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Abstract 

Energy and its policy has been a priority for the EU since its establishment. The EU indicates the competitiveness, 

sustainability and security of supply to be the core pillars of energy policy, which guide energy projects and their 

implementations in the EU territory. Nonetheless, disagreements and different opinions on the natural gas transmission 

pipeline Nord Stream 2 reveal that the solidarity in terms of energy policy is not apparent. Hence, the purpose of this 

study is to reveal how the framings of the project are constructed by the most vocal actors - the EU institutions, 

Germany, Poland and Russia – in order to indicate implications of the frames to the future of the project and the EU 

energy policy. The purpose of the study is achieved by adopting energy security concept as theoretical lens and frame 

analysis as a primary method of research. The study reveals that the actors frame the project in terms of energy security 

dimensions and energy security logics. The study concludes that the actors prioritize security of supply pillar to the 

largest extent and thus it poses complications to attain a currently core element of the EU energy policy – sustainability, 

and implement the NS2 project due to the lack of solidarity among actors. 
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Currently the EU energy policy is dominated by sustainability objective. Nevertheless, when analyzing how the 

framings of the Nord Stream 2 natural gas pipeline project are constructed, I acknowledged that the security of supply 

pillar tends to dominate the EU, Germany, Poland and Russia’s interpretations of the project. I achieved this conclusion 

by using energy security concept and its logics as my theoretical framework and frame analysis as a method of research. 

Frame analysis method supported my study in identifying the different patterns among the actors’ statements about the 

project. The realization achieved by this study contributes to other studies when identifying that the actors use national 

interests when framing the Nord Stream 2, nevertheless, the actors also prioritize one EU energy policy pillar – security 

of supply. This observation suggest us that the implementation of the project will be complicated and that future the EU 

energy projects will be possibly viewed through the security of supply pillar, therefore, the EU energy policy pillar of 

sustainability will not be prioritized. 
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1. Introduction

Nord Stream 2 (NS2) offshore natural gas transmission pipeline project is a successor of the Nord Stream 

(NS) offshore natural gas transmission project, developed on the seabed of the Baltic Sea in 2011 (Nord 

Stream 2 n.d.). NS is the largest natural gas transmission installation developed on the Baltic Sea floor and 

currently consists of two around 1200 km long parallel pipelines on the Baltic Sea between Russia and 

Germany and overall carries 55bcm (billion cubic meters) capacity to transmit the gas (Gazprom 2018). Its 

successor, the NS2 project, is planned to be the same in terms of its measurements and energy transmission 

capacity, nevertheless, it is projected to attain modern technologies and construction (Nord Stream 2 n.d.).  

The first Nord Stream pipeline infrastructure was implemented in order to provide sufficient amount of 

energy supply to the European customers due to the decline in the European gas production and increase in 

energy demand (Lidskog et al. 2011). Additionally, the construction of the NS was also triggered by the 

insecurity of supplies via extraterritorial pipelines via the Central-Eastern Europe (Bouzarovski et al. 2015). 

2009 gas dispute between Ukraine and Russia and 2010 gas dispute between Belarus and Russia were the 

factors to implement the Nord Stream offshore pipeline (Bouzarovski et al. 2015).Ukraine and Belarus had 

extensive amounts of debts to Russia for energy supply transmissions (Bouzarovski et al. 2015; Yafimava 

2010). Due to the debts, Russia terminated gas supply to Ukraine and, hence, Europe in 2009, whereas in 

2010, presented an ultimatum to Belarus to repay the debt or face gas supply cut (Bouzarovski et al. 2015; 

Yafimava 2010). Therefore, keeping the majority of natural gas transmissions on land in the Central-Eastern 

European region possess risks to security of energy supply. Therefore, the project is considered in the EU 

interests (Lidskog et al. 2011).  

Particularly, the project was needed to meet gas demand in the Western Europe region, especially for 

Germany, as a direct receiver of natural gas from Russia (Lidskog et al. 2011). The EU production of gas and 

energy demand is continuously declining and increasing, respectively (AC 2016; European Commission 

2017a; Honoré 2017; IEA 2017; Nord Stream 2 n.d.; Perrin 2017; Prognos 2017), thus the EU acknowledges 

the need to satisfy increasingly larger energy supply gap. The important aspect is also the energy supply 

insecurity related to Central-Eastern Europe pipelines (Bouzarovski et al. 2015). Due to the trans-territorial 

gas tensions with Ukraine and Belarus, Russia aimed to bypass the countries Belarus and Ukraine (and 

partially Poland) by implementing the NS project (Bouzarovski et al. 2015). The EU has to assure additional 

gas resources in order to compete in global industrial gas market, sustain its economy and meet domestic 

demand of energy.  The EU energy policy determined that renewable energy and clean fossil fuel 

technologies are most eligible energy supply in order to satisfy demand for energy in the EU (COM 2007). 

Thus, the Russian gas was chosen as an appropriate energy supply for Europe. Even though natural gas is not 

a renewable energy, it is considered to be the cleanest of fossil fuels (Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b), the most 

affordable (Hockenos 2017; MER 2012, 2017; Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b; President of Russia 2018; Russian 

Government 2016a, 2016b) and positioned closely to the EU, hence, appropriate to fill in gap in European 

energy supply. The NS2 project is assumed to be finished in 2019 and run on the seabed of Baltic Sea next to 

the first Nord Stream pipelines infrastructure (Nord Stream 2 n.d.), despite possible sanctions from US aimed 

at companies that plan to invest in Russian natural gas export projects (Maurice 2018). 

1.1. Problem formulation 

The NS2 is a controversial project. Its controversy begins with its predecessor, the first NS project, which 

received mixed reviews due to the construction of natural gas transmission infrastructure laid on the seabed 

of the Baltic Sea and political tensions of prolonging reliance on the Russian gas (Woehrel 2010). The EU is 

already largely depended on Russian natural gas (SWD 2017a; SWD 2017b), thus the NS2 is also seen as a 

problematic project. Additionally, the issue with the project is also observable because the complexity of 

voices and the political debate surrounding NS2 attracts different, politically motivated perspectives from 

different actors. Hence, there is a lack of solidarity among different actors and their interpretations of the 

project.  

Further, the development of the NS2 natural gas transmission pipeline project is questionable due to its 

applicability to the EU energy policy. Ever since 2000s the EU energy policy has been based on the three 

pillars - competitiveness, sustainability and security of supply - that continue to influence the EU energy 
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policy decisions currently (COM 2000). The Green paper: A European Strategy for Sustainable, Competitive 

and Secure Energy is the document that established the key pillars of the EU energy policy as the key 

aspirations and provided clear description on what these pillars indicate (COM 2006a).The energy policy 

pillars are constructed as guidelines for the energy projects in the EU and Member States’ territories 

(Biesenbender 2015; Langsdorf 2011). The EU and its Member States are expected to follow these 

guidelines when developing and implementing any energy project in order to fulfill energy policy 

aspirations.  

Previous studies have identified that the NS2 revealed the downsides of the EU energy policy 

implementation and lack of solidarity among the Member States and even proposed possible tools to reach a 

unified view towards the project (Dudek et al. 2017; European Political Strategy Centre n.d.; Fischer 2016; 

Goldthau 2016; Loskot-Strachota 2016; Riley 2016). Nonetheless, until today little research has focused on 

framings. Thus, the contribution of this study is to concentrate on the framings and understand how the 

meanings of the NS2 are constructed by the various actors assuming contrary positions towards the project. 

Additionally, the obtained understandings on how different framings on the NS2 are constructed by diverse 

actors, assist in assessing future energy projects in the EU, and the EU and its Member States’ position 

towards them. The understanding of how actors frame the NS2 can help in understanding how actors frame 

other energy infrastructures: what logic of energy security are observable in actors’ framings, what elements 

of energy security do they prioritize, do they have any national interests that dominate the formulations of 

the frames? The understanding of how reveals the way the actors view the EU energy policy. 

1.2. Aim and research questions 

Taking into account the controversy of the NS2 and various opinions from the Member States, the EU 

institutions and Russia about the project’s applicability to competitiveness, sustainability and security of 

supply objectives, the study aims to detect how the frames are constructed. The main reason to detect the 

manner various framings of the project are constructed is to indicate their possible implications to the future 

of the NS2 and the EU energy policy. 

More specifically, the objective is to examine how the EU, Russia, Germany and Poland formulates their 

framings in the contentious political debate on NS2 in terms of competitiveness, sustainability and security 

of supply principles. The actors selected for this analysis include the core EU institutions (European 

Parliament (EP), European Council, Council of the European Union, European Commission), as well as 

national government institutions and think tanks of Germany, Poland and Russia. The core institutions of the 

EU are selected as their position towards the NS2 influences the project’s development. Germany and Russia 

are selected because the actors benefit from the project the most and are its most vocal supporters. Poland is 

selected due to its strong resistance towards the implementation of the NS2. The think tanks are included in 

the study in order to obtain additional framings from actors that – while possessing an advisory, knowledge – 

production role are not associated with the traditional sites of policy – making. Due to the contentious nature 

of political debate surrounding the construction of the NS2, it is pertinent to explore the actors’ framings of 

the NS2, as well as to identify how their perspectives differ or concur. NS2 statements provided by the actors 

provide the study with a sufficient basis to analyze their framings of NS2 in the political debate.  

In order to achieve the aim of the study, the research question is formulated: 

How do selected actors frame the NS2 in relation to the EU energy policy’s three pillars:  

a) Security of supply, 

b) Competitiveness,  

c) Sustainability. 

 

After the problem introduction and formulation, I begin the theoretical framework section, which provides 

theoretical lens. Energy security concept, its dimension and the logics of energy security constructs the 

theoretical lens to view and reach the aims of the study. Methods section follows next and provides the tools 

to conduct analysis. The methods I used in this thesis are empirical data collection which includes various 

primary and secondary literature and frame analysis, which assists in identifying patterns in the actors’ 

statements in regards to the NS2. Further, the background chapter is constructed in order to present a brief 
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overview on the NS2 project, the EU energy policy and its key documents. Chapter five then presents 

analysis and following chapter discusses the analysis implications in a broader academic scene. The 

conclusion section summarizes the content of the paper and addresses the NS2 to be framed in the logics of 

energy security based on actors’ priorities. The NS2 is limitedly framed in terms of sustainability to the 

extent as the others, and this pillar mainly acknowledged by the stakeholders of the project. The limited 

acknowledgment of sustainability opposes the EU energy policy evolution.  

 

Fig. 1. Route map Nord Stream and Nord Stream. (Source: gazprom.com) 

2. Theoretical Framework 

This chapter introduces the energy security concept as a theoretical framework guiding the analysis in this 

paper. In this thesis I apply the lens of energy security composed of four dimensions and three logics of 

energy security that are used to interpret the EU, Germany, Poland and Russia’s framings of the NS2 in 

terms of the EU energy policy pillars of sustainability, competitiveness and security of supply and establish 

implications of those framings for the NS2 project and its development. 

The chapter is divided into five parts. In part one I shortly present the ambiguous concept of energy security. 

In the second part, I discuss the development and evolution of energy security throughout the modern 

history. In the third part I introduce and briefly discuss four elements of energy security: availability, 

accessibility, affordability and acceptability. Availability dimension of energy security is emphasized by 

further elaborating the diversification aspect. In the fourth part I present the three logics of the energy 

security. Finally, part five I elaborate on how the energy security concept is implemented in this thesis. 

2.1. Evolution of energy security concept 

Energy security is regarded to be a slippery concept that holds variety of dimensions, depending on the 

specific context it is being used, as the country or a region, timeframe or energy source to which it is applied 

(Chester 2010; Ciută 2010; Westphal 2006; Winzer 2012). Therefore, there is a difficulty to find a 

standardized definition of energy security that everyone agrees on and is applicable to general cases. 

The early understandings of energy security concept were primarily influenced by the geographical, 

geopolitical circumstances related to resource availability and accessibility.  

Historically, energy security concept was associated with oil resource and security of its availability (Kruyt 

et al. 2009). The Arab oil embargo during the 1973-1974 and the second oil crisis in the 1979 influenced this 

perception of the concept of energy security as an embargo restricted oil provision to the consumers globally 

(Langsdorf 2011). The inaccessibility of oil supply due to geopolitical reasons induced the demand and 

consumption of the natural gas which broaden the concept of the energy security not limited to the oil 
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supply. Diversification of energy supply and resources was seen as an important asset to energy security 

(Kruyt et al. 2009). Moreover, as accessibility of oil resource was restricted, the price of oil in the worldwide 

energy market rose significantly (Chester 2010; Ciută 2010; Kruyt et al. 2009). Oil price shocks in the 1970s 

exposed financial aspect as a vital dimension of energy security concept. Scarcity of oil resources nowadays, 

also induce growth of oil price globally (Kruyt et al. 2009). Consequently, the concept of energy security 

implies not only physical availability and accessibility of energy supply, but also a dimension of price 

(Chester 2010; Kryut et al. 2009). The dimension of price is highlighted as an affordability aspect of energy 

security. Thus, energy security essentially implies the avoidance of risk of unreliable energy supply as 

shortage of the supply, “mismatch in supply and demand inducing price increases, or a partial or complete 

disruption of energy supplies” (Chester 2010, p.889).  

The availability (both in physical and geopolitical terms) of the energy supply and its price (affordability) are 

stressed to be the most important dimensions of the energy security (Kruyt et al. 2009). The availability of 

supply and its affordability continues to dominate the definition of the energy security after the Oil Crisis in 

1970s. It was acknowledged that the developed economic strategies and governmental interventions to 

stabilize the energy market were ineffective, thus the idea of energy market liberalization was proposed in 

the 1980s (Chester 2010). In the 1990s the EU addressed the issue of internal energy market liberalization in 

order to secure energy provision to the Union (Gouarderes et al. 2018). Liberalization of the EU internal 

energy market was aimed to establish a greater competition which was expected to provide a broader 

availability of energy resources in terms of diversity and affordability of energy as a consequence of a 

competitive environment in the market. Hence, energy security concept is primarily defined by the market 

terms of availability of supply and price (Chester 2010) and is focused on “economic issues related to the 

behavior of markets” (Bohi et al. 1993, p.1094).  Emphasis on a convenience to reach the energy resources 

and the affordable pricings of energy also dominates the definition of energy security by the International 

Energy Agency. The IEA defines energy security as “the uninterrupted availability of energy sources at an 

affordable price” (IEA n.d.).  

Nevertheless, the concept of energy security is being regarded from broader perspectives as well. The rapid 

globalization, environmental issues and climate change tensions broadens the definition of energy security 

(Chester 2010; Kruyt et al. 2009). The broader approach towards energy security can be detected in the 

European Commission Green Paper (COM 2000), where the energy security is not merely regarded as 

availability and affordability issue through the diversification of energy supply. The Paper emphasized that 

energy security implies environmental and sustainable development aspects as well (COM 2000). 

In summary, energy security concept is influenced by the geopolitical, economic and environmental 

concerns. These issues widens the energy security concept and allows it to be an umbrella for sustainable 

energy systems, because environmental aspects are one of the elements of the concept. Hence, the concept 

holds different elements, definitions according to different actors and the historical context. 

2.2. Key dimensions of energy security 

Nonetheless, energy security often implies four dimensions, namely availability, accessibility, affordability 

and acceptability, as it is determined by Ang, Choong and Ng (2005), Cherp and Jewell (2014), Chester 

(2010), Kruyt, van  Vuuren, de Vries and Groenenberg (2009), Sovacool and Brown (2009), Westphal 

(2006) and Winzer (2012). For instance, energy security is defined by Sovacool (2013, p.150), “as how to 

equitably provide available, affordable, reliable, efficient, environmentally benign, proactively governed, and 

socially acceptable energy services to end-users”. This definition of energy security incorporates core 

dimensions of energy security: availability (available), accessibility (reliable), affordability (affordable) and 

acceptability (environmentally benign, proactively governed and socially acceptable).  

Availability, acceptability, affordability and acceptability elements of energy security are discussed in further 

detail. 

2.2.1. Availability  

Availability of energy supply is considered to be an essential part of the energy security since the Arab oil 

embargos in 1970s. An importance of availability of energy is also emphasized. Due to global tradability of 

oil, physical shortages are evidential in the oil prices in the energy market in a form of increase and 
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fluctuations (Kruyt et al. 2009). Hence, availability comprises two elements: physicality of energy and 

diversification of energy supply (Sovacool et al. 2009). Physical availability ensures energy security by 

providing safe energy supply that can be consumed by the states and their components as citizens, industries 

and armies (Sovacool et al. 2009). By depending on one source of energy supply, as for instance oil, states 

endanger their energy security because fossil fuel resources are not infinite (Riley 2000). Diversification of 

energy supply assures states of safe energy supply and its availability and minimizes the risk of energy 

supply depletion (Ang et al. 2014; Helm 2002). As perceived after the oil crisis in the 1970s, states 

drastically reduced the consumption of oil, as a primarily energy resource, and incorporated gas as an 

alternative energy supply to their infrastructures (Kruyt et al. 2009). The creation of energy mix assures 

availability of energy supply and thus, enhances energy security. 

2.2.1.1. Diversification 

The diversification of energy supply has different interpretations that formulate availability dimension of the 

energy security concept. Firstly, diversification of energy supply can indicate the diverse commodities for 

energy. Diminishment of reliance on one type of energy and creation of energy mix, is regarded as 

diversification of energy supply that enhances greater availability of energy supply and thus ensures energy 

security (Sovacool et al. 2009).  

Secondly, diversification of energy supply can be referred to as a diversity of energy suppliers (Sovacool et 

al. 2009). Multiple options of energy suppliers assure that no single energy supplier is dominating in the 

energy market (Sovacool et al. 2009). This results in a greater competition in the energy market, incentive to 

the energy suppliers to manage the possible disruptions of energy supply and minimize prices of energy in 

order to attract costumers (Westphal 2006). Hence, greater competition in the energy market should provide 

energy consumer with diverse, reliable, available and affordable energy supply. On the other hand, Westphal 

(2006) claims that there is a tendency for energy provider to intensify its position in the energy market which 

results in establishing the provider’s monopoly for its own preferable aims. Taking this observation into 

account, the energy consumer supports the competition in the energy market due to its interest to pay less for 

the energy, whereas the energy provider has an interest in competitive energy market environment on the 

demand side (Westphal 2006). Thus, the competition in the energy market that is induced by the 

diversification of energy suppliers can also mean the establishment of one energy supplier’s dominance. This 

establishment undermines the energy security objective of greater availability of energy supply and disproves 

the diversification of energy suppliers as a necessary aspect to achieve energy security. In order to minimize 

the possibility of one suppliers’ dominance, the political dialogues and cooperation between supplier and 

consumer states is required (Westphal 2006). 

Thirdly, interpretation of diversification as a spatial diversification of energy supply contributes to the 

availability aspect of energy security concept (Sovacool et al. 2009). According to Sovacool and Brown 

(2009, p.8-9), “spatial diversification means dispersing the locations of individual facilities so that they 

cannot be disrupted by a single attack, event, malfunction, or failure.” For example, constructing natural gas 

transmission pipelines across several states, instead of implementing them in a one particular area or a state, 

or developing LNG terminals that can provide alternative energy supply. Losing the transit pipelines going 

via Ukraine could be seen as a loss of spatial diversification of energy supply and harm the energy security 

for the EU (European Commission – Press Release 2017). By developing a spatial diversification of energy 

supply facilities, the availability of energy resources is expanded. This availability assures overall reliability 

of energy supply, its resilience to disruptions and primarily strengthens energy consumers and its providers’ 

energy security. 

Taking into account the mentioned aspects of availability, the availability, one of key dimensions of energy 

security is determined by a physical approachability of energy supply and diversification of energy resource 

commodities, suppliers and locations of energy supply infrastructures.  

2.2.2. Accessibility 

The accessibility dimension of energy security emphasizes the fact that access to the energy resources often 

implies geopolitical implications (Kruyt et al. 2009). Notwithstanding, accessibility element of energy 

security is related to availability because both elements stress the energy resource approachability factor. 

Thus the accessibility is often merged into availability aspect, as detected by Sovacool and Brown (2009) 
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and Ang, Choong and Ng (2015). However, availability aspect is more concentrated on physical availability 

of energy supply (Kruyt et al. 2009). Whereas accessibility element is important to energy security because 

of large territorial variance between consumers and energy resources (Kruyt et al. 2009). In other words, the 

accessibility dimension attaches human sources of risk, whilst availability, concentrates on natural sources 

of risk (Winzer 2012). Therefore, in this paper, the accessibility is regarded as a separate dimension of the 

energy security, which represents geopolitical implications into energy security issue. 

The accessibility element is emphasized in regards to energy security concept, because it is becoming more 

evidential in our contemporary world. Dominant energy suppliers use their power and the energy resources 

to manipulate the consumers and their access to the energy supplies. For instance, energy security problem in 

the EU is directly connected to Russia and its geopolitical interests. Russia has been accused of using its 

dominance and status by being a primary energy supplier to the EU for its political objectives and aims 

(Bahgat 2006; EP 2015; EPRS 2017; Horsley 2006; MSZ 2017). Recent example of an issue of 

inaccessibility that caused energy insecurity, is Russian-Ukrainian dispute on gas supply in 2013-2014, 

during the Russian annexation of Crimea. Even though Gazprom justified the suspension of natural gas 

supply on the financial matters, geopolitical sense is also attached to this decision. Ukraine “displeased” 

Russia by buying cheaper gas from the EU Member states and by being involved in armed conflicts with 

pro-Russian rebels in the eastern part of Ukraine (Kirby 2014). This example of Ukraine and Russia’s 

relations illustrates that geopolitical accessibility of energy supply impacts the interpretation of energy 

security. Without the accessibility of energy supply, energy availability is non-essential and, thus, energy 

security cannot be implemented. 

2.2.3. Affordability 

Affordability or, in other words, a price aspect has dominated the energy security since the 1970s (Chester 

2010). The importance of affordable price for energy supply is emphasized because it assures basic needs 

and the well-being of the state’s citizens and thus, the state (Sovacool et al. 2009). Energy security in terms 

of affordability not only aims to assure that the energy consumers (as citizens) are financially capable of 

buying energy. Affordability aspect of energy security concept also stresses that higher energy supply prices 

“tend to inflate the price of almost all other goods and services” (Sovacool et al. 2009, p.10). “Energy can 

account for up to 15 percent of the total cost for food processing, textiles, lumber, paper processing, chemical 

manufacturing, and cement mixing” (Sovacool et al. 2009, p.10), therefore, if the price of energy is high, the 

everyday products increases in price. The increase in price for energy and everyday products can result in a 

fail maintenance of the well-being of citizens and states. Hence, affordability of energy supply aspect is vital 

for energy security. Furthermore, energy resources not only must be affordable for the citizens and their 

states, the prices also have to obtain relative stability (Sovacool et al. 2009). The stability of energy price or a 

minor fluctuation of its price is aspirational because it assures energy security (Sovacool et al. 2009). On the 

other hand, if prices of energy tend to swing to large extents, the security of energy is not possible as a factor 

of risk will dominate the energy market. For instance, “suppliers can find it difficult to plan prudent 

investments” when the prices are dramatically fluctuating, because they can fail to account for a financial 

risk in developing certain energy supply project (Sovacool et al. 2009, p.10). 

The affordability element is essential for energy security. However, it carries different interpretations 

depending for whom this energy security is directed. Cherp and Jewell (2014) documents the differences in 

affordability’s interpretations. In regards to affordability for ordinary citizens, the authors concluded that the 

energy prices should be “low compared to household income”; for industry and business energy prices must 

be “low compared to competitors’ price”; interpretation of affordability for nations is that energy price 

should be “low enough to ensure the energy import bill is small compared to export earnings” and finally for 

energy companies and investors, energy prices should be “high enough to ensure sufficient profitability for 

energy companies and investors” (Cherp et al. 2014, p.418). These variations of different perceptions of 

affordability in regards to energy security only confirm the assumption that the concept of energy security 

and its understanding varies depending on multiple actors, situations and contexts. 

2.2.4. Acceptability 

The energy security dimension of acceptability is relative new and prevails the issue of energy security since 

the late 1980s when environmental issues and climate change mitigation started to be widely vocalized, for 

instance in 1987 Brundtland Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development (Sovacool 
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et al. 2009). Currently, accessibility dimension is related to the SDG (Sustainable Development Goals) No.7, 

which advocates for “affordable, reliable sustainable and modern energy for all” (SDG Compass n.d.) and 

SDG No. 12, that emphasizes “sustainable production and consumption patterns” (UN n.d.). Primarily, 

acceptability notion of energy security concept refers to “environmental and societal elements” (Kruyt et al. 

2009). According to the acceptability dimension, energy supply should not jeopardize environment and 

possible requirements of future generations (Sovacool et al. 2009). Acceptability implies sustainability. This 

definition of acceptability correlates with sustainable development determination in the Brundtland Report 

(1987), which states sustainable development as reaching “the needs of the present without compromising 

the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.”  

In regards to the environmental and societal aspects of acceptability notion of energy security, the balancing 

or our energy resource consumptions is vital in order to sustain and ensure energy security (Sovacool et al. 

2009). Thus, by consuming excessive amount of energy, primarily fossil fuels commodities, societies 

contribute to the global warming issue and jeopardize the main notions of the acceptability dimensions of 

energy security – environmental and societal sustainability (Ang et al. 2015). Moreover, other environmental 

and societal risks are associated with energy. For example, “oil leaks and spills during crude oil exploration 

or transportation” (Ang et al. 2015, p.1082). Consequently, the acceptability element of energy security 

means to ensure that the harvest of both renewable and non-renewable energy resources are sustainable and 

that “waste emissions do not exceed relevant assimilative capacities of ecosystems” (Sovacool et al. 2009, 

p.11). If these requirements of environmental aspects of acceptability are fulfilled, societal dimension is also 

achieved because energy consumption will not compromise future generations’ ability to meet their needs. 

Thus, without the acceptability dimension, an absolute security of energy is not possible. Our contemporary 

society is closely connected to the environmental resources and climate change issues, therefore, ensuring 

acceptability is essential in order to create energy security. 

2.3. Logics of energy security  

In addition to the four dimensions of energy security, the logics behind energy security are determined, that 

contribute to the further understanding of the concept. The logics of energy security are incorporated to the 

theoretical framework for this paper because four dimensions of energy security gives the meaning of the 

concept and the logics reveal the manner in which the energy concept and four dimensions are understood. 

Thus, the four dimensions are used to identify and understand the framings of the NS2 and logics of security 

are used as an extra tool to indicate and reveal the logic how the framings were constructed by the actors and 

what are the meanings behind the framings. 

Ciută (2010) identifies three logics according to which energy security is the explication of energy in terms 

of being 1) a weapon of war, 2) a key factor for subsistence or 3) “a total security.” When regarding energy 

supply as a weapon of war, there are two approaches possible. First, the energy is an instrument (Ciută 

2010). Supplier countries use energy resources to fights wars or establish their dominance in international 

politics (Ciută 2010). This approach directly correlates with the accessibility dimension of energy security. 

According to the second approach, energy supply is seen as a cause of armed conflicts (Klare 2001). For 

example, energy resource scarcity can accelerate energy security issue and induce “both interstate and 

intrastate conflict” (Ciută 2010, p.129).  

Interpretation of energy as a primary factor for subsistence implies energy security as reliable and affordable 

supply of energy (Ciută 2010). An essential part of this interpretation of energy and energy security 

dimension implies that energy is a fundamental basis of sustaining the states and their economy, armies and a 

well-being of the citizens (Ciută 2010). Interpretation of energy security issue in terms of subsistence is 

complex, because the concept “subsistence” assumes various aspects. The first element of subsistence is that 

the concept replaces the survival aspect of energy security. The energy is determined as a public good, thus 

does not hold a connotation of survival (Ciută 2010). Also, a key factor to subsistence is segregation of 

energy. The segregation of energy is determined by three aspects: type of energy commodity, the sector of 

activity and type of actors (Ciută 2010). The next element, of subsistence’s dimension is that multiple actors 

are involved in energy security. Hence, subsistence does not provide unified meaning of energy security 

(Ciută 2010). Nevertheless, states still assume a relevant position in an energy security governance through 

the regulations (Ciută 2010). In addition, the final notion of subsistence dimension of energy security is the 

fact that multiplication of actors and segregation of energy “produces contextual mutations in the logic of 
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subsistence, which is continuously re/constituted by the hierarchical relationship between the three 

dimensions of energy: the environment, sustenance and growth” (Ciută 2010, p.133). Therefore, the concept 

of energy security is not stable and constantly evolves as a result of actors’ perceptions and context of a 

situation. 

Further, the “totality” approach towards the energy security implies that the energy security is namely a 

security of everything, everywhere and about everything. For instance, “security of resources, production 

plants, transportation networks, distribution outlets and even consumption patterns, oilfields, pipelines, 

power plants, gas stations, homes, resource depletion, global warming, terrorism, ‘them’ and ourselves” 

(Ciută 2010, p.135). This approach towards energy security incorporates all the present and possible 

dimensions of energy security, however solid definition and understanding of energy security is subjective 

and depends the actors, the context the concept is used within. 

In this thesis I use the energy security concept and its four dimensions as frames in order to analyze the NS2. 

The four dimensions are selected because they correspond to the framings of the project. The logics of 

energy security are also used to analyze the NS2 framings communicated by the actors, because they identify 

how the actors formulate their frames. 

 

3. Methods 

In this chapter I identify and outline methods used to collect and examine empirical data. The analysis is 

based on a qualitative method of research. There are several qualitative methods as interviews, focus groups, 

surveys, participatory or direct observations, or content analysis (Bhattacherjee 2012; Tracy 2013). 

Qualitative methodological approach of content analysis is used because the study is text based.  

The methods chapter is divided into three parts. In the first part I describe the data collection process and 

outline the criteria used during the process. The data collection sections includes both primary and secondary 

data collection processes. In the second part I introduce the frame analysis, the analytical approach used in 

order to identify the framings of the NS2 in terms of the EU energy security by the selected actors. In part 

three I discuss the limitations of the study. 

3.1. Empirical data collection 

The section provides the insights on the process of primary and secondary data collections. The primary data 

collection is provided first and the secondary data collection is discussed in a following subsection. 

3.1.1. Primary data 

Primary empirical data is collected using official websites of the EU institutions. The EU institutions 

selected are European Parliament1, European Parliamentary Research Service2, European Council3, Council 

of the European Union4 and the European Commission5. The selection of the institutions were determined by 

their relevance in the EU and their involvement in terms of the NS2 issue. EU documents regarding NS2 are 

collected from the official EU institutions’ websites mentioned and the EUR-lex law database6 together with 

Official Journal material (Official Journal of the European Union n.d.). The documents are selected using 

following key words: “Gazprom”, “gas pipeline”, “energy diversification”, “security of supply”, “Nord 

Stream 2”. Data timeframe is 18 years, starting from 2000 to 2018. The start year of 2000 is selected because 

the European Commission’s Green Paper Towards a European strategy for the security of energy supply 

(COM 2000) paper identified energy security as a core issue for the EU and paved the path for further 

                                                           
Primary data: 
1 European Parliament: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/portal/en; 
2 European Parliamentary Research Service: 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/atyourservice/en/20150201PVL00031/European-Parliamentary-Research-Service; 
3 European Council: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/european-council/; 
4 Council of the European Union: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/council-eu/;  
5 European Commission: https://ec.europa.eu/commission/index_en; 
6 EUR-lex law database (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/homepage.html?locale=en 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/portal/en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/atyourservice/en/20150201PVL00031/European-Parliamentary-Research-Service
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/european-council/
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/council-eu/
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/index_en
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/homepage.html?locale=en
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development of the pillars of the EU energy policy established in Green Paper: A European Strategy for 

Sustainable, Competitive and Secure Energy (COM 2006a). 

3.1.2. Secondary data 

Secondary data includes the information provided on the governmental websites of Germany7, Poland8 and 

Russia9 and articles by the German10, Polish11, Russian12 think tanks, European Union factsheet papers of 

Poland and Germany (SWD 2017a; SWD 2017b), academic journal articles, and websites of the NS2 and NS 

projects13, Gazprom14 and news website articles15. 

In regards to the official governmental websites of Germany, Poland and Russia, the selection of the relevant 

institutions was determined by examining of the Ministries in each state and their provided material on the 

NS2 matter. Therefore, the German government selected institutions are the Federal Chancellor cabinet, 

BMWI and Federal Foreign Office. The Polish government selected institutions are Chancellery of the 

President of the Republic of Poland, Chancellery of the Prime Minister, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 

Ministry of Energy and UOKiK anti – monopoly watchdog. The Russian government selected institutions 

are the President of the Russian Federation Vladimir Putin, Prime Minister of the Russian Federation Dmitry 

Medvedev, MER and Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment of the Russian Federation. Gazprom is 

also analyzed because the company is owned by the Russian government and is responsible of natural gas 

operation internally and externally.  

In order to obtain an alternative, non-governmental perspective on the NS2 matter, the think tanks of selected 

countries are selected. The think tanks are selected using 2017 Global Go To Think Tank Index Report16 

(McGann 2018), which determines the best think tanks in selected regions, according to a specific area of 

interest and other. Eleven think tanks were selected overall.   

German think tanks that provide relevant insights on the NS2 in terms of EU energy policy are Energy 

Research and Scenarios (EWI), German Institute for International and Security Affairs (SWP), Heinrich Böll 

Stiftung: the Green Political Foundation and International Politics and Society (IPS). E3G independent think 

tank, which has its office in Berlin, is also included in this account under the German think tank sections 

because it complements the analysis and supports the overall German think tank positions. In addition, a list 

all of German think tanks provided by Geothe Institution (n.d.) website17 is also used in order to obtain the 

necessary amount of material for objective analysis. As the result, out of 144 think tanks provided in the both 

websites EWI, SWP, Heinrich Böll Stiftung: the Green Political Foundation, IPS and E3G think tanks were 

selected as they provided the study with efficient and up-to-date information regarding the topic of NS2 

project. 

Further, when referring to the Polish think tanks, the 2017 Global Go To Think Tank Index Report provided 

17 different Polish think tanks. Three thinks tanks were chosen as they provide necessary information in 

                                                           
Secondary data: 
7 German governmental websites: https://www.bundeskanzlerin.de/Webs/BKin/EN/Homepage/homepage_node.html; 

https://www.bmwi.de/Navigation/EN/Home/home.html; https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/en; 
8 Polish governmental websites: http://www.president.pl/en/; https://www.premier.gov.pl/en.html; 

http://www.msz.gov.pl/en/; http://bip.me.gov.pl/O+ministerstwie/Kierownictwo; https://www.uokik.gov.pl/; 
9 Russian governmental websites: http://en.kremlin.ru/; http://premier.gov.ru/en/events/; http://minenergo.gov.ru/; 

http://mnr.gov.ru/english/; 
10 German think tanks: http://www.ewi.research-scenarios.de/en/; https://www.swp-berlin.org/en/about-swp/; 

https://www.boell.de/en; https://www.e3g.org/; 
11 Polish think tanks: https://pulaski.pl/en/; https://www.osw.waw.pl/en; https://www.pism.pl/en#1; 
12 Russian think tanks: http://ac.gov.ru/en/; http://russiancouncil.ru/en/; http://valdaiclub.com/; 
13 NS2/NS: https://www.nord-stream2.com/; / https://www.nord-stream.com/; 
14 Gazprom: http://www.gazprom.com/; 
15 News websites: http://biznesalert.com/polish-briefing-poland-european-commission-criticize-nord-stream-2-

together/; https://www.nytimes.com/2014/06/17/world/europe/russia-gazprom-increases-pressure-on-ukraine-in-gas-

dispute.html 
16 https://repository.upenn.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1012&context=think_tanks; 
17 http://www.goethe.de/wis/fut/prj/for/for/enindex.htm; 

https://www.bundeskanzlerin.de/Webs/BKin/EN/Homepage/homepage_node.html
https://www.bmwi.de/Navigation/EN/Home/home.html
https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/en
http://www.president.pl/en/
https://www.premier.gov.pl/en.html
http://www.msz.gov.pl/en/
http://bip.me.gov.pl/O+ministerstwie/Kierownictwo
https://www.uokik.gov.pl/
http://en.kremlin.ru/
http://premier.gov.ru/en/events/
http://minenergo.gov.ru/
http://mnr.gov.ru/english/
http://www.ewi.research-scenarios.de/en/
https://www.swp-berlin.org/en/about-swp/
https://www.boell.de/en
https://www.e3g.org/
https://pulaski.pl/en/
https://www.osw.waw.pl/en
https://www.pism.pl/en#1
http://ac.gov.ru/en/
http://russiancouncil.ru/en/
http://valdaiclub.com/
https://www.nord-stream2.com/
https://www.nord-stream.com/
http://www.gazprom.com/
http://biznesalert.com/polish-briefing-poland-european-commission-criticize-nord-stream-2-together/
http://biznesalert.com/polish-briefing-poland-european-commission-criticize-nord-stream-2-together/
https://www.nytimes.com/2014/06/17/world/europe/russia-gazprom-increases-pressure-on-ukraine-in-gas-dispute.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2014/06/17/world/europe/russia-gazprom-increases-pressure-on-ukraine-in-gas-dispute.html
https://repository.upenn.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1012&context=think_tanks
http://www.goethe.de/wis/fut/prj/for/for/enindex.htm
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relation to the NS2 and the EU energy policy three pillars. Polish think tanks selected are Casimir Pulaski 

Foundation (CPF), Centre for Eastern Studies (OSW) and Polish Institute of International Affairs (PISM).  

Lastly, the 2017 Global Go To Think Tank Index Report provided 15 Russian think tanks. Two think tanks 

are selected as relevant because they provided information in relation to NS2. Russian think tanks selected 

are Analytical Centre for the government of the Russian Federation (AC) and Russian International Affairs 

Council (RIAC). In addition to these Russian think tanks, Valdai Discussion Club think tank is also included 

in the Russian think tanks analysis because think tank is apparent in Russian Government official website 

often, as President Putin attends Valdai Discussion Club meetings every year. Moreover, the Valdai 

Discussion Club is founded by the RIAC think tank, mentioned above. 

The interviews in the official governmental websites of the specific country and relevant articles, transcripts 

and documents from the national and independent think tanks’ websites on the subject on NS2 are selected 

based on the following keywords: “Nord Stream 2”, “natural gas”, and “gas pipeline”, “Russian gas”, “EU 

energy policy”, “Gazprom”. Selected data timeframe is 6 year, from 2012 to 2018. The 2012 is selected as a 

starting mark because the negotiations on the construction of additional pipeline (NS2) to Nord Stream began 

at the mentioned year (Gazprom 2012). 

The statistical information on energy status of the actors that is provided in the background section is 

collected from the EU factsheets: European Union Factsheet Germany (SWD 2017a) and European Union 

Factsheet Poland (SWD 2017b) and Eurogas (2017) report. Statistics provide insights in the energy mix of 

the countries and the EU and their dependence on the Russian natural gas imports. Russian primary energy 

mix is constructed using the U.S. Energy Information Administration report (EIA 2017) and natural gas 

exports information provided indicated based on the International Energy Agency report (IEA 2017). 

Additionally, the academic journal articles and chapters are used in order to analyze the framings of the 

actors in a greater depth. The articles and book chapters were found using Uppsala University library 

website18. Key words used are “Nord Stream 2”, “natural gas pipeline” and “energy policy”. Relevant papers 

were also found by examining the reference lists of the articles found by using the university library website. 

The articles give a greater insight and assist in developing a coherent analysis. The articles are used to 

emphasize certain actors’ positions and develop context for the framings.  

Websites of the NS2, NS (Nord Stream natural gas pipeline infrastructure) projects and Gazprom assist in 

constructing the background section of the thesis and provides basic information on the NS2 and NS 

infrastructures, their capacities, technical information and development progress. In addition, the websites 

are used to gather the information on the Gazprom interpretations on the NS2 in relation to the EU energy 

policy. 

Moreover, articles by the online news websites are also included. The articles are found online by searching 

for background information about the actors’ view towards the NS2. The key words used are “Nord Stream 

2”, “natural gas pipeline” and “Gazprom”. The news stories constructed by the Biznes Alert and The New 

York Times news websites provides the Polish, German and Russian governmental and the EU positions 

towards the NS2 and helps to identify the framings and understand how the framings are constructed.  

Overall, this qualitative approach of literature review provides insights of the selected actors’ framings on 

the issue. Therefore, frame analysis is used to detect the patterns of the actors’ perception on the issue of the 

NS2 and its implications towards the EU energy policy pillars. 

3.2. Frame analysis 

Frame analysis is selected as a primary method to analyze the content of empirical data involving 

perspectives from different actors. Frame analysis assists in revealing how the selected actors understand the 

matter and how these understandings are constructed (Goffman 1974; Fisher 1997). Frame analysis is used in 

analyzing the EU, German, Polish and Russian perspectives on the NS2 project in terms of the EU energy 

policy pillars of sustainability, competitiveness and security of supply. The framing method provides a 

structure for analysis of the particular issue of this paper. 

                                                           
18 http://www.ub.uu.se/ 

http://www.ub.uu.se/
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Frame analysis was constructed by Erving Goffman (1974) in his paper Frame analysis: An essay on the 

organization of experience. Goffman explains that frame analysis helps to understand how interpretations of 

the specific event or occurrence are constructed by different agents as organizations, states and ordinary 

citizens (Goffman 1974). According to Goffman (1974), actors communicate their frames on the issue and 

the world around them. Therefore, the actors use their framings to give a meaning to a particular case from 

their perspectives. 

Goffman (1974) identifies the framings as primary frameworks, because actors imply their interpretations 

and understandings to certain occurrence whilst not being influenced by any “original” interpretation which 

may impact actors’ understandings (Goffman 1974). Nevertheless, Goffman determines two types of primary 

frameworks that actors use in forming their interpretations about certain events, occurrences or projects; that 

is natural and social primary frameworks. 

Natural primary frameworks are “purely physical”, as Goffman claims (1974). Natural frameworks are not 

driven by any intentional or unintentional interference of other party’s interpretations, thus no other agent is 

influencing the outcome of frames (Goffman 1974). There are no success or failure factors in regards to this 

type of framing, thus it holds no negative nor positive sanctions (Goffman 1974). According to Goffman 

(1974), the events perceived in natural primary framework can imply that that one’s understanding of the 

occurrence of event will be shared by all, as for instance, “a notion of the conservation of energy” (Goffman 

1974, p.22). Consequently, natural primary framework dominates in the physical and biological sciences 

(Goffman 1974), hence, the natural primary framework does not contribute to this social science based 

paper. 

On the other hand, the primary social framework indicates opposite actors’ interpretations of certain event. 

The social frameworks “provide background understanding of events that incorporate the will, aim, and 

controlling effort of an intelligence, a live agency, a chief one being a human” (Goffman 1974, p.22). 

Contrary to the natural primary frameworks, the social framework is not prevailed by a deterministic 

approach of framing. Motives and individual interests prevails in regard to the social framing of events 

(Goffman 1974). However, Goffman also emphasizes that the social framework cannot be framed without 

the influence of the natural primary framework (Goffman 1974). According to the author, with the exception 

of fantasy, whatever one actor aims to achieve, one is always constrained by the natural conditions that one 

has no influence to change them, thus affective achievement of one’s goals requires exploitation of the 

constrains rather than their neglect (Goffman 1974). The author provides an example of two people playing 

checkers whilst keeping the game board in their heads. In order for these actors to perform under this 

circumstance, “they still have to convey information concerning moves, this exchange requiring physical 

component, willful use of the voice in speech or the hand in writing” (Goffman 1974, p.23). Hence, the 

primary social framework pertains with the natural framing, nevertheless, most importantly, includes key 

aspect of agents’ particular interests, motives, goals, beliefs, will and intelligence (Goffman 1974; Klotz et 

al. 2014). 

Nevertheless, Goffman’s (1974) approach towards framings and frame analysis is challenged by other 

scholars who assume that the framings determined by Goffman lack clarity. For instance, Snow, Rochford, 

Worden and Benford (1986) adopted the framings in the subject of social movement and identified that the 

primary frames are complex and have multiple dimensions. The authors claim that the initial frame cannot be 

taken for granted because it is subjective and temporary (Snow et al. 1986). It is declared that the individuals 

give meanings to frames in accordance to their own subjective interpretation (Fisher 1997; Snow et al. 1986). 

The authors also emphasizes that in a case of social movement, the construction of master frame is essential 

because it unifies the actors for a common goal (Snow et al. 1986). Thus, the framings can be used to 

understand how the interpretations are formed not only by an individual actor, but by collective of people. 

Further, Hank Johnston (1995), concretizes frame analysis as a method of research and investigates 

methodological approaches of framings. According to the scholar, the framing analysis is based on text or 

oral text analysis of repetitive words or phrases that the actor is communicating and a researcher should 

assume a micro-analysis of the text collected (Johnston 1995). The author acknowledges that frame analysis 

provides the researcher with concise information which is examined in further detail (Johnston 1995). 

Moreover, it is stressed that by applying the micro-frame analysis approach to the actors’ interpretations of 

an event, the risk of misinterpretation and misunderstandings diminishes (Fisher 1997; Johnston 1995).  
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In conclusion, in accordance to the scholars, actors tend to understand and interpret events in accordance to 

the primary framework and the type of framing they employ. The employed type of framework constructs 

the manner of actors’ interpretations of certain event and provides the actor a way of perceiving the event to 

which the framework is applied (Goffman 1974). Consequently, frame analysis is an examination of the 

interpretations, the framings, through which agents produce meanings of events. Therefore, methodological 

approach of frame analysis aims to unravel the complex and multidimensional relation between variety of 

actors, their aims, goals, perceptions and behaviors by emphasizing the meaning of the frame as influence 

(Klotz et al. 2014, p.52).  

By incorporating frame analysis, i.e. social primary frameworks – guided by my theoretical perspective of 

energy security concept - specific framings of an issue are detected. Identified framings of the project by the 

selected actors helps to understand how the meanings of the NS2 in the context of the EU energy policy 

pillars are constructed. The recognized patterns of framings assist in answering the research question of the 

paper and fulfilling its aim. Hence, by analyzing the data from the selected articles, documents, reports, 

interview transcripts, resolutions, directives, proposals, websites, the EU statements, letters, governmental 

statements, news articles and statistics provided in the paper, certain resemblances and differences in the 

NS2 framings in relation to the EU energy policy three core pillars by the selected actors are identified. The 

variety of perceptions are communicated by the actors in the context of the project in relation to the EU 

energy policy, therefore, by noting repeating words, expressions, concerns, interpretations and specific terms 

of each actor, the paper recognized repeatable patterns and characterizations of the issue. The patterns 

detected in one specific actor’s framing of the issue were compared with the patterns found in the rest of the 

actors’ interpretations of the matter and vice versa. This process was undertaken in order to determine 

potential overlapping patterns and characterizations among the framings of the issue by the selected actors.  

3.3. Limitations 

Potential limitations determined regarding the access to the documents of Germany, Poland and Russia 

governments. The interview transcripts, statements in the official governmental websites and other 

documents are used to determine the actors’ framings of the NS2 in relation to the EU energy policy three 

pillars used in this study are accessible to the public. Nevertheless, there is a possibility that by using 

restricted governmental material, different framings of the issue might have occurred.  

The NS2 is still in the development and construction phase, thus it is beyond the scope of this thesis to 

analyze the technical and environmental aspects of the pipeline project, even though these aspects are fairly 

similar to the first Nord Stream infrastructure. However, accessible governmental statements, EU documents 

and independent researches on NS2 provide the thesis with sufficient basis to analyze actors’ framings of 

NS2 in the context of the political public debate.  

 

4. Background  

In this chapter I provide background information that helps us understand the context of the issue. Firstly, I 

introduce the NS2 project and its primary project (NS). Secondly, I briefly outline the role of Gazprom. 

Thirdly, I present a brief history of the EU energy policy development, including key documents. Further I 

present the proposal document to amend Gas Directive of the Third Energy Package, which is vital to 

understand frames divisions. Lastly, I shortly introduce the energy status in Germany, Poland and Russia. 

4.1. Nord Stream and Nord Stream 2  

This section provides brief overview on the Nord Stream (NS) and Nord Stream 2 (NS2) natural gas pipeline 

infrastructures. The NS is briefly introduced because it is a predecessor natural gas transmission pipeline 

infrastructure on the seabed of the Baltic Sea. Following part after NS introduces the NS2 project. 

4.1.1. Nord Stream 

NS is the largest natural gas pipeline installation developed on the Baltic Sea floor and is transferring natural 

gas directly from Russia to Germany. The NS twin gas transportation system is comprised of two 1,224-
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kilometre offshore pipelines that lie on the Baltic Sea seabed between Viborg city in Russia and Lubmin near 

Greifswald in Germany and have a capacity to transport 55 bcm (27.5 bcm each) of gas a year (Nord Stream 

n.d.). NS was finally executed in 2012 and is currently operating (Nord Stream n.d.). The NS gas 

transmission infrastructure was developed in order to meet gas demand in the Western Europe region (Nord 

Stream n.d.), namely for Germany, as a direct receiver of natural gas from Russia (Whist 2008).  

The project was determined to be applicable to the EU interests (Lidskog et al. 2011). The NS is included in 

the EU Trans-European Energy Network Guidelines (TEN-E), which are developed to induce the 

competitiveness dimension in the EU energy market and increase energy security (Lidskog et al. 2011; Whist 

2008). Hence, the European Union sees NS as a project of European interest, because in accordance to the 

guidelines, the project ensures the security of supply to the EU (Lidskog et al. 2011). 

Nevertheless, the NS infrastructure attains controversial feedback regarding geopolitical and environmental 

issues (Bouzarovski et al. 2010; Karm 2008; Koivurova et al. 2010). It is argued that the implementation of 

the NS was a part of Russia’s geopolitical game to bypass gas transmission pipeline via Ukraine due to the 

gas disputes in 2009 (Bouzarovski et al. 2010). The disputes emerged due to the Ukrainian energy imports 

debt to Russia and its unwillingness to repay it (De Jong et al. 2010). In regards to the environmental 

concerns, the arguments were provided stating that the pipeline and its implementation process is harmful for 

already sensitive and one of the most polluted marine environments in the world, the Baltic Sea and its 

ecosystem (Karm 2008; Koivurova et al. 2010). Nevertheless, the NS natural gas pipeline infrastructure is 

implemented disregarding the vocalized concerns.  

4.1.2. Nord Stream 2  

The NS2 natural gas pipeline is a continuation of the NS natural gas infrastructure project. The project is 

currently in a construction stage and is estimated to be complete in 2019 (Nord Stream 2 n.d.-a). The project 

consists of two 1200-kilometre offshore pipelines, which will run parallel to the NS pipeline infrastructure 

from Russia to Lubmin near Greifswald (Nord Stream 2 n.d.-a). The same location of the project is selected 

due to the extended research developed, whilst optimizing the environmental, social and technical issues for 

the first NS twin pipeline infrastructure (Nord Stream 2 n.d.-a).  

NS2 is being developed in order to satisfy a growing gas demand in the EU (Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b). 

According to the EU Commission, natural gas production in the EU decreased substantially, with “9% year-

on-year in the third quarter of 2017” and it is forecasted to continue to decline (European Commission 

2017a, p.3). On the other hand, gas demand and its consumption increased significantly in 2015 and 2016, 

due to low gas prices, reduction of coal energy use and sustainability requirements regarding energy policies 

(European Commission 2017a; IEA 2017; Prognos 2017). 2015 indicates +4% increase in natural gas 

demand, while 2016 saw +6% (Honoré 2017). Even though natural gas demand in the EU is expected to stay 

stable to 2020  (IEA 2017), the imports of gas to the EU will still stay vital due to the major conventional gas 

production decline in the EU (Honoré 2017). The EU production of gas is expected to fall by 110 bcm from 

2016 to 2030 (Honoré 2017). Russian gas is seen as a best solution to meet the EU gas demand, because 

alternative sources of imports, as Northern Africa and Norway, are encountering the depletion of natural gas 

resources, while Russia holds the one of largest natural gas resources in the world (Barnes 2017). 

Regarding environmental aspects, the NS2 has to apply to environmental laws and obtain the required 

documents (Nord Stream 2 2018a). The project has to comply with the international Espoo Convention 

which oblige the project to obtain the Environmental Impact Assessments from five countries: Russia, 

Finland, Sweden, Denmark, and Germany which the NS2 pipeline crosses the Territorial Waters and/or 

Exclusive Economic Zones of Russia, Germany, Finland, Sweden and Denmark (Nord Stream 2 2018a). 

According to the company, the project is currently undergoing required procedures in order to obtain the 

permits. To accent, Germany and Finland have recently granted a permit for the NS2 on 31 January 2018 and 

11 April 2018, respectively (Nord Stream 2 2018). Gazprom emphasizes that the permits to construct the 

first NS pipeline were obtained from the countries (Russia, Germany, Finland, Sweden and Denmark) thus, 

the NS2 pipeline attains no issues to repeat the process because it follows the identical NS route (only 20 cm 

separate the infrastructures) (Nord Stream 2 2018). Nevertheless, The NS2 is considered to be a controversial 

project that attains various opinions from the EU institutions, Member States and the EU neighbors, similarly 
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to the NS. Environmental and political argumentations are being advocated for and against the NS2 project, 

however, the project is progressing on schedule. 

 
Fig. 2. Logistics of the Nord Stream 2. (Source: wermac.org) 

4.2. Gazprom 

The NS natural gas pipeline infrastructure is owned by the consortium Nord Stream AG, with Gazprom 

having 51% of shares. Rest of the shares belongs to Wintershall Holding Gmbh (15.5%), PEG Infrastruktur 

AG, a subsidiary of E.ON Beteiligungen (15.5%), N.V. Nederlandse Gasunie (9%) and ENGIE (9%) (Nord 

Stream n.d.Nevertheless, Gazprom is a sole shareholder of Nord Stream 2 AB (Nord Stream 2 n.d.-a). 

The Russian corporation is responsible of handling the second largest natural gas reserves in the world 

(Gazprom 2018). Gazprom is one of the dominating powers is the world-wide energy market because it 

accounts for around twenty five per cent of gas production in the world (Gazprom 2018). The company 

organizes “transportation and storage of gas, selling of gas condensate and refined oil and gas products, as 

well as production and selling of heat and electricity”, however, the main Gazprom activity relies on the 

natural gas production and its trades (Kirsanov et al. 2017).  

Gazprom is the most profitable Russian company that funds the government and its policies, however, 

recently, Gazprom profits dropped significantly (Kirsanov et al. 2017). “In October 2015, Gazprom 

disappeared from the top ten in the annual rating compiled by agency Platts, dropping from the 4th to the 

43rd position for the year” (Kirsanov et al. 2017, p.139). The efficiency of Gazprom continued to decline in 

2017. “Gazprom’s net profit for the first six months amounted to 17.4 billion rubles according to the Russian 

Accounting Standards (RAS), and that is 11.2 times lower that for the same period of the last year” 

(Kirsanov et al. 2017, p.139). Main reasons for the decline are US sanctions to Russia after Crimea crisis in 

2014 and U.S. LNG supplies to Europe (Kirsanov et al. 2017, p.139). Further reason include the rise of US 

shale energy and the EU future vision of becoming shale energy producers themselves (Karel et al. 2018). 

Nonetheless, the company still holds a reputation of taking its current powerful position in the EU energy 

market for political aspirations (European Commission - Press Release 2017; Kandiyoti 2008). For example, 

Gazprom has a history of setting higher natural gas prices to the CEE (Central and Eastern Europe) region, in 

comparison to the Western Europe and inducing energy supply disturbances to the CEE. Hence, the company 

has been obligated to sign the commitment to end discriminatory practice in the European energy market 

(COMP/39.816).  
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2009 energy crisis also indicates questionable Gazprom’s practices. The company restricted natural gas 

supplies to the EU, basing this decision on Ukraine’s history of having debts for the energy imports. Ukraine 

is an important state for Gazprom which assumes a transit states’ position which delivers gas to the EU 

(Skalamera 2015). Russia was accusing the Ukrainian government avoiding repaying the debts and stealing 

Russian gas, hence the natural gas supply was terminated on 1 January Ukraine (De Jong et al. 2010; Lee 

2009). Nevertheless, it effected the EU as well (De Jong et al. 2010; Lee 2009; Stulberg 2017). Natural gas 

supply to the EU was terminated in 7 January (De Jong et al. 2010). After weeks of negotiations between 

Ukraine, Russia and the EU, the gas supply to the EU and Ukraine was restored on 20 January (De Jong et 

al. 2010).  

Ukrainian crisis, or Euromaidan, that began in the late 2013, is another example of questionable Gazprom - 

Russian practices. Energy, and its control was a tool used by Russia – through Gazprom - to keep Ukraine 

out of the EU influence and continuously depended on Russia. Historically, Ukraine and Russia have a close 

bond. A close bond is tend to be emphasized by Putin in his numerous speeches about Ukraine and their 

cultural ties (Skalamera 2015). Euromaidan illustrates a case of doubtful Russia’s and Gazprom’s external 

policies. To be exact, in 2013 November, former Ukrainian President Yanukovych, who is now hiding in 

Russia, was about to agree on an association trade agreement with the EU, when Russia offered Ukraine a 

discount on Russian gas imports, from $402 to $268.5 per 1000 cubic meters (Van de Graaf et al. 2016; 

Skalamera 2015). This offer made Yanukovych ditch the agreement with the EU and inspired Euromaidan, 

led by pro-EU Ukrainian citizens. The offer shows that Russia, by using Gazprom, exercises its power for its 

own self interests. 

4.3. EU energy policy 

The section of the chapter provides a brief historical overview of the EU energy policy and indicates the core 

energy policy documents, which had significantly impacted the evolution of the EU energy policy and 

energy security concept in the EU. 

4.3.1. Brief historical development of the EU energy policy 

Energy policy has always been one of the cornerstones of the European Union. In April 1951, when the 

European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), now known as the EU, was established the focus of the 

community was not merely trade of goods. The establishing Treaty also acknowledged energy, nevertheless 

viewed it “through the narrow focus of security of supply and pooling of common resources” (Dutton 2015, 

p.1). Environmental issues was integrated into the EU energy policy in the early 2000s. 

With time the EU acknowledged the need to have a united approach towards energy policy and energy 

market integration as security of energy supply issue was fragile (Dutton 2015). The oil crisis in 1973 and 

1974 triggered major changes towards energy politics and cooperation in the EU (Dutton 2015; Langsdorf 

2011). 1973 - 1974 Arab oil embargo occurred when the US and its European allies showed a support for 

Israeli military engaging with armed conflicts with Arab countries. The UK, West Germany, the Netherlands 

and Italy were placed on the oil embargo by the Arab states. The oil embargo threaten oil supply for the rest 

of Members States in the EU, therefore, those without any disturbance of import of oil began to stock it 

(Langsdorf 2011). The call for united coordinated energy policy for Europe came from France in response to 

the embargo and constant wars in the Middle East. As a consequence, in 1974 Copenhagen summit meeting, 

the Member States signed a declaration on energy policy (Langsdorf 2011), “adopting guidelines concerning 

energy supply and demand” (Kanellakis et al., 2013, p.1020). The first step towards integrated energy market 

and EU energy policy was taken. 

Security of supply remained the focus point of the EU for decades. The EU approach towards energy policy 

changed when climate change and energy issues became more prominent internationally (Earth Summit Rio 

1992, Kyoto Protocol 1997) (Langsdorf 2011). The basis for discussion on energy and climate change issues 

were presented, however the EU lacked a consistent energy policy and solidarity regarding this question. The 

EU view on security of energy supply was emphasized in the EU Commission’s Green Paper Towards a 

European strategy for the security of energy supply (COM 2000). The Paper identifies the environmental and 

social aspects of energy security in its definition of energy security. Nonetheless, it was not until the 2006 

Green Paper: A European Strategy for Sustainable, Competitive and Secure Energy where the EU 

Commission, proposed specific means to concretize a common the EU energy policy and sustainability, 
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competitiveness and security of supply pillars (Biesenbender 2015; COM 2006a). Unstable relations between 

Russian Federation and Ukraine in 2004-2005 also influenced the EU to strengthen European energy policy 

(Dutton 2015; Kanellakis et al. 2013). In January 2006 Russia suspended gas supply to Ukraine and EU 

Commission released the Green Paper two months later (Dutton 2015). The 2006 Green Paper outlined three 

major challenges for the EU energy policy: sustainability, competitiveness and security of supply, the issues 

that are relevant currently (Langsdorf 2011). 

A concern of energy security played a key role in the EU Commission decision to concretize the common 

energy policy. The physical unavailability of energy resources, inaccessibility due to the geopolitical 

dimensions and growing environmental concerns formed and transformed the EU energy policy. The 

transformation of the EU energy policy and energy security can be detected whilst examining the priorities 

and goals of the key documents for the EU energy policy. 

4.3.2. Key documents 

This section of the background information briefly introduces key document of the EU energy policy that are 

addressed in this thesis and indicate the development of the policies. The section is divided into four 

subsections based on the themes of the documents. The first subsection discusses the establishment of the 

three pillars of the EU energy policy, second subsection looks at climate change mitigation and renewables 

themes, third subsection discusses security of supply and the lastly, the establishment of resilient Energy 

Union priority is indicated. The documents presented are Green Paper: Towards a European strategy for the 

security of energy supply (COM 2000), Green paper: A European Strategy for Sustainable, Competitive and 

Secure Energy and the three pillars of the EU energy policy (2006a), An Energy Policy for Europe (COM 

2007), Energy 2020: A strategy for competitive, sustainable and secure energy (COM 2010), Energy 

Roadmap 2050 (COM 2011), A policy framework for climate and energy in the period from 2020 to 2030 

(COM 2014a), European Union Energy Security Strategy (COM 2014b), Energy Union Package: A 

Framework Strategy for a Resilient Energy Union with a Forward-Looking Climate Change Policy (COM 

2015a). 

4.3.2.1. Three pillars of the EU energy policy 

The document that laid the basis of the EU understanding of the energy security concept and the three pillars 

of the EU energy policy is Green Paper: Towards a European strategy for the security of energy supply 

(COM 2000).The Green Paper introduced the broader energy security concept than it was previously 

determined. Previously, the concept was related of physical availability of energy, its price and accessibility. 

However, the energy security definition provided by the Towards a European strategy for the security of 

energy supply (COM 2000) corresponds to the four dimensions of energy security concept which are 

identified as availability, accessibility, affordability and acceptability. Inclusion of environmental and social 

elements communicate that the EU energy policy is influenced by the decisions and policies that are assumed 

in the international political arena (Kyoto protocol in 1997 in this case). 

The Green Paper provided the Union and the EU Member States with a vital framework of energy security 

concept and energy policy for the European Union. This framework of energy policy is developed in further 

details and objectives in the following key documents of the EU energy policy. 

A European Strategy for Sustainable, Competitive and Secure Energy (COM 2006a) follows the path of 

Towards a European strategy for the security of energy supply (COM 2000) as it emphasizes a need for 

sustainable, competitive and secure energy for Europe and concretizes the EU energy policy (COM 2006a). 

Regarding current developments in energy policy, it is clear that the A European Strategy for Sustainable, 

Competitive and Secure Energy formed the groundwork for new EU energy policy, nevertheless, it was 

inspired by the Towards a European strategy for the security of energy supply document.  

In summary, the 2006 Green Paper provided three main objectives that should be implemented in the EU 

energy policy: sustainability : “developing competitive renewable sources of energy and other low carbon 

energy sources and carriers”, competitiveness: “ensuring that energy market opening brings benefits to 

consumers and to the economy as a whole, while stimulating investment in clean energy production and 

energy efficiency” and security of supply: “tackling the EU’s rising dependence on imported energy, 
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diversifying the EU’s energy mix with greater use of competitive indigenous and renewable energy, and 

diversifying sources and routes of supply of imported energy” (COM 2006a, p.17-18).  

The importance of sustainability, competitiveness and security of supply are further emphasized in An 

Energy Policy for Europe (COM 2007), Energy 2020 (COM 2010), Energy Roadmap 2050 (COM 2011), A 

policy framework for climate and energy in the period from 2020 to 2030 (COM 2014a), European Union 

Energy Security Strategy (COM 2014b) and Energy Union Package: A Framework Strategy for a Resilient 

Energy Union with a Forward-Looking Climate Change Policy (COM 2015a) targets.  

Hence, Towards a European strategy for the security of energy supply (COM 2000) and A European 

Strategy for Sustainable, Competitive and Secure Energy (COM 2006a) laid a basis for further discussions 

and developments in the EU energy policy. The Papers are relevant because they actively pushed the EU 

institutions to discuss the sustainability, competitiveness and security of supply. 

4.3.2.2. Climate change mitigation and renewable energy 

Additionally, An Energy Policy for Europe (COM 2007), Energy 2020 (COM 2010) and The Roadmap 2050 

(2011) continuously stress the importance of sustainability, competitiveness and security of supply pillars for 

EU energy policy, however, mostly emphasize the sustainability issue. Sustainability is viewed as climate 

change mitigation and innovation of renewables. 

In regards to sustainability, An Energy Policy for Europe focuses on reducing greenhouse gas emissions at 

global and the EU level. Global temperature increase to 2°C is also acknowledged and the document states 

that the Union should strive to limit temperature increase (COM 2007). Comparing this area of importance to 

Green Papers (COM 2000, 2006a), the Energy Policy for Europe described sustainability challenge as a 

concreate goal rather than merely discussable matter. This could be explained due to the fact that the climate 

change mitigation became a priority topic internationally. 

Additionally, the document stress the need to boost the investments into clean technology in order to fight 

climate change globally (COM 2007, 2010, 2011). The Energy 2020 (COM 2010) even includes a target of 

increasing renewable energy share in the EU energy mix to 20% by 2020 in its Renewable Energy Roadmap: 

Renewable Energies in the 21st century: building a sustainable future (COM 2006b). The figure 3 illustrates 

how the Member States were succeeding in implementing the Energy 2020, in 2015. targets In addition to 

that, The Energy Roadmap 2050 (2011) was put in place in order to assure that Member States follow their 

progress in reaching the aim to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80-95% and to guide the EU Member 

States for after 2020 (COM 2011). The Energy Roadmap introduced the idea of regular updates of the 

progress made by individual Member States in achieving decarburization, competitiveness and security of 

supply (COM 2011). The update is implemented every year.  

 
Fig.3 Share of energy from renewable sources in the EU Member States. (Source: ec.europa.eu). 
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An Energy Policy For Europe (2007) also implies that healthy competition in development of emerging 

technologies is vital. Healthy competition pressures the innovators to progress thus new innovations are 

welcomed. In comparison, the Green Paper (COM 2006a) promotes investment into new clean energy 

technology.  

When reviewing the documents, it is observed that the sustainability issue of the EU energy policy is being 

regarded to a larger extent that previously. The documents are focused on the renewable energy and the 

development of clean innovations in order to tackle climate change issues and departure from fossil fuels 

(COM 2007, 2010, 2011). It indicates that the previous Green Papers (COM 2000, 2006a) have influenced 

the development of these documents. Nevertheless, the documents supplement the previous papers because 

they set climate change mitigation and renewable energy goals for the Member States. That implies that the 

EU regards sustainability as an important issue, because real sustainability goals and regular updates are 

introduced.  

A policy framework for climate and energy in the period from 2020 to 2030 (COM 2014a) is another 

document that is concentrated on the sustainability pillar of energy policy. The document primarily relates to 

the Energy 2020 (COM 2010) because it 2030 aims to ensure that the priorities set out in the Energy 2020 

(COM 2010) are being delivered. The document primarily provides coherence for Member States to achieve 

energy policy objectives (COM 2014a). The targets formulated for 2020 are updated. According to the EU 

Commission, target of at least a 40% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2030 compared to 1990 is 

agreed upon the Member States, target of at least 27% of renewable energy in an overall energy share in the 

EU, increase of energy efficiency of at least 27%, achievement of electricity interconnection of 15% between 

the Member States and full integration by the EU states to the internal energy market (COM 2014a). 

Together with updated goals, the EU Commission provided a country-specific policy framework for Member 

States to ensure that the overall priorities are attained. Further, a reformed EU emissions trading scheme 

(ETS) was put in place, an updated indicators to for sustainable, competitive and secure energy are 

developed (COM 2014a). 

A policy framework for climate and energy in the period from 2020 to 2030 (COM 2014a) further indicates 

that the energy policy of the EU is developing and that the sustainability issue in terms of energy is being 

regarded seriously. Also, the document is a result not only of the Energy 2020, as it is stated by the 

document. The updated targets and new policy frameworks for the Member States indicate that the energy 

policy of the EU is being driven by the original Green Papers (COM 2000, 2006a). However, more recent 

papers provide clear regulations, targets, goals and frameworks to follow. Hence, the EU energy policy 

departs from being based on discussions. Energy policy is now comprised of targets and regulations. 

4.3.2.3. Security of supply 

The further development of the EU energy policies is presented by the European Union Energy Security 

Strategy (COM 2014b). Nevertheless, this document does not emphasize sustainability aspect as the previous 

energy policies. The document is constructed to ensure the stability, reliance and abundance of energy supply 

to the EU citizens, industries and overall economy (COM 2014b). Energy Security Strategy (COM 2014b) is 

a response to the Ukrainian Crisis (Euromaidan) that occurred during the winter of 2013-2014. Ukrainian 

Crisis induced major concerns about security of energy supply for the EU. The EU is dependent on imported 

Russian natural gas via Ukrainian transmission infrastructures to a large extent (Eurostat: Statistics explained 

2017). Thus the unrest in Ukraine and the tension between the Russian and Ukrainian governments due to 

the annexation of Crimea were assumed as a possibility for gas supply disruption as this situation occurred in 

the 2009 due to the gas dispute between Ukraine and Russia.  

The Energy Security Strategy provides objectives to diminish the consequences of possible natural gas 

supply disruption in the winter of 2014-2015 (COM 2014b). The Strategy established the energy security 

stress tests that were carried out in 2014 in order to examine the possible consequences for Member States in 

an event of gas supply disturbances (COM 2014b). The tests provided the EU with results and identifying 

that the EU reliance on the Russian gas, especially by CEE states is worrying (COM 2014b). 



19 
 

The document stresses the importance of energy security in the EU. Even though the previous energy 

policies emphasized the sustainability pillar in order to have a resilient and safe energy supply (COM 2000, 

2006a, 2007, 2010, 2011), the European Union Energy Security Strategy (COM 2014b) prioritizes 

availability and accessibility of energy. The environmental and social aspects were dominating the EU 

energy policy documents in earlier years, thus the civil unrest in Ukraine and geopolitical influence exercised 

by the Russia, highlighted the matter of security once again. This observation highlights that the 

development of the EU energy policies are highly influenced by the events in the EU or in its allies’ 

territories. Nevertheless, the document also implies that the EU reacts to the possible energy supply 

disturbances in an operative manner which indicates that the energy policy is far from being only a 

discussion topic.  

4.3.2.4. Resilient Energy Union 

Taking into account the development of the energy policy in the EU, the Energy Union Package: A 

Framework Strategy for a Resilient Energy Union with a Forward-Looking Climate Change Policy (COM 

2015a) was presented. The Energy Union Package is a result of the previous EU Commission’s and 

persistent endeavors to establish a resilient energy policy and its priorities among the EU Member States. 

The strategies, initiatives and targets presented in the documents mentioned, formed the EU Union Package 

and set a vision for the further development of the EU energy policy.  

Namely, the document incorporates all three pillars of the EU energy policy and outlines energy policy 

dimensions: energy security (diversification of suppliers, routes and source is highlighted), solidarity and 

trust between the Member States; full integration to and completion of internal energy market; assurance of 

energy demand moderation which can be achieved by the increase of energy efficiency; affective 

implementation of decarburization of the EU economy strategy; further prioritization and promotion of 

energy research and innovation which would induce the competitiveness in the EU energy market (COM 

2015a). Nevertheless, The Energy Union Package assumes climate policy as its priority (COM 2015a). The 

document stresses that climate change and environmental issues are the risks for the EU energy security 

(COM 2015a). Thus, it shows that the sustainability issue still dominates the energy policy. To be exact, the 

integration of climate policy to the core of the EU energy policy was made official with this document.  

4.3.3. Key documents implication to the EU energy policy 

The documents presented illustrates that the EU energy policy evolves depending on the European or world 

context. Before, the energy security policy and concept were attached to physical, financial or geopolitical 

security of energy supply. Green Papers (COM 2000, 2006) transformed the EU energy policy as they 

introduced the sustainability aspect. The decision to do so was influenced by the environmental discussions 

that took place in Kyoto. Further documents are developed in consequence to the Green Papers. They 

introduce regulations, targets and frameworks for the Member States to follow their sustainability measures. 

The documents can be explained due to more vocalized environmental problems in the EU. Another example 

of the fact that the internal and external events influence the policy making in the EU is the European Union 

Energy Security Strategy (COM 2014b), that was proposed and implemented due to the political and civil 

unrest in Ukraine. Therefore, the EU Energy Union Package (2015a) is developed. The document aims to 

ensure energy resilience of the EU including all the pillars of the energy policy. Nevertheless, the priority is 

given to sustainability. Thus it indicates that the EU energy security policy evolved from being connected 

with space, political powers and energy prices. The EU energy policy now is incorporated with climate 

policy and carries sustainability targets in order to ensure resilient policy. 

4.3.4. The proposal to amend Gas Directive of the Third Energy Package 

On 8 November 2017 the European Commission proposed a proposal to ament Gas Directive 2009/73/EC of 

the Third Energy Package (TEP). The amendment is developed in order to ensure the EU energy policy 

coherence and achieve the EU Energy policy goals as fair competition, free third-party access to energy 

supply, tariff regulation and ownership unbundling (OU) and effective functioning of the EU internal energy 

market (COM 2017). The amendment will establish a coherent framework within the EU and assure that 
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these objectives will apply to all onshore and offshore gas pipelines infrastructures to and from third 

countries (COM 2017). The Commission claims that the amendment meets the Energy Union (COM 2015a) 

document, where establishment of unified and resilient Energy Union is emphasized (COM 2017). 

The development of the proposal of amendment occurred after the EU Commission requested the General 

Secretariat of the Council of the European Union (GSC) legal service to assess the NS2 applicability to the 

EU law regulations (Legal Service 2017). The GSC legal service is responsible for providing the Council of 

the EU with legal advices in order to assure that the Members is the Council of the EU are capable of 

accepting decisions in line with the EU laws (European Union 2014). The EU Commission shared its 

concerns of NS2 negative implications to competitiveness in energy market and applicability OU 

requirement (Legal Service 2017). OU indicates that an ownership of a network has to be separated from 

transportation of gas and actual production of it (COM 2017). The GSC legal service denied the TEP 

applicability to NS2 and assured that conflict of laws is not possible because the EU rules do not apply to the 

offshore part of the project (Legal Service 2017). The EU Council delivered its official assessment on 27 

September 2017, and stated that there is no legal void in respect to the project (Legal Service 2017). 

Nevertheless, the EU Commission took the GSC legal service notes into the consideration and presented a 

proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2009/73/EC 

concerning common rules for the internal market in natural gas (COM 2017). The proposal encourages the 

E and the EU Council to approve the establishment of the applicability of the Gas Directive of the TEP to 

gas pipelines to and from third countries and thus create legal veracity for all the stakeholders (COM 2017). 

The amendment proposal was accepted by the EP and the Council, however the Council did not yet reached 

an agreement on the subject (COM 2017; The Oxford Institute for Energy Studies 2017). 

The lack of common approach towards the NS2 applicability to TEP is observed even before the proposal. 

For example, whilst visiting Russia in October 2015, the German Foreign Minister Sigmar Gabriel assured 

the Russian President Vladimir Putin that he will use his voice in the EU to limit the Union’s impact on the 

NS2 implementation (Kardaś et al. 2017). Gabriel also stated that the German Ministry of the Economy, to 

which the Energy Market Regulator (Bundesnetzagentur) is subordinate, aims to defend the implementation 

NS2 (Kardaś et al. 2017). As the result, in March 2017 Energy Market Regulator sent an official letter to the 

Director – General of Directorate – General for Energy of the European Commission stating that the 

Regulator supports the German government and the GSC legal service views towards the NS2 

(Bundesnetzagentur 2017). The NS2 “corresponds to a single offshore pipeline project from the economic 

and technical perspective” (Bundesnetzagentur 2017, p.4). By stating this the Regulator assumes that “it 

would be improper to apply different regulations to the onshore section of the pipeline”, that enters the 

German gas infrastructures, and the offshore section of NS2 (Bundesnetzagentur 2017, p.4). The EU 

Commission has a history of applying separate regulations to the offshore pipeline networks, as for instance 

to NS, Green Stream (Libya-Italy) and MEDGAZ (Algeria-Spain) projects (Bundesnetzagentur 2017, p.4). 

Therefore, according to the German government and the Energy Market Regulator, the NS2 is not applicable 

to the provisions of the TEP, therefore, the NS2 application to TEP would be discrimination 

(Bundesnetzagentur 2017; AA 2017). The discrimination aspect of the TEP applicability for the NS2 is also 

stressed by the Russian government, which address applicability to TEP to be a politically motivated 

decision (Warsaw Institute Foundation 2017).  

4.4. Energy status  

The section determines the energy status of the EU, Germany, Poland and Russia. Energy mix and energy 

import dependency are selected as indicators due to their relevance to this study. 

4.4.1. Energy mix of primary products: the EU, Germany and Poland 

The EU has a diverse primary energy mix, nonetheless, oil still continues to dominate the EU economy, even 

though it experienced long-term decline in consumption (SWD 2017a; SWD 2017b; figure 2). Oil energy 

also dominates in Germany, whereas in Poland solid fuels dominate with the share of 50.5% (ibid.). Poland’s 

solid fuels share in the energy mix is the largest among all the Member States in the EU (SWD 2017b; figure 

2). The natural gas attains the second position in the energy mix for the EU and Poland whereas in German 

energy mix, solid fuels occupy second place with 25% and natural gas is a close third with 20.5% (SWD 
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2017a; SWD 2017b; figure 2). In regards to the renewable energy, the EU holds 13% of renewable energy 

share in the primary energy mix, whilst Germany and Poland have 12% and 9.4% respectively. Even though 

the developments and implementations of renewable energy is steadily increasing among the EU, Germany 

and Poland, renewable energy contribution into the Energy mix for the actors is not significant and does not 

surpass any of the fossil fuels (coal, oil or gas). Only for Poland the renewable energy attains higher rank 

than the nuclear energy, which does not have any contribution in the primary energy mix for the country with 

0% of share (ibid.).  

 

Fig. 4 .2015 Energy mix. (Based on SWD 2017a; SWD 2017b). 

4.4.2. Natural gas consumption and imports: the EU, Germany and Poland 

The EU natural gas consumption in 2015 accounted for 4623.8 TWh, whilst Germany and Poland’s natural 

gas consumption reached 849.8 TWh (18% share of natural gas consumption by the EU-28) and 176.8 TWh 

(4% share of natural gas consumption by the EU-28) respectively (figure 3). Currently, the gas consumed by 

the EU and its Member states are produced locally or imported externally. Nevertheless, Europe imports 

more natural gas than it produces and the imports largely comes from Russia. According to the statistical 

information provided by the EU Commission, the natural gas import dependency on Russia is significant in 

the EU, Germany and Poland (SWD 2017a; SWD 2017b) Nevertheless, Germany and Poland imports the 

bigest share of natural gas imports from Russia. In 2015, The EU imported 69.1% of it natural gas needs, and 

Russia accounts 37.3% of those imports (figure 4). Germany imported 90.1% of its natural gas, which is 

almost all of the state’s needs (figure 4). Russia accounted for 42.6% of Germany’s natural gas imports 

(figure 4). Poland imported 72.2% of its natural gas needs, and Russia accounts for 72.5% of these imports 

(figure 4). It is important to bear in mind that natural gas supply assumes the second value in the energy mix 

for the EU and Germany and a third for Poland (SWD 2017a; SWD 2017b; figure 2). 

 

 
Fig. 5. 2015 Natural gas consumption (TWh) (Based on Eurogas 2017) 
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Fig. 6. 2015 Natural gas imports and dependency on Russia. Based on (SWD 2017a; SWD 2017b).  

4.4.3. Primary energy mix and exports: Russia 

According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration report (EIA 2017), natural gas is a dominant 

energy resource in Russia’s energy mix. Natural gas consumption reaches 52% of energy mix share and 

overcomes alternative energy resources significantly (EIA 2017; figure 5). It is no surprise as Russia 

manages the second largest natural gas reserves in the world (Barnes 2017; EIA 2017). On the other hand, 

nuclear and renewable energy are not prevalent in Russia, even though, the state has great potential due to its 

reserves of fossil fuels for implementation of renewable energy infrastructures, and conductive 

environmental circumstances (IEA 2003). In addition, natural gas exports to the OECD (Organization for 

Economic Co-operation and Development) Europe accounts for majority of Russia’s natural gas (figure 5). 

Russian economy and welfare is dependent on energy exports outside the state, particularly European n 

continent, hence, it is in state’s interests to prolong energy imports to the EU and the rest of the world energy 

markets. 

 

Fig.7. 2016 Primary energy consumption by Russia (Based on EIA 2017); 2016 Russia’s natural gas exports by 

destination (IEA 2017). 
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5. Analysis 

In this chapter I analyze the empirical data through the perspective of selected theoretical framework by 

examining the framings constructed by the actors using the frame analysis method.  

The first subsection analyses availability frame applying energy security dimension of availability, logic of 

war and subsistence. The availability frame is divided in physical availability part and elements of 

diversification. Second subsection introduces the accessibility framing analyzed using acceptability 

dimension of energy security and logic of war. Third subsection provides analyses on the affordability frame 

applying affordability aspect of energy security, logic of subsistence and war. Finally, the last subsection is 

concentrated on acceptability frame analysis using the acceptability dimension and the energy logic of 

subsistence and the logic of “totality”. 

5.1. Availability frame 

Physical availability and elements of energy diversification are analyzed as they are at the core of the 

availability dimension of energy security. Physical availability is examined using energy security concept, 

the logic of war and subsistence whereas the diversification element is analyzed using the logic of 

subsistence, logic of war and energy security concept. 

5.1.1. Physical availability   

The physical availability of energy assures energy importers of sufficient and secure energy supplies 

(Sovacool et al. 2009). The element of physical availability implies an existence of energy resources and 

absence of physical threats to receive and provide energy for its consumers (Sovacool et al. 2009). Hence, it 

holds the connotation of survival (Ciută 2010).  

Availability frame in terms of physicality is evident in the actors’ interpretations of the NS2 in relation to the 

EU energy policy. Actors consider the NS2 to enhance energy security by assuring physical availability of 

gas supply to the EU (AC 2016; Gazprom 2018; Legal Service 2017; Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b; Perrin 2017; 

Russian Government 2016a). Indeed, the gas demand in the EU is increasing and the European gas reserves 

and its production is decreasing (European Commission 2017a; IEA 2017; Prognos 2017). In accordance to 

the logic of war, energy is a key aspect of survival and its depletion is seen as an alarming issue (Ciută 

2010). Hence, the implementation of the NS2 is necessary because the project can satisfy gas supply 

shortage and, at the same time, secure its supply (AC 2016; Perrin 2017). Russia holds the second largest 

natural gas resources in the world (Barnes 2017; EIA 2017), therefore the project is considered to be a viable 

option for the EU to fill in the gap of the EU gas reserves and production (AC 2016; Perrin 2017). Russia 

tends to use this justification of energy being a key aspect of survival to implement the NS2 project 

throughout their framings of the NS2 (AC 2016; Gazprom 2018; Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b; Perrin 2017; Russian 

Government 2016a). 

However, this justification and the framing of the NS2 can be regarded as Russia’s way to manipulate the 

current gas situation in Europe and further assure its dominance and monopoly in the energy market. From 

the perspective of logic of war, dominance of one major supplier is seen as a threat to energy security and its 

availability (Westphal 2006). When analyzing Russia’s framings of the NS2, self-interests to further enhance 

its monopoly in the EU energy market are detected (Gazprom 2018; Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b; Russian 

Government 2016a). Through Gazprom, Russia aims to remain a dominant energy importer for the EU and 

assure monetary gains, thus uses a survival element as an excuse to continue its domination. The NS2 can 

reinforce the dominance of the corporation and Russia in Europe by accumulating additional finances and 

importers. According to Gazprom (2017), the company’s investment programs in gas transmission 

infrastructures for 2018 and 2019 are the most ambitions they ever been in corporation’s history. The high 

investments imply that the company seeks to further ensure its energy power in Europe. Dmitry Medvedev 

shares the physical availability framing of the NS2 by acknowledging that the project is beneficial to the EU 

as its gas demand will be satisfied, simultaneously, the NS2 would be profitable for Russia and Germany, 

“which increased to 45 billion cubic meters of Russian gas [imports] last year [2015] (Russian Government 

2016a). Even though it is logical for Russia to seek monetary gain from the NS2 project, Russia is already a 

superior exporter of energy to the EU (SWD 2017a; SWD 2017b; figure 4; figure 5). The continuation of 

Russia’s and Gazprom’s domination in the EU energy market can lead to further monopolization of energy 
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market, which is, from the logic of war and availability dimension of energy security, is detrimental for the 

EU and its energy policy objectives.  

Furthermore, in terms of availability, NS2 is as an applicable project for the EU energy policy because it can 

provide the Union with sufficient and safe energy resources (Lang et al. 2017; Legal Service 2017; President 

of Russia 2018; Russian Government 2016a, 2016b, 2017). The main argument provided by the agents is the 

technical reliability of a new and modern NS2 pipeline infrastructure (Lang et al. 2017; Legal Service 2017; 

President of Russia 2018; Russian Government 2016a, 2016b, 2017). For example, according to Nord 

Stream 2 – A Political and Economic Contextualisation by the SWP German think tank, the implementation 

of the NS2 secures energy supply to the EU in case of natural gas transmission interruptions via Ukraine 

(Lang et al. 2017). There has been allegations stating that Ukrainian gas infrastructure is not technically 

reliable and requires renovation (Barnes 2017). The SWP agrees with this assumption and therefore indicates 

that if the NS2 project is not developed as planned, the reliability and security of the Ukrainian gas 

transmission infrastructure remains questionable (Lang et al. 2017, p.6). The NS2 is assumed to be more 

technically reliable comparing it to the outdated natural gas pipeline infrastructure via Ukraine.  

Russia continuously advocates the NS2 to be the best option for the depletion of gas resources in the EU. 

European Parliament Research Service (EPRS) agrees with Russia’s framing and states that the 

refurbishment of the leaky Ukrainian Brotherhood natural gas transmission pipeline will not be any cheaper 

than the €9.5 billion that Gazprom is investing in NS2 (EPRS 2017). Thus, it is better to build a new natural 

gas transmission infrastructure than to renovate the outdated route via Ukraine. Moreover, the GSC legal 

service also supports the implementation of the NS2 (Legal Service 2017). The legal service states that 

“[NS2] is not only a matter of political choice, but one that must be addressed in accordance with the 

primary objective of the Union’s energy policy […which is] to guarantee the unhindered access into the 

territory of the Union of the energy sources required for the operation of the Union’s economy” (Legal 

Service 2017, p.4). The legal service supports the development of the NS2 and regards it in the EU energy 

policy interests, nonetheless, also implies the undercurrent of a survival essence when emphasizing energy 

importance for the EU economy.  

The technical reliability and secure energy supply reflects both the logics of subsistence and war. Looking 

from the subsistence logic, a modern and new infrastructure of gas supply assures reliability, nevertheless, 

looking from the logic of war, the NS2 enhances Gazprom’s monopoly and dominance in the EU. According 

to the logic of subsistence, the reliability of energy supply is vital because it assures the consumer with the 

trustworthy and stable supply (Ciută 2010). The customer buying the energy from a technically reliable 

importer is assured and the risks of potential technical disruptions of energy provision is minimized. This 

also corresponds to the energy security concept. The concept implies that energy security is primarily 

avoidance of risk of untrustworthy energy supply (Chester 2010). However, survival connotation of the logic 

of war is also evidential when analysing the physical availability framing of the NS2. The actors tend to 

emphasize the unreliable and outdated Ukrainian gas transmission route and advocates the NS2 to be the 

secure alternative to supply gas to the EU (Lang et al. 2017; Legal Service 2017; President of Russia 2018; 

Russian Government 2016a, 2016b, 2017). 

5.1.2. Diversification 

As established by the energy security concept, diversification of energy implies secure energy supply and 

enhances the availability of energy resources (Ang et al. 2014; Helm 2002; Sovacool et al. 2009). Hence, 

elements of availability in terms of diversification as diverse energy commodities, diverse suppliers and 

spatial diversification of energy supply are incorporated in the NS2 framings (AA 2017; BMWi n.d.; Budz 

2018; Bundesregierung 2018a; COM 2017; EC President 2017; EEAS 2016; EP 2015; EPRS 2017; 

Gawlikowska-Fyk, et al. 2017; ITRE 2017; Kardaś et al. 2017; Legal Service 2017; ME 2015; President of 

Poland 2016c; Prime Minister of Poland 2016, 2017, 2018; Russian Government 2016a, 2016b, 2017; 

Zborowska 2016).  

 

The actors frame the NS2 as a detrimental project for the EU energy policy and regards it to go against all 

the elements of the energy availability in terms of diversification of energy suppliers and spatial 

diversification (AA 2017; BMWi n.d.; Budz 2018; Bundesregierung 2018a; COM 2017; EC President 2017; 

EEAS 2016; EP 2015; EPRS 2017; Gawlikowska-Fyk, et al. 2017; ITRE 2017; Kardaś et al. 2017; Legal 

Service 2017; ME 2015; President of Poland 2016c; Prime Minister of Poland 2016, 2017, 2018; Russian 
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Government 2016a, 2016b, 2017; Zborowska 2016). The NS2 contradiction to the diversification of energy 

suppliers and gas transmission routes are the most pointed argumentation against the NS2 by these agents, 

whilst the need to diversify energy commodities is stressed to a limited extent. The actors formulate their 

framings of the NS2 using the logic of subsistence, war and availability dimension of the energy security. 

 

Other actors positively frame the NS2 project in terms of diversification of energy suppliers and spatial 

diversification. The framings indicate that the NS2 beneficial for the EU energy policy and it is a vital asset 

to increase energy security in the EU (AA 2017; BMWI n.d.; Bundesregierung 2018a; Legal Service 2017; 

Russian Government 2016a, 2016b, 2017). The formulations of the project is based on the logic of 

subsistence and the availability dimension of energy security. 

 

5.1.2.1. Diversification of suppliers 
 

The actors that oppose the NS2, argue that the project is useless in terms of diversification and even harmful 

for the EU. The ITRE Committee, chaired by Jerzy Buzek expressed an opinion in the letter of 2017 

February to the European Council that “Nord Stream 2 contradicts the need for diversification of energy 

routes and suppliers while exposing and deepening the vulnerability of a number of member states and 

undermining the energy security of the EU as a whole” (ITRE 2017, p.1). ITRE refers to an adopted 

resolution on the Energy Union, where the EU Parliament expressed concerns that the NS2 would affect 

principles of the Energy Union: energy security, diversification and solidarity between Member States (EP 

2015; ITRE 2017). The similar projection is communicated by the EPRS, The EU Commission Vice-

President Maroš Šefčovič, who is in charge of the Energy Union, and the Polish President Andrzej Duda. 

The actors state that the project does not help the EU energy diversification efforts as it concentrates the 

majority of Russian gas exports on a single route and a single supplier, Gazprom (EEAS 2016; EPRS 2017; 

ITRE 2017; President of Poland 2016c).  

The actors even go further and acknowledge that NS2 is not only not applicable to diversification goal, but 

also can further establish Gazprom’s monopoly (Budz 2018; Gawlikowska-Fyk, et al. 2017). Hence, the NS2 

only serves Russian interests to diversify natural gas supply routes to Europe and assures its dominance 

(Zborowska 2016). Consequently, while continuing relying on Russia as a primary natural gas supplier to the 

EU and increasing the EU dependence on the Nord Stream gas transmission infrastructure, the EU 

compromises energy availability, moreover, counters its diversification of energy supply aim which secures 

energy supply (EEAS 2016). Nevertheless, actors do not address the diversification of energy commodity 

(Budz 2018; EEAS 2016; EPRS 2017; Gawlikowska-Fyk et al. 2017; ITRE 2017; President of Poland 

2016c; Zborowska 2016). Hence, the fear and risk of Russia’s further domination in Europe overshadows the 

importance of energy resource diversity.  

NS2 is thus framed in terms of the subsistence and war logics. According to the logic of subsistence, the lack 

of diversification in energy market imposes risks (Ciută 2010). The EU energy policy identifies the 

diversification of energy supplies as a key matter, nevertheless, the NS2 counters this objective (Kardaś et al. 

2017). When regarding the NS2 framing from the logic of war perspective, the NS2 endangers the EU 

energy market by continuing relying on Russia. The actors emphasize that the project will enforce 

vulnerability of the EU by depending on superior supplier and undermine energy security (Budz 2018; EEAS 

2016; EPRS 2017; Gawlikowska-Fyk et al. 2017; ITRE 2017; President of Poland 2016c; Zborowska 2016). 

The vulnerability is formulated as reliance on Russia, who assumes its powerful position as a superior gas 

provider for Europe. The logic of war indicates the domination and monopolization of one energy provider to 

be risky in terms of energy availability (Ciută 2010), hence, the actors construct their interpretation of the 

NS2 by not only applying the logic of subsistence in terms of energy segregation, but also, applying the logic 

of war. For example, in his letter to the EP and Council of the EU, President of European Council Donald 

Tusk’s understanding of the NS2 comes from the logics of subsistence and war (EC President 2017). Tusk 

writes that the lack of clarity hurts the EU objectives of “diversification of supplies, reduction of dependence 

on external suppliers, and a well-functioning internal energy market” (EC President 2017). Looking from the 

perspective of subsistence logic, energy is regarded to be a public good and needs to be diverse (Ciută 2010). 

Thus Tusk bases his interpretation of the NS2 on logic of subsistence (EC President 2017). Nevertheless, the 

logic of war is also acknowledged when the President stresses the reduction of relying on external energy 

suppliers (EC President 2017). Logic of war implies that profound dependence on energy supplier is risky, 
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thus the formulation of the project is influenced by both logics. Nevertheless, the fact that the EU profoundly 

relies on natural gas resources is not adequately stressed by the actors (Budz 2018; EEAS 2016; EPRS 2017; 

Gawlikowska-Fyk et al. 2017; ITRE 2017; President of Poland 2016c; Zborowska 2016). High reliance on 

gas in general is not considered as a risk of deepening the vulnerability of the EU. The disregard on reliance 

on single energy resource imply that the logic of subsistence is overshadowed by the logic of war in the NS2 

framing. The logic of war is more indicative. 

5.1.2.2. Spatial diversification 

In terms of the spatial diversification of supply, which enhances availability of energy, the NS2 is considered 

to be contradictory (ME 2015; Prime Minister of Poland 2016, 2017, 2018). For example, the Polish Prime 

Minister Mateusz Morawiecki frames the NS2 in adverse availability frame by stressing that the NS2 does 

not indicate spatial energy diversification. Morawiecki explains, “[NS2] is the gas from the same source, but 

transported through another route” (Prime Minister of Poland 2018). Hence, the formulation of the NS2 is 

regarded from the logic subsistence and spatial diversification aspect of energy concept, because the frame 

acknowledges shortage of spatial diversity. Further, the Polish Minister of Energy states that “another thread 

Nord Stream does not contribute to the diversification of gas supply sources” (ME 2015). Diversification of 

energy supply implies secure energy supply, thus, according to the Ministers the NS2 opposes the EU energy 

security pillar, because the new NS2 pipeline does not imply a new energy route (ME 2015; Prime Minister 

of Poland 2016, 2017, 2018).  

Contrarily, the GSC legal service and Prime Minister of Russia Dmitry Medvedev argues that the NS2 is 

beneficial for the EU as the NS2 offshore pipeline is an additional route of energy supply that increases 

security of supply (Legal Service 2017; Russian Government 2016a, 2016b, 2017). Moreover, during a 

recent Polish Prime Minister’s visit to Berlin, the Chancellor of Germany Angela Merkel stressed that the 

NS2 project contributes to spatial energy diversification (Bundesregierung 2018a), because, according to the 

German Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy, diversification of energy supply transmissions is 

an instrument to ensure energy security (BMWi n.d.). This framing demonstrates the logic of subsistence 

where spatial diversification is regarded to be a positive aspect to the energy security.  

Additionally, actors also acknowledge the importance of keeping the gas transmission infrastructures through 

Ukraine and Poland (AA 2017; EEAS 2016). This acknowledgment implies the understanding of the NS2 as 

an issue for a spatial diversification of energy supply. Implementation of the NS2 means the Ukrainian route 

abandonment (AA 2017; EEAS 2016). The abandonment results in reduced spatial diversification and, 

hence, counters availability of energy supply. The actors stress the need to have diverse energy transmission 

infrastructures (AA 2017; EEAS 2016). This framing of the NS2 responds to the logic of subsistence and 

diversification element of energy security. The importance of ensuring continue gas transmission operations 

of Yamal route via Poland is also emphasized (AA 2017; EEAS 2016). Yamal is a natural gas pipeline 

running from Russia via Belarus and Poland into Germany. Ensuring that the EU has diverse gas routes to 

provide energy to the Member States ensures security of supply, which is a fundamental aim of the EU, 

stressed across multiple EU Commission’s energy policy papers (COM 2006a, 2007, 2010, 2017; EP 2015). 

NS2 thus endangers spatial diversification of energy supply in the EU and counters availability dimension of 

energy security concept.  

Overall, the diversification aspect of the NS2 in relation to diversification of energy supply, suppliers and 

spatial diversity are addressed differently. In terms of spatial diversification, the actors tend to forward the 

NS2 as beneficial to the EU energy diversification dimension based on availability element of energy 

security and logic of subsistence (Legal Service 2017; Russian Government 2016a, 2016b, 2017). Other 

actors emphasize that it is detrimental for the EU to support the implementation of the NS2 as diversification 

and security of supply are not supported by this project (AA 2017; Bundesregierung 2018a; EEAS 2016). By 

not complying with the EU goals of energy diversification and secure energy supply to the Member States, 

the NS2 acts as an obstacle for the EU to accomplish the Energy Union objectives and overall EU energy 

policy aspirations (COM 2006a, 2007, 2010, 2017, EP 2015). Diversification of energy transmission routes 

is considered to secure energy supply and, according to the agents, the NS2 violates this objectives (AA 

2017; Bundesregierung 2018a; EEAS 2016). Even though other actors assume contrary position towards the 

availability frame of the NS2 in terms of spatial diversification (Legal Service 2017; Russian Government 

2016a, 2016b, 2017), both framings reflect the logic of subsistence and the diversification aspect of energy 

security concept.  
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5.2. Accessibility frame 

Accessibility frame of the NS2 is divided into two. The first subsection analyses framing of the NS2 as a 

politically charged project which possess energy accessibility issues for the EU. The second part analyses the 

NS2 framing as a politically trustworthy project. 

5.2.1. Nord Stream 2 – an unreliable political weapon 

The accessibility dimension of energy security holds geopolitical connotation because of large territorial 

variance between energy importer and exporter (Kruyt et al. 2009; Winzer 2012). In other words, the 

accessibility is not related to physical or diversification aspects. Accessibility implies that the actors in the 

international or national arenas tend to use their energy resources as political tools in order to achieve one’s 

specific political interests (Kruyt et al. 2009; Winzer 2012).  

Reflecting the logic of war, the actors consider the project to be Russia’s political tool, to achieve political 

interests in Europe (AA 2017; EP 2017; EPRS 2017; Kardaś et al. 2017; ME 2015; MSZ n.d., 2017; 

President of Poland 2016b, 2017; Prime Minister of Poland 2016). The logic of war is observable when 

actors discuss the NS2 and Russia’s political reliability (AA 2017; EP 2017; EPRS 2017; Kardaś et al. 2017; 

ME 2015; MSZ n.d., 2017; President of Poland 2016b, 2017; Prime Minister of Poland 2016). For example, 

EP and the Polish Foreign Witold Waszczykowski are concerned that Russia might use the NS2 as a weapon 

in their diplomacy (EP 2017; MSZ 2017). “Russia has repeatedly used its gas supply – and the revocation 

thereof – as a tool to punish countries that stray from the path the Kremlin has set out for them” (EP 2017, 

p.1). The challenged reliability of energy supply and a proof of unstable, politically-charged energy supplies 

from Russia is evidential in 2009, 2014 and 2015. For instance, in 2014-2015 Gazprom ordered by the 

Russian Federation government, “unilaterally cut supplies by up to 50 percent to countries [Poland, Slovakia, 

Austria, and Hungary] that displeased the Kremlin by selling gas to Ukraine through reverse gas flow 

mechanisms”, when the gas transmission to Ukraine was stopped due to the Russian-Ukrainian conflicts 

(Riley 2017; Zaslavskiy 2017). The accessibility of energy is important, thus, the logic of war and the 

emphasis on the political consequences when operating the NS2 are stressed to a larger extent. 

Further example highlights the solidary aspect of logic of war in framing the NS2 in terms of accessibility. 

The actors claim that by supporting the NS2 and Russia’s interests in the EU energy market, the EU 

compromises its solidarity aspect which poses harm to the internal energy solidarity, evolution of the Energy 

Union and the EU neighborhood policy (EPRS 2017; Kardaś et al. 2017; ME 2015; MSZ n.d.; President of 

Poland 2016a, 2016b, 2017; Prime Minister of Poland 2016). The project will harm the accessibility of the 

Russian gas and induce its use as a political weapon in Russia’s political aspirations (Prime Minister of 

Poland 2016). Even though during his recent visit to Warsaw in March 2017, the German Foreign Minister 

was assuring Poland of Germany’s willingness to ensure politically stable situation in the EU, the logic of 

war resonated in the Minister’s speech as he implied that the project could potentially be used as a political 

weapon (AA 2017). Nonetheless, the assurance can also be regarded as the assurance of implementation of 

the NS2 which is financially and energetically beneficial to Germany. This interpretation implies the logic of 

war, where the state aims to use energy to establish powerful position in international relations in order to 

reach its interests. However, the actors still question the EU consistency in regards to Russia and its political 

games. For instance, the Polish Prime Minister states, that “the EU cannot continue to offer financial support 

to Ukraine, maintain sanctions against Russia and call for a resilient Energy Union while at the same time 

collaborating on Nord Stream 2 with Gazprom” (MSZ n.d.). Consequently, The NS2 is a test for the EU that 

undermines principle of solidarity and thus can imply geopolitical conflicts in Europe.  

The wording of political weapon is observed when analyzing the NS2 framings provided by the EU 

institutions, the Polish government, the Polish think tanks and the German Foreign Minister. When 

understanding the NS2 as an energy accessibility issue for the EU, logic of war is clearly visible, as it - 

highlights the tendency of energy suppliers to use the resource to achieve their political objectives or play 

political games that are in the suppliers’ interests (Ciută 2010).  
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5.2.2. Nord Stream 2 - politically reliable 

Other actors, however, frame the project as a politically reliable investment and infrastructure (Gazprom 

2018; Katona 2016; Lang et al. 2017; Legal Service 2017; MacFarquhar 2014; MER 2018; Riley 2017; 

Zaslavskiy 2017), while the only untrustworthy and politically unstable actor is Ukraine.  

The actors advocate that the project is useful for the EU as it will transmit energy safely, as opposed to 

transmission via not only technically, but also politically unreliable Ukrainian route (Gazprom 2018; Katona 

2016; Lang et al. 2017; Legal Service 2017; MacFarquhar 2014; MER 2018; Riley 2017; Zaslavskiy 2017). 

The actors state that Ukraine is not politically reliable and stable, thus the use of the Ukrainian gas 

transmission route poses risks to the EU energy supply (Katona 2016; Lang et al. 2017; Legal Service 2017). 

As the SWP German think tank states, “question of the security [of energy supply] and reliability of the 

Ukrainian transport corridor remains pressing” (Lang et. al. 2017, p6). Ukraine is politically tensed since 

Euromaidan in 2013-2014 and unstable Ukrainian – Russian relations since the annexation of Crimea in 

2014, hence the actors see the NS2 as a politically better option to transmit energy to the EU. The retreat 

from a politically unreliable Ukrainian gas transmission route would result in an avoidance of potential 

geopolitical conflicts (Legal Service 2017). The GSC legal service indicates unstable Ukrainian-Russian 

relations to be a key argumentations for the implementation of the NS2 (Legal Service 2017). Security of 

supply is vital for the EU as this objective is strongly emphasized in the EU energy policy documents (COM 

2006a, 2007, 2010; EP 2015), therefore the actors aim to ensure secure energy supply. By framing the NS2 

as a reliable project in a political sense, the accessibility notion is prevalent. Hence, the logic of war 

resonates, because the possibility of geopolitical disputes if the project is not implemented is highlighted. 

 

5.3. Affordability frame 

Affordability dimension of energy security is emphasized by affordable and stable energy pricing and 

avoidance of single energy supplier dominance in the market (Sovacool et al. 2009). According to the 

affordability element, the monopolization in the energy market results in higher prices for energy supply and 

thus, endangers energy security (Sovacool et al. 2009; Westphal 2006). In order to assure that the energy 

prices are affordable and stable, and the domination of one main supplier is not possible, the fair and 

transparent competition is important (Westphal 2006). The competitiveness aspect is emphasized in the EU 

energy policy and considered to be an essential part of the effective European energy market (COM 2006a, 

2007, 2010; EP 2015). Thus, diversification of energy suppliers is needed for a fair and transparent 

competition (Sovacool et al. 2009). The avoidance of one supplier domination results in stable pricings that 

assure energy affordability for energy customers (Westphal 2006).  

The affordability aspect is observed among the framings of the NS2. Since the actors assume different 

perspective of energy affordability, the affordability frame is divided into two sections. The first section 

discusses the framings of the NS2 as a project that undermines the competitiveness in the EU energy market 

and thus, restricts the affordability of energy. The second section illustrates the opposite perception of the 

NS2, namely that the project contributes to the competitiveness aspect and enhances the affordability of 

energy pricing.  

5.3.1. Nord Stream 2 – adverse to competitiveness 

Firstly, the negative affordability framing of the NS2 is provided. According to the framing, the project 

imposes further Gazprom’s gas market monopolization in the EU energy market (Biznes Alert 2018; Budz 

2018; COM 2017; European Commission 2017b; ME 2016; President of Poland2016c; Prime Minister of 

Poland 2018; UOKiK 2016).  

Actors claim that Russia is already a dominant gas supplier to the EU, hence, the implementation of the NS2 

would only enhance Russia’s dominance and defeat the competitiveness pillar (Biznes Alert 2018; Budz 

2018; COM 2017; European Commission 2017b; ME 2016; President of Poland2016c; Prime Minister of 

Poland 2018; UOKiK 2016). For instance, in July 2016, the UOKiK released an analytical study, 

determining that if the NS2 is executed, the local energy competition will be significantly undermined 

(UOKiK 2016). As a result of the study, five companies: BASF (Germany), E.ON (Germany), Engie 
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(France), OMV (Austria) and Shell (Anglo-Dutch company), left the project’s consortium (Dudek et al. 

2017). Gazprom is the only shareholder of the NS2, hence the company also violates the OU requirement, 

stated in the TEP. Nevertheless, the NS2 is not applicable to the TEP yet, taking into account that the 

amendment of the TEP is still in a discussion phase in the EU. However, the NS2 poses risks to 

competitiveness by not applying to the TEP. According to the actors, the NS2 inapplicability to the TEP 

results in a creation of Gazprom’s monopoly in the EU energy market (Budz 2018; COM 2017). For 

instance, even the specification of the gas pipeline scope in the TEP can contribute to competitiveness in the 

EU (COM 2017). The proposal to amend the Gas Directive of TEP states that “‘interconnector’ means a 

transmission line which crosses or spans a border between Member States or between Member States and 

third countries up to the border of Union jurisdiction” (COM 2017, p.7). By applying this amendment, the 

EU Commission seeks to ensure that the regulations that are now applied to gas transmission infrastructures 

that connect two or more EU states are also fitting for the pipelines to and from the non-EU states (COM 

2017). The common regulations are needed to ensure fair competition (COM 2017). If the NS2 evades the 

restrictions declared in the TEP, “this would allow Russian Gazprom and its Western European partners to 

establish conditions for operating the pipeline in an unrestricted and free manner further disintegrating the 

EU through favoring the supporters of the project” (Budz 2018, p.3). The monopoly created by the NS2 

would undermine the competitiveness goal established by the EU energy policy. 

In addition, the NS2 affordability frame also highlights the importance of energy pricing. Actors claim that 

Russia through Gazprom does not propose fair prices of natural gas to the EU, hence, the NS2 project is 

untrustworthy (European Commission 2017b; President of Poland 2016c). For example, In 2015 the EU 

Commission composed the Statement of Objective, claiming that Gazprom has been breaking the EU 

antitrust regulations “by pursuing an overall strategy to partition Central and Eastern European gas markets” 

(European Commission 2017b). The company had a reputation of taking advantage of its position as a largest 

provider of natural gas to CEE and setting an excessive pricing policies to the Baltic States (Estonia, Latvia 

and Lithuania), Poland and Bulgaria (European Commission 2017b). The Russian gas that is being delivered 

to the Western Europe is cheaper than the same gas delivered to the CEE countries. As Duda points out, “the 

closer you sit, the more you pay. Just like at the opera” (President of Poland 2016c).   

Energy prices are not the only economic aspect the actors tend to argue when framing the NS2 in 

affordability frame. Actors state that the development of the project in economically illogical because the 

current gas transmission capacity of existing infrastructures already supply enough and even more gas than 

the EU needs (Hockenos 2017; Mesík 2016). To emphasize, the NS2 is not worth investments as the 

pipeline’s capacity of 55 bcm will not be used (Mesík 2016), “especially given the growing imbalance 

between demand and supply in Europe - in 2011- 2014 [when] gas consumption declined in the EU by 14%” 

(Nowak 2015, p.2). During 2015 Russia exported 100 bcm of gas to the Western Europe, which is less than a 

half of the existing gas transmission infrastructure capacity (Mesík 2016). The IPS German think tank even 

gone one step further and called the NS2 as “nothing more than a cash cow for Russia’s mighty Gazprom 

and the European gas industry, as well as a climate killer […]” (Hockenos 2017). Thereby, the cost-benefit 

approach towards the NS2 advocates that the project is not worth the investments as its capacity will not be 

used, according to the current natural gas consumption patterns in the EU.  

In summary, the actors regard the project unreliable in terms of affordability and useless in terms of 

enhancing the competitiveness in the EU energy market, as the EU energy policy aims for (Biznes Alert 

2018; Budz 2018; COM 2017; European Commission 2017b; Hockenos 2017; ME 2016; Mesík 2016; 

Nowak 2015; President of Poland 2016c; Prime Minister of Poland 2018; UOKiK 2016). Thus, the framing 

of the project illustrates the logic of subsistence because the project promotes Gazprom’s monopolization, is 

financially insensible, and is a threat to competition which will destabilize energy affordability (Biznes Alert 

2018; Budz 2018; COM 2017; European Commission 2017b; ME 2016; President of Poland 2016c; Prime 

Minister of Poland 2018; UOKiK 2016). Additionally, the NS2 framing in terms of unjust prices of energy 

resonates the logic of war as well (European Commission 2017b; President of Poland 2016c). By selling gas 

to the Western Europe for a cheaper price than to the CEE region, Russia is using energy as a political 

weapon. Actors acknowledge the NS2 as a political weapon, and thus base their frames on the logic of war 

(European Commission 2017b; President of Poland 2016c).Therefore, the affordability framings of the NS2, 

resonates the logic of subsistence, war, and affordability element of energy security.   
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5.3.2. Nord Stream 2 – a commercial project which enhances 
competitiveness 

Simultaneously, the positive affordability framing is also communicated by other actors (Bundesregierung 

2018a; Dickel 2017; Hecking et al. 2016; Hockenos 2017; Kardaś et al. 2017; Katona 2016; Lang et al. 2017; 

MER 2012, 2017; President of Russia 2018; Russian Government 2016a, 2016b; Russia Insight 2017; 

Terterov 2017). The actors assume that the implementation of the NS2 enhances the competitiveness in the 

EU energy market and provides the EU with affordable energy (Bundesregierung 2018a; Dickel 2017; 

Hecking et al. 2016; Hockenos 2017; Kardaś et al. 2017; Katona 2016; Lang et al. 2017; MER 2012, 2017; 

President of Russia 2018; Russian Government 2016a, 2016b; Russia Insight 2017; Terterov 2017). 

First, the competitiveness is highlighted by stating that the NS2 does not induce the EU energy market 

monopolization (Lang et al. 2017). The German think tank SWP stresses that due to the fact that the German 

gas market is fully liberalized with open competition and the EU energy market is on a path to being 

completely liberalized, the NS2 poses no risks of bilateral monopolization in the EU and Germany market 

and only promotes further market liberalization (Lang et al. 2017). SWP think tank adds that “the project 

represents a challenge for energy diplomacy both internal and external”, rather than a challenge to 

competitiveness and monopolization in the EU energy market (Lang, et al. 2017, p. 6). In addition, the 

German government assumes that the project promotes competitiveness because the project already 

economically corresponds to the EU offshore pipeline provisions, thus enhances financial perspective of 

energy security - affordability - and does not have to apply to the TEP (Bundesnetzagentur 2017; Kardaś et 

al. 2017). Thus, affordability frame is based on the logic of subsistence and affordability dimension which 

stress that the energy project cannot jeopardize the competitiveness and monopolize the energy market. 

In addition to monopolization, the economic benefits of the NS2 are further stressed in the affordability 

framing by the actors by emphasizing the affordable pricing of the Russian natural gas and its inducement of 

competitiveness (Dickel 2017; Hecking et al. 2016; Hockenos 2017; Katona 2016; MER 2012, 2017; Nord 

Stream 2 n.d.-b; President of Russia 2018; Russia Insight 2017; Tertevov 2017; Russian Government 2016a, 

2016b). The actors claim that the NS2 will transmit affordable energy because the Russian gas, which is 

currently dominating the EU energy market, is the cheapest of all other energy alternatives (Hockenos 2017; 

MER 2012, 2017; Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b; President of Russia 2018; Russian Government 2016a, 2016b). In 

addition, the NS2 will transmit 20 per cent cheaper gas to the EU than using gas transit routes via Ukraine 

(Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b), because the gas transmission payment to the EU via the NS2 is paid by Gazprom, 

thus there is no burden of additional energy pricing for the Russian gas importers in the EU (Dickel 2017). 

The actors assume that by transmitting cheap energy, the NS2 will promote competitiveness in the EU 

energy market and even result in lower energy prices (Dickel 2017; Hecking et al. 2016; Hockenos 2017; 

Russia Insight 2017; Terterov 2017). For instance, when asked about the U.S. and their LNG transmissions 

to Poland, Central Europe and LNG effects on the NS2 pipeline, Putin states that “healthy competition is 

good for everyone” (Russia Insight 2017, 00:00:27)  – this opening sentence implies that the President is 

confident in the NS2’s capability to compete and improve competitiveness in the EU energy market. 

Respectively, the President acknowledges that the Russian gas is the cheapest energy supply in the EU 

energy market, thus “to keep up, our market participants must work hard” (Russia Insight 2017, 00:01:36). 

Thereby, the actors regards the NS2 as an incentive for the other energy suppliers competing in the EU 

energy market to provide more affordable energy or compensate for having high energy prices. By regarding 

the NS2 as a competitive asset to the EU energy market, the NS2 framing is based on the logic of subsistence 

and affordability dimension, where affordable energy pricing and competitiveness are stressed to be vital for 

energy security (Ciută 2010; Sovacool et al. 2009; Westphal 2006). 

The energy security for whom also plays a key part in determining the affordability of energy supply (Cherp 

et al. 2014). Actors claim that the NS2 will provide financial affordable gas to numerous actors in the EU, 

hence, the project applies to affordability element (Bundesregierung 2018a; Dickel 2017; Hecking et al. 

2016; Hockenos 2017; Kardaś et al. 2017; Katona 2016; Lang et al. 2017; MER 2012, 2017; President of 

Russia 2018; Russian Government 2016a, 2016b; Russia Insight 2017; Terterov 2017). However, for 

instance, the Chancellor Merkel views the NS2 as a business project and an opportunity for Germany to 

diversify its energy supply (Bundesregierung 2018a). The implication of NS2 being a business project, sets a 

tone of economic gains for Germany. It indicates that the state aims to profit from the project and assure 

energy affordability to itself. Furthermore, it is stated that although Ukraine, Poland and Slovakia “could 
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suffer substantial losses if transit through their territories were to cease”, the overall benefit to the EU is 

much greater than the revenue losses of few Member States (Katona 2016). By highlighting that the NS2 

promotes greater utility to a greater number of actors, the framing indicates that the affordability and the 

logic of subsistence is observed. The logic of subsistence emphasizes that energy loses a survival 

connotation and it considered to be a public good (Ciută 2010).  

Overall, the logic of subsistence and affordability element of energy security concept dominates in the 

positive affordability framings of the project where affordable energy is regarded as a public good. The 

actors tend to emphasize that low energy prices contribute to energy security, thus development of the NS2 

will further provide the EU customers with affordable energy and, most likely, will induce even lower 

pricings of natural gas, by enhancing competition in the EU energy market (Bundesregierung 2018a; Dickel 

2017; Hecking et al. 2016; Hockenos 2017; Kardaś et al. 2017; Katona 2016; Lang et al. 2017; MER 2012, 

2017; President of Russia 2018; Russia Insight 2017; Russian Government 2016a, 2016b; Terterov 2017). 

 

5.4. Acceptability frame 

The acceptability section of the paper is divided into two subsections, because of actors’ diverse 

interpretations of the project. The first part discusses the NS2 as detrimental project to the EU sustainability 

and hence, unacceptable (EEAS 2016; EP 2017; EPRS 2017; Hockenos 2017; Lang et al. 2017; Mesík 2016; 

Nowak 2015). The other part focuses on NS2 as supportive to acceptability and applicability to the 

sustainability of the EU (Dickel 2017; MNE 2017; Nord Stream 2 2017, 2018a; Russian Government 2017). 

5.4.1. Nord Stream 2 – adverse to sustainability  

Although the project has not yet applied to the environmental provisions, some actors consider the NS2 as an 

inacceptable and sustainably adverse project to the EU energy policy (EEAS 2016; EP 2017; EPRS 2017; 

Hockenos 2017; Lang et al. 2017; Mesík 2016; Nowak 2015). For example, the EP composed a letter to Tusk 

and the President of the EU Commission Jean Claude-Juncker, calling for actions to stop the implementation 

of NS2 (EP 2017). EP states that “the Nord Stream 2 pipeline would be highly detrimental to both European 

security and European climate policy […and] would actively undermine the provisions of the nascent 

European Energy Union” (EP 2017, p.1). The NS2 frame communicated in the letter is negative in all the 

aspect of the EU energy policy. However, it is apparent that the project is regarded to be detrimental to the 

sustainability of the EU and contrary to the sustainability pillar dictated in the EU energy policy statement 

(COM 2007), because the NS2 “unnecessarily prolongs the European consumption of fossil fuels” (EP 2017, 

p.1). Additionally, the EPRS frames the NS2 in the same manner, and stresses that the project counters the 

EU objective to withdraw use of the fossil fuels in the EU energy mix (EPRS 2017).  

The continuation on fossil fuel consumption is also emphasized by the Heinrich Böll Stiftung: The Green 

Political Foundation think tank, which provides natural gas consumption statistics to state that the NS2 

endangers the sustainability of the EU. According to the think tank, “the EU’s gas consumption did increase 

to 402 bcm in 2015, but just ten years ago – in 2005 – it was 499.5 bcm” (Mesík 2016). Considering the 

statistics, the think tank presents the NS2 as an obstacle for the EU to achieve climate policy and 

sustainability goals by moving away from non-renewable fossil fuel. The think tank states that the NS2 

commits the EU to continue and possibly increase its consumption of natural gas (ibid.). One of the priorities 

of the EU energy policy is to minimize its dependence and consumption of the fossil fuels and eventually, 

renounce it (COM 2010; EP 2015). Thus, by assuring a continue supply of fossil fuels, the NS2 conflicts the 

sustainability objective and does not contribute to the EU energy policy. Consequently, by supporting the 

project, the EU jeopardizes its objectives to create sustainable energy market and commit to its climate 

change mitigation.  

The acceptability framing of the NS2 also implies that investments in the project are not necessary, because 

the EU is determined to switch their energy scene by financing the renewable energy production in the EU 

and hereby, fulfil European climate policy (EP 2015). The NS2 acceptability framing is argued by stating 

that its development is a waste of finances that could have been invested into renewable energy innovations, 

due to the fact that the EU reliance on fossil fuels will discontinue (Hockenos 2017; Lang et al. 2017; Mesík 

2016; Nowak 2015). Continue to rely on fossil fuels is not logical (Hockenos 2017; Lang et al. 2017; Mesík 



32 
 

2016; Nowak 2015). In accordance to E3G, independent climate change think tank, “in 2014, generation 

from new renewables installed over the past 10 years delivered gas savings equivalent to more than half the 

EU annual import capacity of Nord Stream 2” (Bergamaschi et al. 2016). It is therefore argued that 

investments into renewable energy are needed instead of pumping money into the NS2 (Hockenos 2017; 

Lang et al. 2017; Louw 2018; Mesík 2016; Nowak 2015). Thus, the project does not apply to the 

acceptability dimension. Furthermore, the investments in renewable energy infrastructures are more 

beneficial to the EU and its citizens as these “internal investments would stimulate growth and create high 

quality, high-skilled local jobs” (EP 2015, p.6). Investments into gas imports are considered inexpedient and 

disadvantageous as their contribute little to the economic growth of the EU (EP 2015). Hence, the NS2 is 

economically and sustainably inappropriate for the EU. Renewable energy infrastructures and their 

developments are seen as long term investments that provide monetary gains and provide the EU with tools 

to mitigate climate change (Bergamaschi et al. 2016; EP 2015).  

The acceptability framing indicates the economic aspects of sustainability. Simultaneously, the project is 

deemed to be inapplicable and harmful for the EU climate policy and sustainability aspirations. The framings 

emphasize that that NS2 is irrelevant for the EU, because the NS2 investments could be directed towards the 

development of renewable energy infrastructures. Therefore, the logics of “totality” and acceptability are 

observable in the acceptability framing. “Totality” and acceptability notions are detected when analyzing the 

actors’ negative formulation of the NS2 implications for the future of the environmental, social and 

economic aspects of the EU. Therefore, taking into account the acceptability framings when emphasizing the 

financial significance of the NS2, the implementation of the project is inacceptable because the renewable 

energy developments are more financially, socially and environmentally acceptable.  

5.4.2. Nord Stream 2 – promoter of sustainability 

In contrary to the actors who assume the NS2 as detrimental to sustainability and inacceptable in terms of 

energy security concept, Russia states the opposite (Dickel 2017; MNE 2017; Nord Stream 2 2017, 2018a; 

Russian Government 2017). According to the Russian actors, the project applies to sustainability objective of 

the Union and results as acceptable project that transmits environmentally and socially acceptable energy to 

the European customers (Dickel 2017; MNE 2017; Nord Stream 2 2017, 2018a; Russian Government 2017). 

Firstly, in regards to the NS2 applicability to the EU environmental laws, Russian actors argue that the NS2 

corresponds to acceptability dimension (Dickel 2017; MNE 2017; Nord Stream 2 2017, 2018a; Russian 

Government 2017). For example, in order to support this argument, Medvedev states that as any other 

commercial project, the NS2 is “based on pragmatic principles and as such must comply with environmental 

laws” (Russian Government 2017). It is stated due to the fact that the project follows the identical route of 

the Nord Stream infrastructure, which managed to comply with all the environmental requirements and 

continues to function without any major disturbances and long-term effects to the environment (Dickel 

2017). Additionally, concerning the presence of chemical substances and other weapons from the WW2 

dumped in the Baltic Sea, the expedition surveys have been carried out and Gazprom assures that the NS2 

pipeline route avoids hazardous areas and will not disturb fauna and flora of the Baltic Sea (EPRS 2017). By 

framing the project in line with the environmental laws and obligations, the actors indicate that the project is 

acceptable thus applies to sustainability pillar of the EU energy policy.  

The NS2 appliance to the environmental laws is not the only argument provided by the Russian actors in 

order to frame the NS2 as an acceptable and sustainable project. The further argument relates to the technical 

qualities of the project. Actors advocate that the NS2 pipeline infrastructure does not harm the Baltic Sea 

environment and even manages to contribute to the climate change mitigation (Dickel 2017; Nord Stream 

n.d.). Comparing with the NS, Gazprom points out that while carrying six year monitoring of the Nord 

Stream infrastructure, the experts determined that only short-term and minor environmental impacts were 

detected (Nord Stream n.d.). On the other hand, the NS2 pipeline is a modern infrastructure, which surpasses 

the older NS pipelines. It is stated that the NS2 will even have “a smaller carbon footprint than existing 

pipelines or LNG, which requires more energy to transport and process gas” (EPRS 2017, p.2), due to 

modern technologies of the NS2 (Dickel 2017). Diminishing the carbon footprint of energy supply is a major 

goal of the EU energy and climate policies (COM 2007, 2010, 2011; EP 2015). Consequently, the project is 

framed as acceptable and sustainable. 
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Further, Gazprom implies that the NS2 will help the EU to accomplish their climate change goals and 

sustainability not only by having lower carbon footprint, but by also transmitting the cleanest fossil fuel – 

natural gas (Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b). According to Gazprom, the NS2 contributes to the “share of gas in the 

energy mix [that] needs to be increased to eliminate coal burning” (Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b). “Nord Stream 2 

alone would lower the EU’s annual power sector emissions by 15%, or 160 million tonnes, if it were to 

replace coal” (Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b). Thus, the NS2 contributes to the EU energy policy goal to diminish the 

EU consumption of coal (Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b). Even though coal and natural gas are fossil fuels that the 

EU aims to remove of its energy mix by the near future, Gazprom argues that the gas transmitted by the NS2 

is environmentally friendly (Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b). The natural gas “has the lowest greenhouse gas 

footprint” compared to other alternatives of fossil fuels, therefore, Gazprom considers the NS2 to be a 

sustainable project (Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b). 

In summary, even though the Russian actors tend to stress different implications of the NS2 applicability to 

acceptability element of energy security, overall, the interpretations of the project rely on a common view. 

The NS2 is thus framed in terms of acceptability and “totality” logic. The actors emphasize that the project 

transmits clean energy supply and assumes modern, sustainable and up-to-date pipeline infrastructure, which 

contributes to climate change mitigation. Further, the logic of subsistence is also indicated, because the 

implementation of an environmentally friendly project is socially accepted, thus implies as a public good. By 

supporting the implementation of a project that is framed as a public good, the energy that is transmitted via 

the energy network also results as a positive asset.  

 

5.5. Summary of analysis 

The table below illustrates the information provided in the analysis section. It identifies that availability and 

accessibility frames correspond to security of supply pillar of the EU energy policy, affordability to 

competitiveness and acceptability to sustainability. The logics of energy security that are observed in the 

framings of the NS2 are illustrated by the icons. The actors are grouped in pro-NS2 and the opposition 

towards the project. The pro-NS2 actors include mainly German and Russian actors, also the Council of the 

EU statements towards the project. The opposition is identified as Polish governmental institutions and the 

Polish think tanks, together with the rest of the EU bodies (EP, EPRS, European Commission and European 

Council). The figure 8 is used in emphasizing the framings of the NS2 communicated by the actors and 

illustrating which logics and dimensions of energy security concept the actors apply the most in their frames. 

The figure 8 lays the basis for the discussion section. 
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Fig. 8. Summary of analysis.  
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6. Discussion 

In order to understand how the actors frame the project, it is important to indicate that the actors tend to 

extent their national preferences into EU arena and use a controversy surrounding the NS2 for their own 

national interests (Banciu 2016; Iskenderov 2016). For instance, according to the analysis, the EU aims to 

achieve a resilient Energy Union, Germany aims to diversify its energy supply and profit from the Russian 

gas distribution to the Member States, Poland’s national interest is to remain a transit state in order to obtain 

revenues, and Gazprom with Russia aim to continue natural gas supply to the EU for monetary gains and 

continuation to establish their dominance in the EU energy market and the European continent 

(Bundesregierung 2018a; COM 2015a; Gazprom 2017; Katona 2016; Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b; Russian 

Government 2016a; Russia Insight 2017). This observation relates to other studies which assume that actors’ 

self-interests play a key part in understanding the NS2 (Banciu 2016; Iskenderov 2016). In addition, the 

observation that the actors assume different perspectives towards the NS2 is also indicated by previous 

studies (Dudek et al. 2017; European Political Strategy Centre n.d.; Fischer 2016; Goldthau 2016; Lang et al. 

2017; Loskot-Strachota 2016; Riley 2016). The studies also show that certain actors attain similar views 

regarding the project (European Political Strategy Centre n.d.; Fischer 2016; Goldthau 2016; Iskenderov 

2016; Riley 2016; Loskot-Strachota 2016). These studies also highlight that in order for the actors to obtain a 

unified opinion on the project, coherent regulations have to be enforced (Dudek et al. 2017; European 

Political Strategy Centre n.d.; Fischer 2016; Goldthau 2016; Lang et al. 2017; Loskot-Strachota 2016; Riley 

2016). Therefore, this study relates and contributes to the findings of previous researches because it indicates 

that the European solidarity is lacking due to the fact that different framings are constructed based on various 

logics of energy security and energy security dimensions (EP 2015; EPRS 2017; ITRE 2017; Kardaś et al. 

2017; ME 2015; MSZ n.d.; President of Poland 2016a, 2016b, 2017; Prime Minister of Poland 2016). Also, 

the study implies that various framings have negative implications for the NS2, other future energy projects 

in the EU and the EU energy policy aspirations.  

Discussing the NS2 framing in terms of the EU energy policy pillars, in regards to competitiveness, the 

actors frame the NS2 in affordability. Affordability framing highlights the market aspect of the NS2 as it 

portraits the project as detrimental or positive to enhance the competitiveness and affordable energy prices in 

the EU. The actors that vocalize negative approach towards the project emphasize that the NS2 induces 

Gazprom’s monopoly and it is financially unnecessary for Europe (Biznes Alert 2018; Budz 2018; COM 

2017; Dempsey 2016; European Commission 2017b; ME 2016; Prime Minister of Poland 2018; UOKiK 

2016). On contrary, the stakeholders of the project assume that NS2 does not induce monopolization 

(Bundesnetzagentur 2017; Bundesregierung 2018a; Hecking et al. 2016; Hockenos 2017; Lang et al. 2017; 

MER 2012, 2017; President of Russia 2018; Russian Government 2016a, 2016b, 2016c), and even promotes 

fair competition in the market and thus, minimizes gas prices (Dickel 2017; MER 2017; Nord Stream 2 n.d.-

b; Russia Insight 2017, 00:00:27; Terterov 2017). Confronting actors use logic of subsistence in their frames, 

nevertheless, the logic of war is also observable in the framing communicated by opposing actors. Their 

framing implies that the project might be used as a political tool by Russia to ensure its dominance in the EU 

energy market. This observation indicates that the opposition tends to attach their affordability frame to 

geopolitical matters and implies that the actors do not assume the project as commercial (Fischer 2016; 

Goldthau 2016; Loskot-Strachota 2016). Rather, political connotation is evidential, which is typically more 

apparent in availability and accessibility dimensions of energy security. 

In terms of sustainability pillar, the agents frame the NS2 in acceptability. The acceptability frame implies 

sustainable development objectives as environmental and social resilience (Ang et al. 2015). The 

acceptability framing is constructed by assuming that the NS2 is useless because it prolongs the reliance on 

fossil fuels which contradicts the EU aim to turn financial investments into renewable energy innovations 

(EEAS 2016; EP 2015, 2017; EPRS 2017; Hockenos 2017; Lang, et al. 2017; Mesík 2016; Nowak 2015). 

Secondly, other framing indicates that the NS2 is in line with sustainability and even promotes its aspirations 

(Dickel 2017; Nord Stream 2 2018; Nord Stream n.d., n.d.-b.; Russian Government 2017). Even though the 

framings oppose each other, it is still observable that the actors use the logic of “totality” when interpreting 

the project in terms of sustainability. Hence, even though the same logic of energy is detected, the actors 

manage to frame the project differently, because of contrasting self-interests (Banciu 2016; Iskenderov 

2016). Further, the logic of subsistence is also observed, because the development of sustainable project is 

environmentally and socially accepted, thus is a public good. Nevertheless, it is important to mention that the 

Council of the EU, the EU Council and the German and Polish governments do not address the sustainability 
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pillar when framing the project. This observation is relevant because it shows that acceptability of energy 

and sustainability of energy policy are not priorities for the actors, even though sustainability element and 

climate policy are dominating in the EU energy policy papers (COM 2000, 2006a, 2007, 2010, 2011, 2014a, 

2015a). 

In terms of security of supply pillar of the EU energy policy, the actors frame the project in availability and 

accessibility. The study illustrates that the availability and acceptability are the most pronounced frames. 

This indicates that the EU, Germany, Poland and Russia assume the security of supply pillar to be a priority 

of the EU energy policy. 

When discussing the availability frame, the actors understand diversification of energy differently. For 

instance, regarding physical availability of energy, supporting actors agree that the project fulfills this 

objective (AC 2016; Gazprom 2018; Lang, et al. 2017; Legal Service 2017; Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b; Perrin 

2017; President of Russia 2018; Russian Government 2016a). Russia in particular attaches the survival 

aspect to physical availability of energy (AC 2016; Gazprom 2018; Nord Stream 2 n.d.-b; Perrin 2017; 

Russian Government 2016a) which can be regarded as Russia’s justification to develop the project and 

exercise its soft power in Europe (Banciu 2016). Interestingly, the rest of the EU institutions, the German 

and Polish governments do not mention physical availability element. This could be because the availability 

argument does not support their self-interests, as identified by the scholars (Banciu 2016; European Political 

Strategy Centre n.d.; Fischer 2016; Loskot-Strachota 2016). Further, in relation to spatial diversification, the 

actors also claim contrasting arguments: the project enhances spatial diversity (Bundesregierung 2018a; 

Legal Service 2017; Nord Stream 2 n.d.; Russian Government 2016a, 2016b, 2017) and does not (ME 2015; 

Prime Minister of Poland 2018). Both arguments also indicate that the understanding of energy security and 

diversification dimension of energy availability differ (Goldthau 2016). Additionally, it is observed that the 

diversification of energy resources, which is a key matter for secure energy supply, is mentioned by the 

single PISM Polish think tank (Nowak 2015). This observation suggests that the actors’ framings discussed 

in the paper do not assume diversification of energy resources as an important asset to securing energy 

supply in the EU. This could be because cheap Russian natural gas supply assists in achieving actors’ self-

interests (Banciu 2016; Fischer 2016; Goldthau 2016; Lang et al. 2017; Loskot-Strachota 2016; Riley 2016).  

Nevertheless, the most communicated dimension of availability frame is the diversification of energy 

suppliers. Actors regard that the NS2 prolongs reliance on the single dominant energy supplier - Gazprom 

(Budz 2018; EC President 2017; EEAS 2016; EP 2015; Gawlikowska-Fyk, et al. 2017; ITRE 2017; Kardaś 

et al. 2017; President of Poland 2016c; Zborowska 2016) - whilst others stress that the EU energy market is 

already diverse in energy suppliers (Bundesregierung 2018a; Nord Steam 2 n.d.). By emphasizing the lack of 

energy suppliers’ diversity in the EU, opposition actors imply political notion to the issue and states that the 

project further enhances Russia’s power, as also acknowledged by the scholars (Banciu 2016; Dudek et al. 

2017; European Political Strategy Centre n.d.; Goldthau 2016; Loskot-Strachota 2016). It shows that the 

opposing actors tend to rely on logic of war and its political sense when framing the project in availability, as 

well as, affordability. Further, the fact that the actors pronounce the diversification of energy suppliers as a 

prominent issue with the NS2 and energy security policy, additionally indicates that the actors are more 

concerned about geopolitical and domination elements in regards to the EU energy policy (Banciu 2016; 

European Political Strategy Centre n.d.; Fischer 2016; Goldthau 2016; Iskenderov 2016; Lang et al. 2017; 

Loskot-Strachota 2016). 

That leads to accessibility framings provided, which hold geopolitical notion. Accessibility frame is 

constructed by framing the NS2 as an unreliable political weapon of Russia (AA 2017; EP 2015, 2017; 

EPRS 2017; Kardaś, S. et al. 2017; ME 2015; MSZ n.d., 2017; President of Poland 2016a, 2016b; Prime 

Minister of Poland 2016) or a politically reliable project, which is being criticized undeservingly because the 

NS2 will promote security of supply by bypassing politically unstable and unreliable Ukraine (Katona 2016; 

Lang et al. 2017; Legal Service 2017; MER 2018; Russian Government 2016a). The framing indicates that 

politically unstable Russian-Ukrainian relations poses risks to energy security in the EU, but also serves 

national goals to bypass the Central-Eastern Europe pipelines (Dudek et al 2017; European Political Strategy 

Centre n.d.; Fischer 2016; Goldthau 2016; Iskenderov 2016; Riley 2016). The opposing framing is based on 

the past events when Russia used its dominant position in the market to exercise its geopolitical aspirations 

(Banciu 2016; European Political Strategy Centre n.d.; Goldthau 2016; Riley 2016). Nevertheless, both 

framings indicate the presence of logic of war and accessibility element of energy security concept. It shows 
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that actors understand and portrait political importance of the project, nonetheless, attach political 

connotation to the accessibility frame differently according to their national preferences. 

Taking into account all the framings, the sustainability pillar is framed applying the logic of “totality” and 

acceptability notion by both sites of actors. The actors that oppose the project construct their availability, 

accessibility and affordability framings based on the logics of war, subsistence, affordability and availability 

dimensions of energy security concept. On the other hand, other actors rely mostly on the logic of 

subsistence in regards to competitiveness and security of supply pillars. However, the supporters tend to 

formulate their availability and accessibility framings by implying a survival aspect of energy, hence, the 

logic of war is also apparent, nonetheless, the subsistence logics is prevailing. It indicates that the actors 

apply political sense into their framings and regards the NS2 as a political project. Even though the 

supporters of the project claim that the NS2 is a commercial project (European Political Strategy Centre n.d.; 

Fischer 2016; Goldthau 2016; Loskot-Strachota 2016; Riley 2016), the availability and accessibility frames 

communicated suggest that the logic of war is apparent, hence, the political connotation is also observable. 

Further, the fact that actors use same logic in their framings, but produce different meanings of the project, 

also indicates that frames are highly reliant on national preferences of particular actor. 

Most importantly, the prioritization of security of supply pillar among the actors indicates that the actors 

understand the project primarily through availability and accessibility frames, where the logics of war, 

subsistence and availability and accessibility notions are observable. Hence, the energy security concept and 

the EU energy policy, even though evolved and is dominant in social and environmental aspects, is still the 

most attached with physical availability, diversification of energy supply and geopolitical accessibility 

dimensions, as seen by the framings and broader scholarly work (Banciu 2016; Dudek et al. 2017; European 

Political Strategy Centre n.d.; Fischer 2016; Goldthau 2016; Loskot-Strachota 2016; Riley 2016). The fact 

that these elements of energy security are dominant among the frames explains why the sustainability aspect 

of energy security is rather neglected, in contrast to competitiveness and security of supply pillars. 

Additionally, the opposing actors emphasize the diversification of suppliers and geopolitical accessibility 

issues (Banciu 2016; European Political Strategy Centre n.d.; Fischer 2016; Goldthau 2016; Iskenderov 

2016; Lang et al. 2017; Loskot-Strachota 2016), because they are the most concerning aspects for the actors 

to achieve their national interests. Moreover, by stressing political concerns in the EU arena, the actors are 

more likely to receive attention and possibly achieve their aims, because energy security is mostly 

understood via availability and accessibility dimensions (based on the NS2 framings analyzed). On the other 

hand, the supporters of the project stress the diversification of energy supply routes and political unreliability 

of Ukraine, because these arguments correlate with their self-interests to bypass Ukraine and establish energy 

dominance in the EU (Banciu 2016; Iskenderov 2016; Loskot-Strachota 2016; European Political Strategy 

Centre n.d.; Fischer 2016; Riley 2016). The supporters mask their intentions with the logic of subsistence 

and aim to portray their framing of the NS2 as a conscientious approach towards the EU energy policy. 

The issue of different basis of framing the project and prioritization of security of energy supply pillar is also 

attached to the issue of energy security concept in the EU. It is clear that multiple EU regulations and 

directives are inforce, nevertheless, a single, common meaning of energy security is missing, as also 

observed by other studies (Banciu 2016; Goldthau 2016; Iskenderov 2016). The shortage of a unity in terms 

of energy security, poses concerns and is detrimental to the European solidary and the EU aim to develop 

resilient Energy Union and functioning energy policy (Banciu 2016; European Political Strategy Centre n.d.; 

Fischer 2016; Goldthau 2016; Loskot-Strachota 2016). Even though the EU energy policy stresses the 

sustainability, competitiveness and security of supply pillars throughout the energy policy documents, they 

are hardly reachable, because the energy security is a fluffy and easily modified concept. As acknowledged 

by the analysis, member States and the third-parties tend to adjust energy security concept in accordance to 

their priorities. Other studies have similar realizations (Banciu 2016; Goldthau 2016; Iskenderov 2016). 

Therefore, the framings of the NS2 project are based on different logics and dimensions of energy security. 

Consequently, a transparent definition of energy security would potentially minimize the use of national aims 

in the European politics. Other studies propose more coherent regulations (Dudek et al. 2017; European 

Political Strategy Centre n.d.; Fischer 2016; Goldthau 2016; Lang et al. 2017; Loskot-Strachota 2016; Riley 

2016). In addition, joint definition of energy security suggests that the EU inconsistency regarding its 

approach towards Russia might improve, because the EU would have a clear guidelines to follow. Currently, 

the EU institutions and Member States do not hold a common opinion towards the project and Russia. This 

inconsistency is particularly worrying and unified position on Russia is essential in the light of current 
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economic and political sanctions towards Russia, that occurred due to annexation of Crimea in 2014, 

ongoing support of pro-Russian separatists in the Eastern Ukraine (European Political Strategy Centre n.d.; 

Fischer 2016; Goldthau 2016; Loskot-Strachota 2016; Riley 2016) and recent use of chemical weapon 

“Novichok” to poison double agent Sergei Skripal in March 2018 (Kentish 2018). 

Taking into account, based on the analysis conducted and anchoring the study to a broader scholarly work, 

the study suggests that the construction of the framings imply that the decision-making process concerned 

with the NS2 most likely to remain complicated (Banciu 2016; European Political Strategy Centre n.d.; 

Fischer 2016; Riley 2016). To emphasize, the project amplifies the division between Western and Central-

Eastern European Member States, as observed by Banciu (2016), due to opposing framings. The actors tend 

to apply contrasting logics of energy security whilst framing the project and mainly indicate importance of 

the security of supply pillar. It indicates that the solidarity in terms of the EU energy security is lacking and 

thus the decision-making process cannot exceed expectations of all the actors (Banciu 2016; Fischer 2016). 

By basing their framings of the project on different logics or national interests the actors complicate the 

decision- making process, because it lacks a coherent joint basis. A lack of solidarity also implies that the 

actors potentially will encounter solidarity challenges when discussing future energy projects in the EU.  

7. Conclusion 

This paper aims to determine how the NS2 framings in terms of the EU energy policy were constructed by 

different actors - the EU institutions, the German, Polish and Russian actors – who engage within political 

debate due to their different interpretations of the project. Identification of how the frames are constructed 

assists in determining possible implications of the project and the way the EU energy policy pillars are 

viewed. The aim of the paper was reached when analyzing the actors’ understandings of the project. The 

findings of the paper suggest that the actors base their understanding of the project on the logics of war, 

subsistence and “totality” and frame them in terms of availability, accessibility, affordability and 

acceptability. However, national interests penetrates into the framings. The interests not only determine the 

actors’ position towards the project, but also guides the logic or the energy security element that is 

observable in the frame. To be exact, even if in the actors’ framings of the same issue the same logic and 

energy security dimension are observable, the frames tend to result in contrasting forms. This is due to the 

prioritizations of various national preferences, which impact the framing of the project. The prioritizations 

expose that environmental issues are downplayed by the actors’ economic interests. 

The logics of war and subsistence are the dominant elements when framing the project in terms of 

competitiveness and security of supply pillars, to be exact affordability and availability, accessibility frames. 

The “totality” logic is more apparent relating to sustainability pillar, to be exact, acceptability frame. 

Interestingly, certain actors do not communicate any framing in relation to sustainability, spatial and 

resource diversification aspects of availability. It is concluded that these tendencies occur due to the fact that 

these frames do not assist the actors in achieving their national preferences. However, the most apparent 

framing relates to diversification of suppliers which shows that actors are concerned about the project’s 

geopolitical implications. Hence, the opposing actors tend to apply political connotation - hence logic of war 

is apparent - to the framings of the project. It is also evidential that the stakeholder – actors also use political 

connotation in their availability and accessibility frames, even though they claim to be firm advocators that 

the NS2 does not hold any political sense. By using the logic of war, which holds survival and geopolitical 

elements, the actors tend to exercise their political power to achieve their goals. Overall, the actors prioritize 

the availability and accessibility frames which reflect the security of supply pillar of the EU energy policy. It 

is indicated that differences in framings are based on different national preferences of confronting actors and 

separate understanding of energy security concept and its aspirations in the EU. 

The paper observes that the logic of war is the main approach that guides the interpretations of the NS2 and 

thus, availability and accessibility frames are dominating. This observation is achieved by applying 

theoretical lens of energy security concept and the energy security logics. Frame analysis is used as a main 

method of research. Appliance of frame analysis and theoretical framework assists in identifying common 

features of the actors understanding of the NS2 in relation to the EU energy policy pillars. Whilst identifying 

how the actors frame the issue, it is recognized that the actors understand the project in different ways not 

only because they have national interests, as identified in previous studies. Additionally, the actors frame the 

NS2 in various perspectives because they prioritize security of supply pillar differently. Prioritization of this 
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pillar occurs due to the primary understanding of energy security concept – avoidance of risks - which in this 

case is connected to national aims. Also, lack of common meaning of the concept is important because it acts 

as an obstacle for the EU to achieve resilient Energy Union objectives. Hence, the solidarity among the 

actors is missing. The unified understanding of the energy security concept is proposed in order for the 

Member States to follow common guidelines and to have a unified position towards the NS2 and Russia. 

Taking into account the findings of the study, future studies are advised to look at the framings of the project 

after the NS2 implementation and determine if the availability and accessibility framings still dominates the 

actors’ framings. It is important to do so in order to acknowledge if the actors’ framings are still guided by 

prioritization of security of supply pillar of the EU energy policy and national interests. The 

acknowledgement will provide a better understanding of discussions on future energy projects in the EU. 

Additionally, the observation may also propose unified understanding, rather than definition or regulations of 

EU energy security, which could potentially provide better guidelines for the EU to follow in terms of 

development of energy project in the EU interest. Further, the study advises to further develop the topic 

analyzed, by looking behind the frames and identifying certain patterns of political communications, 

concerning the NS2, among the actors holding different power positions in the international relations. 

Looking behind the frames would enrich the study by dwelling deeper into political communication scene. 
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