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In Search of Consensus: Examining the Global South 
Perspectives on Climate Security in UNSC Debates 

         -Varun Mohan1 
          
 

Abstract 
Climate change as a security issue is an intensely debated discourse. However, scholars, 

policymakers and the media are arriving at a consensus regarding its significance. This growing 

consensus have triggered calls for the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) to address climate 

change while in the background, debates continue regarding the UNSC’s role and the impact on its 

mandate and membership. The Global North-South Divide has taken up the top spot as a critical theme 

in these discussions as it has been identified a major challenge to global climate action. This paper dives 

deep into these debates, giving emphasis to the diverse perspectives within the Global South over the 

involvement of UNSC in climate security.   

 

By comprehensively analyzing the discourse of UNSC open debates from 2007 to 2023, the study delves 

into the complexities of arriving at a unified Global South front on climate security. Two key questions 

are addressed here: to what extent do states acknowledge climate change as a security concern and how 

willing are states to support the UNSC’s mandate regarding the same. The article is arranged into five 

sections: first, a literature review on the Global North-South dichotomy; second, a conceptualization of 

the term ‘Global South’; third, a description of the methodology using Maarten Hajer’s argumentative 

discourse analysis and a new and broader definition to the idea of the ‘Global South’, fourth, primary 

findings with regard to the evolving stance of Global South nations, and fifth, a conclusion summarizing 

the implications for global climate governance. The findings have revealed a tendency towards a greater 

acceptance among the Global South states for UNSC’s involvement, suggesting a potential paradigm shift 

in international climate discourse. 

 
1 Varun Mohan (He/Him) is a PhD Scholar at the National Institute of Advanced Studies, India and a 
Visiting Researcher at the University of Queensland, Australia. He is also associated with the University 
of Trans-Disciplinary Health Sciences and Technology, India. 
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Introduction 
 

The discourse surrounding the implications of climate change on security remains a subject of 

contention1. Nevertheless, there is an increasingly consolidated viewpoint among scholars, policymakers, 

and media commentators, asserting its status as a significant security concern2. This recognition underscores 

the need for engagement by the foremost international security institution, the United Nations Security 

Council (UNSC)3. However, considerable debate persists regarding the Council's role in addressing climate 

change as a security issue4. These discussions are marked by contentious deliberations surrounding the 

Council's ‘mandate creep’5, calls for membership reform, and the optimal allocation of responsibilities 

within the broader United Nations (UN) framework. Within this landscape, one salient critical theme that 

emerges is the enduring Global North-South Divide within UN institutions6, often identified as a major 

roadblock for global climate action. This paper seeks to delve deeper into these debates, to find out the 

disparities between the Global North and South, to examine the diverse perspectives of states within the 

Global South regarding the UNSC's role in matters pertaining to climate security.  

 

The anticipation of a unified stance from all Global South states underscores the intricacies inherent 

in navigating international responses to climate change within the framework of the UN institutions. This 

article, employing a comprehensive discourse analysis of UNSC open debates spanning from 2007 to 2023, 

endeavors to explore the delicate dynamics surrounding the addressing of climate security concerns within 

the Global South. Specifically, the focus lies on elucidating the complexities of presenting a unified stance 

at the UN Security Council. To assess the extent to which a coherent 'Global South' voice emerges within 

the UNSC debates on climate change, this study frames two central inquiries. Firstly, it examines the extent 

to which states acknowledge the characterization of climate change as a salient security concern. Secondly, 

it evaluates the level of willingness among states to endorse the mandate of the United Nations Security 

Council (UNSC) in addressing matters pertaining to climate security.  

 

The article is organized into five distinct sections. Firstly, the literature pertaining to the Global 

South-North dichotomy is examined in order to contextualize the division within the global climate change 

discourses. Secondly, significant attention is devoted to defining the ambiguous and elusive term 'Global 
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South' to establish a clear conceptual framework. The third section delineates the methodology employed, 

with a specific focus on Maarten Hajer's7 argumentative discourse analysis, on the Global South nations' 

voices within the UN Security Council, utilizing UNSC open debates. This section also elaborates on the 

data parameters and the pertinent questions addressed in the analysis. 

 

Moving forward, the fourth section presents the key findings derived from the analysis, highlighting 

discernible shifts in the positions of Global South nations regarding climate security. Notably, there is 

evidence of a recent trend towards greater acceptance of the role of the UNSC among Global South states. 

Finally, the conclusion section reflects on the implications of these findings and questions the continued 

relevance and utility of the "Global South" label within the broader context of global climate governance 

architecture. This section signals a potential paradigm shift within the Global South and underscores the 

need for a nuanced understanding of its evolving role in shaping international climate discourse. 

Climate Change & the Great Divide 
 

In both academic and policy circles, the Global South-Global North divide serves as a crucial 

framework to underscore significant disparities8 and to elucidate the 'intellectualization of politically 

significant disputes'9 across various dimensions, encompassing human development, industrialization 

levels, health, infrastructure, digital access, knowledge sharing, among others10. Recently, this divide has 

taken center stage in climate change discussions11, tracing its origins back to early environmental 

cooperation debates at the 1972 United Nations Conference on the Human Environment (UNCHE) in 

Stockholm and extending through the Rio Earth Summit in 1992 to the present day. This framework now 

forms a pivotal axis for articulating and navigating the diverse array of national, regional, and global 

interests inherent in the climate change discourse12, particularly concerning climate security. 

 

Müller13 identifies a distinct North-South divide in equity debates within climate negotiations, 

labeling it as the 'great divide'. Others have criticized the global environmental agenda for privileging the 

concerns of affluent nations14and marginalizing viewpoints from the Global South. Similarly, Pillai & 

Dubash15 observe that the formulation of climate policy in nations such as India is notably framed within 

the North-South paradigm, imbuing any negotiations within the UN system, especially in the UN Security 
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Council, with political implications16. For these scholars, the 'North-South cleavage'17  serves to underscore 

the historical marginalization of Global South voices in the international climate regime18. 

 

This diversity of perspectives is further complicated by historical and structural inequalities 

between the two regions, as emphasized by Roberts & Parks19. Historically, the Global North, 

predominantly comprising industrialized nations, has exhibited pronounced per capita emissions, a legacy 

of industrialization and economic growth predicated upon fossil fuel consumption. Conversely, the Global 

South, encompassing a spectrum of developing and least developed nations, often bears a disproportionate 

burden of climate change impacts despite historically contributing minimally to global emissions. This 

rationale led to the integration of the principle of 'common but differentiated responsibilities and respective 

capabilities' (CBDR-RC) into global climate negotiations. Despite its incorporation into the UNFCCC 

Kyoto Protocol, CBDR-RC remains a contentious issue in climate talks20, with the Global North often 

opposing differentiated obligations based on historical emissions and economic capacity21. Simultaneously, 

concerns have been voiced by developed nations regarding perceived preferential treatment afforded to 

countries like China and India, particularly given their substantial carbon emissions22, which surpass those 

of numerous developed counterparts23. 

 

While divergences between the Global South and the Global North have been extensively discussed 

in scholarly literature24, internal divergences within the Global South are less explored and debated upon. 

Boas25  and Abdenur26, both highlight the divergent views and interests within the Global South, challenging 

the notion of a unified stance. According to Jayaram27, there is a notable divergence within the Global South 

regarding both the ethical considerations and the feasibility of addressing climate security within the 

framework of the United Nations Security Council.  

 

Despite this, a significant research gap exists concerning the varied voices within the unified 

identity of the 'Global South'. While notable exceptions such as Rasheed28, Freeman29 , and Najam30 exist, 

comprehensive analyses of the concept of the 'Global South' within global environmental cooperation 

efforts, particularly within the UN Security Council, remain lacking. Since 2007, member states have been 

debating the role of the UNSC in matters related to climate security31, with the majority of opposition 

emanating from Global South countries. However, prior to delving into the analysis, it is essential to define 

the term "Global South" to comprehend the diversity of states encapsulated within this designation. 
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Locating the ‘Global South’ 
  

Who is the Global South? There is no one direct or simple answer to this question. It is ‘not a 

directional designation or a point due south from a fixed north’32.  Nevertheless, its usage has steadily 

increased since the 1990s33. The term "Global South '' literally refers to countries situated below the equator 

or the 32 countries from the Southern hemisphere, but metaphorically it includes states from both the 

hemispheres. Despite its geographic semantics, in International Relations, it now encompasses a coalition 

of nations, often including those historically marginalized or disadvantaged countries in the global arena, 

majorly from Asia, Africa and South America34. The term is considered as another descriptive term in the 

long list of overarching concepts to identify and represent lesser developed and poorer parts of the world. 

 

The complexity in understanding the term ‘global south’ has made the term ambiguous and vague 

in contemporary public discourse, especially within the academic circle. Scholars like Vijay Prashad35  and 

Kloß36 have alarmed the academic circle by generalizing the Global South as one ‘homogenous entity’ with 

a ‘homogenous history’. Mahler37 considers it as a “deterritorialized” and “transnational” concept. The term 

is also criticized as a ‘Northern concept’ and as nothing but another ‘Euro-American’ contextualization of 

the world38. At the same time, it is popularly used by media professionals39, international NGO’s and 

politicians, to highlight the differences in the two halves of the world and to provide a non-western analysis 

of issues around it40. In recent times, the term ‘global south’ has evolved to emphasize and represent the 

contemporary geopolitical relations of power41 in the world too. The recent reactions of the Global South 

countries to Western sanctions amid the Russia-Ukraine conflict underscore the geopolitical significance 

of the concept of the Global South42. This response reflects the complex interplay of geopolitical interests 

and alliances, highlighting the evolving dynamics within international relations.  

 

In spite of that, scholars like Joseph Nye call the term “Global South '' a “misleading term”43 and 

point out that its main value is “diplomatic”. This complicates the process of defining it. There is neither 

completely ‘global’ nor is there completely ‘south’ in the idea of the ‘global south’. At best, the term 

signifies the story of two worlds and dichotomies in the present world order. Hence contesting and 

deconstructing the identity of the ‘global south’ is essential to unfold any debates and discussions around 

the term. The multitude of definitions and contexts are summarized below. Firstly, from a geographic 

perspective it is not completely south, but the identity includes nations from Africa, Asia, Latin America, 
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Oceania with some notable exceptions like Australia and New Zealand, among others. At the same time, as 

Mahler concisely asserted, "there are Norths in the geographic South and Souths in the geographic North" 
44, thus expanding the idea of the ‘global south’ as a reflexive term.  

 

Secondly, from a political standpoint, the division between the Global North and South is 

discernible in voting patterns within the United Nations, a position aptly highlighted by Hansen45 as a 

“politically motivated self-categorization” by a group of countries aimed at advancing common interests. 

This division is evident in the calls made by the Group of 77 (G77) and Non-Alignment Movement for the 

establishment of an alternative global order46 , and in their efforts to challenge and protest structural 

inequalities within the international system47 along the ‘Brandt Line’. Najam48 further posits that forums 

like the G77, serve as an influential and authentic representation of the Global South in matters pertaining 

to international affairs. 

   

Thirdly, categorization of states based on the level of development, as promoted by the United 

Nations Development Programme (UNDP) is used to represent the divide between the Global North-South. 

The UNDP has played a key role in the popularization of the term Global South49, especially in the late 

1990s through its Human Development Reports and in the early 2000s through its call for South-South 

cooperation for development50. The UNDP follows the designation51 of “more developed” and “less 

developed”, or “developed” and “developing”, where the former in each set is considered as the Global 

North and the latter as the Global South. Lastly, considering the structural origins of liberalism and its 

unequal impact on the people around the globe, the term aligns with the division of states by various 

financial institutions like the World Bank52, and global groupings like OECD and G7 among others53 based 

on their level of economic development.   

 

In the light of multifaceted identities encompassed within the international community, this article 

adopts a comprehensive approach to define the concept of the Global South. Here, the Global South is 

conceptualized as a cohesive entity, representing a coalition of states—albeit not a static list—that have 

collectively endured the adverse legacies of colonialism, developmental disparities, globalization, and 

asymmetrical power dynamics on a global scale. However, it is essential to highlight that these experiences 

manifest uniquely in each member state, across varied socio-political, economic, and temporal dimensions. 

These disparities are particularly pronounced in contemporary climate change-related debates and 
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discussions across major international institutions and groupings. Recognized as a significant impediment 

to promoting and advancing climate action, these disparities warrant scrupulous study and evaluation. 

Therefore, the overarching objective of this paper is to meticulously delineate the inconsistencies and 

discernible trends evident in the voices of Global South nations during open debates within the United 

Nations Security Council (UNSC). Furthermore, it seeks to ascertain whether there is a compelling need to 

collectively identify countries as part of the Global South within the realm of global climate change 

negotiations.  

Methodology 
 

Drawing upon the scholarly contributions of Maarten Hajer, who posits that discourses are both 

shaped and perpetuated through distinct sets of practices54, this study will scrutinize the climate security 

debates unfolding within the UNSC. Hajer's notion of a discourse coalition is particularly pertinent, as it 

underscores the presence of diverse countries from both the Global North and the Global South employing 

disparate discourses and discussions within the Security Council to advance their respective national 

interests. In this paper, I adopt a social constructivist approach to understand climate security, by asking 

how security and security threats are ‘socially constructed’ by diverse actors, institutions, and discourses.  

Table 1.1 

 UNSC Open Debate Year Proposed by Document No 
1 2007 UK/Northern Ireland S/PV.566355 
2 2011 Germany   S/PV.658756 
3 2018 Sweden S/PV.830757 
4 2019 Dominican Republic S/PV.845158 
5 2021A Niger S/PV.892359 
6 2021B UK/Northern Ireland S/PV.886460 
7 2021C Niger S/PV.892661 
8 2022 Gabon S/PV.915062 
9 2023A Malta S/PV.926063 
10 2023B UAE S/PV.934564 

 

The imperative for a discourse analysis of the Global South members within the UNSC stems from 

the necessity to formulate a cohesive and sustainable climate action policy across all the UN institutions. 
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Given the inherently power-asserting nature of discourses, it becomes crucial not only to identify prevailing 

discourses but also to assess their influence and dominance over alternative narratives. To unravel the 

details of incoherence within the UNSC pertaining to the Global South, this research will meticulously 

analyze UNSC debates on the theme of climate security, spanning from the inaugural debate in 2007 to the 

most recent one in 2023, as demarcated in the provided table (Table 1.1). This temporal scope ensures a 

comprehensive understanding of the evolution of discursive trends and facilitates the identification of 

patterns and shifts over time. 

 

While acknowledging the potential limitations inherent in confining the study's scope solely to the United 

Nations Security Council (UNSC) and its open debates, this research is guided by several compelling 

reasons for such a choice. Firstly, there exists a persistent discourse and call from both the policy and 

academic spheres to institutionalize climate change within the purview of the UN Security Council65. 

Secondly, in order to understand the level of unity/division among the Global South states, this study is set 

to scrutinize states' perceptions regarding the role of the UNSC in matters pertaining to climate change. 

 

 In accordance with Article 24 of the UN Charter, it is the responsibility of the UNSC to uphold international 

peace and security through prompt and effective action. Thus, the selection of the UN Security Council 

(UNSC) as the focal point of analysis is grounded in its unparalleled authority and mandate in addressing 

issues of international peace and security. Furthermore, the composition of the UNSC, comprising of both 

permanent and non-permanent members, encapsulates a diverse array of national interests and priorities. In 

addition to that, focusing specifically on the UNSC open debates offers several methodological advantages 

conducive to an in-depth analysis. Open debates within the UNSC provide a platform for member states to 

express their perspectives on pertinent issues, unfettered by procedural constraints. Unlike formal 

resolutions or closed-door deliberations, open debates offer a transparent forum wherein nations can assert 

their viewpoints, engage in dialogue, and shape discourse on critical matters such as climate security. By 

scrutinizing UNSC open debates, this research aims to capture the diversity of voices within the Global 

South, unraveling the complexities of their discursive strategies and policy preferences in a contextually 

rich and publicly accessible setting. Thus, the choice of UNSC open debates as the primary source of 

analysis aligns with the research objective of elucidating the discursive dynamics shaping climate security 

governance and policy formulation at the global level. 
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Data Characteristics  
 

For this research, the term "Global South" is regarded as a "booming meta category" that can be 

used to frame research in scholarly circles and across disciplines66, but the lack of one clear definition for 

‘global south’ has always led to the questioning of the relevance and potency of categorization of countries 

as ‘global south’67. Hence this research uses a broader parameter to classify countries as ‘global south’. All 

the members that participated in the UNSC open debates from the time period of 2007-2023 are listed below 

based on five parameters- their geographical position68, developmental indicators (using UNDP HDI 

Index), political stand (membership to G77), economic classification (based on OECD membership)  and 

finally their position in international climate regime through their classification as ‘Annex 1’ and ‘Non-

Annex 1’ countries to the Kyoto Protocol69 as used in various other studies. A country is identified as the 

‘Global South’70 when it meets at least three or more parameters (Refer Table 1.2). Hence, it will provide 

a wider representation to the idea of the ‘global south’ (refer supporting document I for detailed country 

classification). 

Table 1.2 

S. No Parameters Variables 

1 Geographical 
(Asia, Africa, South America considered ad Global South) 

*Excludes some countries) 

Asia 

Africa 

Oceania 

Europe 

North America 

South America 

2 Economy 
(non-OECD considered as Global South) 

Non-OECD 

OECD 

3 Human Development 
(As per UNDP, countries below Medium HDI is considered as 

developing) 

Developing countries 
based on HDI 

4 Political 
(Members united based on ideas for global negotiations inside the 

UN) 

G77 
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5 Kyoto 
(Countries divided based on industrial development) 

Annex 1 

Non-Annex 1 

 

 

To comprehensively ascertain the stance of each country, particularly those from the Global South, an 

analysis is conducted through the lens of discourses articulated within open debates, as presented by the 

representatives of the respective countries. The speeches of 137 countries over the time period of 2007-

2023 was analyzed. This analysis revolves around two pivotal inquiries: 

 

1. Acknowledgment of the characterization of climate change as a salient security concern impacting 

international peace and security. 

2. Willingness to endorse the mandate of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) in addressing 

matters pertaining to climate security. 

 

The responses to these inquiries are categorized into three distinct answers—YES, NO, and 

UNCERTAIN—based on the content of the speeches delivered by each representative. For the first 

question, a YES denotes acknowledgment of the nexus between climate change and international peace and 

security, while a NO indicates the consideration of climate change solely as a sustainable development 

issue. Responses categorized as UNCERTAIN signify ambiguity or absence of an explicit stance. 

Regarding the second question, a YES signifies endorsement of the UNSC's involvement in addressing 

climate security matters, whereas a NO indicates non-endorsement. Responses categorized as 

UNCERTAIN denote lack of explicit endorsement. (refer supporting document II for detailed data). 
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Discussion 
 

The major observations made by analyzing the open debates are stated below. 

 

i. Diverse range of perspectives within the Global South  
Starting from first UNSC open debate71 in 2007 concerning matters pertaining to climate change and 

security, there are evident divergences among the Global South states (refer image 1). For instance, 

there is a notable inclination among the Global South nations to acknowledge the impact of climate 

change on security, with a predominant focus on human security. Among the participating Global South 

states, approximately 66% have recognized the potential linkage between climate change and its 

implications for international peace and security. However, a significant 59% of these nations have 

vehemently opposed any envisaged role for the United Nations Security Council (UNSC), and another 

16% do not fully endorse or completely reject any role for the UNSC, advocating instead for the 

classification of climate change as an issue within the domain of sustainable development. 

Image 1 

 
For instance, Bolivia articulated the association between climate change and security threats, 

particularly highlighting its adverse effects on water security. Despite acknowledging these security 

implications, Bolivia adamantly rejected any prospective involvement of the UNSC, citing its departure 

from the Council's established mandate. On a similar note, Chinese representative Liu Zhenmin contended 

that, while climate change may entail certain security implications its fundamental “essence lies within the 

purview of sustainable development”72 and should therefore be addressed within the framework of the 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). Nirupam Sen, Indian Permanent 
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Representative to the UN at that time, reminded the members that “the Security Council does not have the 

expertise and may not have the mandate”73 to address matters pertaining to climate security. 

 

In contrast, Peru extended an invitation to the UNSC to deliberate on the impacts of climate change on 

international security, advocating for preemptive measures over reactionary responses from the Council. 

By the same token, representing Small Island Developing States (SIDS), Papua New Guinea expressed a 

welcoming stance towards the potential engagement of the UNSC in addressing the climate crisis. Papua 

New Guinea urged the UNSC to scrutinize specific issues related to sovereignty and international legal 

rights concerning the loss of land resources and displacement of populations. In short, the Global South 

showcased a diverse range of perspectives towards climate security which in effect reduced the bargaining 

power of the collective identity.  

 

ii. Recognition of Interlinkages 
 

Another notable trend is the consistent acknowledgment of the growing interlinkages between climate 

change and international security among the Global South states. From 2007 to 2023, an average of 

approximately 81% of these countries have recognized the significance of climate security concerns, with 

a particular emphasis on the dimension of human security. 

 

Moreover, there has been a noticeable trend towards increased acceptance of this linkage in recent 

years, evidenced by an average of 85% of the countries accepting the linkage between climate change and 

security in the last two debates, compared to 64% in the initial two debates. In support of this trend, Mariam 

Mohammed Saeed Al Mheiri, the UAE’s Minister of Climate Change and Environment, who sponsored the 

2023 open debate, suggested that “the Council should approach conflicts through a climate-sensitive lens 

and avoid polarization in its consideration of the issue”74. For Gabon, the climate and security nexus must 

be “systematically incorporated into all geopolitical strategies for international peace and security”75. 
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iii. Trend Towards Acceptance of UNSC Role 
Image 2 

 
Correspondingly, in the debates of 2007 and 2011, nearly 60% of the participating Global South 

nations, on average, expressed opposition to any role for the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) in 

climate security matters. However, this stance has gradually shifted, with opposition diminishing to less 

than 20% on average in the last two debates. Concurrently, there has been a noticeable inclination towards 

endorsing a greater role for the UNSC, with an average of 61% of nations in the last two debates expressing 

support for UNSC engagement in addressing the climate crisis. This trend indicates a growing acceptance 

among the Global South countries towards the UNSC's involvement in climate security issues (refer image 

2). 

 

For instance, in the 2023 debate, Dr. Kwaku Afriyie, the Minister for Environment, Science, 

Technology, and Innovation of Ghana, opined that climate change poses an “existential threat to humankind 

and is driving and exacerbating threats to international peace and security in several regions of the world, 

especially the Sahel.” In such a situation, he recommended the Security Council to integrate climate change 

into its peace efforts by encouraging special political missions. Furthermore, Gabon, in the 2023 Malta 

debate, provided a list of actions expected from the UNSC in dealing with climate security, which included 

risk assessment, planning, and appropriate funding for resilience and capacity building in fragile States. 

 

Simultaneously, nations such as India and Brazil have consistently voiced opposition to any 

involvement of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) in matters pertaining to climate security. 
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Notably, both countries have registered objections to the UNSC's role in all ten debates. For instance, Ms. 

Maria Luiza Ribeiro Viotti, representing Brazil in 2011, articulated that "conflict is usually a result of 

underdevelopment and lack of access to resources and technology for adaptation," emphasizing that it is 

not solely attributable to climate change but rather a multifaceted issue76. This sentiment was echoed again 

during the 2022 Gabon debate by Brazilian Ambassador Ronaldo Filho, who asserted that it was 

inappropriate to imply a direct causal link between climate change and conflicts. He reiterated the view that 

the Security Council was not the appropriate forum to address climate change concerns. 

 

iv. Inconsistencies within G77 Nations 
 

On examining the discourse among G77 nations, internal inconsistencies regarding the intersection of 

climate change and security within this group become apparent. During the 2007 debate, 66% of G77 

member states emphasized the linkage between climate change and security, a figure that escalated to 75% 

by the 2023 debate. Concurrently, the disposition towards endorsing the United Nations Security Council's 

(UNSC) role in climate security underwent a noteworthy transformation. In 2007, 59% of G77 nations 

expressed opposition to the involvement of the UNSC, a stance that significantly dwindled to 25% by the 

2023 debate (refer image 3 and 4). 

Image 3      Image 4 

 
 

For instance, while analyzing the Chinese diplomatic discourse concerning the United Nations 

Security Council (UNSC) and its role in addressing climate change-related matters, a progression of 

viewpoints can be observed over the years. In 2011, Mr. Wang Min, Chinese diplomat, articulated a position 

discrediting the UNSC as a suitable forum for discussing climate change issues, primarily due to its 

perceived lack of universal representation. This perspective stressed China's initial skepticism regarding 

the efficacy of the UNSC in addressing climate-related challenges. In 2018, they continued their stand, 

marked by an endorsement of South-South Cooperation on climate change and a commitment to supporting 

other developing countries in responding to climate change challenges. However, in the 2020 open debates 
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sponsored by Niger, Chinese representation called for unity in the Council's actions related to climate 

security and advocated for further consultation among Council members on this matter. Further in the 2023 

open debate, China took a more proactive stance by suggesting that the Council could consider authorizing 

its field missions to countries where climate change is contributing to instability and conflicts. 

 

On a similar vein, during the 2023 debate, Costa Rica, another G77 member which endorsed the 

G77 statement in 2007, called upon the Security Council and the Peace building Commission to deliver an 

effective and joint response based on human security and sustainable peace. For Costa Rican representative, 

Chan Valverde, the threats that might arise due to sea level rise could “foment new conflicts over land and 

resources, leading to the creation of ever more dangerous migration patterns and exacerbating the 

exploitation of vulnerable groups”77. 

 

    v. Consistent Advocacy from Small Island Developing States (SIDS) 
 

Similarly, Small Island Developing States (SIDS) have consistently advocated for heightened 

attention to the security implications of climate change. In the 2007 debate, 89% of SIDS acknowledged 

the correlation between climate change and security, a percentage that surged to 100% by the 2023 debate 

convened in Malta. Furthermore, SIDS uniformly supported a greater role and responsibility for the UNSC. 

In the 2023 Malta debate, which included 10 SIDS representatives, none dissented against the UNSC's 

involvement in addressing climate security concerns (refer image 5 and 6). 

 

For SIDS, issues like sea-level rise are not only environmental concerns but also matters of security 

and survival for their populations. For instance, Maldives, which supported the G77 position in 2007, 

considers climate change as their number-one security threat in 202378. Similarly, Papua New Guinea urges 

the Security Council to effectively address non-traditional security issues such as climate security79. In 

2021, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, a southern Caribbean Island nation, reminded the Security Council 

not to sidestep its responsibility to address the security implications of climate change80. At the same time, 

Nauru refers to it as a multidimensional crisis81 and acknowledges the role of the UNFCCC and the General 

Assembly in dealing with climate security82. 
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Image 5      Image 6 

 
 
These observations underscore the nuanced and evolving perspectives within the Global South, revealing 
both convergence and divergence in their approaches towards climate security discourse.  

 
Conclusion 
 

Despite historical opposition, there is a discernible trend towards greater acceptance of the United 

Nations Security Council's (UNSC) role in addressing climate security matters, indicating a shifting 

paradigm within the Global South. These findings have significant implications for policy and governance 

frameworks concerning climate security. Firstly, there is a pressing need for enhanced collaboration and 

coordination among Global South nations to articulate common positions and priorities within international 

forums. This entails fostering dialogue and consensus-building mechanisms to address internal variations 

and align diverse interests towards shared objectives. Moreover, the persistence of internal discord and 

inconsistency within the UN Security Council debates under the banner of the 'Global South' raises 

significant questions regarding the collective bargaining power and efficacy of this collective identity. The 

divergence and incoherence exhibited by member states during UNSC discussions may significantly 

influence their positions and bargaining leverage in other international platforms, such as the United 

Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). This stresses the need for a critical 

reassessment of the utility and effectiveness of the 'Global South' label in shaping collective bargaining 

strategies and advancing shared interests in global climate governance. 

 

Secondly, the escalating urgency surrounding climate security concerns emphasizes the importance 

for the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) to assume a more proactive role in addressing this complex 

global challenge. Despite internal divisions within the Council, recent developments have positioned the 

UNSC as an increasingly relevant body for deliberating climate-related matters. Initiatives such as the 

establishment of the Informal Expert Group on Climate and Security in July 2020 and the Group of Friends 
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on Climate and Security in 2018, alongside the adoption of Presidential Statements and resolutions (e.g. 

A/RES/63/28, S/RES/2349, S/PRST/2018/3, S/RES/2423, S/RES/2429) pertaining to climate security and  

the Secretary-General's efforts to "green the blue helmets"83 signify a growing recognition of the 

intersecting issues of climate change and international peace and security. However, the evolving dynamics 

observed among Global South states in this study emphasizes the necessity for the UNSC to provide greater 

clarity and definition regarding its role in addressing climate security concerns.  

 

Climate change is a multilateral problem that requires a multilateral solution. There is no reason to 

alter the centrality of the UNFCCC in addressing climate change matters, but at the same time when the 

impact of changing climate on security is hard to neglect84, the UN Charter mandates the UNSC to take 

responsibilities to ensure international peace and security. Rather than keeping it exclusive to one organ, 

the UN system demands unity of action.  Samadou Ousman, Counselor and Deputy Political Coordinator 

of the Permanent Mission of the Niger at the UN in 2022, reminded that “our understanding of the principle 

of unity of action at the United Nations means that the fact that it has one organ with the principal mandate 

for an issue should not exclude another of its organs from dealing with an aspect of that issue relevant to 

its own mandate”85. On a similar note, the Kenyan representative in 2021, demanded the UNSC “to provide 

solutions that respond to the challenges we face in line with its mandate”86 and Papua New Guinean 

representative, in 2023, urged Security Council members “to be proactive, based on evidence and science”87 

and address the realities while respecting their mandates based on the UN Charter.  

 

 The question of whether the UN Security Council should play a role is no longer relevant; rather, 

all UN members should collectively seek an answer to the Indonesian representative's question: "How 

should the Security Council respond to that threat?"88. Indecision can result in missed opportunities. As a 

way forward, Chile reminds the world that "the Security Council must bear in mind certain principles, such 

as equity, the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities, the duty to cooperate, the polluter 

pays principle, the principle of territorial integrity, and legal stability with regard to the preservation of 

baselines and the outer limits of maritime zones, in accordance with the United Nations Convention on the 

Law of the Sea, and obligations concerning the non-refoulement of persons affected by sea level rise to 

third States"89 when considering matters related to climate change. 

 

Moreover, it is cardinal to strengthen support for vulnerable nations, especially Small Island 

Developing States, through tailored assistance and capacity-building programs. This encompasses 

bolstering resilience measures, facilitating the transfer of technology, and mobilizing financial resources to 

alleviate the detrimental effects of climate change on vulnerable communities. Advocating for the South-
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South Cooperation can yield dual benefits for the global governance framework by concurrently advancing 

Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 13 (Climate Action) and SDG Goal 17 (Partnerships for the Goals). 

This approach aligns with the principles of equity and solidarity, emphasizing the shared responsibility of 

all nations in addressing the challenges posed by climate change. Lastly, there is a need for continued 

research and dialogue to deepen the understanding of the complex dynamics within the Global South and 

strengthen evidence-based policy formulation. This entails interdisciplinary collaboration, leveraging 

diverse perspectives and methodologies to address complex challenges and promote ecological security.  
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