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PLAN E
A Grand Strategy for the Twenty-first Century Era 
of Entangled Security and Hyperthreats 

Elizabeth G. Boulton, PhD

Abstract: A transdisciplinary research project investigated the idea of framing 
climate and environmental change (CEC) as a new type of threat: a hyperthreat. 
Traditional military analytical methods were used to assess the hyperthreat and 
its context and develop ideas about how an adequate response could be con-
ceived. This approach contrasts to prior literature and longstanding geopolitical 
discourse that identify the risks of taking a securitization approach. Instead, the 
author argues that it is now riskier not to consider CEC within a mainstream 
geopolitical and nation-state security strategy. When the hyperthreat of CEC is 
centered as the main threat to be contained, and its relationship to other threats 
is analyzed, startling new pathways to stability emerge. The research developed 
a new theoretical approach called “entangled security” to develop an initial new 
“grand narrative” and “grand strategy” (PLAN E). This article offers a vision of 
how military theory can be reimagined to support new policy directions and 
security priorities. 
Keywords: PLAN E, hyperthreat, entangled security, climate change, hyperob-
ject, military strategy, climate emergency, mobilization, transdisciplinary 

During the 2019–20 Australian bushfire catastrophe, to effectively con-
vey the magnitude of what they were experiencing, public discourse 
suddenly became littered with warlike terms and analogies. People 
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spoke of the “next bushfire assault,” “ember attacks,” and doing “whatever it 
takes to defend the town.” Navy ships evacuated citizens, and a climate scientist 
argued that “failing to adequately plan for the known threat of climate change  
. . . should now be considered . . . an act of treason.”1

Similar language is seen in other global climate extremes and emergencies. 
At such times, the author proposes, threat-like language is used by people not 
because they wish to securitize the problem, but rather because it helps them 
to articulate and describe their experiences. Similarly, in geopolitical discourse, 
describing climate and environmental change (CEC) as a “threat” is not novel 
—it is pervasive. In the Pacific Island Forum’s “Boe Declaration on Regional 
Security,” climate change is described as the “single greatest threat,” while at 
the United Nations (UN) Security Council, Sir David Attenborough proposed 
CEC presented “threats to security of a new and unprecedented kind.”2 Mean-
while, in the United States the Joseph R. Biden Jr. and Kamala Harris adminis-
tration has put “the climate crisis at the center of US foreign policy and national 
security.”3 To be elaborated on below, in academia, climate and environmental 
change has prompted widespread revision of how security is understood. 

This article reports on a research project that centered around this ques-
tion: If CEC is framed as a new type of threat—existential, catastrophic, or an 
emergency—then could extant military threat analysis methods be applied to 
the problem to inform civil response? The focus of the exploration was on deep 
frames, or the theoretical conception of threat, with traditional threat analysis 
methods used in a light manner. The term deep frames comes from neuro and 
cognitive science research; it refers to complex networks of neuron pathways 
that hold a person’s guiding worldview, identity, values, and influence decision 
making—mostly at the subconscious level. 4 As cognitive scientist George La-
koff writes: 

Real reason is: mostly unconscious (98%); requires emotion; 
uses the “logic” of frames, metaphors, and narratives; is physi-
cal (in brain circuitry); and varies considerably, as frames vary.5 

With this Journal of Advanced Military Studies issue exploring military con-
tributions to disaster response, the following article proposes that contributions 
could also be intellectual: military theory can be applied to the planetary-level 
disaster of climate as well as to ecological crisis. 

To introduce the research, the article will provide an overview of the de-
velopment of the hyperthreat concept and reflect on the strategic rationale for 
threat framing. Next, prior climate-security literature will be reviewed, with 
an explanation of how this research departs from previous work and seeks to 
address gaps in knowledge. The article will then describe the methodology used 
for the research project. The bulk of the article then turns to discussing the new 
research insights and conclusions reached. The outcome of the research is a pro-
totype grand strategy, called PLAN E, which has also been published separately 
in Expeditions with MCUP.6 Because this research is transdisciplinary and uses 



94 PLAN E

Journal of Advanced Military Studies

technical terms from a range of disciplines and involves the creation of new 
terms, a glossary is provided to aid comprehension across specialties. 

Ecophilosopher Timothy Morton and Climate as a Hyperobject
Drawing on Clausewitzian approaches, the first phase of the research focused 
on developing an understanding of the nature and form of the climate and en-
vironmental threat and determining its underpinning sources of power. Pivotal 
to this exploration was ecophilosopher Timothy Morton’s concept of global 
warming as a “hyperobject.” Morton’s work was notable for its abrupt departure 
from the norms of climate discourse, whereby instead of presenting humanity 
with long lists of statistics, Morton materializes global warming. The hyperob-
ject, Morton argues, displaces humans as the most powerful actor on Earth and 
renders humanity now weak, lame, and vulnerable.7 It is a complex notion and 
new philosophical vision; however, in simple terms, a hyperobject is a gigantic 
new “thing” that humanity has not encountered before; it moves like fog, is 
diffused through everyday life, and is beyond human sensory and perceptive 
capacities. The hyperobject’s presence disrupts and displaces humanity’s sense 
of existential identity:

Yet what has happened so far during the epoch of the Anthro-
pocene has been the gradual realization by humans that they 
are not running the show, at the very moment of their most 
powerful technical mastery on a planetary scale. Humans are 
not the conductors of meaning, not the pianists of the real.8

Focusing on a New Form of Violence—the Hyperthreat Concept
Morton’s hyperobject theory was then placed into a security context to develop 
the related concept of a hyperthreat:

The hyperthreat has warlike destructive capabilities that are so 
diffuse that it is hard to see the enormity of the destruction co-
herently nor who is responsible for its hostile actions. It defies 
existing human thought and institutional constructs.9

In contrast to the more commonly used crisification framings like “climate 
crisis” or “ecological emergency”—which highlight urgency—the hyperthreat 
frame spotlights the harm, killing, violence, destruction, and loss of freedoms 
imposed by unraveling ecological and climate systems.10 This approach was also 
informed by and extended Rob Nixon’s concept of slow violence, whereby de-
struction of the environment (through impacting people’s livelihoods, health, 
food, or water supply) can inflict harm and kill slowly.11 Another influence on 
the hyperthreat concept were ecotheological approaches, which focus on “cre-
ation care” and question how the “do not kill” ethic might apply in the context 
of an ecological crisis.12 All of this deliberation led to the conclusion, embedded 
within the hyperthreat concept, that security theorists need to revise their un-
derstandings of culpability or hostile intent to cause harm. 
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In comparison to Morton’s hyperobject frame, the hyperthreat notion 
includes general environmental destruction and degradation, not just global 
warming. Also, the hyperthreat notion dares to reclaim some human agency. 
Concepts from military studies, like the importance of moral forces and the ca-
pacity to mobilize around overwhelming threat, inform the development of the 
hyperthreat notion. For example, applying just war theory to the hyperthreat 
led to the argument that there are three good reasons for humans to mobilize 
against the hyperthreat: one, the risk of general destruction; two, the loss of 
autonomy and freedom; and three, due to survival imperatives.13

Application of a Hyperthreat Framing
Once a concept of threat had been developed, it was then possible to begin the 
second phase of the research, which involved subjecting the hyperthreat to a 
modified threat analysis and response planning activity. In turn, this led to the 
development of PLAN E. 

Strategic Logic 
As a preliminary, the strategic logic for a threat framing approach needs to be 
expanded on. First, grand strategy—a notion subject to “endless debates”—
generally refers to a type of statecraft that can “co-ordinate and direct all the 
resources of a nation.”14 It may comprise a plan, a set of principles, or a pattern 
of behavior.15 Grand strategy seeks to shape future events, rather than be shaped 
by them; it is proactive and creative in that it may involve creating the means 
to achieve desired ends.16 In this research, grand strategy was applied to both 
nation-states and to an assemblage of nations, such as those committed to the 
Paris Agreement of 2015. 

Second, foundational Clausewitzian logic—that security strategy serves 
political objectives—is applied to the hyperthreat.17 To explain, what if the Par-
is Agreement and various climate emergency declarations are accepted as rep-
resenting the will of the global populace? If these establish that global warming 
and ecological breakdown constitute a significant and urgent threat, then it fol-
lows that security strategy must reorient to support the larger political objective. 

Accordingly, this research anticipates the civil sector requesting a new  
climate-environmental survival-based security strategy but cannot specify ex-
actly how this would come about. Speculatively, a mandate could be achieved 
through multiple declarations of climate emergency by cities, regions, nation- 
states, or other groups around the world or through other, yet-to-emerge, new 
political concepts such as Extinction Rebellion’s proposed Citizens’ Assembly 
on Climate and Ecological Justice or political rewilding.18 Alternatively, militar-
ies might initiate investigation as a part of contingency planning. 

Prior Research: Climate-security Discourse Is Incoherent 
The logic of extant approaches to geopolitical security has been seriously ques-
tioned since 1995, when the UN Commission on Global Governance suggest-
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ed that “the concept of global security must be broadened . . . to include the 
security of people and the security of the planet.”19 Since then, expansive re-
search on human and planetary security has ensued, accompanied by arrays 
of new projects, initiatives, and conceptual approaches, reviewed previously.20

Some further examples help outline the parameters of this discussion. 
Challenging the Copenhagen School ideas that “threats are socially construct-
ed,” Maria Julia Trombetta argued security is also about “survival, urgency and 
emergency”—its meaning relates to context.21 Conversely, Joshua W. Busby 
cautioned on a loss of coherence when too many problems are placed in the 
“security box”; instead, he prefers a pragmatic focus—a careful analysis of the 
ways in which climate change might impact the state and the state’s interests.22 
Alternate concepts include a human, gender, and environmental security ap-
proach (HUGE) or a focus on ecological security.23 

More recently, ecological security research has morphed into the broader 
fields of existential threat, collapsology, and global catastrophic risk (GCR). 
GCR research examines potential “global systems death spirals”; linkages be-
tween global warming, food insecurity, and societal collapse; and has proposed 
that security must now be understood as relating to “the survival of humanity.”24 
However, despite this wide-ranging planetary security literature and discourse, 
at the meta-strategic level, the speech act (of describing CEC as an existential 
threat) has yet to fundamentally alter humanity’s security posture. 

Conceptualization remains a problem. A Swedish study concludes that cli-
mate security discourse is fragmented and incoherent for two main reasons. 
First, the discourse is constrained by a siloed structure where “different policy 
communities use different concepts to frame security risks posed by climate 
change,” while, second, there is limited institutional capacity to create cooper-
ation and synergies.25 Examples of these different concepts, discussed by Malin 
Mobjörk et al., include resilience approaches; analyses of fragility, vulnerabili-
ty, or insecurity; climate-resilient peacebuilding; and conflict-sensitive climate 
programming. 

Analyzing the same problem, Lisa M. Dellmuth et al. find there is a lack  
of theoretical or empirical research on how to integrate the varied climate- 
security approaches that are found across different intergovernmental organiza-
tions (IGO) or to assess their effectiveness. They conclude that

there is little evidence that climate change has been coherently 
securitized across IGOs, and scholars’ debate whether we are 
witnessing a “failed securitization” of climate change or a “cli-
matization” of specific security-related issues such as defense, 
migration, and development.26 

Likewise, in overviewing practice, Joshua Busby identifies a patchwork of 
measures, including the United Nation’s “climate security mechanism,” which 
seeks to mainstream climate security considerations into general planning and 
integrated risk assessment procedures. Yet, he laments the lack of any systemic 
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approach or solution: “the discussion of threats and policy initiatives begs the 
question of what to do.”27

Pertinent to climate-security discourse is other research on the gendered 
nature of both climate policy and traditional security.28 Collectively, this lit-
erature finds that climate policy and mainstream security approaches are pre-
dominantly conceived in hegemonic masculine terms, which emphasize the 
importance of science, economics, traditional hard power military approaches, 
and technical solutions. In contrast, coded as feminine are ethics and human 
and planetary security issues, which were rendered less important. Thus, gen-
dered frames may distort threat perception. 

A feature of prior discourse is persistent fear and suspicion toward secu-
ritization, which is often associated with top-down, simplistic, and draconian 
measures that would erode human rights.29 On existential risk, Nick Bostrom 
warns that

speculative risk mongering could be exploited to rationalize 
self-serving aggressive action, expansion of costly and poten-
tially oppressive security bureaucracies, or restrictions of civil 
liberties that keep societies free and sane.30

Accordingly, military input has been limited to providing advice about the 
security impacts of a changing climate and environment and assisting with di-
saster response. In a report for the UN Security Council, an “informal expert 
group” of military advisors on climate security suggest their future role could 
involve providing “fine-grained, contextualized analysis” to UN agencies and 
helping to persuade decision makers on the need for action. They warn that if 
the UN Security Council fails to respond to the climate crisis, it will “appear 
out of touch with fundamental threats to international peace and security—
and human survival.”31 

Related to hesitation about securitization is research on climate action, 
which finds that doom and gloom narratives and top-down solutions may be 
counterproductive, while bottom-up transformative win-win narratives are bet-
ter at motivating climate action.32

Climate-security literature often calls for a new approach. A wide-lens re-
view of the United Kingdom’s security posture, which considered organized 
crime, infectious disease, financial stability, and climate change found that 
the strategy was “unbalanced” and its strategic moorings were “unsound.”33 In 
2016, international relations practitioners issued an “urgent call for a profound 
restructuring of international politics and order that can assure the planet’s sur-
vival.”34 More recently, Simon Dalby argues that “traditional notions of secu-
rity need a rapid overhaul,” and he advocates for a focus on decarbonization 
and making flourishing ecosystems.35 Such calls set new ambitions and seek a 
change of focus and priority, yet do not always describe what an alternate strat-
egy might look like. 

This research separates itself from prior work in five ways. First, the hyper-
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threat of climate and environmental change is centered as the primary threat, 
with the aim to find a pathway to a safe Earth (avoiding dangerous climate 
change and ecological collapse) in the context of other security threats.36 Sec-
ond, the approach is scaled to the magnitude of the problem; it answers calls for 
a crisis or emergency response. Third, it applies a different and newly curated 
transdisciplinary lens to the problem, called entangled security, which acknowl-
edges the interconnected nature of planetary, human, and state security. Fourth, 
economic actors are brought into the threat analysis process. Fifth, applying the 
deep framing research insights, creative, and description narrative techniques 
are used to convey the results via PLAN E.

Methodology 
In broad terms, the hyperthreat was subjected to established threat analysis 
methods developed in military, security, and strategic studies, such as the mil-
itary appreciation process (MAP) or the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, 
and threats (SWOT) strategic planning method. However, these traditional 
methods were only used in a light manner; they provided the overarching an-
alytical scaffolding within which more experimental philosophical and theo-
retical exploration could occur. Also, and akin to standard military planning 
practices, threat analysis methods were modified to first suit the unique circum-
stance being analyzed (the hyperthreat) and second to iteratively respond to 
the results of the analysis. An eagle-eye overview of the entire research project 
is offered below, which describes the steps taken but also highlights some of 
the key insights and subsequent decision points made about how to analyze the 
hyperthreat and develop strategic response ideas.

First, the research began with a critical inquiry into the risks of a threat 
framing. Exploration of linguistics; genocide studies; sociology; psychology; 
hate-crimes research; securitization theory; and militarization studies high-
lighted many risks, which peaked when threat was linked to a particular group 
identity. Yet, faulty threat analysis, whereby the nature of the threat was mis-
understood, obscured, or manipulated also created risk, as it impaired capacity 
for effective response. Balancing these two sets of risks led to an approach that 
focused on harm-doing and actions that strengthened the hyperthreat, paired 
with a steadfast determination to avoid assigning threat identities.37

The second step was a preliminary problem scoping activity, which drew on 
the Joint Military Appreciation Process (JMAP) and design thinking to under-
take an initial iterative frame-environment-threat analysis and center of gravity 
(COG) analysis.38 In analyzing humanity’s failures to respond effectively to cli-
mate and environment issues, and what might allow a seismic pivot, drawing on 
a range of climate policy and communication research, it was deduced that the 
COG for humanity to succeed was its “deep frames” (figure 1).39 

Accordingly, for the third step, research analytical activity narrowed its fo-
cus to one sole objective: the hunt for a new deep frame or way of conceiving 
threat and security in the Anthropocene. In simple language, to solve the COG 
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problem, a new philosophy was required. Already discussed, and previously 
published, the first part of this was developing a new concept of threat—the 
hyperthreat frame. However, a wide body of other theoretical work (figure 2) 
helped to develop a new conceptual approach to security in an era of climate 
and environmental change, called entangled security. 

In its simplest form, entangled security appreciates that planetary, human, 
and state security are inherently entangled and interconnected (figure 3). En-
tangled security’s more complex theoretical aspects are summarized in figure 4.

Once the new framing devices or theoretical approaches had been devel-
oped—the hyperthreat and entangled security notions—it was then possible to 
apply these concepts to real-world considerations. 

Thus, the fourth step was effectively the environmental and threat anal-
ysis stage of MAP. The aim was to test and refine the developing theory but 
also to gain initial insight into the full nature of the threat and explore ideas 
about what a realistic, workable hyper-response might entail. In keeping with 
standard threat analysis protocols, two areas were explored: first, the threat con-
text, and second, the general context. For the general context, a new analytical 

FRAME ANALYSIS
Design

ENVIRONMENTAL 
ANALYSIS

Physical and 
nonphysical

THREAT
ANALYSIS

CENTER OF 
GRAVITY (COG) 

ANALYSIS

COG = ability to perceive and 
conceive threat (deep framing)

Figure 1. Iterative frame-environment-threat analysis and COG determination

Source: courtesy of author, adapted by MCUP.
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method was developed called a “tribal discourse.” The tribal discourse involved 
analyzing the hyperthreat in an entangled security environment, which meant 
considering the perspectives of people and organizations within each of the 
planetary, human, and state security sectors. 

Figure 2. Deep framing and threat—philosophical reset

Source: courtesy of author, adapted by MCUP.

Figure 3. Entangled security

Source: courtesy of author, adapted by MCUP.
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The fifth and final step saw the hyperthreat and entangled security frames 
placed into a strategic planning process (figure 5) to develop PLAN E. Analysis 
methods included a SWOT analysis; a principle of war analysis; a principle of 
entangled security analysis; and real-options analysis.40 

Figure 4. Entangled security conceptual compass

Source: courtesy of author, adapted by MCUP.
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Research Outcomes
To recap, this research applied a modified MAP to the threat of climate and 
environmental change, which broadly comprised a frame analysis, an environ-
mental analysis, and a threat analysis. The outcomes for the majority of the 
framing analysis activity (steps one, two, and three) have been briefly discussed 
above or published previously.41 Accordingly, here the article will report on the 
outcomes of the subsequent steps of the MAP and strategic planning process 
(steps three to five). 

Step three—the final part of the framing analysis—was the development 
of the entangled security theory. Due to scope, it will only be possible to de-
scribe part of this theoretical development. The focus in this article is the most 
complex component—an introduction to “agential realism”; a new quantum 
science-based philosophy; and an explanation of how it informed the entangled 
security concept. 

The analytical results from step four, the environmental and threat analy-
sis process, will be described in more detail. Finally, step five, which involved 
strategic planning and creating a concept of operations (PLAN E), will be in-
troduced. 

Step 3: Frame Analysis—How Agential Realism 
Informs “Entangled security”
If deep frames and extant modern-era worldviews were preventing humanity 
from understanding its new threat context, there was a need to seek out innova-
tors developing alternate philosophies that were more attuned to the nature of 
the Anthropocene. A key trend was removing humans as the locus of meaning 

Figure 5. Strategic planning and the hyperthreat

Source: courtesy of author, adapted by MCUP.
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and using insights that emerge from ecology and physics as the new philosoph-
ical bedrock and starting point. While Timothy Morton’s hyperobject notion 
conveys a nonanthropogenic-centered worldview and helps people to “think 
like a planet,” quantum physicist and philosopher Karen Barad guides us on 
how to “think like an atom.”42 

Barad’s agential realism theory introduces the idea that, at the quantum level, 
the nature of existence is inherently dynamic, entangled, and subject to abrupt 
change. For example, it involves “unruly electrons” that may make quantum 
leaps. Matter—human or otherwise—cannot avoid impacting and colliding 
with other matter and thus inflicting “agential cuts”—that is, leaving a mark 
on the “other.” This is the “intra-active” and inescapably entangled nature of 
existence.43 If existence is like this, across her body of work Barad then explores 
the far-reaching implications it holds for ethics or notions like justice, time, 
and agency. 

Highly pertinent to questions about framing and the hyperthreat, and 
building on Niels Bohr’s two-split experiment, agential realism also explores 
entanglement between matter and meaning.44 Barad proposes that meaning 
emerges through intra-active conversation between matter: 

In an agential realist account, discursive practices are not 
human-based activities but specific material (re) configura-
tions of the world through which boundaries, properties, and 
meanings are differentially enacted.45 

Therefore, a quantum perspective instructs that because the nature of mat-
ter and existence has an effervescent, ever-changing quality, meaning making or 
conceptual development must also be fluid and responsive to the changing con-
figuration of matter. Effective navigation of an entangled reality, Barad posits, 
requires “continuous discourse” between humans and all other matter.46

Agential realism has great significance for the question of climate and 
environment threat framing. It suggests that to be truthful, meaningful, and 
relevant, words such as “threat” or “security” must be part of the iterative re-
configuration of matter and meaning elicited by climate and environmental 
change. For example, if the intra-active impacts of greenhouse gases (GHG) 
(or forest clearing or plastic pollution in oceans) are harmful to other forms of 
life, then this must be captured within a discourse that is alive to the realities of 
material reconfiguring of life on Earth. In other words, it simply cannot be that 
while matter is undergoing seismic changes and having substantial agency and 
intra-active impacts, that old notions of threat or security remain stagnantly 
fixed to material conditions of a preclimate era. 

Agential realism requires a nonhuman-centric approach to security and 
threats. However, it also expanded conceptual territory and allowed new ques-
tions to arise. For example, if harming other matter is more easily conceived 
as also hurting oneself because everything is entangled, what does that mean 
for how to consider a threat? In an entangled ethico-onto-epistemology, is the 
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most significant form of threat one that, like a cancerous cell, has the poten-
tial to endanger the wider web of intra-active matter? 47 What does an agential 
realist perspective mean for the notion of an “enemy”? Is enemy activity best 
conceived as actions that harm another entity’s freedom of movement across an 
entangled web or its ability to intra-act—to exchange resources, to participate 
in intra-active becoming? Alternatively, by accepting entanglement, does this at 
least dilute and, at most, erase the whole notion of enemy? Could the concept 
of enemy be replaced with a range of new ideas and words that match entangled 
existence? 

Overall, agential realism provided a rich conceptual space to review the 
idea of threat and reimagine threat response. It contributed six principles to the 
entangled security theoretical approach: the idea that “matter matters”; entan-
glement; the elevation of the principle of justice; the idea of quantum possibil-
ities (random state changes); the need for continuous discourse for ongoing, 
accurate framing; and the idea of coagency—new forms of partnership between 
human and nonhuman matter.48

Step 4: Insights from Environmental 
and Threat Analysis 
The Hyperthreat and the Threat Context
The hyperthreat sits within a threat context featuring increasing insecurity and 
instability. Global governance systems are less stable. The legitimacy of the glob-
al liberal, rules-based order, which was perceived as skewed in favor of Western 
nations, is fading.49 Levels of democracy and freedom have deteriorated.50 In-
ternational organizations (IO) are finding themselves not fit for purpose, while 
those that oversee climate and energy issues face doubts about their legitimacy.51 

Human insecurity is widespread. The poor as well as some women, eth-
nic, and cultural groups and other vulnerable groups face multivarious threats, 
which include domestic abuse, sexual violence, human trafficking, slavery, pe-
dophilia, and hate crimes.52 Efforts to address these problems have been stilted 
and slow.53 Other concerns include the stability and fairness of global fiscal 
systems; artificial intelligence (AI) unaligned with human values yet surpassing 
human controls; and emblemized by the COVID-19 pandemic, increased risks 
and exposure to infectious disease that are linked to the ascension of the hyper-
threat.54 Analysis of 2018 UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) progress 
has found that, in the precoronavirus pandemic period, SDG achievement was 
undermined by two key factors: the early impacts of global warming and a 
deteriorating security environment.55 Critically, as security degraded, helpers 
(from all ranges of nongovernmental organizations [NGOs] and development 
agencies) were hindered from undertaking their work, while climate and envi-
ronmental impacts added another blow.

The 2021 SDG report found that the pandemic led to even more backslid-
ing, especially in relation to poverty, food insecurity, and health. While there 
was a temporary dip in GHG emissions, and while there were more financial 
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resources allocated to climate action, the GHG growth trend resumed, with the 
pace of change still “woefully offtrack” to achieve the Paris Agreement objective 
to limit warming to 1.5 degrees Celsius. Overall, the climate and ecological 
crises continue unabated. In short, human vulnerability is increasing, while 
current methods of addressing interconnected SDG are proving inadequate.56 

Affective insecurity is increasing, that is, global citizens feel less safe, physical-
ly and philosophically. Significant philosophical revisions and understandings 
of social and individual identity and freedom are under way, which unsettles 
peoples’ sense of epistemological, ontological, and affective security. Psycholog-
ical warfare and information operations, waged by multiple actors, including 
corporations, erode trust in institutions and perceptions of reality.57 Other fac-
ets of this problem include conspiracy theories surrounding a corrupted global 
elite; a rise in domestic extremism; and the general psychological strategy of 
terror groups to disturb citizens’ experience of feeling safe.58 

Humanity is distracted from the hyperthreat by an increasing number of 
intrahuman tensions and violent conflicts. According to the Stockholm Inter-
national Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), in 2020, after a decade of growth, 
world military spending totaled $2 trillion.59 This spending reflects a general 
deterioration of the global security environment, but also expectations of great-
er conflict during the 2022–30 decade. Influential factors include a persistent 
baseline of many fragile states; increasingly sophisticated violent nonstate actors 
and the heightened prospect of major intrastate warfare, such as escalation of 
the Ukraine and Russia conflict; or war between the United States and Russia or 
China, or as some speculate, an Iran-China-Russia alliance against the West.60 
Such tensions could simmer along as “hot peace” style tensions, involving cy-
ber interference and economic coercion, which could escalate to nuclear war. 
Alternatively, as John Keane postulated, in the case of China, relations may 
transition peacefully into a new world order featuring a powerful yet nonviolent 
Chinese “Galaxy Empire,” which features some despotism mixed with Confu-
cian inspired benevolent ideals.61

Regardless of what transpires, extensive preparedness for warfare during 
2022–30, including expensive space war initiatives, will still drain much of 
humanity’s intellectual, technological, and economic resources while also likely 
imposing continued pressures on Earth’s climate and ecology. This occurs at 
the exact same time that transformative response to the hyperthreat is required. 
Thus, serious preparations for warfare, or actual warfare, risk impairing or 
crippling capacity for effective CEC hyper-response. Accordingly, a significant 
insight is that the current global military buildup could represent a situation 
whereby many nations are entering, unconsciously or perhaps because there 
seems no other option, into a new type of mutually assured destruction sce-
nario. 

A final feature of the threat environment is dubious capacity to restore 
peace—to fix societies once broken. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) previously claimed that there are “well-established strategies 
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for managing violent conflict that are effective but require significant resourc-
es, investment and political will.”62 However, security analysts would caution 
that it is not that easy; it has not been possible to restore security in places like 
Syria, Afghanistan, Iraq, Honduras, or the Democratic Republic of the Congo, 
despite considerable resources having been spent and exhaustive political and 
diplomatic efforts attempted. This example reflects not only siloed and faulty 
threat analysis processes, but it also highlights the possibility that humanity has 
lost control of their capacity to achieve security and safety—echoing Morton’s 
fundamental conclusions—that humans have lost agency to the hyperobject.

Tribal Discourse and General Context
Aside from the threat context, to understand the general context more deeply, 
and to apply an entangled security lens to this process, a new analytical method 
was developed called a “tribal discourse.” Tribal discourse allowed analysis of 
key generic human tribes involved in an entangled security context, to explore 
their stance in relation to the hyperthreat (figure 6).63 Overall, it was found that 
although many tribes are engaged in minor operations against the hyperthreat, 
unfortunately, humanity’s most powerful tribes (those with a state security ori-
entation) often abet the hyperthreat. Select analytical insights follow.

Planetary Security Tribes
Considering planetary security, scientists struggled with bridging the science- 
to-policy gap, and while global citizens showed great potential, at a global level, 
they still lacked the impact needed to contain the hyperthreat.

Of grave concern, however, and pertinent to a threat inquiry, was the cir-

Figure 6. Tribal discourse

Generic tribes loosely grouped by their primary security foci and stance in relation 
to hyperthreat.
Source: courtesy of author, adapted by MCUP.
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cumstance of the “Earth protectors” who face an increasingly sophisticated, 
well-resourced, and sometimes militarized human threat.64 Between 1996 
and 2016, there were persistent annual growth rates in global environmental 
crime.65 With an estimated market value of between roughly $90 to $276 bil-
lion U.S. dollars per annum, environmental crime is perpetuated by corpora-
tions, corrupted officials, and transnational criminal and terrorist networks.66 

An increasingly quasimilitary style of operations has, in turn, led to green 
militarization.67 Environmental crimes have cascading negative impacts: illegal 
logging and deforestation reduce carbon sinks, while crime networks undermine 
nation-states’ governance capacity and legitimate income. Although occasional 
progress is made, overall, the literature portrays a sense that frontline agencies 
are overwhelmed.68 For example, proponents of Botswana’s controversial shoot 
to kill policy to address rhinoceros poaching argue that such approaches must 
be understood in the context of all other measures failing.69

As CEC impacts worsen, wilderness becomes rarer but also more lucra-
tive. Correlated with degrading human security, environmental crime becomes 
a perverse new form of employment. Conceptually, new battalions of environ-
ment criminals are being raised, with greater technological and military capa-
bility, who are effectively aligned with the hyperthreat; that is, they increase its 
destructive power. 

Human Security Tribes
As global instability and insecurity increases, the capacity of human helpers 
(the aid and development sector and the human protection regime) is also in 
decline.70 When combined with the prospect of harsher hyperthreat impacts 
to come, this creates a downward spiral, called the Helper Hyperthreat Bind 
(figure 7), which must be considered a red flag. 

Analyzing potential consequences, one question is how a lack of help may 
be perceived by the most vulnerable. At best, nonhelping might be accepted as a 
noninterventionalist strategy. However, there is also the risk that nonhelping is 
perceived as, or manifests as, a strategy that appears to leave people to suffer, or 
worse, graduates to, by default or nonaction, to a let them die strategy. If it be-
came evident that this was occurring, this in turn would likely legitimize a sense 
of grievance toward the developed world, which could manifest in destructive 
ways or be exploited by malevolent agents. The strategies of nonintervention 
or nonaction could also create a permissive environment for the worst forms of 
human behavior to emerge, such as genocide, slavery, and other forms of abuse. 
There are already early indicators of a link between global warming, or the onset 
of the hyperthreat, and increasing levels of slavery.71 

However, another possibility is that the current structural quagmire of in-
ternational organizations, humanitarianism, and the delivering of help could be 
interpreted as an opportunity to reorganize the systems of help, long criticized 
as constituting new forms of colonialism.72 
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State Security Tribes
Maligned Fighters
For state security tribes, of concern is a prospective quasi partnership between 
the maligned fighters (nonstate actors with intent to harm others) and the hy-
perthreat; two examples help explain. The first is an analysis of nonstate armed 
groups in the Lake Chad region, Syria, Afghanistan, and Guatemala that con-
cludes that global warming (the hyperthreat) is contributing to creating an en-
vironment in which such groups (maligned fighters) can thrive.73 The second is 
the trend of terror groups’ (maligned fighters) integrating control of environ-
mental resources into their tactics, such as water or, less successfully, oil, which 
could be viewed as an early warning of a type of tactic that might be devel-
oped further during the next few decades.74 Outside conflict zones, malevolent 
control, or disruption of environmental resources, can occur through targeting 
critical infrastructure. 

State Security Tribes Misaligned 
The most significant finding from the tribal discourse analysis was the incon-
gruent stance of state security tribes, a claim that requires greater articulation 
through an introduction to three concepts: material security, systems mainte-
nance, and dual-logic. 

Material Security
Material security refers to the goods and natural resources (e.g., food, tim-
ber, steel, fuel, fiber, minerals, paper, etc.) that assist human societies and the  

Figure 7. The Helper Hyperthreat Bind

Source: courtesy of author, adapted by MCUP.



109Boulton

Vol. 13, No. 1

nation-state to function at a practical level. A crucial part of twentieth-century 
material security thinking, borne of experience, and which became hardwired 
into security planners’ minds after World War I (WWI) and especially World 
War II (WWII), was the idea that oil is essential for military victory.75 Poten-
tially, current security and strategic approaches remain moored to this guiding 
worldview or deep frame, which links fossil fuels with security—an idea which 
is now at odds with countering the hyperthreat. More generally, after WWII, 
for Western nations at least, the state tribe’s role in ensuring material security 
for their citizens was understood as an ethical undertaking—part of the postwar 
rebuild and resources for freedom narratives.76 In the 1970s, due to a combi-
nation of oil shocks and limits to growth discourse, material security started to 
have greater ramifications for international relations and security policy.77 

Systems Maintenance
A generic term to describe the security sector’s role in material security is Doug 
Stokes’s systems maintenance construct.78 Stokes explains that as global supply 
chains became more vulnerable to disruptions, there was an increased global 
commons argument to use tools of force, like the Central Intelligence Agency 
(CIA) and the U.S. military to maintain the system. This phenomenon has also 
been described as a modern-era Lebensraum strategy, while others argue the 
logic also infuses stabilization operations.79 Thus, under systems maintenance 
logic, protecting the hyperthreat has historically been regarded as a necessary 
and dutiful service to the nation. 

While system’s maintenance may be enacted in a way that is not delete-
rious to others, this is not always the case. Stokes finds systems maintenance 
approaches have led to human rights abuses and more authoritarian regimes.80 
The problem also needs to be considered alongside resource war literature and 
related testimony from a so-called economic hit man.81 

The link between the 2003 Iraq War and oil, officially denied but best un-
derstood through Jeff D. Colgan’s nuanced analysis, especially his causal path-
ways framework, is highly significant to hyperthreat deliberations.82 Through 
a systems maintenance prism, the 2003 Iraq War can be viewed as being a war 
waged in support of the hyperthreat. Ironically, and revealing an incoherent 
grand strategy, at the same time this expensive quasi resource war was waged, 
global citizens (people with good will toward Earth and its global communi-
ty) were developing new ways to achieve material security (ecoinnovations, ze-
ro-emission technologies), which would have benefited from greater resourcing 
and support from state tribes to be fully realized. Therefore, in simple terms, 
instead of going to war to secure fossil fuel resources, hypothetically and in 
hindsight, energy security could have been achieved through investing the same 
amount of government resources into a massive transition to renewable energy 
technologies and ecosensitive design, which would have also helped contain the 
hyperthreat. 

Most concerning to PLAN E is that despite new awareness of the hyper-
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threat and the increasingly counterproductive effects of system’s maintenance, 
the state tribe trajectory remains largely unchanged. The nonprofit group Glob-
al Witness finds that resource eagles (the natural resource sector) are set to invest 
$4.9 trillion USD on exploration and extraction of new fossil fuel resources 
from 2020 to 2030; yet, the report argues that none of this additional activity 
can occur if global warming is to be limited to 1.5 degrees Celsius.83

The current buildup in global military spending, reflects uniforms (militar-
ies, police, and emergency services worldwide) preparing for multiple conflict 
scenarios, many of which have systems maintenance dimensions. For example, 
the South China Sea dispute relates to control of shipping lanes and rich fish-
eries, but also access to the sea’s natural gas and crude oil resources.84 Further-
more, “Almost a third of global crude and over half of global liquid natural gas 
(LNG)” passes through the South China Sea, which includes 80 percent of 
China’s crude oil imports and may contain “more oil than any area of the globe 
except Saudi Arabia.”85 Likewise, Russia’s interests in the Arctic and China’s 
interests in Antarctica and Africa revolve around material security concerns. In 
simple terms, extant military strategy supports a race for remaining resources, 
which could destroy what is left and imperil all. 

Dual-logic
The above discussed incongruency leads to the expansion of Doug Stokes’s con-
cept of dual-logic.86 Business-as-usual approaches to material security, which 
impose a system’s maintenance burden on security agencies, poses two threats 
to humanity: one, intensification of hyperthreat power, and two, increased like-
lihood of geopolitical security destabilization and conflict. 

In contrast with prior climate-security literature that considers whether 
CEC may lead to violent conflict, dual-logic suggests that, instead, the failure to 
rapidly transition to ecologically sustainable pathways, when first prominently 
identified to the global community as a type of security issue in the late 1980s 
to early 1990s, may already have had security impacts.87 While impossible to 
prove, such an insight must inform state tribes’ positioning in relation to the 
hyperthreat henceforth. 

Overall, centering the hyperthreat as the most significant threat reveals 
that state and security tribes, humanities most powerful groups, are inherently 
misaligned with their raison d’être—protecting their human and nonhuman 
populations. To explain clearly: though many state tribes facilitating fossil fuel 
intensive infrastructure and harmful natural resource extraction to meet the 
material security needs of their populations, they inadvertently empower the 
hyperthreat. 

Research on climate denialism highlights how state tribes can be hypno-
tized by the hyperthreat.88 Through systems maintenance security operations, 
the uniforms facilitate hyperthreat growth. In undertaking disaster response 
roles, increasingly, uniforms also find themselves cleaning up after the hyper-
threat. Security agencies do not reorient toward this new foe; rather, they re-
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main its ally and its protector. Yet, if this strange, incoherent situation could 
be reversed, if humanity could reclaim and reorient its state tribes, the current 
balance of probabilities, which currently lie with a hyperthreat victory and a 
hothouse Earth outcome, could be recast.89

Threat Analysis: New Ways to Think about Threat 
The research found that the underpinning ways in which a threat is commonly 
understood, at the deep framing level (subconsciously held entrenched world-
views) is now mismatched to the way in which threat (violence, destruction, 
harm) will increasingly manifest in the twenty-first century. New ways of un-
derstanding threat are required, which in turn can inform what a new threat 
posture might look like; reflections on this are offered below. 

Harm-doing defies conventional expectations of what a threat or what 
harm looks like. Akin to Hannah Arendt’s description of the “banality of evil,” 
with the CEC hyperthreat, there is the problem that those making the most 
shockingly harmful decisions do not look like an enemy or threat.90 Rather, 
they may be a jovial person who volunteers at the local school clean-up day 
and bravely overcomes a cancer scare. There is also the problem that such de-
cision makers exist on a spectrum from those who unconsciously participate 
in harmful decision making to those who do so knowingly yet sit within the 
law and those who are consciously undertaking harmful and illegal activity yet 
enjoy virtual impunity due to a lack of institutional capacity to address such 
harm.

Recalling the Stanley Milgram experiment and the way in which people 
readily defer their ethical decision making to respected authority figures, an-
other factor could be that key decision makers who are consciously or inadver-
tently aiding the CEC hyperthreat may hold sanctioned authority, trust, and 
power.91 Such decision makers may be a CEO or government official who wears 
a smart suit, exudes a sense of gravitas, and whose narratives orient around 
making valuable contributions to society. Yet, despite rhetoric and appearances, 
the decision making could be devastatingly destructive and threatening to many 
people and forms of life. This could be the greatest challenge to defeating the 
CEC hyperthreat: the awkwardness of confronting wrongdoing when it appears 
proper, with all the symbols of societal authority and validation. There is an 
incapacity to see threat when it is not dressed like a threat.

For modern Western nations, a particular challenge may be that, in official 
policy statements at least, it persistently perceives itself as the “good” protag-
onist, dedicated to upholding a liberal, rules-based order. The threat is pre-
dominantly characterized as some form of other, which exists not within but 
elsewhere. Accordingly, in the era of CEC, a most confounding idea is that this 
time the threat not only looks like oneself but is also within one’s own society. 
This threat analysis presents a very difficult narrative conundrum, which, it is 
argued here, itself constitutes a highly significant aspect of the problem. Ac-
cordingly, there is a need to find a way to discuss and resolve these issues in a 
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way that does not dehumanize people, nor create ruptures to the sense of trust 
and cohesiveness within society. 

As alluded to earlier, a key conclusion from this research was that because of 
the dangers of threat narratives, because the Paris Agreement depends on a spirit 
of cooperation, and because accurate threat analysis is important to humanity’s 
survival, it is argued that the CEC threat focus should shift toward neutral 
identification of harm-doing. The key difference is that for CEC, a threat is not 
conceived as an identity (an individual or group). Rather, threat analysis and 
response planning can focus on actions that will harm others (including matter) 
or that will degrade planetary-human-state security.

Identification of harm-doing is merely step one. When it comes to pre-
venting harm, a series of graduated responses would need to be developed. 
Because of the unique way in which the CEC hyperthreat manifests, at the 
lowest scale, ideally, this is bookended by a harm-to-help ethic. To explain, 
this would involve assisting entities to transition their activities from inadver-
tent CEC hyperthreat support toward being part of the CEC hyper-response. 
This acknowledges the way in which the CEC hyperthreat is interwoven with 
extant economic, governance, and security systems and the multifarious ways 
in which people participate in harm-doing. At the other end of the scale, an 
issue that will become increasingly important is the need to consider stronger 
mechanisms to address deliberate sabotage and the undermining of effective 
CEC hyper-response. 

Turning to the nation-state, if new ways of considering threat are required, 
which match the unique nature of the CEC hyperthreat, then a novel approach 
would be to consider the nature of the power relationship between the state 
and the CEC hyperthreat. A relevant conceptual model comes from research 
on domestic abuse. The Duluth Model is a widely used tool to explain the com-
ponents of abusive relationships, where power and control over another person 
is exerted in multiple ways.92 It can be applied to CEC to inform deliberation 
on how to strengthen the state’s capacity to counter the hyperthreat (figure 8).

Step 5: Strategic Planning—Development of PLAN E 
To demonstrate the potential of a new conceptual approach that centers climate 
and environmental change as the main threat and uses the new hyperthreat 
and entangled security framing devices, strategic planning methods were used 
to develop a prototype new grand strategy to counter the hyperthreat, called 
PLAN E.93 

PLAN E must be understood as a test of a new conceptual approach rather 
than a definitive plan. The conceptual work—the initial scoping, frame, and 
threat analysis of this research—is envisioned as contributing to what military 
planners consider the starting point for developing a strategic response to a 
threat. Developing a comprehensive strategy would require a larger activity, 
involving wide disciplinary expertise and support by arrays of intelligence, sci-
entific, and other research institutions and whole of society capabilities. None-
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theless, this initial pilot activity reached some new insights and approaches as 
discussed below. 

In contrast to the previously discussed literature that warns of the risks 
of securitization, such as top-down, rigid approaches that impinge on human 
liberty or creativity, PLAN E presents a security strategy that could be described 
as predominantly a bottom-up solution. The research identified risks with 
globalized, overly centralized control, such as little redundancy in the case of 
tyrannical elements gaining control of global levers of power and pragmatic 
implementation difficulties. The proposed grand strategy incorporates restoring 
nation-state agency and focuses upon ecomultilateralism, or regional solutions. 

PLAN E is civilian led and involves civilian mobilization, which is distinct 
from militarization. Military forces would be partially reconfigured as part of 
this strategic realignment and will form a portion of larger hyper-response forc-
es (HRF). 

PLAN E is concerned with meta-level grand strategy, and at this level, pro-
poses the guiding general idea that security conception, response planning, and 
actual response increasingly needs to return to the broader population and to lo-
cal levels. Decision making and resources would increasingly be devolved. This 
is due to the localized ways in which the hyperthreat manifests and the prospect 
that future security forces may be less deployable due to extreme weather im-
pacts on transportation infrastructure; the impacts of future zoonotic diseases 
and pandemics on travel; and the need to reduce GHG emissions associated 
with large deployments of personnel and equipment. 

Further, localized security forces and capabilities takes into account the 

Figure 8. Hyperthreat—behaviors and impacts of the worst enablers

Source: courtesy of author, adapted by MCUP.
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need for timely responses to hyperthreat-related disasters; the importance of 
local knowledge in effective response; the types of skill sets needed, which often 
are within the civil sector; and the general trend toward localized, distributed 
solutions and circular economies as part of zero emissions and ecologically vi-
able pathways for the broader population. Redundancy is achieved through 
dispersion, with local and regional capabilities having capacity to deploy, at 
least, to neighboring regions, towns, or cities impacted by hyperthreat assaults. 
This bottom-up focus does not negate the need for nationalized capabilities 
and some globalized components within a strategic response; the design can be 
regarded as a shift of security resources toward the places where the hyperthreat 
strikes. 

Overall, the research began with seeking to understand the new security 
environment and problem and then consider the capabilities needed, in broad 
form. Exactly which roles are civil, military, or dual is the type of granularity 
that requires separate detailed analysis. However, some initial thoughts on how 
militaries might adjust to a hyperthreat context can be offered now. 

Future security forces may increasingly locate in their home communities. 
This might address the problem of poorer communities being disproportion-
ately represented in militaries and other burdens associated with continued per-
sonnel postings and relocation. Additionally, PLAN E also anticipates that as 
hyperthreat impacts become more severe, many military personnel will want to 
be near their families and communities. 

Other significant features of PLAN E are the raising of new capabilities, 
especially in planetary security and in combating financial and legal dimensions 
of the problem. While military forces are already used to protect the nonhuman 
(e.g., patrolling fisheries), PLAN E incorporates far more extensive and robust 
protection of the nonhuman (soils, rivers, forests, grasslands, marine species, 
agricultural areas, zoo animals, pets and all sorts of flora, fauna, and other “mat-
ter”). The difference is that protection is not merely oriented toward protecting 
resources for human consumption, but rather recognizes that nonhuman forms 
of life are sentient beings, deserving protection in their own right, and who 
deserve to live without unnecessary cruelty or suffering on their home, Earth. 

To provide a tangible example of how planetary security might relate to a 
U.S. Marine context, consider the forthcoming 2022 UN Ocean Conference, 
which will consider the proposal that at least 30 percent of the global ocean is 
designated as marine protected areas (MPA).94 What type of security threats will 
MPAs face, and what type of capabilities will be required to protect these areas? 
How might illegal offshore oil and gas mining or illegal deep-sea mining occur 
in the decades ahead? Could such activities be protected by armed militia? If 
so, how might civil agencies stop and dismantle such operations and what type 
of security support might they require? Similar questions arise for all of Earth’s 
ecosystems, with the IPCC’s 2022 report stating that their “resilience . . . de-
pends upon . . . conservation of 30% to 50% of earth’s land, freshwater and 
ocean areas.”95 PLAN E and the proposed HRF aims to provide a conceptual 
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approach and structure that creates space to routinely conduct threat analysis 
and response planning, which is attuned to these new geopolitical policy imper-
atives and an entangled security context.

Discussion: 
Accurate Threat Perception Remains Elusive 
The research concluded that the capacity to see and understand threat, at the 
start of the twenty-first century, is distorted at many levels and that this hin-
ders the capacity to understand the full threat spectrum and design optimum 
strategy. 

Reframing CEC as a hyperthreat and subjecting it to a modified, basic 
threat analysis accentuated the findings of Mobjörk et al. and Dellmuth et al., 
discussed earlier, about the incoherent nature of climate-security conception. 
However, it was found that the incoherence is most significant at the strategic 
level: in the stance of nation-states, resource eagles, and in the impotence of 
governing bodies and international organizations against the hyperthreat’s mo-
dus operandi. This relates to fundamental philosophical stances or deep fram-
ing around threat, who defines it, analyses the threat, and structures threat 
response.

When it comes to CEC, modern people lack a concept of threat and lack 
language to articulate it, but they also may face societal taboos and difficult af-
fective impacts of confronting wrongdoing. It is far easier to contemplate threat 
as being far away, or as some form of “other” rather than see it as people within 
one’s own social sphere. 

Emblematized by the incapacity to determine the causes of the Iraq War or 
identify actors involved in harmful resource exploitation, much of the informa-
tion needed to properly understand CEC hyperthreat enablers and dimensions 
is inaccessible.96 Further, the language and concepts and institutional structures 
that might allow such analysis are not well developed. This means that structur-
al and conceptual framing factors limit accurate threat conception and may also 
lead to failure to identify synergistic opportunities. 

The research was focused on understanding barriers to threat perception at 
the deep-framing level, and it concludes that these barriers remain significant. 
To reflect on the importance of this issue, deep frames influence which world-
view becomes the dominant narrative, whereby it obtains power—the capacity 
to influence laws or funding decisions, for example. Yet, deep framing is also 
connected to truth and survival. Over time, the more accurate a frame is in de-
picting a complex and changing reality—and thereby proving its utility—the 
more trusted and accepted it becomes. 

Deep frames or embodied understanding is complex, but at one level it can 
be understood as an attempt to match cognitive “software” with an unfolding 
and hard to decipher reality: it is the quest for perception and understanding 
to match the “truth” that best helps humanity survive a hazardous existence. 
Although humanity and planetary security depends on as accurate and truthful 
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interpretation of threat as is possible (which allows the best chance of an effec-
tive response), achieving accurate perception can be thwarted by multiple actors 
who wish to distort threat narratives for their own agenda. 

Nonetheless, as an independently conducted analytical activity, framing 
CEC as a hyperthreat provided a useful conceptual hinge that allowed new 
questions to be raised and new explorations to be undertaken. A grim find-
ing was that the full threat spectrum has likely been underestimated, yet a hy-
per-level perspective also found that humanity has significant latent capacity. 
With many human structures, systems, and ideologies teetering, there is an 
opportunity for metamorphosis—for change to be orchestrated so that it aligns 
with an ambitious approach to a safe Earth pathway.97

Conclusion
Overall, this research project found that military methods did tangibly aid anal-
ysis of the CEC problem, however, what was more constructive was the fusion 
of these methods and concepts with other disciplines and emerging new phil-
osophical constructs. Of high utility was the integrative strengths of analyzing 
the hyperthreat in the context of other security and military threats and bring-
ing economic actors into the threat analysis process in a transparent way. 

The research found that the danger and difficulty of the problem is im-
mense and unlikely to be resolved without a substantial shift in the stance of 
nation-states and the international relations and security sector. Worse, the cur-
rent trajectory involving increased global preparations for warfare and conflict 
could derail the chance to achieve a safe climate. It also found vast potential—
an unexplored intellectual landscape abundant with new possibilities. A path-
way does exist to reach safe Earth. It rests on two things: the pivot of state tribes’ 
and civilians’ mobilization. 

This exploratory research informs the discussion about what an effective 
climate emergency response might look like. The hyperthreat and entangled 
security notions may offer some additional explanatory power and potentially 
a compelling new narrative that is accessible to the wider community. In terms 
of climate-security discourse, the research contributes to the wider discussion 
about how such issues are best conceptualized and translated into practice. 

Considering the international relations, defense, and military sector, this 
research can help orient philosophical assumptions in a way that is attuned to 
the twenty-first century. In the era of CEC, this sector could be more than a 
bystander; the cleaner of hyperthreat mess; or an unwitting accomplice to the 
hyperthreat. Instead, there is an opportunity for significant realignment—for 
the sector to become an enabler of a global hyper-response while remaining 
aligned with its raison d’être of protecting its respective populations and eco-
logical home base. The IPCC's latest report underscores the urgency of the 
situation:

The cumulative scientific evidence is unequivocal: climate 
change is a threat to human well-being and planetary health. 
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Any further delay in concerted anticipatory global action on 
adaptation and mitigation will miss a brief and rapidly closing 
window of opportunity to secure a livable and sustainable fu-
ture for all. (very high confidence).98 
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Glossary
Multiple academic disciplines informed this research, while new terms were introduced. To facilitate 
understanding across military and civilian readership and scientific and humanities specialities, key 
terms are described in this glossary. 
Affective inequality (social justice, equality studies, Kathleen Lynch). Relating to the workload of 
showing caring and concern for others and the impact this has on those conducting this typically 
unpaid work. 
Affective security/insecurity (entangled security, E. G. Boulton, drawing on Kathleen Lynch’s affec-
tive inequality work). Affective security refers to feeling “safe”—physically, socially, and psycholog-
ically. It involves a sense of epistemological and ontological stability. Care contributes to affective 
security. Affective insecurity is the opposite, a sense or feeling of being ill at ease, anxious, worried, 
unsafe, threatened, or uncertain in the world for a range of physical, emotional, psychosocial, or 
philosophical reasons.  
Agential realism (also see continuous discourse and “matter matters”) (quantum physics, phi-
losophy, Karen Barad). Draws from quantum physics and the behavior of atoms to derive new 
philosophical concepts. It proposes that the “laws of matter” have more authority than human 
speculations. Involves a view that human perception is inherently limited because it is reliant 
upon conceptual or practical apparatuses to measure reality, which in turn shapes what is seen 
and known. 
Climate and environmental change (CEC) (entangled security, E. G. Boulton). The physical 
world is referred to vicariously as global change; the Anthropocene; environmental change; the 
biosphere; or the living planet. CEC denotes two broad bodies of knowledge: that around global 
warming (climate change science) and environmental science. Accordingly, CEC encompasses 
the atmosphere, hydrosphere, lithosphere, pedosphere, and biosphere. CEC refers to the nonhu-
man, even though it is acknowledged that humans are a part of the “environment.”
Concept of operations (CONOPS) (military). It is an explanation of the rationale and method 
to achieve a stated objective. It may describe thematic areas of focus, specific tactics, operations, 
and sequencing of events. The aim of the CONOPS is to allow people to understand the over-
arching approach. 
Continuous discourse (see also agential realism) (quantum physics, philosophy, Karen Barad). 

 91. Stanley Milgram, “Behavioral Study of Obedience,” Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psychology 67, no. 4 (1963), https://doi.org/10.1037/h0040525.

 92. “The Duluth Model,” theduluthmodel.org, accessed 7 October 2018; and Ellen Pence 
and Michael Paymar, Education Groups for Men Who Batter: The Duluth Model (New 
York: Springer Publishing Company, 1993).

 93. Boulton, “An Introduction to PLAN E.”
 94. “Our Ocean, Our Future, Our Responsibility (Zero Draft)” (UN Ocean Conference, 

Lisbon, Portugal, 27 June–1 July 2022). 
 95. IPCC, Climate Change 2022: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability (Cambridge, UK: 

Cambridge University Press, 2022), 34.
 96. Chilcot, The Report of the Iraq Inquiry. An example of the difficulty in identifying 

“who” conducts resource extraction activity is seen in the case of copper mining in 
Africa. Equity in Extractives: Stewarding Africa’s Natural Resources for All: Africa Progress 
Report 2013 (Geneva, Switzerland: United Nations, 2013), 56–57.

 97. See the glossary for detail. Safe Earth refers to avoiding dangerous climate change, 
(maintaining Earth’s mean temperature to 1.5 degrees above preindustrial levels), but 
also staying within other planetary boundaries outlined by Johan Rockström et al., 
such as limiting chemical pollution, ozone depletion, and biodiversity loss. The term 
safe Earth within PLAN E also refers to safety for all of Earth’s inhabitants, including 
the full range of human security concerns, from warfare, human trafficking, and sexual 
violence to food and water security among other issues encapsulated within the UN 
SDG. Johan Rockstrom et al., “A Safe Operating Space for Humanity,” Nature 461, 
no. 7263 (2009), http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/461472a.

 98. IPCC, Climate Change 2022, 35.
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Drawing on quantum physics, Barad finds that “matter” (human and nonhuman) defines itself 
through an iterative conversation (discourse) with other “matter.” Because existence or matter at 
the quantum level is continually reforming through intra-action with “other” matter, this means 
that meaning must also continually be reworked. Accordingly, accurate framing requires contin-
uous discourse among various “others” and matter, with matter represented as best as is possible. 
Creation care (religious environmentalism, ecotheology). A term widely used across the world’s 
major religions to describe human stewardship responsibilities toward Earth. It embodies the 
idea that all forms of life and matter are sacred, integrally connected with human physical and 
spiritual well-being, and that it is humans’ spiritual duty to care for them.1

Deep frames (Neuroscience, cognitive science, George Lakoff). Complex systems of neuron path-
ways that hold peoples’ worldviews and beliefs. Deep frames are formed over a lifetime and tend 
to influence decision making at the subconscious level.  
Dual logic (see also system’s maintenance) (international relations, Doug Stokes; entangled security, 
E. G. Boulton).2 Doug Stokes proposes that there are two reasons for U.S. military interventions: 
a transnational and a national interest. The transnational interest relates to supporting “capitalist 
social relations in oil-rich regions that in turn serves the interests of other core states.”3 He ana-
lyzes the “blood for oil” thesis and suggests an alternate interpretation that “the American state 
seeks not only to ensure US oil supplies but also to maintain sufficient oil supplies for the global 
economy as a whole.”4 Boulton flips dual logic in the context of analyzing how to counter the hy-
perthreat of CEC by arguing that there are now two major threat related reasons why CEC must 
be urgently addressed: to prevent dangerous global warming and to reduce geopolitical conflict 
relating to resources, especially fossil fuel access. 
Entangled security (E.G. Boulton). The idea that security in the twenty-first century has inher-
ently interconnected planetary, human, and state security dimensions. This basic understanding 
is then developed into a more detailed new theoretical approach, summarized in figure 4.  
Ethicoontoepistemology (agential realism, Karen Barad). “An appreciation of the intertwining 
of ethics, knowing and being.”5 To explain, matter may impact other matter physically, but also 
in terms of identity (ontology) and knowing (epistemology). Further, the inevitability of intra- 
action means that there is also an ethical (ethico) component.
Forgotten solution (see also natural climate solutions, NCS) (ecology, environmental advocacy). 
In social media, the hashtag #forgottensolution and #NaturalClimateSoutions refers colloquially 
to the failure of climate policy to consider the rehabilitation of ecosystems, especially forests, as 
significant pathways to reduce GHG emissions. It is a stance critical of approaches that gravitate 
toward grand technological solutions, which through having stronger corporate advocacy skew 
resourcing away from viable low-tech solutions like ecosystem rehabilitation. 
Galaxy empire (political science, John Keane). In contrast to the Thucydides’s trap argument, 
John Keane argues that China is already a new form of global empire, which achieves influence 
through nonviolent means, in fields such as “finance capital, technology innovation, logistics, and 
diplomatic, military and cultural power.”6

Grand narrative (biblical studies; sociology; history; post-modernism). A term widely used to de-
scribe an overarching sense-making story or metanarrative, for example, Islamism; Christianity; 
colonization; emancipation in an apartheid context; civilization and progress; the enlightenment; 
or secularization and modernization. In a security context, a grand narrative is often paired with 
a grand strategy, where it provides the underpinning explanatory and often ideological rationale.
Grand strategy (international relations, political science, military and security studies). Although 
the term is widely used and explored, in the literature, there is no sole agreed definition. In a 
military context, Liddell Hart’s definition is often a discursive start point. Silove proposes that, 
broadly, scholars agree that grand strategy “is long-term in scope, concerned with the State’s most 
important priorities, and inclusive of all spheres of statecraft (military, diplomatic, and econom-
ic).” She further proposes it takes three forms: a plan, a set of principles, or a pattern of behavior.
Green militarization (environmental conservation). “The use of military and paramilitary (mil-
itary-like) actors, techniques, technologies, and partnerships, in the pursuit of conservation.”7 
Hothouse Earth (climate science, see also Safe Earth). For more than 4,600 million years, Earth’s 
state has shifted between an icehouse or snowball Earth state to a greenhouse or hothouse Earth 
state. Hothouse Earth conditions see no glaciers, and compared to preindustrial baselines, sea- 
level rise is at least 10–60 meters higher, while global mean surface temperature is at least 4–5 de-
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grees higher. Cascading tipping points (such as the Amazon forest switching from being a carbon 
sink to a carbon emitter, or the collapse of the Greenland, Arctic, or Antarctic ice sheets) could 
cause Earth system dynamics to prematurely enter the hothouse Earth state.
Hot peace (international relations, security studies). Used as a contrast to the term Cold War. De-
scribes the geopolitical environment when there is a low threat of conventional military attack, 
but aggression may occur through multiple minor actions, such as subtle economic, diplomatic, 
cultural, or information operations that seek to erode nation-state strength, cohesion, and con-
fidence.
Human, gender, and environmental security (HUGE) (environmental security, Úrsula Oswald- 
Spring). HUGE examines five types of security concurrently: national, societal, human, envi-
ronmental, and gender. Its approach to gender does not reference the UN women, peace, and 
security (WPS) agenda.8

Hyperobject (post-human philosophy, Timothy Morton). “Things that are massively distributed in 
time and space relative to humans.”9 They have five characteristics: viscosity; nonlocality; tempo-
ral undulation; phasing; and interobjectivity. 
Hyperthreat (entangled security, E. G. Boulton). Draws from Timothy Morton’s hyperobject theo-
ry. Refers to the harmful impacts of CEC. Exact definition: the hyperthreat of climate change and 
environmental degradation has warlike destructive capabilities that are so diffuse that it is hard 
to see the enormity of the destruction coherently or who is responsible for its hostile actions. It 
defies existing human thought and institutional constructs. It is powered and energized by three 
key enablers: its invisibility, its ability to evade all existing human threat-response mechanisms, 
and by human hesitancy.
Interobjective (ecophilosophy, Timothy Morton). One of the five hyperobject characteristics, it de-
scribes the indirect way in which the hyperobject exerts influence—through other objects, while 
it remains hidden or unseen. 
Intra-active (quantum physics, philosophy, Karen Barad). Distinct from “interaction,” which de-
scribes the idea of two distinct, separately formed identities meeting and engaging, “intra-action” 
is the idea that both entities are partly formed through their ongoing interaction with each other.  
Irregular warfare (military). Contest between state and nonstate actors, which involves violent 
means, but also has important ideological, cultural, and political dimensions whereby wining 
population support is a key objective.
Joint military appreciation process (JMAP) (military). A method of group-based threat anal-
ysis and operational planning used widely by militaries across the world. In the Australian 
Defence Force context, “Joint” refers to tri-Service or a Navy, Army, Air Force planning envi-
ronment.  
Lebensraum (German word for “living space”). Used within German international relations (IR) 
and security policy to refer to the state’s need for agricultural land and resources to support its 
population. Infamous for being part of the Nazi Party’s rationale for the invasion of other coun-
tries. Now broadly used to refer to the material security needs of states, which impose pressures 
on other states.
Line of effort (LOE) (military). A combination of multiple tasks and missions that are designed 
to achieve one logical purpose. Typically, military strategic, operational, or campaign plans will 
comprise multiple lines of effort (LOE). They refer to conceptual approaches, not merely physical 
activity. For example, an LOE could be to restore essential services in a town. Official: “used to 
focus efforts towards establishing operational and strategic conditions by linking multiple tasks 
and missions.”10 
Love labor (care ethic, social justice, equality studies Kathleen Lynch). “The emotional and other 
work oriented to the enrichment and enablement of others, and the bond between self and oth-
ers. . . . All love labour involves care work, but not all care work involves love labour.”11 
Main effort (military). Derives from the German word “schwerpunkt” or “main focus.” Austra-
lian definition: “A concentration of forces or means, in a particular area, time and phase of an 
operation, where a commander seeks to bring about a decision.”12  
Mass mortality events (MME) (ecology). A sudden mass death of a particular species. 
Material security (entangled security, E. G. Boulton). In PLAN E, it is proposed that maintaining 
material security systems can impose a systems maintenance burden on the nation-state and its 
defense and security assets. 
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Matter matters (agential realism, Karen Barad; entangled security; E. G. Boulton). A nonhuman 
centric viewpoint whereby “matter”—all forms of life, from fish, insects, animals, humans, soil, 
and macrobacteria to material, such as wood, plastics, nuclear waste, or rocks is understood as 
having unique forms of agency and “aliveness” when you consider activity at the molecular level. 
In terms of entangled security, it is the idea that the condition of matter must be represented and 
spoken for in analytical, planning, and decision-making mechanisms.
Meeting well (ecofeminism, Donna Haraway, further developed by Cecilia Åsberg, among others). 
Etiquette for how to interact with “others” in a highly entangled existence. It is neither hierarchi-
cal nor imposing, but rather allows the “other” to speak for itself. 
Nationally determined contributions (NDCs) (climate policy; 2015 Paris Agreement). This re-
fers to the plan developed by each country to reduce their GHG emissions, taking into account 
their domestic circumstances and capabilities. The Paris Agreement (Article 4, paragraph 2) re-
quires each party to prepare, communicate, and maintain successive nationally determined con-
tributions (NDCs) that it intends to achieve. 
National support base (NSB) (military). Envisioned as a secure area in which civilian manufac-
turing and support to a war effort occur. 
Natural climate solutions (NCS) (see also the forgotten solution) (ecology, environmental advo-
cacy). Refers to “conservation, restoration, and improved land management actions that increase 
carbon storage and/or avoid greenhouse gas emissions across global forests, wetlands, grasslands, 
and agricultural lands.”13 
Nonlocality (ecophilosophy, Timothy Morton). One of the five hyperobject characteristics. The 
hyperobject is distributed across such vast geographical areas so that it cannot be perceived in 
its entirety. This nonlocality characteristic disables people’s ability to make easy cause and effect 
associations. 
Nurturing capital (care ethics, social justice, equality studies, Kathleen Lynch). At the nation- 
state level, the way in which the state cares for its people, through ensuring an equitable society, 
quality of life, and opportunities to reach human potential. It directly affects the strength of the 
state.14

Phasing (ecophilosophy, Timothy Morton). One of the five hyperobject characteristics. In the way 
the moon looks different according to its phase, humans only see “phases” or glimpses of the hy-
perobject at any time. The scale of the hyperobject means humans cannot determine which phase 
state they are seeing or how many there are. The hyperobject is inaccessible. 
Pink swan (entangled security, E. G. Boulton). A term to describe the macro-phenomena of a new 
worldview emerging from both academic research in women’s studies and feminism, plus a wider 
global social movement relating to female empowerment. 
Planetary boundaries. An approach to define an ecologically safe operating space for humanity 
on Earth. It identifies nine categories and sets boundaries for each: climate change; biodiversity 
loss; nitrogen cycle; phosphorus; ocean acidification; land use; freshwater; ozone depletion; at-
mospheric aerosols; and chemical pollution. Developed in 2009 by Johan Rockström and Will 
Steffen et al.
Post-human (new materialism, agential realism, OOO, ecophilosophy).15 Used in PLAN E to de-
note a philosophical outlook that is not centered around human beings, but rather views humans 
as part of larger ecological systems and matter.  
Principles of war (POW) (military). Planning principles that emerge from the generic study of 
successful warfare, they are used to guide military planning.   
Real options analysis (finance).16 Real options analysis takes the opposite approach; it “seeks out 
risky situations.”17 This keeps decision options and pathways open, such that if there were large 
fluctuations, choices which may have initially seemed unviable, may become newly viable, and 
even lucrative. 
Relations of care (also practices of care) (feminist security studies, Fiona Robinson). The interper-
sonal and social networks, and the activities involved in providing care.  
Representative concentration pathways (RCP) (climate science, IPCC AR5). RCP represent sce-
narios for future atmospheric GHG concentrations. Defined by their total radiative forcing (a 
cumulative measure of human emissions of GHGs from all sources expressed in Watts per square 
meter) pathway and level by 2100. Each RCP could result from different combinations of eco-
nomic, technological, demographic, policy, and institutional futures. 
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Safe Earth (see also Hothouse Earth) (climate science, science policy). A colloquial term for stabi-
lized Earth.18 Safe Earth also refers to a general vision of a state of peace and safety for all forms 
of earthly life.
Securitization (international relations, critical security studies, Ole Wæver). Wæver first proposed 
securitization as being a speech act, which introduced complicated power dimensions, such as 
proposing to speak for all of society, plus “moving issues into a security frame so as to achieve 
effects different from those that would ensue if handled in a non-security mode.”  
Sendai framework for disaster risk reduction 2015–30 (United Nations Office for Disaster Risk 
Reduction). The Sendai framework is a 15-year, voluntary, nonbinding agreement that recognizes 
that the state has the primary role to reduce disaster risk but that responsibility should be shared 
with others including local government, the private sector, and other stakeholders. 
Slow violence (security and literature, Rob Nixon). Violence that occurs gradually and out of sight. 
Stabilization operations (international relations, military, humanitarianism). A form of autho-
rized international intervention to assist fragile, stressed, or failing nation-states. Approaches are 
tailored to each context but generally aim to help restore legitimate governing capacity and to 
help create the conditions that enable sustainable peace and security.  
Straits of transition (entangled security, E. G. Boulton). Creative term to describe the likely diffi-
cult and tumultuous period whereby human socioeconomic systems transition into zero or low 
GHG emissions structures, ecological balance, and hyperthreat durable socio-cultural-political 
systems, while also facing increased global warming impacts. 
Surprise management (risk and disaster management). “Knowledge, skills, and attributes that can 
read inconceivability and unthinkable impossibilities.”19 

Systems maintenance (energy strategy, Doug Stokes). Refers to activities undertaken by a na-
tion-state’s security sector to ensure their citizens and nation’s material security (G) needs, espe-
cially for fossil fuels supplies, are met.  
Temporal undulation (ecophilosophy, Timothy Morton). One of the five hyperobject characteris-
tics. Hyperobjects operate on planetary, not human, timeframes. This overwhelms human cogni-
tive abilities: “the timescale is a Medusa that turns us to stone.”20 
Tribal discourse (entangled security, E. G. Boulton). A method of contextual analysis that involves 
assembling and listening to all vocational, institutional, and governmental actors whose activities 
bear upon the hyperthreat of climate and environmental change. The tribes are grouped by plan-
etary, human, and state security. It specifically aims to overcome siloed analysis of security issues.
UN decade of ecosystem restoration 2021–30 (see also natural climate solutions and the forgotten 
solution). (Ecosystem and agricultural science and policy). Aims to massively scale up the restoration 
of degraded and destroyed ecosystems as a proven measure to fight the climate crisis and enhance 
food security, water supply and biodiversity. 
Unrestricted warfare (military). A futures concept developed by Chinese military generals 
whereby the range of mechanisms used to defeat an enemy is not limited to conventional military 
approaches but will include financial, trade, cultural, and environmental tactics, among others.20

Viscosity (ecophilosophy, Timothy Morton). One of the five hyperobject characteristics. Refers to 
the honey-like nature of a hyperobject—it “sticks” to humans but also changes shape and form as 
people respond and interact with it.  
Wake force (entangled security, E. G. Boulton). A proposed new security/military capability 
with a specialistic “human dimension” focus, which undertakes peacekeeping and population 
protection tasks. It is envisioned as infantry-based, with policing capabilities and a roughly 
50/50 male-female mix. It would incorporate the women, peace, and security (WPS) aspects 
but also have expertise in other gendered issues and in areas like human trafficking and child 
protection. 
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