.3 The ethics of security

5.3.1 Re-interpreting Security as Ethics

The security literature has been able to identify these techniques and logics by 
broadening its own scope of security. Initially, the theories of security evolved in 
response to the end of the Cold War by increasing the attention to topics that were 
considered low-politics, like energy and climate security. In turn, the theoretical 
debate on security shifted from realist understandings of security towards strong 
ethical critiques on security and a focus on individual human security.76 It started to 
discuss the role of risk in society as an alternative to security.77 The field also benefited 
greatly from the idea that security is something that is called upon (see the discussion 
on Securitization Theory in chapter 5.4).78 This claim in turn has been criticized 
and extended by approaches that interpreted security as routine practices and a 
form of governance.79 In other words, it is possible to trace a constant broadening 
and theoretical deepening of the idea of security on an academic level as well. In 
broadening its scope, the literature progressively builds upon a critical understanding 
that points towards the ethical implications of security. This will be taken up below 
with a discussion of the performative aspect of security as offered by critical security 
scholars and a subsequent discussion on fear or how, within these performative 
practices, people decide and act upon undesired futures.

This theoretical development coincides with the increasing use of the more open 
– e.g. epistemic and ontic uncertain – security logics and techniques that deal with 
multiple potential futures, like pre-emption and imagination. In line with Massumi, 
it is possible to argue that we have entered a period in which the manner used to 
approach the future is best characterized as a situation where the ‘absence makes the 
threat loom larger’ instead of smaller.80 It no longer matters whether an undesirable 
future has happened, is about to happen or is imagined to happen imminently or 
somewhere distant in the future. It no longer matters because, as Massumi continues, 
the current generic ‘[t]hreat is self-organizing, self-amplifying, indiscriminate and 
indiscriminable, tirelessly agitating as a background condition, potentially ready to 

76 Booth 1991; UNDP 1994.
77 Beck 1992; Beck 2002.
78 Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998.
79 Bigo 2002; Balzacq et al. 2010; Dillon 1996; Huysmans 2011; Dillon and Lobo-Guerrero 2008; Amoore 

and de Goede 2008b; De Goede 2012; Amoore 2013.
80 Massumi 2009, 161.
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irrupt.’81 The generic idea captured by the concepts of threat, risk or uncertainty is 
everywhere and is constantly pressing for attention, making decisions on undesired 
futures as risky as the futures themselves.82 Risky, because they have no easy 
identifiable origin and their ‘”cause” [is] complex and non-local’ and often self-
referential. With the help of Massumi, it becomes possible to describe security as 
the ‘pragmatic and provisional’ ‘ascriptions’ of the undesirability of the future, each 
‘relative to a particular systemic take on the event.’83 

Besides being highly relative and context bound, the function of these generic 
insecurities as a background condition means that ‘[t]he potential of [the] threat 
is already, in the waiting, an incipient systemic disruption.’84 In highlighting that 
an ascription stems from and only works in relation to an existing system while 
simultaneously changing this system because of it, Massumi hints at the close 
connection between the identification of an undesired future and the consequential 
impact of that identification in the present. Campbell describes this more explicitly by 
showing how the identification of an undesired future ‘objectifies events, disciplines 
relations, and sequesters an ideal of the identity of the people said to be at risk.’85 
Security does things or as Dillon pushes this point: 

By being secured something becomes something that it previously was not. 
The act of securing both invents and changes whatever is so secured. … In 
short, for something to be secured it must be acted upon and changed, forced 
to undergo some transformation through the very act of securing itself. 
Securing something therefore violates the very thing which security claims to 
have preserved as it is. Securing an object is only possible on the condition that 
the integrity of the original thing is destroyed.86

The moment something is identified as undesirable the referent object and our 
relation to the referent object are changed, irrespective whether action has been taken 
or not. For Dillon the question therefore is not what security is, nor who or what is 
threatening or in need of protection, but instead

what does a representation of danger make of ‘us’ and of those who are not ‘us’? 
Not by asking who or what is threatened, or what is doing the threatening? 
But by asking how does the specification of threat and its discourse of danger 

81 Ibid.
82 Luhmann 1993.
83 Massumi 2009, 163.
84 Ibid., 161.
85 Campbell 1998, 3.
86 Dillon 1996, 122.
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determine ‘who’,  the ‘we’, and the ‘what’ that is said one the one hand to be 
endangered, and on the other to be doing the endangering? … And, finally, 
not by asking how to secure security? But, by enquiring about what is lost and 
forgotten, and who or what pays the inevitable price, for the way that ‘we’ are 
thus habited in fear?87

This gets to the core of the critical position on security in Critical Security Studies 
(CSS). Rejecting the assumptions that it is possible to separate theory from reality, facts 
from values and self from others, this position questions and problematizes the taken-
for-granted nature of security as something easily identified, with clear consequences 
and equally clear counter-measures. Instead, it focusses on the politics of security: 
the hard work that is needed to make something into a security issue, as was the case 
with the American diplomatic efforts to find support for the 2003 Iraq War. A critical 
perspective also focusses on the explicit and implicit consequences and silences of the 
security distinctions that are put forward in these political debates, and studies the 
effects and normalization of the security issue through its countermeasures, which 
constantly reinforce and materialize their own cause for concern.

From such a critical security position, it is possible to derive an understanding of 
security as a highly normative process, if not a form of ethics in itself. Burgess makes 
this argument when he states that: 

The unknown in its essence, by virtue of being unknown, is the foundation 
of ethics. This is the space where ethics “happens”; between necessity and 
randomness. Ethics, from a certain point of view, is nothing other than making 
decisions in the absence of certainty.88 

The close connection between security and ethics can be witnessed in the multiple 
ethical positions on energy and food security. Part I concludes that current definitions 
of energy and food security contain an equality principle when they support the right 
of all humankind to energy and food. On the one hand, such a position could be 
expanded by arguing along Kantian lines that it should be forbidden to actively cause 
harm. This would include not only those who actively withhold energy and food from 
those without, but could be pushed to include all those benefiting from a system 
that methodically excludes sections of the global population. On the other hand, 
a Utilitarian line of argumentation would claim that the benefit of most precedes 
the harm done to some and that an unequal system does not automatically imply an 
unethical system. Of course, contrary to both, it is also possible to argue in favor of a 

87 Ibid., 35.
88 Burgess 2011, 4. See also Browning and McDonald 2013.
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primary biological imperative to feed and protect oneself and one’s children first (the 
few over the many). This self-centered position conflicts with the Kantian definition 
of food security as it offers an argument for the protection of one’s possessions. 

Within CSS, the ethical dimension of security and the normativity of security 
choices are dealt with in different manners. First, a more positive form of security 
can be found in Booth’s theory of emancipatory security.89 Booth argues that true 
security can only come about if people are free of ‘the life-determining conditions 
of insecurity’, which for him cannot come to pass without their equality and 
emancipation.90 In his work, Booth explicitly studies security in terms of what should 
be. Not in terms of an utilitarian end-goal, as the future cannot be known precisely, 
but as an egalitarian process that constantly strives for a more equal and inclusionary 
humanitarian world. For Booth a critique of current security practices alone is not 
enough, those practices need to be improved. To do this he accepts the exclusionary 
effects of security, but only because he explicitly starts from those who are least secure 
in life. As Booth makes clear:

Like health and status, security is a condition that is not difficult to define; 
in each case, the starting-point should begin in the experiences, imaginings, 
analyses, and fears of those living with insecurity, ill-health, or low status.91

If security is the drawing of boundaries, then Booth’s position is to shift the 
exclusionary aspect of security onto those who are more secure, not less. 

Second, Booth’s explicit positive interpretation of security contrasts with the 
interpretation of scholars like Dillon and Massumi for whom security is neither 
positive nor negative. For these and other scholars following the insights from 
Foucault, security is the process through which society is organized and governed 
(see chapter 8).92 They study how security is used to govern society, but refrain from 
normative judgements on whether the governing is good, bad or successful. They do 
not focus on the objects in need of security, but focus on the process of security by 
studying for example how freedom and equality are used instrumentally as a form of 
governance. 

Lastly, Booth’s positive reading of security also contrasts with those who see 
security negatively. This is, for example, the position of scholars working from a 
Securitization Theory perspective (to be discussed below).93 This theory analyses 
how agents use security arguments to justify extraordinary measures that ignore 

89 Booth 1991; Booth 2007.
90 Booth 2007, 256, 348–392.
91 Ibid., 98.
92 Foucault 2007.
93 Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998.
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normal decision-making procedures. It poses security as something that is created 
temporarily to deal with an undesirable future and hence should be returned to the 
normal state of affairs through a process of desecuritization.94 Securitization Theory 
has a similar analytic perspective as the Foucauldian approaches, but defines security 
negatively. Another example, albeit one that is less analytical than Securitization 
Theory and more strongly driven by a negative understanding of security, can be 
found in the work of the Foucauldian and Marxist inspired scholar Neocleous who 
equals security to oppression.95 

For Neocleous, security is and has been actively (mis)used to structure society 
in such a way that it is beneficial for the elites and capital rich.96 He makes this 
claim with five arguments. First, he offers a discussion of early liberalism, which, 
according to him, deals not with the ideal of liberty but with security and the role that 
security and exceptions play in organizing liberty itself, in particular the protection 
of property (see chapter 6). Second, he argues that the increasing use of emergency 
laws has become the new normal and indeed originates from within the law and not, 
as argued by Securitization Theory, as an exception to the law (see chapter 5.4). Third, 
he shows that the emergence of the concept of national security in the 1950s and 
1960s did not follow foreign military concerns but followed widespread domestic 
social security practices in the 1930s, including the introduction of an insurance 
business model that reinforced national policies of social security. Fourth, he points 
to the equation of national security, which results in constant insecurity everywhere 
by refueling constant fears, with a patriotic national identity, which is based on 
loyalty and a norm of correct behavior (see chapter 8). Lastly, he discusses the close 
connection between capital/business and security in the security industry where 
security is transformed into a commodity to be sold and bought at will (creation of 
demand/insecurity) while, simultaneously, capital, business and finance are deemed 
in need of protection themselves as well. With this last point Neocleous pushes the 
business-security linkage argument a step further than, for example Leander, who 
studies the ‘commodification of violence’ by focusing solely on the role of private 
security companies and how their supply of security creates the actual demand 
for it.97

While these positions within CSS differ in respect to the ethical position of 
security in the governing of the state and political economy, they do highlight the 
importance of a reflection on the hidden normativity of one’s view on security in 
general and the security choices one makes in particular. Unfortunately, any such 

94 Ibid.; Wæver 1995.
95 Neocleous 2008.
96 This paragraph is based on: Ibid.
97 Leander 2003; Leander 2005. See also C.A.S.E Collective 2006, 464.
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normative reflections on security are dispelled by the inherent logic(s) of security that 
overrule any ethical reflection with the urgency of the threat.

5.3.2 Fear and Undesirable Futures 

The above-mentioned logics and techniques describe how futures are characterized as 
undesired and as something in need of prevention, adaption or mitigation. However, 
they do not explain why a future is deemed undesirable. The intricate amalgamation 
of ethics and security has already offered a glimpse of the origin of insecurity by 
showing that security is something that can be actively used and called upon. This 
section enquires further into these processes by analyzing how fear works and is 
mobilized collectively to make some futures feared and others desired (to be clear, 
fear is only one motivational force, others include anger, grief, profit and power).98 
In general, people desire and fear to lose three things. First, a conservation of the 
status quo (goods, relations, needs). Second, a solution to the threat or object that they 
fear. Third, knowledge itself, in particular, the ontological certainty derived from a 
knowledge of the future.99 These three together indicate that fear and desire are not 
one-on-one related. Hence, it should not come as a surprise that the processes behind 
fear and a desire for security are as context bound and relative as security itself. Some 
people desire an emotion of fear (adrenaline junkies) while others fear their desires 
(addicts). Similarly, emotions like fear and desire on their own do not explain why 
some futures are feared or desired, nor which referent objects are so desired that 
they need security. Fear is an emotion, but also a mechanism of security. Below, this 
section will focus, respectively, on the cause and identification of fear, the active (mis)
use of fear, how fears are shifting to the fear for fear itself and how this latter shift 
affects society.

First, fear results from desire while it simultaneously enables the desire to act upon 
that fear. ‘In fear we are met by something outside ourselves, and what we meet is a 
negation of what we want.’100 We fear a rejection of our desires, but at the same time, 
fear also spurs a desire for action. As Svendsen continues, fear is an emotion ‘through 
which we consider the world’, a ‘contagious’ emotion that ‘seek[s] to conserve’ and 
simultaneously spurs ‘creativity’ to counter itself.101 The reason fear and desire are 
so closely connected is because fear is a ‘passion’ that is always applied towards an 
object.102 This includes obvious objects, like food or energy, but also a fear for the 
unknown – where the unknown becomes the object to be feared. Contrary to fear, 

98 See also Åhäll and Gregory 2013.
99 On ontological security, see Wendt 1999, 131.
100 Svendsen 2008, 12.
101 Ibid., 13–16, 71.
102 Frost 2010, 160.
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anxiety and panic miss such an object.103 Anxiety, for instance, is pure emotion that 
disperses itself to other people through mimesis.104 Where fear offers ‘the illusion of 
individual autonomous agency’, anxiety has no (un)desirable external object and thus 
cannot be countered.105 In other words, fear differs from anxiety and notions like 
resilience and its sense of vulnerability, as the desire to counter the fear provides it 
with an object that leads to the ability to act upon it. In other words, fear empowers 
the individual, while anxiety and vulnerability undermine any such empowerment. 

Building upon this distinction between fear and objectless anxiety or panic, 
Robin distinguishing private fears from two forms of public fears. As private fears, 
Robin understands phobias for spiders and so on. Under public fears Robin includes, 
on the one hand, exogenous fears, which are defined by political elites and which, 
through a politics of fear and self-other distinctions, come to determine the political 
agenda. On the other hand, Robin identifies endogenous fears based on the inherent 
inequalities within society.106 In this latter case, fear, through security practices, not 
only helps identify the self in relation to the threatening other but also fixates the 
socioeconomic and political hierarchies within society. Endogenous fear is not about 
survival or physical harm, but Robin sees it more broadly and defines this form of 
political fear ‘[as] an apprehension of harm, and because harm is the deprivation of 
some good to the individual, wielders of power can arouse fear merely by threatening 
the individual’s enjoyment of that good.’107 This form of fear deals not with fear in the 
sense of explicit threats to life and limb, but with the fear to lose employment, liberty 
or education. In other words, the ‘quite fears’ or the ‘low-grade fears’ to livelihoods.108 
Interestingly, Robin sees these public fears being hidden behind a depoliticized idea of 
private fears and terrors. For Robin, it is the conflation of private and public fears that 
leads to ‘a separation of fears from morality and politics’ as fears are no longer seen 
as originating from politics and as a result reinforce the underlying social order.109 

Whereas Robin analyses the institutionalized depoliticisation of fear, others 
conflate the public fear of Robin with the understanding of anxiety proposed by 
Svendsen and Frost. Scholars like Massumi, Dillon or Furedi, for example, argue 
that fears are feared, not because of the objects to which the fear is attached nor 
because of the active manipulation of fear, but because of the fear for fear itself.110 
Fearing fear itself or the ‘objectification’ of fear can be linked, according to Furedi, 

103 Ibid., 167–170; Svendsen 2008, 35–37.
104 Frost 2010, 169. Compare with the mimetics as discussed in chapter 6.4.
105 Ibid., 160.
106 Robin 2004, 16–18.
107 Ibid., 19.
108 Furedi 2007.
109 Robin 2004, 6, 9.
110 Furedi 2007.
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to the idea of constant vulnerability and risk, which gained momentum in the late 
1980s.111 The idea behind vulnerability is one of victimhood and ‘[t]o be a victim is 
to be relieved of responsibility for the situation in which one finds oneself.’112 Such 
a sense of vulnerability leads to a constant attentiveness to ones surroundings. An 
attentiveness that starts to blur underlying causes and objects, away from a person’s 
direct experiences with the object and towards attention to fear itself. This fear for 
fear itself and how it motivates or ‘activates’ people, is something Massumi elsewhere 
describes in relation to the color coded terror warning systems.113 These yellow, 
orange, and red coded schemes indicate threat levels and are aimed to change people’s 
routines without sharing the information or evidence behind the indicated threat 
level. According to Massumi, such a coding scheme works on the future present ‘pre-
effect of fear’, by which he refers to the unconscious effects of fear: 

As William James famously argued, fear strikes the body and compels it to 
action before it registers consciously. When it registers, it is as a realization 
growing from the bodily action already under way: we don’t run because we 
feel afraid, we feel afraid because we run.114

The body acts even before we are consciously aware of it. Only when we realize that 
our body responds, whether via fight, flight or freeze reactions, do we feel afraid. This 
private feeling then continues to drive us. Massumi describes how people start to 
reflect on their bodily reaction, trying to find the object or source of, what by then has 
become, their fear.115 In rationalizing the moment and source of fear, the fear becomes 
an affective emotion. Moreover, in recounting the fear and its source to others in a 
later step, the fear becomes an object, one that is anticipated and forces the body to 
react without the initial unconscious bodily response.116 As an emotion, fear ‘becomes 
its own virtual cause’.117 When the color shifts from yellow to red, the collective calls 
upon the embodied private fear, without ever experiencing the original object ‘that 
we have become fearful in response to’.118 Fearing the fear itself thus has two effects: 
it decouples the social from the material (the body) while simultaneously linking the 
individual to the collective.119 

111 Ibid.
112 Svendsen 2008, 52–53.
113 Massumi 2005, 36.
114 Ibid. quotes William, James. 1950. Principles of Psychology, vol. 2. New York: Dover, 449–50, 467.
115 Ibid., 38.
116 Ibid., 40.
117 Ibid., 41.
118 Furedi 2007.
119 Massumi 2005, 45–46.
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Such a publically shared sense of private fear has many forms and can be found 
everywhere, to be called upon and experienced together and alone. Whereas Robin 
and Neocleous focus on elites using this public fear for their benefit, Furedi shows 
how extensive the use of this public fear is across government, business, media and 
NGO’s. In other words, everyone trying to generate ‘awareness’ and influence people’s 
individual lives based on the urgency of a particular cause (or a reduction of the 
urgency of other causes).120 ‘When we witness the autonomisation of fear’, Furedi 
states, ‘then the question becomes not simply what is causing fear, but what are the 
potential negative consequences of fear.’121 The main consequence for Furedi is that 
the existence of such an objectified fear has led to a society characterized by a ‘culture 
of fear’ that is constantly ‘at risk’.122 This perspective creates a society that sees 
individuals as passive and vulnerable.123 And because it sees individuals as vulnerable, 
it treats them as vulnerable. According to Furedi, this leads to a situation where (1) 
everybody else is deemed governable by those who know best on a particular issue; 
(2) fear, not vision, is seen as something positive within politics as it helps govern 
those who are vulnerable, passive and unknowing; (3) those who know best are often 
so convinced of their cause that they are not afraid of using half-truths and ‘good 
lie[s for] the greater truth’; and (4) with new issues constantly emerging everyone 
can become an expert – thereby reinforcing the culture of public fear as nobody can 
“know” everything.124 Burgess describes this inability to understand all the security 
concerns that are affecting us at once, in terms of a ‘fundamental asymmetry of 
security politics.’125

When following Massumi and Furedi, the cause of fear is of little importance 
anymore. The autonomous existence of political fear implies that it cannot be proven 
wrong. While it only works when called upon, the above makes clear that almost 
everybody calls upon it. What is more, contrary to an individual’s private experience 
of fear, where the undesired future and desired future are identified simultaneously 
in response to bodily reactions, in the case of public fear there is a more intentional 
logic at work as the particular desired futures are identified before their current state 
is publicized as undesirable and something to be feared. 

This brings this chapter back to where it started, with security as a way to govern 
the present based on the imagination of the future. Even a primal emotion like fear 
turns out to be open to (mis)use based on political choices over which futures are 
desirable or not. Unfortunately, the discussion on fear did not help to understand why 

120 Furedi 2005, chap. 7.
121 Furedi 2007.
122 Ibid.
123 Furedi 2008; Furedi 2005; Furedi 2007.
124 Furedi 2005, chap. 7, in particular 137 and 139.
125 Burgess 2011, 62.
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some futures are feared or desired, only how they become so. This is not necessarily 
wrong as the contextual nature of security makes any answer to such a question a 
relative answer. This chapter instead highlighted the normative judgements of 
individuals who react to their bodily status and public figures when governing through 
public fear. These judgements together make security a form of ethics. In fact, there 
are multiple ethical positions towards security, also within the literature itself, and 
choosing one of them is already a normative act. More importantly, the normativity 
of security is often dispelled from awareness through the urgency and necessity that 
is inherent in the logic of security. Taking all of this into account means that the 
challenge becomes to ‘explore the meaning attached to fear and the rules and customs 
that govern the way in which fear is experienced and expressed.’126 Fortunately, CSS 
has two theoretical approaches that do this. On the one hand, Securitization Theory, 
focusing mainly on the manner in which public fears are called upon. On the other 
hand, Governmentality approaches to risk, which offer a particular lens to study how 
vulnerability is translated into risks in order to govern society.

5.4 securing exceptional Threats

5.4.1 Securitization Theory

One way of studying the meaning, experience and expressions of fear is through 
an analysis of ‘the “security” label [, which] conveys urgency, public attention, and 
resources.’127 A theory that deals with such a shift from normal politics to security, 
to that heightened sense of urgency and a justification to spend resources on it, is 
Securitization Theory. This theory is part of the framework for analysis of the 
Copenhagen School introduced by Buzan, Wæver & De Wilde in Security: A New 
Framework for Analysis.128 The theory focusses on existential threats and the way 
these are perceived and constituted by agents through speech acts. Instead of focusing 
on the objects of fear or the subjective feeling of fear, the Copenhagen School focusses 
on the perception of threats (in the generic sense). For the Copenhagen School threats 
are intersubjective, meaning that they originate socially in-between actors, instead 
of objective (e.g. that the threat is real and unavoidable) or subjective (that the threat 
originates in the fears of one or more persons). This implies that the theory excludes 
the material content of threats, as it claims that the importance and meaning of a 
threat – or public fears – are primarily provided by its social context.129 Basically, the 

126 Furedi 2007.
127 Booth 2007, 325.
128 Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998. The Securitization Framework also contains a level of analysis focus, 

a sectorial focus and the Regional Security Theory.
129 This argument on materiality will be taken up in chapter 7.
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theory poses that, until the actual explosion of a natural gas well the fears for such a 
possible explosion do not originate from the reality of an explosion, but from a shared 
imagination that it might explode (e.g. a security concern). The following chapters will 
discuss this theory further, respectively, by introducing its main theoretical claims; 
by discussing four points of critique; by offering an illustration on the EU-Russia gas 
relations; and, lastly, by following more recent literature that moves beyond the claim 
of exceptionality. 

First, the theory divides issues on a shifting non-political, political or security 
scale. The focus is thus on those exceptional security issues that are so important that 
they overrule all regular political considerations, in terms of (legal) rules, time and 
resources.130 Based on these three distinct scales, the theory argues that issues can shift 
from one level to another. Non-issues can become political, just as political issues can 
become security issues, and vice versa. The last move, from the political to security, 
is of particular interest for the theory, as it focusses on a decision of exceptionality 
depending on whether the agents deem a certain issue existentially threatening or 
not. In line with Carl Schmitt’s claim that ‘[t]he sovereign is he who decides upon the 
exception,’ this decision is often made by traditional sovereign institutions like the 
government, although the theory explicitly states that this does not have to be the 
case.131 Instead, Schmitt’s claim is interpreted broadly and includes all who are able 
to reframe a non-political or political issue into a security issue.

Second, these ‘securitizing actors’, the agents who are able to reframe an issue, 
make this move through the use of speech acts: moments in time when speaking about 
a certain topic, in a certain time, in a certain manner implies a(n) (call to) action and 
not just the mouthing of the words.132 The frequently used example is saying “I do” 
during a wedding ceremony, when you do not just say the words, but “act” in making 
a promise for life and engage in a contract. In instances like these, speaking is more 
than just mouthing the words. For the theory, arguing that something is a threat and 
in need of a security solution is an act itself, because it shifts the issue from a political 
debate into a security issue and thereby is able to overrule normal (democratic) 
political procedures. Buzan, Wæver & De Wilde refer to this act when they argue that 
securitization is ‘the processes of constructing a shared understanding of what is to be 
considered and collectively responded to as a threat.’133 More crudely, Securitization 

130 See also: Latour 2004.
131 Schmitt 1985, 5; see also Neal 2006.
132 Austin 1975. Austin differentiates within a speech act between: Locutionary acts that are the utterances; 

Illocutionary acts or that what is done in saying (shifting discourse to exceptionality); and perlocutionary 
acts or that what is done by saying (effects on target audience). Balzacq 2005, 175 quotes Habermas: ‘To 
say something, to act in saying something, to bring about something through acting in saying something.’ 

133 Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998, 27.
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Theory concentrates a scholars’ analysis on those agents that are most persuasive in 
voicing their concern over the situation of a particular referent object. 

Third, such a securitization move needs to be accepted by the intended audience 
for the securitizing actor to be able, with his call for action, to put in place overriding 
stringent measures against regular political procedures. For the theory, ‘[a] successful 
speech act is a combination of language and society, of both intrinsic features of 
speech and the group that authorizes and recognizes that speech […].’134 Just as 
the speech actor can be anybody, so too the audience is not a pre-given entity but 
context dependent. It could be the parliament if a minister is speaking or the media 
if an environmentalist is campaigning, but it could also be the prime minister when 
parliament is voicing its concern or a whole neighborhood when the fire department 
orders them to stay indoors after a gas leak. Not only do the audiences shift per issue, 
but frequently there are multiple audiences crossing formal government institutions, 
informal communities, or media organizations.135 Important, however, is that it is 
only after the audience acceptance of a securitization move and the inherent need 
to protect the referent object (the objects that are threatened) that the theory claims 
there to be a case of successful securitization.136 All other speech acts that call on 
the logic of security are theoretically unsuccessful securitizing moves, and hence are 
instances of politicization instead of securitization.137

5.4.2 Critique on Securitization Theory

The Securitization Theory that emerges from these three points offers an easy to grasp 
and original alternative to the study of security, but is not without its shortcomings. 
The theory has faced much debate on four aspects in particular. These include the 
relation between the political and exceptionality, the role of the context of security, 
the normative position of the theory, and the analytics of the theory. 

First, the discussion of multiple audiences above already indicates a certain 
inflexibility within the theory. By offering the criteria of exceptionality as the 
benchmark for success, the theory is inherently driven to one act, one speaker and 
one audience. However, not only are there multiple audiences, there are also multiple 
actors who either speak on the same topic or in favor of other topics, climate change 
to name but one, which means that often the same audience has to weigh a multitude 
of differing, sometimes contrasting securitizing moves; making security first and 
foremost a political contestation. This explains why, contrary to Furedi’s “culture of 

134 Ibid., 32.
135 Roe 2008; Vuori 2008; Balzacq 2005.
136 Besides the securitizing actors, referent objects and the audiences that accept the securitization move, 

the theory also mentions functional agents, actors not actively involved in the securitization process but 
profoundly influencing the issue nevertheless. 

137 Compare with Latour 2004 on matters of fact (non-political) and matters of concern (political/security).
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fear” – which implies that security is all around us – the number of truly successful 
cases of securitization is rather limited for Securitization Theory.138 

This divergence results from the theory’s main assumption that successful 
securitization only follows after truly extraordinary measures have been taken. 
Moments when the law and normal political procedures are put aside to quickly 
counter the undesirable future.139 However, the exceptionality and the conditions 
behind it are not explained further, making it hard to sketch the successfulness of a 
securitization move, let alone whether it is the speech actor or the observing scholar 
who is defining the success of a securitizing move and its subsequent measures as 
securitization. Moreover, the focus on the exception contrasts with Furedi’s and Ciuta’s 
earlier assumption that the exception has become the routine; that fear and a desire for 
security are totalizing. According to Booth, this focus and its resulting “inflexibility” 
results from the theory’s primary definition of security in terms of survival, which 
keeps up with a traditional threat logic and stems from its initial opposition to 
traditional military security ideas. In his own work, Booth also understands security 
in terms of exceptionality. However, whereas Securitization Theory assumes security 
as having no choice, Booth instead defines security teleological as ‘the choice that 
comes from (relative) freedom from existential threats’.140 This leads Booth to argue 
that ‘the more an individual’s life is determined by insecurity, the more the space for 
choice, and acting effectively, is closed down.’141 Booth regards security as something 
positive, because to be secure for him means that a person has already conquered 
questions of survival and has a predefined plan (‘a prior political programme’) on 
how to increase security further.142 

Securitization Theory, on the other hand, considers security negatively.143 This 
follows from the inherent claim behind speech acts that there is no choice except 
to act and instantiate extraordinary measures, which would not have been possible 
otherwise. Security breaks with the normal state of affairs when it shifts to a ‘logic 
of war’ mode.144 Within this logic, security orders society in a particular way, 
geared towards the protection of us, through ‘fast-track’ ‘practices [which] buttress 
institutional arrangements and legitimize forms of domination and exclusion.’145 
Interpreting security in such a manner implies that security always excludes. Buzan, 

138 However, see the extensive debate on when something actually is ‘successfully’ securitized (see below).
139 On speed and silence, see Roe 2012. However, see the earlier discussion on Neocleous 2008.
140 Booth 2007, 106.
141 Ibid., 107. For a similar discussion in relation to scarcity as the absence of choice, see Mullainathan and 

Shafir 2013.
142 Wæver 2011, 467. 
143 Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998, 29; Roe 2012; De Wilde 2012.
144 Wæver 1995, 54. Compare with Ciuta 2009 in chapter 4.
145 Aradau 2008, 72.
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Wæver & De Wilde are aware of this and argue as such, for example, when stating 
that ‘[n]ational security should not be idealized. It works to silence opposition ….’146 
The theory notes how security silences politics when dictators decide on threats, but 
also, especially, in democracies, where, for example, advocates of privacy are silenced 
during the implementation of the extraordinary security measures against terrorism. 
This leads them to argue that ‘[b]assically, security should be seen as a negative, 
as a failure to deal with issues as normal politics.’147 This negative definition often 
leads to claims that the theory is geared towards developed Western democracies, 
but this is not the case. First, because Buzan, Wæver & De Wilde explicitly write 
about the logic of securitization in the abstract to make it applicable in a range of 
political environments. Second, because by now multiple scholars have shown ways to 
contextualize the Securitization logics in non-democratic, non-Western countries.148 
And third, because Neocleous rightly argues that the shift from normal politics to 
the exception is actually one of the most highly regulated affairs within Western 
democracies.149 

Simultaneously, these extraordinary measures are always aimed towards ‘the 
optimal outcome’, namely a negation of the threat.150 The moment when somebody says 
“We are safe now; security has been achieved” – a speech act echoing a past threat.’151 
In other words, counter to the political decision to shift to a security logic (of war) is 
a logic of desecuritization: the counter move that proposes that actors should strive 
for truly securitized topics to be politicized once more. To bring the exception back 
into the routine of politics. De Wilde highlights four different ways through which 
issues can be desecuritized: one can successfully counter the undesirable future, 
accept the undesirable future and adapt, find other more pressing concerns or fail to 
do anything and succumb to the undesired future.152 For De Wilde, desecuritization, 
like securitization, is a logic that on its own ‘is not right or wrong; it simply happens 
or not.’153 What makes the logics of securitization and desecuritization morally 
acceptable or not is their context. It is this folding into context that makes Wæver 
assert that ‘desecuritization is preferable in the abstract, but concrete situations might 
call for securitization.’154

146 Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998, 29.
147 Ibid.
148 Vuori 2008; Christou and Adamides 2013.
149 Neocleous 2008, chaps 1 & 2, resists the view of security being the exception, he argues instead that most 

of the ‘exceptions’, like the Iraq War, are actually constructed within the confines of the law as the law has 
rules on when the exceptions can be granted.

150 De Wilde 2012, 213; De Wilde 2008. 
151 De Wilde 2012, 213.
152 Ibid.
153 Ibid.
154 Wæver 2011, 469; Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998, 29.
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The normative dimension of securitization is heavily debated in most of the 
theoretical reflections on Securitization Theory, which in general share the concern 
that the theory is elitist, realist and statist.155 Elitist, owing to its focus on securitizing 
actors, often people in positions of authority from governmental and commercial elites, 
and realist and statist due to the threat logic that remains close to its military origins. 
For instance, Stritzel studies a ‘hidden’ realist take inherent to Securitization Theory 
and argues that this excludes extraordinary security measures that do not derive from 
perceived threats to the state but from institutionalized bureaucratic structures (e.g. 
risk analysis).156 More critical, Hansen claims that the initial survivalist and thus 
realist origin of securitization also influences desecuritization by preventing a critical 
stance towards both the manner in which agents themselves desecuritize events 
and how observers implicitly assume that a security issue will become political.157 
Hansen gives the example of female soldiers in post-conflict situations who are simply 
forgotten after the conflict and shows how issues like these are overlooked by both 
the local agents and observers as they are not considered important enough or do not 
fit the ‘normal’ discourse of security and its focus on male soldiers.158 Subsequently, 
these and comparable issues are transformed from security to the non-political and 
skip the political contestation level altogether. Hansens’ critique thus highlights that 
the theory is only equipped to study speech acts, moments when people are able to 
voice their concerns, not silences or other (accepted) dominant power structures. 
Lastly, Huysmans raises the reflexive implication that observers cannot write about a 
certain security issue or a securitizing move, without further securitizing those issues 
themselves.159 It is impossible to write about the security or insecurity of an issue 
without drawing attention to the dialectic other, which returns the debate towards the 
question of ethics, as acknowledged by Wæver: 

The securitization approach points to the inherently political nature of any 
designation of security issues and thus it puts an ethical question at the feet of 
analysts, decision-makers and activists alike: why do you call this a security 
issue? What are the implications of doing this – or of not doing it?160

On a methodological level, the distinction between a securitizing move (the speech 
act) and successful securitization (a speech act that leads to extraordinary measures) 

155 Ciuta 2009; McDonald 2008; Stritzel 2007; Balzacq 2005.
156 Stritzel 2007.
157 Hansen 2000; Hansen 2012b.
158 Hansen 2012a. She actually identifies four options of desecuritization: stabilization, replacement, 

rearticulation and silencing.
159 Huysmans 1998b.
160 Wæver 1999, 334.
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has two other consequences. First, it enables the Schmittian understanding of 
security as the exception to normal politics that is ascribed to Securitization by its 
commentators, even though the theory itself in reality takes its view on politics from 
Arendt and argues that both aspects take place ‘in-between the actors’.161 Secondly, 
in line with Huysmans above, it opens the f loor to a methodological hermeneutic 
critique: that between a “strict” observer who observes what actors themselves see as 
a security practice and a more “judgmental” observer who decides when something 
truly is a successful security speech act – in this case, when extraordinary measures 
are adopted.162 This is a split, which, according to Ciuta, originates from a double 
definition of the term security in the original theory where security is described, 
first, as intersubjectively defined by and in-between the agents themselves in the 
sense of “security-in-the-making” and, second, as defined by the security analyst 
in terms of survival, extraordinarity and existentialism.163 Huysmans generalizes 
these two arguments when he criticizes Securitization Theory on the issue of 
successfulness, as the idea of successful securitization turns it from a method into 
a model, a static one that could blind scholars to the other logics of security at work 
in their case studies.164

5.4.3 EU-Russian Gas Relations

Irrespective these critical comments on exception, context, normativity and analytical 
consequences, it is hard not to notice how applicable this theory is to read energy 
security debates. With Securitization Theory, it becomes clear that many of the energy 
security debates follow a similar pattern. Often “energy security specialists” or other 
proponents (the securitizing actors) try to convince IGO’s, governments, or specific 
key individuals (the audience) that energy security needs additional attention based 
on the claim that international developments are threatening the future delivery 
of energy supplies, which, in turn threatens the wellbeing of the economy (the 
referent object). Without much effort, one can identify other securitizing actors like 
companies, government departments, consumer organizations, etc. And even though 
energy is not a main concern for the theory itself, it does link all the five of sectors 
that Buzan, Wæver, & De Wilde discuss in their work.165 This has not gone unnoticed 
and a number of studies have tried to use Securitization Theory to analyze energy 
security, including a small number that study the security relations between European 

161 Williams 2003, 517; Wæver 2011, 470; De Wilde 2012, 214; Roe 2012, 255.
162 Roe 2008; Salter 2008b; Stritzel 2007.
163 Ciuta 2009; Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998, 27.
164 Huysmans 1998b, 501; Wæver 2011, 469.
165 Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998.
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countries and Russia on natural gas supplies, of which especially the working paper 
by Trombetta deserves close reading.166

Within these studies, especially in relation to the Russia-Ukraine Gas Crises in 
2006, 2007, 2009 and 2014, it is possible to differ between studies with an historic 
attitude and those that have a future oriented perspective. The latter highlight 
the increasing insecurity that follows from a dependency of European countries 
on Russian gas – with Russian gas averaging 30% of European imports (in 2014), 
down from almost 40% in 2006, and some Eastern European countries completely 
dependent on Russian gas.167 These numbers are aggravated by the position of transit 
countries, Ukraine in particular, and an increasing (re)politicization of Russian 
oil and gas exports by the Russian government. This contrast with the historically 
oriented perspectives that, on the one hand, weaken this insecurity frame by pointing 
towards the historic role of the Soviet Union as a steady supplier during the Cold 
War.168 However, on the other hand, they also describe how post-Cold War Russia 
has used its oil and gas exports to influence former Soviet republics, through price 
differentiation and supply regulation. McGowan, for example, traces four cases of 
active, albeit circumstantial, exertion of influence ranging from a reduction in exports 
to the Baltic States in 1992/3, to the disruptions in both Georgia and Lithuania in the 
1990s and 2006, and, lastly, the 2009 cut-offs to Ukraine after a price disagreement 
that coincided with the stationing of the Black Fleet.169

These and the more recent repeated price-conflicts over Ukraine’s gas prices, 
including the 2009 reduction in supplies that left a number of Balkan countries without 
gas supplies in the middle of winter, have fueled the perception of dependency and 
insecurity within Europe. Both Russia and the transit countries are perceived to be 
threatening the European economy and the health of its inhabitants. Whether Europe 
and the EU really are (inter)dependent on Russia, as well as the question whether this 
dependency should be seen in terms of an asymmetrical dependency (short term gas 
supplies versus medium term gas income) is of course of no concern to Securitization 
Theory.170 For the theory, the perception of a threat as voiced by the range of differing 
speech actors – including the European Council, Commission, think tanks, European 

166 First, on Securitization Theory and the Russia - EU relationship, see: Natorski and Herranz Surrallés 
2008; Stoddard 2012b; Khrushcheva 2011; Radoman 2007; Boersma 2013; McGowan 2011; Trombetta 
2012. Second, for general security reflections on the EU-Russia gas relation see: Aalto 2008; Aalto and 
Korkmaz Temel 2014; Casier 2011a; Goldthau 2008; Högselius 2012; Stern 2006a. Third, for use of 
Securitization Theory, albeit in relation to China, see: Nyman 2014; Christou and Adamides 2013; Leung 
et al. 2014. Lastly, for more interesting work on Securitization Theory in relation to Israel and its gas 
and renewable energy sources: Fischhendler, Boymel, and Boykoff 2014; Fischhendler and Nathan 2014.

167 Stern 2006a.
168 Smith Stegen 2011; McGowan 2011; Boersma 2013; European Commission 2000.
169 McGowan 2011.
170 Stoddard 2012b.
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Parliament - is what matters. From a securitization perspective neither the lack 
of direct evidence for the four cases of active political involvement nor the strong 
market oriented discourse in which the Russian – Ukraine conflicts are debated by all 
parties involved, negate the perceived uncertainty so much as reinforce it. This is, for 
example, visible in the way the European Commission introduced the 2014 European 
Energy Security Strategy: 

The EU’s energy dependence is of course not new. But it did gain an added 
dimension in the light of recent geopolitical events, i.e. the crisis in Ukraine. 
Temporary disruptions of gas supplies in the winters of 2006 and 2009 already 
provided a wake-up call for the EU, underlining the need of infrastructure 
development, increased cooperation and of a common European energy policy.171

Or by former European Commission president Barroso who stated at a conference in 
the run-up to this Strategy that:

With the events in Ukraine, Europe is facing a threat to its peace, stability and 
security the likes of which we have not seen since the fall of the Iron Curtain. 
The ‘Great Game’ of geopolitics has made an unwelcome return and this is 
being particularly felt in the area of energy. […] In fact the Ukraine crisis once 
again shows that for Europe energy independence is crucial.172

In both cases, the Ukraine crises are used by the speech actors not to securitize a new 
issue – they are not even put forward as new ‘threats’ – but are voiced as self-evident: 
as threats for which the audience acceptance is taken for granted. In these high-level 
notifications, the crises are used to reinforce or build on the existing securitized 
issue of energy dependency to legitimize existing and new political and institutional 
arrangements. As Barroso argued:

There were many times in which we, […] were pleading for a truly European 
energy policy. The reality is that because there were probably other priorities 
at the time, [] minds were not sufficiently focused on the urgency of a real 
energy policy for the EU. But because of these recent developments, I believe 
now minds are focused and we could now make more progress than in the 
years before.173

171 European Commission 2014.
172 Barroso 2014.
173 Ibid.
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In line with the strict perspective on speech acts in Securitization Theory, this form 
of bureaucratic agenda setting can be regarded as a securitizing move (as it lacks the 
extraordinarity of securitization). This is similar to earlier conclusions by other scholars 
on the applicability of the theory to the 2006 and 2009 Ukraine-Russia gas crises.174 In 
both cases, scholars note numerous securitizing moves but not securitization as such. 
Primarily, because it is difficult to observe whether the measures enacted in response 
are truly exceptional. More integration, backup capacity, strategic reserves, or a 
diversification of suppliers and resources, are not exceptional because these measures 
have been in place even before Churchill’s famous statement in 1913 that ‘[s]afety and 
certainty in oil lie in variety and variety alone.’175 The events and their interpretations 
therefore do not break with the already accepted routine security measures. The 
events are integrated into an existing perception of insecurity and subsequently used 
to reinforce the underlying social-material dynamics of a fossil fuel system and the 
community that lies at its core – in this case a European community as favored by the 
European Commission.176 

Still, this is not black and white. Within these routine security measures, the 
“wake-up calls” do enable additional institutional and financial measures that 
might not have been possible otherwise. “Minds focus once more” and the urgency 
of insecurity pushes other items from the agenda, open up additional budget, and 
enable a stretching of the original mandate. In response to the 2006 and 2009 
interruptions, the EU pushed for preventive action plans, further integration of the 
EU internal gas and energy markets and introduced the Third Energy Package, which 
includes a clause that inhibits international parties (read Gazprom) from buying 
into European upstream markets without reciprocity on its own markets. Especially 
the first two measures, through which the European Commission is encroaching on 
the energy security mandate of the member states, had little institutional backing 
before these interruptions.177 These initiatives were followed by an extensive EU 
program on infrastructure priorities and added the concept of energy solidarity to 
the Lisbon Treaty. Similarly, in response to the early 2014 Russia-Ukraine conflict 
the European Council tasked the Commission to come up with a revised European 
Energy Security Strategy before June 2014 (similar strategies normally take upwards 
to a couple of years to come into fruition). For Trombetta, this requests and the time 
pressure behind them enabled the Commission to put forward its own community 
building project by combining the specific supply risks with broader environmental 
and social-economic concerns, thereby strengthening the Commission’s claim for a 

174 Boersma 2013, 37; McGowan 2011, 488; Trombetta 2012, 22.
175 Yergin 1991.
176 Trombetta 2012.
177 Ibid., 16.

122



5

securing undesired fuTures

stronger mandate on European energy policy.178 In contrast, Natorski and Surrallés 
have argued that this initial communitarian call on security in effect undermines 
the Commissions position, because a successful framing of the events in a particular 
neorealist geopolitical security frame reinforces the intergovernmental mandate of 
the member states themselves.179

The tension between, on the one hand, a neorealist geopolitical security perspective 
on energy supplies and, on the other hand, the depoliticized measures proposed to 
deal with energy security threats fits well with the theory’s normative position that 
securitized issues should be approached from a desecuritization logic. The problem 
being that Securitization is only helpful in analyzing (and thereby reifying) these 
and other geopolitical aspects of security and not the wide range of uncertainties 
found elsewhere in energy politics. Only these explicit threats allow theoretically for 
successful securitization based on extraordinary measures, whereas for oil and gas 
it is so far only possible to conclude that ‘threats are successfully constructed, that 
construction has been accepted by a relevant audience and often policy changes have 
followed.’180 Hardly ever are these policy changes extraordinary. Is it extraordinary 
that the gas pipeline from Ukraine to Slovakia is refitted for two-way transport 
enabling the supply of gas to Ukraine from Europe if needed? One can argue that 
without the perception of supply risks this investment would not have been made as 
the market would not have made this investment. On the other hand, it is a technical 
solution to resolve the Ukraine plight temporarily by increasing the flexibility of the 
grid; it does not tackle the root cause – dependency and political intervention from 
Russia – at all.

A last aspect of the use of Securitization Theory to explain the EU-Russian natural 
gas relations has to do with the “other” and the referent object. The “other” in the case 
above, for many is self-evident. But is it? At first glance, the idea of supply disruption 
due to Russia’s political control of its gas exports merits seeing Russian political 
elites as “the other”. However, such a perspective excludes the role played by the 
Ukraine government, which decided to tap its share from European deliveries. It also 
excludes the role played by European member states, for example Germany, and their 
bilateral agreements with Russia. In other words, the “other” is made to be Russia. In 
addition, while the above is written from the idea of a securitizing move on supply 
disruptions, from the implicit undesired future of scarcity, Trombetta argues that, 
while important, this was not the main referent object in the securitizing move for 
the European Commission. For the Commission ‘[t]he threat was posed not directly 
by Russia or by the scarcity issue but by what Russia represented and by the reaction 

178 Trombetta 2012; for the theoretical argument see Huysmans 1998a.
179 Natorski and Herranz Surrallés 2008, 84.
180 Trombetta 2012, 9.
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to the possibility of a return of geopolitics.’181 The threat for the Commission, besides 
the supply disruptions, relates to the geopolitical realist approach to international 
relations behind Russia’s position that threatened EU’s neoliberal normative approach 
to trade and international relations, and thus the position of the European Union. 
From this argument, it is a threat both to what we need as well as who we are. If one 
pushes this point, than the claim would be that without the geopolitical realist policies 
of Russia the commission has no “other” to justify a “self” (on this issue at least).182

This brief reflection on the EU-Russian natural gas relations through the lens 
of Securitization Theory highlights the theories workings as well as its strengths 
and weaknesses. On the one hand, the EU-Russia gas illustration shows the reason 
why Securitization Theory is considered elitist, realist and statist. It is most easily 
applicable to cases like traditional energy security of supply concerns where the 
debate is structured and organized on a national level by governments. A discussion 
on food security would paint a radically different picture with its household focus. 
Similarly, the above clearly shows the difficulties in categorizing the counter measures 
in terms of exceptionality. Especially, as the proposed counter-measures are market 
oriented and hence “non-political”, thereby desecuritising the issue the moment it is 
securitized. On the other hand, the theory helps pinpoint at least part of the politics 
of security. Including the active production of security issues and the analysis and 
definition of the threat in line with the history and language it builds on by naming of 
the other, while fixating the referent object and binding the self.

5.4.4 Moving beyond the Exception

The example of the EU-Russia natural gas relations, a most likely case if ever there 
was one, opens up Securitization Theory away from exceptionality towards a politics 
of security and agenda-setting and the routine of threats and counter-measures. Even 
if one would take a broad definition of speech acts – one that moves away from a 
static event to processes over time and one that would include the acts of not acting 
(e.g. silence) – the theory offers few tools to analyze these routines, nor does it 
provide for ways to include the broader intersubjective historical and social context 
in which these speech acts find their relevance.183 Especially this last part, the lack 
of contextualization, is problematic. Butler is most succinct when she writes that the 
‘realities brought into being depend upon a speech act, but the speech act is a reiterated 
form of discourse, so we would be mistaken to overvalue the subject who speaks.’184 
Neal, in turn, posits that Securitization Theory seems to forget that any theory that 

181 Ibid., 21.
182 Huysmans 1998b, 239. 
183 Ciuta 2009.
184 Butler 2010, 149 [emphasis added].
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builds upon understandings of ‘urgency, extraordinary circumstances and exceptional 
measures’ inherently takes on board the ‘structural, institutional and ethic-political 
implications’ that ‘are already implicit’ in these concepts.185 Similarly, Patomäki goes 
so far as to argue that in the absence of any political-economic contextualization, 
‘[Securitization Theory] is no more than an ideal-typical model of a limited-scale 
social mechanism.’186 In short, Securitization Theory explains how security comes to 
be, but only for a few very limited cases of truly exceptional circumstances. It neglects 
the large range of security debates that are political in orientation and discussed on 
a daily basis. 

This is also the position advocated by scholars like Bigo and Balzacq, who are 
working on alternative theory of security that is based on practice theory.187 The main 
insight of this alternative is that security practitioners, like border guards or terrorism 
and energy security experts, in their daily routines ‘enact a governmentality of fear 
and unease’ by constantly reminding others and themselves of the undesirable future 
that needs to be countered, in addition to interpreting and approaching new events 
through the routines that have helped them in the past.188 First, Bigo assumes that 
securitization explains these routines ‘ex post facto’, as for him, securitization is not 
the act of asking for new extraordinary measures but a justification of the extension 
of those measures already in place.189 Balzacq, in turn, shifts the focus to the agents 
themselves and the routine daily acts performed by the agents, because he believes 
that successful securitization depends, not only on the logics of securitization, but 
on the strategic links to an external reality (context/environment) to be witnessed 
in the acts performed by the actors involved. When analyzing agents, Balzacq 
therefore looks at the relative power positions of securitizing agents, the shared social 
identity of agents involved, and, above all, the capacity and nature of the audience(s), 
including the enemy and other actors involved, for example, on whether an audience 
provides formal or moral support. Within his practice theory he analyses the acts 
from both an illocutionary threat text level (the logic or grammar of securitization) 
and from a contextual level where the attentions shifts to the strategic (perlocutionary 
or performative) use of language in persuading the audience.190 

185 Neal 2006, 34.
186 Patomäki 2015, 133.
187 Balzacq 2005, 178–179. Interestingly in this article Balzacq also argues, with numerous disclaimers, that 

there are non-social, ‘brute’ threats that affect humans ‘regardless of the use of language’ (181). He argues 
that these external effects/threats should stand central in any constructivist analysis of security (181) 
as these are used by the audience as evidence in weighing securitization claims thereby reducing the 
importance of the speaker (191, 193); Bigo 2002; Bigo 2014.

188 Bigo 2014, 211; Bourbeau 2014, 196.
189 Bigo 2014.
190 See footnote 132.
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Besides practice theories, there have been other attempts to build upon 
Securitization Theory. Promising is the work of Vuori, who broadens the application 
of security speech acts by showing that security speech acts, with their inherent claims 
and warnings, are not only aimed at gaining legitimation for certain exceptional 
measures (we need to do this because…), but could also include agenda setting (this 
is more important than…), declarations of deterrence (if you do this then I will…), a 
struggle for control (this is mine), or the reproduction of previous securitizations (we 
are not safe yet).191 In phrasing speech acts like this, Vuori comes closer to theories 
of agenda setting and framing. In other words, to how the speech act logic is not 
only used to shift something outside the political but also to shift topics within the 
political through a dramatization of sorts. However, while Vuori on the one hand 
broadens security speech acts by opening them to four other purposes besides an 
upfront legitimation of the exception, he simultaneously narrows the theory by seeing 
security speech acts as the political use of the threat logic only. Vuori thus opens the 
door by offering multiple classifications of speech acts but then closes it again by 
limiting these classifications to a single security logic.

Whereas Vuori opens the speech acts themselves to other effects, Huysmans 
and Stritzel take an alternative linguistic approach. Like Vuori, Huysmans also 
returned to the speech act literature itself, but he champions an even broader 
interpretation of speech acts, one where the actual “act” consist out of people who 
‘politically invest’ in ‘creat[ing] a scene in which actors and things are brought into 
a relation that challenges a given way of doing things.’192 For Huysmans, security 
is an open-ended form of politics that follows the meaning of security within the 
daily language of the agents themselves. In such a daily language use, each new 
iteration is signified by the creation of a rupture and the assembly of a new set of 
relations based on claims for urgency. With such an understanding, Huysmans opens 
the speech act to other logics besides the strict (realist, statist and elitist) war logic 
with its focus on security as the legitimation for extraordinary measures. Elsewhere, 
Stritzel takes a similar linguistic avenue by comparing the idea of speech acts with 
the sociological concept of translation.193 Instead of deepening our understanding 
of securitization in more detail, this approach ‘suggests an understanding of security 
that is historical, local, non-essentialist, empirical-reconstructive and reflectivist.’194 
It builds on the understanding that in each situation the meaning of security is 
translated locally through a rupture from a specific old historic meaning into a new 
open-ended meaning. Stritzel here is closer to Huysmans’ notion of politics, although 

191 Vuori 2008, 76; Stritzel 2012.
192 Huysmans 2011, 372, 373; Isin and Nielsen 2008.
193 Stritzel 2011.
194 Ibid., 346.
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he approaches the issue from knowledge production in general. On the one hand, 
this implies a total contextualization and thus a break with any form of predicative 
theorizing. On the other hand, it opens up security by allowing that a new meaning of 
security can conflict with older global notions of security through its local translation. 
In the words of Neal:

When one describes “exceptionalism”, the aim should not be to describe 
a special category, but to describe a dispersed regularity, an assemblage of 
practices, an already existing archive of statements, an array of competing 
subject positions, a body of tactics and strategies, a formation of historical 
conditions of possibility, the limits of which can never be distilled and 
formalized, only problematized.195

Such a linguistic contextualized understanding helps explain why the same 
illocutionary speech act can have different perlocutionary consequences for different 
audiences.196 For example, it explains why the US security claims for the most recent 
Iraq War were interpreted differently in the US and in parts of Europe. The “exception” 
in these cases is always local and relative, a form of politics that plays out at the same 
time, in different places for different people. 

In closing, Securitization Theory offers an analysis of how security works as a 
social mechanism through the speech act of moving something out of the regular 
political debate into the exceptionality of security. The theory is questioned from 
two directions: first, in terms of the meaning of exceptionality (vs politics) and the 
absence of any contextualization, and, second, in relation to the theory’s double 
methodological positions and the normativity of these positions and assumptions. 
By taking on the same questions that Securitization Theory has introduced and has 
been openly struggling with, Huysmans, Vuori, Stritzel and Balzacq offer interesting 
additions and alternatives to the speech act theory that opens the focus of the theory 
to broader social contexts and to comparable logics that do not depend on the word 
security as such. This broader approach fits the field of energy security better, as 
energy security sees a lot of securitizing moves but hardly any strict securitization 
in terms of exceptionality. It is hard to find exceptionality, because there are very 
few crises in energy (and other fields) that, one way or another, have not seen any 
preparation. These preparations, which are based on imaginations and an abstraction 
of scarcity and shortages, lead to a politics of energy security and not securitization. 
Security in energy is not the moment of crisis itself, but the prevention of the next one 

195 Neal 2006, 44.
196 Stritzel 2011, 350.
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and therefore a form of politics where security arguments are used to dramatize an 
issue to justify spending for one course of action over another. 

Nevertheless, without the broader framework and the focus on successfulness, 
Securitization Theory remains one of the more interesting perspectives on security 
due to its focus on the securitizing moves and the speech acts behind those moves. 
Speech acts are an interesting method to highlight how, within the political domain, 
actors are dramatizing issues through a call on security logics and claim scarce 
resources and the time to tackle their issue instead of others. It bears reminding that 
although the theory helps to explain how security comes to be, it does not provide 
reasons why it does. It only shows the politics of security, the construction of a (self-
evident) need to counter an undesirable future. A future that is not self-evident and 
not bound to particular issues. Simultaneously, by using the insights of Securitization 
Theory it becomes a lens to help analyze both routine practices and moments of 
rupture. Instead of putting one before the other, Bourbeau is correct when he argues 
that ‘[t]he social world we live in is a world of feedback’ which means that both speech 
acts and routine security practices are acting together ‘in a complex and wider range 
of ways.’197

5.5 risk as a security instrument

5.5.1 Risk as an Ordering Principle

Continuing the move away from a focus on the exception, a second critical security 
theory discusses the security practice and logic of risk. Traditionally, when people 
consider risk they often think in terms of a future threat that is estimated in terms of 
likelihood and its possible impact, leading to a decision to act upon this risk or not.198 
Within CSS, risk instead is seen as an ordering principle based upon (statistical) 
calculative principles. It is seen as ‘a means of making an uncertain and unknowable 
future amenable to intervention and management.’199 In other words, as translating 
dangers and threats into probabilities and, subsequently, into financial losses and 
profits.200 Such a reading of risk builds in large part on the work of the philosopher 
Foucault.201 While the discussion below is written from the risk literature that is 
present in Critical Security Studies, the insights it offers derive from Foucault’s line 

197 Bourbeau 2014, 197.
198 Salter 2008a, 233 explicitly mentions scarce resource management: ‘Risk management as a governance 

framework seeks to focus scarce resources on risks that are ranked according to frequency and impact’.
199 Amoore and de Goede 2008a, 9. Dean 2010, 206–207 argues, contra Beck, that because risks is about 

making future threats calculable, there is no such thing as incalculable risks. If something is incalculable 
it cannot be a risk.

200 Ewald 1991, 199.
201 Foucault 2007; Foucault 2008.
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of thought on security as a form of governmentality (see chapter 8).202 The current 
chapter starts with a brief overview of the concept of risk as a performative knowledge 
practice, it then takes a step back and looks at the uncertainty and unknowability 
that risks try to make knowledgeable. After describing risk itself, the chapter 
focusses on the way risks are written and how this is changing. First by looking at 
the accountability and political decision-making processes that are hidden behind 
a calculable risk rationality. Then by highlighting a number of trends within the use 
of risk. To be followed by a reflection on the manner in which a zero-risk approach 
and computation are transforming the logics of risk itself from a calculative to a 
correlational logic. 

Seeing risk as an instrument of governing populations has at least six implications 
on how risk is defined. First, as Ewald has put it: ‘Nothing is a risk in itself; there is no 
risk in reality. But on the other hand, anything can be a risk; it all depends on how one 
analyses the danger, considers the event.’203 Second, following the notion that nothing 
is a risk in itself, risks need to be seen as performative: in the process of naming them, 
they constitute their effects.204 In other words, when people have identified something 
in terms of risk they already behave differently towards it, it is impossible to think of a 
risk without also thinking about ways of levelling it. Third, it follows that risks should 
not be seen as pre-given entities to be studied independently. Instead, Amoore & De 
Goede highlight Foucault’s attention towards ‘“differential risks,’ ‘risk zones’, [and] 
‘different curves of normality’”.’205 What they refer to is Foucault’s insight that there 
are no absolute risks. Risk assessments differentiate between and within populations 
on a continuum that ranges from higher to lower risks, with the goal to ‘normalize’ 
the abnormal high risk individuals within a population through identification and 
targeted policies.206 This often means that individuals are ‘broken up’, compared 
and excluded based on one aspect of their behavior, but which one differs as the 
‘measurable risk factors’ are constantly shifting.207 In other words, risks are mobile 
and as a result, fourthly, the idea of actually “securing” these risks is a utopia: while 
individuals can take action to minimize risks and insure against them, the population 
as a whole will always remain at risk.208 From a Foucauldian perspective, therefore, 
‘what matters instead is that the appearance of securability and manageability is 

202 Luhmann 1993, 13; C.A.S.E Collective 2006, 468.
203 Ewald 1991, 199.
204 Butler 2010; Amoore and de Goede 2008a, 9.
205 Amoore and de Goede 2008a, 11 quote: Foucault 2007, 68 and 91.
206 See also Ewald 1993, 221.
207 Amoore and de Goede 2008a, 9 quote Valverde, M., & Mopas, M. 2004. Insecurity and the dream of 
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208 As Dean argues: ‘Risk is a continuum rather than a clear break. Risk, in this sense, never completely 
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sustained.’209 Risk does this quite effective, as it gives the appearance of control.210 
Five, Foucauldian inspired scholars argue that to really understand risk one should 
move away from the risks themselves towards the ‘forms of knowledge that make 
[them] thinkable’ by which they mean the practices in those sectors and techniques 
that ‘make the incalculable calculable’.211 

Finally, six, one of the most important aspects of risk is the fact that once the 
uncertain has become calculable it becomes tradable as well.212 Insurance schemes 
make it possible for risks to be bought and sold, thereby spreading the possible costs 
of risky decisions, activities or events while making a profit doing so. Most of the 
insights on risk and insurance ultimately derive from Ewald’s seminal and aptly titled 
article Insurance and Risk.213 It is in this article that Ewald concludes that insurance 
has no ‘special field of operations’, but that it should be seen as a ‘general principle for 
the objectification of things, people, and their relations.’ 214 Because risk has no object 
to which it can be attached, ‘[n]ew elements are constantly drawn into its concern 
(…).’215 Ewald therefore focusses on the practice of risk and its main characteristics, 
which he identifies as calculability, collectivism and financialization.216 Risk is 
calculable, because it combines a statistical defined ‘regularity of events’ with 
subsequent probability calculations. This implies a radical shift away from more 
legal discourses of faults and responsibilities: for rationalities of risk, accidents 
happen, no matter who is to blame.217 Risk is collective, as the regularity of events 
is calculated statistically over a population. In the process it makes individuals part 
of a population by ascribing a shared identity or norm (thus excluding those not 
part of this population), and it judges whether they fit high or low risk profiles in 
relation towards this shared norm. Lastly, risk is a form of capital because it covers 
the monetary losses and damages after an event, never the actual life or limb that is 
lost. In fact, the insurer writes these financial compensations beforehand and thus 
never in relation to a specific event. These characteristics lead Ewald to conclude that 
risk is not just an economic and financial technique, but also a moral technique that 
forces individuals to take up responsibility for their own future and, in addition, that 
it is a technique for ‘administering justice’ by spreading out the costs for damages and 
loss from the individual over the population. He concludes, in the words of Dean, 

209 Amoore and de Goede 2008a, 9.
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that insurance is ‘a political technology in that it is a way of combining and using 
social forces in a specific fashion, one in which the possibility of the optimization of 
individual responsibility is combined with a maximization of social solidarity.’218 In 
short, with Ewald’s analysis of insurance we can see risk as an ordering principle by 
which people are governed. 

5.5.2 The Commodification of Contingent Events

Risk is a form of knowledge that translates uncertainty into contingency. But what 
is this uncertainty that risk translates into tradable monetary products? To be 
clear, the risk identified is not the identification of the uncertainty, it is only one 
of many forms of taming the future.219 Theoretically, the uncertainty itself cannot 
be identified or known. It cannot be known, because every attempt to understand 
uncertain futures uses pre-given forms of knowledge.220 Lobo-Guerrero argues that 
even to think in terms of uncertainty itself, already implies that one relies up on a 
specific understanding of the world that is certain. However, what exactly is certain 
often ‘relates to centuries-long discussions on the determination of what is from what 
is not, what is to become the matter of the empirical, the observable and thinkable 
phenomena.’221 In other words, discussions on certainty and uncertainty highlight 
the politics of ontology or ontopolitics where ‘[r]isk management, [and other forms 
of security] becomes then a continuous problematisation of the order of being in the 
world, a problematisation that makes the political a contingent matter.’222 In other 
words, what enables thinking in terms of uncertainty is a shift from ‘traditional 
security discourses’ like danger (live with it) or the will of the Gods (divine/sovereign 
intervention) towards perceiving life in terms of a sequence of contingent events.223

This interpretation is not unproblematic, as a discussion of ontopolitics in terms 
of an event or number of events can be problematized from both a historic and 
philosophical perspective. ‘The event’ is often defined by ‘the surprise’ or that which 
‘disrupts the knowledge resources and expertise available to practices of governance 
(…).’224 Foucault, when thinking on a procedure of ‘eventualization’, describes this as 
‘a breach of self-evidence [which] means making visible a singularity at places where 
there is a temptation to invoke a historical constant (…).’225 Foucault notes, however, 
that immediately in witnessing the surprise of the event the singular is ‘rediscovered’ 
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as being part of a whole, deemed ‘self-evident, universal and necessary.’226 Lundborg, 
in turn, follows the work of Deleuze when he differentiates such a historical event 
from a pure event.227 The historical event is based on a separation of ‘before’ and 
‘after’, which Lundborg sees simultaneously as a result and assumption of a temporal 
delineation of boundaries between events. However, as delineations are always decided 
upon by someone in authority (often historians), the process of producing a historical 
chronology of separate events implies a particular political practice. In contrast, a 
pure event does not have ascribed boundaries but builds on the idea of paradoxical 
processes of becoming (instead of being). Meaning that without a clear referent object 
pure events can only be studied by focusing on the paradoxes that they create. In a 
way, Foucault’s first aspect, the surprise, might be said to relate to the pure event or 
that part of an event that cannot be pinned down. His second aspect, of an historical 
constant, relates more to a process that Deleuze calls the actualization of a pure event 
and which Lundborg describes as a political practice of historical eventualization; as 
writing history as we know it.228 

Nevertheless, risk presupposes a sequence of contingent events and approaches 
this through an epistemology based on a commodification of contingency. It uses 
mathematical techniques to calculate the chance and impact of separate events and 
in doing so steers how the real (ontology) is defined.229 It is a practice of ontopolitics 
that works by making the contingency calculable, or rephrased, by giving ‘presence 
to that which is nevertheless only probable.’230 That what is unknown is imagined and 
subsequently calculated and visualized, “made real”, repeated in speeches and used 
as an argument in decision-making processes for people to act on. The contingency 
becomes real, based on particular systems of thought of uncertainty, eventualisation 
and risk.

This process of riskification comes with its own normative considerations. For 
example, such an eventual thinking contains assumptions on biological life. The 
understanding of life that it forwards centers around protection through ‘strategies 
of resilience, self-repair and regeneration’, and the ‘instigation [of] new life forms.’231 
It understands life as something in need of change and emergence.232 Contingency 
therefore needs to be monitored and softened but should never be “killed” by closing 
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the possibility for new events, for example through over-regulation. This contrasts 
with processes of security, which often try to fixate and hold on to the way life is 
governed at a particular moment. Where security fixates, the (bio)politics of risk lets 
live. This assumption, in all its innocence, defines the Foucauldian shift from fixed 
referent objects to the fluid referent processes of circulation (of goods, energy, people, 
etc.) that enable life itself, as well as particular lifestyles.233 

For Foucault, risk is one of the security instruments that helps ‘organiz[e] 
circulation, eliminating its dangerous elements, making a division between good and 
bad circulation, and maximizing the good circulation by diminishing the bad.’234 
Circulation is protected on at least five dimensions. The first dimension is focused on 
the direct separation of good from bad elements within a certain circulatory process, 
as in the case of food safety where bad foodstuff is excluded from the supply chain. 
Second, in addition to this direct form of governing circulation Foucault highlights 
an indirect form of governing circulation, through the milieu, which is discussed in 
detail in chapter 8.4. A third dimension concentrates on the protection of circulation 
itself from ‘outside’ disruptions by other decisions, as in the case of security of supply 
concerns, or (circulatory) processes, e.g. the electricity grid or the free circulation of 
grain (see Foucault’s insights on scarcity in chapter 6.5). There is a fourth dimension 
to the quote of Foucault which could be witnessed during the 2008 financial crisis 
where particular forms of neoliberal governmentality protected their capitalist idea 
of circulation from alternative organizational patterns, among which Occupy Wall 
Street (comparable to the Commission’s position on resource nationalism in chapter 
5.4). A last dimension can be identified if one describes governmentality itself in terms 
of circulation. Amoore & De Goede make this point when they argue that risk and 
security themselves are circular, as they build on a process where the failure to protect 
life does not lead to questions on the overall worth of security and risk, but instead 
leads to the urge to do “better” next time, thereby constantly renewing itself.235 

5.5.3 Writing Risks and Unaccountable Power

Risk is an instrument to govern populations, but official public authorities do not always 
write them. Instead, risks are composed by so-called underwriters. Underwriters are 
those persons who produce risks by seeing individuals as part of a population. Those 
who identify the risk by imagining it and who calculate and commodify such a risk 
by weighing the likelihood of an event with the impact it might have. But also those 
who decide on the level of financial compensation and put that down in contractual 
agreements with pre-defined categories and profiles of individuals, who trade those 
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contractual insurance agreements with others as a risk in itself, and so on. These 
underwriters are frequently situated in financial institutions, but could also include 
a mother warning her child before crossing the street, a system operator analyzing 
the chance of a blackout or a dietician calling for a better diet. Amoore and Butler 
respectively describe these underwriters in terms of ‘proxy sovereignty’ or ‘petty 
sovereigns.’236 Thereby referring to what Dean calls ‘a government without a centre, a 
form of administration in which there is no longer a centrally directing intelligence.’237 
In other words, a form of governmentality without direct accountability. 

With risk being decided upon in the back offices of large financial institutions, the 
question is whether this is problematic. On the one hand, this lack of accountability 
and the technicality of risk is used in politics to avoid accountable decision-making 
on topics ranging from ethical questions to climate change. The use of the technicality 
of risk to postpone difficult political decisions is something Amoore notes in respect 
to the increasing use of consultation practices by policy makers. She argues, following 
Derrida, that this is not a political choice but a ‘redeploy[ment of] calculative practices’ 
and therefore ‘a decision that is not a decision’, just the application of pre-decided 
upon rules of calculation.238 There is no decision being made when something is 
subjected to a risk calculation, because the algorithm already contains the decisions 
on the weight of the variables involved. In other words, risk in this sense is neutral. 
It is both political useful and a hiding of accountability. On the other hand, risks do 
not exists by the grace of the insurer alone. Risks exist by the grace of the population 
that is its target.239 Ewald, for example, argues that the reason why some risks become 
accepted and seen as something to behave accordingly, depends ‘on the shared 
values of the threatened group.’240 This implies that what is deemed an acceptable 
risk does not automatically follow from the level of danger or the level of certainty 
involved. Whatever the material reality behind risks, it depends on the shared values 
of the population whether a risk is accepted. Amoore’s example of the accountants 
in the UK during World War 2 and how they wrote the norms around food supplies 
(discussed in chapter 8.4), argues that they did not invent these norms out of thin 
air; they based them on earlier small scale practices and understandings of what was 
deemed appropriate behavior. Similarly, an explosion of Yellowstone Park is a real 
material possibility but one that people try to forget, while GMO’s are an accepted risk 
for the Americans and other countries that introduce them in their agriculture, but 
not for most European countries that oppose them fervently. 

236 Butler 2004; Amoore 2013, 6. As also discussed in De Goede 2008b, 101. Compare with Shannon 2014, 
252.

237 Dean 2010, 259.
238 Amoore 2013, 6–7, 17–18.
239 Ewald 1993, 225.
240 Ibid.

134



5

securing undesired fuTures

The security instrument of risk is thus political in three ways. First, risk is political 
because insurers and accountants take upon themselves some of the sovereignty of 
security that originally was only contributed to heads of state, diplomats and the 
military.241 Second, risk is political also in the sense that a risk needs to be accepted 
for it to exist. This in turn makes ‘the political a contingent matter’.242 Lastly, risk 
is political in the sense that risks can be used politically. Dean argues that this 
is an overlooked but fundamental aspect of Foucault’s argument that risk is a 
security instrument and as such can be attached to different political programs and 
strategies.243 Indeed Dean shows that there are multiple forms of risk assessments 
and that an epidemiological risk, which studies rates of morbidity and health, is more 
preventive than a form of risk inspired on insurance and capital, while both are more 
quantitatively oriented compared to what Dean calls individual ‘case-management 
risk’, which also uses qualitative tools like expert diagnostics and interviews to decide 
on the risk posed by an individual.244 Choosing what risk assessment to take is a 
political choice as well.

5.5.4 Broadening the use of Risk Calculation

The politics becomes obvious when looking at the history of risk and insurance. 
From dangers to individual risk, insurance and other actuarially tools have helped 
transform risk into a collective phenomenon, which slowly developed into the 
collective welfare states of the 20th century.245 During this time, risks have been 
socialized with the collective covering the misfortune of the individual financially. 
Three trends are drastically turning this 20th century collectivism around. These 
include individualization, an extension to include systems, and a scientific move from 
extrapolation to correlation.

First, the collectivism of insurance is reversed with the withdrawal of the state 
in line with individualization. As Dean concludes: ‘[r]isk has been to some extent 
desocialized, privatized and individualized.’246 Aradau & van Munster agree and 
highlight an important aspect of this trend, namely how insurance transformed from 
the early industrial society, where it was seen as a positive force to counter some of 
the ‘latent side-effects of industrialization’, into a more negative conception that 
focused mainly on ‘the prevention of “bad’s”.’247 No longer are events accepted and 
individuals protected through financial compensation that cover the damages. Risk 

241 Lobo-Guerrero 2012, 18.
242 Ibid.
243 Dean 2010, 220.
244 Ibid., 218–219.
245 See for example Lobo-Guerrero 2012.
246 Dean 2010, 221.
247 Aradau and van Munster 2007, 92.
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has increasingly been interpreted in terms of risk minimization. Together with the 
shift from collective insurance to practices of risk profiling, this means that risk has 
become an instrument of governance that is increasingly focused on the identification 
and exclusion of possible future bad’s (behavior, events or ideas).248 

Second, it is possible to see an extension in risk analysis from accidents and 
individual (mis)behavior towards the security of critical infrastructure and climate 
systems. This trend, identified for example by Collier & Lakoff, combines the modern 
reflexive focus towards potential future events with a shift away from individuals and 
populations towards ‘vital systems security.’249 Collier & Lakoff describe how this shift 
from persons to systems started after the Second World War in relation to the threat 
of nuclear attacks. Exercises, mapping and scenarios quickly showed the growing 
importance of a wide range of infrastructure systems (electricity, communications 
and transport) and their material components to protect the people and their way of 
life. The focus shifted when analysts started to think in terms of and gathered data on 
systems, their material and human components, and the interdependencies between 
systems. Besides the human-material interaction, another important consequence of 
a systems perspective is the evolution and introduction of complex systems theory 
and the idea of resilience (discussed below). 

Third, Amoore & De Goede reflect on the changing role of the rationality of 
scientific knowledge in relation to insurance and risk.250 They follow Ewald, who 
notes the growing time spent by risk assessments on ‘the infinitely small-scale’ 
and the ‘infinitely large-scale’.251 While Beck once claimed that neither of these are 
insurable,252 in reality they are, although with more complex financial products, 
higher risk premiums and more stringent insurance terms and conditions. More 
important, from a risk calculation perspective, is the fact that the analyses are not 
able to provide a level of ‘certainty’ for the ‘infinitely large-scale’ disasters like climate 
change and nuclear war. They have never happened and are therefore not based 
on historic events but on intellectual imaginations. This shifts risk analysis from 
statistical extrapolation, which needs at least some fixed parameters, to practices of 
(capital market) speculation grounded on a monetarily translation of the expectations 
of the markets.253 The scientific uncertainty of precautionary issues coupled with a 
need to anticipate future risks, leads to forms of objective knowledge that start to 
include ‘emotional, affective, and speculative domains.’254 

248 Rose 2001, 11; Amoore and de Goede 2008a, 27.
249 Collier and Lakoff 2015; Collier and Lakoff 2008b; Collier and Lakoff 2008a.
250 Amoore and de Goede 2008a, 27–28.
251 Ewald 1993, 222; Amoore and de Goede 2008a, 27.
252 Beck 1992.
253 Aradau and van Munster 2007, 106–107.
254 Amoore 2013, 9–10. In respect to information, Amoore (p85) also discusses how risk analysis, for 
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5.5.5 From Calculable to Derivative Risk

Following these trends, it is possible to identify three approaches to risk that play a 
role in modern day security policies. Besides the management of known risks through 
insurance and prevention, the trends highlight the management of unknown risks 
through practices of precaution. Insurance is still one of the main instruments to 
minimize the costs of an undesired future. In turn, prevention is a form of risk-
minimization that limits as much of the consequences as possible of a known course 
of action, for example through contingency planning and training.255 The logic of 
precaution, however, which was mentioned above, is a different logic that tackles the 
unknowability of risks itself, by assuming a worst-case scenario and pushing for action 
even if the risks are only virtual.256 For Amoore & De Goede, the first two deal with 
“known knowns” (insurance) and “known unknowns” (prevention), while precaution 
instead deals with “unknown unknowns” and touches upon those instances where 
statistics and computation alone cannot provide an answer.257 As a consequence, any 
decision made to counter a worst-case scenario has to assume this particular future 
as real and in so doing makes this unknown future an actual reality. However, these 
futures cannot be known at the same time and because we cannot know the future, it 
becomes very hard to account for the decisions that are made on its behalf.258 Aradau 
& Van Munster elsewhere call for ‘precautions against precautionary politics’ as they 
argue we are witnessing ‘arbitrary sovereign decision[s]’ at ‘the limit of knowledge’ 
based on ‘“objective” socio-economic configurations’ that make it very hard to 
challenge these decisions.259

The extent and practical consequences of such an approach to risk, only become 
clear when considering the role that the precautionary logic plays in relation to the 
War on Terror. Here pre-emptive strikes and precautionary measures are witnessed 
continuously in practices of global surveillance, the constant drawing of boundaries 
and the hidden decisions on

[t]he arrest and detention of travelers at the border, the freezing of financial 
transactions, the pre-emptive disruption of plots and indictment of suspects, 
the stopping and searching of young Muslim men in the city subway, the 

example during border control, increasingly use information to act upon by rejecting people entry that 
would not have been acceptable in court. Thereby effectively judging people outside the law.

255 Prevention is acting without imminent threat (in conflict a preventive war is legally deemed an act of 
aggression). Pre-emption is acting before an imminent threat materializes and as such is seen as a more 
justifiable tactic. See also Massumi 2009, 168.

256 Aradau and van Munster 2007, 103; Amoore 2013, 9.
257 Amoore and de Goede 2008a, 29.
258 Aradau and van Munster 2008, 35.
259 Aradau and van Munster 2007, 109.
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entry of a name onto a selectee list [, or the kill orders for a drone attack] 
– all advance an invisible political violence, taking unaccountable and often 
unchallengeable decisions.260 

Moreover, these decisions are made by connecting as many databases as possible, 
ranging from financial data to telecommunications, travel, biometrics, health, judicial, 
educational, internet and consumption data. These are linked for ‘scenario planning, 
risk profiling, algorithmic modelling, information integration, and data analysis’, not 
to find evidence of previous unwanted behavior, but to find associations and other 
signs for imagined unwanted behavior in the future.261 In these cases of ‘derivative 
risk,’ Amoore convincingly argues that what is sought are no longer ‘risk probabilities’ 
but ‘risk possibilities’: no longer the chance that a particular probable risk might occur 
based upon particular historical patterns, but instead a focus on multiple possible 
risky futures and how to identify them before they occur.262 To prevent these possible 
futures, Big Data is used to find clues for possible feared events by associating pieces 
of information that are not related but nonetheless offer a certain ‘precision as a basis 
for decision.’263 Decisions are made irrespective the non-causally related nature of 
the information and reported in such a way that the increasingly more ‘obscure’ and 
complicated algorithms and assumptions that make these connections are hidden 
behind simple ‘objective’ visual representations (e.g. a green or red light).264 In the 
move from probabilities to possibilities, it has become even harder to question the 
decisions and assumptions behind these risk logics.

A precautionary dispositif linked with the War on Terror highlights two aspects 
that add a troubling note towards the unaccountability of power discussed above. 
First, it highlights the mobility of the norms behind those who or what are deemed 
a risk factor. Research on practices initiated in counter-terrorism show that what is 
considered to be normal behavior, or, vice versa, what is seen as unwanted behavior, 
is not based on a clearly defined norm. Instead, such considerations are derived from 
a norm that is mobile over place and time.265 By behaving correctly today, one can 
still be found lacking on a later moment in time. This clearly collides with criminal 
law where one cannot be punished for an action that was not against the law at the 
time that it was committed. Secondly, Amoore shows how use of fully automatic 
analysis of Big Data means that public authorities increasingly need to rely on outside 

260 Amoore and de Goede 2008a, 14.
261 Amoore 2013, 9; Amoore and de Goede 2008b; Aradau and van Munster 2007; Aradau and van Munster 
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commercial expert knowledge (for ICT and mathematics), in order to identify, imagine 
and measure possible future threats, not to mention that these experts play a vital role 
in helping to interpret and explain crises that have occurred. This influential position 
should be considered carefully as these same experts and consultancies have a vested 
economic interest in offering ways to counter these threats, advising on surveillance 
equipment, data algorithms and protocols, etcetera.266 For these companies, risk is 
truly a way to commodify and capitalize on insecurity. 

In short, it is possible to summarize risk as a performative practice that identifies 
and problematizes uncertainty in terms of contingency based on mobile norms that 
cannot be conquered but only managed and traded. To understand risks and the 
different risk logics this section followed the focus of the literature on the knowledge 
practices that lie behind risk calculations. More specific, it showed that the translation 
from uncertainty to contingency is always based on existing systems of knowledge, 
which are reified by each articulation and calculation of risk. For risk logics to work 
one needs to be able to think in terms of certainty and uncertainty, to separate and 
identify events as particulars, and to understand life as something to be kept “open”. 
Based on these underlying systems, risks works through its statistical methods to 
make real that what is unknown by imagining a particular future and then calculate 
and visualize it. These commodified “facts” are repeated in speeches and used as an 
argument in decision-making processes, to be acted upon through insurance and 
prevention schemes and to be traded for profit. 

In turn, risk was problematized itself by questioning the unaccountable power 
distribution that results when those who define the past and imagine the future are just 
as important as official sovereign decision-makers. In particular, as the role of these 
underwriters and other commercial security experts is growing as they increasingly 
decide on the importance of variables and the connections between variables, 
thereby identifying what we should fear, how bad the situation is and what should be 
done to make it better. Through risk and financial insurance schemes aimed at risk 
minimization, these underwriters actively shape how individuals organize and live 
their lives. Moreover, it is their way of seeing the world that is coded in the risk logics 
and algorithms themselves, making an apolitical technical instrument suddenly quite 
political. Most troubling in this respect is the shift from probable risk to possible risk. 
A shift towards the wish to act upon multiple possible futures instead of the most 
probable future, based on only indirectly associated and non-causally related data 
points from everyday life connected through increasingly complex algorithms that 
paradoxically result in ever more simplified binary outcomes.

266 Ibid., 20–21.
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5.6 reflection

The goal of this chapter was to unpack the notion of security in order to problematize 
its use in the field of energy security and to give a potential explanation for the 
proliferation of energy security concerns. The subsequent sections offered insights 
into the multiple logics of security, the ethics of security, the manner in which security 
is called upon, and the exercise of power inherent to the calculation of risk. Together 
these sections offer an interpretation of security as a form of governing the present 
based on an imagination of undesired futures. 

In pushing the recent literature on security, this chapter started by approaching 
security in its broadest sense as dealing with and deciding upon undesired futures. 
A logical consequence of such a broad definition is the possibility to observe a more 
extensive range of different insecurities or undesirable futures, the techniques used 
to imagine and decide on that undesirability and the logics of security that drive 
the application of these techniques and search for counter-measures. Together, 
these techniques and logics help make sense of the future and make people act 
performatively in the here-and-now. The security logics are both inclusionary and 
exclusionary. They are inclusionary as there is always another unknown potentially 
threatening future, just as failed counter-measures only inspire to do better. While 
these logics are inclusionary and help make sense of events, they do not define the 
issues at stake. Instead, interpretations shift and depend on the agent’s position and 
relation to the referent object. Hence, security is exclusionary as the identification 
of an undesired future always builds on a politics that excludes those not part of 
the security arrangement. Such normative judgements create ruptures, which are 
reinforced by the countermeasures that are enacted. Security was reasoned to be a 
form of ethics itself, shaping and reinforcing the interpretation of an event, the image 
of the other, the referent object and oneself. The security of undesirable futures is thus 
not only epistemological but strongly ontological as well. It is the choice of what to 
protect and what not to protect, the choice between what to see as a threat and what 
not to see as a threat. Simultaneously, the urgency of security dispels any thought 
about the inherent normativity of security. 

Security is something that is made; it does not exist out there but is called 
upon or written by politicians, concerned citizens, security experts, insurers, etc. 
To understand the identification of undesired futures, this chapter focused on the 
emotion of fear (and desire) as well as the explicit use of fear in political contexts. 
Through a separation of private and public fears, it becomes possible to see the emotive 
and political use fear. More specific, how public fears build upon a depoliticized idea 
of private fear by linking the individual to the collective, while decoupling the private 
experience of fear from the social call upon fear. Together with an increasing epistemic 
and ontic uncertainty that triggers an autopoietic fear for fear itself, this leads to a 
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situation where the existence of political fears cannot be proven wrong. Besides, while 
it only works when called upon, the above makes clear that almost everybody calls 
upon it. Clearly, not all calls are successful, but in today’s culture of fear that seems to 
be of less importance as the calls always already succeed in reinforcing the desire for 
more security. Moreover, contrary to an individual private experience of fear, where 
the undesirable future and its opposite (the desired future) are identified in response 
to a bodily reaction, in the case of public fear there is a more intentional logic at work 
where particular desired futures are identified before their current state is publicized 
as undesirable and something to be feared.

The call upon security was analyzed more closely through a study of the insights 
provided by Securitization Theory and its singular focus on the exceptionality of 
security over normal politics. With the concepts of speech acts, securitizing moves and 
securitization, this theory helps to understand and study how people call on security. 
While the theory highlights the process of how something becomes a security issue, 
it does not provide the reasons why particular issues are called on and hence should 
not be used as such. More in general there are questions on the conflation of the 
theory and methodology of securitization, its normativity, its focus on exceptionality 
and lack of context. Still, the theory, as well as its different critiques, highlight the 
politics behind security instead of the outcome of such processes. Behind the self-
evident threats lies the active politics of multiple audiences, multiple speech actors 
and multiple issues that are securitized. In addition, besides showing the activity 
that goes into making something into a security issue, the theory also opens up the 
relationality of the other as part of the self. 

The reflection on risk with its focus on routine security practices of insurance 
and its underlying risk calculations offered an alternative to the exceptionality of 
Securitization Theory. Risk was described as a performative practice that identifies 
and problematizes uncertainty in terms of contingency based on mobile norms that 
cannot be conquered but only managed and traded. Through its statistical methods, 
risk makes the unknown a reality by first imagining and then calculating and 
visualizing the future. These commodified “facts” are repeated in speeches and used 
as an argument in decision-making processes, to be acted upon through insurance 
and prevention schemes and to be traded for profit. Financial insurance schemes 
aimed at risk minimization thus actively shape how individuals organize their daily 
lives: what they buy, say and do. The use of risk calculation was problematized by 
highlighting the growing political role of risk underwriters and ICT experts and the 
shifting accountability that follows recent changes in risk calculation from probable 
risks to possible (correlated) risks.

Both theories discuss a particular logic of security, respectively a threat rationality 
and a logic and technique of risk, and agree that security is an exercise of power that is 
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called upon by people who decide on its boundaries. Still, they differ as risk accepts an 
increasing level of contingency that a threat logic actively resists. They contrast, but at 
the same time the risk literature can only ascribe probability to the undesired future 
on which the risk is based and cannot explain how something becomes a threat, nor 
how particular thresholds of risk are set. In turn, the speech act inspired security 
literature is unable to move away from the exceptional threat itself to the routine of 
everyday security and safety practices that are also inherent to these threats. Clearly, 
we need to understand the normative and instrumental characteristics of security 
and risk, as both security and risk ‘do […] things rather than merely name things’.267 
They both approach events from a how question, with neither offering reasons or 
generalized conclusions to be used for predictions.

What this chapter means for energy security is manifold. At the beginning, this 
chapter stated that it is very well possible to read this chapter by just adding the word 
energy whenever it spoke of security. While that might push it, this chapter makes 
a clear case for moving away from a “simple” theological goal oriented definition 
of energy security to an understanding of energy security that is called upon every 
time it is used. This chapter thus supports the initial reflections in Part I on energy 
security to move beyond the search for a better understanding of the content of 
energy security, to the actual political work that is done to get particular forms of 
energy security accepted as a security concern. Energy security is made to be, by 
elites, companies, academia (including observing energy security scholars) and the 
public – even at kitchen tables as chapter 9 will argue. It is not some natural state of 
affairs that is given and in need of protection. Many of the issues raised in Part I, on 
the proliferation of the concept, the geopolitical and state-centric focus, the uncritical 
and lacking theorization can be placed in context now. At the same time, this chapter 
also shows that energy security does exist. In line with Ciuta, (energy) security is not a 
banal process; it is very much the opposite. While everything is constantly performed, 
there are concerns, like Russian gas, that can be called on much easier and with a 
much larger backing and audience than others, because they fit historical insecurities 
or because they are materialized in such a way that they could affect many. The 
difference between traditional theories of energy security and the theories on security 
that are discussed in this chapter is that the latter acknowledge that they themselves 
play a role in the process of securing energy while analyzing these processes and the 
conditions behind them. Thereby they open themselves and the concept of energy 
security to an understanding of energy security that is socially performed and never 
the same, yet made to be so, while functioning as an exercise of power with strong 
normative consequences.

267 Dillon 1996, 34.
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