“Weaponization of energy: A geopolitical analysis of the 2022 energy crisis and
the redesign of the European order”

AUTHORS

ARTICLE INFO

DOl
RELEASED ON
RECEIVED ON
ACCEPTED ON

LICENSE

JOURNAL
ISSN PRINT
ISSN ONLINE
PUBLISHER
FOUNDER

30

Cristina Gabriela Cosmulese

Cristina Gabriela Cosmulese (2026). Weaponization of energy: A geopolitical
analysis of the 2022 energy crisis and the redesign of the European order.
Geopolitics under Globalization, 7(1), 1-7.
doi:https://doi.org/10.21511/gg.07(1).2026.01

https://doi.org/10.21511/gg.07(1).2026.01
Thursday, 08 January 2026
Thursday, 27 November 2025

Monday, 05 January 2026

[k |
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
License

"Geopolitics under Globalization"

2543-5493

2543-9820

LLC “Consulting Publishing Company “Business Perspectives”

Sp. z 0.0. Kozmenko Science Publishing

© The author(s) 2026. This publication is an open access article.

=//~/| BUSINESS
PERSPECTIVES

Nem—

businessperspectives.org



®

w2 el

—

BUSINESS PERSPECTIVES

LLC “CPC “Business Perspectives”
Hryhorii Skovoroda lane, 10,
Sumy, 40022, Ukraine

www.businessperspectives.org

Type of the article: Research Article

Received on: 27t of November, 2025
Accepted on: 5% of January, 2026
Published on: 8t of January, 2026

© Cristina Gabriela Cosmulese, 2026

Cristina Gabriela Cosmulese, Ph.D.
in Economics, Lecturer, Department
of Accounting, Audit and Finance,
Stefan cel Mare University of Suceava,
Romania.

This is an Open Access article,
distributed under the terms of the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International license, which permits
unrestricted re-use, distribution, and
reproduction in any medium, provided
the original work is properly cited.

Contflict of interest statement:
Author(s) reported no conflict of interest

https://doi.org/10.21511/gg.07(1).2026.01

Geopolitics under Globalization, Volume 7, 2026

Cristina Gabriela Cosmulese (Romania)

WEAPONIZATION OF ENERGY:
A GEOPOLITICAL ANALYSIS
OF THE 2022 ENERGY CRISIS
AND THE REDESIGN

OF THE EUROPEAN ORDER

Abstract

Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 transformed the European
Union’s energy dependence from a latent structural vulnerability into a major geo-
political crisis, highlighting the use of energy as an instrument of strategic coercion.
This paper analyzes the 2022 energy crisis as a defining moment for the EU’s security,
foreign policy, and strategic autonomy. It examines how the ‘weaponization’ of ener-
gy catalyzed the European institutional response, reconfigured external energy rela-
tions, and integrated the energy transition into the core security agenda. Employing
a qualitative, documentary-analytical methodology based on a comparative analysis
of strategic discourse and political priorities before and after 2022, the study identifies
a fundamental paradigm shift. Results demonstrate a structural realignment from a
predominantly market-based, ecological framework (centered on the European Green
Deal) to a securitized strategy where decarbonization is inextricably linked to energy
security and strategic autonomy. Quantitatively, this shift facilitated a rapid operational
decoupling: the share of Russian gas in EU consumption plummeted from approxi-
mately 40% in 2021 to under 10% by 2023, driven by a surge in LNG imports and ac-
celerated renewable deployment. Qualitatively, it justified unprecedented institutional
interventions, from emergency price caps and joint purchasing mechanisms to binding
phase-out targets for Russian fuels and reframed the green transition as a central pillar
of geopolitical resilience.

Keywords energy crisis, energy security, decarbonization, strategic
autonomy, REPowerEU
JEL Classification F51, M10, Q41

INTRODUCTION

Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 acted as a
geopolitical earthquake, transforming the European Union’s long-
standing energy dependence from a latent structural vulnerabil-
ity into an acute strategic crisis. This event violently exposed the
core of a dangerous asymmetry: the European Union’s deep de-
pendence on Russian energy resources, particularly piped natural
gas, was brutally exposed not as a mere market variable but as an
instrument of strategic coercion. The Kremlin, returning to a his-
torically established tactic, shifted to a policy of “weaponization of
energy,” gradually reducing and then cutting off an overwhelming
portion of gas flows to Europe in an attempt to weaken Western
cohesion and support for Ukraine (Gross & Stelzenmiiller, 2024).
This moment represented not only a supply crisis but a fundamen-
tal break with the premise of a strategic partnership based on mu-
tual interdependence, forcing a radical reconceptualization of the
continent’s security, sovereignty, and power strategy (Goldthau
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& Youngs, 2023). This ‘weaponization’ of energy shook the continent, causing a deep crisis that
jeopardized supply security, amplified inflation, and tested the political cohesion of the European
Union (European Council, 2022).

Europe’s response unfolded on two interconnected levels, marking the transition from immediate cri-
sis management to long-term strategic reordering. The consequences of this fracture were immediately
apparent: energy prices reached historic highs, threatening industrial competitiveness and triggering
a cost-of-living crisis. The European response was swift and unprecedented in political terms. Under
the REPowerEU plan, the European Commission (2022) coordinated voluntary reductions in gas de-
mand, diversified supply sources through LNG imports, and massively accelerated renewable energy
and hydrogen targets. These actions were not just crisis measures but represented a profound strategic
reorientation. European energy policy, traditionally focused on the triumvirate of security of supply,
competitiveness, and sustainability, has been explicitly refocused on the concepts of energy sovereignty
and the strategic reduction of dependencies (Herranz-Surralles, 2024; Hafner & Tagliapietra, 2020). The
crisis has catalyzed the securitization of the energy agenda, redefining decarbonization not only as an

economic or environmental goal but as an indispensable pillar of geopolitical resilience.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

Scholarly analysis of the post-2022 energy crisis can
be categorized into two dominant, yet often siloed,
strands: one focused on geopolitical causation and
security, and the other on internal policy and market
adaptation.

The first strand, rooted in international relations
and security studies, explicitly analyses the conflict
through the lens of energy weaponization. It estab-
lishes that Russia’s supply cuts constituted a strategic
tool of coercion, fundamentally shifting energy from
a commodity to an instrument of statecraft (Bordoff
& O’Sullivan, 2022). Subsequent assessments, such
as that by Gross and Stelzenmiiller (2024), evaluate
the strategic outcome, arguing that Europe’s ‘en-
ergy divorce’ remains incomplete due to persistent
residual dependencies and the re-routing of flows
through third countries. Previous studies skillfully
diagnose the external shock and the vulnerability it
exposed, but tend to treat the EU’s subsequent para-
digm shift as an inevitable or automatic response to
an external threat (Goldthau & Youngs, 2023; Gross
& Stelzenmiiller, 2024). Consequently, the complex
internal process of redefining strategic doctrine, a
process requiring political contestation, discursive
reformulation, and institutional innovation, remains
insufficiently explored in this analysis, which focuses
primarily on external aspects.

Concurrently, a second strand employs the meth-
odologies of economics, public policy, and gov-
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ernance to scrutinize the EU’s internal response.
Quantitative studies provided crucial data on
the severe macroeconomic impacts on infla-
tion, growth, and trade (Ruta, 2022; IMF, 2022).
Institutional reports and technical assessments
then catalogued the unprecedented scale and
nature of the policy interventions, ranging from
emergency market-correction mechanisms to the
systemic RePowerEU plan (European Council,
2022a; IEA, 2023). However, recent studies high-
light major frictions in the implementation of
the EU’s internal response. For instance, Siddi
and Prandin (2023) show that the EU’s rapid and
centralized intervention came into direct conflict
with the traditional structure of energy gover-
nance, based on the sovereignty of Member States,
exposing the institutional limits and political frag-
mentation of the Commission’s ‘geopolitical shift.’
Relevant studies in the field of governance and en-
ergy markets, such as those by the European Union
Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators
(ACER, 2023) and the European Central Bank
(ECB, 2023), reveal the coordination mechanisms
and economic costs of EU action. However, they
focus mainly on the decision-making architecture
and macro-financial impact, leaving in the shad-
ows the discursive process through which consen-
sus was built and the radical break with the previ-
ous market logic was legitimized.

The point of convergence and revealing divergence

for these two strands is the analysis of the energy
transition. The geopolitical-security approach re-
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frames it as a core domain of strategic competi-
tion. Goldthau and Youngs (2023) conceptualize
this as a “new geopolitics of the climate transition,”
where renewables and critical minerals become as-
sets of autonomy and security. In contrast, the pol-
icy-economic approach analyses it predominantly
through the prisms of investment, risk, and mar-
ket design. Empirical studies confirm that the cri-
sis acted as a powerful accelerator for investments
in efficiency and green technologies (Gajdzik et
al., 2024; Tesfu, 2024), while concurrent quantita-
tive research warns that this accelerated transition
remains highly exposed to geopolitical volatility,
supply chain bottlenecks, and technological con-
straints (Ha, 2024; Khan et al., 2023). The most re-
cent syntheses (2024-2025) indicate a partial mar-
ket normalization but confirm the permanence of
the new paradigm, highlighting the fragmenta-
tion of global energy governance, the emergence
of new dependencies, and the securitization of
supply chains (Jeroudi, 2024; Hrubliak et al., 2025;
Raya-Tapia et al., 2025).

Thus, a critical gap persists. While the literature
proficiently maps the causes (weaponization),
tools (policy responses), and new domains (secu-
ritized transition) of the crisis, it does not system-
atically analyze the discursive process through
which these elements coalesced into a new, coher-
ent strategic paradigm for the EU. Studies on wea-
ponization and policy focus on actions and struc-
tures, leaving in the shadows how the crisis was
narratively framed to legitimize a fundamental
doctrinal reorientation. This study addresses this
gap by examining the shift in official EU rhetoric
as the primary evidence for this transformation.

2. METHODOLOGY

This paper adopts a qualitative analytical ap-
proach, focusing on the documentary analysis
of European institutional strategic discourse. To
capture this transformation, the study analyzes a
selected corpus of official European Union docu-
ments published between 2020 and 2025. The cor-
pus includes types of texts that are fundamental
to strategic discourse: communications and policy
plans (e.g., key documents of the European Green
Deal and the REPowerEU Plan), European Council
conclusions on energy security, and official public
statements by the Commission Presidency. These

https://doi.org/10.21511/gg.07(1).2026.01
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are analyzed comparatively across two distinct
periods: the pre-crisis paradigm (until February
2022) and the post-crisis paradigm (from March
2022 onwards). To triangulate and contextualize
the EU’s self-reported perspective, the analysis
systematically integrates technical and market as-
sessments from relevant IEA annual reports.

From an analytical point of view, the process fol-
lows a two-stage complementary logic. First, a
deductive thematic analysis is applied. This be-
gins with a predefined coding scheme, derived
from the research objectives, which identifies key
concepts such as “weaponization,” “sovereignty,”
“strategic autonomy,” and “securing the transi-
tion.” In the second stage, a comparative analysis
of the discourse between the two defined periods
is carried out. This analysis is not limited to the
presence of themes but also investigates changes
in meaning, the narrative reframing of issues (e.g.,
the shift from “ecological transition” to “strategic
transition”), and the construction of new causal
reasoning linking the external threat to the inter-
nal imperative for reform.

This approach has recognized limitations. It focus-
es primarily on the formulation of doctrines and
cannot directly assess their implementation or po-
litical effectiveness. Furthermore, the perspective
is deliberately EU-wide, which leaves out the de-
tailed analysis of variations and discursive resis-
tances at the national level.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

3.1. The dual response:
Crisis management
and strategic repositioning

A comparative analysis of official documents and
market data reveals that the European Union’s re-
sponse to the 2022 crisis was characterized by a
two-pronged strategic approach, which simultane-
ously addressed the urgency of supply and the pro-
found change in the long-term policy framework.
On the one hand, the EU successfully managed
the immediate shock through an unprecedented
mobilization of public policy instruments. The
REPowerEU plan, launched in May 2022, acted as
a strategic catalyst, transforming the vague goal of

3
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diversification into an aggressive operational pro-
gram to replace Russian fossil fuel imports.

The result was a seismic reduction in dependence:
in just two years, the share of Russian gas in EU
gas consumption fell from around 40% in 2021 to
below 10% by 2023, through a combination of a
massive increase in LNG imports (by over 60%),
accelerated implementation of renewable projects,
and energy efficiency efforts (IEA, 2023).

On the other hand, this technical effort was ac-
companied by rapid legislative consolidation.
Unlike the fragmented responses of the past, the
Commission and the Council negotiated and ad-
opted regulations institutionalizing decoupling,
such as the joint gas procurement mechanism
and, more significantly, the political agreement to
phase out Russian gas imports by 2027 (Council
of the European Union, 2025). This marks a shift
from emergency measures to a new strategic status
quo, in which independence from Russia has be-
come a constitutive principle of EU energy policy.

Beyond the impressive decoupling figures, the
most profound transformation, highlighted by

the analysis of official discourse, was the com-
plete securitization of the energy agenda. Before
2022, energy was primarily a domain of eco-
nomic and environmental policy. After the in-
vasion, it was repositioned as a central domain
of national and European security. Table 1 sum-
marizes this paradigm shift through a compara-
tive thematic analysis of key documents. There
is a clear shift in vocabulary from terms such as
“integrated markets,” “competitive prices,” and
“climate neutrality” to terms such as “strategic
autonomy,” “resilience,” “vulnerability,” and
“security of supply.” More importantly, the pro-
posed policy instruments reflect this new logic:
from long-term market mechanisms to emer-
gency intervention and mandatory solidarity
instruments.

This transformation is not merely rhetorical. It
has had direct operational consequences. For
example, the acceleration of renewable project
approvals was justified not only by climate ob-
jectives but also by the urgent need to replace
Russian gas, and investments in LNG infra-
structure were promoted as projects of stra-
tegic European interest, receiving accelerated

Table 1. Paradigm shift in EU energy policy (2022-2024): A comparative discursive-instrumental analysis

Source: Our analysis, based on the cited official EU documents and the observed shift in strategic discourse during 2022-2024.

Dimension | Pre-2022 Paradigm Post-2022 Paradigm Policy Instruments & Key Post-2022
Analyzed (The Green Market) (Strategic Security) Documents (Official Sources)
Energy is an economic Energy is a strategic asset and domain REPowerEU Plan (COM/2022/230 final) (EC,
good within the internal of national security. Energy security i 2022a), European Commission Communication:
General . . . . ! . ! , )
Strategic marklet, aligned with cllmate becomes synonymougwlth strglteglc Securing the EU’s energy §upp|y in 2023 and
policies (Green Deal). Risk autonomy and geopolitical resilience. : beyond” (COM/2023/138 final) (European
Framework ) I
management focused on prices i Union, 2023a)
o 2ndlong-term supply security. | S
Economic interdependence Geoeconomic de-risking and Council conclusions on EU external energy
Relationship and diversification. The strategic decoupling. Diversification engagement in response to the energy crisis
with External relationship with Russia was is a security imperative. Objective: (JOIN(2022) 23 final, 18 June 2022) (EC, 2022b).
Suppliers a “strategic partnership.” Reduce vulnerability to a single hostile i Surge in LNG imports from the US (IEA, 2024).
i Objective: Stability and i supplier. : Goldthau (2013)
e Offordable prices. T e
Long-term climate transition Instrument of security in the short Green Deal Industrial Plan (COM/2023/62 final)
Role of (2050). Primary driver: and medium term. Acceleration has  : (EC, 2023) Directive (EU) 2023/2413 (RED IlI):
the Green Ecological objectives and the explicit purpose of replacing fossil : raises the binding target for renewable energy
Transition i economic opportunities for fuel imports and building industrial i to 45% by 2030 (European Union, 2023b)
‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ technological leadership. __ autonomy.
Long-term market regulations: ; Emergency intervention and solidarity | Reg. (EU) 2022/2578 (European Union, 2022b)
i Emissions Trading System i legislation: i Reg. (EU) 2022/2576 (European Union, 2022a)
(ETS), interconnection o Reg. (EU) 2022/2578: The market i Reg. (EU) 2022/1032 (European Union, 2022c)
Implemented : regulations, National Energy “price cap” for gas :
Policy and Climate Plans (NECPs). e Reg. (EU) 2022/2576: Joint gas
Instruments purchasing, demand reduction and
solidarity
e Reg. (EU) 2022/1032: Mandatory

gas storage (90% by November).
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approval procedures. Energy security has thus
become the central organizing principle around
which environmental, industrial, and trade pol-
icies have been aligned.

3.2.The contours and contradictions
of strategic autonomy

The results of the analysis confirm that the crisis
represented a “federal moment” for the EU, accel-
erating integration in the field of energy and vali-
dating predictions about a new energy geopolitics
(Bordoftf & O’Sullivan, 2022). An acute geopoliti-
cal shock catalyzed institutional transformation,
converting a long-standing structural vulnerabil-
ity into an impetus for political integration and
collective action. The EU rapidly mobilized the
instruments of the internal market and common
foreign policy to achieve a clear strategic objective,
thus supporting the idea that crises can drive the
European project forward.

A critical discussion must take into account that
the strategic autonomy gained is still limited and
accompanied by challenges. First, the success of
decoupling has largely been based on the ability
to replace one geopolitical dependency (Russian
pipeline gas) with a market dependency (LNG on
the global spot market) and new geopolitical de-
pendencies (gas from the US, Norway, Azerbaijan).
This reduces exposure to a single hostile actor, but
maintains vulnerability to global market volatility
and the decisions of other powers. In this sense, our
analysis corroborates Gross and Stelzenmiiller’s
(2024) warnings about a “messy divorce” with

Geopolitics under Globalization, Volume 7, 2026

Russia, which transfers risks but does not elimi-
nate them.

Secondly, and more significantly, accelerating the
green transition as a security tool creates a new
paradox. If, according to the new paradigm, re-
newable energy is the foundation of sovereignty,
then the current dependence on global supply
chains for solar panels, wind turbines, batteries,
and critical metals (dominated by China) becomes
a strategic vulnerability of the highest order (IEA,
2023). Therefore, strategic autonomy in the field of
energy is shifting from the issue of fuel supply to
the issue of access to technology and raw materials.
This exacerbates the dilemma identified by Siddi
and Prandin (2023) between the Commission’s
geopolitical shift and the constraints of a global-
ized economic model.

The EU’s response to the 2022 crisis was remark-
able in terms of speed and coordination, success-
fully securing the energy agenda and demonstrat-
ing an unexpected capacity for collective action.
However, the new paradigm has not resolved the
fundamental contradiction of the European proj-
ect in the contemporary world: strategic autonomy
is sought in a context of deep global economic in-
terdependence. Future resilience will depend not
only on maintaining unity against Russia but also
on the EU’s ability to navigate this new landscape
of complex, interconnected vulnerabilities, from
the LNG market to rare-metal value chains, trans-
forming strategic autonomy from a crisis slogan
into a coherent long-term industrial, innovation,
and trade policy.

CONCLUSION

The aim was to identify and analyze the paradigm shift in the European Union’s energy policy triggered
by the 2022 crisis, by examining the transformation of official strategic discourse and its consequences
for the political agenda.

The results show that this process involved a fundamental reorientation, both narrative and operational. The
analysis of official discourse highlights a definitive shift from a market-based framework and long-term cli-
mate goals to one in which energy security and strategic autonomy become constitutive principles. This secu-
ritization of discourse has enabled and legitimized unprecedented political interventions, such as emergency
mechanisms and the acceleration of the green transition as an instrument of geopolitical resilience.

This analysis shows that the new paradigm of “strategic autonomy” is essentially a reconfiguration of
dependence. Decoupling from Russia has changed the geography of risk, replacing a concentrated geo-

https://doi.org/10.21511/gg.07(1).2026.01 5
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political threat with more diffuse systemic vulnerabilities: a structural dependence on volatile global
markets and, more critically, a strategic exposure to value chains for technologies and raw materials
critical to the green transition. Therefore, the sustainability of the EU’s strategic position will not de-
pend on maintaining defensive unity, but on its ability to transform this declarative autonomy into an
integrated long-term policy, one that coherently articulates energy security with industrial policy, tech-
nological innovation, and proactive economic diplomacy, thus transforming the crisis imperative into a
sustainable basis for geo-economic sovereignty.
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