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UNDERSTANDING THE RAMIFICATIONS  
OF THE CLIMATE-SECURITY NEXUS
A common challenge for policymakers and researchers are the several 
ramifications of the potential and existing links between climate change 
and security. Opportunities of environmental peace-building exist within 
places vulnerable to climate change and affected by conflicts. They require, 
however, efforts to frame climate policies within a peace agenda. States 
affected by changing weather patterns, increasing societal vulnerabilities 
and shifting demographics are constrained to develop capacity-building to 
adapt to environmental changes. Finally, strategic issues, including water 
and energy resources, as well as critical infrastructure—roads, ports or air-
ports—are also affected by climate change. Too often, simplistic assump-
tions are sketched out about water scarcity conflicts, risks for critical infras-
tructure and tensions between climate and energy security.

FOSTERING COOPERATION AND AVOIDING  
THE SECURITISATION OF CLIMATE POLICIES
There is clear evidence that the human impacts of climate change are being 
felt more quickly and profoundly than what societies are prepared for. At 
the same time that it poses risks for society at large, it also opens avenues for 
cooperation. The work of humanitarian, military and development agen-
cies will need to evolve and be better coordinated to tackle environmental 
changes. However, policy responses to climate change will need to avoid an 
excessive focus on the security side of the issue in order to grasp changing 
risks. Indeed, security responses should not overshadow responses that 
address root causes of climate change and development.

SUPPORTING RESEARCH TO CREATE PRACTICAL  
KNOWLEDGE FOR ACTION
Currently, robust bodies of research already exist around the risk of violent 
conflict, forced migration and human security. More bridges, however, 
should be built between quantitative and qualitative research, so that the 
observed correlations between environmental changes and conflicts are 
better explained. Furthermore, some key themes have not yet been pro-
perly addressed by research and policy. These include the risks of climate 
change to security policies; the new geopolitics that will be induced by cli-
mate change; humanitarian crises and system resilience; the risks brought 
about by mitigation and adaptation projects; and the linkages between cli-
mate policies and peace-building efforts.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report summarises the key findings from a 
research and policy workshop on climate change 
and human security held in Paris on 3 and 4 May 
2012.1 Drawing upon an extensive literature review 
and the expertise of its participants, the work-
shop identified emerging risks that remained little 
understood and insufficiently addressed. This 
report highlights a new research agenda and key 
policy recommendations.

Scenarios
The identification of security risks related to 
climate change needs to be based on more robust 
climate scenarios. Current scenarios tend to over-
simplify reality and are thus of limited use for 
policy-making. A key priority for security analysis 
has to be the development of relevant climate 
scenarios, with more emphasis to be placed on 
different timescales.

Peace and conflicts
Correlations between environmental changes 
and conflicts can be observed throughout history. 
However, current research does not allow us to 
devise satisfactory theoretical models that could 
explain such correlations. Consequently, a causal 
linkage is yet to be proved. The development of 
explanatory models could enable the identifica-
tion of potential future conflicts associated with 
environmental changes.

Another key correlation exists between places 
that are vulnerable to environmental degrada-
tion and places where peace-building efforts are 
being made. Conflicts risk significantly increase 

1. 	 The workshop was the culmination of a research project 
conducted by IDDRI, the University of Exeter and the 
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, and 
supported by the Directorate for Strategic Affairs (DAS) 
at the French Ministry of Defence, the Department of 
Energy and Climate Change (DECC) in the UK, and the 
British Council in Paris. The workshop sought to provide 
a robust scientific foundation for policy decisions.

vulnerability to climate change, and cooperation 
can reduce the vulnerability of conflict-affected 
societies. There is therefore a need to frame cli-
mate policies within a peace agenda, as the cur-
rent absorption capacity of mitigation and ad-
aptation projects into peace-building efforts is 
currently too low.

Resources
Many fragile states often share similar chal-
lenges, such as changing weather patterns, 
increasing societal vulnerabilities, and shifting 
demographics. As a result of these transitions, 
in many parts of the world, humanitarian crises 
have become the norm rather than the excep-
tion. Institutional responses will therefore need 
to move away from case-driven interventions to 
better address risks that are inherent to these 
periods of transition. In the context of climate 
change, humanitarian responses should focus on 
strengthening state resilience and the capacity to 
adapt to environmental changes. 

Energy sources will also be significantly affect-
ed by climate change: energy models are likely 
to be disturbed, and climate change can gener-
ate tensions between mitigation policies, na-
tional security and geopolitics. Such tensions can 
drive up energy prices related to delayed capital 
investment decisions. The key to cross-compati-
bility of climate and energy security is to provide 
near-term cost reductions while maintaining 
or increasing supply availability and reliability. 
Policy makers will face at the same time strate-
gic risks of energy dependency, water scarcity, 
nuclear proliferation, and transportation sector 
dilemmas.

Water is another key resource to be affected by 
climate change. Current assumptions about links 
between water scarcity, hydro basins, security and 
climate change may be overly simplistic. Water 
policy decisions will need to rely on more robust 
models to resolve conflicting demands, as the pri-
oritisation of national over local scales could rein-
force vulnerabilities and lead to maladaptation. 
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Somewhat counter-intuitively, water shortages 
might however reinforce cooperation between 
states. This does not mean that water conflicts will 
not occur: though they have been extremely rare 
in the past, they cannot be ruled out in the future.

Strategic issues
Climate change is a creeping risk for critical infra-
structure, such as roads, ports or airports. Vulner-
ability to extreme events exposes societies to a 
cascade of failures and impacts. Policy makers 
have not yet fully grasped the scale of these risks. 
Though critical infrastructure is mostly a national 
concern, this statement also holds true at the 
intergovernmental level as well. In that regard, 
the response of Arctic states to the challenges of 
climate change will set a precedent in many areas 
of international cooperation.

A new research agenda
Currently, robust bodies of research already exist 
around the risk of violent conflict, forced migra-
tion and human security. Other key themes, 
however, have not yet been properly addressed by 
research and policy. These include:

1. The risks of climate change to security policies;
2. The new geopolitics that will be induced by 

climate change;
3. Humanitarian crises and system resilience;
4. The risks brought about by mitigation and ad-

aptation projects;
5. The linkages between climate policies and 

peace-building efforts.

Policy challenges
There is clear evidence that the human impacts 
of climate change are being felt more quickly and 
more profoundly than societies are prepared for. 

At the same time that climate change poses risks 
for society, it also opens avenues for coopera-
tion. The work of humanitarians, the military and 
development agencies will need to evolve and be 
better coordinated. However, policy responses to 
climate change will need to avoid overly focusing 
on the security side of the issue. Indeed, security 
responses should not overshadow responses that 
address the root causes of climate change. 

The security impacts of climate change have at 
times been used as a tool to persuade states to re-
duce their greenhouse gas emissions. It is impor-
tant to base the climate security on empirical evi-
dence and robust scenarios. A key challenge will 
therefore lie in the use of climate information by 
defence and security actors.

The workshop also formulated some concrete 
policy recommendations:
mm Addressing issues pertaining to climate security 

across different government departments. 
mm Assessing the current capacity to respond to cli-

mate security challenges. Institutions, in partic-
ular, need to evaluate their resilience to climate-
related crises.

mm Creating practical knowledge for action. Sig-
nificant opportunities exist for cooperation be-
tween research and policy, through the conduct 
of pilot projects, for example.

mm Sharing the work with a cross-section of poli-
cy makers. It is necessary to share the burden 
and responsibilities between actors to tackle 
the many ramifications of the climate-security 
nexus. 
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RÉSUMÉ EXÉCUTIF

Ces dernières années, le changement climatique a 
été de plus en plus largement reconnu comme un 
risque émergent pour la sécurité mondiale. Ce rap-
port synthétise les principaux résultats d’un atelier 
de recherche et de politiques publiques qui s’est 
tenu à Paris les 3 et 4 mai 20121. À partir d’une revue 
extensive de la littérature et de l’expertise des par-
ticipants, l’atelier a identifié une série de risques 
qui restent peu compris et insuffisamment traités, 
de même que d’importantes lacunes et contro-
verses quant aux risques déjà identifiés. L’atelier a 
débouché sur l’élaboration d’un nouvel agenda de 
recherche et de recommandations politiques, qui 
sont reprises dans ce rapport.

Scénarios
L’identification de risques pour la sécurité liés au 
changement climatique doit se fonder sur des scé-
narios climatiques plus robustes. Les scénarios 
actuels ont tendance à simplifier à outrance la réa-
lité, et sont donc assez peu pertinents pour les dé-
cideurs. Une priorité essentielle dans ce domaine 
consiste donc à élaborer des scénarios climatiques 
plus pertinents, qui accordent davantage d’impor-
tance aux différentes échelles de temps de l’évolu-
tion du climat.

Paix et conflits
À travers l’histoire, il est possible d’observer des 
corrélations entre les changements environnemen-
taux et les conflits. Dans l’état actuel des connais-
sances, néanmoins, il n’est pas possible de mobi-
liser des modèles théoriques satisfaisants pour 
expliquer ces corrélations. Dès lors, un lien causal 

1.	 Cet atelier faisait partie d’un projet de recherche conduit 
par l’Iddri, l’Université d’Exeter (Royaume-Uni) et le 
Woodrow Wilson Center for Scholars (États-Unis). Il a été 
financé par la Direction des affaires stratégiques (DAS) 
du ministère de la Défence (France), le Department of 
Energy and Climate Change (DECC, Royaume-Uni) et le 
British Council à Paris. L’atelier avait pour but de fournir 
des fondations scientifiques solides pour les décisions 
politiques.

reste ici encore à prouver. Le développement de 
modèles explicatifs doit donc être une priorité, 
de manière à permettre l’identification de poten-
tiels futurs conflits associés aux changements de 
l’environnement.

Une autre corrélation importante existe entre les 
régions vulnérables aux dégradations environne-
mentales et les théâtres d’opérations de maintien 
de la paix. Les conflits peuvent augmenter signifi-
cativement la vulnérabilité au changement clima-
tique, et la coopération peut réduire la vulnérabi-
lité des sociétés déchirées par des conflits. Il est dès 
lors nécessaire de concevoir les politiques clima-
tiques au sein d’un agenda pour la paix : la capacité 
d’absorption actuelle des projets d’atténuation et 
d’adaptation au sein des efforts de maintien de la 
paix est trop limitée.

Ressources
Beaucoup d’États fragiles sont aujourd’hui 
confrontés à une combinaison de plusieurs trans-
formations  : perturbations météorologiques, vul-
nérabilités sociales en augmentation et démogra-
phie en transition. Ces transformations, dans de 
nombreuses régions de monde, débouchent sur de 
fréquentes crises humanitaires. Les réponses ins-
titutionnelles devront dès lors se départir d’une 
logique d’intervention au cas par cas pour mieux 
faire face aux risques qui sont inhérents à ces pé-
riodes de transition.

Dans le contexte du changement climatique, les 
interventions humanitaires doivent se concen-
trer sur le renforcement de la résilience des États 
et le renforcement des capacités d’adaptation aux 
changements environnementaux. Le changement 
climatique et la mondialisation poussent aussi les 
humanitaires à délivrer de l’argent plutôt que de la 
nourriture aux populations affectées.

Les sources d’énergie seront également signi-
ficativement affectées  : les modèles énergétiques 
seront vraisemblablement perturbés, et le chan-
gement climatique peut créer des tensions entre 
les politiques d’atténuation, de sécurité nationale 
et les contraintes géopolitiques. De telles tensions 
peuvent pousser à la hausse les prix de l’énergie, 
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notamment en raison de décisions d’investisse-
ments en capital retardées. La solution pour rendre 
compatibles la protection du climat et la sécurité 
énergétique consiste à effectuer des réductions des 
coûts à court terme tout en maintenant ou en aug-
mentant la disponibilité et la sécurité de l’offre. Les 
décideurs devront faire face en même temps aux 
risques stratégiques liés à la dépendance énergé-
tique, la raréfaction des ressources en eau, la proli-
fération nucléaire et les dilemmes associés au sec-
teur du transport.

L’eau est une autre ressource essentielle qui sera 
affectée par le changement climatique. Le tableau 
qui est brossé aujourd’hui du manque d’eau, des 
bassins hydrologiques, de la sécurité et du change-
ment climatique est également simpliste. Les poli-
tiques hydrauliques devront se fonder sur des mo-
dèles plus robustes pour répondre aux dilemmes 
d’échelle  : la priorisation des échelles nationales 
sur les échelles locales pourrait notamment renfor-
cer les vulnérabilités et mener à la maladaptation. 
De manière contre-intuitive, des pénuries d’eau 
pourraient néanmoins renforcer la coopération 
entre États. Ceci ne veut pas dire que des conflits 
liés à l’eau ne pourraient pas survenir  : quoique 
ceux-ci aient été extrêmement rares dans le passé, 
ils ne peuvent pas être exclus pour le futur.

Questions stratégiques
Le changement climatique présente un risque ram-
pant pour les infrastructures critiques telles que 
les routes, les ports et les aéroports. Les interdé-
pendances avec les événements extrêmes exposent 
les sociétés à une série d’impacts et de dysfonction-
nements. Les décideurs n’ont pas encore pris la 
pleine mesure de tels risques. Quoique les infras-
tructures critiques soient avant tout une question 
nationale, le niveau intergouvernemental est éga-
lement concerné. À cet égard, la réponse des États 
Arctiques aux défis du changement climatique 
créera un précédent dans de nombreux domaines 
de la coopération internationale.

Un nouvel agenda de recherche 
Actuellement, des recherches robustes existent 
déjà sur les risques de conflits violents, les migra-
tions et la sécurité humaine. D’autres thèmes clés, 
néanmoins, n’ont pas encore été traités de manière 
adéquate par la recherche et les politiques pu-
bliques, parmi lesquels :
1)	 les risques du changement climatique pour les 

politiques de sécurité ; 
2)	 la nouvelle géopolitique induite par le change-

ment climatique ;

3)	 les crises humanitaires et la résilience 
systémique ;

4)	 les risques liés aux projets d’atténuation et 
d’adaptation ;

5)	 les liens entre les politiques climatiques et les 
opérations de maintien de la paix.

Défis politiques 
Il est clair que les impacts humains du changement 
climatique se font sentir plus rapidement et plus 
profondément que les sociétés n’y sont préparées. 
En même temps que le changement climatique pose 
des risques pour la société, il présente également 
des opportunités de coopération. Les missions 
des humanitaires, des militaires et des agences de 
développement devront évoluer et être davantage 
coordonnées. Néanmoins, les réponses politiques 
au changement climatique devront éviter de se 
concentrer excessivement sur l’aspect sécuritaire 
de la question. En effet, les réponses sécuritaires ne 
doivent pas masquer les réponses qui traitent les 
causes profondes du changement climatique.

Occasionnellement, les impacts du changement 
climatique sur la sécurité ont été exploités pour 
amener les États à réduire leurs émissions de gaz à 
effet de serre. Il est important que les discours sur 
les impacts sécuritaire du changement climatique 
soient fondés sur des faits empiriques et des scé-
narios robustes, et non des spéculations. Un défi 
essentiel réside dans l’utilisation de l’information 
climatique par les acteurs de défense et de sécurité.

L’atelier a également formulé des recommanda-
tions politiques concrètes :
mm traiter les questions liées aux impacts sécuritaires 

du changement climatique de manière transver-
sale, dans une perspective inter-ministérielle ;

mm évaluer la capacité actuelle des institutions à ré-
pondre aux impacts du changement climatique. 
En particulier, les institutions doivent évaluer 
leur résilience aux crises liées au climat ;

mm créer des connaissances pratiques qui peuvent 
servir l’action politique. Des opportunités sig-
nificatives de coopération existent entre la re-
cherche et les politiques publiques, par exemple 
à travers la conduite de projets-pilotes ;

mm Partager les efforts entre décideurs. Il est 
nécessaire de partager la charge de travail et 
les responsabilités entre différents acteurs, de 
manière à traiter les différentes ramifications de 
la relation climat-sécurité.
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INTRODUCTION

There is now a wide body of literature on the 
diverse linkages between climate change and secu-
rity. Most of this literature, however, comes from 
grey literature, and remains controversial. For 
this reason, a project to conduct critical reviews 
of the literature on the key themes pertaining 
to the climate-security nexus (scenarios, peace 
and conflict, resources and strategic issues) was 
undertaken by IDDRI, the University of Exeter and 
the Wilson Center.

The project culminated in a workshop that was 
organised in Paris on 3 and 4 May 2012, with the 
purpose of discussing these critical reviews and 
defining a new research agenda as well as ways 
forward for policy makers. The whole project was 
made possible thanks to the support of the Direc-
torate for Strategic Affairs (DAS) at the French 
Ministry of Defence, the Department for Energy 
and Climate Change in the UK (DECC), and the 
British Council in Paris.

The climate-security nexus has its roots in a 
range of arguments all premised on the idea that 
climate change will affect physical processes and 
potentially disturb social systems. From an aca-
demic standpoint, trends have been identified, 
but scholars have not yet been able to explain 
them fully or accurately. The state of the art is 
an abundant body of explanatory theories still in 
their early stages. 

The language of security in climate change de-
bates is rhetorically powerful, providing reasons 
for policy makers to buy into it. This outpouring 
issue relies today on politically oriented evidence 
causing policy dilemmas. As ministries of de-
fence, overseas development and foreign affairs 
worldwide ponder how their assignments and 

activities could be affected by climate change, 
the workshop provided a sound and comprehen-
sive scientific basis for understanding these link-
ages. Discussions mirrored trade-offs in setting 
priorities and balancing adequate resources for 
policy-making. The workshop underlined both 
the risks and opportunities of uncertainty-based 
decision-making. 

Based on the workshop discussions, this report 
aims to meet three key objectives:
1)	 Providing an analytical assessment of the cli-

mate-security nexus for research purposes;
2)	 Outlining a new research agenda;
3)	 Developing concrete recommendations for 

policy formulation.

1. RESEARCH WORKSHOP

About the research workshop
The first day brought together researchers for a 
presentation of the critical reviews, an opportu-
nity to exchange points of view and to outline a 
research agenda. Participants included human 
geographers, political and social scientists, secu-
rity specialists and geopolitical experts (see the list 
of participants in the Annex).

1.1. Scenarios: forecasting 
the trends

What is a scenario from a climate security perspec-
tive? Scenarios give information about key drivers 
of future changes in the geopolitical landscape. 
They take a holistic view of the climate-security 
nexus to cover a large picture of what stability 
is. They are based on the interaction of climate 
changes across impacts and the range of possible 



WORKING PAPER 12/20131 0 IDDRI

Climate and security: evidence, emerging risks and a new research agenda

socio-economic responses. They develop narra-
tives about geopolitical changes related to climate 
change.

Scenarios address the complexity of the interac-
tion of climate science with human and environ-
mental systems. As a consequence, it is unlikely 
that there will be one single optimal scenario de-
sign. There are four types of scenarios classified 
according to their entry point. Each of them en-
compasses policy dilemmas.

Emissions scenarios provide an energy/technol-
ogy outlook that is highly relevant from a security-
planning perspective. Climate scenarios are ideal 
for exploring feedbacks in the climate system and 
potential ‘tipping points.’ However, they often rely 
on ‘best estimate’ projections and ‘high-probabili-
ty’ trends, usually from IPCC assessment reports, 
rather than on exploring more complex ‘low-prob-
ability’ trends. First-order direct impacts scenarios 
are based on a set of driving impacts rather than on 
climate variables and/or the system response. The 
socio-economic response is developed through the 
narrative. Multivariate scenarios contain informa-
tion about socio-economic factors in addition to 
information about climate change, its impacts and 
changes in future greenhouse gas emissions. They 
account for vulnerability and exposure, response 
capacity, development, mitigation and adaptation 
policies.

Scenarios all share limitations of security ap-
plications with regard to policy-making. Issues 
of timelines and rates of change come first. How 
fast will climate changes impact human societies 
and how well do we know low-probability climate 
change, for instance? There is also insufficient at-
tention to context and uncertainty. Scenarios only 
have few comparisons with natural variability. To 
make scenarios more worthwhile for policy mak-
ers, scenario design processes should be relevant to 
decision-making. Discussions converged towards a 
set of key questions that involve both policy and 
scenario communities: How should a scenario be 
set up? When should a scenario be written? And 
why choose a specific variable?

Researchers have identified three significant 
features for building reliable scenarios: 
mm References: These should be comprehensive 

and include non-climate literature. Each sce-
nario should be framed with a limited number 
of variables. 

mm Methods: Even if scientists incorporate diverse 
methods to develop consistent scenarios, they 
will not be able to eliminate uncertainty. 

mm Coordination: Scenarios should be coordi-
nated with on-going IPCC scenarios. There is 
an institutional challenge to improve matching 
scenarios.

Despite a robust approach to building scenarios, 
their interpretation can be politically driven. Sce-
narios are both a scientific challenge and a politi-
cal issue. 

The question of ‘when?’ echoes the utility of sce-
narios for policy-making. How can climate-securi-
ty scenarios be useful if policy makers mostly look 
for more predictability? There is a gap in the use of 
scenarios with regard to decision-making process-
es. In terms of policy orientation, it is important 
to know when decision-making could integrate 
the information into policy planning. Otherwise, 
scenarios will remain a form of speculation that 
estimates a range of risks.

A third issue with current scenarios is that they 
are too general and unclear about variables. They 
rarely explore any of the uncertainty on impacts 
or question any of the simplifications used. Some 
scenarios result in unsurprising conclusions and 
crude pictures about oversimplified reality. There 
is a lack of consistency and robustness of current 
data/knowledge on the correlated issues, which 
undermines the results. Although each scenario 
may be plausible, this does not guarantee the suc-
cess of governance and cooperation measures in 
the face of the climate change challenge.

1.2. Peace and conflicts: 
exploring correlations

Researchers have found evidence that climate 
change and political instability are linked. 
However, they need a compelling theory of 
conflict to support an historical correlation of 
climate stress over several human systems—socio-
logically, politically and economically. The panel 
agreed that efforts and funding should not focus 
exclusively on justifying the causality.

Participants called for more case studies to vali-
date correlations about how environmental deg-
radation is a problem to human security and how 
violent conflict affects the ability to adapt to en-
vironmental changes. In resource-dependent and 
conflict prone areas, three types of environmental 
degradation require attention: land tenure, land 
grabbing and resource income allocation. Par-
ticipants prescribed straightforward military in-
terpretations of the nexus. Policy makers should 
reduce the environmental policy gaps that are 
present within conflict resolution and prevention, 
cooperation mechanisms and peace-building.

1.2.1. Climate, conflict, and social stability: 
what do the data say?
Similarly to scenarios, statistics risk being used to 
over-simplifying correlations for the purpose of 
establishing causality. Participants were reluctant 
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to steer climate security strictly towards the violent 
conflict nexus, and more concerned about the 
intractability of conflict causes.

Statistical analyses have a symptomatic issue 
with correlation validation because data do not 
speak enough on their own about causality.  Re-
searchers only support that there is consistent evi-
dence of an association between climate variables 
and conflict or instability throughout history and 
across all spatial and temporal scales.

The main issue for this panel concerns was a 
lack of causal explanation from correlations. Data 
can only be used to explore one causal pattern at 
a time—e.g. government capacity, labour market 
effect, inequality, food prices, logistics and psy-
chology. There are many forms of climate-related 
conflicts with a unique combination of causal pat-
terns. Three structural factors, for instance, are 
the main drivers behind climate-driven land-use 
conflicts in the Sahel: agricultural encroachment 
that obstructs the mobility of herders and live-
stock, opportunistic behaviour of rural actors as 
a consequence of an increasing political vacuum, 
and corruption and rent-seeking among govern-
ment officials.2

From a policy perspective, the situation on the 
ground appears more important than causal ex-
planations. Researchers pointed out communica-
tion deficiencies with policy makers, which posed 
the risk to mislead their research. Instead of work-
ing separately, policy makers should facilitate case 
validation for researchers. It may also provide bet-
ter trends and variables for scenarios and policy 
planning. 

1.2.2. Climate vulnerability in fragile and 
conflict-affected societies
Participants disagreed on  causal explanations of 
how climate vulnerability could impact conflict. 
The panel narrowed the question to how conflicts 
might hinder vulnerability to climate change. 
Discussions focused on how violence in a society 
affects the ability to act in the face of climate 
change, and noted that violence is simply inherent 
to the developing world. People incorporate it as 
one of the burdens of day-to-day life. When both 
environmental change and conflict co-occur, a 
conflict will often determine how resilient people 
are to climate change.

This session addressed questions of emerging 
norms such as resilience. Described in as vague 

2. Participants referred to a recent publication of the 
Journal of Peace Research: Benjaminsen T. A., Alinon K., 
Buhaug H. & Buseth J. T. (2012). “Does climate change 
drive land-use conflicts in the Sahel?” Journal of Peace 
Research, January 2012, 49(1): 97-111.

terms as vulnerability, researchers fear that resil-
ience may become an organisational principle in 
society. It is difficult at this stage to estimate how 
useful these norms are in analysing conflict. Re-
cently, conflict studies have paid attention to the 
vulnerability of natural and social systems to cli-
mate impacts.3 Human security analyses of the ex-
posure of the poorest people to various threats to 
life, health, and wellbeing provide a vulnerability-
sensitive framework.

The most vulnerable are often impacted in par-
ticularly negative ways by conflicts involving natu-
ral resources. Participants discussed opportunities 
to extend participation in political settlement pro-
cesses to vulnerable actors. This implies bringing 
to the table actors who are usually excluded, such 
as women or minorities. For example, exposure of 
women and girls to rape increases in insecure con-
texts where it is their responsibility to collect water 
and firewood. 

From a policy perspective, the operationaliza-
tion of resilience and vulnerability are challeng-
ing processes. They should nonetheless lead to 
transformative action. It is necessary to assess 
which institutional changes can address climate 
stress. Are they improving or weakening resilience 
through their policies? It is difficult to anticipate 
how politics will react to volatile climate change in 
the short term. Participants suggested focusing on 
local capacity and institutional behaviour related 
to coping mechanisms.

1.2.3. Peace-building and mitigation and 
adaptation projects
The peace-building debate was fruitful in assessing 
policy challenges of existing climate policies. 
Researchers examined whether adaptation and 
mitigation projects integrated peace into their 
agendas. 

Robust evidence supports the need for peace-
builders to be concerned about weather-related 
disasters. For the past 20 years, every peace-build-
ing operation has taken place in a climate-vulner-
able place. Climatic disasters have occurred dur-
ing every peace-building mission so far, or within 
the following two years—Kosovo being the only 
exception.

Currently, there is no case of full integration of 
peace-building and climate mitigation/adapta-
tion. Very little capacity exists for assessing coping 
mechanisms and local adaptation within a nation-
al reconstruction plan in the aftermath of a con-
flict. Panellists did not know whether adaptation 

3. The IPCC itself breaks down vulnerability into three 
underlying factors of climate change: (i) exposure, (ii) 
sensitivity, and (iii) adaptive capacity. 
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efforts are going too slowly or at the appropriate 
rate. Peace-building involves a wide set of chal-
lenges that are not fully understood by researchers 
or taken up by policy makers. It is characterised by 
a difficult context for absorbing M&A policies.
1)	 A costly process: Peace-building is a govern-

ance loophole in terms of funding, actors and 
institutions. In addition, there are many risks 
to assess because it is difficult to understand 
how to be secure in those contexts. 

2)	 A weak civil society: Peace-building policies 
rely on local actors.

3)	 Problems of coordination among institutions: 
The peace-building context is characterised by 
considerable mistrust of government and for-
eign actors.

4)	 A fragile ground for societal development: 
Additional means are required to mainstream 
climate into post-conflict policies, which ques-
tion the relevance of those efforts. Natural re-
sources are more or less integrated, but remain 
a source of tension during the whole peace-
building process. People expect their lives to 
improve immediately after war when in fact, 
peace-building is a frustrating path of slowly 
built roads, changing partners on the ground, 
and unstable government, etc.

The first policy action is to pinpoint the prior-
ity areas and put a ‘voice’ on the reconstruction 
process ground. Without a dedicated team on the 
ground, the chances of integrating M&A into the 
peace-building agenda will remain insignificant. 
Yet, there is a range of risks that should first be 
assimilated by peace-builders. These include the 
management of uncertainty, the negotiation of 
trade-offs, the transition to a new energy econo-
my and the details of REDD projects. Nor should 
climate change divert attention from other peace-
building priorities.

Panellists agreed on seven areas of action spe-
cific to peace-building:
1) 	 Assisting new governments in managing cli-

mate risks and improving governance;
2) 	 Identifying which partnerships can be formed 

on the ground;
3) 	Building capacity for mediation and conflict 

resolution;
4)	 Concentrating socioeconomic efforts on reset-

tlement and livelihood opportunities;
5)	 Developing climate-proof infrastructure to at-

tract foreign investors;
6)	 Exploring public health and education as valu-

able entry points;
7)	 Improving the use of technologies that have 

not so far effectively strengthened the process.

1.3. Resources: competition, 
cooperation and scarcity

The governance of common resources attempts 
to mitigate the tragedy of the commons4 through 
property rights and access to resources. There is 
much debate over whether or not this is an effec-
tive governance response. The legal and regula-
tory contexts surrounding these two responses 
vary widely across different areas, as does the 
ability to adapt to scarce resources.

The transboundary facet of natural resources 
may clash with sovereign ability to manage them. 
Factors that enhance or undermine individual se-
curity, access to resources and services are often 
externally driven. The panel discussed issues aris-
ing both from globalisation and local issues, re-
flecting a deep set of human security challenges 
for academic research.

1.3.1. Climate change as a driver of 
humanitarian crises and responses
The panel explored the relationships between 
climate change, humanitarian crises and political 
responses. Discussions about the nature of human-
itarian crises focused on global drivers and future 
trends. These include changing weather patterns 
via the frequency, intensity and geography of 
extreme weather events; increasing societal 
vulnerabilities via the role of globalisation, urbani-
sation, and migration; and shifting demographics 
to anticipate future disaster loads. In drawing this 
complex picture of global trends, the challenge is 
not simply one of intervention and response, but 
also one of long-term development and sophisti-
cated strategies.

Participants questioned the apolitical quality 
of resilience. The term would gain in depth by re-
flecting how change becomes a stress. They cov-
ered a range of missing links between power and 
resources, which feeds state-aided vulnerability. If 
a system does not follow the path of change fast 
enough, it risks collapsing in a violent manner, not 
strictly in the sense of conflict, but through cor-
ruption and political changes.

This approach is critical of the ‘business as usual’ 
cycle of humanitarian aid. Climate change and glo-
balisation are altering the humanitarian response 
from the provision of food to that of money and of 
access to marketplaces for displaced people. Hu-
manitarian crises are no longer just about reducing 
high-level crisis impact indicators such as mortality. 

4. The tragedy of the commons expression refers to the 
article of Garett Hardin published in Science in 1968. 
Available at http://www.sciencemag.org/site/feature/
misc/webfeat/sotp/commons.xhtml 
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Specific policy gaps were identified at both state 
and humanitarian system levels. Discussions em-
phasised the shift from a mind-set in which crisis 
response is exceptional and interventionist, to one 
in which managing crises is seen as the norm, part 
of sovereignty and internalised within more for-
mal international and national arrangements.

States pay little attention to the capacity to im-
plement policies in times of humanitarian crisis. 
They do not provide a reliable and systematic field 
data collection to evaluate and report humanitari-
an crises. Crisis management is now related to risk 
management and covers a large panel of capacity 
building. How can policy makers bring adaptation, 
emergency, development and risk communities to 
work together?

Several biases of the humanitarian system re-
duce its resilience to crises. The system is currently 
largely reactionary and ill-equipped to respond 
to long-term climate-related crises. The system 
is qualified as an exclusive, interventionist, evi-
dence-based and neutral pressure aid system. It 
needs a larger humanitarian space with institu-
tional responses based on a more resilient state. 

1.3.2. Climate and energy security
Peer-reviewed literature and discourse on the 
impacts of climate change on energy security are 
limited and scattered across disparate fields of 
research. Grey literature often attempts to inte-
grate physical and social sciences with policy anal-
ysis in qualitative work: social instability, defor-
estation, extreme weather and increasing supply. 
How these linkages will unfold in the future, 
however, remains speculative. Energy analyses 
and scenarios need more frequent updates.

The definition of energy security is arguably 
contextual, and comes from a myriad of oriented 
partial definitions from the grey literature. Most of 
this literature is heavily biased towards the US, at 
the expense of emerging literature from India and 
China. A consensual definition relies on the avail-
ability of adequate, reliable, and affordable energy 
supplies. Energy security is a multifaceted concept 
encompassing two key dimensions as a threat mul-
tiplier and as a human security issue.

Panellists presented robust evidence that cli-
mate and energy security is substantially linked to 
climate change mitigation strategies. Policy mak-
ers are faced with delayed capital investment deci-
sions and pricing dilemmas. A human security per-
spective defines levels of dangerous interference 
according to the resilience of the group impacted 
by those changes. The key to cross-compatibility of 
climate and energy security is for efficiency meas-
ures to provide near-term cost reductions while 
maintaining or increasing supply availability and 

reliability. GHG emissions reductions would be 
less disruptive to energy security if they were im-
plemented only after key technological solutions 
become available for large-scale deployment. Oil 
supply disruptions may also result in economic ef-
fects of price volatility.

Geopolitical and strategic risks driven by climate 
mitigation are especially significant. Developing 
alternative energy choices may cause or increase: 
power dependences—China upon Africa, Western 
Europe upon Russia, or South Asia upon potential 
Nepalese hydroelectric capacity; water scarcity; 
nuclear proliferation; and transportation sector 
dilemmas such as biofuels, clean energy develop-
ment and moving to natural gas. Climate policies 
might impact energy security, but could also create 
a sort of energy security public good.

1.3.3. Hydro-climatic change, conflict and 
security
The current picture of adaptation and water scar-
city is overly simplistic. Many water impacts are 
left out of research. Little to no attention is paid 
to the side effects of water policies. This session 
helped to build up a global picture of a complex 
issue. Arguments were developed on hydro-
climatic change and hazards, conflict, security and 
adaptation bodies of literature.

The number of transboundary basins presently 
at potential risk of hydro-political tensions associ-
ated with water variability could double by 2050.5 
Robust evidence of hydro-climatic tensions was 
presented for areas larger than the current focus 
in northern and sub-Saharan Africa. Understand-
ing when and where capacity building is needed in 
transboundary river basins has become critical for 
greater resilience to change.

The panel discussion suggested ways to trans-
late the multi-layered issues of climate security 
to the water policy agenda. National security may 
lead a state to be more active and accountable 
with regard to the potential privatisation of wa-
ter management—the state either provides the 
service or regulates private management. Water 
management is not a one size fits all solution. The 
national scale for a water plant is not necessarily 
the optimal local solution. Large water infrastruc-
ture may be relevant at the national level when 
forcing population displacement at a local level. 
However, large scale and resilient infrastructure 

5. “In the existing 276 international river basins, the increase 
in water variability projected by most climate change 
scenarios may present serious challenges to riparian 
states.” Stefano (De) L., Duncan J., Dinar S., Stahl K., 
Strzepek K. M. & Wolf A. (2012). “Climate change and 
the institutional resilience of international river basins,” 
Journal of Peace Research, January 2012, 49(1): 97-111.
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may be a response to state requirements to man-
age risk.

The risk of maladaptation is inherent to water 
policies. National natural resources should be as-
sessed in the light of vulnerability. Social factors of 
governance are as important as technology in im-
proving climate security. The panel was concerned 
that repackaging water issues under climate securi-
ty would overshadow other issues of development. 

1.4. Strategic issues: global 
commons outside the box

The panel agreed that climate change alone is 
likely to cause international legal disputes, disrupt 
access to vital resources, damage critical infra-
structure and open new geopolitical borders. 
Strategic questions are mainly about determining 
whether the climate-security link is efficient or 
counter-productive. The panel brought up a diffi-
cult incentive equation to make climate change 
more secure.

1.4.1. The Arctic Ocean case study
Every time a new trade route has emerged, 
geostrategic power relations have changed glob-
ally. Maritime boundaries are particularly suscep-
tible to re-evaluation as a result of climate change. 
Climate security addresses the possibility of seeing 
an increase in hostilities related to borders. The 
Arctic states and the international community’s 
response to Arctic melt will set a precedent on how 
to manage the extension of boundaries.

There are two ways of looking at the Arctic in 
order to build a common understanding. The first 
option is an environmental security approach. The 
second involves national interests, for three rea-
sons: a flag planted in the North Pole, vast energy 
resources, and a shortcut from Asia to Canada. The 
Arctic Ocean is a special climate-driven case study 
with global implications.

The panel supported a triple purpose, holistic 
academic-policy dialogue. This should first gener-
ate a common understanding of the risks of politi-
cal, economic and cultural instabilities emanating 
from environmental state changes. It must then 
turn to building a common acceptance of integrat-
ed infrastructure to mitigate instability risks. This 
dialogue should finally reveal the institutional 
interplay to support the sustainable implementa-
tion of Arctic infrastructure based on common 
agreement. 

While each of these phases is increasingly com-
plicated in terms of commitments and resource 
allocation, together they represent a steward-
ship pathway to balance national and common 
interests.  

1.4.2. Critical infrastructure
Critical infrastructure is an urgent strategic issue. 
When Hurricane Katrina landed on the coast, 
there was no homeland security system set up 
to manage emergencies. There is a severe policy 
gap in climate-proofing infrastructure. This intro-
ductory remark comes with yet another one. The 
interdependencies between extreme events and 
critical infrastructure expose states to cascade 
failure and vulnerability-related impacts. The 
disruption of infrastructure delivery potentially 
brings collapse, disturbs services, and causes 
public protest and mass displacement.

A policy response should further invest in basic 
services such as access to water, transport, com-
munication and energy supply. Even if states and 
societies are different, they all look to protect 
their civilians by acting benevolently. Despite this 
acknowledgment, among other life-threatening 
issues on the infrastructure maintenance agenda, 
investment in critical infrastructure is decreasing 
in OECD countries.

Different kinds of tension surround the policy 
approach to the issue. Geopolitical tension lies in 
the dependence of the delivery of national criti-
cal infrastructure services on the scaling of trans-
boundary issues. National security frequently 
erects barriers to transnational infrastructure sys-
tems—the Europeanisation of the energy market, 
for instance.

The role of the state in road maintenance is 
critical for the harmonisation and equity of access 
and communication purposes. This role, however, 
has been changing over the last century due to 
competition between private firms. The privatisa-
tion of infrastructure makes climate proofing dif-
ficult due to economic reasons.

A final and central tension impacting the agen-
da relates to the interdependencies between dif-
ferent infrastructure sectors. They require an 
increased level of understanding, especially in re-
lation to natural hazards. The notion of resilience 
would benefit policy makers. 

Final outcomes with regard to research and pol-
icy agendas include seven points:

1) The need for additional research on the po-
tential impacts on all infrastructure areas;

2) The need for additional work on the long-
term planning process for risks medium term 
risks. The reduction of vulnerability and risk 
awareness;

3) Professional education on the issues and 
responses;

4) The impact of the economic downturn on 
long-term risks for investment in infrastructure. 
Encouraging investment decisions to take into ac-
count changing climate and consumer demands;
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5) The question of how to make infrastructure 
resilient to the future impacts of climate change? 

6) Building resilience into critical infrastruc-
ture, from concept to delivery, so that it can ab-
sorb these shocks and recover quickly. Flexible 
infrastructure assets can be modified without ex-
cessive costs.

1.4.3. Climate change, security and 
intergovernmental dialogue: a bridge too 
far?
Despite the conceptual and practical maturation 
of many climate security concepts, there is still a 
formidable level of discontinuity in terms of how 
best to frame the nexus, and the roles and potential 
roles of intergovernmental organisations (IGOs) in 
the climate security sphere. Why have prominent 
and seemingly well-placed IGO efforts thus far 
struggled to grapple with the security implications 
of climate change?

A first set of arguments comes from the conver-
gence of environmental issues rising up the in-
ternational policy echelons and the expansion of 
security studies. These two dynamics provide the 
basis from which climate security thinking has ex-
panded into international arenas.

Discourses within IGO forums reveal differing 
state positions on security concepts and the ap-
propriateness of ‘securing’ climate change. Con-
sequently, the role of the IGO community is nar-
rowed to offering logistical and resource-based 
support to individuals, communities and states 
facing climate adaptation capacity deficits.

If the bridge to an intergovernmental climate se-
curity dialogue is a bridge too far, one core reason 
is the discrepancy between security and sustaina-
ble development agendas. There is a need for high 
political engagement across current barriers to de-
sign a political response to the ubiquitous presence 
of climate insecurity drivers. This portends diffi-
cult steps forward to grasp the complexity of en-
vironmental challenges for diplomatic spheres—a 
mirror of what a sovereign international system 
may be unable to overcome.

1.5. Conclusion: a new and 
robust research agenda

A myriad of existing concepts surrounds the 
debate. The research gaps relate to the nascent 
semantic vocabulary of climate security and its 
use by actors—human security, resilience, adapta-
tion, risk reduction, disaster, vulnerability, mitiga-
tion, etc. The first day of the workshop debated 
the academic value of this vocabulary. Some of 
it emerged from the climate science while some 
existed prior to climate security. The climate 

security nexus encompasses broad definitions of 
some concepts and may change the initial meaning 
of others.

The missing consensus comes from building 
causality regarding the climate security nexus. 
Causality is a long, hard path for research. For in-
stance, there are two steps to connecting climate 
change, natural disasters and security. Research-
ers must first examine the relationship between 
the changing climate and the natural event. They 
must then address second hand correlations 
from the social contexts to explain the security 
ramifications. 

Theory building has accelerated in the last few 
years, echoing recent initiatives by the United 
Kingdom, Germany, Norway and the United States 
to encourage research groups within universities 
and think-tanks in order to support policy-making 
at the governmental level.

The following research clusters are a key step 
in settling climate security controversies from the 
nexus. Three explanatory bodies of research are 
well established: the risk of violent conflict, forced 
migration and the risk posed to human security. 
The workshop provided a complementary robust 
research agenda. New bodies of research should be 
formed around: risks to security policies, chang-
ing political landscapes, humanitarian crises and 
system resilience, insecurity due to mitigation and 
adaptation, and conflict and peace-building.

1.5.1. Existing research clusters

A. The risk of violent conflict
The aim is to understand causality based on 
correlations. Although widespread research has 
produced evidence of these correlations, there is 
a severe gap in research required to build a solid 
conflict theory. Researchers need to know more 
about multifaceted conflicts. This would impose 
acknowledgment a) of the social, economic and 
political consequences of climate change, and b) 
that social, economic and political issues deter-
mine the impact of climate change on people’s 
lives.

B. Forced migration
The migration-climate nexus has received consid-
erable attention from the academic side, but 
remains a policy vacuum in terms of reassessing 
the environmental factors of forced displacement. 
The nexus should be reconsidered in the light of 
undesirable forms of population movement from 
either the point of view of migrants, or the places 
they move to. The other side of the nexus concerns 
the ways in which migration may facilitate adapta-
tion and reduce insecurity.
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C. Risks posed to human security
A better understanding of what human secu-
rity is and what it implies covers two areas of  
research—first, poverty, livelihood, human vulner-
ability and the social aspects of climate impacts, 
and second, the policy and human rights protec-
tion aspects of them. The inclusion of human 
security to the policy agendas is still a challenging 
manoeuvre in need of additional researches with 
regards to individual insecurities. 

1.5.2. Emerging research clusters

D. The risks of climate change to security policy
These include a possible increased risk of violent 
conflict in some countries, which in turn poses 
challenges to the security policies of neighbouring 
countries, the United Nations Security Council, 
and countries that contribute to peacekeeping 
missions.

These risks also include non-military threats, 
such as to infrastructure that is critical to the func-
tioning of states. Disruption and cascade failure 
concern energy and water systems, the impacts 
of extreme events, and the vulnerability of key 
sectors.

E. Changing political landscapes
Changing patterns of geopolitics require a risk 
assessment of conflict or cooperation possibili-
ties around transboundary issues. These include 
shared waters and resources in the Arctic, inter-
national rivers, risks associated with an expansion 
of nuclear power as a climate mitigation response, 
and cross-border flows following extreme events. 
Recognising complex changing political land-
scapes depends on the governance response. 
Cooperation mechanisms and intergovernmental 
dialogue form the cornerstone of a collective 
response based on states to deal with risks, laws to 
enforce and forums to discuss.

F. Humanitarian crises and system resilience
The humanitarian system is facing unprecedented 
climate-related crises. Climate change, demo-
graphic shifts and increasing societal vulnerabili-
ties create long-term crises breeding more insecu-
rity in fragile contexts. The system is ill-equipped 
to respond to climate crises. The response mind-
set and funding are inconsistent with the nature 
of those crises. In sum, the system cannot absorb 
climate-related shocks that hinder its resilience.

G. The risks posed by mitigation and adapta-
tion projects
The knowledge gap regarding those risks reduces 
policy incentives to develop mitigation and 

adaptation measures. Security risks associated 
with climate change responses generate activities 
that, if conducted poorly or for the wrong reasons, 
can in turn generate insecurities. Innovative policy 
can increase vulnerability, undermine biodiversity 
and livelihoods, dispossess vulnerable groups, and 
force migration; in short, it accentuates trends or 
sabotages other policy initiatives. 

H. The linkages between climate policy and 
peace-building
Peace-building is a key part of stabilising a country 
after a conflict. The existence of these linkages 
adds new environmental factors to the destabi-
lising peace-building process. How these linkages 
should be incorporated into peace-building is a 
sensitive pathway of ‘do no harm’ steps. These 
help to determine priorities among trade-offs such 
as social, economic, and environmental capacity 
building, and governance and political capacity 
building.

2. POLICY WORKSHOP

About the policy workshop
The second day of the workshop aimed at 
fostering discussions between policy makers 
and researchers. It brought together British and 
French policy makers from environment, develop-
ment, defence and diplomacy to build up a broad 
dialogue about climate security issues. Discussions 
were held under Chatham House rules.

The policy workshop was a means for research-
ers to determine useful research questions as well 
as to ascertain the policy concern. Researchers 
presented the outcome of their studies while poli-
cy makers were able to ask questions in order to in-
form future research. Policy makers are concerned 
with results and objectives. One of the main policy 
challenges is to arbitrate between counterproduc-
tive issues and the most catalytic ones. Another 
one is to deal with the political economy promi-
nence in the response equation. How can we set 
priorities among all the issues? How will policy-
making evolve?

2.1. Scenarios

Scenarios raised one central question: what level 
of preparedness does policy need and want to 
achieve? The interdependencies of the issue set 
the challenge of how sophisticated the solutions 
should be. As a first step, policy makers thus agreed 
on the need to integrate climate security into their 
scenarios. Another step is to foster communication 
among policy-making communities.
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Researchers cautiously reminded that the hu-
man impacts and social dimensions of climate 
change are being felt more quickly and more pro-
foundly than societies are prepared for. This state-
ment has two consequences for both researchers 
and policy-makers:

1. The climate community needs to leave its com-
fort zone. Climate science should conduct more 
short-term analyses to help policy makers grasp 
the issues at stake. Are the floods in Pakistan likely 
to occur again in the next decade? Are droughts 
becoming a regular threat?

2. The policy side should decide on ways to pre-
pare for action according to the level of climate 
stress. A warning sign is that societies are not pre-
pared now.

It has been made clear, however, that policy mak-
ers should not ask for predictions from climate sci-
ence, only estimations. In fact, policy makers care 
less about the exact categorisation than about the 
broad security concerns raised by climate change. 
In brief, it does not matter which basket those con-
cerns fall into. The key policy question is what kind 
of preparedness is needed? An analogy was made 
with the Marshall Plan. The key to successfully re-
build societies after World War Two lay in identify-
ing how to support reconstruction and what relief 
was needed.

2.2. Peace and conflict: better 
knowledge of each conflict

The panel mainly discussed the importance of 
better understanding the local conditions of 
conflicts. What is the biggest issue for policy 
makers: the discussions about causal links at the 
negotiation level or the situation on the ground? 
With regard to this panel, policy makers expressed 
the hope that a more holistic view of climate secu-
rity would help to provide a bigger picture of what 
stability is.

Policy makers are concerned that countries 
might have diverging national priorities. They in-
sisted on the role of International Organisations 
(IOs) for their greater resilience to national priori-
ties. What are the institutional challenges?

Although the link between climate change and 
conflict has been widely researched, no real scien-
tific consensus has been reached yet. Correlations 
between conflicts and climate change should be 
explained by establishing complex, indirect link-
ages. As changes are slow to come, they are not 
necessarily easier to handle for society. Thus, they 
are difficult to communicate to populations in con-
flict-prone areas. Case studies reveal that people 
affected by climate change are the least informed 
about it.

Climate knowledge exists. The panel recognised 
that opportunities to integrate climate change ex-
pertise into peace-building have been missed so 
far. Prior to this integration, the first question to 
address is that of absorption capacity of climate 
tensions within fragile countries. These countries 
often prove unable to handle natural resources in-
come without facing issues of corruption. Issues of 
patronage and elite appropriation put considera-
ble strain on already scarce resources. Despite the 
aforementioned conflict barriers, opportunities to 
integrate climate change do exist, such as techno-
logical ones.

Panellists disagreed on policy priorities. If one 
considers the political context, disarmament, dis-
engagement of ancient combatants and democra-
tisation might come before climate security. For 
example, the high food prices in Liberia are to do 
with the political context and globalisation more 
than with climate change. With regard to other 
priorities, it may be unimportant how many per-
centage points climate change contributes to this.

Participants moved on to the funding capacity 
policy challenge. Peace-building funding reduces 
funding for adaptation, and vice versa without in-
tegrated policy making. 

The panel pointed out the relationships between 
diplomacy, defence and development policy com-
munities. Researchers need to better understand 
the policy links between them. A more holistic ap-
proach to peace is needed. If a policy maker is in-
volved in diplomatic negotiations, there are ways 
in which he could bring national resource manage-
ment into the negotiations. This encourages the in-
clusion of natural resources in negotiations while 
working on ground issues. Doing might diminish 
the risks pertaining to the inclusion of resources in 
peace agreements.

Participants mentioned REDD6 as a tool for 
building confidence. Are researchers confident 
that adaptation and mitigation measures also 
cause conflict? Do we need more research, or do 
we need to pass on the information to policy mak-
ers now?

Peace-building specialists note that many com-
munity-level activities revolve around natural re-
sources during and in the aftermath of a conflict. 
However, if community management is efficient in 
peace-building processes, the problem comes from 
the United Nations integrated missions. The UN 
system is in fact highly complex and brings even 
more complexity to the conflict picture.

6. REDD is a UN program that aims at Reducing Emissions 
from Deforestation and forest Degradation in developing 
countries. Information about the program are available 
online : www.un-redd.org/
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Another set of arguments pointed out the glo-
balisation of risks—an issue that already exists for 
pandemics. Policy makers are not able to develop 
a response to risks. Who decides to manage risks? 
Is it the state, or will the management be more de-
centralised? Will private actors play a role? Deter-
mining the characteristics of risk management is a 
crucial policy issue.

Policy makers wanted to know what they could 
achieve in M&A projects from a security perspec-
tive. They provided a set of questions to orient 
future researches. Are they too slow on the adap-
tation side? Is mitigation a missed opportunity? 
What additional efforts are required? Another way 
of looking at the problem is to examine whether cli-
mate change creates cooperation rather than con-
flict. Overall, policy makers sensed that researchers 
need better knowledge of each conflict case.

2.3. Resources: climate change 
is not the only game in town

The discussions of this session reminded that 
climate change is not the only game in town adding 
pressure to natural resources, especially in terms of 
future crisis loads. Urbanization, forms of govern-
ments, the global economy, and demographics 
among others play a part in triggering unrest. 
According to researchers, tomorrow’s humani-
tarian crises will have more and more worldwide 
effects. They may have a pervasive influence and 
last longer. 

Will policy have to consider a different approach 
towards humanitarian crises? How should we then 
evaluate their results?

The first challenge is to reform the humanitarian 
system response. This task involves several policy 
communities. Risk management and adaptation 
communities have engaged in a joint dialogue, 
but have not yet talked to the humanitarian com-
munity. The humanitarian crisis-management sys-
tem should not depend on multiple policy-making 
communities, but rather on a common approach. 
Panellists advocated a new kind of leadership in 
the face of humanitarian crises, involving dia-
logue between policy communities. Civil-military 
cooperation was mentioned, but not unanimously 
supported. This should reconcile different ways 
of approaching humanitarian issues. The recent 
IPCC report on managing climate and disaster risks 
provides a possible response on how to cooperate 
across departments and ministries, and how to link 
the issues effectively. 

The second challenge relates to the fact that 70% 
of the money goes into long-standing crises. Does 
this mean that the humanitarian system keeps 
people in crisis? The reform concerns the way 

humanitarian aid is provided. In a way, the sys-
tem maintains vulnerable populations currently 
trapped by the multiple roots of crises. Political 
aspects of these roots have challenged the neu-
trality of humanitarians, actually redefining their 
role in the process. Unsurprisingly, dealing with 
the root causes of humanitarian crises might get 
them involved in politics, then leading to an even 
more counterproductive final response. Develop-
ing countries need a more resilient system to cope 
with crises.

The third challenge concerns funding. A robust 
funding system is necessary, but this financial ques-
tion is related to multiple stakeholders. Comments 
from the panel merged in the same direction. Mon-
ey is mobilised once the disaster has already oc-
curred, not beforehand with a view to prevention. 
In terms of resource allocation, where should the 
money go to improve prevention? Money is more 
effective as a preventive rather than a reactionary 
response. One conclusion of the policy makers’ 
discussion was the need to develop a new funding 
structure.

For these reasons, researchers believe that the 
likelihood of successfully reforming international 
organisations is limited. If the humanitarian sys-
tem is in crisis, it is important to rethink the way in 
which the issue is framed. Researchers advocated 
going back to basics. What is a humanitarian re-
sponse? When a disaster happens, how do popu-
lations react and respond? They usually look for 
money, which suggests that other responses might 
be more irrelevant than expected. The question is 
one of how resilient the system response is. Is the 
humanitarian response enough?

If crises are a result of unsustainability, should 
policy makers question how to build this sustain-
ability? Researchers called for a change in the 
mind-set of those in charge of the crisis response. 
Policy makers need to develop programmes and 
methodologies to reduce the probability of crisis. A 
key change in the mind-set is to identify the human 
signature in a disaster.

The discussions explored two main resources to 
which the sustainability of societies is related to: 
energy and water. The climate/resources nexus 
was defined as a governance and geopolitical issue. 
Researchers wondered if this was, as such, on the 
radar of foreign affairs and defence ministries. 

The combination of energy and climate secu-
rity is best approached by geopolitics. Moving to 
natural gas might make Western Europe depend-
ent on Russia. Moving to nuclear power as a tran-
sitional energy might raise proliferation concerns. 
Energy security falls under more classical national 
security strategies. Better access to national clas-
sified documents would be useful to researchers, 
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but governments should also investigate the phe-
nomenon from their own point of view. The mili-
tary could play a crucial role by keeping an eye 
on strategic areas and cutting its greenhouse gas 
emissions.

Issues related to river basins and water security 
differ greatly from those related to any other re-
source. In fact, history shows that water provides 
for cooperation rather than conflict. However, pol-
icy makers underestimate the impacts of climate 
change, drought and floods on livelihoods. States 
have a responsibility to provide civil protection 
and social security systems. The panel supported 
the idea of safety nets against livelihood disrup-
tion due to water scarcity. Researchers thought 
governments should improve their knowledge of 
natural resources within their territory.

Renewable resources as well as non-renewable 
ones exist within a complex political and eco-
nomic context, which makes them more difficult 
to control. Large-scale and climate-resilient infra-
structure is a key aspect of development policies. 
Researchers are worried that policy makers are 
missing a huge area of concern in development. 

2.4. Strategic issues: access to 
policy-making for researchers

Cooperation on environmental issues provides 
strategic leverage for states.  Researchers who 
examined the causality of climate change found 
that using security language in climate cycles may 
be difficult. Yet climate security has gained polit-
ical momentum. The challenge lies in balancing 
national interests with common ones, as well 
as building a common understanding of issues 
related to climate security.

Strategic concerns are manifold. They include 
international tensions linked to the control of oil, 
disruption of maritime routes, etc. The emergence 
of new trade routes may change the global balance 
of power. The Arctic, for instance, particularly af-
fects the UK and France. As non-Arctic states but 
representatives to the Arctic Council, they should 
seek a special leadership role. Critical infrastructure 
requires protection and investment, but states have 
different infrastructure needs. How should different 
strategic stakes be addressed? Due to interdepend-
encies between strategic issues, policy makers need 
to build an integrated understanding of risk.

Climate change is only one of many issues on 
policy-makers’ agenda. Researchers are concerned 
that international diplomatic structures had lost 
their ability to work in a strategic long-term fash-
ion. States need to engage their partners about the 
risks. Dialogue with South Sudan about building 
pipelines in some of the most climate-vulnerable 

places is very different to discussing this issue with 
Chinese partners.

Policy makers assert that climate change is part 
of their picture of peace. The military looks very 
carefully at environmental geopolitical risks. If 
policy makers integrate climate into their peace 
planning, what they ask for from researchers is 
what they should really understand about conflict 
dynamics. Defence policy makers often take action 
within a foreign policy framework to develop early 
warning systems. Some researchers doubt that 
these systems, including hot spots mapping, can 
be really predictive and useful.

Where will the new strategic framework come 
from? The relations between intervention and de-
cision-making processes need to be better under-
stood by researchers. The question is again linked 
to how to create policy knowledge and access to 
policy-making for researchers. It leads to a similar 
conclusion to the one reached by the other pan-
els. Researchers will learn by carefully investing in 
case validation, and informing policy makers with 
their analyses.

2.5. Conclusion and policy 
recommendations

The workshop identified potential ways forward 
for addressing climate security from a research-
policy perspective. Those recommendations ques-
tion current response capacity, how to strengthen 
it and how to mainstream this response. The lack 
of incentives amongst policy makers to use the 
available information and change policies will 
challenge this process.

A. Leadership and high-level political will are 
needed to ensure climate security becomes a 
cross-government issue. Leadership ensures co-
ordination and generates incentives.
mm Developing a sense of action. Policy makers 

should not think about what they could do in 
two years time, but about the consequences of 
today’s action.

mm Expressing values, objectives and strategic 
guidance.

mm Discussions about responsibilities linking short-
term action to long-term orientations are need-
ed. If policy makers acknowledge the climate 
security challenge, their awareness will push 
them to use the information to act.

B. Assessing the current capacity to respond 
to climate security.
mm Assessing current policies and good practices. 

Responses to climate security will be formu-
lated simultaneously with gathering evidence 
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from the ground. Knowledge about risks exists, 
and can be synthesised from tools and screening 
climate change projects. 

mm Understanding the impact of current policies 
over life support systems. Best practices in the 
delivery of overseas development and the ef-
fects of development-type interventions should 
be screened as a whole.

mm Conducting pilot projects to test context-based 
forms of climate-compatible development.

C. Creating practical knowledge for action. 
A huge avenue for cooperation exists in invest-

ing in research and knowledge-sharing tools.
mm Investing in theory-building and evidence 

identification.
mm Governments need to make a significant review 

of the new IPCC chapter on Human Security. 
Researchers encourage policy makers to par-
ticipate in the governmental review of the IPCC 
results.

mm Providing access to decision-making and gov-
ernance processes for research will confront ca-
pacity builders with knowledge brokers.

mm Building more policy-research partnerships to 
avoid the long-standing problem of communi-
cation between policy makers and researchers. 
What policy makers want differs from what re-
searchers know.

mm Pooling lessons learnt and capacity building 
across institutions.

D. Sharing the work with a cross-section of 
policy makers.
mm Identifying policies influenced by climate secu-

rity. Policy makers can take inspiration from the 
research agenda of the workshop as a roadmap 
of issues.

mm Targeting the relevant policy makers from di-
plomacy, development, environment and de-
fence communities. Institutional reorganisation 
is needed within existing institutions to tackle 
climate security. This may increase coordination 
within and across institutions.

mm Efforts from diplomacy and development should 
go into prevention and cooperation leading to a 
fair share of the burden.

mm Potential roles for the military should not be 
strictly associated with weather-related disas-
ters. They should be extended within the more 
robust framework of climate security.

mm Improving coordination among institutions.
mm Reforming funding should be associated with 

innovative ways to measure success.

Special recommendations for the defence sector
Potential roles for the military should not be 

strictly associated with weather-related disasters, 
but extended within the more robust framework of 
environment and security. Some of these fit square-
ly within the conventional mandates of these insti-
tutions, while others push them into new areas.

Military bodies, security analysts, foresight-
focused actors and various branches of the IGO 
community will continue to endorse prospective 
research studies. These explore how strategic cli-
mate security trajectories might impact their role. 
Climate change alters the conditions for deploying 
and using equipment, people, structures, logistics 
and operations. The reform of defence will review 
basic defence activities, planning, operations, 
equipment and the ecological footprint in places 
where foreign action is being carried out.

National militaries, for example, may be instru-
mental in maintaining energy supplies in strategic 
places. Defence could take on a role for providing 
environmentally sustainable, geopolitically reli-
able and physically secured energy supplies. 

The discussions also pointed out insufficiencies 
in the current capacity to intervene in large-scale 
natural disasters. Foreign assistance in emergen-
cies suffers from a lack of coordination among 
actors. The armed forces have organisational, co-
ordination and emergency capacities that could 
benefit the response. This opens avenues for a re-
dimensioning of the capacity to respond to wider 
natural disasters. Critical infrastructure needs spe-
cial attention in coastal and urban areas.

3. STEPS FORWARD

The security implications of climate change may 
not be of imminent concern in policy-making 
arenas. Some of them are already faced with addi-
tional stress and non-environmental risks. Yet, 
what matters now is how institutions view climate 
change and their willingness to respond to the 
idea of climate change. Food, water and energy 
markets will need to respond to more scarce 
resources caused or amplified by climate change 
patterns. Climate policies, if poorly implemented, 
could initiate vulnerabilities or accentuate various 
kinds of insecurities. Land use changes and forest 
management associated with REDD are just two 
examples of mitigation policies of this kind. Risk 
reduction infrastructure projects in the name of 
adaptation may severely impact livelihoods.

Policies can either make things worse—top-
down policies to communities—or create a con-
siderable peace dividend for human security—
actions that seek to work with vulnerable people 
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on adaptation, development and peace-building 
to facilitate locally appropriate responses. These 
will be guided by theories and evidence about cli-
mate change and security in particular places. Bet-
ter theories will attempt to explain what happens 
and how insecurities caused by climate change 
emerge.

Theory building will affect policy-research 
cooperation to make research useful for policy-
making. If policy makers want to avoid initiating 
pathways that result in conflict—such pathways 
being already initiated—and determine where to 
most effectively intervene, they need knowledge 
brokers to identify where to make changes and 
how to think about those changes. 

To achieve this outcome, the workshop ex-
pressed concerns that researchers may be look-
ing into the wrong questions. What do we want to 
know: how things get worse or what makes things 
better? We need to study causes of peace and in-
crease our efforts to balance our understanding 
of vulnerability with that of people’s capability to 
develop adaptive strategies that do work. In short, 
more field research is needed to find out about 

how climate change affects social outcomes. The 
chances of developing a major theory rapidly are 
slim, but in order to act quickly, both policy mak-
ers and researchers need to be comfortable with 
theories explaining climate security risks in a spe-
cific context. The challenge is to define and priori-
tise what risks and places are of concern.

A key final message from the workshop is to give 
greater attention to power. Because vulnerability 
is a function of power and discrimination, institu-
tions can only appropriate and divert those pro-
cesses. There is only little questioning that climate 
change leads to individual insecurity because of 
these underlying vulnerabilities. These are caused 
by denied access to political processes and mar-
kets, and limited freedoms and opportunities to 
make individual choices. It stresses why climate 
security should be of concern to development, 
diplomacy, humanitarian and defence policy mak-
ers. The climate security nexus is highly politically 
driven at both ends: the vulnerable people facing 
those changes and the institutions responsible for 
ensuring new policies emerge at the appropriate 
rate and level. ❚
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ANNEX: LIST OF PARTICIPATING 
ORGANISATIONS AND 
GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS

Academics
mm Sciences Po Paris, Centre d'études et de re-

cherches internationales (CERI)
mm Universidad Autonoma de Barcelona, ICTA
mm Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO), Centre 

for the Study of Civil War (CSCW)
mm University of Exeter, Geography, College of Life 

and Environmental Sciences 
mm King's College London, Department of 

Geography
mm Trinity College Dublin, Department of Political 

Science
mm University of California, Santa Barbara, Bren 

School of Environmental Science & Management
mm Columbia University, Center for International 

Earth Science Information Network
mm Princeton University, Department of Geosciences 
mm Princeton University, Woodrow Wilson School 

of Public and International Affairs
mm Tufts University, Feinstein International Center 
mm Harvard University, Graduate School of Design
mm University of New Hampshire
mm The George Washington University, The Elliott 

School of International Affairs
mm University of California, Irvine, Center for Un-

conventional Security Affairs
mm University of Melbourne, Resource Manage-

ment and Geography
mm Nanyang Technological University, Singapore, 

Centre for Non-Traditional Security (NTS) 
Studies

Think Tanks
mm Sustainable Development and International Re-

lations Institute (IDDRI), Sciences Po Paris
mm Fondation pour la recherche stratégique, Paris
mm International Alert, London
mm The Hadley Centre, Met Office, United Kingdom
mm Humanitarian Policy Group, Overseas Develop-

ment Institute
mm Climate Change programme, Overseas Develop-

ment Institute
mm Royal United Services Institute for Defence and 

Security Studies
mm Environmental Change and Security Program, 

Woodrow Wilson International Center for 
Scholars

Governmental Representations
French Government
mm Ministry of Ecology, Sustainable Development, 

Transport and Housing 
mm Directorate for Energy and Climate Change
mm Directorate for European and International Af-

fairs, Department of Climate Change and Sus-
tainable Development

Ministry of Defence 
mm Directorate for Strategic Affairs (DAS)
mm Institut de Recherche Stratégique de l’Ecole Mi-

litaire (IRSEM)
mm Defence Procurement Agency (DGA)

Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs 
mm Foresight Division 
mm EU division

British Government
mm Department for International Development, 

Stabilisation Unit
mm Ministry of Defence, Strategy Unit
mm Foreign and Commonwealth Office
mm Department of Energy and Climate Change, Cli-

mate Science and International Evidence

Embassy Representations
mm British Embassy in Paris
mm British Council in Paris
mm Dutch Embassy in Paris
mm German Embassy in Paris
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