Security Politics and Climate Change: 
the new security dilemma
HUGH C. DYER

for Olaf Corry & Hayley Stevenson, 

International Relations and the Earth 

(Chapter 10, revised draft, 2 September 2015) 

CONTACTS

Dr H.C. Dyer

School of Politics & International Studies (POLIS) 

University of Leeds  LS2 9JT  U.K.

e-mail: h.c.dyer@leeds.ac.uk

tel: . 44 113 343-6840

Security Politics and Climate Change:  the new security dilemma
Introduction

In both theory and practice there are obvious tensions between climate security and national economic security, which is perhaps broadly understood but not readily admitted into policy debates. The political tension derives from significant challenges in meeting such competing goals, though naturally there is great interest in ‘win-win’ policies that appear to meet both goals, and particularly if they do so without directly challenging existing practices and ‘business as usual’. A deeper source of tension lies in the various understandings of security, and their inevitably intimate relationships to the natural environment. The purpose here is to provide clarity to these dimensions of 'security' policy by analysis of the key terms, and to test them in relation to a more 'eco-logical security' perspective. To this end, the chapter examines the conceptual difficulties of capturing the relevant issues in a ‘security’ framework, reviews and reflects on literature around the subject of  environmental security over the last twenty years, and explores the policy discourses in which these security terms are deployed. It offers a critical assessment of the structural and strategic assumptions and implications of the relationship between climate security and other priorities, which demands that they be treated as collective strategic goals but does not ensure that they are complementary as opposed to contradictory pursuits, nor that resulting policy is internally coherent. The discussion underwrites further assessment of the policy positions of actors with critical roles in setting the global agenda, where incoherence and competing political priorities undermine coordinated, consistent policy. The variations in climate security discourses further exacerbates the implementation of concrete policy (von Lucke, Wellmann and Diez 2014). The context is thus a new form of security dilemma, which like the classical formulation tells us that the pursuit of any single object of security is ‘an effort which proves self-defeating because complete security remains ultimately unobtainable’ (Herz 1959: 231). This will point to the imminent potential of novel security concerns to transform international politics, which may be better understood from an ecological perspective on the political challenges of achieving global justice. It will also indicate the emerging political opportunities that these challenges create. 
Determining the significance of climate security is difficult, partly because of the complexities of the subject matter, and also because the context of its significance is potentially very broad. Whether this significance proves to be predominantly political, moral, economic or social in the end is either difficult to judge or an unimportant distinction (or both), depending perhaps on the perspectives of politics, ethics, economics or sociology. What does seem rather more clear is that in the end this is about ‘us’ and our future (including future generations of us), among all the other possible constructions of agency, political and economic actors, or social formations. Whatever the complications of distinguishing between the individual and the collective in these contexts, there doesn’t seem much room for thinking in terms of ‘them’ since all of us are implicated in the play of these issues. This suggests structural change of the sort that Linklater argues is driven by globalization towards greater cosmopolitanism (Linklater 1998), though perhaps conditioned by Rengger’s observation that it requires ‘a commitment to the inevitably plural, contextual sense of the moral universe’ (Rengger 1998: 631-632). Thus, while this new ‘security’ term reflects currently visible climate impacts, its significance runs deeper than is suggested by our normal immediate reactions to insecurity. The current system of policy-making isn't working well, to say the least, and climate change and consequent social disruption aren't going away.  Certainly there’s some cause for insecurity in that realisation, but also some motivation for considering fundamental change. 
The Political Challenge of 'Climate Security' – a review
‘Security’, for climate as for other issues, must mean something like stability and absence of danger. At a human level, and thence at a more mediated political level, the source of this meaning is a felt sense of insecurity. What conditions are to be stabilized and what or who is endangered are, of course, the assumptions underlying any notion of security. Here, the assumptions seem to be that climate change should be stabilized, and that rapid change endangers everything from individual livelihoods to the global political economy. While these assumptions are reasonable in the context of ‘business as usual’ policy, the overall policy objective of maintaining the status quo is probably unreasonable given the nature of the challenges, if evading climate impacts in the short term amounts to a ‘band-aid’ solution to a larger structural problem. More critical aspects of public discourse reflect fears, as well as hopes, as disruptions create political opportunities (Klein 2011).  

Writing in Vogler and Imber’s ‘The Environment and International Relations’ twenty years ago (Dyer  1996), I challenged the essentially Realist conceptions of security of the time, and from a normative theoretical perspective, criticised attempts to encompass environmental issues within existing national security agenda (being influenced in this, like others, by Deudney 1990). I explored the implications of taking environmental security to be a universal value. This was largely addressed to the disciplinary debates of international relations, in which normative theory is particularly relevant to issues of global environmental change because of the tensions revealed in the dichotomy between communitarian and cosmopolitan traditions of thought. The argument then that environmental security and national security are alternative values arising in the context of alternative world-views remains relevant. What was still novel at the time was an emerging awareness of environmental issues being a challenge to traditional meanings of political concepts, including justice, equity and development along with the obvious need to preserve a sustainable foundation for life on earth – and of course in that broader context, ‘security’. Five years later I asked whether environmental concerns, and the considerable volume of publication and public debate about these, had transformed institutional thought and practice in the field of international relations. I argued that the idea of environmental security in particular justified the incorporation of the key terms and perspectives of environmental studies into the study of international relations (Dyer 2001).  

Shortly thereafter a leading scholar of environmental security, Simon Dalby, revealed the obscuring manufactured discourses around insecurity arising from unexamined notions of both environment and security, noting the limited imagination of political possibilities and assumptions about the possibility (and desirability) of achieving security through a controlling technological management (Dalby 2002: 146). This also challenged Realist assumptions about achieving spatial security, often through imperialist intervention, (Dalby 2002: 155) and by extension controlling the environment through a state-centric security apparatus (Dalby 2002: 293-4).  All of this raised broader issues about our understanding of complex environment-society relations. Dalby later argued for understanding security ecologically, given the extent of environmental change arising from economic globalization (Dalby 2009). This requires reframing conventional notions of international security to incorporate the deeply interconnected concepts of environmental and human security, and integrating diverse disciplinary perspectives on security within a more holistic ecological as opposed to state-centric context. Overcoming disciplinary distinctions, such as between earth system sciences and social sciences, raises challenging questions about the governability of  earth systems (Biermann et al 2012; Nilsson and Persson 2012; Corry and Jørgensen 2015). 
Floyd and Matthew’s comprehensive overview of environmental security studies notes that the meaning of environmental security is contested, and either narrow or broad or rejected (Floyd and Matthew 2013: 279). Floyd argues against a simplistic environmental scarcity and conflict perspective, given the significance of climate, demography, and sustainability, and defends critical approaches (Floyd and Matthew 2013: 292).  She concludes that while there is a clear case for securing the human environment, ‘environmental security’ is a contested concept imbued with cultural values, that the language of security is open to abuse; this leads to support for Dalby’s view that achieving security will require significant change in socio-economic practices (Floyd and Matthew 2013: 290).  Floyd gives particular attention to critical and ethical perspectives on the links between climate and security (inevitably both complex and potentially problematic), given that this may become the dominant issue for environmental security studies because of ‘…the new focus, the nexus between ‘climate and ‘security’…’ (Floyd and Matthew 2013: 280). 
The discourse around the key security terms offers insight into the nature of the ‘political community’ of climate. These new terms invoke consideration of a global political community in which individual responsibility is an important consideration, but more radically, they potentially extend the scope of political community beyond the current generation (in respect of intergenerational equity and futurity) and beyond the human agent (in respect of ecological concern).  While the issue area climate has received individual attention, the notion of 'security' attached to it is relatively novel and introduces a different intellectual and policy orientation which has not yet been thoroughly explored. Beyond this novelty is the connection – often tension – between climate and other issues, which has also been raised, but not seriously confronted.  In many instances this connection allows climate to be presented as a security issue simply in terms of being a threat or conflict multiplier (Brzoska 2014) – if climate change isn’t the proximal cause of conflict, existing social and political tensions can easily be exacerbated by climate impacts (which of course remain a source of threat to livelihoods independent of conflict). 
What is largely missing is consideration of the implications of the terminology, the hidden tension behind policy, or the near absent discussion of inevitable reductions in consumptive lifestyle expectations and declining or altered economic growth. This calls attention to both contradictory and complementary aspects of climate 'security' and other strategic goals, and the need for coherent policy across these areas. It raises a challenge to address the (generally unspoken) requirements to make sacrifices in terms of consumption and/or to absorb costs in terms of adaptation and mitigation, if objectives are to be pursued in a coordinated manner and within a relevant timescale. If ‘security’ is an important aspect of climate policy, the term ‘climate security’ has not been clearly defined, which makes it both hard to measure and difficult to balance against other policy goals. 
The ‘security’ content of the debates can, of course, be accessed from the traditional field of military-political security such that the underlying characteristics of climate issues are stripped down to potential consequences in terms of conflict. For example, a conventional political-military strategic orientation which continues to dominate debates about security, and so illustrates commonly held conceptions of the nature of the issue and implied responses to it. The vulnerabilities identified in this perspective include lines of communication and transportation. Perhaps ironically, concerns about our impact on the climate now include concerns about the impact of environmental change on well-supported energy infrastructures (Paskal 2009). This suggests a definition of climate security as avoidance of direct physical harm, but also the possibility of more specific definitions in terms of the social-economic consequences of failure in this regard, or even a more extensive notion of existential security regardless of the type or source of threat.
Thus, climate security can be couched either in military security terms, with the attendant risk calculus (Briggs 2012), or more comprehensively viewed in terms of human security (Barnett and Adger 2007). This latter perspective would bring climate security into a wider frame of reference which considers social and economic change, and the political challenge of governing such processes. It would also cast doubt on a climate security perspective that focuses on dealing only with the aftermath of climate change, through enforced adaptation or somewhat bizarre proposals to geo-engineer the climate, rather than preventing catastrophic climate change in the first place. No military security strategy would ignore preventive action in favour of post-conflict remedial action, even if that proves necessary in the event.  So it is that traditional security perspectives have influenced thinking about environmental and climate security, and yet have been unable to take account of increasingly significant demands for a broader ‘human security’, or to deal with critical perspectives on securitization. The danger is that a specific security logic may be imposed on environmental concerns such as climate change which are not amenable to fixed spatial and temporal notions of security, and require greater sensitivity to processes and practices. 
Security concepts, and the issues to which they refer, tend to hinge on estimates of relative importance giving rise to ‘urgency’ or ‘emergency’. Of course, we might note that one person’s sense of emergency is not always shared by others (consider the phrase ‘lack of planning on your part does not constitute an emergency on my part’), and that security concepts are influenced by perceptions and social constructions. Yet, it is commonplace in organisational contexts that the urgent displaces the important. To some extent this explains the political force of security concepts, as they underwrite claims for priority. In this way, daily struggles for survival, or dignity, are not captured by an understanding of security which focuses on a single iteration of threat or cataclysm – though the prospect of a sudden fall from a position of relative privilege to a position of daily struggle might well be seen as an urgent security issue by the privileged. What determines ‘security’ is how, and by whom, issues are classified as either important or urgent, or both. 

It may well be that some basic value determines what is agreed to be fundamentally important, in general principle (say, human rights, whether political or economic), and yet this may be displaced by claims for urgency in respect of less fundamental, less important, more specific and less principled concerns (say, security of particular governments or of economic privilege, etc). This is the significance of a shift to the ‘high politics’ of security.  As long as limited and specific issues are classified as urgent (i.e. as security issues) long-term planning for important issues will be overshadowed and unattended. Even when important issues occasionally surface in the urgent category in the form of natural, economic, or political disasters (a tsunami, typhoon or earthquake; famine; hyperinflation; general loss of liquidity in a ‘credit crunch’, or a defaulting sovereign debtor; a Kosovo, Rwanda or Syria), these may be viewed as humanitarian issues or somehow ‘private’ misfortunes which are exempt from normal national or international security considerations. It is quite possible that priority and urgency is assigned on a completely ad hoc basis by the specific interests implicated in particular events, though this is still rare or diffuse enough to have little impact on general concepts of security (if somewhat more on national security doctrines) – or more to the point, states are still able to define any threat to their interests in national security terms.  The conventional connection between national interest and power politics permits the characterisation of some important long-term issues such as nuclear proliferation as being security issues, but only to the extent that these are presented as potentially becoming urgent, immediate threats. The presentation is of the essence here – the ‘war on terror’ being an instructive, and deeply flawed, case in point. Etzioni (2007), for an example of rethinking such issues, made a pragmatic communitarian case for ‘primacy of life’ as the focus and priority of security, and the priority of such security over democracy (in US foreign policy), which is indeed hard to argue against in these simple terms, though this doesn’t seem to address the conditions of life beyond individual corporal security (sensible starting point that it is) – it is ‘short on explicit discussion of sociological and political theory’ (Kleykamp 2008). The most recent expression of US policy remains conventional in its characterisation of climate security: citing the 2015 National Security Strategy, the Department of State's Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review refers to climate change as an 'urgent and growing threat to our national security, risking increased natural disasters, refugee flows, and conflicts over basic resources like food and water (State Department 2015).
Certainly longer-term issues which few deny are important (environmental degradation, poverty and underdevelopment, lack of human rights), and yet don’t attract a sense of urgency, will be marginalised. How then, does the novel concept of ‘climate security’ find itself in the mix of security concepts? Indeed, is it to be taken seriously as a security concept? It is less likely to be taken seriously in a conventional perspective, but more likely to be in a critical perspective, and perhaps most likely from a radical perspective – but this leaves us to ponder its appearance in mainstream discourse, along with its extension even to marginalized agrarian communities (Dalby 2013: 124). It may be, if times are hard, that political-economic concerns about climate change have sufficient urgency to qualify as security issues. Perhaps it is only the contribution to military and economic security concerns, as a potential conflict multiplier (Brzoska 2014), that attracts attention, though more radical insights are possible. Consider the notion of ‘biopolitical security’. Michel Foucault’s notion of biopolitics can be mapped onto a critical, radical, notion of security as surveillance, control and thus management of the human species. Dillon and Lobo-Guerrero (2008), for example, note that the referent object of the biopolitics of security is ‘life’, which in turn is subject to modern developments in respect of population demographics, molecular biology, and digital virtual life. The modern freedom-security relationship thus described raises Foucault’s spectre that it may threaten itself, and ‘wager the life of the species on its own (bio) political strategies’ (Dillon and Lobo-Guerrero 2008: 265). Without necessarily adopting such a radical critique, this new security term can be tested in a more familiar context, and from a range of perspectives (Oels 2012; von Lucke, Wellmann and Diez 2014). How can the concept of ‘climate security’ help us to appreciate longer-term issues of importance but as yet little apparent urgency? There is something of a political struggle to define the level of urgency in the human (economic, social, political) relationship to climate change, with the only common ground being acceptance that we currently inhabit a carbon-intensive economy. There is a degree of technological optimism in proposals for a ‘low carbon economy’ or 'green economy'. Because of our current political-economy there are, of course, direct connections between resource issues (including food) and climate change which may trigger a broader sense of insecurity (that is, beyond trade and finance) about the global economy. Furthermore, differences in scientific and cultural views (Corry and Jørgensen 2015) and ‘ideational fragmentation’ in global security governance (Floyd 2015) undermine a common understanding of climate security in this context. 
Here, the politics of these issues is situated in a 'security' context, and vice versa – the security terms are situated in a political, moral or socio-economic context. While there is likely to be some tension between the intended meanings of the term ‘climate security’, and even some incoherence, setting the issues in a 'security' context may amount to both cause and effect of an underlying political shift. The obligation to provide security – an obligation of political authority, typically the state – is extended by  ‘climate’ beyond traditional response-to-threat categories and practices of states; consequently the capacity of states to deliver such security is also reduced, making room for other economic and social actors to exert influence. As a commitment to climate issues develops and establishes these as fundamental responsibilities of government and fundamental rights of individuals, a new social compact and a new politics emerges. This recent security term can be seen as reflecting more than a merely instrumental adjustment to practical challenges, within the framework of existing political conceptions and commitments. Rather, it indicates a deeper structural shift – even if such a radical potential is not likely to be immediately acknowledged by the policy communities that espouse these terms. The nature of the issues seem to require rather too much management and governance, too much intervention (and at a global or transnational level), for them to be addressed simply by tinkering with a neoliberal economy - though just possibly they might be by neoliberal institutions. Industrial and developing states are attempting to coordinate climate policy with a long-term view, however this demands giving attention to renewable energy sources as well as their side effects. The Global Commission on the Economy and Climate points to the need for 'long-term transition strategies' (New Climate Economy 2014). This suggests that providing climate security will take on the proportions of large scale planning (if short of ‘planned economies’ per se) of the type historically required to address systemic crises. 

So it can be seen that appreciating the both the ecological and political challenges of this new security concern will provide a better understanding of their implications for the emerging structural conditions of international politics.
The strategic context of climate security

‘Climate security’ has thus entered political discourse as a strategic goal. However, the corresponding political mechanisms are as yet at best ill-formed, and perhaps incoherent, which suggests that the element of sustainability has not yet been taken seriously. So rather than indicating an act of ‘securitization’, the practical dilemmas in the climate context suggest that this new form of ‘security’ only indicates some political commitment, reflecting a shift in priorities. To the extent that this reflects appreciation of unsustainable inequities and a shift toward more ecological values, it is a politically significant turn; to the extent that it implicates ‘green’ economic practices and political action, it is also a shift in structural assumptions. However, beyond the practical problem of coping with existing structures, or changing them, is the deeper problem of assuming foundational points of reference for any given structural reality such that challenging or changing it is difficult or impossible. So there is an intellectual, or attitudinal, hurdle to leap at the outset – we’d have to accept that some deeply held assumptions are simply no longer viable. It is precisely to the point that climate security dilemmas are seen as a challenge: traditional goals of states (health, wealth, security, etc) look different from a climate security perspective, which could/should lead to change in political and economic practices. Minteer (2005: 37) suggests that such reconsiderations of the public interest is a necessary approach ‘in making connections between normative arguments and environmental policy discourse’. This reflects Hayward’s (1998) argument that environmental values are supported by enlightened human interests, and furthermore that this link must exist to promote ecological goods, and that consequently there are serious implications in fully integrating environmental issues into our disciplinary concerns. Hargrove (1989) makes an argument for anthropocentric, aesthetic sources of modern environmental concern by identifying attitudes that constrained (‘idealism’, ‘property rights’) and supported (scientific and aesthetic ideals) our environmental perspectives. If this doesn’t stretch us much beyond our current selves, there is no reason such anthropocentric orientations couldn’t be built upon as a foundation for more specifically eco-centric perspectives, and certainly they are accessible to current political discourse. The key here is to identify the underlying ‘security’ assumptions which thwart efforts to cope with climate issues coherently and effectively, and to advocate those assumptions that serve genuine long-term human security interests (inevitably, in an ecological context). In this way can we take stock of the existing structures that constrain and diminish human agency – while conceiving of those that would liberate and secure it in sustainable ways. As the reality of the situation slowly dawns on us, various political, moral, economic and social actors are beginning to consider and test new strategies for coping – the real question is whether they are just playing to beat the clock, or if they’ve stopped long enough to reconsider the rules and purposes of the strategic context in which they act.
Structural Assumptions – a critique
‘Climate security’ plays to an existing set of assumptions about international politics being defined essentially in terms of a condition of security (or, more to the point, insecurity), and consequent political relationships and political issues defined in terms of security, which rest on a very limited conception of what and who is to be secured. It shares with other perspectives on environmental security a vulnerability to limitations imposed by military-political conceptualisations of security, or the subordination of climate change and the environment in general to national economic security. 
The dominance of this underlying assumption about the essence of world politics colours everything else – all kinds of relationships and issues, whether or not they seem to bear directly on a novel understanding of ‘security’ or to be consequent upon it. It should be noted that a trend towards ‘securitization’ of issues normally thought about and acted upon in quite different terms brings with it both dangers and opportunities (see the critiques by Wæver, Buzan, Williams, and others), with the referent object of 'climate security' being climate change or some strategically significant aspect of it (Buzan et al 1998). The double-edged sword of securitizing climate issues is forged from the element of urgency or emergency invoked by the ‘security’ category. This could justify either unwelcome extraordinary action or complete inaction by states. Yet it may also provide welcome political focus, resources, and timely implementation of progressive climate policy. However, the complexity and novelty of this combination of policy challenges requires innovative interdisciplinary theoretical tools drawing on work in both security studies and eco-political thought to develop a more holistic 'eco-logical security' perspective (for example, Pirages and Cousins 2005). Such a perspective would enhance prospects of a viable global agenda for achieving climate security in a coordinated manner. The concept of ‘ecological security’ is in wide circulation, particularly in the developing world, and even some government departments use this title (e.g. in the Ukraine), but its meaning is consequently diffuse. This is either a problem in terms of establishing a shared political vision and agenda, or an opportunity for cooperation through creativity and inventiveness. Change itself is not problematic, and even economic growth has always drawn on the opportunities change brings in terms of new technologies, new social practices, and new markets, which may indeed allow for 'Better Growth, Better Climate' (New Climate Economy 2014). So the prospect of economic change should not be too troubling (and for those disadvantaged by the current global economy, an equitable change would be welcome). However, if change is alright, economic growth may not be, or at least not in its current guise – so this will require a change of perspective on ‘growth’ such that it does not signify ‘more of the same’ in terms of ever increasing consumption of the earth’s resources and reductions in natural carrying capacities. In the context of possibilities for de-materializing economic activity, Jacobs asks whether for ‘9 billion people aspiring to developed-world living standards, facing already severe pressures on planetary resources, is there any rate of global economic growth in practice which will nevertheless allow the environment to be properly sustained over the long term?’ (Jacobs 2012: 17). For example, growth in human opportunities and diversity of practices would be welcome and economically beneficial, if these do not require fossil fuels and carbon sinks. Equally, it is not novel to speak of ‘economic security’ as a high priority, but whatever that entails now it certainly won’t look the same in the future, as every historical wave of economic change has taught us. Because the various kinds of security we seek, including that related to climate, are so clearly tied up with our unsustainable economic and political practices it requires little imagination to grasp that some form of sustainability is needed, and yet we lack clear strategic goals and mechanisms to achieve it.  
Thus climate issues might be conveniently linked to traditional notions of security where that suits current political purposes. This would of course ignore Deudney’s argument that organized violence as a traditional threat and source of insecurity is not analytically comparable to environmental threats (Deudney 1990; Deudney 1991). At the same time the economic threats (so now also ‘economic security’) are increasingly obvious, and as these are a central focus of national interests, what could previously be described as ‘low politics’ issues of economics and social welfare increasingly move into the ‘high politics’ category previously occupied by military-political issues. Likewise, Pirages and De Geest (2003) indicate that environmental politics ‘emerged from its initial incarnation in the arena of "low politics" and is rapidly becoming a "high politics" concern’. So it has now become commonplace to identify climate change as a significant issue. At the same time it has become equally commonplace to note the poor state of coordinated planning in respect of such challenges with little evidence so far of governments getting it right, with continued dependence on fossil fuels and an assumption that markets will deliver without significant policy direction. Even where effective government interventions might be expected, as in China, or democratic pressures push in different directions, such as the United States, responses to climate security do not challenge a business-as-usual economic development perspective.  Even agreement between these two countries to jointly announce carbon-reduction targets in advance of the 2015 climate summit (White House 2014) appeared to be as much a trade agreement not to compete on a carbon basis, as an effort to create diplomatic momentum. Buchner and Carraro (2006) had suggested as much in concluding that this bilateral cooperation provided the greatest economic incentives for climate regime participation. So if climate change has been politicised, it is not so clear that it has been securitised.

Ecological security as political cause and effect
Security is central to understandings of the responsibilities of states, even definitional in their self-conception as defenders of the nation. Governments have obligations to their own population, which include defending them from external threats of all kinds - even if threats to nationals emanate from their own state, per Booth’s (1995) ‘protection racket’. Security is usually the first concern of individuals as well, which may extend to self-sacrifice to protect others (even if self-interest is a limitation). The boundaries of concern and felt responsibility for security are potentially flexible, and obligations may vary over time and space (who’s included, who’s not; when, and where). The rationale for those obligations may now be extending over wider ranges of time and space, especially within an ecological perspective on how ‘security’ might be obtained. In this way, alertness to the security implications of climate drives political developments, while at the same time an already developed sense of political obligation prompts a recasting of these issues in more urgent security terms. So the insecurity of the status quo, with respect to climate, is enough to warrant serious consideration of how relative security might be obtained. Yet the most obvious dimension of insecurity is the collective failure to plan and act for the inevitable change that will be forced upon us, sooner or later. At every periodic assessment it seems sooner, rather than later, as IPCC and other government reports confirm our worst fears and the Doomsday Clock is set ever nearer to midnight (Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 2014). On the assumption that justice and equity will underwrite the feasibility of any international climate strategies, Grasso (2007: 223) attempts to ‘identify a pluralistic normative ethical framework for climate mitigation and adaptation’ which includes ‘the criterion of lack of human security’ as regards the allocation of adaptation resources. Dabelko (2008) notes the considerable history of environmental security thinking, which figured in the landmark Brundtland Report (‘Our Common Future’) twenty-eight years ago, including extensive discussions of energy, food security, and sustainable development in general. However, the Brundtland account of environmental security (and sustainable development) may be too conventional and insufficiently radical for current purposes, as the contemporaneous critiques and events of the intervening decades suggest. Indeed ‘Our Common Future under Climate Change' was the topic of a 2015 scientific conference at UNESCO in Paris preceding the climate summit (21st UNFCCC Conference of the Parties). The present challenges require a more holistic 'ecological security' perspective for achieving climate security in a coherent, coordinated manner. This reflects the evolving logical of political-security relationships, which are no longer purely militaristic and territorial. Pirages and De Geest (2003) offer an ‘eco-evolutionary’ approach to environmental security, ‘to anticipate and analyze emerging demographic, ecological and technological discontinuities and dilemmas associated with rapid globalization’. Kütting (2007) highlights the distinctions between environmental security and ecological security, suggesting that ecological security addresses local environment/society relations rather than state-centric concerns with environmental threats – though she does argue that ecological security is still focussed on the issue of violence and conflict as security references, rather than inequality per se; an issue that development of the concept is addressing. She also notes Peluso and Watt’s (2001) political ecology critique of the concept of environmental security: ‘[their] ecological security approach combines structural political economy approaches with cultural and ecological studies’. Thus, among the conclusions Kütting arrives at is that the breadth and inclusiveness of ‘ecological security’ which gives it great qualitative and normative analytical power can also diffuse the meaning and reference of the concept. It is a broad concept, to be sure, and yet the breadth of ‘ecological security’ may provide the broader framework for narrower discrete policy topics which are otherwise thrown into a competitive relationship, and in which climate policy may be marginalised. For each society, economy, or country, or collective actor (such as the EU, or the UN), competing political and economic demands may undermine the attempt to address climate security priorities in a coordinated, consistent, and complementary manner. It is already clear that climate is part of a wider nexus of issues that invokes long-term security concerns for major actors (Hart 2007), but not yet so clear that it has been treated seriously as a key part of interconnected strategic goals in policy-making. Achieving such strategic goals rests heavily on global cooperation, as much as national consensus, and the success of any such endeavours would seem to rest in having a commonly accepted framework – such as ecological security – to underwrite agreement in both principle and policy. It is the underlying set of values and perspectives that has not yet been seriously addressed in climate security discussions, not least because addressing it head on would present profound challenges to almost everything we currently do, and the way we do it. There may be some hope and example arising from responses to recent economic difficulties which, in raising challenges to assumptions about financial credit and debt, may point to parallel challenges of ecological credit and debt. To meet such challenges it will be necessary to internalize an ecological understanding of human security in our political, moral, economic, and social systems and structures. 
The emergence of ‘climate security’ reflects an increased sense of urgency around this issue at the heart of state interests and the global political economy. This may yet represent the tipping point at which the remnants of denial and resistance are abandoned in favour of structural adjustments of the ecological kind. While practical solutions may have short-term political implications, the real challenges of pursuing climate security arises from the wider structural implications of securing a sustainable future. Viewing such developments as a political turn allows us to appreciate that a sense of insecurity can cause us to question our assumptions and adjust our attitudes, and that changing our attitudes can underwrite our efforts to change everything else.
Climate Inequalities and Inequities – questions of justice recast
Initially, and perhaps ultimately, the political context for climate security is a matter of distributional justice as between the ‘haves’ and the ‘have-nots’. In terms of uneven development the distributional issues are familiar; in terms of intergenerational equity, the ‘have-nots’ may be future generations. It has become a practical rather than abstract political issue to the extent that U.S. President Obama has presented his pre-Paris 2015 climate policy initiatives in the context of inter-generational equity, and has (somewhat perversely perhaps) been supported in this by being sued by a group of young people on constitutional grounds for failing to protect their future (Taylor 2015). Even where there is some progress in developing climate policy, the net climate effects remain - and remain unevenly distributed - due to increasing damage to carbon sinks and increasing consumption, and continuing dominance of fossil fuel energy. The broader distributional issues are, in typical fashion, buried beneath the policy priority of servicing national economies. These limitations may be addressed internally where equity is a consideration in national distribution, and could be notionally extended transnationally where there is economic integration (as in the EU) or significant interdependence (as in regional trade and development areas), though the usual pattern of agreement on the lowest common denominator and the lowest cost forms of cooperation still seems to apply. The distributional aspects of climate impacts are thus determined as much by the structure of state ‘sovereignty’, and national authority structures of varying degrees of accountability, as by international cooperation or global markets. Barnett suggests that ‘economic and energy security takes priority over environmental security’ (Barnett 2001: 76). This gives some hint as to why climate issues are forced into a conventional security framework, due to a national power calculus. However, the long chains of production, supply, and demand are not conducive to national autonomy, and the relationship between states and markets is strained. The transnational and global issue of climate change is not amenable to a purely national strategy, whatever local initiatives might be taken. So, in considering a political turn, it is such structural features that may be subject to some twisting as both states and markets are encompassed in wider social trends that influence climate policy. While more traditional security concerns are evident in talk of international conflict, a human development perspective advancing 'human security' would have the global benefit of showing that there aresustainable ways to meet basic human needs. Since economic development is understood to create energy needs (Baer, Athanasiou and Kartha: 23), then this suggests awareness of a potential structural shift in international politics which provides both relevance and substance to the idea of ‘climate security’, even if policy development is still catching up. 
If ‘climate security’ is to be achieved, it would have to be clear what aspect of our relationship to the climate system is to be secured. Security for the existing sources of climate problems (‘business as usual’) through mitigation and adaptation adjustments will not be conducive to long-term security from the consequences of climate change. In this respect, climate clearly threatens ‘human security’ (Barnett and Adger 2007), which suggests rather more than a military planning issue (Briggs 2012). What’s more, there is still some debate about the urgency of the problem. Lacy notes realist views, and raises a pertinent query: ‘should we accept a hierarchy of security that places the threat of human-generated climate change into the safe-category of a Second-Order problem?’ (Lacy 2005: 38). Even as a second-order problem, it isn’t clear that simple efficiency gains in some locations will curtail global growth, given the power of consumption. So it is necessary to both think and act globally (Alcott 2008) to arrive at a consensus on ‘sufficiency’ in which equity for locals is central, and thus to ask ‘who are the winners, and who the losers in climate change?’ (Sachs 2007). We should also question the ability to exercise effective control over narrow areas of policy concern in ignorance of a wider interconnectedness and complexity, as illustrated by Commoner’s third law about the negative consequences of technological interventions in natural systems (Commoner 1971). This is not a counsel of despair, but rather an exhortation to avoid narrow, short-term, convenient and comfortably familiar policy solutions that avert our gaze from the broader picture – which indeed we may find distasteful, as things stand. Neither does this suggest that small-scale, locally relevant policy is inappropriate – on the contrary this is among the most common and promising ways forward, but it too must correspond to a broader logic (eco-logic) at a global scale, and may still be thwarted by the constraints of global political-economic structures. While those tensions will eventually resolve themselves one way or the other (for better or worse), but at this point it seems unlikely that they can resolve themselves in favour of a laissez-faire position with respect to underlying political-economic assumptions. So far the broader logic has been that of neo-liberal political economy, but some highly visible failures following from that logic must surely have brought such assumptions into question. Even if capitalism is adept at reinventing itself, it will now have to reinvent itself in response to the challenges of climate security, and the equity issues embedded in them. Specifically, any serious effort to deal with climate change ‘requires wide and deep structural reform of contemporary high-energy societies’ (Barnett 2001: 118).  
Beyond short-term instrumental adjustments – security and justice
It can be seen that the emergence of climate security terminology suggests more than just instrumental adjustment to practical challenges to current international politics, and domestic policy (Hymas 2012). The systemic and structural implications of this shifting discourse suggest a significant underlying change, and the opportunity to capitalise on momentum or dynamics that would genuinely address the issue of climate should be seized. For example, while carbon markets may have a limited impact, such quantification and monetization may allow attribution of climate-change losses to specific carbon-emissions. Such factors may concentrate the mind and lead to more widespread behavioural change, and in turn change the opportunity structures of our political and economic institutions. Jacobs concludes ‘that the theory of green growth (on whichever body of economic thought it is based) cannot determine the question of whether any particular green growth strategy or path will achieve the claims made for it’, and that at the ‘same time, it is clear that the case for green growth is stronger the further ahead one’s frame of reference looks’ (Jacobs 2012: 15).  
   While instrumental short-term adjustments may advantage some actors, it is of course necessary to appreciate the deeper political significance of the climate scenario. In practice, policy-makers can respond not simply by addressing pertinent stakeholders in their policy-making, but by supporting a diversity of actors in pursuit of a common purpose. ‘Changes in the behavior of citizens, new engagement of civil society organizations, and reorientation of the private sector toward a green economy, are all crucial to achieve progress’, even in a governmental context (Biermann et al 2012). The complexity of the energy-climate nexus, as in other areas of environmental concern, is indeed likely to create multiple pathways for governance and institutional diffusion (Bernstein and Cashore 2012; Ovodenko and Keohane 2012). The challenge for policy-makers is thus to identify and capitalise on the emerging opportunities in politics and practice that climate security has engendered. In the absence of a convenient ‘silver bullet’ solution, security can not be in the service of self-indulgence but instead must address self-sufficiency within the limits of a global carbon budget. In viewing shifts in the security discourse as politically significant, we are better able to appreciate the structural consequences. Evolving security concepts should encourage further development of a more holistic 'ecological security' perspective, since, as Cerny concluded in respect of changing political architecture, our inherited ideas are imperfect guides to the future. Oversimplification of climate issues under convenient ‘security’ labels is risky and, as the securitization literature suggests, in doing this governments may signal high priority ‘national interests’ and the threat of extraordinary measures, potentially engendering conflict and undermining cooperation. The concept of ‘climate security’, as a specific case of ‘environmental security’, itself influences the way security is approached in general because it reflects consideration of a particular condition of modernity, which challenges assumptions about the merits and modes of economic growth, raises issues of intergenerational equity and responsibility, brings non-human agency to bear on political structures, and both requires and complicates the governance of socio-economic change. What is at stake in analysing climate security as issue of justice, in particular, is that it involves more than the obvious issues of inequality, of a division of spoils with winners and losers, and tension between global initiatives and local aspirations. The sense of justice it invokes bears on both the global and the local in arriving at a virtuous political settlement which avoids universal harm. Vanderheiden (2008) says that there is a historical (ancestoral) responsibility for climate change, and thus it demands an essentially cosmopolitan notion of justice because it is a global phenomenon implicating future generations in terms of equal benefits and burdens, notwithstanding challenges of deploying procedural justice to arrive at distributional justice. Goodman (2009) describes ‘climate justice’ as a totalising concern, involving large-scale transformation of political contestations. Guerrero (2011) notes that inequalities arise from variations in impacts and threats to existence caused by climate change.  Whether climate change is so significant an issue that it has been securitized via the concept of ‘climate security’ is not so clear, though it has certainly been politicized, and perhaps securitized inappropriately in some instances as Floyd (2013) suggests is possible. Yet, really extraordinary (state) measures are not yet apparent, in spite of calls for urgent action, and state policy and practice has so far seemed more like nudges towards ecological modernisation.  These policies have also blended into conventional global governance which itself is diversifying, and either becoming more polycentric (Ostrom 2009) or fragmenting (Floyd, Rita 2015) into somewhat more anarchical forms (Dyer 2014) than the traditional state-centric context of international diplomacy which informed early conceptions of security. 
   As in the traditional understanding of a security dilemma, in the climate context the tensions arise when states attempt to secure the ‘territoriality’ or ‘impermeability’ on which their ‘sovereignty’ and ‘independence’ is perceived to rest (Herz 1959: 76). These categories of policy and practice are not appropriate to modern concerns with climate change and related threats to survival. However, a more ecological perspective on security could lead to even more extraordinary measures: cooperation in the long-term pursuit of human interest, bringing some urgency to what is obviously important. It is possible to transcend the dilemma or paradox (Booth and Wheeler 2007; Collins 2014), by bringing trust to bear on uncertainty through shared norms in our world-views on climate change. Thus some conformity around ecological values understood in terms of justice, and set against existing assumptions and practices, may yet help us cope with the dilemma of climate security. 
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