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1. INTRODUCTION

“This moment of anticipation is like the calm that settles after all hopes have died...Never has
our future been more unpredictable, never have we depended so much on political forces that
cannot be trusted to follow the rules of common sense and self-interest- forces tha look like
insanity, if judged by the standards of other centuries.”(Arendt, 1973)

These lines from Hannah Arendt’sThe origins of totalitarianism, captures the global
sentimentin the tumultuous aftermath of the two world wars, but they can also be utilized to sum
up the present-dayecological anxeties and global despair on the question of climate change.
There is now a widespread scientific consensus that the phenomenon of anthropogenic climate
change is accelerating and shaping the planet in catastrophic and irreversible manner(Doran,
2009; Stern, 2006). The political negotiationshave failed to reach a consensus a the international
level, which has led to a status quo that is increasingly becoming unacceptable around the globe.
It is now being argued that the planet has entered a new geological epoch- The Anthropocene-
which marks the death of ‘nature’ and the ascension of human species as the makers and shapers
of the planet (Crutzen 2006). This is a new climate discourse which frames the climate crisis as a
universal, transboundary problem. Anthropocene highlights the limitations and boundaries of
natural resource exploitation, whichconstitutes a major challenge to all the countries around the
globe, especially as half of the carbon space that can be availed to keep the temperatures from
breaching the two degrees mark has already been exhausted (Allen et al., 2009). In 2015, 195
states sianed on to the Paris Climate agreement under the aegs of United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (2015), which set it goal as, “Holding the increase in the global
average temperature to well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels and pursuing efforts to limit
the temperature increase to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels, recognizing that this would
significantly reduce the risks and impacts of climate change.”

Caney (2016) argues that even if the states manage to meet thistwo degrees threshold, it
still will not be enough to avoid the harm that will be done to the planet. The road to Paris has
been a gradual acknowledgement and ascendance of ecological matters on the political high
tables. but the failure to reach anv consensus has marred the entire nroaress. In Januarv 2019. the
U.N. Security Council held an open debate to discuss the impact of climate change on the peace
and security of the world. Kaplan (1994) in his seminal essay, ‘The coming anarchy’
preemptedthis linkage between ecological degradation and security. Hewrotethat it is now time
to, “understand the environment for what it is: the national security issue of the early twenty -first
century”. Over the last two decades this discourse of securitization has come to dominate the
major policy domain. The most prominent case of this linkage is the Southern Asian regon
which is home to one of the largest populations in the world as well as a plethora of endangered
biological hotspats.

This article emphasizes on the usage of aterm *Southern’ in place of South Asia, in order
to broaden the scope of the study. This allows for the inclusion of China, which shares a
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contiguous geographical boundarywith the rest of the states and its future needs are also locked
in the transboundary resources of this broad geogaphical region. Apart from its shared cultures
and histories, these countries also share a common topography, which, many scholars and
policymakers argue, ties them together in a potential resource conflict in the near future. This
region is one of the most geopolitically vulnerable regions in the world- the scars of bitter
partition, the deep ethnic divisions, an escalating nuclear arms race, contentious boundaries,
gaping economic inequality, the rising hegemonic ambition and the internal race for regional
dominance; all of these factors signal towards a greater integation of ecological as well as
political fate of the region. The transboundary nature of waer resources in the region has
increased the possibility of resource based conflict, as the major states like China, India,
Pakistan, Nepal and Bhutan plan to expand their usage of these resources over the next two
decades (Mahapatra & Ratha, 2016).

Beck (2014) describes the modern society as one, where, “the language of threat is
infectious and transforms social inequality: social need is hierarchical, the new threat, by
contrast, is democratic.” This article will examine this ahistorical,universalization of the threat of
climate change, which is often-cited rationale behind the new discourses such as Anthropocene,
which mark the end of ‘Nature ‘and attempt to frame climate crisis in a new urgent language of
future risks and resilience. This article specifically focuses on the hydro-politics in southern
Asian region and makes an argument that ecological discourses in this region are critically linked
to discourse of national security and self-interests of sovereign states. The article further analyses
the suitability of universalizing discourse such as Anthropocene in the reinterpretation of the
concept of security in the Southern Asian region.

2. CLIMATEAND SECURITY: A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

The history of Climate change research is fairly recent in its origins. In 1824 French physicist
Joseph Fourier was the first man to recognize the role of atmosphere in capturing heat. Svante
Arrhenius, a Swedish chemist later made the startling claim in 1896 thatthe CO2content could
lead to an Ice Age or an increase in global temperature of 5°C.It was only by the 1960s, that the
utilitarian view of nature, dominant during the industrial age, was challenged with the birth of
conservation movement around the globe. The books like Silent Spring (1962)and Club of
Rome’s limits to growth report (1972), were seminal in building the narrative that led to the
piquing of political interest in ecological issues. The year 1974 witnessed the birth of the
intemational diplomatic effort at the World Earth summit, which helped in building of consensus
on range of ecological issues.

The discourse that ecological issues may lead to violent conflict has turned relevant in the last a
few decades and many different interpretation of this interrelationship can be found in academic
and policy circles (Floyd, 2008). Beginning with the seminal work of Homer-Dixon’s work on
scarcity -induced environmental conflict and subsequently ‘‘environmental scarcity encourages
powerful groups to capture valuable environmental resources and prompts marginal groups to
migrate to ecologically sensitive areas. These two processes in turn reinforce environmental
scarcity and raise potential for social instability (Homer-Dixon, 1996)”Lately there has been an
emphasis on establishing the link between conflict in places like Darfur and Syria to climate
change(M cDonald, 2013). Gleick (2014) writes that, “There is a long history of conflicts over
water in these regions because of the natural water scarcity, the early development of irrigated
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agriculture, and complex religious and ethnic diversity. In recent years, there has been an
increase in incidences of water-related violence around the world at the subnational level
attributable to the role that water plays in development disputes and economic activities.”In
Homer-Dixon’s analyses, the social breakdown and violence are linked to the decline in state
capacity. This decline in state’s capacity may lead to an increase in environmental scarcity.
Firstly, the scarcity leads to a rise in financial demands on the state, particularly infrastructure
building. Secondly, the state faces demand by elites in the society for financial or legal assistance
for their direct benefit. Thirdly, this predatory behavior may galvanize the weaker sections of the
society against such legal changes, sometimes leading to direct praests aginst a model of
development that may digpossess the poor. Finally, the general recession in economic activity
caused by such dynamics may reduce revenue and fiscal flexibility with the stae (Dalby,
1992).This thesis has been questioned over the years due to lack of empirical evidence from
ground studies (Gleditsch, 2010). There has been a focus on establishing a link between the
failed states, environmental change andconflict through such hypothesis that many critical
geopolitical analysts consider ineffective as it positions the developing world as a source ofthreat
and leads to a military based response towards climate change, by so-called Copenhagen School
theorists of ‘securitization’, which in the long term in ineffective and detrimental to the entire
cause(Dalby, 2014; M cDonald, 2013).

Wever (1995) explains that climate change could be viewed and articulated through the
lens of security, but the conception of security itself has an internal logic that encourages
urgency and exceptionalism. Therefore, for Waver (1995) the ones who are concerned with a
more humane, progressive response to issues such as climate change may be better placed
pursuing the goals of desecuritization, which means its removal from the list of security agendas
and be brought into the realm of normal politics, openly it up to democratic debate and
deliberations.Within such apolitically contested domain, The UN Human Develop ment Program
Report (1994) identified climatechange as a threat to human security. The UN Security Council
meetings in 2007 and 2011 have extensively debated the implications ofclimate change for
intemational ecological sustainability and stability.Bamett(2001) argues that, “Security is an

accentuated discourse on wulnerability. Like vulnerability, its assessment requires considering
the risk of exposure, susceptibility to loss, and capacity to recover. However, like vulnerability

and risk, it is more socially constructed than objectively determined.”

There is a widespread agreement on the anthrop ogenic nature of the changes that are now
underway in the earth’s climate system, as encapsulated in the Anthrgpocene discourse as well,
have no precedent in the history of human civilization ( Stern, 2006). The anthropogenic
influence on the emlogy are influencing and sometimes aggravating the geological processes
such as coastal erosion, erratic precipitation , increased storm intensity, and species migration
(M cCarthy et. al, 2001). States play critical roles in creating the conditions whereby people can
act in ways to pursue the lives they value (Sen, 1999). When states cannot provide all these
functions, the risk of violent conflict increases.

3. THEEMERGENCE OFANTHROPOCENE DISCOURSE

The emergence of climate change as the most pertinent challenge of our times is beingdescribed
as a rare cosmopolitan moment, wherein the boundaries are being pushed beyond the nation

states, and the very idea of nation state has come under question. The evidence of this change
figures prominently in the key developments of our times such as the extreme weather events,
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the apathetic state of climate refugees, loss of land and livelihoods, and the threat of resource
wars in the garb of development and security. The scientific community now believes that earth
has entered a new enoch the Anthronocene- the ace of man (Crutzen. 2006). The Anthropocene
is witnessina a shift in the spatial and temporal scales of interdependency between human and
ecological systems (Young et al. 2006, Helbing 2013).1t implies that mankind is now acting as a
geological force, at par wih natural processes of change, therefore, the traditional dichotomy of
man-nature divide has come undone (Chakrabarty, 2009). This has far reachina implications for
a world which faces the challences of extreme weather events, erratic wind cycles, rampant
inequality, transnational resources conflicts, and pandemics. Latour (2014)points out to the
emergence of ‘the climate’ as a new form of discourse, one that forces us to imagine earth as “a
cesspool of conflict, decay, war, pollution, and corruption

These threats acquire a new meaning in the 21st century. The ace of Anthropocene is
upon us- an epochal shift in the history of the planet, which proclaims an end to nature and
transformation of man into a aeonhvsical force (Chakrabartv. 2009). This ideanresents a critical
challenage to our understandina of nature, because it breaks down the age-old man-nature divide,
and presents a technocratic worldview, wherein all distinctions, diversities, and differences are
overridden against a common existential threat. On the one hand, the ecoloaical crisis is de-
territorializing the world adainst a common universal threat; on the other, it seems to re-
territorialize the world in the act of self-nreservation of nation states.

Backstrand and Lovbrand (2016)outline three major discourses of areen governmentality,
ecological modernization and climate justice, which have shaped the climate covernance. Green
governmentality arcues fora alobal climate stewardship which rests upon a strong administrative
rationalism and resource manacement. Ecolodical M odernization is the dominant theme in
climate mitication nolicies. with its win—-win rationale of market environmentalism. which can
deal with the problem negative externality by internalizing environmental costs and chanaingthe
governina mechanisms, such as, “a decentralized, cost-effective policymaking and increasinathe
role of non-state actors in the mitication process (Hajer, 1995).” The interface of scientific
knowledae and power has resulted in the postpoliticization of climate chanae(Swynaedouw,
2010). This has serious implications for our socio-ecoloaical as well as aeopolitical svstem
(Dalby, 2007). A post-political narrative is dominated by the natural sciences and it prescribes a
technoloaical fix, which prioritize nature at the cost of social and takes a universalizing view of
the planet, thereby ianoring its vast differences (Malm & Hornbora, 2014). Hardt and Neari
(2000) refer to a beainninaof a new alobal order. which transcends the nation-state. and thev call
it the “imperial machine.” As a counter to this understanding of new world order, Bowker and
Star (1999) arque that if Empire exists, “its power resides in the construction of new systems for
classifying, standardizino, ordganizina, and orderina knowledoe and people on a worldwide
basis.” Chaturvedi and Doyle( 2015) hold a counter araument that these north-centric discourses
stand co- mted and depoliticized. “with the zero- sum cames of the finite. hard earthers now
rep laced with Plasticine anthropocene understandinas of the Earth as infinitely malleable”.

The world today is confronting, what has been described as a planetary level threat of
climate chanae. The evidence of this chanade fiqures prominently in the key developments of our
times such as the rising cases of extreme weather events, the apathetic state of climate refugees,
loss of land and livelihoods. food insecuritv. the snread of nandemics and the loomina threat of
resource wars. The Anthropocene presents a critical challenge to the commonly held
understanding of Nature, as it breaks down the age-old man-nature divide, and presents a
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technocratic worldview of planetary tippina points, wherein all distinctions, diversities, and
differences are overridden against a common existential threat. This is a narrative that aims at
invokina uraencv. It hones to counter the lackadaisical anproach that the political actors have
adopted over the decades towards a crisis which endangers special existence on earth.

4. JUXTAPOSING CLIMATE AND SECURITY: HYDROPOLITICS IN SOUTHERN
ASIA

As the Anthropocene discourse takes root in the public policy circles, especially the security
domain, it becomes clear that staes in Southern Asia will bear the brunt of the exigencies of
erratic climate conditions. The population of this regionis predicted togo up by almost a billion
by 2050. Whether it is the climate change or the neo-Malthusian pressures, it is certain that we
may not witness a conventional war over water resources, but it may indeed prove to be a
potential trigger, a catalystto the insecurity within the region. It will lead up to newer challenges,
break the old alliances, and may even forge new partnerships.

Mittal (2006)projects the increase in aggregate demand for food in Indiaas a result of the
growth in population, per capita rise in income and a concurrent constrained production
dueto a low yield growth. Based on IAEA and World Bank based models, it is predicted
that in case of a global mean warming of 4°C, a 10-percent increase could be seen in the
annual mean monsoon intensity of precipitation (World Bank, 2013). Similarly, low lving
coastal areas in India, Bangladesh and Pakistan are at severe risk due to rising sea waters,
endangering lives and livelihoods.

If a river could change the destiny of a nations, it rings true for the states in Southern Asia. In his
influential work, Water: Asia’s new battleground, the Indian geostrategist Brahma Chellaney
(2011) argued that if in the previous century, the battle was for land and energy resources, the
new century will witness astruggle over its water resources in Southem Asian region, primarily
owing to the climate change, scarcity, growing populations, changing lifestyle, and resource
mismanagement.It is important to view the possible emergence of water conflict through the
geopolitical lens, as it leads us to a wider understanding of the future of this resource itself.
Southern Asia is a geopolitically unstable region, which makes this Transboundary resource
critical to the security and prosperity of the region. Water scarcity due to climate change will
only exacerbate this into asituation of conflict.

The Himalayas are the source of the three mightiest rivers- Indus, Ganga and
Brahmaputra and home to world’s largest inland glaciers. These river basins spread across the
length and breadth of the region, across sovereign national borders. It is the source of livelihood

for nearly a billion people, a vast reservoir of resources and home to diverse indigenous
populations. The Ganges, the Yamuna, and the Brahmaputra form more than half of the annual

flow of water in the India. Nepal has over six thousand rivers, all of the Himalayan origin. The
Chinese rely heavily on the Hwang Ho and Yangze River systems- the two of its largest sources
of water for its heavily industrialized regions. Pakistan and Bangladesh are almost entirely

dependent on the Indus and Ganga water sysems respectively, jegpardizing their potential
autonomy, in case the water turns into a scarce commodity.
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If one adheres to the tenets of realism, that is,geopolitical power trumps geograp hical
limitations, in that case the current debates surrounding water security and future water wars
stands on weakgrounds. The political fragility within Southem Asia renders the humanitarian
pleas and environment security arguments, ineffective as well; after all, securing the borders and
protecting the state’s mortal existence always takes priority in the strategic space. Although it
would be illadvised to undermine the strategic importance of water, as it is critically related to
the fundamental quality of life as well as the geopolitical destiny of Southem Asia, especially
with the increasing rate of evidence supporting anthropogenic climate change.In the case of
India, where more than half of the population is dependent on agriculture, the water stress is
increasing. If the country fails to expand irrigation or boost productivity by other means, food
security will once more haunt the policy makers, and economic growth may be
compromised.The total usable water in India is currently estimated to be around 700 to 1,200
billion cubic meters (bcm). As per the population figures in 2011 census, Indiacan provide 1,000
cubic meters of water per person, which is considerably lower than the accepted water stress
limit of 1,700 cubic meters per person peryear. More importantly, this number had sharply fallen
from the 1951 estimate when 3000-4000 cubic meters of water per person were available
(Parikh, 2013). India’s domestic demand for water stood around 829 BCM in 2006, the number
that is projected to be double by 2050, which are indicators that India is heading for the situation
of water stress (Brooks, 2007).

Bangladesh is the lower riparian state with the dominant neighbor, which has proved
disastrous for its management of its water resources. It faces threats of flooding and severe
seasonal water scarcity, compounded by the policies of the upper riparian states. Policy makers
of Bangladesh, particularly the foreign policy experts, lay emphasis on better relationship with
India largely due to the geographical wulnerabilities with Bangladesh (Sharma, 1972). The
geogaphic compukions of this deltaic nation, especially in the light of climate change threats,
leaves it in a geopolitical quagmire, wherein it can secure its water needs, and fight the salinity
crisis only through diplomacy and bilateral dialogue. Bangladesh has 57 trans-boundary rivers
within its territory, but only 7% of the taal catchment of these rivers lies inside of the country,
rest is controlled by countries such as India and China, and sometimes Bhutan and Nepal as well
(Rahman, 2009). Its coastal areas are facing the threats of submergence and salinity rise in
ground water reservoirs. The conflict has been brewing since independence, especially the
construction of Farraka barrage to divert the river Ganga. The Teesta River is the major bone of
contention that is the source of livelihood for 21 million people in Bangladesh and critical to its
socio-economic development, and 91.3% of its water is drawn from the rivers Ganga and
Brahmaputra (Pratgp 2015). The recent agreement between the two countries holds tremendous
potential for both nations as it vows to overcome this lack of coordination that was a failure on
the part of 1996 Ganga water treaty.

China. beina the upper riparian statehave so far staked claim over the
transboundaryresources under the principle of ‘absolute territorial sovereionty’, the roots of
which originate in the Harmon Doctrine that establishes the rioht of unilaterally use of
rivers, reagardless of lower riparian needs(M cCaffrey, 1996). The Qinahai-Tibetan Plateau
which is often referred to as the ‘roof of the world’, on account of its larae fresh water
reserves. which are the laraest outside of the two poles. It is the source of muliole river
systems, which run throuah Asia including the Indus, Ganga, Brahmaputra, Mekong,
Salween, Irrawaddy Yangze and Huang He. China voted agpinst the UN resolution to adopt
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the 1997 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Non-navigational Uses of International
Watercourses, thereby maintaining an opaque stance on its foreign policy with regards to the
Transboundary resources (Chen, Rieu-Clarke, & Wouters, 2013). In 2003, China launched a
massive project to divert waters from southern parts to the scarce water north- the South-north
Water Diversion project. This project became a source of contention by 2009-2010 when the
news emerged that China was planning a construction of a massive dam at the great bend in the
Brahmaputra River. Both Bangladesh and India hold key strategic interests in the river; the
former depending on it for its two-third river water requirements and the later having 44.4
percent of its hydroelectric power potential in it (Wirsing2013). The Chinese have clearly stated
the Indian position on the conflict as one that is tryingto gain international sympathy and put
pressure on China to keep it from utilizingits domestic resources (Zhubei, 2013).

Sinha (2011) argues that the Chinese riparian approach has been “inward and unilateral”
over the years, which is reflected in its non-acceptance of any abiding bilateral treaties of the
Transboundary water allocation and sharing. Whether it was the three gorges dam of the SNWP
project, the Chinese carry forth atraditional policy of controlling the waters for a greater good
and asserting its supremacy as the upper riparian state. Unlike any other country in the region, it
holds a monopoly on the Himalayan waters, and it is working towards securing its intemal
scarcity through the waters from the Tibetan plateau. It may be argued that the Chinese will
eventually play the Himalayan water as a key strategic tool in regional politics as is already
reflective inits decision of not entering into any formal water-sharing agreements with any of its
neighbors. What has further raised suspicions in India is that the Chinese are proactively
engaging in the PoK, with its strategic partner Pakistan, especially in dam projects. The
proposition of a water war is particularly threatening to the region due to the tactics of the upper
riparian states, the opaqueness of its strategy and the sheer diffidence on its part with regards to
the water issues and the ingrumental use of water as a political tool against them.

The Indian position, in this case, is that of a middle riparian state. It is heavily dependent
on the water from the Himalayan rivers but holds little strategic advantage vis-a-vis China.
Although its position does, give it a significant strategic advantage against the lower riparian
states, which include Pakistan. Traditionally, India has signed very generous water treaties, such
as the Indus water treaty, thereby putting faith in the cooperative solution. It is evident though
that the Indian position is bound to change in the face of rising challenges in the region and its
intemal consumption. A zero-sum game is being built around the water scarcity and growing
demand in the area, which is propelling the geopolitical rivalry between the states (Wirsing et al.,
2013).

It is easy to fall into the giral of pessimism, as the rivalry is historic and the region of
Kashmir holds greater geopolitical importance. Therefore, the situation demands we look at the
issue through the security lens. The water of Indus does hold the key strategic advantage for
India, and being the upper riparian in this case has given it an upper hand. Although Pakistan
now keenly engages with China to counter the Indian advantage and allay the fears of its
population. The Indian position will be key to the future of the water in the region as it can
counter the Chinese opacity through a fine, transparent and cooperative approach to its water
woes with the neighbors.

The Southern Asian colonial heritage includes the development of the water-related
infrastructure(D’Souza, 2006). The handling of water was assumed to be a primary motif in
governance and consolidation of power. This ledto an early development of dams and canals in
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the Indus basin. The partition and its incalculable incapacities in the allocation of water resources
resulted in a haphazard development of riparian infrastructure in the region(D’Souza, 2006).
Every year more land is being lost to vagaries of nature and the imminent threat of climate
change. The large wulnerable populations, a weak state, and climate vulnerabilities are troublina
sions for the lower riparian states like Banaladesh and Pakistan. The Pakistan Council of
Research in Water Resources (2016) estimated that Pakistan touched the "water stress line" in
1990 and the "water scarcity line" too was breached in 2005. The per capita water availability
per vear was 1,017 cubic meters, which is in drastic proximity to 1000 cubic meters line of
scarcity. creatina fears of severe drouahts and scarcitv in the countrv.

The risina stress on the hydroloaical resources in the redon has led to an agaravation of
the political stance that each of these states have taken on the issue, often framing the issue
through the lens of national security. This process of securitization leads to a form of
depoliticization of the crisis, whereby a limited understanding the problem gets highlichted.

5. ANTHROPOCENE AND SOUTHERN ASIA: REINTERPRETING SECURITY

The Classical geopolitics worked on the assumption that the geographical features of the earth’s
surface are relatively stable, and thereforethe politics unfolds in this dabilized context.
Geopolitics was therefore a geogaphical context, a constant background for foreign policy
making(Kelly, 2006). In the post-Westphalian world, territory, maps, and boundaries became the
centerpiece of our understanding of the world. These contemporary lines of demarcationcan be
understood as a legacy of European empires and their colonial project. It is precisely this
geopolitical context, which has dominated the birth of post-colonial states in the southern Asia,
and one which continues to dominate the narrative of security and wellbeina.

Walt (2019) presents a controversial opinion that, “It mioht seem far-fetched to imaaine states
threatenina militarv action to orevent this todav. but it becomes more likelv if worst-case
estimates of our climate future tum out to be correct.”. The dispersed and transnational nature of
the oreenhouse das emissions has presented a challenaina paradox for the foreian policy makers.
Sovereianty, which is the core principle of nation building in the westphalian order, has become
one of the biaaest roadblocks in the path robust collective climate action. The classical
understandina of sovereiontv. as outlined in the realist and neorealist traditions of International
Relations, assumes that it as a fixed, natural attribute of states, and a precondition for security
and aood life (Lake 2003). Walt (2019) araues that this “hard shell of sovereianty” has never
been an absolute condition, and the violation of this principle has been carried out in the past,
sometimes with the sanctions of international bodies like the UN. as was in the case of
“responsibility to protect doctrine”, which ledtimized foreion intervention on humanitarian
arounds. The ideas like the “responsibility to protect” and “sovereianty as responsibility” are
perfect examples of a departure from the traditional conception of sovereianty (Glanville, 2010).
The risinag threat of alobal warmina could stretch this definition further, as the United Nations
have lona endorsed the view that such develooments pose threat to international peace and
security. The UNSC has systematically tackled the linkacdes between climate and insecurity since
2007, and this culminated in the adoption of the resolution 2349 in 2017, which mentioned
climate change as one the root causes of the Boko-Haram crisis in the shrinking Lake Chad
basin.
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At the heart of the ecological predicament of our times, which the discourse of Anthropocene
problematizes, is the artificiality of ecologies, particularly the urban ecology, which is now
shaping the biosphere itself in significant and unchangeable ways. The Anthropocene argument
is not merely about faith in Capitalist modes of production and technological progress, but rather
it is a story of the completepower over nature, to extract and redesign it according to our desires.
Dryzek (2016) argues that in the anthropocene epoch, “Justice has to be ecological as well as
socidl.”It is important tha the discourses of climate catastrophe, security, economic
modernization, and market-based solutions, are balanced against the immediate, critical issues of
justice, equality and participation, which can strengthen the grassroots level preparedness against
the vagaries of Nature.

The deterioration of Transboundary nature of resources in the region forces the statesto
reinterpret the security concerns in southern Asia. The Anthropocene discourse, if viewed as an
urgent call to action, will shift the focus on to people instead of the administrative and security
concerns of states and their boundaries. This gives an opportunity to shift the focus of politicsand
avoid the securitization discourse as an excuse for inaction (Hughes and Reimer 2004).A critical
geopolitics discourse can then take shape which can challenge the traditional spatial framings of
threats in Southern Asia. The nature of climate change threat, once it’s established firmly onthe
political high tables, will highlight the transboundary understanding of the climate threat. The
contemporary geopolitics can no more be situated in the stabilized geography, in fact, the
Contemporary political ‘assemblages’, do not fit into the rubric of well-drawn, Westphalian
territorial domains, which the classical geopolitics utilized to frame policy(Sassen 2008).
Therefore, by breaking down the Man-Nature divide, and highlighting the dire need for urgent,
collective action, the Anthropocene discourse provides an opportunity to break the stranglehold
of hawkish definitions of security, and shift focus onto Human security, Climate Justice and
collective responsibility .

6. CONCLUSION

The Southern Asian region runs into a plethora of problems, on account of its geopolitical and
cultural histories. The traditional focus of policy makers in the region has been on protecting
sovereignty and securing the demarcated borders. Amidst this atmosphere of animosity and
mutual mistrust, the ecological crisis emerges as a hydra headed problem, which trespasses the
Westphalian boundaries in the region. Much like the discourse of Anthropocene, which can be
interpreted both as good or bad, the ecological crisis can prove to be either a cornerstone to

collective efforts or site of war and conflict. The hawkish understanding of security, which has
dominated the region has prevented any efforts at collective action, endangering the lives and

livelihoods of millions in the region. This securitization narrative has historically excluded the
public deliberation on matters of interstate relations and the human security argument has failed
to take roots as a result of such a policy. The Anthropocene discourse is a mere extension of the

existing knowled ge available of the planetary boundaries. It may be interpreted as an urgent call
to action, a scientific appeal for action aginst global warming. The discourse has to be situated

within local contexts, so that it cannot be reduced to yet another hegemonic discourse of
depoliticisation from the post-Industrial states in the northem hemigphere. Anthrgpocene, if
interpreted as an alternative to the securitization discourse in the region, provides an opportunity
to refocus on key issues of climate adaptation, justice and fairness. This will prove to be a
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prerequisite requirement for any kind of preparedness for the future of over 1.5 billion peoplein
the region.
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