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Abstract
There both knowns and unknowns when it comes to climate change and security. There is a broad consensus that climate change is already taking place and that human activity is an important cause of what is happening. We also know a lot about the likely physical consequences of climate change (changes in rain patterns, sea-level rise, heat waves, extreme weather conditions etc.) thanks to the reports by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change IPCC. As a recent example, it was reported last month that the shrinking of the floating ice cap on the Arctic Ocean has been particularly striking this year. The American scientists tracking polar sea ice concluded that the melting of the ice is a sign of the Arctic environment responding to global warming. In fact, it seems that climate change is advancing faster than what some of us had expected. If one could earlier think that our children and grandchildren will experience the consequences of climate change, this is no longer possible. Some of the consequences of global warming are already reality. We also now that the physical consequences of climate change are already impacting on our security. Heat waves, flooding and storms are killing people. The European Commission estimates that heat waves will kill 36,000-82,000 Europeans annually at the end of this century. 
  But there are also unknowns. The argument of this presentation is that despite all the talk about the impact of climate change on security and even about wars caused by climate change, we may not know enough about this dimension of climate change. However, this knowledge is important if we are to have sufficient political support for mitigating climate change and managing its consequences. The debate that is needed to inform policymakers on climate change is hampered by two factors, in particular. First, the debate on the impact of climate change on security is often confusing since we tend to talk about different things when we discuss security. Secondly, it seems that we do not yet know enough about climate change as a potential cause of violent conflict. More knowledge is needed to determine if climate change can cause war and under what conditions it is likely to do so. 

Climate change wars
As for global security, the good news is that the number of armed conflicts has been on the decline for several years. The world is a more peaceful place to live in than before. But some of us are now hearing bad news. The energy demand is increasing and coal is likely to continue to play an important role in energy generation. As a result, global greenhouse gas emissions may well increase in the years to come and it may be difficult to prevent the “dangerous” climate change. To make the picture even gloomier, the press and literature is full of warnings of climate change causing violent conflict and war. 
  The question is not only what might happen in future. Researchers at the University of Hong Kong reported in July that cool periods in China, and the resulting scarcity of resources, such as shrinking agricultural output, are closely linked with higher frequency of wars over the past thousand years. The researchers had compared variations in climate with data from 899 wars in eastern China between 1000 and 1911. Thus, the message coming from China is that changes in ecosystems have caused wars in the past.
  Others believe that this could also happen in future. A report prepared for Pentagon in 2003, explored the potential consequences of a sudden climate change. The authors of the report pointed out that such a climate change would create serious food shortages due to decreases in global agricultural production, to decreased availability and quality of fresh water, and to disrupted access to energy supplies. Nations with resources could react to this development by trying to protect themselves in order to preserve resources for their populations. Less fortunate nations might end up in using desperate methods to get access to food, clean water, and energy. The report concluded that the result would be large population movements and the escalation of the degree of global conflict.
  While the report for Pentagon predicted what can happen, Secretary General of the United Nations believes that we are already seeing in Darfur a violent conflict caused by climate change. The reasoning is as follows. African farmers and Arab herders used to live peacefully side by side until the drought started to have the impact and land could no longer support both herder and farmer. Until the rains began to fail, the nomads were welcome passers-through and the farmers shared their wells. But with the drought, the farmers began to fence off their land, fearing that passing herds would ruin their land. This led to the increasing conflict between Arabs and the black farmers living in nomadic camps. The point is that the main cause of the Darfur conflict is the drought that is the consequence of climate change.  
  Asia is no exception in this debate on climate change and violent conflict. As an example, the International Herald Tribune published in June an article with the title “Averting water wars in Asia”. It referred to the looming struggle over water resources, in which climate change would play a role since global warming is melting the Himalayan snow and ice. The impact of the sea-level rise on Bangladesh and the masses of “environmental refugees” is another example of how climate change is assumed to cause conflict in future. 
  Is the world now becoming more dangerous and insecure due to climate change? Are we entering a new period of wars caused by global warming? The argument of this presentation is that, to answer these questions, we need a clearer and more analytic debate on the impact of climate change on security and more knowledge of climate change as a cause of war.
What security?  
One difficulty we have when discussing the impact of climate change on security is that we tend use and confuse different definitions of security. The example of heat waves killing people has to do with human security. But the way we talk about human security forms a continuum. At one end is a very broad definition of human security. According to it, environmental security means freedom from environmental destruction and resource scarcity. Thus, almost any negative consequence of climate change could be labeled as a threat to security. At the other end of the continuum is a narrow definition of human security. Proponents of this view argue that we should call security threats only those changes in the environment that pose a serious threat to human life. Proponents of deep ecology challenge the whole thinking based on human security and argue that even its broadest version is too narrow. Instead of the anthropocentric focus, they want to also include the security of animal and plant species. Climate change is clearly a serious threat to the life animals and plants. It is now predicted that 30-50% of the species will become extinct as a result of climate change. A third approach is used by those who debate climate change as a cause of war. There focus is on state security, though violent conflict and war also pose a threat to human and other living beings. 
  In short, our debate on the impact of climate change is unsatisfying because we do not always make sufficiently clear what we are talking about when we discuss security. The debate would be improved if we always agreed on or at least made it clear to others (i) whose security – the security of a farmer in Darfur, or of the polar bear, or of Vanuatu we are referring to. And we should also define (ii) how serious a negative phenomenon has be to be called a threat to security.  
Does climate change cause war?
Few would argue against the claim that the physical consequences of environmental degradation in general and climate change in particular may cause political instability. The environment and politics are not two separate – soft and hard – issue-areas but are parts of the same continuum and linked to each other.

  But the question of the linkage between climate change and violent conflict is not as simple as that. For example, not everybody agrees on the interpretation that climate change has caused the Darfur crisis. Instead of the environment, it is argued by some that the causes of the violence in Darfur are political. According to this view, the root cause of what is happening in Sudan is the political conflict between the elites, who have controlled Sudan and its wealth for the past century and half, and the desperately poor people from the periphery of the country. Thus, even if climate change played a role in the Darfur conflict, other factors are also involved. 
  Neither does scarcity or population movement always result in violent conflict. Malawi has been suffering from serious famine but no war has followed. The Asian tsunami created masses of refugees but this did not cause violent conflict. There is another example closer to Europe and Finland. The eutrophication of the Baltic Sea due to phosphate and nitrogen deposition is a difficult problem. The state of the Sea has deteriorated so much that some experts are wondering whether it is still possible to save the Baltic Sea. But we are not worried about the eutrophication of the Baltic Sea causing war in Northern Europe. Why not?

  The answer is the “intervening variables”. Environmental scarcities or population movements do not directly cause violent conflict but the outcome depends on social and political factors that impact on the potential for violent conflict. Some factors make violent conflict more likely, others less likely. We do not yet know precisely what these factors are and how they impact on the linkage between climate change and war.   

Policy recommendations
What should be done? This presentation makes three recommendations.

   First, we should require from ourselves a more analytical way of discussing the impact of climate change on security. We should always define whose security we are talking about and what is the threshold of threat we are using. 

  Second, there is clearly a need for more systematic research on the linkage between climate change and violent conflict.
  Third, while waiting for the results of the new research, we need to deal with climate change. Mitigation alone is not sufficient but adaptation is also necessary. Besides adapting to the physical consequences of climate change – drops in crop yields, shortages in fresh water and flooding etc. – we need to manage the political consequences of the impact of climate change on the physical environment. In general, we should pay attention to the poorest countries since they will have the biggest difficulties in adapting to climate change. And among them, particular vulnerable to violent conflict will be those who are not able to manage peacefully the political tension caused by climate change. 
