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Abstract

This paper applies securitization theory in order to unpack how competing securitizing actors
seek to represent the mid-December 2022 chimpanzee shooting in Furuvik Zoo, Sweden. The
single-case study identifies a research gap, noting that the zoo setting has likely never before
been explored through the lens of securitization. By highlighting a case of negative human-
animal relations pertaining to remote euthanasia by firearm of escaped zoo apes, this essay
contributes to and expands upon the existing research within the Animal-Security Nexus. The
empirical research material comprises a range of publicly available communication, for
instance news reports, press releases, official documents, investigations, documentaries, and
website texts. The study employs discourse analysis, Bacchi’s (2009) WPR approach, to
reveal discursive mechanisms. The essay uncovers two major discourses related to the
Furuvik Zoo incident: hiuman security first by Furuvik Zoo, and animal security matters by
the counter-securitizers. Furuvik Zoo represents humans (staff, hotel guests and nearby
residents) as the main referent object, facing a lethal threat from the runaway chimpanzees. In
doing so, the Zoo seeks to legitimize the measure taken (the shooting) during the incident.
Furuvik Zoo also attempts to frame the escape as the real issue as opposed to the shooting,
which took place without the required exemption. By contrast, the counter-securitizers
represent the Furuvik Zoo chimpanzees as the referent object; not merely exposed to a lethal
threat, but actual lethal force, by the Zoo. Some counter-securitizing actors propose the
adoption of new policy measures, such as closing down all zoos or banning chimpanzees from
Swedish zoos. This thesis argues that Furuvik Zoo successfully managed to securitize the
escaped chimpanzees as a threat to human safety, as the Zoo faced no legal consequences
from the responsible authorities in the aftermath of the incident. As the counter-securitizers’
securitization attempts failed to gain traction, this study considers it a case of failed

securitization. This thesis also indicates that the chimpanzees suffered structural insecurity.

Key words: Furuvik Zoo, zoological garden, zoological park, zoo, security, securitization,

counter-securitization, chimpanzee, animal, human-animal relations
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1. Introductory chapter

1.1 Introduction

In mid-December 2022, a news story both extraordinary and heartbreaking made national
headlines in Sweden. A bunch of chimpanzees had escaped their enclosure and strolled
outside in the freezing cold of a winter-closed zoological park, Furuvik Zoo' (Sjégren & Fiilt,
2022). Before long, the Zoo called in armed marksmen that shot and killed, or severely
injured, the escapee apes (Sjogren & Filt, 2022). In response, there was a public outcry
directed against the Zoo, for instance manifesting in an upsurge of highly distraught social
media posts (Skold, 2022). As part of the Zoo’s external communication, a spokeswoman and
head of information of the Zoo wept noticeably on audio when speaking of the dead
chimpanzees (Sanner & Olsson, 2022). At the time, I could not help but wondering why

Furuvik Zoo had shot the chimpanzees in the first place, if it caused the Zoo such distress.

This essay sheds light on the Furuvik Zoo chimpanzee shooting from the perspective of
securitization theory. The study reveals how competing securitizing actors attempt to present
the Furuvik Zoo chimpanzee incident in terms of security. The fault line of the debate runs
between Furuvik Zoo on one hand and various opposing, counter-securitizing?, actors on the
other. The entities—also known as referent objects—described by the actors as threatened and
in need of security for survival (see Balzacq, 2011b:35-36), are typically either humans or
chimpanzees. This conveys that human security is positioned against animal (chimpanzee)
security. The context of this case thus implicitly calls attention to the silent security dilemma
of securitization theory as presented by Hansen (2000:285-297), as not everyone facing a
security threat may be (cap)able to voice that concern. The chimpanzees are unable to invoke
security, but humans can be understood to speak on their behalf to the best of their ability.
Moreso, the study could possibly be the first one ever on securitization in a zoo setting. In that

way, the thesis not only extends the scope of securitization theory to a non-traditional context

! Furuvik Zoo, or Furuviksparken in Swedish, is part of the larger corporate group Parks and Resorts
Scandinavia, which also encompasses Grona Lund Amusement Park, Skara Sommarland, and Kolmarden
Wildlife Park (Parks and Resorts Scandinavia, n.d.). Parks and Resorts Scandinavia is owned by the Swedish
billionaire siblings Helena and Johan Tidstrand and their associate Mattias Banker (Wennberg, 2022).

2 For counter-securitization, see Stritzel and Chang (2015:549-552).
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(zoos); it also expands upon, and contributes to, the existing research field within the Animal-

Security Nexus (see Holmberg, 2025). That is the double impact of this study.

This thesis entails an interpretivist research design with a single-case study. The empirical
research material consists of a wide range of publicly available communication (for instance
website texts, press releases, investigations, documentaries, and news reports). The essay
makes use of Bacchi’s (2009) approach to discourse analysis, What’s the problem represented

to be (WPR), when analyzing the empirics through the lens of securitization theory.

1.2 Research problem

This paper applies securitization theory and discourse analysis in order to reveal how Furuvik
Zoo on one hand, and various “opposing” actors on the other, attempt to represent the Furuvik
Zoo chimpanzee incident from largely contrasting security standpoints. The chimpanzee
escape and subsequent shooting have been represented by differing actors as a security
incident targeting typically either humans or animals. The Furuvik Zoo incident thus appears
quite unique in the way that human security and animal security are positioned against each
other, by actors of competing perspectives. However, all casualties were among the
chimpanzees, which were portrayed by the Zoo as posing a threat to human safety. The
shooting also occurred without the necessary exemption for remote euthanasia of
chimpanzees. Securitization theory therefore appears a valid, yet so far overlooked, entry
point to highlighting the dynamics of this case, seeing that Buzan et al (1998:25-16) consider

securitization fulfilled when:

If by means of an argument about the priority and urgency of an existential threat the
securitizing actor has managed to break free of procedures or rules he or she would otherwise be

bound by, we are witnessing a case of securitization.

The research problem relevant to political science (and equivalent subjects) has to do with the
apparent hitherto dearth of studies on securitization at zoological parks (zoos), pertaining to
human-animal relations in the scientific field of animals and security. In all probability,
securitization dynamics have never before been explored in relation to a zoo. By seeking to
unravel how such security dimensions play out in a zoo setting, this thesis expands the scope
of securitization theory to a new arena. Cudworth and Hobden (2015:513, 2023:398-404)

establish that animals are still understudied in international relations and/or security studies,



while Fougner (2024:8) claims that very few security studies deal with animals as the referent
object. The apparent lack of research on animals as subjects in relation to security, or the
“Animal-Security Nexus”, is also noted by Holmberg (2025:1480-1485). At this point, animal
safety appears to be an up-and-coming research topic within areas such as for instance
security, war, refugees, and disasters (see Holmberg, 2025). The lack of research is puzzling,
given that human safety is cited as a leading justification for killing zoo animals (see Kinder,
2013:58). In applying securitization theory to analyze a case of negative human-animal
relations involving the shooting of escaped zoo chimpanzees, this study significantly extends
the existing research field of the Animal-Security Nexus. That is the research gap, which this
thesis intends to bridge. The essay even opens up the possibility of a new-and-emerging sub-
field, the Zoo-Security Nexus, within the wider Animal-Security Nexus. This study is likely
the first one ever on the Zoo-Security Nexus, at least if “security” stands for securitization.
Consequently, this study guarantees a high relevance for political science with a

specialization in crisis management and security.

1.3 Aim

From the angle of securitization theory, this paper aims to explore how competing securitizing
actors—Furuvik Zoo and the counter-securitizers—seek to represent security following a zoo
incident involving negative human-animal relations, where escaped chimpanzees were shot
on zoo orders. In doing so, the study’s purpose is to extend the current state of political
science research within the Animal-Security Nexus. A core objective is to expand the scope
of securitization theory to the zoo realm. Aiming to enhance animal rights, the thesis also

intends to spotlight how securitization dynamics impact and compromise zoo animal safety.

1.4 Research question

e Along the lines of securitization theory, how did various actors seek to securitize the

Furuvik Zoo chimpanzee incident and what were the implications?



2. Current body of knowledge

This chapter presents previous studies within the Animal-Security Nexus®. The following
subchapters begin by showcasing studies on animals pertaining to security, international
relations (IR) and war, before turning to research on animals and disaster. As far as I know,

there is no prior research on zoo and securitization combined. This study fills that void.

2.1 Animals in security, IR studies, and war

Fougner’s (2021, 2024), Cudworth and Hobden’s (2023), and Youatt’s (2014) posthumanist
theoretical approaches accentuate the necessity of including animals into the hitherto state-
centred, or at least anthropocentric, fields of international relations (IR) and/or security
studies. In politics, animals are indeed actors possessing agency and subjectivity, while also
falling victim to structural human violence (Fougner, 2021:875-880, 2024:1-15; Cudworth &
Hobden, 2023:410-411; Youatt, 2014:212-216). Youatt’s (2014:207-212) theoretical piece
calls out the anthropocentric, or human-centred, nature of international politics, where
animals are generally viewed as expendable. Challenging the (mis)perception of the
“language objection” (animal incapability for language) as a determinator of missing animal
subjectivity and thus lacking animal political agency, Youatt (2014:214-216) suggests
invoking “moral considerability” and broadening the definition of “politics”. So as to
“animalise” IR, Cudworth and Hobden (2023:398-415) advise that scholars must step away
from the anthropocentric view and embrace the complex multi- or interspecies reality that
includes animals and nature. The IR discipline requires such an inclusion for tackling global
challenges (Cudworth & Hobden, 2023:414-415). Fougner (2021:873-874) agrees that most
IR scholars have paid little attention to animals and human-animal relations, to the point
where the subject could be considered based on speciesist assumptions. Yet, animals make
their presence known in many ways, shapes and forms: infectious disease control, globalized
animal welfare regulations, gift diplomacy, wartime labour, food supply, farming, politicians’
pets, experimental animals, zoo exhibition and wildlife tourism, et cetera (Fougner, 2021:864-
870). Fougner (2024:1-8) explores the lack of animals in security studies. To remedy the
“’security as silence’ problem” where animals are left to suffer on their own accord, Fougner

(2024:1-8) proposes the idea of a sentientist security discourse where animals are recognized

3 An undefined concept derived from Holmberg (2025:1483).
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as the referent object. This approach bears relevance as animal welfare and right to life are

threatened by humans in an “(extra)ordinary”” manner (Fougner, 2024:1-8, 15).

Within political science and security studies, Holmberg (2025) and Holmberg and Ortega
Zepeda (2025) concentrate empirically on animals during the full-scale Russian invasion of
Ukraine. Holmberg (2025:1483-1484) underscores the lack of security studies on animal
refugees, stating that animals are rarely considered “subjects of security”. Holmberg’s
(2025:1487-1492) study reveals that in political, organizational and empathetical encounters
with animal cross-border refugees, the human-animal relationship is entangled in a cross-
species security composition with humans as the focal point. However, in both organizational
(health care) and empathetical (shelters) encounters, there are signs of animals being treated
as subjects of security (Holmberg, 2025:1487-1492). Securing animals, does not detract from
securing humans (Holmberg, 2025:1481). Holmberg and Ortega Zepeda (2025:365-366)
investigate how animals are utilized in political communication. Functioning as war victims,
emergency workers, diplomates, or fundraisers; the two latter roles allow animals to display

agency beyond everyday animal work in war (Holmberg & Ortega Zepeda, 2025:365-366).

Animals as instrumental to war and war-related processes, toiling in various ways in the war
machinery, are covered by Meiches (2019:5-8), Hediger (2013:1-23), Kinder (2013:47-48),
Cudworth and Hobden (2015:517-522), and White (2019). Asking for a critical post-humanist
approach, Cudworth and Hobden’s (2015:513-517, 524-526) new materialist article presents
a consideration of the more-than-human qualities of warfare”. Cudworth and Hobden
(2015:513-517) reveal the—within international relations and security studies otherwise
typically silenced—story of the massive amount of socially dominated forced animal
labourers, whose significant contribution under slave-like conditions has made war at all
possible. Animals have participated in wars as transport, weapons and weapon carriers,
experimental subjects, due to sensory capabilities, and for boosting morale (Cudworth &
Hobden, 2015:517-522). Meiches (2019:1-5, 16-19) posthuman study looks into de-mining
efforts completed by dogs in humanitarian intervention. The study of humanitarian
intervention is consequently extended beyond human victims and rescuers. As a result,
Meiches (2019:1-5, 16-19) perceives a need for problematizing the meaning of humanitarian
ethics, while expanding humanitarian empathy to include non-human generosity (Meiches,
2019:1-5, 16-19). Hediger (2013:1-23) is the editor of a book on animals and war, from tales
of animals in combat to the symbolisms attached to animals in war, based mainly on Western
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European and North American examples. Disasters and trauma could possibly help to
reconcile the oft-perceived “human/animal divide”, focusing instead on similarities (Hediger,
2013:21-22). Zoo animals in war are typically portrayed as either captive casualties, patriotic
citizens or good soldiers (Kinder, 2013:47-48). Kinder (2013:56-58) also lists three main
reasons why zoo animals are deliberately killed in war: as human food supply, to (allegedly)
alleviate the risk of impending animal suffering, and “to preserve the safety of humans” by
halting a potential escape. The latter is said to be a frequently presented argument for killing
any zoo animal, in any context (Kinder, 2013:58). White (2019) broadens the scope of
interdisciplinary refugee studies by looking at the empirical role of animals in a historical
context. In a British-run refugee camp in then-Mesopotamia during World War I, the camp’s
day-to-day operation and economic activity depended on animal labour and the trade of

animal products, while armed refugees fought on horseback for Britain (White, 2019).

Leep’s (2018:47, 2023:276) twin empirical case studies unpack interspecies relations in war
time as well as multispecies entanglements in war processes. Leep (2018:47) depicts the
killing of stray dogs by the Baghdad municipal government and the US military during the
Iraq War. Leep (2018:65-66) stresses that these canines’ fate should lead to reflection on
ethical interspecies co-existence in war zones, as human life and political life are constantly
intertwined with animal life. Leep (2023:258-259, 276) unveils multispecies effects of
international war. Citing reasons of national security during the Iraq War, the USA sought to
re-open a polluted Alaskan munitions test site that had proven fatal for a community of
migratory birds. In the resultant national security debate, local Alaskan communities
responded by highlighting the risk of multispecies harm. Thus, the war was represented as a

multispecies encounter with military violence (Leep, 2023:258-259, 276).

2.2 Animals and disasters
Parallel to Holmberg (2025), Fougner (2021, 2024), and Cudworth and Hobden (2023) in
regard to security and international relations, Potts and Gadenne (2014:vii-viii, 224-229)
reflect on the invisibility of animals in disasters. Looking into the (human-narrated) situation
and experiences of predominantly companion animals, but also wildlife park animals, during
a series of 2010-2011 earthquakes in New Zealand, the empirically-leaning account finds that
initial news reports stated no death toll during the 2010 Canterbury quake (Potts & Gadenne,
2014:1-13, 224-229). However, thousands of animals, including birds and fish, had perished
during the catastrophe (Potts & Gadenne, 2014:224-229). Potts and Gadenne (2014:1-13)
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highlight the need to include both humans and companion animals in emergency response

plans, in order to minimize the safety risks for everyone and evade human refusal to evacuate.

On the same note, Trigg et al (2015:237, 245-246), Montgomery et al (2024:259-260),
Appleby and Stokes (2008:94-96), Chadwin (2017:1413-1414), and Oosthuizen et al (2023),
underscore the necessity of paying attention to the animal-human bond in crisis and disasters,
while incorporating companion animals into response plans. Separation from the pet may
trigger distress in the owner of the animal, and parting from its owner increases the animal’s
risk of death, stress or injury (Trigg et al, 2015:237-244; Montgomery et al, 2024:245-247,
259-260; Chadwin, 2017:1414-1416). Oosthuizen et al (2023) focus solely on the pet owners’
health benefits from maintaining the animal-human bond during crises. Appleby and Stokes
(2008:94-96) and Chadwin (2017:1414-1416) explore how proper animal care during disaster

is a win-win for all: animals, humans and the environment (e.g. infectious disease control).

To the best of my knowledge, neither the Animal-Security Nexus nor adjacent research fields
have addressed zoo and security, at least not if “security” stands for securitization.
Consequently, this study has most likely identified a research gap. This essay expects to
contribute to the existing knowledge base of the Animal-Security Nexus, in widening the
research field to encompass a case study of negative animal-human relations in the form of a
zoo shooting (remote euthanasia) of runaway apes. In doing so, this thesis simultaneously

applies securitization theory to a non-traditional setting, which is yet another forte.

3. Theoretical framework

Within the broader security concept, two major schools of securitization theory have
emerged: The Copenhagen School of securitization, and its offshoot, the Paris School of
securitization. The next chapter briefly summarizes some key aspects of the Copenhagen

School, before detailing the Paris School which provides this essay’s theoretical framework.

3.1 Securitization theory
The Copenhagen School, spearheaded by for instance Waever (1995) and Buzan et al (1998),
emphasizes the speech act and is mainly, yet not exclusively, concerned with affairs of the

state. This tradition stipulates that a securitizing actor (for instance a political leader,



government, pressure group or company) carries out a security speech act and thus attempts to
securitize a topic by referring to an entity, a referent object, as “existentially threatened”
(Buzan et al, 1998:36-40). As the speech act is intersubjective, the threat may be socially or
politically constructed (Buzan et al, 1998:24-31). For Waver (1995:55), security is the speech
act: “By uttering ‘security,” a state-representative moves a particular development into a
specific area, and thereby claims a special right to use whatever means are necessary to block
it”. By contrast, Buzan et al (1998:25-41) posit that in order for an issue to be securitized, the
speech act also requires acceptance by an audience made up of “those the securitizing act
attempts to convince to accept exceptional procedures”. In that manner, any given topic can
be lifted out of normal politics and securitized (Buzan et al, 1998:23-25; Waver, 1995:70). If
securitized, “the issue is presented as an existential threat, requiring emergency measures and
justifying actions outside the normal bounds of political procedure” (Buzan et al, 1998:23-
27). Issues may also be de-securitized and moved out of the security agenda (Waever,

1995:57-75). Due to the state of exception focus, this tradition is not applied in this thesis.

This essay departs from the Paris School of securitization, as this tradition applies to everyday
activities and elaborates on the roles of the audience and (in)security professionals (see
Balzacq, 2011a:1-3; Bigo, 2008:18-30). Balzacq (2011a:3, italics in original), within the Paris

School of thought, offers the following comprehensive definition of securitization:

[A]n articulated assemblage of practices whereby heuristic artefacts (metaphors, policy tools,
image repertoires, analogies, stereotypes, emotions, etc.) are contextually mobilized by a
securitizing actor, who works to prompt an audience to build a coherent network of implications
(feelings, sensations, thoughts, and intuitions), about the critical vulnerability of a referent
object, that concurs with the securitizing actor’s reasons for choices and actions, by investing
the referent subject with such an aura of unprecedented threatening complexion that a

customized policy must be undertaken immediately to block its development.

Balzacq et al (2016:495, emphasis added) also detail the theory’s central actors and concepts:

Consequently, the core concepts of the theory are arguably the securitizing actor (i.e. the agent
who presents an issue as a threat through a securitizing move), the referent subject (i.e. the entity
that is threatening), the referent object (i.e. the entity that is threatened), the audience (the
agreement of which is necessary to confer an intersubjective status to the threat), the context and

the adoption of distinctive policies (‘exceptional’ or not).
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As shown by the above definitions, contrary to the Copenhagen School, the Paris School
entails no division between “’normal’ and ‘exceptional’ politics” (see Balzacq et al,
2016:495). Nor is there an existential threat. These aspects increase the applicability to an

everyday setting. Adding the referent subject as a core concept advances the analytical scope.

Securitization thus functions as a political means for both naming a threat and dealing with it
(Balzacq et al, 2016:495). Identifying threats becomes ““a normative political act”, yet threats
might be either institutional (“mere products of communicative relations between actors”) or
brute (“hazards for human life”’) (Balzacq, 2005:181, 201 1c:xiii). The securitizing actors and
the audience could act “either directly or by proxy”, while securitization may or may not be
intentional (Balzacq, 2011a:2, 2011b:35). Power relations are deeply ingrained into the
securitization processes, and the securitizing actors make use of strategies such as frames,
storylines, metaphors, comparisons, emotions, and downright lies to get their point(s) across
to the audience (Balzacq, 2005:172, 179, 2011b:35-36). Balzacq et al (2016:495) elaborate on

the great deal of leeway granted from fulfilled securitization:

[T]he key idea underlying securitization is that an issue is given sufficient saliency to win the
assent of the audience, which enables those who are authorized to handle the issue to use

whatever means they deem most appropriate.

Balzacq (2011a:8-9, italics in original) posits that successful securitization is fulfilled when

the securitizing move finds approval with the audience, paving way for the measures:

For an issue to be pronounced an instance of securitization, an ‘empowering audience’ must
agree with the claims made by the securitizing actor. The empowering audience is the audience
which: a) has a direct causal connection with the issue,; and b) has the ability to enable the

securitizing actor to adopt measures in order to tackle the threat.

Balzacq (2005:184-185) also separates the audience based on whether or not it gives moral or
formal support, recognising an inherent power divide. Moral support from the public is
normally required for securitizing an issue, whereas formal support from the institutional

body causally linked to the outlined objectives is a definite must (Balzacq, 2005:184-185).

Another Paris School scholar, Bigo (2008:18-30), underscores the roles of agencies and

(in)security professionals in the European field of (in)security. This field comprises a wide
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array of public and private agencies and bureaucracies, including the police, the military,
customs and border control, consulates, intelligence services, the justice system, civil security,
businesses, and private security companies (Bigo, 2008:19-29). In addition, the field of
(in)security experts also encompasses some professionals not traditionally associated with
security, for instance lawyers, diplomats, company managers, and security scholars (Bigo,
2008:30). Albeit debatable, through their daily dealings with the topic, (in)security
professionals have come to be widely recognized as the supreme authorities on security, even
surpassing the insights of top politicians (Bigo, 2008:25-26). Driven by personal, political or
institutional interests, the (in)security experts determine “who and what should inspire
unease” and who gets the power to decide just what the threats are (Bigo, 2008:22-30). As a
result, the (in)security experts frequently compete and clash over the definition, designation,
prioritization and management of security and threats, while disqualifying the perceptions of

other players such as human rights organisations and alternative media (Bigo, 2008:18-30).

This essay operationalizes the following concepts: referent object, referent subject, threat,

and measure (the latter understood as unsupported in existing legislation).

4. Method

4.1 Case study design

This essay employs the research design of a single-case study (Blaikie, 2000:213-226). Out of
various types of case studies, Blaikie (2000:221) maintains that single-case studies are apt for
researching cases considered either “unique” or “revelatory”, the latter meaning researched
for the first time (Blaikie, 2000:221). These features likely apply to this empirical case, which
is chosen by information-oriented selection to get intel on an unusual case (see Flyvbjerg,
2006:230). The discoveries unpacked by qualitative (or interpretivist) single-case studies,
cannot be generalizable (Bryman, 2012:69-70). Instead of laying bare an objective truth, the
interpretivist research goal is to uncover the interaction or collision of numerous subjective
truths (Schwartz-Shea & Yanow, 2012:80-82, 114). That is why an interpretivist method is
applied for exploring this particular empirical case, with its multitude of opinionated
securitizing actors. This is an embedded case study with two main subunits within it: the Zoo
and the counter-securitizers comprising former Furuvik Zoo employees, animal rights

organizations, scientists and policy (see Blaikie, 2000:221). George and Bennett (2005:178-
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183) concur that in single-case studies a theory can be applied to illuminate the case, while
the findings of the empirical case may then reflect back upon the theory. This essay employs

securitization theory to further elucidate the case of the Furuvik Zoo chimpanzee shooting.

4.2 Method

Bacchi’s (2009) discourse analysis What's the problem represented to be (WPR) is the chosen
method. Discourses are “socially produced [...] knowledge” that are (typically) taken for
granted and shape how it is possible to address or even think about matters (Bacchi, 2009:35).
Discourses also regulate who can speak out and how effectively, as there is power imbalance
embedded in producing discourses (Bacchi, 2009:236-237). A discourse or problem
representation may be dominant, but that does not rule out the existence of other discourses or
problem representations (Bacchi, 2009:93). Bacchi (2009:5-6) asserts that what is represented
as a “problem” is not something objectively so, but rather a mere subjective construction. The
framing is then put to use by policy actors in the policy process, to advance their agenda
(Bacchi, 2009:5-6). The underlying presumption of subjectivity, makes this method directly
compatible with the securitization theory applied in this essay. According to Buzan et al
(1998:24-25, 176-179), discourse analysis is a relaxed and appropriate method when applying
securitization theory: “[just look] for arguments that take the rhetorical and logical form
defined here as security”. Balzacq (2011b:38-40) also endorses discourse analysis for
analyzing securitization processes. Bacchi’s (2009:ix-xx) WPR discourse analysis functions
as a tool to reveal possible alternative problem formulations. For this reason, Bacchi’s
(2009:1x-x11) WPR approach contains six questions intended for guiding empirical analysis.

Out of those, this essay selects two questions deemed relevant for the purpose of this study:

e “What’s the ‘problem’ [...] represented to be in a specific policy?”

e “What effects are produced by this representation of the ‘problem’?”

Bacchi (2009:19-22, 96) underscores the importance of reflexivity throughout the application
of the equally pragmatic and context-bound WPR approach; thus, not all points need to be
employed in the analysis. The WPR approach is suitable for a range of different texts (Bacchi,
2009:20). Hence, it is an appropriate method for this study. A drawback could be that

discourse analysis simply reveals discourse, not ulterior motives (Buzan et al, 1998:176-177).
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4.3 Sources

The empirical research material consists of various publicly available documents and
communication, including website texts and articles, investigations, official documents, press
releases, parliamentary protocols, news reports (written, audio and film) chiefly from major
Swedish news outlets, and documentaries. Some official documents have been obtained from

the responsible agencies as public record, but most empirics were gathered on the web.

In terms of selection, priority has been given to communication whose contents clearly cover
the operationalized concepts. As stated by Buzan et al (1998:177), security is not a shy
creature, but rather put forward as an argument of power. Hence, if the security discourse
exists, it can be expected to materialize in central texts, why obscure ones can be cast aside
(Buzan et al, 1998:177). Some Furuvik Zoo communication (website press releases, Facebook
and Instagram posts, and a subsequent website compilation of most of these messages in
Swedish, which has also been translated to English) appears near-identical. In these instances,
priority is given to the Swedish website compilation, as it is deemed more extensive than the
English version (see Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a, n.d.b). Furuvik Zoo’s (n.d.a) website compilation
also partially overlaps with Furuvik Zoo’s (2023a) account of the incident emailed to the
Swedish Work Environment Authority. From the counter-securitizing actors, the
communication covered by this essay may appear meagre; the strict selection, prioritizing the
statements viewed as most meaningful, is down to the essay’s spatial limits. The elected
material could be considered representative of the communication of the counter-securitizers
(see Boréus & Bergstrom, 2017:27). The majority of the empirical research material is in
Swedish. In the analysis section, quotations are translated from Swedish into English by the

author. There is always a risk of nuances and meanings getting lost in translation.

4.4 Limitations

The focus of this interpretivist paper is to uncover how competing securitizing actors
represent the situation from a security standpoint in their respective communication, based on
the research material and from the angle of securitization theory. The aim is nof to provide as
detailed an account as possible of the chain of events during the incident and its aftermath.
Neither is the outset of the essay to seek to establish an objective truth. As the major fault line
of the debate, emphasis will be placed on the Zoo’s portrayal of humans as the main referent
object in correlation with the chimpanzees as the referent subject, contrasted against the
counter-securitizers’ depiction of the chimpanzees as the referent object and the Zoo as the
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referent subject. This focal point is largely down to time and space restraints and applies even
when other combinations are revealed in the empirics.* One should also keep in mind that the
counter-securitizers’ claims and frames emerged in response to a situation where chimpanzees

were hurt or killed, which could possibly account for the one-sided focus on animal safety.

4.5 Operationalization

Securitization theory is directly researchable and needs no indicators, as maintained by Buzan
et al (1998:25). The WPR framework is flexible and context-dependent (Bacchi, 2009:19-22,
96). This essay will run with the following two WPR points (here somewhat edited): what’s
the problem represented to be, and what are the effects. These concepts, drawn from

securitization theory, will guide the analysis:

1. What is/are the referent object(s) and the referent subject(s)>?
2. What threat(s) is/are presented?
3. What measure(s)® (unsupported in existing legislation’) is/are implemented or

suggested, and how is/are it/they motivated?

The above questions are abbreviated down to the very concepts when discussed in the
analysis section. The first two questions adhere to the WPR point: What's the problem
represented to be? Question three keeps to the WPR point: What are the effects? These
questions will be addressed from the perspectives of both Furuvik Zoo and the counter-
securitizers, as their opinions are reflected in the empirics. The counter-securitizers are split
into loosely defined subcategories based on function—former Furuvik Zoo employees, animal
rights organizations, scientists and policy—to help structure the analysis. The concepts will be
discerned in the empirics by method of close reading, giving priority to the communication
deemed most central to the debate, in terms of selection. A schematic coding frame for the

analysis follows in Table I (see Boréus & Bergstrom, 2017:27-30; Bryman, 2012:248).

4 A turtle was mutilated by the runaway chimpanzees and put down, while personal security was brought in
preventively due to the social media hate towards Furuvik Zoo staff, the Zoo reports (Ruuth, 2022; Sanner &
Thunberg, 2022). Aside from the chimpanzees, Djurrittsalliansen (2022) states a body count of one turtle, six
snails, two tarantulas and some fish.

5> Sometimes referred to as the “aggressor” (Floyd, 2016:685 note 7).
6 Buzan et al (1998:24-26) refer to the concept as “extraordinary means”.

7 Not all securitization theories make a distinction between measures/action and extraordinary measures/action
(see Floyd, 2016).
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Table 1. Coding Frame, Operationalized Securitization Concepts Categorized under the

Analytical Questions of Bacchi’s WPR Approach

WPR questions Securitizing actor: Furuvik Zoo Securitizing actor: The

counter-securitizers

What’s the problem represented to What is/are the referent object(s) and the referent subject(s)? What
be? threat(s) is/are presented?
What are the effects? What measure(s) (unsupported in existing legislation) is/are

implemented or suggested, and how is/are it/they motivated?

This study does not involve a textbook case of securitization. It could even be argued that the
incident begins with Furuvik Zoo taking action, rather than making a securitizing move
(“shoot first, speech act later”). But a prior thought-process regarding security and protocol
could be anticipated on the part of the Zoo management, before the shooting of the
chimpanzees®. Arguably, the zoo industry seems at least semi-securitized already. Either way,
that aspect does not act preventive of the application of securitization-derived concepts for
this paper. As explained by Ruzicka (2019:375), “invoking security allows actors to mask
actions of dubious nature [...] and fall back on security when trying to cover up problems”.
Floyd (2016:692) asserts that securitization theory is “conceptually open” to the empirical
manifestations of security policy; hence anything goes. The Zoo took action (the shooting)
and made a speech act. Then came the opposing side’s counter-claims, serving as the starting-
point of yet another securitization process (see Ruzicka, 2019:370-371). This context implies

two parallel securitization processes, that of the Zoo and that of the counter-securitizers.

4.6 Ethical considerations

The essay does not contain any new empirics, as this incident is already much-publicized in
Sweden. The empirical research material is openly available, either on the internet or as
public record. No research material has been gathered from closed online communities. To
large an extent, the account of the actual course of events is in the hands of Furuvik Zoo,

which could be considered an active stakeholder. That could pose a transparency issue.

& Furuvik Zoo’s (2023c¢) safety and contingency plans are said to address the risk of dangerous animal escape.
Both plans list immobilization (sedation) and euthanization (explicitly mentioning shooting) as potential
measures (Furuvik Zoo, 2016, 2022).
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Most actors will be anonymized and referred to by their professional function only. Some

names may still be revealed, either when stating an author or by the article headlines.

In this thesis, the term Furuvik Zoo, or the Zoo, will normally be denoting the managerial
staff in position to make executive decisions, take measures, speak on behalf of and/or
represent the Zoo, and the equivalent. Not all Furuvik Zoo employees may agree with the
Z00’s problem definition, (in)decisions, (in)actions and/or communication in regard to the
chimpanzee incident. The so-called counter-securitizers also present as internally diverse,

likely driven by different agendas. Neither should the opinions ascribed to various “opposing’

actors in this paper automatically be viewed as generalizable to the entire moral audience.

The preliminary investigations against the Zoo were closed. Thus, formally and legally, no

crime has been committed by Furuvik Zoo in regard to this incident.

5. Analysis

This chapter starts out with a brief description of the Furuvik Zoo chimpanzee incident,
followed by the analysis. The operationalized concepts will be analyzed from the perspectives
of both the securitizing actor, Furuvik Zoo, and the counter-securitizers. The chapter finally

contains a discussion of more general findings and insights.

5.1 Background

At noon on the winter’s day of December 14™ 2022, a group of chimpanzees made it out of
their enclosure in the ape house at Furuvik Zoo in Sweden (Sjégren & Filt, 2022). Some of
them wandered off outdoors, into the freezing cold of the seasonally closed zoological garden
(Sjogren & Fiélt, 2022). Three chimps escaped at first, while zookeepers in a nearby building
could only look on as the black shapes vanished into the snow-covered park (Furuvik Zoo,
n.d.a; Hejdenberg, 2023). Soon a male chimpanzee, Tjobbe, returned indoors possibly
undetected (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a; Hejdenberg, 2023). Then three other chimps bolted, climbing
in and out of windows in the ape house (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a). As a response, the Zoo declared
code red and imposed a staff lockdown (Hejdenberg, 2023). Armed marksmen were called in

at the Zoo’s order, patrolling the park in cars and ending up shooting a total of four apes dead
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and severely wounding a fifth ape (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a; Djurparkskriget, 2024). The Zoo’s
CEO and the head zookeeper had made the joint decision to euthanize by firearm (Furuvik
Z00, n.d.a). Initially, it was not clear which chimps had been killed. The Zoo then released
news that the two chimpanzees shot dead outside in the park were Linda, a female, and
Torsten, a male cub in her care (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a). The chimpanzee Selma was seriously
injured, shot by a shotgun, when exiting an ape house window (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a;
Schimpanserna pa Furuvik, 2023). Inside the ape house, but out of their enclosure, Santino
and Manda had been shot dead from the outside. As the ape house was not secured, it took
almost three days until the surviving chimpanzees were both locked in and properly seen to
again (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a; Schimpanserna pa Furuvik, 2023). At that point, there was already
a public outcry against the Zoo, for instance manifesting in a plethora of distressed social
media comments and a social media call for an animal ban of Furuvik Zoo and Parks and
Resorts Scandinavia (Maria, n.d.; Sjogren, 2022; Skold, 2022; Thelander, 2022). Animal
rights organizations voiced serious concern in no uncertain words, while scientists, and
former Furuvik Zoo employees, did not mince their words either (de Waal, 2022;
Djurparkskriget, 2024; Gustafsson, 2022; Harenius, 2022; Pettersson & Jonsson, 2022; TV4,
2022b, 2023b). In early 2023, the Furuvik Zoo incident was fleetingly mentioned in animal
welfare debates (motions and interpellations), and a proposal for a committee initiative, in the
Swedish Parliament (2023b, 2023c, 2023d). Presumably no new laws were adopted due to the
incident, as all the motions regarding animal welfare [likely filed before the Furuvik Zoo
incident but debated afterwards, author’s note] were proposed by the Environmental and
Agricultural Committee to be dismissed (see The Swedish Parliament, 2023a). The Minister
of Rural Affairs’ interpellation response largely referred to existing legislation, while the

committee initiative proposal was adjourned (The Swedish Parliament, 2023b, 2023c:59-63).

As a consequence of the chimpanzee shooting, the Zoo was reported to the Swedish Police
Authority, which investigated suspected reckless endangerment, suspected work environment
violations, suspected animal cruelty and suspected animal welfare act violations (Aftonbladet,
2023a; Lindstrom, 2024; The Swedish Police Authority, 2023; The Swedish Prosecution
Authority, 2024). The preliminary investigations were eventually closed (Aftonbladet, 2023a;
Bergman et al, 2024; Blomberg, 2024; Lindstrom, 2024; The Swedish Police Authority, 2023;
The Swedish Prosecution Authority, 2024). The chimpanzee escape had been made possible
by a cage door left open and unlocked by a zookeeper and the mistake was detected almost
immediately, the handler even trying to push an ape back in, according to the Zoo’s
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investigation (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a, 2023a:1-2, 2023b:2-5). The physical security of the
chimpanzee enclosure was one-layer thin: gates with padlocks (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a). Once the

apes had gotten past that fence, there were no more physical barriers (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a).

The County Administrative Board of Givleborg (2023) and the Swedish Work Environment
Authority (2023) have also looked into the incident, only to rule that virtually everything was
up to par. The only formal criticism from an authority was delivered by the County
Administrative Board of Givleborg (n.d.). It addressed the fact that the Zoo had missed to
apply for a mandatory exemption for remote euthanasia of chimpanzees (The County
Administrative Board of Givleborg, n.d.). Primates are not listed among the animals that can
legally be remotely euthanized without such a dispensation, but Furuvik Zoo did not apply for
and receive this exemption until December 16" 2022 (The County Administrative Board of
Givleborg, 2023:7-8). Still, Furuvik Zoo has fulfilled its obligations as an animal keeper
during the event, according to the control report of the County Administrative Board of
Gavleborg (2023:1, 6-8). Hence, the Zoo is still allowed to keep animals for display to the
general public (The County Administrative Board of Gévleborg, 2023:8). That ruling holds
even though the Zoo’s ability to provide legally required care and health care to a range of
animals, particularly in the ape house, was compromised during the event (The County
Administrative Board of Gévleborg, 2023:6). The County Administrative Board of Gavleborg
(2023:7) also reports that it has got the impression that the chimpanzees were euthanized to
protect human life and health. Furuvik Zoo (n.d.a) maintains it was unaware of the need for
such an exemption, but asserts it has since obtained one. In a press release, the County
Administrative Board of Gédvleborg (n.d.) summed up its investigation by stating that on its
recommendation, the exemption requirement regarding remote euthanasia of animals should

be reviewed by the Swedish Board of Agriculture; for what purpose was not revealed.

5.2 Furuvik Zoo’s representation of the incident: human security first

Within the following subchapter, Furuvik Zoo’s framing of the chimpanzee incident is
analyzed from the perspective of securitization theory. The Zoo attempts to frame the
chimpanzee escape as the actual problem, rather than the shooting. Also, Furuvik Zoo
primarily presents ~umans (Furuvik Zoo staff, hotel guests, nearby residents) as the entity
under a lethal threat from the chimpanzees, stating human safety as the main concern.

Consequently, this discourse is labelled: human security first.
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5.2.1 What’s the problem represented to be? Referent object, referent subject and threat
This subsection looks into the referent object, the referent subject (aggressor) and the threat,
as framed by Furuvik Zoo. The study finds that these concepts are frequently, though not

consistently, presented together in the Zoo’s communication.

Furuvik Zoo (n.d.a) maintains that: “We made the assessment that there was a risk that
humans could get hurt and then human safety will come first” (translated). In the previous
sentence, humans are presented by the Zoo as the referent object under threat, while the

severity of the threat is revealed by the depiction of the situation as a risk to human safety.

In greater detail, Furuvik Zoo (n.d.a) isolates the specific referent object:

There were staff at several locations in the park and guests at the Furuvik Havshotell [a hotel]
just outside the park. There is also a community with private residences in close proximity to the

park (translated).

The above Furuvik Zoo (n.d.a) quotation thus gives at hand that the “human” in “human
safety” can be more narrowly defined as its own personnel, hotel guests in a nearby hotel, and
local residents in the area. Interestingly, the above segment spells out that the securitizing

agent Furuvik Zoo (or its staff, anyways) is also part of the referent object.

So, what of the aggressor, posing the threat to the referent object? As described by Furuvik

Zoo (n.d.a), still in the early stages of the incident:

Yesterday, we had to euthanize three of our seven chimpanzees, and that is tremendously painful
for all of us. [...] Chimpanzees may seem peaceful, but they are extremely dangerous. They are
fast, very strong and typically unafraid. It may swiftly spiral into a deadly situation (Furuvik
Z00, n.d.a) (translated).

In other words, the chimpanzees are described by Furuvik Zoo (n.d.a) as posing a lethal threat
to humans. More specifically: “Chimpanzees are classified as high-risk animals and may pose
a great danger to human life and safety” (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a) (translated). The Zoo (n.d.a)
thus declares that it has had to “neutralize” the chimpanzees, even though it was not an easy
decision to make, as: “Human safety is always our top priority” (translated). When questioned

by a TV reporter why human safety is prioritized, and why the Zoo was so quick to shoot
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despite opting to keep chimpanzees in the first place, the Furuvik Zoo’s CEO emphasizes:
“Human safety must always come first. Always!” (TV4, 2022a) (translated). In Furuvik Zoo’s
(2023c:8) report of the incident to the Swedish Work Environment Authority, the Zoo repeats
that position: “In order to secure the safety of human lives, it was necessary to use firearms
with live ammunition” (translated). A similar statement occurs in Furuvik Zoo’s (2023b:4)

report to the County Administrative Board of Gavleborg.

During the later stages of the incident, it also ostensibly, yet deceptively, appears that the
surviving chimpanzees could be a referent object of the Zoo. At this point, the Zoo’s

communication mentions active attempts to access the ape house and tend to the animals:

We are very concerned for the well-being of the chimpanzees in the house. At the same time, all
efforts must be carried out in a safe way for our staff [...] Regrettably, the chimpanzees did not
move to where we wanted and the attempt to access the house was aborted (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a)

(translated).

The surviving chimpanzees may seem framed as a referent object facing a threat, based on the
Zoo’s futile attempts to access the ape house to care for them. As clarified by the County
Administrative Board of Gévleborg (2023:6), according to the Animal Welfare Act animals
require sufficient attending to, while wounded animals should be cared for or euthanized as
soon as possible. Even so, the remaining chimpanzees are simultaneously presented by
Furuvik Zoo as the aggressor, the very reason Zoo staff cannot safely access the ape house.
Hence, this study argues that underneath it all lies the Zoo’s notion that humans, in this case
the Furuvik Zoo employees, are sti/l under chimpanzee threat—which takes priority.
According to the Zoo’s communication, it is due to hAuman safety that the ape house is not yet
accessed. Human safety is also understood as the reason behind Furuvik Zoo’s (n.d.a)
declaration that the “emergency response team” [the shooters, author’s note] continues to
stake out the ape house throughout the night (translated). Thus, from the Zoo’s perspective,
humans could still be considered the real, or at least the primary or overarching, referent
object. This presentation of the referent object even persists at a point in time where no
chimpanzees are on the loose in the park, and when the surviving chimps, including a

wounded female, are not tended to. The Zoo always frames the chimps as the aggressor.
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In the aftermath of the crisis, when cleared by two agencies and nearing the new season,

Furuvik Zoo (n.d.a) states that it prioritizes the safety of (virtually) everyone:

The safety of employees, guests and animals is our first priority and we have already taken
several steps, as stated in the reports by both the County Administrative Board and the Swedish

Work Environment Authority (translated).

The above statement does not appear directly applicable to the event, as during the incident
there were no guests in the park (save for hotel guests directly outside). Down to just how the
crisis unfolded, in combination with extensive Zoo communication, this thesis argues that
there is in fact ample indication of a human security first discourse of the Zoo. This security

discourse is amplified by the action, which will be highlighted in the next section.

5.2.2 What are the effects? Measures and motivations

This subsection looks into the measures and how they were justified, as framed by Furuvik

Zoo. In this case, the shooting (that is, the measure) took place early on in the securitization
process. This action is usually directly linked to human safety, in the Zoo’s representations.
As declared on film by the Furuvik Zoo’s CEQO, in what could be considered an attempt to

present the escape as the actual incident as opposed to the shooting:

Euthanization is the last resort no matter what, and also in this case. This is a failure. That the

chimpanzees made it out of their enclosure, is a failure on our part (TV4, 2022a) (translated).

In that respect, the Zoo’s CEO insists: “Our animals should not be able to escape. And there
we have failed. It is a terrible failure that our chimpanzees were not secure in their
enclosures” (TV4, 2023a) (translated). During the two above-mentioned filmed interview
sequences, the Zoo does not present the shooting as a failure or the equivalent. The ape escape

as the real issue, is also represented in Furuvik Zoo’s (n.d.a) written compilation.

Chimpanzees were shot down in two locations of the Zoo: outside in the park close to the
funfair, and inside the ape house near the windows (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a). Weeping on audio, a

Zoo spokeswoman and chief communications officer gives the following statement:

It is with great sorrow we are able to confirm that the two chimpanzees that we unfortunately

had to euthanize outdoors in the park, which had made it outside on Wednesday, are Linda and
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Torsten [...] But this means that the two chimpanzees lying still in the house are Santino and

Manda (Sanner & Olsson, 2022) (translated).

On the same note, the above-mentioned Furuvik Zoo spokeswoman adds on film:

[W]e unfortunately had to shoot and euthanize two of these chimpanzees that made it outside,
while the third made it back to the [ape] house. But during the day, two more chimpanzees tried
to escape, and there we got to shoot and euthanize one chimpanzee, and one chimpanzee was

shot and injured (Aftonbladet, 2022c¢) (translated).

By expressing grief, the author of this thesis considers that the Zoo presumably intends to
convey compassion, while implying that the action, albeit regrettable, was unavoidable given
the situation.” The Furuvik Zoo spokeswoman and head of information motivates the action

(the shooting) by stating that “human lives were at stake” (Aftonbladet, 2022c) (translated).

In a similar vein, the park’s CEO maintains on film: “When a chimpanzee escapes [...] a
dangerous, or high-risk, animal, live ammunition is what goes in case we cannot find another
safe solution” (TV4, 2023b) (translated). There are several of these types of statements by
Furuvik Zoo (n.d.a): “When a chimpanzee is on the loose in the park, there is unfortunately
no other way than to shoot to euthanize” (translated). The presented lack of alternatives,
which does little to explicate the shooting of the three chimps in the ape house, is echoed in
the Zoo’s communication: “If a chimpanzee is on the loose in the park, human life is at stake
and then the only way out is to shoot to euthanize the animal” (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a)
(translated). The Zoo’s CEO also states on film that when high-risk animals escape, a

contingency plan—stipulating live ammunition—comes into effect (TV4, 2023b).

But why were no other options considered? Furuvik Zoo (n.d.a) motivates the necessity of
this particular measure (the shooting) as follows: “Sedation is not an option when a
chimpanzee escapes its enclosure, posing a risk to human safety” (translated). Initially, the
Zoo also claimed there were not enough tranquilizers, but eventually it backed down from its
earlier statement (Mossige-Norheim et al, 2022; Sjogren, 2022). Instead, Furuvik Zoo (2023c)

details that “sedation was off the table due to the number of chimpanzees on the run, their

® The crisis plan of the Zoo instructs the media manager to “regret the incident and express your sympathy”,
while stating that “you are appalled that something like this could happen” (Furuvik Zoo, 2019) (translated).
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location, the course of events, an unsecured chimpanzee enclosure, and the cold” (translated).
The Zoo maintains that in order to dart an animal with tranquilizer one has to be very close to
the animal, which is not safe for the person (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a). Other potential obstacles are
presented: one may not hit the target, it might take up to 10 or 20 minutes before the sedative
kicks in during which time the chimpanzee is still both mobile and a threat to humans, the
sedative may not have the desired effect, and several vets had ruled out tranquilizers (Furuvik
Z00,n.d.a). On film, the Zoo’s CEO claims that a chimpanzee “is a very, very difficult animal
to sedate, they, they pull the darts out themselves [...] and the sedation does not work as well
as on other animals” (Aftonbladet, 2022a) (translated). Even if darted, “a stressed individual
might attack the unprotected immobilizer in a rage” (Furuvik Zoo, 2023c) (translated). If the
chimpanzee is sedated, the veterinary will still have to approach the animal without a safety
barrier, while all handling of drugs entails a risk (Furuvik Zoo, 2023c). Moreover, the
situation is framed by the Zoo as extra complicated due to nightfall, the risk of more escapes
made possible by the unsecured ape house, and the chimpanzee’s “enormous flexibility to

move around in three-dimensional space” (Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a, 2023c¢) (translated).

In a filmed interview, the Furuvik Zoo’s CEO reflects on the lack of logistics:

We did not have a secured chimpanzee enclosure. We did not have a safe space where we as
humans could possibly take care of a chimpanzee that could potentially have been sedated or so
[...] Consequently I do not see any other solution than the one we decided on, and, to euthanize

the chimpanzees (Aftonbladet, 2023b) (translated).

In addition, Furuvik Zoo lacked transportation cages for chimpanzees (Hejdenberg, 2023).

According to the Zoo’s CEO, the logistical issues were also linked to human security:

As there were several chimpanzees on the loose that we could not keep an eye on, we could not
leave the cars, either. So even if we had had transportation cages and even if we against all odds
had managed to sedate the runaway chimpanzees, we would still be unable to step outside and

take care of them (Hejdenberg, 2023) (translated).
The Zoo’s CEO makes it clear that exiting the cars and attempting to lure the chimpanzees

back inside the ape house, or even carry them or lead them by the hand, is not how the Zoo

operates in this day and age (Schimpanserna pa Furuvik, 2023; TV4, 2022a).
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Some of the incident’s controversy had to do with the death of a chimpanzee cub. When
interviewed on film, Furuvik Zoo’s CEO maintains that the three-year-old chimpanzee

Torsten, who was shot dead, also posed a safety threat to humans:

Torsten could get people hurt [...] He could bite. [...] He could bite people, definitely. [...] He
could inflict harm. Then, as I have already stated, it is not like he could kill a man (Sveriges

Television, 2023) (translated).

The Zoo’s CEO also states that: “It [the three-year-old chimp Torsten] has never been handled
by humans—never!” (TV4, 2022a) (translated). The Zoo’s CEO then moves on to frame the

shooting of Torsten as an act of animal welfare:

From an animal welfare perspective, it would have been an emergency if we had just let him be.

He could have frozen to death if we had not found him (Sveriges Television, 2023) (translated).

It appears that Torsten’s fate was sealed as soon as he left the ape house: if he was not shot

dead by the Zoo, he would have frozen to death.

For this essay, the shooting (that is, remote euthanasia lacking the necessary exemption) is
considered an extra-legal measure regardless if Furuvik Zoo knew, or, as it has claimed, did
not know, of the exemption requirement at the time of the incident (see Furuvik Zoo, n.d.a;
The County Administrative Board of Gévleborg, 2023:7-8). Notably, when closing the
preliminary investigation, the chief prosecutor stressed that he could not refute that the apes
were shot as part of an ongoing emergency, since an exemption for remote euthanasia had
been granted (Blomberg, 2024; Lindstrom, 2024; The Swedish Prosecution Authority, 2024).
Yet the exemption was not sought or attained until December 16" 2022, two days after the

shooting (Bergman et al, 2024; The County Administrative Board of Gévleborg, 2023:7-8).

Furuvik Zoo (n.d.a) also dedicates considerable space to featuring non-emergency measures

such as fashioning an enhanced security protocol and reconstructing the ape house.'°

10 Zoo animal enclosures must be escape-proof (The County Administrative Board of Givleborg, 2023:4).
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5.3 The counter-securitizers’ representation of the incident: animal security matters
Within this subchapter, the counter-securitizers’ framings of the Furuvik Zoo chimpanzee
incident will be analyzed from the perspective of securitization theory. The counter-
securitizing actors (former Furuvik Zoo employees, animal rights organizations, scientists and
policy) principally frame the chimpanzees as the entity facing a lethal threat (and beyond)
from the Zoo. As the counter-securitizing actors present animal—that is, chimpanzee—safety
as the primary issue, this discourse is dubbed: animal security matters. This overarching

discourse could be expected to remain largely stable no matter the animal species.

5.3.1 What’s the problem represented to be? Referent object, referent subject and threat
Based on the communication of the counter-securitizers, they unanimously tend to present the
Furuvik Zoo chimpanzees as the referent object, facing a threat (and more) to life and health.
Furuvik Zoo is implicitly or explicitly positioned as the referent subject (aggressor), posing

not only a lethal threat to, but actually shooting and killing, or injuring, chimpanzees.

Former Furuvik Zoo employees

Breaking down in tears on national television, a former Furuvik Zoo chimpanzee keeper, who

was the Zoo’s primate manager for 30 years, voices her perspective:

They [Furuvik Zoo] have shot my children [the chimpanzees]! It’s a massacre of innocent
animals. This did not have to happen if they [the Zoo] had done it right [...] it’s so horrible, my
heart is bleeding (TV4, 2022b) (translated).

“These are highly advanced animals that they just killed off today”, the ex-chimpanzee keeper
adds (Ludvigsson, 2022) (translated). Regarding the three surviving chimps, the former
chimpanzee keeper claims: “They are horribly traumatized. They have witnessed their entire

family being gunned down—in a zoo!” (Schimpanserna pa Furuvik, 2023) (translated).

The ex-chimp keeper’s spouse, the former Furuvik Zoo director, makes a statement, in which
he, along the lines of his wife, frames the chimpanzees as the referent object, the Zoo as the
aggressor and the chimpanzees as facing a lethal threat (and more): “You care for the
chimpanzees; they are very close to you. They [the chimpanzees] are family members that

they [the Zoo] shoot down now. I think it is horrible” (Larsson, 2022) (translated).
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Maria, a former Furuvik Zoo employee speaking under an alias, criticises the Zoo:

To them [the Zoo], they [the chimpanzees] are just insignificant objects that you can shoot dead
without even trying to solve the situation without harming them. There were alternatives. But

they chose to kill them (Thelander, 2022) (translated).

In a social media call, Maria (n.d.) frames the incident in the following manner: ”When the
apes escaped, Furuvik opted to bring in hunters that shot (executed) them. No other

alternatives were tried before that—even though alternatives exist” (translated).

The former Furuvik Zoo director then comments on the Zoo’s inability to reach out to the
remaining apes in the ape house: “It’s a disaster to them [the chimpanzees]. Noone comes.
They [the chimps] must be completely paralyzed with fear” (Héllsten & Fernstedt, 2022)
(translated). Maria also reflects on the inaction of Furuvik Zoo during the incident: “Letting a
wounded Selma go without care for almost two days is breaking the law” (Thelander, 2022)
(translated). On the same note, Maria (n.d.) argues: “The wounded ape is still not cared for

and no one knows if it is alive, even though it is inside the ape house!” (translated).

Moreover, Maria frames that Furuvik Zoo “does not care about the animals and lacks the
competence to run a zoo” (Thelander, 2022) (translated). She presents that ever since Parks
and Resorts took over, “they do not seem to care about the animals or appreciate their value as
individuals, they are just interested in making money and running the amusement park”
(Thelander, 2022) (translated). This particular problem representation runs deeper than just

pinpointing whodunnit, as it hints at more profound structural issues at the Zoo.

In addition to simply resisting the action taken (the shooting), the Furuvik Zoo ex-chimp

keeper directly challenges the Zoo’s claim of compromised human safety:

Lives at stake?! The park was closed. There can’t have been many people near the ape house.
There were some folks at the restaurant, far away. There is no way a chimpanzee would jump

people and eat them (TV4, 2022b) (translated).

Maria also questions the security logic behind the Zoo’s decision (Thelander, 2022). She

presents the Furuvik Zoo chimpanzee shooting as “totally unnecessary”, while specifically
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calling out the killing of Torsten, a three-year-old chimp cub, “who posed no threat at all”

(Thelander, 2022) (translated).

Animal rights organizations

The animal rights organizations plainly and openly present the Furuvik Zoo incident as a

threat (and beyond) to the life and health of the Furuvik Zoo chimpanzees, posed by the Zoo.

Pettersson and Jonsson (2022) at World Animal Protection Sverige frame the Furuvik Zoo
chimpanzee incident as a “blood-spattered drama”, where “the ape house was surrounded by
snipers” and “the chimpanzees were shot when they escaped the space where they were held
captive” (translated). World Animal Protection Sverige (2023) gives a similar account of the
incident, emphasizing that “when they [the chimpanzees] escaped in the zoo they were fired
upon and the house they lived in was surrounded by snipers” (translated). In a similar vein,
Harenius (2022) at Djurens Riétt presents that during the Furuvik Zoo chimpanzee incident,
the five runaway chimps were “hunted by marksmen and three were shot dead”, explicitly

stating that Furuvik Zoo had given the go-ahead to shoot (translated).

Gustafsson (2022), spokesperson at Djurrittsalliansen, captures the referent object, lethal
threat and aggressor in one short sentence: “The four chimpanzees Linda, Santino, Manda and
Torsten have been shot dead by Furuvik Zoo”. Gustafsson (2022) also frames that the
shooting occurred when the chimpanzees had “escaped the enclosure where they were held in
captivity by the zoo” (translated). Djurréttsalliansen (2022) denounces “the lethal violence
that the chimpanzees were subjected to during the escape”, insisting that: “The zoo’s actions
basically point towards the utter lack of respect they [Furuvik Zoo] have for these individuals
[the chimpanzees] and their lives” (translated). The organization presents the Furuvik Zoo

incident as follows:

Several individuals have been killed and robbed of their entire existence. It is hard to imagine
the trauma they were forced to experience and suffer. [...] These chimpanzees will never get

their lives back (Djurrittsalliansen, 2022) (translated).

In addition, Gustafsson (2022) considers the welfare of the remaining chimps: “How are the
three surviving chimpanzees that suffered a trauma and watched their friends and family

members be shot and killed?” (translated). Similarly, Djurréttsalliansen (2022) depicts that
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when the zookeepers finally made it back into the ape house, “the chimpanzees had not been

cared for or fed since the escape two days before” (translated).

Gustafsson (2022) also rejects the Furuvik Zoo framing of compromised human safety:

[...]1 [T]he zoo claims that the killing was the only solution. As usual, human interests come first
and the zoo means that securing human lives was top priority. But no human seems to have been

under attack! Yet the chimpanzees were, completely helpless in the situation [...] (translated).

In regard to the Furuvik Zoo chimpanzee shooting, Gustafsson (2022) at Djurréttsalliansen
frames the incident as human-induced, in the sense that: “we us humans had created the whole

situation by keeping wild animals in captivity and the risks it entails” (translated).

Scientists

The scientists appear to struggle to make sense of the Furuvik Zoo incident. Even so, it is
clearly implied that the Zoo represents a lethal threat (and more) to the chimps. An associate
professor of molecular genetics at the Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences (SLU)'!
presents that animals will escape no matter what, yet this incident resulted in “tragedy” and

“next-to a bloodbath” (Schimpanserna pa Furuvik, 2023; TV4, 2023b) (translated).

An associate professor of cognitive zoology at Lund University'? in Sweden observes that:

My first thought was that it must have happened something absolutely and utterly unusual and
horrible, as they so early on decided to shoot the animals dead, which it turned out it had not

(Djurparkskriget, 2024) (translated).
A Dutch-American professor emeritus of primate behaviour seemingly feels the same way:

Well, I was totally surprised that the first thing the zoo did was bringing in, eh, shooters. Ah,
there is a danger with chimpanzees, but there was no public in the zoo, so I don’t think there was

an immediate danger (Schimpanserna pa Furuvik, 2023).

11 The SLU associate professor has served as a zoologist at Furuvik Zoo (Singh Léfdahl, 2023).

12 The Lund University associate professor has researched Furuvik Zoo’s chimpanzees (Djurparkskriget, 2024).
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The Jane Goodall Institute (2022), specialized in chimpanzee and wildlife conservation,
second-guesses Furuvik Zoo’s security logic: “Shooting chimpanzees should only be a very
last resort in case of imminent danger to others. From what we can assess, it is highly
questionable that this was the case”. The Jane Goodall Institute (2022) also resists the Zoo’s
measure: “If a zoo maintains that killing escaped animals is the only solution, then they
should not have the animals in the first place”. The Dutch-American professor emeritus

claims that: “The killing of these apes was horrendous and unnecessary” (de Waal, 2022).

The Dutch-American professor emeritus particularly calls out the Zoo’s decision to shoot the
three-year old chimpanzee Torsten, stating that: “I would say, that is a young chimp who
needs help, instead of being killed” (de Waal, 2022; Schimpanserna pa Furuvik, 2023). The
professor even questions the sanity of those in charge: ”Who in his right mind would shoot
such a little ape?” (de Waal, 2022). The Lund University associate professor frames the ten-
minute time span between the shooting of the chimp Linda and her cub Torsten as particularly

destructive, inflicting “mortal anguish” upon Torsten (TV4, 2023a) (translated).

The Dutch-American professor also objects to the Zoo’s usage of the term “euthanization”, as
the chimpanzees were shot and killed by “hunters with loaded guns” (de Waal, 2022). The
Jane Goodall Institute (2022) agrees, explaining that: “[t]his misleading language suggests

that this action was undertaken in the interest of the individual chimpanzees themselves”.

Policy
During a February 2023 parliamentary interpellation debate on animal welfare at Swedish

zo0os, a Swedish Green Party interpellant brings up the Furuvik Zoo chimpanzee shooting:

At the end of last year, four chimpanzees were shot after breaking out of their enclosure. [...]
Why have so many animals escaped within such a short period of time? And why can’t the

situation be managed in a better way? (The Swedish Parliament, 2023¢:59-60) (translated).

In another parliamentary committee debate in March 2023, a Sweden Democrats member of
parliament (MP) addresses what she considers “intolerable” incidents: “Another notable
incident occurred at Furuvik Zoo in Gévle, where several chimpanzees were shot to death
following a breach in security protocol” (The Swedish Parliament, 2023d:144-146)
(translated).
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In the above instances, the referent object can be understood as the Furuvik Zoo chimpanzees.
The actual mentioning of the shooting, indicates a lethal threat (and more) to the apes. Based
on the context of these debates, the MPs appear concerned with the impacts of zoo industry

challenges on zoo animal safety (see The Swedish Parliament, 2023¢:59-60, 2023d:144-146).

In a committee initiative proposal, a Left Party MP’s reflection on “several shortcomings in
animal welfare in Swedish zoos” in relation to “when chimpanzees were euthanized at
Furuvik Z00” can be read in a similar vein; as euthanasia is a counter-act to animal survival
(see The Swedish Parliament, 2023b). Implicitly, Furuvik Zoo can be considered the
aggressor in all three examples. The relatively restrained phrasing of the securitizing actors, is

only to be expected in policy. Even so, it is still possible to trace a securitizing move.

5.3.2 What are the effects? Measures and motivations
This subsection holds measures and motivations, as proposed by the counter-securitizing
actors in response to the Furuvik Zoo incident. Measures necessitating the adoption of new

policy are presented by counter-securitizers within animal rights organizations and policy.

Animal rights organizations

In an op-ed, Pettersson and Jonsson (2022) at World Animal Protection Sverige suggest that
“zoo industry animal keeping must be carefully looked over” due to several serious zoo
incidents lately (translated). The authors propose modifications of the animal facilities and the
security work, as well as improved zoo rules and regulations. Pettersson and Jonsson (2022)
motivate the measures as follows: “from now on the welfare, conservation needs and intrinsic

value of the animals must be in focus” (translated).

In consideration of the welfare of specific species, Djurens Ritt (2024) and Harenius (2022)
argue that primates should not be kept in captivity in Furuvik Zoo and/or Sweden, as these

apes are highly evolved animals while the cold climate is unforgiving.

Stepping it up a notch, Djurréttsalliansen (2022) and Gustafsson (2022) consider that all zoos
should ideally “close down for good”, as a precautionary measure (translated). This view is
motivated by the opinion that “humans keeping wild animals in captivity is not justifiable in
any way” (Djurréttsalliansen, 2022) (translated).
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Policy

During a Parliamentary debate where the Furuvik Zoo incident is alluded to, a Swedish Green
Party interpellant raises the question if is it “normal or necessary” to keep chimpanzees at
Swedish zoos (The Swedish Parliament, 2023c:61-62) (translated). Instead, the member of
parliament (MP) calls for increased conservation of Swedish endangered species and
correcting the inadequacies in animal care. That is, providing zoos are not closed down, as the
same interpellant also brings up the existing debate on banning zoos altogether (The Swedish
Parliament, 2023¢:61-62). This could implicitly be understood as a will to ban chimpanzees

from being kept in Swedish zoos, while not closing the door on total zoo close-down.

Banning chimpanzees from Swedish zoos is also brought forward by the above-mentioned
MP, the Swedish Green Party’s spokesperson for animal issues, in a news report (Ewald,
2023). The MP’s presented motivations are that “animals should be viewed as individuals
rather than something for people to gape at”, while new legislation should compel zoos to
start conserving species rather than maintaining biologic diversity (Ewald, 2023) (translated).
Another MP, the Left Party’s spokesperson for environmental and agricultural issues, reflects
on the potential of banning chimpanzees from zoos in Sweden. The latter MP argues that
“animal welfare necessitates strengthening” (Ewald, 2013) (translated). In a survey conducted
by the aforementioned newspaper as a direct result of the Furuvik Zoo incident, 16 out of 36
responding Swedish MPs are in favour of banning chimpanzees from Swedish zoos, whereas

four MPs advocate a total ban of Swedish zoos keeping wild animals (Ewald, 2023).

In a parliamentary speech where the Furuvik Zoo incident is cited, a Sweden Democrats MP
suggests an Animal Welfare Code as opposed to today’s Animal Welfare Act (The Swedish
Parliament, 2023d:144-145). Changes to the Animal Welfare Act are also proposed by the
same MP (The Swedish Parliament, 2023d:146). If adopted, this would likely constitute

measures implemented by new legislation (depending on content).

Additional measures

An additional range of measures, put forth by various categories of counter-securitizers, are
understood as achievable within the existing legal framework. These include (often hands-on)
approaches for improving Furuvik Zoo’s crisis preparedness and/or crisis management in
relation to the chimpanzee incident (Aftonbladet, 2022b; de Waal, 2022; Djurparkskriget,
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2024; Fernstedt, 2022; Sanner & Tonlycke Palmqvist, 2022; Schimpanserna pa Furuvik,
2023; Singh Lofdahl, 2023; the Jane Goodall Institute, 2022; TV4, 2022b). Proposed actions
also involve a Furuvik Zoo animal ban, a visitor boycott of Furuvik Zoo and other zoos, a
voluntary close-down of Furuvik Zoo’s animal park, and relocating the remaining
chimpanzees to an animal sanctuary (Djurens Rétt, 2024; Djurrittsalliansen, 2022;
Gustafsson, 2022; Maria, n.d.; Thelander, 2022). The Jane Goodall Institute (2022) invites the
European Association of Zoos and Aquaria (EAZA) [where Furuvik Zoo is a member,
author’s note] to adopt internal policies for halting healthy animal euthanasia among its
associated zoos. As these suggestions likely comply with current legislation, they are not

analyzed further. The proposed actions still serve to delegitimize Furuvik Zoo’s claims.

5.4 Discussion

This essay has unpacked two overarching yet competing discourses in regard to the Furuvik
Zoo chimpanzee shooting: human security first by Furuvik Zoo, and animal security matters
by the counter-securitizers. Additionally, the thesis has uncovered two differing outcomes in
terms of securitization. This study argues that Furuvik Zoo has successfully securitized the
chimpanzee incident. By invoking security, it appears that Furuvik Zoo has managed to
legitimize the chimpanzee shooting (implemented without the required exemption), as well as
the extended inability to tend to the surviving chimpanzees in the ape house. Furuvik Zoo has
positioned the chimpanzees as a threat to human life and health, necessitating measures
unsupported in current legislation. Simultaneously, Furuvik Zoo has managed to frame the
chimpanzee escape as the actual problem, making the shooting and inadequate care appear
necessary for reasons of human safety. This framing can be considered legitimized as it has
gained acceptance with the formal audience, along the lines of Balzacq (2005:184-185). In the
aftermath of the event, Furuvik Zoo has faced no punitive action from the responsible
authorities: the Swedish Police Authority, the Swedish Prosecution Authority, the County
Administrative Board of Gévleborg, and the Swedish Work Environment Authority. The only
minor criticism, stemming from the County Administrative Board of Gédvleborg regarding the
missing exemption, does not detract from that. In this context, the above-mentioned agencies
can be understood as the formal audience. The Zoo may not have convinced the moral

audience. Yet, as outlined by Balzacq (2005:184-185), the formal audience takes precedence.

The succeeding securitization round involving animal security, where counter-securitizing
actors sought to position the chimpanzees as the referent object exposed to a lethal threat
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and/or lethal force!? at the hands of Furuvik Zoo as an aggressor, failed to gain traction with
the formal audience. Despite the social media storm, seemingly no measures were adopted.
The Furuvik Zoo incident and the role of zoos were briefly debated in the Swedish
Parliament, yet apparently without any new legislation seeing the light of day. Hence, the
securitization moves of the counter-securitizers appear to land in failed securitization. This
interpretation may not be entirely unanticipated, given that the Animal-Security Nexus
scholarship—notably, Holmberg (2025:1483-1484), Fougner (2024:8), and Cudworth and
Hobden (2015:513, 2023:398-404)—demonstrates that animals are seldom viewed as subjects
of security, considered as referent objects, or paid any attention in security studies and/or IR.
Researchers within this field of scholarship are persistently calling out the anthropocentric (or
even speciesist) nature of security studies [likely reflecting the views of society at large,
author’s note], advocating instead a multispecies approach that respects the inherent value of
all sentient beings. This master’s essay reveals an actual case of polarized human and animal
security and, arguably, animals being regarded and/or treated as expendable—issues

previously touched upon by Holmberg (2025:1481) and Youatt (2014:207-212), respectively.

As a final point, this thesis argues that it is highly debatable whether the measure taken (the
chimpanzee shooting) by Furuvik Zoo was truly integral to maintaining human safety. In
effect, the action has likely only served to compromise animal (chimpanzee) safety, indicating

a zoo animal silent security dilemma'*. These concerns far transcend the procedural issues.

6. Conclusion

6.1 Conclusion

This thesis seeks to illustrate and explain the case of the Furuvik Zoo chimpanzee shooting
through the prism of securitization theory. In doing so, the study has analyzed the
communication of two opposing sides: Furuvik Zoo and the counter-securitizers. As a
securitizing actor, Furuvik Zoo has attempted to legitimize its actions during the incident by
invoking human security. The counter-securitizing actors have responded by contesting

Furuvik Zoo’s representation, instead citing animal, and more specifically chimpanzee,

13 Defined as deliberate violence resulting in death, permanent disability or severe, lasting injuries.

1% For the silent security dilemma, see Hansen (2000).
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security. Consequently, this essay reveals two competing overarching discourses: human

security first by Furuvik Zoo, and animal security matters by the counter-securitizers.

In its communication, Furuvik Zoo represents humans as the primary referent object, whereas
animal, or chimpanzee, security always falls behind. The designated humans are Furuvik Zoo
staff, hotel guests, and nearby residents. This entails that Furuvik Zoo considers itself part of
the referent object. Furuvik Zoo also attempts to frame the chimpanzee escape as the real
issue, as opposed to the chimpanzee shooting or the subsequent drawn-out inability to access
the ape house and care for the remaining chimpanzees. In Furuvik Zoo’s communication,
explicitly or implicitly, the chimpanzees are constantly presented as the referent subject
(aggressor), posing a lethal (or next-to) threat to humans. Along the lines of securitization
theory, the Zoo seeks to establish the referent object as threatened by the aggressor. The
chimpanzee shooting, carried out on the Zoo’s order, took place without the necessary
exemption for remote euthanasia of chimpanzees by firearm. Arguably, this action could
constitute an extra-legal measure, unsupported in current legislation. During the Furuvik Zoo
incident, the surviving chimpanzees in the ape house were also left without care for two—three
days’ time, which might be considered an extra-legal inaction. Both the shooting, and the
failure to access the ape house, are justified by the Zoo by claiming human security first. In
addition, Furuvik Zoo presents a vast number of explanations in order to disqualify other
options than the measure taken (the shooting). These include adhesion to protocol, nightfall,
the bitter cold, the difficulty of safely retrieving several high-risk animals on the loose at the
same time, and that even a three-year old chimpanzee is able to inflict bite wounds. The Zoo
also argues against tranquilization, citing risks such as missing the target, the chimpanzee
removing the dart, ineffective anaesthesia, a delayed 10-20 minutes response time of the

sedative, high danger to veterinary staff, and a lack of transport cages and facilities.

The counter-securitizing actors unanimously represent that animal security matters. In line
with securitization theory, they frame the chimpanzees, more precisely the (initially) seven
chimpanzees of Furuvik Zoo, as the referent object. In the counter-securitizers’
communication, Furuvik Zoo is continuously—implicitly or explicitly—positioned as the
referent subject (aggressor), subjecting the chimpanzees not only to a lethal threat but also—
in five cases out of seven—to lethal force. The new policy measures proposed by the counter-
securitizers involve banning chimpanzees (or primates) from Swedish zoos, banning Swedish
z0os, banning all zoos, establishing an Animal Welfare Code, and revising the Animal
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Welfare Act, rules and regulations. These initiatives are motivated by the claims that Swedish
zoos provide a cold and unnatural environment for chimpanzees, chimpanzees are highly
complex creatures, wild animals should not be held in captivity, and that animals must be
treated as individuals rather than commodities. Further arguments in support of the measures
include the need for a shift in zoo priorities from biodiversity to the conservation of domestic

endangered species and an overall improvement of animal welfare standards.

Ultimately, this study demonstrates that the Furuvik Zoo chimpanzee shooting has resulted in
two separate securitization processes with different outcomes: one successful and one failed.
In doing so, this study not only establishes the applicability of securitization theory to the zoo
setting, a context that appears already semi-securitized given current practices and legislation.
It also stretches the scope of successful securitization beyond its former confines to
encompass a scenario, where seemingly no new policy was generated. What could be
considered extra-legal measures taken by the securitizer were instead excused by the formal
audience due to security reasons. This thesis argues that Furuvik Zoo managed to successfully
securitize the chimpanzee incident as a threat to human safety. Despite the Zoo’s decision to
euthanize by firearm without the legally required exemption, and its inability to provide
adequate care for the surviving chimpanzees for two—three days, Furuvik Zoo did not receive
any legal penalties or consequences from the competent authorities. Instead, these authorities
can be considered to have legitimized Furuvik Zoo’s (in)actions during the incident, by
seemingly endorsing the Zoo’s human security first discourse and the associated framing of
the chimpanzee escape as the real problem. In that manner, the Zoo was able to gain
acceptance for the chimpanzee shooting from key agencies, likely comprising the formal
audience according to securitization theory. This goes even though the moral audience may
not agree with the Zoo’s action, given the public outcry. The counter-securitizers’ suggestions
for new policy in response to a presented threat against animal safety, apparently failed to
gain traction. Seemingly, none of the measures proposed by the counter-securitizers have
been adopted in legislation. Subsequently, this thesis finds it a case of failed securitization.

This is noteworthy as only chimpanzees were hurt or killed, indicating structural insecurity.
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