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Abstract: This paper examines whether the latest round of climate change is creating the 
structural conditions that support the occurrence of mass atrocities. The argument here is 
that climate change interacts with the level of a state’s fragility and increases the likelihood 
of a mass atrocity—however, it is not doing so in the way that is commonly expected. Mass 
atrocities are more likely to be caused by climate change in relatively stable states than 
in fragile states. Fragile states are already likely to endure mass atrocities, and the effects 
of climate change have little additional impact. On the other hand, when relatively stable 
countries are exposed to climate change and lack the adaptive capacity to respond, their 
decision-makers or military leadership may conclude that committing a mass atrocity to 
solve a political or national security problem to be a valid strategic option.
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Introduction
A hotter planet does not necessarily mean a more violent one. In fact, as at least 

one finding suggests, climate change may ultimately lead to greater levels of peace via 
industrialization and democratization.1 What is certain, however, is that climate change 
can lead to destabilizing political outcomes. From the “exceptional climate stability” 
characterizing the centuries during the Roman Empire’s rise2 to the unprecedented 
desertification that may have helped upend the Akkadian Empire,3 the world’s climate 
has been continuously changing and thereby challenging those poorly prepared, while 
favoring those with the right political, economic, and social mix.

Research, however, suggests that we are witnessing something new and catastrophic. 
Human activities have caused an imbalance to the climate system, causing global 
temperatures to rise 2.1 degrees since 1980.4 For both developing as well as fully developed 
states, the national security concerns are as alarming as they are varied.5 From rising 
oceans to more virulent and frequent natural disasters, the territorial integrity of many 
countries will be challenged, and the ability of most governments to provide for the safety 
and security of their citizens will be tested.6 One potential extreme outcome would be a 
proliferation of mass atrocities.

This paper examines whether this latest round of climate change is creating the 
structural conditions that support the occurrence of mass atrocities; the “large-scale, 
systematic (extensive, organized, widespread, sustained) violence against civilian 
populations and other noncombatants”7 resulting in a thousand or more civilian deaths 
in a calendar year. The argument here is that climate change interacts with the level of a 
state’s fragility and increases the likelihood of a mass atrocity. However, this effect is not 
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occurring in the way that is commonly expected, as mass atrocities are more likely to be 
caused by climate change in relatively stable states than in fragile states. This may seem 
counter-intuitive at first glance, but as we will show, fragile states are already likely to 
endure mass atrocities, and the effects of climate change have little additional impact. On 
the other hand, when relatively stable countries are exposed to climate change and lack the 
adaptive capacity to respond, their decision-makers or military leadership may conclude 
that committing a mass atrocity to solve a political or national security problem to be a 
valid strategic option.

This paper unfolds according to the following. The next section reviews the causes of 
mass atrocities, and it examines how climate change may produce accelerant, catalytic, or 
resource scarcity effects leading to more frequent or more intense mass atrocities. In doing 
so, it attempts to offer a degree of causal clarity allowing for hypotheses to be specified and 
tested. We then describe the methods used to test these hypotheses, as well as the findings, 
concluding with a discussion of the implications these findings suggest.

Review of the Literature
Why do regimes commit mass atrocities? Despite extensive quantitative and case study 

analysis, there is no agreed upon model.8 However, some general patterns have emerged.9 

Most notably, the conditions of war, 10 or civil war,11 enable the creation of mass atrocities. 
Not surprisingly, since the Holocaust, the role of ideology12 and modernity13 have both been 
central to many analyses, and regime types,14 economic and political discrimination,15 new 
state status,16 and the threat posed by rebels against the state,17 have all played critical roles 
in creating the conditions for mass atrocities to occur.

Despite lacking a unifying theory on mass atrocities, virtually all modern analyses 
reject the idea that the atrocities are spontaneous, irrational, or an inevitable byproduct of 
war. Rather, as Benjamin Valentino put it, there is a strategic logic to mass killing, and they 
“occur when powerful groups come to believe it is the best available means to accomplish 
certain radical goals, counter specific types of threats, or solve difficult military problems.”18 
That is, a mass atrocity can be understood as a product of a means-ends analysis, or a 
strategy that advances the interests of certain decision-makers. As such, the decision to 
commit a mass atrocity may become as much a resource and logistical question as much 
as it may be a political one. That is, “The same logistical constraints that apply to warfare 
extend to violence against civilians…[and] As logistical challenges mount, a combatant 
loses the capacity to repress, kill, and destroy on a massive level.”19 Consequently, like any 
other government function, how successful a mass atrocity will be is in part a function 
of the effectiveness of the actor.20 Finally, mass atrocities often are committed at critical 
points when the government’s legitimacy is threatened or perceived to be under siege. 
For example, “militaries might decide to launch genocidal campaigns during periods of 
rapid political change when they perceive a serious threat of their political and economic 
interests or the institution’s longstanding status as the ‘guardian of the nation’”21 As such, 
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mass atrocities might be the final product of a reactionary effort22 to preserve a regime’s 
perceived legitimate right to rule.

In sum, the literature suggests that neither war nor the degree or state fragility 
(countries governed by varying degrees of illegitimate and ineffective regimes) cause 
mass atrocities; however, these conditions do create the situational factors that may lead 
policy-makers to view a mass atrocity as a viable policy option. From this perspective, how 
could climate change facilitate the political conditions that would lead decision-makers to 
conduct a mass atrocity to solve a military or political challenge?

The study of the possible relationship between climate change and mass atrocities is 
still under development,23 and it is situated in the much larger, albeit inconclusive, research 
on climate change and conflict.24 Mass atrocities include some genocides (“an intent to 
destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group”25) as well as 
other types of systematic violence against civilians (such as democide or ethnocide).26

Thus far, two schools of thought have theorized how climate change might lead to 
mass atrocities. First, the Stimson Center theorizes that climate change may produce mass 
atrocities by acting as an “accelerant.” From this perspective, climate change exacerbates 
existing “ethnic, religious, and other tensions” that can create a vortex of political instability 
leading to a mass atrocity.27 There is a certain appeal to the analogy of an accelerant 
igniting existing tensions,28 and it may be what UN Secretary General Ban Ki-moon meant 
when he drew a thread from man-made greenhouse emissions to the drought in Darfur to 
the conflict engulfing the region.29 However, as many critics have suggested, the apparent 
timing of droughts in Sudan and Syria are not enough to conclude that the effects of 
climate change played a causal role in creating those mass atrocities.30 At a minimum, the 
term ought to be used with greater precision.

Greater clarity is gained by sorting out climate change’s potential role as either a 
catalyst or an accelerant in causing or exacerbating mass atrocities. As a catalyst, climate 
change may be initiating, or interacting with other factors to initiate, a mass atrocity. If 
climate change requires an interaction with other factors, such a line of reasoning would 
suggest that climate change is a necessary but not a sufficient cause of mass atrocities. As 
an accelerant, the claim is that climate change could make mass atrocities more intense, 
resulting in increased death counts. If correct, then climate change is not necessarily a 
critical factor in initiating mass atrocities, but its effects make the atrocities more horrific. 
Once untangled, these more precise concepts can then be tested in a series of hypotheses.

Hypotheses 1a:  As exposure to climate change increases, the likelihood of a mass 
atrocity occurring increases.

Hypotheses 1b:  As exposure to climate change increases, the intensity (number of 
deaths) of a mass atrocity increases.

Catalysts and Accelerants: Untangling the Linkages between Climate Change and Mass Atrocities  60



However, the impact of the exposure to climate change may be mitigated by the state’s 
adaptive capacity: “the latent ability of a system to respond proactively and positively to 
stressors or opportunities.”31 That is, the expectation is that some states are better prepared 
than others to manage their exposure to climate change.

Hypotheses 2a:  As a state’s adaptive capacity decreases, the likelihood of a mass atrocity 
occurring increases.

Hypotheses 2b:  As a state’s adaptive capacity decreases, the intensity of a mass atrocity 
increases.

Returning to the mass atrocity literature reviewed above, climate change effects may 
interact with the factors associated with producing the atrocities. Of particular interest is a 
state’s effectiveness and legitimacy and thereby its overall level of fragility.

As droughts and violent weather patterns increase and sea levels rise, traditional living 
patterns often change. A government’s effectiveness (the ability to provide core government 
services) comes under pressure. This lack of effectiveness could cause a mass atrocity in a 
number of ways, especially if the areas most impacted by climate change had a history of 
conflict or follow ethnic, racial, or religious patterns of divisions. The government may 
come to view a mass atrocity as a strategic opportunity. For example, this may have been 
what happened in 2008 in Burma when the ruling military junta initially refused to accept 
aid or allow relief workers into the Irrawaddy Delta region after Cyclone Nargis devastated 
the region. At least 84,500 died and an additional 53,800 went missing,32 and the cyclone 
provided a useful opportunity to deny vital aid to the “non-Burmese people,”33 press 
forward with a national referendum, and undercut support for the Karen National Union.

Legitimacy, the citizens’ perception of who has the right to rule, may play a critical role 
as well. If a government is unable to provide core services to their citizens, increasingly 
parts of the populous will no longer see the government as legitimate. Citizens will turn to 
alternative governance solutions (such as non-sanctioned political institutions, police, and 
military) to provide for their needs. For example, escaping the violent and unpredictable 
weather patterns in eastern Nigeria, cattle herders have migrated into Nigeria’s Western 
belt.34 This has led to violent conflict between the Hausa-Fulani and the local farmers, and 
local governments standing up paramilitary “police forces.”35 Indeed, such migration has 
long been considered a significant factor as both a result of climate change, and as a catalyst 
of state fragility.36

Taken together, effectiveness and legitimacy comprise the fragility of the state (or in 
positive terms, the stability of a state). The expectation is that as states become more fragile 
the likelihood and the intensity of a mass atrocity increases.

Hypothesis 3a:  As a state’s fragility increases, the likelihood of a mass atrocity increases.

Hypothesis 3b:  As a state’s fragility increases, the intensity of a mass atrocity will 
increase.
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A second approach theorizes that climate change may lead to resource scarcity, and 
the subsequent competition for diminishing resources would result in mass atrocities. At 
the interstate level, concern over food supplies could lead to panic, and cause the more 
powerful states to see a “human group as the source of the ecological problem.”37 As 
Zimmerer argues, even the perceived threat of resource scarcity might lead governments 
to see people perceived as superfluous who “would have to disappear, leave the region, or 
be killed.”38 Along the same lines of reasoning, a competition of nonrenewable resources, 
such as “extreme energy competition” might lead to an ecocide.39 Hendrix also argues that 
demographic-environmental stress is more likely to produce a mass atrocity in societies 
with a high degree of groupness operating in a political system that places little restraint 
on its government.40

Additionally, the intensity of these conflicts may increase for at least two reasons. On 
the one hand, resource scarcity can increase the motivation “to acquire or defend resources 
by the use of violence, individually or collectively”41 because both the aggressor and 
defender inherently view violence as an acceptable means. On the other hand, countries 
facing these pressures may fragment, and become more vulnerable to future violence.42 

This school of thought therefore provides the final set of hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4a:  As food and water scarcity increases the likelihood of a mass atrocity 
increases.

Hypothesis 4b:  As food and water scarcity increases the intensity of a mass atrocity 
increases.

Data and Methods
To test these hypotheses, a novel dataset was constructed by merging several existing 

datasets together. To determine the catalysts of mass atrocity, the Political Instability 
Task Force (PITF) datasets for ethnic wars, revolutionary wars, and genocide/politicide 
were utilized, coding those that exceeded 1,000 deaths per year with a dummy variable 
indicating the occurrence of a mass atrocity.43 The remaining states were coded as lacking 
such an atrocity. These datasets were specifically chosen, as PITF describes the deliberate 
killing of non-combatant civilians in the context of wider political conflicts.

To analyze the accelerants of mass atrocity, the same PITF dataset was utilized, which 
also provides a best estimate for the number of deaths caused by each instance of a mass 
atrocity. To these data, climate change information from the University of Notre Dame’s 
Global Adaptation Index (GAIN) was appended.44 These GAIN data provide measures of a 
country’s exposure to climate change, as well as levels of food and water scarcity. Measures 
of state fragility were also included, provided by the Center for Systemic Peace’s State 
Fragility Index.45

All variables were scaled and transformed such that increases in any particular variable 
illustrated a more negative outcome (i.e., up is bad). The resulting dataset contained 3,780 
case-years covering all nations from 1995 to 2018, with periodic gaps in coverage.
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To test the (a) versions of each hypothesis—that of independent variables as catalysts—a 
binary logistic regression was conducted across all countries and years available, using the 
presence of an atrocity as the dependent variable. That is, each of the independent variables 
were analyzed according to their ability to increase the likelihood of an atrocity occurring. 
Independent variables that were included are: exposure to climate change (Hypothesis 
1a), adaptive capacity (Hypothesis 2a), state fragility (Hypothesis 3a), and food and water 
scarcity (Hypothesis 4a).

To test the (b) versions of each hypothesis—that of independent variables as 
accelerants—an ordered logit regression was conducted across the same countries and 
years available, using the categorized magnitude of fatalities as the dependent variable. 
The same independent variables were analyzed to determine their ability to increase the 
severity of a mass atrocity, once one has begun. The same independent variables were 
included: exposure to climate change (Hypothesis 1b), adaptive capacity (Hypothesis 2b), 
state fragility (Hypothesis 3b), and food and water scarcity (Hypothesis 4b).

Results
The calculation of catalytic effects was conducted using a logistic regression, with the 

occurrence of a mass atrocity as the binary dependent variable.

Table 1. Models 1 and Model 2 (Non-Interactive Effects)
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In analyzing the catalytic hypotheses, Model 1 unsurprisingly finds that many 
of the theorized causes of mass atrocities do, in fact, lead to a higher likelihood of an 
atrocity occurring—consistent with theoretical expectations. The one exception to these 
expectations is that of food scarcity, which shows a decrease in the likelihood of an 
atrocity occurring. We theorize that this results from the fact that many countries with no 
observable food shortages (e.g., Israel, Turkey, and Colombia) are just as likely to commit 
an atrocity as those with shortages (e.g., DR Congo, Somalia, and Chad). What this also 
means, however, is that the prevailing theory of drought-caused food shortages in Syria 
being the source of atrocities46 may be called into question or may simply be an outlier 
compared to the global dataset. In fact, GAIN data show that Syria had experienced higher 
levels of food scarcity throughout the 10 years prior to the droughts in 2008-2010, without 
resorting to a mass atrocity. This is not to say that food shortages have no effect on the 
likelihood of a mass atrocity occurring, but that in and of itself, food scarcity alone cannot 
cause an atrocity. Food scarcity would need to be paired with some sort of state fragility, 
or in the case of the Arab Spring, rising expectations that the government should address 
widespread hunger, which may be met with brutal force, should the government believe its 
legitimacy is in question.

Having identified those variables that are expected to act as catalysts for mass atrocity, 
we now turn to determining which of these variables might act as an accelerant—making 
death tolls higher—once an atrocity has begun.

Analysis of the accelerant hypotheses is challenging due to the much lower number of 
case-years where an atrocity has occurred. As a result, evaluating each variable’s effect on 
the number of deaths caused (once an atrocity has begun) yields sparse results. Although 
water scarcity and state fragility appear to have some effect on the likelihood of increased 
deaths, the overall model performs rather poorly (Pseudo-R2 of 0.029).

Interpreting the results of Models 1 and 2 might lead one to believe that although state 
fragility is the largest catalyst of atrocities, exposure to climate change is a larger catalyst 
than a state’s adaptive capacity, or scarcity of food and water. From Model 1, one might also 
conclude that climate change increases the likelihood of a mass atrocity for all nations by 
9.4 percent. Similarly, one might also conclude that none of these variables have much of an 
effect on the magnitude of killing that occurs during these atrocities (Model 2). However, 
these interpretations would be incomplete, as these models hide the nonlinear effects of 
climate change on fragile nations.

Returning to the mass atrocity literature, the Stimson Institute and Center for Naval 
Analysis have theorized that climate change effects may act as “force multipliers” with 
the factors associated with producing the atrocities. Of particular interest is a state’s 
effectiveness and legitimacy and thereby its overall level of fragility. In truth, these very 
interactive effects between exposure to climate change and a state’s level of fragility are 
what provide profound insights into the effects of climate change on mass atrocities.
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Model 3 includes the interaction of exposure to climate change and the level of state 
fragility, as theorized above. Here, state fragility becomes a much larger catalyst of mass 
atrocities around the world. Additionally, Model 3 also reveals that climate change in and 
of itself does not increase the likelihood of a mass atrocity occurring in a given nation 
(Hypothesis 2a). Instead, what we see is that climate change primarily acts as a catalyst for 
atrocities in those nations that we would normally categorize as stable. This can be more 
clearly observed in Figure 1, which plots the effects of climate change across four different 
levels of state fragility. For those nations that are the most fragile, climate change provides 
a positive, but marginal, effect on the probability of mass atrocity occurrence, as those 
fragile nations are already quite prone to atrocities regardless of the presence of climate 
change. As a result, exposure to climate change in nations such as Afghanistan, DR Congo, 
or Sudan has little effect on the likelihood of an atrocity occurring.

On the other hand, climate change has a substantial effect for more stable nations, 
causing an exponential increase in the probability for atrocity in these traditionally 
immune nations. Here, it becomes clearer that even the most stable nations are not immune 
to committing atrocities as the effects of climate change increase. Such examples would 
include Russia, Thailand, and Indonesia, each with relatively stable governments prior 
to committing an atrocity,47 experiencing high levels of exposure to climate change, and 
ultimately initiating an atrocity in a particular year. Therefore, while climate change has 
little effect on the probability of atrocity for fragile states, it can certainly act as a catalyst 
for more stable nations.

The remainder of the explanatory variables in Model 3 remain statistically significant 
with similar magnitudes as from Model 1.

Figure 1. Effect of Climate Change and Fragility on Probability of Atrocity
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Turning once again to the accelerants of mass atrocities, despite the low number 
of observations, several additional conclusions can be drawn from Model 4. First, a 
nation’s fragility, adaptive capacity, and water scarcity are the only variables that exhibit 
both catalytic and accelerant properties. Additionally, state fragility remains the largest 
accelerant of civilian deaths, albeit with a lower level of statistical significance. More 
importantly, exposure to climate change provides no effect as an accelerant on the 
likelihood of increased number of deaths—either by itself, or when interacted with the 
level of fragility present in the particular nation.

Table 2. Models 3 and 4 (Interactive Effects)
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Conclusion
This study supports several main findings. First, exposure to climate change per se is 

neither a catalyst nor accelerant for mass atrocities. This is hardly surprising as no serious 
person is arguing that simply because the seas and the temperature are rising that people 
are going to kill thousands of innocent people. The commission of mass atrocities is a 
political act—albeit a horrific one—that is committed because key decision-makers see it 
to be advancing their larger strategic interests. If climate change is going to lead to mass 
atrocities, it has to be part of that larger political puzzle.

Second, findings presented here offer weak support at best for the claim that droughts and 
food shortages cause mass atrocities. Food and water are vital resources and countries do go 
to war over them, and, after conquering a territory, a state may seek to eliminate the residents 
(e.g., Nazi Germany after its invasion of Poland); however, the findings here do not support the 
hypothesis that systematic incidents of that sort have taken place since 1995.

Third, findings here refute the claim that exposure to climate change acts as an 
accelerant after a mass atrocity has already begun. There is nothing uniquely horrific (as 
measured by deaths) about mass atrocities that also have exposure to climate change.

Having noted these negative findings, this study does suggest that climate change 
may have acute causal impacts on mass atrocities. A state’s fragility, adaptive capacity, 
and water scarcity exhibit both catalytic and accelerant properties. Additionally, and most 
importantly, exposure to climate change acts as a catalyst for relatively stable states, but 
climate change has little additional effect on the likelihood of fragile states committing 
mass atrocities. This insight may prove exceptionally important in future research and 
prevention efforts. For instance, we might learn more from case study analyses investigating 
the differing effects of climate change on Russia (relatively stable) and the Sudan (very 
fragile). Moreover, this finding would suggest that mass atrocities are going to take place in 
fragile states regardless of climate mitigation effects: other intervention efforts are required.

Moving forward, more granular research is needed. For instance, the findings 
presented in this study were based on data that consolidated scores for entire countries, 
and this, of course, can be very misleading. That is, the mean area in which an atrocity took 
place was between 10-25 percent of the size of the state, whereas many of the explanatory 
variables being used were state-wide averages (e.g., state-wide levels of resource scarcity or 
government legitimacy). Uganda is an excellent illustration. It is a medium-size country, 
and it typically produces a strong legitimacy score. However, northern portions of the 
country contain pockets of people who are highly dissatisfied with President Museveni’s 
government. Moreover, the violence has been largely contained to the north. State-wide 
scores of legitimacy would tend to obscure this important variation.

One intent of this paper was to start the process of untangling the possible relationships 
between climate change and the occurrence mass atrocities. This paper’s findings suggest 
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that climate change may be playing a virulent role in producing mass atrocities in otherwise 
stable states. However, climate change’s role is likely more complicated—and possibly 
more consequential—than these findings support. Additional large-n statistical studies 
buttressed by in-depth case study analysis are needed.

John Riley, Ph.D., is professor of political science at the U.S. Air Force Academy. He 
received his Ph.D. in political science from George Washington University. His more 
recent research interests have focused on disengagement of rebel groups, prevention of 
radicalization among refugees, and the use of private military contractors. His work 
has been published in such venues as Armed Forces & Society, the Wisconsin Journal of 
International Law, and the Journal of Terrorism and Political Violence.

Lieutenant Colonel Will Atkins currently serves as an instructor of political science at 
the U.S. Air Force Academy. He began his career as a C-130 navigator and weapons officer, 
serving six operational deployments to Iraq and Afghanistan as both an aircrew member 
and political-military strategist. In this capacity, he advised the Afghan president and 
national security advisor during the development of that nation’s first national security 
strategy. Additionally, he previously served as a nonresident fellow at the Center for 
Strategic and International Studies (CSIS)–Pacific Forum, and an adjunct fellow at the 
American Security Project.

Catalysts and Accelerants: Untangling the Linkages between Climate Change and Mass Atrocities  68



Endnotes

1.  Erik Gartzke, “Could Climate Change Precipitate Peace?,” Journal of Peace Research 49, 
no. 1 (January 1, 2012): 177–92, https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343311427342.

2.  Michael McCormick et al., “Climate Change During and After the Roman Empire: 
Reconstructing the Past from Scientific and Historical Evidence,” The Journal of 
Interdisciplinary History 43, no. 2 (2012): 174.

3.  H M Cullen et al., “Climate Change and the Collapse of the Akkadian Empire: Evidence 
from the Deep Sea,” 2000, 4; as cited in Natasha Geiling, “Five Conflicts and Collapses 
That May Have Been Spurred by Climate Change,” Smithsonian Magazine, https://
www.smithsonianmag.com/history/climate-wars-conflicts-collapses-spurred-climate-
change-180952862/, accessed April 4, 2021.

4.  Ryan J. Kramer et al., “Observational Evidence of Increasing Global Radiative 
Forcing,” Geophysical Research Letters n/a, no. n/a (n.d.): e2020GL091585, https://doi.
org/10.1029/2020GL091585.

5.  John R. Allen and Bruce Jones, “The Security Implications of Climate Change: Charting 
Major Dimensions of the Challenge,” in American Defense Policy, 9th ed. (Baltimore, 
Maryland: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2021), 431–36.

6.   Duncan Depledge and Tobias Feakin, “Climate Change and International Institutions: 
Implications for Security,” Climate Policy 12, no. sup 01 (September 1, 2012): S73–84, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2012.728794.

7.  Sheri P. Rosenberg, Tibi Galis, and Alex Zucker, eds., Reconstructing Atrocity 
Prevention (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 26, https://doi.org/10.1017/
CBO9781316154632.

8.  Risk assessment, early warning, and forecasting have shown great promise and may offer 
insight into when and where a mass atrocity might occur, but they do not necessarily help 
us understand what causes a genocide. For example, see Ernesto Verdeja and University 
of Notre Dame, “Predicting Genocide and Mass Atrocities,” Genocide Studies and 
Prevention 9, no. 3 (February 2016): 13–32, https://doi.org/10.5038/1911-9933.9.3.1314; 
Benjamin E. Goldsmith and Charles Butcher, “Genocide Forecasting: Past Accuracy and 
New Forecasts to 2020,” Journal of Genocide Research 20, no. 1 (January 2, 2018): 90–107, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14623528.2017.1379631.

9.  Charles H. Anderton and John R. Carter, “A New Look at Weak State Conditions and 
Genocide Risk,” Peace Economics, Peace Science and Public Policy 21, no. 1 (January 
1, 2015): 1–36, https://doi.org/10.1515/peps-2014-0008; Barbara Harff, “No Lessons 
Learned from the Holocaust? Assessing Risks of Genocide and Political Mass Murder 
since 1955,” American Political Science Review 97, no. 01 (February 2003): 57–73, https://
doi.org/10.1017/S0003055403000522.

69  John Riley and Will Atkins



10.  Jeffrey S. Bachman, “Four Schools of Thought on the Relationship Between War and 
Genocide,” Journal of Genocide Research, April 21, 2020, https://www.tandfonline.com/
doi/full/10.1080/14623528.2020.1756558.

11.  Matthew Krain, “State-Sponsored Mass Murder: The Onset and Severity of Genocides 
and Politicides,” The Journal of Conflict Resolution 41, no. 3 (1997): 331–60.

12.  Jonathan Leader Maynard, “Rethinking the Role of Ideology in Mass Atrocities,” 
Terrorism and Political Violence 26, no. 5 (October 20, 2014): 821–41, https://doi.org/10
.1080/09546553.2013.796934.

13.  Eric D. Weitz, “The Modernity of Genocides,” in The Specter of Genocide: Mass Murder 
in Historical Perspective, ed. Ben Kiernan and Robert Gellately (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2003), 53–74, https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511819674.003.

14.  R. J. Rummel, “Democracy, Power, Genocide, and Mass Murder,” The Journal of Conflict 
Resolution 39, no. 1 (1995): 3–26.

15.  Gary Uzonyi and Victor Asal, “Discrimination, Genocide, and Politicide,” Political Research 
Quarterly 73, no. 2 (June 1, 2020): 352–65, https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912919828827.

16. Anderton and Carter, “A New Look at Weak State Conditions and Genocide Risk.”

17. Anderton and Carter, 31.

18.  Benjamin A. Valentino, Final Solutions: Mass Killing and Genocide in the 20th Century 
(Cornell University Press, 2004), 66.

19.  Charles H. Anderton and Jurgen Brauer, eds., Economic Aspects of Genocides, Other 
Mass Atrocities, and Their Preventions, Economic Aspects of Genocides, Other Mass 
Atrocities, and Their Preventions (Oxford University Press, 2016), 399.

20.  This study is focused on the role of state-sanctioned mass atrocities. Although states 
perpetrate the vast majority of the mass atrocities, non-state actors, such as Boko 
Harem, Shining Path, or the Lord’s Resistance Army, also commit these acts and 
deserve equal attention. 

21.  Chris Wilson, “Military Anxiety and Genocide: Explaining Campaigns of Annihilation 
(and Their Absence),” Journal of Genocide Research 21, no. 2 (April 3, 2019): 179.

22.  For example, see Jeffrey Herf, Reactionary Modernism: Technology, Culture, and Politics 
in Weimar and the Third Reich (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1986).

23.  Seminal works include Michael D. Coe and Stephen D. Houston, The Maya, 9th ed. (New 
York: Thames & Hudson, 2015); Hubert H. Lamb, Climate, History and the Modern 
World, 2nd ed. (London ; New York: Routledge, 1995); David Keys, Catastrophe: An 
Investigation into the Origins of Modern Civilization, 1st American ed. (New York: 
Ballantine Books, 2000); John L. Brooke, Climate Change and the Course of Global 
History: A Rough Journey (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2014).

Catalysts and Accelerants: Untangling the Linkages between Climate Change and Mass Atrocities  70



24.  Vally Koubi, “Climate Change and Conflict,” Annual Review of Political Science 22, no. 
1 (2019): 343–60.

25.   “Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide,” January 
12, 1951, https://www.un.org/en/genocideprevention/documents/atrocity-crimes/
Doc.1_Convention%20on%20the%20Prevention%20and%20Punishment%20of%20
the%20Crime%20of%20Genocide.pdf.

26.  There is a great deal of discussion and sometimes confusion over these categories of 
acts. For example, see Andrew Altman, “Genocide and Crimes Against Humanity: 
Dispelling the Conceptual Fog,” Social Philosophy and Policy 29, no. 1 (January 
2012): 280–308.Using the category “mass atrocity” offers numerous methodological 
advantages; however, it does not resolve the linguistic, categorical, or legal debate 
surrounding the term genocide and other such terms. Moreover, by not drawing a 
distinction between protected classes or crimes other than murder, mass atrocity is both 
a broader and narrower term than genocide. For instance, a mass atrocity of a thousand 
people because of their sexual orientation is not necessarily a genocide. Conversely, 
the sterilization of an ethnic group would not be captured by this definition of mass 
atrocity but would potentially be a genocide.

27.  “The Looming Accelerant: The Growing Links between Climate Change, Mass 
Atrocities, and Genocide” (Stimson Center, July 11, 2019), https://www.stimson.
org/2019/looming-accelerant-growing-links-between-climate-change-mass-atrocities-
and-genocide/.

28.  Similarly, CNA labels this effect a “force multiplier.” CNA Military Advisory Board, 
“National Security and the Accelerating Risks of Climate Change” (Alexandria VA: 
Center for Naval Analysis, 2014), https://www.cna.org/CNA_files/pdf/MAB_5-8-14.
pdf.

29.  Ban Ki-moon, “A Climate Culprit In Darfur” (United Nations Secretary-General, June 
16, 2007), https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/articles/2007-06-16/climate-culprit-
darfur.

30.  Jan Selby and Clemens Hoffmann, “Beyond Scarcity: Rethinking Water, Climate 
Change and Conflict in the Sudans,” Global Environmental Change 29 (November 1, 
2014): 360–70; Jan Selby et al., “Climate Change and the Syrian Civil War Revisited,” 
Political Geography 60 (September 1, 2017): 232–44.

31.   Charlotte K. Whitney et al., “Adaptive Capacity: From Assessment to Action in Coastal 
Social-Ecological Systems,” Ecology and Society 22, no. 2 (2017).

32.  The International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, “Myanmar: 
Cyclone Nargis 2008 Facts and Figures,” accessed April 23, 2021, https://www.ifrc.org/
en/news-and-media/news-stories/asia-pacific/myanmar/myanmar-cyclone-nargis-
2008-facts-and-figures/.

71  John Riley and Will Atkins



33.  Mahn Mahn Suwanvanichkij et al., “After the Storm: Voices from the Delta” (The 
Emergency Assistance Team & The Center for Public Health and Human Rights at 
Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health, 2009), 9.

34.  Alexis Akwagyiram McNeill Ryan, “Nomads and Farmers in Fight for Nigeria’s 
Heartland,” Reuters, December 19, 2018, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-nigeria-
security-insight-idUSKBN1OI13X.

35.  Nwokoye Mpi, “Nigeria: Southwest Governors Hired a Local Militia to Fight 
Bandits. Has It Worked?,” The Africa Report, February 4, 2021, https://flipboard.
com/topic/africanpolitics/nigeria-southwest-governors-hired-a-local-militia-to-
fight-bandits-has-it-work/a-PtcJP0zBTMK2u13ARQ38Tg%3Aa%3A13880649-
d86eaea636%2Ftheafricareport.com.

36.  Robert McLeman, “Climate Change, Migration and Critical International Security 
Considerations” (International Organization for Migration (IOM), 2011).

37.  Timothy Snyder, “Hitler’s World May Not Be so Far Away,” The Guardian, September 
16, 2015, sec. World news, http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/sep/16/hitlers-
world-may-not-be-so-far-away.

38.  Jürgen Zimmerer, “Climate Change, Environmental Violence and Genocide,” The 
International Journal of Human Rights 18, no. 3 (April 3, 2014): 275.

39.  Martin Crook and Damien Short, “Marx, Lemkin and the Genocide–Ecocide Nexus,” 
The International Journal of Human Rights 18, no. 3 (April 3, 2014): 298–319.

40.  However, Hendrix also stresses that the structural pressure of climate change do not 
determine whether a mass atrocity will or will not occur. Rather the role of key leaders 
in framing the societal narrative is pivotal in the potential creation of a mass atrocity. 
Cullen Hendrix, “Putting Environmental Stress (Back) on the Mass Atrocities Agenda,” 
Policy Analysis Brief (The Stanley Foundation, September 6, 2019), https://stanleycenter.
org/publications/putting-environmental-stress-back-on-the-mass-atrocities-agenda/.

41.  Jürgen Scheffran, Tobias Ide, and Janpeter Schilling, “Violent Climate or Climate of 
Violence? Concepts and Relations with Focus on Kenya and Sudan,” The International 
Journal of Human Rights 18, no. 3 (April 3, 2014): 107.

42.  Thomas F. Homer-Dixon, “Environmental Scarcities and Violent Conflict: Evidence 
from Cases,” International Security 19, no. 1 (1994): 40.

43.  Jay Ulfelder and Philip Schrodt, “Political Instability Task Force Worldwide Atrocities 
Event Data Collection Codebook,” 2018, http://www.systemicpeace.org/inscrdata.html.

44.  Chen C. Noble, Coffee J. Hellmann, and Chawla M. Murillo, “University of Notre Dame 
Global Adaptation Index (GAIN) Version 2019,” 2019.

45.  Marshall, Monty G. and Gabrielle C. Elzinga-Marshall (2018). Global Report: Conflict, 
Governance, and State Fragility. Center for Systemic Peace.

Catalysts and Accelerants: Untangling the Linkages between Climate Change and Mass Atrocities  72



46.  For a review of these claims, see Selby et al., “Climate Change and the Syrian Civil War 
Revisited.”

47.  All three nations (Russia, Indonesia, and Thailand) have State Fragility Index (SFI) 
scores between 8 and 13 for the years that atrocities occurred. The mean SFI for all 
nations across all years is 9.1, placing these nations firmly within the category of 
“relatively stable.”

73  John Riley and Will Atkins



SUBMISSION GUIDELINES
The journal accepts a manuscript on the 
understanding that its content is original 
and that it has not been accepted for 
publication or review elsewhere. All papers 
will undergo anonymous peer review. The 
reviewers, who are selected based on their 
expertise in the area of the submitted papers, 
will evaluate the manuscripts on the basis of 
creativity, quality of scholarship, and policy 
relevance. Once accepted for publication, 
copyright resides with the journal. Authors 
should submit their manuscripts via e-mail 
to peaceandwar@norwich.edu 

The length of a research article should be 
between 7,000 and 9,000 words (student 
papers: 5,000-7,000 words), including 
endnotes and references. Each article must 
include an abstract of less than 200 words 
and 5-6 keywords. All manuscripts should 
be submitted in Microsoft Word format, and 
text should be double-spaced, Times New 
Roman font point 12 (including references) 
and left justified.

SPELLING AND STYLE: Note that we 
conform to Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary 
and The Chicago Manual of Style in matters 
of spelling, abbreviation, punctuation, etc. 
On first use of an acronym or abbreviation 
in the manuscript, please spell it out in full.

FIGURES AND TABLES: All figures and 
tables should be professional in appearance. 
Provide figures as separate data files instead 
of as pictures embedded within the Word 
document. Location of illustrations should 
be indicated by a note in the text (e.g., “Table 
1 about here”).

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH: authors 
must include a brief biographical sketch, 
including institutional affiliation, primary 
publications, and relevant experience. 
Length should be 200 words or less.

REFERENCES: JPWS uses The Chicago 
Manual of Style’s notes and bibliography 
system with endnotes. For further 
information on references, please consult 
The Chicago Manual of Style, 17th edition.

Books: Feldman, Lily Gardner, Germany’s 
Foreign Policy of Reconciliation: From 
Enmity to Amity (Lanham, MD: Rowman 
and Littlefield Publishers, 2012), 20-33

Book chapters: Terence Roehrig, “Stability 
or Instability? The US Response to North 
Korean Weapons,” in North Korea and 
Nuclear Weapons: Entering the New Era 
of Deterrence, eds., Sung Chull Kim 
and Michael Cohen (Washington DC: 
Georgetown University Press, 2017), 129-56.

Journal articles: Friedberg, Aaron, “The 
Future U.S.-China Relations: Is Conflict 
Inevitable?” International Security 32, no. 2 
(2005): 7-35.

Online sources: Bonenberger, Adrian, “The 
War No One Notices in Ukraine,” New York 
Times, June 20, 2017, https://www.nytimes.
com/2017/06/20/opinion/ukraine-russia.
html .

For multiple notes referencing the same 
work, please use the following shortened 
note form after the first reference. 
Feldman, Germany’s Foreign Policy of 
Reconciliation, 73-78.
Roehrig, “Stability or Instability?,” 131.



Journal of Peace and War Studies
ISOMA Special Edition: Preparing Military Leaders to Effectively  
Resolve 21st Century Security Challenges

CONTENTS
Introduction to the Extended Reality-based LVCG Military Training System for Small Units at Korea Military 
Academy
 Kyuyong Shin, Hochan Lee, and Junhyuk Oh

Educating 21st Century Thinkers: A Case for Renewed Emphasis on Liberal Arts and Humanities in Officer 
Education
 Jamie McGrath

An Approach for a Character Development Strategy for the Center for University Studies
 Lirim Bllaca, Alisa Ramadani, Ali Haxhimustafa, and Premtim Shaqiri

Leadership Undefined: The Paradoxes of Future Military Leadership
 Martijn W. van Eetveldt, Richard G. Oppelaar, and Peter Olsthoorn

Catalysts and Accelerants: Untangling the Linkages between Climate Change and Mass Atrocities
 John Riley and Will Atkins

New Leadership Approaches for Climate Change and Environmental Security
 William F. Lyons Jr., Tara Kulkarni, and Mallory Dutil

Navigating Through a VUCA World by Using an Educational Compass
 C. J. M. Annink and N. N. M. van Mook

We Need to Rethink Reality: The War Nexus and Complexity
 André Simonyi

Authority and Military Command: Reflection on the Challenges Military Academies Face in  
Today’s Profound Social and Cultural Changes
 Danic Parenteau

New Directions in Intelligence Education

 Robert J. VandenBerg, Mark W. Perry, and Aleia F. Manning

Reappraisal of the Korean Military’s Core Competences in the Age of the Phono Sapiens

 Dong-ha Seo and Jung-yoon Chang

Squaring the Circle: The Evolution of NATO’s Strategic Communication Since the 1990s

 Linda Risso

Intercultural Competence Training at a US Service Academy: Pilot Study
 Kelly Lemmons

Studies on Leadership: Research, Development, and Practice, based on evidence at Agulhas Negras  
Brazilian Military Academy

 Atílio Sozzi Nogueira, George Hamilton de Souza Pinto, and Marcos Aguiar de SouzaIncrease of Officer Cadets’ 
Competences by Internationalization

 Harald Gell

Converting COVID-19 Disruption into Joint Military Education and Training: The Australian Defence Force 
Academy’s Military Education and Training in the Pre-COVID-19 and COVID-19 Environments

 Peter James Leavy, Shevahn Telfser, and Jeffrey Howard

Crafting Diverse, Inclusive and Decolonized Military Leaders: Reflections on Decolonizing Professional Military 
Education

 Malte Riemann and Norma Rossi



NORWICH
UNIVERSITY ®
NORWICH

UNIVERSITY ®




