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Understanding how climate change, when combined with other political, economic, and social

factors, can act as a catalyst for conflict is crucial for NATO and its member states long-term

planning. By fully integrating CLIMATE SECURITY into strategic planning, NATO can be

PREPARED for the evolving challenges of the future operating environment, ensuring that

military forces are READY to respond to complex, multifaceted threats and ensure that NATO’s

operations remain RESILIENT across a wide range of environments—whether they involve

peacekeeping, disaster relief, or countering climate-driven conflicts.

Past security strategies have relied on inorganic cultural systems, disregarding the unique

cultural, historical, and social contexts of affected communities, privileging quick-fix social

science solutions and easily implementable measures. This has not proven to be sustainable or

effective in the long run often resulting in ineffective outcomes and long-lasting negative

impacts on affected communities. Recognising this, the organisers envisioned this workshop

as the starting point for a dynamic and evolving dialogue—one that inspires debate, fosters

innovative ideas, and nurtures relationships and networks, with the purpose of developing more

comprehensive and effective strategies to achieve a climate-secure future. 

Participants in this workshop were encouraged to re-imagine climate security research by

focusing on longer timeframes, deeper cultural connections, and broader spatial scales, and in

doing so learn more about the importance of considering humans, non-human entities, and

biodiversity as crucial factors in addressing climate change in a nuanced and sustainable

manner.
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INTRODUCTION
This report contains the workshop proceedings from the Critical Perspectives Workshop, co-

organised by the NATO Climate Change and Security Centre of Excellence (CCASCOE), the UK

Defence Science and Technology Laboratory (DSTL) and the University of Cambridge. Hosted in

Cambridge by the Cambridge Conservation Initiative, Conservation Research Institute and

Cambridge Zero.

This workshop encouraged participants to question assumptions and explore new ideas. The

format involved three presentations from world leading experts focussed on ‘myth-busting’

followed by facilitated roundtable discussions that combined military perspectives with

insights from the social sciences, arts, and humanities. 

The focus included:

•          The relationship between climate and conflict, particularly in fragile and conflict-prone

regions.

•          The role of participatory governance in climate security.

•          The necessity of reframing climate security narratives.

•          The integration of ecological perspectives in security frameworks.

•          The operational challenges that NATO faces in addressing climate-induced threats.

The key policy insights from the workshop

Workshops that bring diverse stakeholders together are critical for advancing thought

leadership and developing actionable strategies.

Climate security strategies must incorporate systemic, interdisciplinary approaches.

Critical Perspectives from the social sciences, arts and humanities provide essential tools

for understanding the root causes of climate-induced instability and crafting inclusive

solutions.

Narrative reframing from conflict-centered to resilience-focused perspectives is vital for

fostering collaboration and collective action.

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS
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GENDER, POWER, AND
THE ENVIRONMENT: A
FEMINIST POLITICAL
ECOLOGY ANALYSIS

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS

INTERVENTION: 

MYTH-BUSTING THE GRAND SECURITY NARRATIVE OF WATER SCARCITY AND
RISE IN CONFLICT 

DR. GABRIELLE DAOUST (UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN BRITISH COLUMBIA)

ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION PROMPTS: 

1.      What are some of the ways in which this ‘grand security narrative’  is
employed in policy work?

2.      How can we make more nuanced and (sometimes)  contextual  research
usable and actionable for policy? 

3.      What are the structures and processes enabling and/or blocking
collaborations across academic and policy stakeholders in this water scarcity
and confl ict  space?
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Increasingly, climate change, is presented as a critical factor influencing both national and

international security dynamics. The rising global temperatures and their impacts, such as water and

food scarcity, are believed to be not merely an environmental issue but a significant driver for security

crisis and conflict.

In this talk, Dr. Gabrielle Daoust, based on studies of ‘divided environments’ (Selby et al., 2022), argued

that political-economic projects and power relations, not environmental scarcity, underpin water-

related vulnerabilities, insecurities, and conflicts. 

Using the emblematic example of the 'shrinking' Lake Chad in West Africa, Gabrielle noted that such

powerful imagery—a drying lake, cracked earth, etc.—is frequently employed to reinforce the

overarching narrative of water scarcity leading to conflict. Water scarcity is a simple and intuitive

story that is easy to understand and widely accepted, yet it conceals the complex dynamics

underlying the problems that have devastated these regions. 

There is more to water insecurity than environmental explanations. Water insecurity: (i) is less a

function of hydrology than of patterns of control of, and access to water, which reflect political and

economic hierarchies; (ii) is more related to relative abundance than scarcity; and (iii) is more

affected by war than a cause of war.   

Gabrielle explained that the situation in this region is the result of a confluence of interest and power

relations, such as international interests in strengthening the case for climate mitigation; regional

elite interests in blaming climate change and attracting climate financing, European geopolitical

agendas in the Sahel; and colonial narrative legacies (Daoust, G., & Selby, J., 2022). 

The issue is less about resource scarcity or natural disasters and more about unequal access to

resources. In fact, in some areas, the abundance of water causes more harm than its scarcity, as it

spurs 'development projects' that result in dispossession, restrict access to land and resources, and

ultimately lead to displacement.

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS

INTERVENTION
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Existing conflicts have a greater impact on water than climate change effects, and conflict

implications relate less to resource scarcities than to how climate change may transform, contribute

to, or legitimate new forms of development, appropriation, and dispossession. 

More broadly, Gabrielle challenged the term "climate security," posing critical questions such as:

Whose security is being addressed? Who benefits? What threats are being considered? Does this

concept even pertain to individuals? Certain interventions aimed at addressing climate-related

conflicts can themselves become sources of insecurity. In the Lake Chad region, security

interventions have exacerbated the situation by restricting access to the lake and impeding cross-

border movements. This highlights the importance of prioritizing a deeper understanding of local

communities' activities and movements across the land to sustain their livelihoods, rather than

focusing solely on short-term security measures. It is crucial to reshape our approach to climate

security, placing people and their daily realities at the center of our efforts.

In closing, Gabrielle questioned the mainstream discourse of conflict as the most natural outcome of

climate crisis. Alternative possibilities of collective action and critical hope (Sultana, 2022) are also

possible. We can think of climate action, much in the same way as other social grassroot movements,

which while connecting political, social, and environmental vulnerabilities, develop ‘relationships of

solidarity and care that broaden, disseminate, distribute, and regenerate security as an expansive and

inclusive project’ (Boyce et al., 2020). 

References
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Research on climate change. The way we conduct research on climate change was questioned

in several respects: 

(1) There is a necessity for a multidisciplinary approach. Disciplines like history, anthropology,

and other humanities studies can enhance our understanding of the climate-conflict nexus by

providing insights into the historical, cultural, and social dimensions of human-environment

interactions. Interdisciplinary approaches can help understand the full spectrum of climate

issues and could be integrated into a playbook for practitioners. 

(2) Quantified data on the physical aspects of climate change create expectations for similarly

robust projections of qualitative dimensions. Data is powerful, but narratives and experiential

ownership are equally important in framing climate change. Understanding who owns and tells

the stories of climate security can shape actionable outcomes.

 (3) Are we applying the right methodology? How can we study future scenarios and predict

outcomes using forensic methods? The “colonial archive” of conflict in Africa is persistently

used to explain today’s conflicts, ignoring other contributing factors. Along the same lines, we

may be completely unable to foresee some of the future consequences of climate change

based on current research. 

Addressing these questions is crucial, especially if the goal of climate change research is to

effectively guide policy decisions.

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS

ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION
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Conflict as a natural outcome. Is conflict the inevitable outcome in areas affected by poverty

and climate change? 

While there is evidence that climate impacts can contribute to conflict and insecurity, no

systematic relationship exists, and the causes of insecurity must always be understood within

their specific context. 

Additionally, attention should be given to methodological biases. Studies on climate-conflict

often overlook cases where environmental crises did not lead to conflict or focus

disproportionately on countries with more available data. 

There is a growing tendency to attribute a wide range of security problems to climate change,

which can overshadow the deeper and more complex root causes. Climate change is rarely a

direct cause of conflict or security issues. Instead, its impacts often amplify existing social,

political, and economic drivers of instability. 

Understanding and addressing climate security requires a shift from conflict-focused

narratives to exploring systemic vulnerabilities and searching positive collective responses.

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS
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Definition of security. We tend to tie climate change to a grand security narrative, one that

involves military partners or nation-states, but this can obscure the individual or regional scales

of impact.

 "National security" is a concept that is abstracted away from people’s daily lives. There is a need

to think about security on smaller scales—individuals, regions, and communities—which do not

fit within the conventional security frameworks. Greater efforts are needed to understand the

natural and social dynamics of regions and to implement policies that actively include and

empower local communities. 

Furthermore, framing issues solely through a "security" lens, based on an "us" versus "them"

mindset, risks dividing communities. The discourse around insecurity is usually grounded in a

mentality of “what could be bad for us?” rather than “what’s happening to them?” Isn’t

precariousness, the lost lives and livelihoods, a problem that should be tackled for itself and not

only because it can potentially be a driver of insecurity? 

Talking about security brings about the question of protection against a threat. Who is the

referent of the threat? Who is the security upholder? Ironically, framing climate change as a

threat positions humans as its referents although they are the ones who have caused it. Also,

this makes the problem more difficult to address. Who has the responsibility to act? If the

threat is everyone’s problem, then it is no one’s problem. 

What is in fact the virtue of framing the problem in this way? Do we use the term security to

have a buy-in by the military, does it open the door to a more impactful discussion on climate

change? Yet, the military does not see climate change as an issue to solve, and military forces

cannot be seen as providers of climate security, as this is not just one problem, but a cascading

and compounding issue that involves the entire social spectrum. 

This raises the question of who “owns” or “controls” the scientific and policy narratives

surrounding climate change.

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS
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New ways of storytelling. There was a call for centering intellectual contributions from

marginalized perspectives—global South, feminist, and qualitative approaches—ensuring that

the conversation doesn’t focus solely on traditional military or state-centric views of security.

There must be an ongoing reflection on a new way of storytelling - one that is distanced from

the security risk language and closer to the people and the short and long-term repercussions

on their lives. For example, beyond the discourse of "risk," a new narrative could be one that

would focus on fostering an economy built on innovative supply chains and opportunities for

transformative business models. 

By reimagining economic systems, this narrative would move beyond the dominant conflict-

focused discourse, advocating for proactive measures and structural advancements.

The same goes for the scientific discourse. While data and quantitative research are important

for driving action, it is also crucial to have an experiential storytelling that would engage

broader audiences and make climate change more relatable.

Using a multidisciplinary and multi-perspective approach, we need to find new ways of

communicating complex empirical truths to diverse audiences, knowing that climate security

means different things in different contexts, sectors, and for different nation-states. 

The new narrative should emphasize climate adaptation and resilience, built on a shared vision

of collective action. Climate or water could serve as unifying frameworks for reimagining

possibilities and shaping an inclusive, hopeful vision of tomorrow. We should be aware,

however, that there are sacrifices implied by such visions of the future, for example the

necessity of a lifestyle change, both in the North and the Global South. 

It is urgent to spin the narrative of climate security from threats to goals and opportunities

for change.

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS
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Influencing policies. Translating research into policy, i.e., summing up layered, complicated

subjects into a few minutes of actionable information, is a challenge. 

Unfortunately, simplistic and blunt narratives on climate change thrive and are easier to action

by decision-makers, while more nuanced approaches are harder to grasp and get less attention. 

Policies must account for the complexities of on-the-ground realities while remaining sensitive

to the diversity of contexts. Best practices must be derived from a variety contexts, and not

only from prototypical regions such as Lake Chad. It is important to resist the temptation to

frame our understanding based on a single “indigenous knowledge,” when these knowledges are

plural, nuanced, and sometimes contradictory. 

Different realities require different coping mechanisms and policies should be context-specific

and tailored to those realities. Effective policy must consider spatial and temporal scales,

including regional dynamics, individual insecurity, and long-term, cascading effects. 

Another challenge is that of working within short funding cycles —how can one demonstrate the

impact of an intervention within the funding cycles of policy-implementing agencies? This is

part of the difficulty of navigating the mismatch of timelines between research and actionable

policy —research takes time, whereas actionable policy wants quick, clear, decisive results.

While there is a need for fast, actionable policies due to the urgency of climate change impacts,

policy should not be rushed without thorough understanding. 

We need to establish the structures and processes enabling collaboration across academic

and policy stakeholders in the climate-security space. 

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS
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UNPACKING POWER AND
PLACE: POSTCOLONIAL
GEOGRAPHY'S CRITIQUE
OF ENVIRONMENTAL
INTERVENTIONS

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS

INTERVENTION: 

MYTH-BUSTING THE GRAND SECURITY NARRATIVE OF WINNING HEARTS AND
MINDS WITH DISASTER RELIEF 

DR. AYESHA SIDDIQI  (UNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE)

ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION PROMPTS: 

1.      In  what ways can participatory approaches to cl imate security that employ
community knowledges and respect individual  agency be practiced by
policymakers?

2.      Which structures and processes al low or hinder working ‘with
communities ’  rather than ‘training communities ’?

3.      What have been some of the lessons learnt in this area that can be bui lt  on
or taken forward?
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Drawing on examples from floods in Pakistan, typhoons in Philippines, and landslides in

Columbia, Dr. Ayesha Siddiqi drew the audience’s attention on the ignorance of local knowledge

during disaster management, and the importance of using structures and processes that allow

working ‘with communities’ rather than ‘training communities.’

Ayesha argued that research on climate related events resulting in conflict and insecurity

broadly reflect a Western policy bias: how will climate conflicts ‘out there’ affect us ‘in here’ and

thus inevitably (re)produce the interests and concerns of those in power. As an example, it was

shown how UK media had framed Pakistan floodings as a problem for the West, fearing that

Islamist fundamentalists could possibly fill the state aid void. Ayesha raised the question of

whether climate security can only be provided by the state — in some countries, the state

sacrifices historically marginalized people to climate risk, forces displacement and inflicts

violence —or whether climate science can only be produced in the West. Ayesha observed that

no real efforts were made on producing knowledge on climate related hazards and conflict

based on the everyday experiences of those living with climate change and diverse forms of

conflict. Non-Western knowledges are marginalized, as shown by the example of typhoon

records beginning only when the Spanish arrived in the Philippines. For her, the risk of not

centring the subjects and their knowledge is to produce climate insecurity within a broader

context of risk.

Ayesha discussed several ways in which climate security is enforced to the detriment of

affected populations: (i) by socially conditioning people as if they were blank slates; (ii) by

actively engaging in epistemicide and decimating other ways of knowing; and (iii) by supporting

state-centered disaster risk interventions (re)producing coloniality. 

In this presentation, Ayesha denounced the limits of a positivist approach to climate security,

stating that it should be replaced by a participatory approach that is respectful of individual

agency and community perception, and which makes use of community knowledge to deal with

disaster management.

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS

INTERVENTION
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Power dynamics. Participants acknowledged that vulnerabilities are often misunderstood or

poorly mapped, for lack of engagement with lived experiences. 

All seemed to agree that local communities often have their agency overridden by larger

institutions during externally driven aid efforts, and that there's a need for more autonomy and

equity in these relationships. The influence of power structures is evident in decision-making,

resource allocation, and crisis management and these power dynamics will never completely

shift given that resources and funding are provided by power structures. 

However, while large-scale policymaker-driven (top-down) approaches and local, lived-

experience (bottom-up) knowledge often operate in isolation, leading to gaps in understanding

and action, they are both necessary.

Participants recognised the necessity of balancing the two approaches and cautioned against

the romanticization of local capacity building. Although community-led initiatives often offer

more resilient and sustainable solutions, there is a limit to purely local approaches. Balancing

the deterministic “institution” versus the non-deterministic “community” response is crucial. 

Creating epistemic interoperability—bringing together different forms of knowledge in ways

that are understandable and actionable for all stakeholders—can lead to far more

effectiveness.

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS
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Incompatible timescales. Electoral and policy timeframes often clash with the longer timelines

needed for sustainable climate action and research, creating additional barriers to effective

climate security interventions. 

Effectively responding to disasters requires understanding the complex layers of experience

such as gender and minority group dynamics. 

Aligning short-term disaster response with long-term planning and investment is essential. This

involves reconciling different timeframes and considering the potential impact of political and

electoral cycles on recovery and rebuilding efforts.

This necessitates significant investment in time, resources, planning and capacity-building

efforts, and will not make headway if not deemed a priority. 

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS



CRITICAL PERSPECTIVES | PAGE 15

Military as first responders. While some critiqued the military’s prominence as a first-line

responder, others were more accepting of its current role due to the absence of viable

alternatives. 

Several issues were raised such as: 

If interventions only reproduce risk, is security possible anywhere? We have defaulted

response to hazards and disasters to the military although their training and priorities are

misaligned with humanitarian needs. 

How can we pivot the training of the military from war to humanitarian aid?

How can we make them more sensitive to the local contexts? 

Is civil defence a viable option? 

Are there more adequate models, for example, the Canadian Rangers who engage with local

communities on the ground? 

The military’s role in climate security needs to be reframed—not as a primary problem-solver

but as a collaborative partner—while simultaneously strengthening civilian capacity for disaster

response.

This may  require developing new areas of expertise and capacity building to enhance overall

disaster preparedness.

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS
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Community-oriented policing as an example of participatory approach. Like conflict,

migration is another often-cited climate security issue. 

Refugee or migrant camps, often established as non-permissive and densely populated

enclaves, may become potential sources of radicalization and terrorism spillover into Allied

countries. The concept of "weaponization" of migration in the realm of climate-related

displacements and the myths surrounding it, especially in South-South migration, highlight the

importance of nuanced discussions on resource scarcity and its political and social dimensions. 

However, the instrumentalization of migration is a reality. This is a hybrid warfare manoeuvre

which uses and/or influences migration and refugee flows as a tool for achieving specific goals

against a given opponent, such as gaining leverage in negotiations, or causing political

destabilization and domestic unrest. It can involve manipulating migration policies, exploiting

refugees’ crises, influencing refugees/migrants mass displacements, or spreading

misinformation to manipulate public opinion.

This technique is most effective in communities most affected by the detrimental effects of

climate change on local economies, causing shortage of job opportunities, loss of property

value, loss of individual wealth, and eventually food insecurity, and even human trafficking. 

In this context, it was suggested that Stability Policing units specialised in maintaining public

order and security, could effectively address high-risk scenarios by creating a safe and secure

environment conducive to humanitarian aid delivery and broader support for local communities.

Through the application of “community-oriented policing” principles, these units shift from a

purely control-based approach to a participatory model centred on cooperation with vulnerable

communities to ensure community protection and shared security. 

Community-oriented policing, when context-specific and informed by the right expertise,

could counter the weaponization of migration by fostering cooperation with vulnerable

communities to address climate-induced insecurities.

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS
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DECOLONIZING
KNOWLEDGE: INDIGENOUS
PERSPECTIVES ON NON-
HUMAN AGENCY AND
ENVIRONMENTAL
INTERVENTION

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS

INTERVENTION: 

MYTH-BUSTING THE GRAND SECURITY NARRATIVE OF HUMANS AS THE ONLY
REFERENTS OF SECURITY 

DR. KELSEY LEONARD (UNIVERSITY OF WATERLOO)

ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION PROMPTS: 

1.      Is  a  multi-species approach possible,  in  practice,  when working towards
climate security in the policy world? What does that mean and what would it
look l ike? 

2.      Are there positive examples and ways of institutionalising them in more
official  practice? 
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Dr. Kelsey Leonard’s presentation was a critique of the human-centric focus of security narratives.

Advocating for a more multi-species perspective, it introduced the audience to Earth or Ecocentric

Law (https://www.earthlawportal.org/home), which promotes legal models that recognize the rights

of ecosystems, species, and future generations while empowering local communities. It refers to an

emerging body of law for protecting, restoring, and stabilizing the functional interdependency of

earth’s life and life support systems. The Earth Law advocates for reciprocity, regeneration, and

balance in relation to nature and invites us to recognize, honour and protect nature’s inherent rights

to exist, thrive and evolve. It addresses issues such as rights of nature, ecocide, animal rights, rights

of future generations, indigenous law, human environmental rights, atmospheric trust litigation, and

guardianship of nature. 

The rapidly growing movement around this topic includes initiatives such as the GARN (Global Alliance

for the Rights of Nature) Gathering, the UN Harmony with Nature Initiative, and the IUCN (International

Union for Conservation of Nature) Rights of Nature Task Force. The Eco Jurisprudence Monitor tracks

the legal wins of such rights across the world, as well as their scale and impact. Some of the

highlights of such region or nation-specific initiatives include: the Rights of Nature Law in Columbia

and Panama, the rights of the Mar Menor in Spain, the Universal declaration of River Rights in UK, the

Personhood recognition of Whanganui River in New Zealand, the Embassy of the North Sea, the

National Environment Act in Uganda, the Palau Pledge, and the Rights of the Turag River in

Bangladesh. Oceans and their wildlife have been granted rights in several countries and the Universal

Declaration of Ocean Rights (UDOR) was launched at the Ocean Race Summit in New York City in 2023.

 

Kelsey highlighted the importance of Ocean as the habitat of 50-80% of all life on Earth. The ocean

produces half of world’s oxygen, absorbs and sequesters one-third of emitted carbon dioxide,

provides protection from extreme weather events, and is a principal source of livelihood for humans.

Yet, ocean health is in decline: 60% of major marine ecosystems are degraded or used unsustainably;

oceans are under extreme pressure from overfishing, overexploitation, plastic pollution, acidification

and increased warming; and marine biodiversity has declined by 49%, now roughly half of what it was

half a century ago.

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS
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Recognizing the ocean as a living, brings into play several concepts:

Ocean Rights: The Ocean is a living and legal entity with inherent rights and intrinsic value,

entitled to representation through guardians.

Ocean Protection: Humankind has a collective duty to protect and conserve the Ocean for

the benefit of all life and future generations.

Ocean Relationality: Adaptive and preventive action is needed to maintain restorative

human-Ocean relationships (past, present, and future).

Ocean Justice: Indigenous, local coastal communities are rights holders with vital practices

and knowledge that must be respected and included in Ocean governance.

Ocean Data Sovereignty: Governance objectives, standards and metrics must be defined

through an Ocean-centric lens informed by science and the Ocean's own wellbeing and

needs.

The protection and restoration of oceans requires a shift in values — from the ocean as an open

access resource to a living entity — as well as laws and policies that can prevent harm and

uphold the Ocean rights.

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS
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Human-centric perspective. Participants recognized that the human-centric view is manifest

in the fact that through environmental actions, we try to stop environmental degradation to the

extent that it can be damageable to us humans. 

Nature must be saved not only for the benefit we draw from it but for its own sake, because

lands, rivers, animals, oceans have the same rights to life as we humans do. Many of the hazards

we are exposed to would not happen if we lived in symbiosis with nature and were respectful of

its elements.

 It is important that we understand the value of different species and integrate the fact that we,

as humans, can make decisions, while they can only suffer the consequences of our actions.

Humans have the choice to positively or negatively impact nature; nature does not. 

We call climate change a threat, but we humans are the agents of climate change: we cause the

flooding, and then call flood a threat; we settle on or invade wildlife territory and then call the

animals who attack us predators (e.g., sharks, bears). Most of the time, we are not even aware

of the consequences of our actions felt in remote out-of-sight areas, such as the plastic

continent in the Pacific Ocean, or the endangered species in the Arctic, places that we refer to

as “the Commons”.

There is a call for integrating ocean rights more explicitly into water governance frameworks.

The issue is that the global nature of the ocean spanning multiple jurisdictions (and sometimes

being ‘unowned’) conflicts with the national governance structures on Earth. Ocean rights must

be applied across scales, contexts, and borders. 

Effective protection of non-human rights would require complex international cooperation,

but it could be transformative if global security actors prioritise them.

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS
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Accountability in a More-than-Human World. Military operations are both threatened by

climate change and capable of inflicting severe environmental damage, including ecocide—the

deliberate or negligent destruction of nature. This raises critical questions about accountability

for environmental harm, particularly in post-conflict settings. Who takes responsibility for the

damage inflicted to nature after a conflict? A discussion point was whether there should be a

way to make military and non-military actors accountable for their detrimental actions.

A multi-species legal approach further complicates this issue by introducing ethical dilemmas,

such as which non-human interests to prioritise (e.g., polar bears versus plankton).

There is also the dilemma around the concept of restoration and the baseline to aspire to when

advocating for ocean and non-human rights. People or ecosystems with the longest-standing

rights might serve as a baseline, although this can be subject of debate in a world where

ecosystems and species are in constant flux. 

How can we reconcile a lack of understanding in our lifetimes with the idea that we may do harm

unknowingly?

The ethical and legal challenges of addressing environmental harm from military operations

demand greater attention and informed debate.
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Human versus nature. Emphasis was placed on the role of incentives, suggesting that fostering

empathy and love for nature could motivate change. 

Some wondered whether we had just shifted away from this ideal over time, by losing out on social

norms that protect sustainable, generational wellbeing. 

But, more fundamentally, are the rights of the ocean and the organisms in the ocean compatible with

human rights and the economic status quo? While some considered humans too selfish to implement

a successful multi-species approach, others saw potential for collaboration if biodiversity and

existential risks are reframed within policy discussions. The rights of humans and non-humans are

interdependent, particularly when it comes to sustaining biodiversity and preventing ecological

collapse. 

Although a multi-species approach is conceivable, the most critical considerations revolve around

feasibility, timelines, and enforcement mechanisms. 

How can guardianship frameworks be effectively implemented and articulated by humanity? 

What might collaborative regulation and enforcement entail in practice? 

Although there are international legal wins for ecocentric law, enforcement often relies on military

means, raising questions about the compatibility of military actions with ecological justice.

Legislation on a multi-species approach is probably not too far away, but how will it be regarded and

implemented across different places and cultures? What would be the entry points, especially if we

frame the regulations around the idea of common good? 

This is a classic "devil in the details" scenario, requiring careful attention to issues of justice and the

question of who bears the burden of sacrifice for nature. How can we inspire people to care about

this? 

These questions highlight the complex conflicts between human rights and the rights of nature.

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS



CRITICAL PERSPECTIVES | PAGE 23

THE WAY AHEAD

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS

This workshop highlighted the importance of dialogue
between different stakeholders including the private
sector,  academia,  local  communities,  government
organizations,  across si loes of  expertise.

The workshop emphasized the co-creation of
knowledge through col laboration,  particularly
integrating humanities researchers often left  out of
cl imate-security conversations.  

Participants worked through the sessions and compiled
insights and recommendations for future discussion
and projects.

This working l ist  of  ideas wil l  be discussed at a fol low-
up webinar in 2025.  



CONCLUSION

WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS

Climate change is not just an environmental issue; it is a critical strategic threat that directly

impacts NATO’s military readiness and global security. To ensure NATO’s preparedness in this

new operational environment, it is essential that the Alliance integrates climate change

considerations into its strategic thinking and operational planning, emphasising the

intersection of climate, security, and human factors. This must be done through

interdisciplinary research that incorporates military, social science, arts, and humanities

perspectives.

Addressing the complexities of climate change requires collaboration, critical thinking, and the

courage to confront difficult questions. By fostering thought leadership and engaging in

meaningful dialogue, we can expand our perspectives and develop innovative solutions for an

uncertain future.

The organiser’s would like to thank all participants for their thoughtful engagement,

contributions, and dedication to advancing these critical discussions.
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