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Abstract 

There is a growing perception that security objectives are gaining currency in the aid discourse. At 

the same time, the international environment is shaped by insecurity, and several major donor 

countries have signaled retrenchments in their development assistance. This intensifies the debate 

about what aid is for and what discursive rationales shape aid policy. Sweden has a long-standing 

tradition of being a generous donor grounded in humanitarian and solidarity principles but have 

during the last years undergone a reorientation of their aid policy, characterized by reductions and 

an increased focus on Swedish interests. Despite the growing literature around securitization of aid, 

little is known about whether Sweden follows this observed trend. This paper explores this gap by 

analyzing two Swedish aid policy frameworks from 2016 and 2023. By adopting a comparative 

discourse analysis with selected questions from Bacchi’s (2009) What’s the problem represented to 

be (WPR) approach, combined with specific inquiries from securitization theory and the 

construction of an ideal type, this paper finds empirical evidence of an increase in securitization 

discourse in the 2023 framework, compared to in 2016. This is manifested primarily in an increase 

of the justification of aid being served as a tool to protect Swedish interests and the construction of 

conflicts and migration as risks directed towards Sweden and Europe. The findings suggest that even 

a case like Sweden has undergone an increase in securitization of aid discourse, aligning with previous 

findings suggesting that it risks undermining development objectives.  
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1. Introduction 

Over the past two decades, the relationship between security and development has received growing 

scholarly attention, illustrating how development assistance is being increasingly allocated and 

connected to security objectives (e.g., Brown, Grävingholt & Raddatz, 2016, pp. 237-238; Swiss & 

Dicks, 2025). At the same time, rising amounts of armed conflicts, humanitarian crises and 

geopolitical contestation have intensified the pressure on the international aid system, and several 

major donors have signaled reductions in their development assistance (Humanitarian Actions, 

2025; Vision Of Humanity, 2025a; Vision Of Humanity, 2025b; OECD, 2026). This intensifies the 

debate about what aid is for and what discursive rationales shape aid policy.  

A commonly noted trend, especially since the aftermath of 9/11, is that donor countries 

increasingly connect security-related questions to their foreign aid strategies (Brown et al., pp. 237-

239; Howell & Lind, 2009, p. 4; McConnon, 2014). This trend is observed in what scholars call 

securitization of aid and is typically understood as a process where human and sustainable 

development goals get crowded out by security and stability targets (Olivé & Perez, 2021). This raises 

questions about the underlying rationales of aid policy. More specifically, one needs to ask: is 

development assistance primarily an expression of solidarity and humanitarian obligation, or 

increasingly becoming an instrument for managing security interests? 

Against this backdrop, Swedish aid policy is currently undergoing a reorientation reflected in the 

new aid strategy introduced in 2023, the phasing out of bilateral development cooperations, and the 

abandonment of the long-standing goal of allocating one percent of Gross National Income (GNI) 

to development assistance (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2025; Concord, 2024; Sida, 2025). Whether 

these developments represent an increase in securitization discourse is yet to be examined.  

Despite the growing literature on securitization of aid, little is known about whether (and how) 

Swedish aid policy discourse has become more securitized between 2016 and 2023. This gap matters 

because securitization discourse can shift the discourse away from traditional development 

objectives (Brown et al., 2016, pp. 237-241) and shape how problems, and solutions to these 

problems, are constructed within aid policy. Identifying discourse(s) thus reveal underlying 

rationales and governing logics of aid policy, and tracing this in the Swedish case is particularly 

interesting given its historical background as a donor and the current aid policy shift. This paper 
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intends to address this gap and the research question guiding the study is: Has Swedish aid policy 

discourse become more securitized between 2016 and 2023, if so, how?  

To answer the research question, two Swedish aid policy frameworks were analyzed: Policy 

framework for Swedish development cooperation and humanitarian assistance (2016/17:60) and 

Development assistance for a new era – freedom, empowerment and sustainable growth (2023). The 

study adopted a comparative discourse analysis with a combination of selected questions from 

What’s the problem represented to be (WPR) approach (Bacchi, 2009) and specific inquiries from 

securitization theory and securitization of aid. Building on previous research within the field, an ideal 

type was constructed that acted as an analytical benchmark to interpret and compare the findings. 

The analysis was delimited to the discursive realm. Thus examining de facto aid allocation patterns 

were beyond the scope of this thesis.  

The remainder of this paper is structured into seven chapters. Firstly, background information 

of Sweden as a donor is presented. This is followed by a literature review over the current debates 

within the field where key concepts useful for the present study are identified. Thereafter the 

theoretical framework (chapter four) and methodological approach (chapter five) used in the study 

are discussed. The last three chapters consist of a presentation and discussion of the results, and ends 

in a conclusion.  

 

2. Background: Sweden as a donor 

Sweden has historically been portrayed and considered as a donor whose aid policies are grounded 

in solidarity and need-based logics where the primary aim is to reduce poverty and human suffering 

around the world (Schraeder, Hook & Taylor, 1998; Sida, n.d.). In 1975, Sweden became the first 

donor to meet the UN target of providing 0.7 percent of GNI to official development assistance and 

has since then remained consistently above that threshold which was reflected in their increase to 

one percent in 2006. Sweden has therefore been a strong and influential global voice within the aid 

sphere and has been praised for its generosity over the years (OECD, 2025).  

In 2022 Swedish aid policy started to undergo a reorientation. The long-standing goal of 

allocating one percent of GNI was ruled out and the reform agenda that was introduced in 2023 
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articulates an increased focus on Swedish interests and aid efficiency. In relation to this, there have 

been aid cuts and outphasing of several bilateral partner countries (Concord, 2026; OECD, 2025).  

Sweden has, and still does, play an important role in shaping the norms surrounding development 

assistance. Therefore, whether these new changes reflect an increase in securitization discourse can 

further affect the role Sweden has within the international aid sphere and influence actors that 

operate within it.  

 

3. Previous Research  
 

3.1 Security and securitization 

International security studies are a broad field reflecting different perceptions and 

conceptualizations. Historically, it consisted of a realistic viewpoint where the primary focus was on 

state survival and military threats between states. The emergence of new threats and challenges in 

the post-Cold War era, however, changed the field and the traditionalistic view started to become 

contested, which resulted in new conceptualizations and approaches towards security studies (Buzan 

& Hansen, 2009, pp. 2-3; Nyman, 2018, p. 140).  

One significant contribution to this development was introduced by Buzan et al. (1998) in their 

book: Security – A new framework for analysis. They argued that the traditionalistic view was too 

narrow to capture the new challenges that occurred and advocated for a broader approach which 

resulted in a new conceptual framework. Central to this new approach was the concept of 

securitization, i.e. the process where an issue gets constructed as an existential threat requiring 

exceptional measures (Buzan, Wæver & Wilde, 1998, pp. 25-28).  

As this framework started to become influential within scholarly and policy research, it also 

started to receive critiques which resulted in new conceptualizations and approaches (Huysman, 

2011). Importantly, however, core concepts of the approach remain salient, and scholars within the 

security-development nexus and securitization of aid draw from these logics as well.  
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3.2 Security-development nexus 

The concept of the relationship between security and development, i.e. the security-development 

nexus, has been understood and conceptualized in different ways, and its meaning has been 

contested and articulated through distinct discourses over time (Hettne, 2010; Spear & Williams, 

pp. 19-21; Stern & Öjendal, 2010). As this study will focus on changes in discourse, it is important 

to acknowledge this debate since it suggests that the relationship between security and development 

can be constructed through language and change over time and in different contexts.  

Relevant contributions to the aforementioned are provided by Stern and Öjendal (2010) and 

Spear and Williams (2012) who argue that the security-development nexus is a contested concept 

where scholars as well as policy makers construct the relationship between security and development 

in different ways. In this view, the nexus is shaped and constructed through discourse and usually 

becomes visible through policy (Stern & Öjendal, 2010). Since scholars have different assumptions 

about the nexus, it has also created a debate over its potential implications (Spear & Williams, 2012, 

pp. 19-21). Actors can, by having “the power of definition”, interpret how resources are distributed 

and what policy responses get reasonable (Stern & Öjendal, 2010, p. 7). This understanding of the 

nexus is particularly relevant for the present study as it suggests that different perceptions can be 

visible within policy documents and also shape policy responses.  

In relation to this, scholars have argued that the linkage between security and development can 

risk instrumentalizing development agendas. For instance, Duffield (2010) argued that the nexus has 

developed into a linkage between donors’ security self-interest, where development is used as a tool 

for helping others while maintaining their own security (Duffield, 2010, p. 25). By linking 

underdevelopment to concerns such as poverty, terrorism, conflict and migration, development 

agendas can be pursued for its presumed contribution to international stability, rather than solely 

being grounded in need-based logics (Duffield, 2010, pp. 38-41). Building on this logic, the 

interlinkage between security and development can be perceived as a zero-sum game where the 

former gets prioritized over the latter (Spear & Williams, 2012, pp. 19-21).  

To further understand the context of the nexus, Hettne (2010) provides an understanding of 

how the relationship between security and development have formed distinct discourses over time 

and shifted alongside the changing international landscape. Two discursive shifts after the 1990s will 
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be mentioned, (1) the increased focus on human security and ‘failed states’, and (2) the gradual shift 

from human security to the ‘war on terrorism’. The second shift happened as a concession of the 

9/11 attacks where the nexus started to focus on preemptive interventions as terrorism are assumed 

to pose a risk to international stability (Hettne, 2010; Duffield, 2010, pp. 38-41). This illustrates that 

the discourse surrounding security and development can take different forms over time, hence 

motivating a comparative discourse analysis over time.  

Building on the findings from this section, there is a broad consensus in the literature that the 

security-development nexus is discursively formed and context-dependent, and that these discourses 

can have policy implications beyond texts. This provides the present study with a conceptual 

grounding in how security and development are connected and motivates the methodological 

approach adopted in this paper.  

 

3.3 Securitization of aid 

Securitization of aid can be defined as a process where targets such as security and stability 

undermine human and development goals (e.g. poverty reduction) (Brown et al., 2016, p. 237; Olivé 

& Perez, 2021). This can be observed in the use of development assistance as a tool to increase the 

security of donor and recipient countries (Swiss & Dicks, 2025). In other words, it can be seen as a 

process where development assistance becomes increasingly justified, allocated, and governed 

according to donor-security interests (Brown & Grävingholt, pp. 1-4).  

Building on this attention, Brown and Grävingholt (2016) explored aid securitization within six 

major donors such as the UK, US, France, EU, Canada and Japan. The analysis found a trend of 

securitization but to what degree differentiated between the donors. Other important takeaways 

from their book, however, is their conceptualization of aid securitization. The authors argue that 

securitization of aid can take different forms and be identified through changes in discourse, aid 

flows, and institutional structures. At the discursive level it can be observed in donors increasing 

justification of aid in terms of national and international security interests (Brown & Grävingholt, 

2016, pp. 2-3). Others agree with this concept as securitization can, for instance, be observed in aid 

policy through increased references to national and global security (Howell & Lind, 2009, p. 4).  
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Furthermore the concept of fragile states has, especially since 9/11, been part of the securitization 

of aid as it tends to shift the discourse away from traditional development objectives towards 

national or international security rationales where spillover effects coming from these countries can 

be regarded as a potential risk (Brown et al., 2016, pp. 240-241). These conceptualizations are of 

particular relevance for the present study as it provides an understanding of how securitization can 

be identified within aid-policy discourse.  

Drawing on this, securitization of aid discourse can also be identified within development 

documents through increasing references to security, conflict, failed and fragile states, terrorism, 

extremism, stability/instability, and the perils of migration (Olivé & Perez, 2021). The literature has 

further identified themes within the aid domain that are commonly associated with securitization. 

These are, for instance, environment, global security, migration, conflict, and instability (Olivé & 

Perez, 2021; Howell & Lind, 2009, p. 1-4).  

Furthermore, there is a broad consensus that the debate surrounding securitization of aid received 

growing attention in the aftermath of 9/11. Howell & Lind (2009) argued that the war on terror 

intensified the securitization of aid and described it as “the absorption of global and national security 

interests into the framing, structuring and implementation of development and aid” (Howell & 

Lind, 2009, p. 4). Extending this argument, McConnon (2014) examines whether the UK:s 

coordination of security and development policy had become more concerned with their own 

security rather than the developing world following 9/11. The results aligned with this claim and 

reveal that the UK increasingly coordinated foreign policy, development, and security which opened 

up for development to be focused on national interests. This coordination is according to Duffield 

(2001) a key concept within the securitization of aid as different agencies work together to secure 

their interests and stability.   

Aligned with the aforementioned, development assistance, when securitized, usually gets 

manipulated to support donor security objectives rather than development goals (Harborne, 2012, 

pp. 42-49). This suggests a risk that recipient states are being prioritized to avoid negative spillovers 

and fight terrorism rather than through development needs. This logic is observed in Duffield (2001) 

who argued that when development is securitized, humanitarian justifications are no longer 

sufficient on their own.  
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That securitized aid risks to prioritize recipient countries that are considered strategically 

important for donor security interests is consistent throughout the literature and can result in 

practical implications as well. It can, for instance, increase the risk of violence against aid workers. 

(Swiss & Dicks, 2025). Moreover, it can crowd out and sacrifice traditional development objectives 

where donors reorient resources away from poverty reduction to pursue security objectives (Brown 

et al., 2016, p. 237).  

Another important dimension within the field stems from the concept of human security. 

Watson (2011) argues that securitization can be observed through the construction of the 

population and individual as a referent object, hence legitimizing ‘extraordinary measures’ to protect 

them. This implies that constructing the ‘human’ as in need for protection can possess security 

rationales as well. In this study, however, human security discourse will be noted down but not 

treated as securitization (see chapter 5 for further elaboration).  

The overall findings indicate that securitization of aid can be observed in different ways and the 

observable indicators derived from this are useful as they provide an interpretive lens of what an 

increase in securitization may look like within aid policy discourse. The indicators also provide the 

ideal type with concrete markers and a basis for questions that will be used to guide the analysis (see 

5.3.2 and 5.3.3).  

 

3.4 Securitization of Swedish aid?  

Despite Sweden's important role as a donor and the increasing literature regarding securitization of 

aid, Sweden has received comparatively little attention within the field. The few studies that exist 

tend to be predated, using different approaches, and compare Sweden with other donors. Hence, 

little attention has been put on examining securitization discourse within Swedish aid policy, 

particularly by adopting a qualitative discourse analysis that captures the current reform agenda 

within the Swedish context. This implies a gap within the literature that this study intends to fill.  

One of the studies identified was conducted by Lazell and Petrikova (2019) that explored, 

through a cross-country comparison, whether the US, UK, Denmark and Sweden had undergone a 

securitization within their aid commitments and policy discourse. The results showed little to no 

evidence that Swedish development assistance was securitized. They found that Swedish policy 
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discourse, in comparison to the others, were more development-oriented and lacked explicit linkages 

with national security interests (Lazell & Petrikova, 2019). Their study, however, was first published 

in 2019, thus not capturing the current reform agenda in Sweden.  

Another study examining the Swedish case was conducted by Olivé and Perez (2021). They 

examined the top eight donors within the EU to see whether there could be an observed trend of 

securitization between early 2000s and mid 2010s. The results found securitization both within aid 

narratives and allocation patterns but to what degree differentiated depending on the donor. Sweden 

and Spain deviated from the securitization pattern and Sweden showed little to no signs of 

securitization. Similarly to Lazell and Petrikova (2019) their study did not capture the current shift 

in Swedish aid policy, hence signaling a gap within the literature.  

As illustrated in this section, existing research on securitization of Swedish aid that captures the 

current reform agenda remains limited. The period between 2016 and 2023 represents a particularly 

underanalyzed gap within the literature which this study intends to fill. There is also limited in-depth 

analysis examining the Swedish case, especially by comparing and assessing whether and how there 

has been an increase in securitization discourse within Swedish aid policy, which represents a 

methodological gap that will be addressed by this study as well.  

 

4. Theoretical Framework 

Securitization theory provides, combined with previous findings within the securitization of aid 

literature, the primary theoretical framework for this study. This section will introduce the core 

concepts within the framework, discuss its critiques, and explain how it will be adapted to fit the 

present study.  

 

4.1 Securitization Theory (Copenhagen School)  

Securitization theory emerged as a critical framework that challenged the traditionalistic approaches 

within international security studies (Buzan & Hansen, 2009, pp. 2-3). It rests on a social 

constructivist understanding of security and focuses on how securitization can be observed through 

discourse by constructing a problem as an ‘existential threat’ towards a referent object (Buzan et al., 

1998, pp. 27-28; Nyman, 2018, p. 147). The framework is grounded in an understanding that 
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securitization can be produced by social and political processes where an actor (with authority) 

constructs an existential threat that requires ‘exceptional measures’. In order to detect securitization 

one should examine the discourse and political constellations produced by these securitizing actors 

(Buzan et al., 1998, p. 25).  

The core concept behind securitization theory is the speech act, i.e. where a securitizing actor 

constructs an issue as an existential threat towards a referent object that requires exceptional 

measures to be protected (Buzan et al., 1998, pp. 25-28). The speech act gets facilitated by an actor 

conducting a securitizing move, that is, the construction of a threat towards a referent object. They 

emphasize, however, that only when a securitized move is accepted by an audience can it be 

considered a successful securitization (Buzan et al., 1998, p. 25; Nyman, 2018, pp. 144-146). Hence, 

if no signs of acceptance or coherence is present there has only been a securitizing move.  

 

4.1.1 Critiques  

As aforementioned, securitization theory has received critiques, especially regarding the emphasis on 

the speech act and audience acceptance. A common theme within these critiques is the need to look 

further than only exceptional speech acts to recognize the variety of securitizing processes that exist 

(Huysman, 2011). For instance, McDonald (2008) argues that the speech act and audience 

acceptance are undertheorized, and the emphasis on speech act is narrow in the sense that it 

undermines the broader range of contextual factors in which securitization can occur. Balzacq 

(2011) acknowledges this debate and argues that it overlooks the external context in which 

securitization can occur, and advocates for an approach that focuses more on contextual factors and 

that securitization also can occur through policies (Balzacq, 2011, pp. 15-16). Securitization can also 

occur intentionally and unintentionally, and emerge through different practices (Balzacq, 2011, p. 

2). This suggests that securitization can be hard to detect by only looking at constructions of 

‘existential threats’.  

Despite these critiques, securitization theory provides a useful theoretical framework for 

addressing the research question. However, since it is constructed to analyze securitization in the 

general sense, it is important to adapt it for the scope of this thesis.  
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4.1.2 Securitization theory + Securitization of aid 

Central concepts from securitization theory with a combination of securitization of aid will, as 

mentioned before, provide the theoretical framework used to interpret securitization within the 

selected material. Building on this, the study will not treat audience acceptance as a criterion for an 

increase in securitization, but focus on identifying securitizing moves within the documents. This 

aligns with previous literature that examines securitization within aid policy documents (e.g., Olivé 

& Perez, 2021). In this paper, a securitizing move consists of a securitizing actor (the Swedish 

government) constructing a threat towards a referent object.  

The study will follow the logic established in previous literature regarding securitization of aid 

and define it as a donor/international security-oriented logic. Moreover, securitization will not be 

identified by following the premise of an existential threat but will be adapted to how it may appear 

within aid policy documents. For instance, a threat can include instability/risks rather than ‘survival’ 

of the referent object.  

Analytical dimensions and questions will be constructed following this combination, hence two 

dimensions (referent object, threat) is grounded from the securitization theory but adapted to fit the 

present study. Additionally, two dimensions and questions will proceed from the securitization of 

aid literature (directionality, justification). This will be further elaborated in sections 5.3.2 and 5.3.3.  

 

5. Methodology  

This chapter outlines the methodological approach adopted in this thesis. It presents and discusses 

the research design, selection of material, the analytical framework and procedure, and lastly the 

limitations.  

 

5.1 Research design 

In order to address: Has Swedish aid policy discourse become more securitized between 2016 and 2023, 

if so, how?  The paper adopts a comparative discourse analysis of two Swedish aid policy frameworks. 

In this paper discourse is defined as “a particular way of talking about and understanding the world 

(or an aspect of the world)” (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002, p.1). Hence, discourse is not a passive 

reflection of how we understand the world but an active factor shaping it (Jørgensen & Phillips, 
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2002, p.1). Since securitization is typically understood as a discursive practice and can be observed 

through discourses within policy documents, it motivates adopting a discourse analysis. As discourse 

regarding security and development is argued to take different forms over time and be visible within 

policy(ies), a comparative discourse analysis over time is motivated as it can illustrate whether 

securitization discourse has shifted between the two frameworks.  

The study adopts a theory-driven abductive approach and the research is conducted by 

combining selected questions from Bacchi’s (2009) What’s the problem represented to be? (WPR) 

approach, with specific inquiries derived from securitization theory and securitization of aid. 

Building on previous research within the field, an ideal type was constructed that serves as an 

analytical benchmark to interpret and compare the findings. Together they function as the analytical 

framework used in order to provide an answer to the research question.  

As the level-of-analysis is situated within the discursive realm, this study does not intend to make 

any claim regarding de facto aid allocation, although changes in discourse can be expected to change 

the underlying governing rationales. Regarding the case selection, Sweden is considered a critical case 

(Esaiasson et al., 2024, pp. 61-62) given the historical background and previous findings suggesting 

that Sweden has low levels of observed securitization within its aid policy.  

 

5.2 Material selection 

To explore securitization discourse within Swedish aid policy, two aid policy frameworks were 

selected: Policy framework for Swedish development cooperation and humanitarian assistance 

(2016/17:60) and Development assistance for a new era – freedom, empowerment and sustainable 

growth (2023)1.  

These documents were selected as they represent the highest-level policy framework, at their own 

point of time, for Swedish aid policy which illustrates their overall priorities and guidelines that 

shape how aid is governed and justified. This is essential in order to analyze whether Swedish aid 

policy discourse has become more securitized between 2016 and 2023. The 2016 framework was 

active until being replaced by the 2023 framework, which makes the documents suitable and 

 
1 The Swedish edition of the document was introduced and implemented in 2023, but the English version was published 
in 2024. Since the research was conducted using the English version it will be cited from 2024 but referred to as ‘2023 
framework’ in the text.  
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comparable within the time-scope of the thesis (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024, p. 3). Moreover, 

the documents were published and actively implemented by the Swedish government, thus making 

the Swedish government an legitimized securitizing actor following the criteria established in 

securitization theory (Buzan et al., 1998, p. 33).  

After conducting the first step of the analysis, several problem representations were identified. In 

order for the analysis to be feasible within the temporal scope of the thesis and keep analytical depth, 

a delimitation to central domains was necessary. Therefore, the analysis was delimited to three 

central domains within both frameworks that covers a wide range of areas (war and conflict, 

migration and poverty). Including these domains allow the analysis to systematically compare and 

avoid ‘cherry picking’, and can be considered as representative for the overall discourse as they 

represent central domains that consist of traditional development logics and (or) areas that can be 

associated with securitization. This delimitation, however, consists of a risk in missing other 

potential security-oriented discourses and is acknowledged as a potential limitation. On the other 

hand, there is little reason to believe that the other domains (health, climate change, democracy and 

women’s rights) would diverge significantly from the results of the study.  

Moreover, while additional material such as governmental debates and letters of appropriations 

could provide further contextual depth, they were excluded to maintain analytical stringency. The 

selected material ensures that the analysis will be able to capture shifts in core aid policy rationales 

which aligns with the aim of this thesis. Data on aid implementation, if included, could also have 

illustrated whether a potential shift in discourse aligns with actual aid allocations. However, this 

would require another methodological approach, and since the aim of this thesis is to examine 

securitization discourse, additional data on implementation were excluded. In summary, the selected 

material is considered to represent the most suitable empirical basis for answering the research 

question.  

 

5.3 Analytical framework 

The analytical framework presented below is used to address the research question and guide the 

analysis. It combines selected questions from Bacchi’s (2009) WPR approach with securitization 

theory and previous findings within the securitization of aid literature to identify problem 
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representations and securitization rationales within the material. The framework also consists of an 

ideal type that functions as an analytical benchmark to interpret and compare the findings.  

 

5.3.1 What’s the problem represented to be?  

By utilizing selected questions from the WPR, this paper adopts a critical and post-structural 

approach towards policy (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2025, p. 3). This approach conceptualizes policy(ies) 

as a discursive practice that constitutes or shapes specific problem representations. In other words, 

by framing problems and solutions to these problems in certain ways, policies actively bring these 

‘problems’ into being rather than simply reacting to them. This stems from the premise that every 

policy proposal implies that something needs to be changed or ‘fixed’ which contains an underlying 

representation of what the problem is (Bacchi, 2009, pp. 1-2). The purpose of this approach is to 

direct critical attention to these problem representations and interrogate them to understand the 

underlying assumptions that shape them. By doing so, it becomes possible to reveal the governing 

rationales and, in this case, securitization rationales that underpin these policies (Bacchi, 2009, p. 

xiii; Baccho & Goodwin, 2025, pp. 13-17). The WPR approach will function as an effective tool for 

identifying the ‘dominant’ problem representations within both documents thus providing a 

structural basis for identifying securitization (Bacchi, 2009, p. 4). In order to do this, however, 

Bacchi (2009) introduced the following questions that can be used as tools for guiding the analysis:  
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These questions are used as tools and are used to critically assess the problem representations 

within each policy. It is important to note that these questions can be interlinked and also selectively 

adopted to fit one’s own study (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2025, p. 26). Taking this into account, only 

questions considered relevant for the aim of this thesis were used and adapted to fit the analytical 

focus of securitization. The paper excluded questions three, five and six as they were considered not 

essential for addressing the research question and utilizing these questions would require additional 

or different material. For instance, including question five would require additional data on aid 

allocation which lies beyond the material scope of this thesis. Similarly, including question three and 

six would call for additional contextual material which were excluded due to the temporal scope of 

this thesis. Question one, two, and four were adopted as they were considered well-suited for the 

present study and can assist in identifying potential securitization discourses.  

Q1 was selected to identify the central problem representations within the selected material. The 

point is to work ‘backwards’ and examine the solutions as they suggest that there is a problem that 

needs to be addressed (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2025, pp. 22-23). In this study it was not only used to 

identify central problem representations but also identify whether the solutions to the same problem 

differentiated between the two frameworks. The purpose of this was to provide a basis for assessing 

whether these problem representations were linked with securitization discourse and if so, how.  

Q2 was used to uncover the underlying assumptions that make each problem representation 

coherent (Bacchi, 2009, p. 5). This question was particularly useful to the study as securitization 

discourse can be revealed implicitly without explicit references to security. For instance, a problem 

representation may consist of an underlying assumption that conflict in recipient countries 

constitutes risks or a threat towards Sweden's security interests. It was also useful to identify the 

underlying ontologies that shape and legitimize different solutions to the problems. Underlying 

assumptions can be difficult to detect, which is why this study followed Bacchi (2009) suggestion to 

look for key concepts and binaries within the material. For instance, binaries such as ‘donor-security’ 

vs ‘recipient needs’ assisted the analysis to detect underlying directionalities of potential threats.  

Q4 was selected to identify what was left unproblematic and silenced within the identified 

problem representations. This question was of central importance for the study as it can reveal 

whether an increase in securitization also manifests itself in the silence of development objectives. 

For instance, if the discourse surrounding migration is increasingly grounded in securitization 
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rationales, it can be observed not only through security framings but also through the absence of 

migrants rights. This question is well-suited for a systematic comparison and to detect a potential 

increase in securitization between the two frameworks as it assists the analysis to see what logic gets 

prominent and silenced within each problem representation (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2025, p. 25). For 

instance, if the overall discourse has become more securitized within the 2023 framework 

development rationales may become more silenced in comparison with the 2016 framework.  

 

5.3.2 Securitization as analytical framework 

As mentioned before, securitization theory and previous findings within the literature will together 

provide the theoretical lens for assessing whether identified problem representations can be observed 

as a securitizing move. Therefore, four questions will be adapted to guide the analysis and will serve 

the purpose of capturing the analytical dimensions within the ideal type presented in the next 

section.  

This thesis defines securitization in line with previous research of securitization of aid (e.g., 

Brown & Grävingholt, 2016, pp. 1-4; Howell & Lind, 2009, p. 4; Olivé & Perez, 2021. It therefore 

proceeds from the assumption that securitization can be observed through aid policy discourse in 

different ways. In regard to this, securitization can be detected in discourse through the way aid is 

framed and (or) connected to donor/regional/international security rationales.  

As discussed in the theoretical chapter, this paper will not treat speech acts and audience 

acceptance as criteria for securitization. This study instead focuses on identifying potential 

securitizing moves as they can appear within aid policy documents. Building on this, two core 

concepts were derived from securitization theory and will help guide the analysis, i.e. referent object 

and the construction of a threat. Therefore, identifying a securitizing move within the documents is 

done by asking, for each identified problem representation:  

 

1. Who/what is constructed as the referent object? 

2. What is constructed as a threat to the security of the referent object?  
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These questions are adapted to fit securitization discourse within aid policy frameworks. For 

instance, the construction of a threat will be regarded as a threat/risk rather than ‘existential threat’ 

(see more 5.3.3). The questions above will be complemented by two questions grounded in previous 

research within the field. As identified in the literature, securitization of aid can be observed through 

(1) the framing and (or) assumption of recipient countries as sources of spillover effects, and (2) the 

increased framing of aid being a tool for donor-security interests. To identify these logics, the 

following questions will be asked, for each identified problem representation:  

 

3. Is the threat/risk framed/assumed to be directed primarily to donors or recipient countries?  

4. Is aid framed as a tool for global/regional/national security interests? 

 

5.3.3 Ideal type 

To make the comparison between both documents transparent and identify whether Swedish aid 

policy discourse has become more securitized and how, an ideal type of ‘securitized aid policy 

discourse’ was constructed. The ideal type serves as an analytical tool that is used to examine the 

securitization of aid policy discourse by comparing the findings to a theoretically extreme 

representation of the phenomenon (Bergström & Boréus, 2012, p. 150). It is therefore not treated 

as a predetermined ‘checklist’ of what needs to be observable but used as a degree scale where findings 

from the analysis can be assessed as closer or further away from the ideal type. Constructing an ideal 

type is a valuable tool to determine the characteristics of a certain concept (Bergström & Boréus, 

2012, p. 150) and will therefore support the analysis to assess whether and how Swedish aid policy 

discourse has become more securitized in 2023 compared to 2016.  

Concepts that are relevant for the research question should construct the ideal type and one way 

to do that is to ground it in previous research (Bergström & Boréus, 2012, p. 150; Esaiasson et al., 

2024, p. 91). Therefore, the ideal type is grounded in core concepts from securitization theory 

adapted to fit into aid policy discourse (referent objects, threat construction), and core concepts 

identified from the literature (directionality and aid justification). Together they form the four 

analytical dimensions of the ideal type, as illustrated in table 1.  
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5.4 Analytical approach  

The questions that were used to conduct the analysis and therefore address the research question are 

the following:  

 

These questions guided the analysis and were interpreted through the lens of securitization as 

adopted in this study. As mentioned before the first step was to examine both documents through 

the lens of Q1 which was followed by a delimitation into three domains (see more 5.2). Following 
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this step, the three domains were analyzed by asking the remaining questions. These questions were 

used to examine the problem representations through the lens of securitization and identify 

underlying assumptions and silences. Findings were noted down and compared to the ideal type in 

order to interpret whether a problem representation illustrated an increase in securitization 

discourse.  

The analysis and results will be presented into three subsections guided by each domain. To 

improve transparency of the analysis direct citations from the documents are presented. Following 

this, the discussion chapter will assess and discuss the findings, hence providing an answer to the 

research question. 

 

5.5 Limitations, validity, reliability and generalization 

A risk with conducting a discourse analysis is that the analysis and interpretation of the findings can 

be influenced by the researcher’s own perspective and experiences (Esaiasson et al., 2024, p. 330). 

This is important to acknowledge as a potential limitation as the risk of another researcher 

conducting the same analysis might interpret the findings differently. As a political science student 

with a particular interest in peace, conflict and development studies, my choice of research questions 

reflects pre-existing assumptions and knowledge about the reform agenda that may influence the 

analysis and interpretation of the findings. To mitigate this risk, the study adopts a high degree of 

self-reflexibility and incorporates the seventh step from the WPR framework, which suggests for an 

active self-problematization of one’s own problem representations (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2025, p. 

26). Additionally, constructing an ideal type as an analytical benchmark and presenting citations 

from the empirical material improves the transparency and validity as it provides a clear framework 

for conclusion.  

A limitation with conducting a case study is the limited possibility for generalization. It should 

be noted, however, that generalizability is not the primary aim of this thesis as the ambition is to 

examine whether the current shift in Swedish aid policy represents an increase in securitization. With 

this in mind, however, the findings can further improve the understanding of securitization of aid 

discourse and suggest, if evident, that even a case like Sweden, that has been portrayed as a donor 

primarily grounded in solidarity and little signs of securitization, can become securitized.  
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Moreover, the study was delimited to two aid policy documents thus providing causal evidence 

of de facto aid allocation is beyond the scope of this thesis. This is worth mentioning as a potential 

limitation, since the results cannot provide causal evidence that an increase in securitization 

discourse crowds out actual development objectives regarding its implementations.  
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6. Analysis and Results 

This section will present the findings from the analysis and will be structured into three subsections, 

representing each domain that were analyzed.  

 

6.1 War and Conflict (p1) 

Both aid policy frameworks construct war and conflict as central problem representations. The 2016 

framework constructs conflict primarily as an obstacle for development, where aid should focus on 

promoting peaceful and inclusive societies and address the root causes of conflict to promote long-

term development and reduce human suffering (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, p. 28).  

 

“Conflicts are currently the most serious obstacle to development in many countries. Extreme poverty 

and starvation are more concentrated in fragile and conflict-affected states.” 

(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, p. 11) 

 
“Fragile and conflict-torn states are particularly vulnerable to global challenges, e.g. migration, 

climate change, environmental degradation, infectious disease outbreaks, radicalisation, terrorism, 

organised crime and economic crises.” 

(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, p. 28) 

 

As Bacchi (2009) argues, finding problem representations can be challenging as policies are 

usually complex and consist of contesting representations (Bacchi, 2009, p. 4). This can be illustrated 

by the citations above where conflict is primarily constructed by development objectives (to build 

peace in order to create conditions for sustainable development and reduce poverty). However, the 

framing of conflict-affected countries as ‘fragile’ and particularly vulnerable to global challenges 

such as terrorism suggest that conflict is a problem not only for reaching development objectives but 

for regional and international stability as well (Brown et al., 2016, p. 240; Duffield, 2010, pp. 38-

41). This is an important finding as it suggests that the solution to the problem is not only grounded 

in development rationales but also implicitly in reducing the risks of spillover effects, thus signaling 

an underlying securitization discourse.  
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In the 2023 framework, conflict is primarily constructed as a problem for Swedish and global 

security. Development assistance is framed as a tool to prevent armed conflicts, counter ongoing 

aggressions, promote post-conflict stability and defend the rule-based world order (Ministry for 

Foreign Affairs, 2024, pp. 2-5). A critical observation of this is that the 2023 framework puts more 

emphasis on the threat conflict produces, rather than framing peace and stability as a precondition 

for development.  

 

“The war [Russia-Ukraine War] fundamentally alters Sweden’s and Europe’s security situation. In 

these times it is crucial to provide assistance to Ukraine and defend the rules-based world order.” 

(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024, p. 2) 

 

“War and conflicts both in and outside our neighbourhood affect Sweden’s security and prosperity.”  

(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024, p. 2) 

 

The shift in problem representation illustrates an increase in securitization discourse where aid is 

increasingly justified to provide support for Ukraine and prevent armed conflicts and its risks in 

order to defend Swedish, European and international security (Brown & Grävingholt, 2016, pp. 2-

3). The development rationale, however, is not totally absent within the 2023 framework which 

suggests a similar problem contestation identified in the 2016 framework, although it is the other 

way around. In the 2016 framework development rationale is identified as the most prominent 

discourse within this domain and security logics were mostly concealed by this. In the 2023 

framework it is the opposite, suggesting a shift in hierarchy.  

Connecting these findings to the analytical dimensions illustrate a shift in the construction of the 

threat and who is in need for protection. As shown in the contestating problem representations 

within the 2016 framework, two different referent objects can be identified, where the primary 

referent object is the populations within conflict-affected states. As stated, “The devastating effects 

of conflict on development lead to increased poverty…This also means an increased risk of human 

rights infringements…” (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, p. 15). This suggests that conflict is 

considered a threat towards the individual's rights and chance to escape poverty, which implies a 

solidarity discourse.  



22 

 

The second referent object, namely regional and international stability, can be revealed from both 

explicit statements such as: “Violent extremism and terrorism, which often exploit fundamental and 

past conflicts, threaten to destabilise more countries and regions.” (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 

2016, p. 11), and the framing of certain concepts that are, as identified by previous scholars, loaded 

with security rationales. The construction of conflict-affected states as ‘fragile’ and vulnerable to 

global challenges such as terrorism suggest an underlying assumption that these countries are 

unstable and can produce threats that reach beyond their borders. These findings suggest a partial 

movement towards the ideal type as it confirms an underlying securitization discourse that is 

embedded and mostly concealed within development objectives.  

In the 2023 framework, the primary referent object(s) shifts towards Sweden, Europe and (or) 

international security. As illustrated by the citations below, individuals are present as referent objects 

but are increasingly subordinated to security framings.  

 

“Russia’s aggression has also had extensive political, economic and humanitarian consequences in 

Ukraine, but the repercussions reach far beyond the country’s borders.” 

(Ministry for Foreign, Affairs, 2024, p. 2) 

 

“War and conflicts both in and outside our neighbourhood affect Sweden’s security and prosperity. 

They prevent people from reaching their full potential and cause suffering and poverty, which forces 

people to flee.” 

(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024, p. 2) 

 

The individual and populations within conflict-affected states are, as shown in the citations, not 

totally absent, but gets increasingly subordinated to Swedish and European security thus being 

undermined by security-oriented framings. This discursive practice, if intentional or unintentional, 

constructs war and conflict as primarily threatening beyond its borders and pushes development 

objectives to become more silent within the 2023 framework (Bacchi, 2009, pp. 12-13). Moreover, 

except the war in Ukraine that is assumed to pose a direct and existential threat towards Swedish and 

European security as “Ukraine’s future will determine Europe’s fate.”(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 

2024, p. 7), conflict gets constructed not primarily as a threat towards development but mainly as a 
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catalyst that creates other threats, which can be illustrated by this framing: ‘‘...[War and conflict] 

provide a breeding ground for criminality, terrorism, violent extremism, irregular migration and 

organised crime such as smuggling of arms and drugs and human trafficking in various forms.” 

(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024, p. 2). Constructing conflict-affected states as a ‘breeding 

ground’ for other international threats can suggest that these threats naturally occur within these 

states, rather than emphasizing the political actors that breed them. This suggests an underlying 

securitization discourse, similar to the 2016 framework, that these countries are perceived as 

dangerous and consist of spillover risks that naturally occur within them (Duffield, 2001).  

These findings reflect an increase in securitization discourse as the primary referent object shifts 

to Sweden, Europe and international stability and the threats are both explicitly and implicitly 

constructed towards them. As mentioned, development rationales are present within this domain 

but become increasingly subordinated by security rationales which is further an indicator of 

securitization discourse (Olivé & Perez, 2021).  

The findings also show that both frameworks construct and presume that the threat can travel 

beyond recipient's borders affecting donor or international security and stability. The critical 

difference is, however, that this assumption of spillover effects is mainly concealed by the 

humanitarian and solidarity framings within the 2016 framework, which suggests that conflict is 

primarily directed towards the populations that live within these conflict-affected states. The 

guidance of Q4 further reveals that the 2023 framework explicitly introduces Sweden as a primary 

direction of these threats, a construction that is silenced within the 2016 framework.  

Connecting to the fourth dimension and what is left unproblematized between the two 

frameworks, the 2016 framework operates primarily through a development based but also implicit 

security based logic where peace and development are constructed as mutually reinforcing 

objectives. Addressing the root causes of conflict and pursuing peaceful and inclusive societies are 

mainly shaped by the prominent development discourse within this domain. In the 2023 framework 

this rationale becomes increasingly silenced and aid is primarily justified as a tool for protecting 

donor, regional and international security interests. Development rationales are consistently framed 

as consequences of the problem rather than as a ‘stand-alone’ justification of aid, which can be seen 

as another indicator of securitization of aid (Duffield, 2001). Building on these findings a movement 

towards the ideal type becomes visible within the fourth dimension. This is illustrated through the 
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increasing justification of aid to protect and support donor/regional and international security and 

stability objectives.  

By utilizing Q2 it further reveals that both frameworks are grounded in a shared liberal ontology 

rooted in democracy, human rights and the rule-based world order (Bacchi, 2009. p. 5). The 2016 

framework constructs liberal values as a catalyst for sustainable development, hence legitimizing 

their proposed solutions to the problem. The 2023 framework, however, reconstructs this 

normative foundation in order to also defend the rule-based world order against geopolitical threats 

and threats grounded in conflict, thereby legitimizing an increased securitization of aid.  

Taken together, the findings indicate a distinct movement towards the ideal type on all analytical 

dimensions but also reveal that the 2016 framework consists of underlying securitization discourse 

as well. This suggests a transition that can be better understood as a shift from underlying to a more 

explicit securitization discourse, rather than a shift from non-securitized to securitized aid discourse.  

 

6.2 Migration (p2) 

In comparison with the discourse surrounding conflict, migration consists of fewer contradicting 

problem representations. The 2016 framework suggests that development assistance should focus 

on building capacity within countries of origin to manage migration in ways that safeguards their 

rights (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, pp. 36-37). The 2023 framework primarily treats 

migration as a risk, which is visible through the solutions to strengthen border controls, promote 

returns, and address the root causes of irregular migration (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024, pp. 

17-18).  

 

“Swedish development cooperation will contribute to increasing the positive development effects of 

migration and reducing the negative effects in countries of origin.” 

(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, p. 35) 
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“To tackle global challenges linked to irregular migration and forced displacement, return and 

repatriation requires an increased focus on migration in development cooperation. A particular 

priority is to safeguard Swedish interests in countering irregular migration and its risks…” 

(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024, p. 17) 

 
Taking the proposed solutions and the citations above into account, it becomes clear that the two 

frameworks construct migration as fundamentally different kinds of problems. The 2016 

framework suggests that development cooperation should center on extracting the positive effects 

of migration and reduce its negative effects by improving conditions within the countries of origin. 

The problem is constructed as not migration in itself but rather a ‘mismanaged’ migration that can 

be ‘fixed’ by improving living conditions in countries of origin and strengthen the capacity to 

manage migration in countries of destination in a way that protects the refugees rights (Ministry for 

Foreign Affairs, 2016, p. 35). Hence, migration is constructed as a neutral or even positive concept 

that becomes problematic only when unregulated or forced (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, pp. 

36-37).  

Conversely, the 2023 framework constructs migration as ‘irregular’ or ‘illegal’ and the solutions 

are centered on security rationales that suggest an underlying assumption that migration is an 

unwanted flow that needs to be reversed. Framing migration as ‘illegal’ or ‘irregular’ can be seen to 

naturalize irregularity as an inherent trait and can position migration as a source of danger that 

requires risk management, which can suggest that the construction of the problem is grounded in a 

security rationale. This construction of the problem is prominent within the 2023 framework, but 

rather absent in the 2016 framework, which illustrates a shift where migrants rights become 

increasingly silenced and left unproblematized within the 2023 framework (Bacchi & Goodwin, 

2025, pp. 24-25).  

 

“Swedish development cooperation can contribute to improving the capacity of low and middle-

income countries to manage migration in a way that safeguards the rights of refugees and migrants 

and that promotes the countries’ development.” 

(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, pp. 36-37) 
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“Tensions and societal problems that have resulted from very extensive illegal migration are also 

putting a strain on Europe and our part of the world.” 

(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024, p. 2) 

 

As illustrated by the different problem representations and the citations above, the primary 

referent object within the 2016 framework is focused on the migrants and the risks that comes with 

irregular or forced migration is constructed as primarily threatening towards the migrants 

themselves. Hence, the discourse is primarily grounded in solidarity and the security rationale 

behind framings such as ‘irregular’ and ‘forced’ are grounded in the consequences for the migrants 

rather than as potential spillover risks. There is an underlying assumption that migrants who are 

forced to flee should be taken care of, which is illustrated, for instance, by this citation: “Sweden will 

also work for equal access to the right to seek asylum.” (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, p. 36). 

This illustrates a solidarity rationale as migration is not constructed as a primary threat towards 

Sweden but focuses on taking responsibility so that people who migrate can do it in a safe and 

ordered way (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, p. 36).  

In comparison, the 2023 framework constructs irregular migration as a primary threat/risk 

towards Europe and Sweden, thus showing a shift in the referent object and threat construction. 

The discourse surrounding migration is risk-oriented, where migration gets consistently framed as 

‘irregular’ or ‘illegal’, suggesting that migration as a concept alone is not the primary goal but rather 

to deal with the irregularity that naturally occurs from migration. Europe and ‘our part of the world’ 

are explicitly constructed as a referent object of the problems (threats) that follows from illegal 

migration, thus representing a securitizing move (Buzan et al., 1998, p. 25). The introduction of the 

concept of illegal migration can also be observed as a political practice that criminalizes migration, 

which can move the discourse into an arena of security rather than development as well.  

Furthermore, there is a particular value in identifying silences to observe whether concepts have 

changed or been left more silenced over time (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2025, p. 25). In the 2023 

framework the view of migrants rights, and its potential positive effects becomes absent. In 

comparison, the concept and criminalization of migration as illegal was first observed in the 2023 

framework and totally absent within the 2016 framework. This indicates an increase in securitization 

discourse within this domain, as aid when securitized is argued to risk undermining development 
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objectives (Brown et al., 2016, p. 237; Olivé & Perez, 2021), which becomes clear by also identifying 

how different framings are unproblematized and prioritized within the discourse.  

There is also a distinct shift towards an increase in securitization regarding the two other 

dimensions within the ideal type. The 2023 framework constructs irregular migration as a security 

risk with spillover effects that naturally becomes directed towards Europe and Sweden. As 

mentioned before, this logic is largely absent within the 2016 framework as the negative effects of 

migration primarily get constructed towards the migrants themselves. However, the framing of 

irregular migration and its negative effects when ‘uncontrolled’ or ‘mismanaged’ suggest an 

underlying assumption that these risks can threaten regional and international stability. This 

,however, gets increasingly contested by framings such as: “All states have a responsibility to respect 

international conventions on the human rights of migrants and refugees…” (Ministry for Foreign 

Affairs, 2016, p. 36), suggesting that the 2016 framework’s primary discourse is grounded in 

solidarity principles.  

In the 2023 framework, this discourse is replaced by aid becoming a tool for managing the risks 

that comes from irregular migration. Aid is justified as a tool to strengthen border controls, support 

reintegration processes and be linked with conditionalities for cooperations with repatriation 

(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024, pp. 17-18). This illustrates that aid is being instrumentalized 

and justified in order to manage the threats from irregular migration that gets posed towards Europe 

and Sweden.  

Taking these findings together, this domain represents a significant shift towards securitized aid 

policy discourse. This is visible through the overall discourse and the increase in securitization occurs 

within all four analytical dimensions, which illustrates a clear movement towards the ideal type.  

 

6.3 Poverty (p3) 

Poverty is usually the main objective that traditional development assistance is supposed to address 

and has been a prominent feature within Swedish aid policy over time. Both the 2016 and 2023 

framework state the overall objective with foreign aid as: “…to create preconditions for better living 

conditions for people living in poverty and under oppression.” (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, 
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p. 4; Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024, p. 2). However, after critically examining both frameworks, 

the extent in which poverty dominates the overall aid policy discourse differs.  

The 2016 and 2023 framework construct the solutions to poverty through an underlying liberal 

ontology where poverty is assumed to be reduced through good governance, strong institutions, 

increased trade, liberal marketization and democracy (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, pp. 14-16; 

Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024, pp. 9-13). This implies an assumption that poverty is originating 

within countries that lack these features, and development assistance that focus on these areas can 

assist them in reducing poverty.  

 

“The aim of Swedish international development cooperation, as stipulated by the Riksdag, is to create 

preconditions for better living conditions for people living in poverty and under oppression.”  

(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, p. 4) 

 
“Development cooperation is one of the most important foreign policy tools for pursuing and protecting 

Swedish interests and tackling the challenges that Sweden and the world are facing. Swedish 

development assistance should create preconditions for better living conditions for people living in 

poverty and under oppression.” 

(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024, p. 2) 

 
The most prominent discourse within the 2016 framework is grounded in the objective to reduce 

poverty and create better living conditions for people living under oppression. Development 

cooperation is grounded in the perspectives of the ‘poor’ and individuals rights, which illustrates a 

point of departure based on need-based criteria (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, p. 4). This 

underlying foundation is present within the 2023 framework as well, but is also accompanied by 

security-oriented rationales. Securitization discourse, as illustrated by the example in the citation 

above, is primarily followed or acts as a build up towards their traditional overall development 

objective to create better living conditions for people living in poverty (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 

2024, p. 2). This increasing linkage between security and development objectives, is largely absent 

within the 2016 framework, and illustrates that securitization discourse has become more prominent 
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within the 2023 framework, and development objectives are no longer constructed as sufficient on 

its own (Duffield, 2001).  

Compared to the analytical dimensions, both frameworks construct the population suffering 

from poverty as the referent object. Poverty is constructed or assumed as a threat in itself as it 

prevents development and produces human suffering. These dimensions, however, were harder to 

detect within the 2023 framework as it was more goal oriented. None of the two frameworks 

constructs Sweden or international stability as the direction of this threat but poverty is primarily a 

concern for the affected countries and population within them. Hence, none of the two frameworks 

illustrate any distinct movements towards the ideal type within these three dimensions.  

Connecting to the fourth dimension, the 2016 framework justifies aid through a need-based 

criteria, where poverty reduction is constructed as the primary goal in itself that requires no further 

justification. These solidarity principles are prominent within the framework’s overall discourse 

which can be illustrated by, for instance, these framings: “We live in a world that is the shared 

responsibility of us all. We know that our actions affect the lives of people in other parts of the 

globe…” (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2016, p. 3) and “Sweden’s development cooperation takes as 

its point of departure and is characterised by the perspective of poor people on development and by 

a rights-based perspective.” (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, p. 4). In the 2023 framework, poverty 

reduction remains as a goal for development assistance but, as illustrated before, the overall discourse 

surrounding it is increasingly accompanied by security discourses.  

This consistent linkage between security rationales and poverty reduction suggests that 

traditional development objectives no longer are a sufficient justification for aid on its own, which 

can be seen as an increase in securitization discourse surrounding development (Duffield, 2001). 

The silences further reveal that the right-based and the perspective of the ‘poor’ are more silenced 

within the 2023 framework. It should be noted that it is not replaced, but gets more absent. With 

guidance from Q4 another silence can be revealed, which is connected to what countries get 

constructed as legitimate recipients of Swedish aid. The 2023 framework explicitly constructs non-

democratic states and states that obstruct the rule-based world order as illegitimate recipients of aid 

(Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024, p. 5). This represents a prioritization of recipients that is not 

only grounded in need-based criteria but also on political alignment with Swedish interests, which 
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further can be seen as silencing the perspectives of the ‘poor’ that was prominent within the 2016 

framework.  

The findings from this domain supports the notion that securitization of aid does not necessarily 

replace development objectives, but tends to co-exist and get increasingly framed as a tool for donor 

security interests and traditional development objectives are no longer standing alone as a 

justification for aid  (Brown & Grävingholt, 2016, p. 2-3; Duffield, 2001). In comparison to the ideal 

type, the findings illustrate little to no movement towards the ideal type within the first three 

analytical dimensions. The overall discourse and justification of aid, however, can be observed as a 

partial movement within the fourth dimension, although it is not distinct.  

 

7. Discussion 

Comparing the findings from the analysis, the analytical dimensions do not, as expected since it 

represents ‘maximized’ securitized aid policy discourse, reach the ideal type fully. It follows, 

however, a consequent shift that represents a systematic movement towards an increase in 

securitization discourse.  

In the 2023 framework, the construction of the threat and referent objects in need for protection 

increasingly shifts towards Sweden, Europe and (or) international stability which represents an 

increase in securitization discourse. This is most clearly visible within p1 and p2 but not observed 

within p3. This reveals that not all domains possess the same amount of securitization discourse, and 

the absence within p3 can be understood through the premise that poverty is part of a long-standing 

traditional development objective within Swedish aid policy, thus making it more difficult for 

securitization discourse to be observed. A critical finding, however, is that p1 illustrates a 

securitization discourse within the 2016 framework which can bring further nuance to the findings 

identified in previous research. The overall findings align with previous scholars indicating that 

securitization of aid does not necessarily replace development objectives, but tend to undermine it 

(Brown et al., 2016, p. 237).  

The results also illustrate an increase within the third dimension, where risks and threats became 

more directed towards donors' security and stability. This logic was, in p1, present within the 2016 

framework as well, but expanded and became more explicitly framed within the 2023 framework. 
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P2 represented the most dominant shift, as the threat in the 2016 framework were constructed 

towards migrants themselves, but were replaced by a securitization discourse as irregular and illegal 

migration was framed as a threat towards Sweden and Europe in the 2023 framework.  

Connecting to the last dimension, the overall justification of aid shifted from primarily being 

based on development objectives, to an increased framing of security objectives and the protection 

of Swedish interests. This shift demonstrates an increase in securitization discourse within the 2023 

framework (Brown & Grävingholt, 2016, pp. 2-3).  

It is worth discussing, however, the war in Ukraine as a potential explanation for the observed 

trend. The threat from Russia and the war in Ukraine is frequently discussed and mentioned within 

the 2023 framework. With this in mind, one needs to ask whether the increase in securitization is 

solely explained by this dimension. After reading the documents and conducting the analysis, 

however, not all domains examined had explicit references to the war, although it probably had an 

effect on the overall discourse. Nonetheless, examining the reasons for the observed increase in 

securitization is beyond the scope of this thesis, thus inviting future research to determine.  

Taking the findings together, the study indicates an increase in securitization discourse within 

the 2023 framework as compared to the 2016 framework as it represents an overall movement 

towards the ideal type across the analytical dimensions. The results should, however, be understood 

as a gradual shift rather than absolute as the increase does not replace traditional development 

discourses and the shift is not equally present within all domains.  

 

8. Conclusion 

The aim of this paper was to address: Has Swedish aid policy discourse become more securitized 

between 2016 and 2023, if so, how? After analyzing two Swedish aid policy frameworks and 

comparing the findings, the results demonstrate an increase in securitization discourse within the 

2023 framework. The findings show a gradual shift across the analytical dimensions but to a 

different degree depending on the domain examined. The results indicate that aid is increasingly 

being framed as a tool to manage and protect security interests.  

Key findings illustrate that development discourses get more silenced within the 2023 

framework. Traditional development objectives get increasingly framed alongside security 
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discourses and tend to co-exist rather than replacing each other. In the domains of p1 and p2 

development discourses that permeated the 2016 framework became more silenced and 

subordinated to securitization discourses.  

The results contribute to research by demonstrating that Swedish aid policy discourse has become 

more securitized between 2016 and 2023, thus bringing further nuance into the field. It also updates 

the image of Swedish aid policy having little to no securitization logics embedded within its aid 

policy. The results also enter the debate regarding the overall observed reorientation of Swedish aid 

policy, implying that an increase in securitization discourse can be part of the explanation.  

The results, however, do not come without limitations. Since the level-of-analysis is situated 

within the discursive realm, further research is needed to determine whether the findings align with 

a shift in de facto aid allocations. Another avenue for research would be to examine the linkages 

between Swedish aid policy and security policy and detect potential competing objectives that might 

be present. As observed through the reading of the documents, there are explicit references to 

cooperation between different departments but examining this further was beyond the scope of this 

study. Therefore, research investigating these linkages would provide further knowledge about 

Swedish foreign policy in general.  

Moreover, since the human security dimension did not receive much attention within this paper, 

future research can explicitly examine whether this dimension can bring further nuance to the 

findings.  

In conclusion, the study illustrates an overall observed trend where securitization discourse takes 

more space within foreign aid policies. Whether this has further implications on long-term 

development objectives only time and future research can tell. It is nonetheless important to keep 

exploring this phenomenon, especially since the world is undergoing challenges with protracted 

armed-conflicts, humanitarian crises and geopolitical contestation.  
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