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a b s t r a c t 

The world’s social and environmental systems are currently experiencing an increase in the number of conflicts 
and irreversible human-induced changes. While destabilizing, these changes offer opportunities to advance the 
science involved to promote peace and sustainability. This forum outlines 12 key research agendas essential for 
advancing our understanding of the peace-sustainability nexus: global challenges (including the Anthropocene, 
disasters, and migration); socio-ecological systems (such as oceans, water, and heritage); policy solutions (focused 
on cities, food, and geoengineering); and guiding principles for peace and sustainability (emphasizing gender, 
justice, and plurality). Each agenda echoes the normative elements of peace and sustainability as processes while 
situating them within specific contexts. This approach works within limitations when mobilizing capacities to 
minimize unintended negative impacts of well-intentioned solutions. Beyond examining how each area either 
strengthens or weakens the relationship between peace and sustainability, this forum also encourages future 
research to explore the interconnections that might illuminate pathways for meaningful action. The brief overview 

of research trends and knowledge gaps can support future work in considering the capacities, constraints, and 
contexts underpinning the peace-sustainability nexus. 
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Fig. 1. 12 research agendas for advancing the peace-sustainability nexus. 
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The 21st century has seen immense changes in social and environ-
ental systems, the rate, pace, and degree of which are unprecedented

nd increasing [ 1 ]. 2023 recorded the highest number of conflicts since
he end of World War II, with the wars in Ukraine and Gaza bearing the
ighest number of battle-related casualties [ 2 , 3 ]. It was also reported
n 2024 that six of the nine planetary boundaries transgressed the safe
evels for regulating life on Earth, indicating a loss of resilience and
isks of crossing tipping points [ 4 ]. Meanwhile, progress in achieving
he Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) has slowed down as climate
hange impacts, conflicts and geopolitical tensions, and the lasting ef-
ects of the COVID-19 pandemic have pushed more people into extreme
overty than ever before [ 5 ]. While these changes represent destabi-
ization in our whole earth system, they also present opportunities for
ollective action to redesign institutions and social contracts to advance
 more peaceful and sustainable world. 

Peace and sustainability are broad, interdisciplinary concepts and,
herefore, are challenging to capture in a single definition and difficult
o pursue without understanding their core. Since the 1972 UN Confer-
nce on the Human Environment —the first world conference centered
n environmental issues —environment and development have become
losely linked in policy discussions [ 6 ]. These dialogues led to the estab-
ishment of the World Commission on Environment and Development,
hich published Our Common Future , also known as the Brundtland Re-
ort. This report defines sustainable development as “development that
eets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of fu-

ure generations to meet their own needs ” [ 7 ]. It is emphasized that
ddressing the needs of the world’s poor should be a priority, within
he environmental limits. 

Reflecting our focus on global challenges and recognizing its signif-
cance in international policy, we conceptualize sustainability by draw-
ng on the principles of sustainable development. Given that sustainable
evelopment encompasses more than just environmental limits and eco-
omic factors, we also adopt a broader definition in our use of the con-
ept of sustainability to include social, political, and institutional dimen-
ions. Social sustainability emphasizes providing opportunities for indi-
iduals from diverse communities to reach their full potential, regardless
f their background [ 8 ]. Political sustainability focuses on governance
tructures that can integrate environmental, economic, and social ef-
orts for development [ 8 ]. Finally, institutional sustainability refers to
he presence of organizational frameworks, rules and regulations that
upport these initiatives [ 8 ]. This comprehensive yet structured concep-
ualization of sustainability enables our analysis of global challenges to
emain both inclusive and systematic. 

We also adopt a holistic perspective on the concept of peace. Build-
ng on the distinction between negative and positive peace, we define
eace not only as the absence of violence but also as the presence of con-
itions that allow people to fulfill their needs [ 9 ]. These needs can be
ategorized by their purpose —survival, well-being, identity, freedom,
r ecological balance [ 10 ]. The conditions that support the fulfillment
f these needs can stem from environmental, economic, social, politi-
al, or institutional structures and systems. Therefore, this holistic view
f peace aligns with the broad approach to sustainability, and integrat-
ng these concepts enables us to identify the various factors shaping the
nteraction between peace and sustainability [ 11 ]. 

The definitions above highlight the normative elements of peace
nd sustainability, outlining the key characteristics or requirements of
eaceful and sustainable systems. However, peace and sustainability
hould also be viewed as dynamic processes [ 12 , 13 ], with shifting goals
hat depend on the capacities and constraints involved in addressing
hallenges. These processes do not adhere to simple cause-and-effect
elationships. For instance, domestic democratic processes do not auto-
atically lead to international peace, as hypothesized by the democratic
eace theory; other factors, such as economic interdependence, also play
2

 role. Similarly, the effectiveness of climate adaptation measures taken
n one area may not be applicable to another area facing a different type
f disaster. 

Rather than following linear causal pathways, peace and sustainabil-
ty are embedded in a complex web of interconnected factors. In this
ynamic context, peaceful and sustainable systems are fundamentally
esilient, possessing the ability “to buffer change, learn and develop ”
 14 ]. Therefore, studying peace and sustainability as complex adaptive
ystems is both interdisciplinary and pragmatically essential. In peace-
uilding, this perspective emphasizes an iterative process of experimen-
ation and feedback, allowing societies to build institutions capable of
oping with and transforming from conflict [ 15 ]. In sustainable develop-
ent, it fosters synergies between economic development, technological

hange, and resource management [ 14 ]. 
The research agendas presented in this forum highlight the norma-

ive aspects of peace and sustainability as ongoing processes and the
mportance of working within constraints when deploying resources to
ddress interconnected challenges to minimize the unintended nega-
ive consequences of well-intentioned solutions. While these agendas
an be linked and categorized in various ways, we have structured the
ollowing sections around global challenges (the Anthropocene, disas-
ers, and migration), socio-ecological systems (oceans, water, and her-
tage), policy solutions (cities, food, and geoengineering), and guiding
rinciples for peace and sustainability (gender, justice, and plurality)
see Fig. 1 ). Further reflecting the nature of a complex system, the 12
esearch agendas proposed are interrelated —from pairs of topics (e.g.,
ities and disasters) to broader networks (e.g., the Anthropocene, migra-
ion, geoengineering, and plurality). This collection of agendas is not an
xhaustive representation of topics related to both peace and sustain-
bility but rather a prompt for future research to contextualize issues
nd identify pathways in which these issues interact with each other.
he brief overview of research trends and knowledge gaps in these ar-
as may also guide future work in considering the capacities, constraints,
nd contexts that shape the relationship between peace and sustainabil-
ty. 
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. Anthropocene 
ahlia Simangan 

Scientific evidence suggests that human activities have pushed the
arth into a new geological epoch called the Anthropocene [ 16 ]. In con-
rast to the stable Holocene, the Anthropocene is characterized by rup-
ures, as manifested in various biophysical disruptions, such as climate
hange, biodiversity loss, ocean acidification, and pollution. Despite the
nnouncement by the International Union of Geological Science (IUGS)
hat it will not officially adopt the term, the Anthropocene remains an
mportant concept, especially in making sense of the relationship be-
ween human and natural histories. Several scholars have written about
he implications of the Anthropocene for peace, conflict, geopolitics, and
nternational relations [e.g., 17–20 ]. It provides a normative foundation
or governing peace and sustainability in the age of global environmen-
al change. 

Environmental changes affect the conditions that support or under-
ine peace and security. For example, resource scarcity due to climatic

actors could lead to competition that could exacerbate existing tensions,
hile resource abundance due to energy transitions could fund violent
ctivities in conflict-affected societies [ 21 ]. Meanwhile, addressing envi-
onmental challenges necessitates cooperation —from community-level
esource management to global climate action —thereby promoting trust
nd social cohesion [ 22 , 23 ]. These challenges, as well as the responses to
hem, may have a dual effect on peace and sustainability. For instance,
nvironmental and natural disasters that have become more frequent
nd severe in the past decades could undermine peace by delaying peace
egotiations; they could also resolve or postpone conflict by displacing
nd demobilizing combatants [ 24 , 25 ]. 

The ontological and epistemological debates surrounding the An-
hropocene could also inform a rethinking of the assumptions behind
eace and sustainability. For one, it challenges the traditional state-
entric and militarist approaches to peace and security. Militarism,
hich entrenches state-centrism, not only fails to address a wide range
f peace and security issues but also contributes to the conditions that
ed to the Anthropocene [ 26 ]. Nuclear proliferation is justified on the
asis of short-term state interests, despite the long-term devastating im-
acts of nuclear fallout on ecosystems and human health. Global mili-
ary expenditures continue to rise despite the need to fund other global
hallenges, such as climate adaptation, while military-industrial com-
lexes remain exempt from global commitments to reduce greenhouse
as emissions [ 27 ]. 

The critical discourse on the Anthropocene also helps reveal the
roblematic design of the global economy. The socio-ecological fac-
ors that led to the Anthropocene reflect the commodification of nature
or capital accumulation [ 28 ], alongside the global expansion of indus-
rialization through (neo)colonialism. This capitalist model encourages
he overconsumption and accumulation of finite resources for the pur-
ose of prosperity, human development, and consequently, peace. Un-
imited growth and capital accumulation are economically desired, de-
pite being environmentally harmful. They also deepen structural in-
qualities —or systemic, governmental, and administrative barriers to
quity for various sectors of society —and reify historical injustices that
ecome more pronounced in times of catastrophes, # as we saw dur-
ng the COVID-19 pandemic. Replacing a consumption-driven economy
ith more sustainable economic models will not only reduce structural

nequalities but also increase access to means of survival and well-being
midst environmental challenges [ 26 ]. Despite the problematic conno-
ations of the term, the Anthropocene serves as a reminder of human-
# We consider structural inequalities as inequalities embedded in social, eco- 
omic, and political institutions, and therefore systemic. Echoing Galtung’s con- 
eptualization of violence and peace, these inequalities result in structural vio- 
ence or avoidable and indirect harm to people’s ability and opportunity to meet 
heir fundamental needs [ 9 ]. Such forms of violence may stem from a history of 
ppression and discrimination and are perpetuated across generations. 
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3

onhuman nature entanglement, i.e., environmental destruction for an-
hropocentric purposes will ultimately threaten human survival. 

The question is no longer about how existing structures and mecha-
isms can address global environmental challenges in the Anthropocene
ut more about how these challenges can transform governance. As
uch, the Anthropocene is a valuable contextual backdrop for rethinking
ow we govern peace and sustainability. First, what alternative security
rameworks are more aligned with the challenges in the Anthropocene?
ather than states and national interests as the objects of security, in his
onceptualization of ecological security, McDonald argues the most vul-
erable across time, space, and species must be the focus of the climate
ecurity discourse [ 29 ]. This call echoes Dryzek and Pickering’s concept
f formative agents, including the most vulnerable and nonhumans, who
ave the moral agency to shape the norms and discourses in the Anthro-
ocene [ 30 ]. Peace in the Anthropocene, therefore, must consider what
eace means for nontraditional objects and subjects of security. Sec-
nd, what are more ecologically aligned alternatives to a growth-centric
conomy? One of the reasons for failing to deliver socio-ecological sus-
ainability is that the growth imperative is firmly entrenched in global
olitics [ 31 ]. Political structures must welcome alternative measures of
ealth and progress. Existing work on decentralized, localized, and care

conomies [ 32 , 33 ], for example, may engage with the critical discourse
n the Anthropocene to infuse their call for radical economic transfor-
ations with the ostensible urgency to survive ongoing ecological crises.

ustainability in the Anthropocene, therefore, begs the question of when
hese transformations will happen. 

. Disasters 
obias Ide 

Disasters play a key role in the peace-sustainability nexus. In 2023
lone, disasters like droughts, earthquakes, floods, and storms affected
round 93 million people throughout the world, over 86,000 of which
ied from their direct impacts. Disasters also caused economic damage
f US$ 203 billion and forced 26 million people to leave their homes in-
oluntarily [ 34 , 35 ]. Furthermore, disasters have massive environmental
mpacts, for instance, the 2011 tsunami that destroyed industrial facili-
ies and a nuclear reactor along the coast of Japan, resulting in massive
ontamination. Consequentially, disasters have considerable impacts on
ustainable human development and positive peace. 

Indirectly, disasters also tend to undermine negative peace. Droughts
ontribute to farmer-herder and pastoralist conflicts across the Sahel,
pecifically in locations with already tense intergroup relations and a
igh disaster vulnerability [ 36 ]. Earthquakes and storms have provided
ecruitment opportunities to rebel groups, weakened state institutions,
nd thus contributed to the escalation of civil wars in countries as di-
erse as Egypt, India, and the Philippines [ 24 ]. More recent work in-
icates, however, that under certain circumstances, disasters can also
ontribute to peace. This is either because groups with tense relations
ooperate in the face of a shared challenge or because the disaster un-
ermines their ability to wage violence (e.g., because bases and infras-
ructure are destroyed). The 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami, for example,
ontributed to a lasting peace agreement in Aceh, Indonesia [ 24 , 25 ]. So
ar, however, only limited knowledge is available on a potential disaster-
eace nexus. 

Disasters are likely to get more frequent and more intense in the
uture because they interact with several other key sustainability chal-
enges. In this context, it is important to remember that disasters result
rom the interaction of extreme natural conditions (hazards) with so-
ietal vulnerabilities —both of which are on the rise. Climate change
ncreases the risk of extreme weather events like heat waves, dry spells,
r heavy rainfalls that can turn into disasters. Due to rapid urbanization,
ore people and economic assets are located in exposed areas, such as

ow-lying coastlines. Furthermore, because of continuously high levels
f poverty, many households lack the ability to prepare for and deal
ith disasters [ 37 ]. 
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Several issue areas are crucial to better understand the role of dis-
sters in the peace-sustainability nexus. To start with, identifying the
auses of disaster risks will better inform scientific and policy debates.
ttribution research in the physical sciences has come a long way in

dentifying climate change’s impact on extreme weather events, even
hough critical knowledge gaps remain [ 38 ]. Assessing such impacts
ore precisely will facilitate anticipatory measures and benefit debates

bout climate impacts on conflict and migration. Complementing these
nsights, critical social scientists have shown how decision-makers tend
o blame climate change for their own policy failures. For instance,
roughts in the Middle East have been attributed to a lack of rainfall
ather than to groundwater overuse and subsidies for crops that are
oo water-intensive for the local climate [ 39 ]. In extreme cases, elites
ave used disaster vulnerability narratives to re-settle farmers and fish-
rs from tsunami-prone coastlines, only to quickly allocate the land to
uxury tourism hotels [ 40 ]. Critically investigating the social drivers of
isaster risks (including mal-responses to disasters) will further benefit
eace and sustainability. 

Gender is another emerging topic in disaster research that requires
urther attention. An impressive body of work has demonstrated how
omen are unequally affected by disasters due to increased risks of sex-
al violence in emergency shelters and higher female workloads in post-
isaster settings, among others [ 41 ]. Less is known about the specific
isaster vulnerabilities faced by men (e.g., due to social expectations of
hem taking higher risks) and by non-binary people (e.g., because emer-
ency shelters are organized around binary gender categories) [ 42 ].
he gendered dimensions of the disaster-conflict nexus also require fur-
her study to address peace and sustainability challenges simultaneously
 43 ]. 

. Migration 

ally Koubi 

Climate change, characterized by increased storms, floods, droughts,
nd rising sea levels, is expected to increase migration, especially among
ulnerable populations [ 44 ]. The World Bank’s Groundswell report
rojects that if current trends in emission and development continue,
limate-related impacts could compel 216 million people across six re-
ions of the world to relocate within their countries by 2050 [ 45 ]. In
esponse, interdisciplinary research over the past decade —from geog-
aphy and economics to climate and environmental science, climate
daptation, and political science —has largely focused on establishing
he connection between environmental/climatic change and migration.
et, there has been comparatively little investigation into how environ-
ental migration might influence peace and sustainability, either by

ostering resilience or posing new challenges. 
Environmental migration can have substantial effects on the inter-

wined areas of peace and sustainability [ 46 ]. For individuals and com-
unities facing worsening environmental conditions, migration often

cts as a critical coping strategy [ 47 ]. By moving away from vulnerable
reas, people can diversify their incomes and increase resilience, while
lso reducing environmental pressures on overburdened regions, poten-
ially allowing ecosystems to recover and enhancing long-term sustain-
bility. Additionally, migrants often send remittances back to their home
ommunities, helping to diversify livelihoods, stabilize local economies,
nd alleviate poverty [ 48 ]. These financial flows support sustainable
evelopment efforts, enhancing peace by promoting economic stability
nd improved living standards. 

The relationship between peace and sustainability is complex [ 49 ],
nd the positive impacts of environmental migration are not guaran-
eed. In receiving regions, a sudden influx of migrants can strain re-
ources, intensify job competition, and increase demand on housing,
ealthcare, and education systems [ 50 ]. Many migrants also end up
ettling in environmentally vulnerable areas, where they face unfamil-
ar risks such as urban crime [ 51 ] and may experience discrimination,
ll of which can heighten their sense of marginalization that can fuel
4

rievance [ 52 ]. Without proper management, these pressures can lead
o socio-economic inequalities, social and ethnic tensions, and even un-
est, threatening peace and hindering sustainable development [ 53,54 ].
n migrants’ home regions, large-scale departures can lead to labor short-
ges, reduced economic activity, and a shrinking tax base, limiting in-
estment in essential public goods and services [ 55 ]. This can intensify
ocal vulnerabilities and weaken social cohesion, further straining peace
nd stability. Moreover, those left behind —often the most vulnerable,
acking human and financial capital to migrate [ 56,57 ] —may face wors-
ning environmental and economic conditions, making them more sus-
eptible to environmental hazards and economic hardship, and posing
dditional challenges for peace and sustainability. 

While migration can help to address environmental and economic
hallenges, potentially supporting peace and sustainability, it also car-
ies risks that may threaten these goals. Thus, thorough research is cru-
ial to fully understand both the positive and negative impacts of mi-
ration driven by environmental and climatic changes. This research
hould rely on empirical evidence and longitudinal data tracking migra-
ion flows and patterns, with careful distinction between internal and
nternational migration, rural-to-rural and rural-to-urban movements,
nd permanent versus temporary relocation. These distinctions are crit-
cal for capturing the diverse experiences of migrants and non-migrants
like, as well as the varied impacts on both origin and destination com-
unities. 

Additionally, integrating interdisciplinary approaches that account
or social, political, economic, and environmental factors is crucial for
ully understanding the complexities of (im)mobility and its broader im-
lications for the peace-sustainability nexus. Such a holistic approach
an shape policies and interventions that not only address immediate
igration challenges but also foster long-term resilience and stability.
y examining and managing the intricate connections between envi-
onmental migration, peace, and sustainability, we can develop more
ffective strategies to support vulnerable populations and promote sus-
ainable development. This comprehensive understanding is essential to
nsure that environmental migration serves as a positive force for peace
nd sustainability, rather than drivers of instability and conflict. 

. Oceans 
ullen Hendrix 

The world’s oceans provide invaluable ecosystem services by pro-
ucing oxygen, acting as a carbon sink, and absorbing most of the heat
enerated by global warming, while facilitating 80 % global trade, and
roviding food and livelihood security for over a billion people. Yet the
orld’s oceans have often been sidelined in discussions of climate secu-

ity and resilience. And while academic discussions of climate security
ave been dominated by scholars from the Global North, this oversight
xtends to the developing world as well. A 2021 survey of over 7000
ublic, private sector, and civil society leaders from 141 developing
ountries and semi-autonomous territories found SDG 14 (Life Below
ater), which addresses conservation of marine resources and ecosys-

ems, was the bottom priority for each stakeholder group [ 58 ]. This
eeds to change. The world’s oceans are at or near a variety of critical
ipping points related both to climate change and attempts to mitigate
t. 

Against rising global demand for fish, 90 % of the world’s marine
sh stocks are fully exploited, overexploited, or depleted [ 59 ]. The neg-
tive impacts of fisheries collapses would be felt hardest in the develop-
ng world, where over a quarter of all animal protein consumed is fish-
ased and 97 % of fisherfolk live [ 60 ]. In addition to these challenges,
lobal fisheries are also on the move, with commercially important fish
tocks migrating in search of more habitable ocean environments, result-
ng in large losses in maximum catch potential concentrated in tropical
ountries’ exclusive economic zones (EEZs) [ 61 ]. These circumstances
ill embolden fishing fleets to follow migrating stocks into the high

eas or into other countries’ EEZs, cause countries to assert contentious
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laims to disputed islands, or create artificial islands, potentially spark-
ng broader geopolitical conflict [ 62,63 ]. 

The Atlantic meridional overturning circulation (AMOC) plays a crit-
cal role in regulating the climates of North America and Europe and
onsoon patterns in the tropics. AMOC is a system of ocean currents

hat move warmer, saltier water from the tropics to the North Atlantic
cean, returning cooler, less saline water to the tropics. AMOC is show-

ng signs of slowing and becoming more variable due to increasing ocean
emperatures and lower concentration levels of salinity due to melting
ce sheets and changing currents. Some simulation-based analyses point
o a collapse by mid-century under business-as-usual emissions scenar-
os [ 64 ], with historic collapses having preceded previous abrupt cli-
ate shifts [ 65 ]. This event would be unprecedented in the modern era,

nd points to a critical gap in our understanding of rapid climate regime
hifts that are not amenable to standard empirical analysis. 

As part of efforts to mitigate climate change, deep sea mining is being
ffered as a solution to supply concerns about metals —including nickel,
opper, cobalt, manganese, and rare-earth elements —that underpin re-
ewable energy and transport systems. In 2024, Norway became the first
ountry to open its EEZ for mining activity, and the International Seabed
uthority authorized contracts for exploration to 16 different entities in

he Pacific Ocean’s Clarion-Clipperton Zone. Opening the high seas to
ining activities has the potential to disrupt ocean ecosystems that are,

o date, poorly understood [ 66 ]. 
Failing to address these and other challenges will threaten not just

ur global climate but also prospects for peace. Studies show an in-
reasing frequency of fisheries-related conflicts at sea between sovereign
tates and their militaries [ 67 ], including in ocean regions, like the East
nd South China Seas and the Gulf of Aden, with significant underly-
ng geopolitical tensions [ 68,69 ]. Climate change also opens the polar
ceans to commercial and militarized activity, increasing their economic
nd strategic significance for major powers and other high-absolute lat-
tude countries. Identifying the hard and human security implications
f these developments is crucial for advancing our understanding of the
eace-sustainability nexus. 

In addition to these pressing concerns, the oceans are a particularly
rucial case for theories of global governance. The high seas constitute
 global commons governed by a framework established by the UN Con-
ention on the Law of the Sea (including the International Seabed Au-
hority) and a patchwork of multilateral regional fisheries management
rganizations (RFMOs) that vary widely in their assessed capacity to
rovide effective fisheries management under climate change [ 70 , 71 ].
uture research may consider how the health of our oceans can be se-
ured through collective action against a dynamic backdrop of changing
cean conditions and increasing geopolitical fragmentation. 

. Water 
atherine Alfredo 

“Water is life ” is a common refrain in many societies. Water is an
veryday necessity —hydration, sanitation, cooking —yet while water is
verywhere, provisions of potable water is not. There are two key areas
n water sustainability that need more attention to eventually achieve
ustainable Development Goal 6 and ensure the availability and sustain-
ble management of water for all. First, the use of infrastructure as a
evelopment marker is misguided and we need a better way to measure
access ” to potable water. Second, we need to think about the impact of
onflict on the sustainability of potable water provisions. 

A key area of future research is to improve our benchmarking to
ove beyond simple infrastructure accounting. Despite decades of large-

cale investment in water treatment technologies worldwide [ 72 ], about
 billion people still lack access to safe drinking water. The traditional
ssumption that potable water provision can be achieved by simply ad-
ancing technological complexity somewhere in the delivery chain ig-
ores the fact that new infrastructure is developed in a dynamic so-
ial and environmental context. While tabulating water infrastructure
5

s an easy approach to evaluating access, water infrastructure does not
nequivocally equal access. We must account for technology operation
nd management to achieve sustainable and efficient operation. Rates of
ailure of water technologies (at around 20 %) are notable even for ba-
ic communal hand pumps [ 73,74 ]; however, the rate increases to over
5 % for technologies designed to treat contaminated water [ 75,76 ]. In
he absence of regular upkeep, these technologies cannot provide safe
ater, resulting in health and mortality impacts in the affected com-
unities. In rural areas of India, where decentralized water treatment
lants are eventually handed over to communities to own and operate,
t was found that 90 % of a study’s community-level water treatment
ystems failed within 18 months of the system being transferred from
 private company to community management [ 75 ]. The failure of wa-
er systems is most critical in rural areas because it is often hidden in
emote locations and unaccounted for in terms of infrastructure failure.
ccording to the UN, almost half of the world’s population live in ru-
al areas (mostly in Asia and Africa) and are served by some form of
ecentralized water infrastructure [ 77 ]. When technology fails in these
ommunities, residents revert to the available unsafe sources of water,
ut they are still counted as having access within most development
etrics. These indices are misleading and do not account for an infras-

ructure’s long-term success. 
Another key area of research is to understand how and why people

ake certain water source selections and decisions to improve resilience
hrough adaptive management. Water infrastructure exists in a compli-
ated social landscape, and managing water infrastructure at the com-
unity level requires more than just technical knowledge and resources

 74 , 75 , 78 ]. New infrastructure is never built in a social void, and thus
he new “hard infrastructure ” must adjust to local community norms and
ractices [ 79 ]. Installed technologies contend with many unaccounted-
or stressors that threaten resilience and long-term sustainability. Most
evelopment assistance (and research) focuses on the process associated
ith immediate integration into a community —technology operation,
illingness to pay, social engagement. However, these limited consid-

rations ignore how dynamic social and environmental factors —climate
ariability, environmental resource constraints, local conflict —act as
tressors on environmental and social systems, which may trigger tip-
ing points ( “shocks ”) associated with the water infrastructure. 

For example, changing rainfall patterns may result in decreased
roundwater infiltration which can lead to increased geogenic contam-
nants, a direct stress on the technology’s efficiency and long-term re-
ilience. These same changing rainfall patterns can also lead to crop
ailures [ 80 ] and heat-related health issues [ 81 ], which can impact a
ommunity’s long-term ability to maintain a communally owned water
echnology. Even when maintained, water infrastructure can become a
asualty of local conflict. Prejudices have led to unequal access. Redlin-
ng in many US cities have created unbounded communities, still lack-
ng piped potable water despite being located within major city centers
 82,83 ]. And in other areas of the world, racial [ 83 ] and socio-economic
tanding [ 84 ] can continue to restrict access to marginalized communi-
ies even after a potable source is installed. Conflict on a larger scale can
hen more broadly disrupt access. Water has historically been a weapon
f conflict —intentional poisoning of water sources, intentional explo-
ions of dams, or simply a casualty of conflict. It is estimated that even
or medium-sized conflicts, 1.8 % of a local population can be deprived
f access to potable water as a result [ 85 ]. 

These two complications produce real tests of infrastructure re-
ilience and effective access, but are largely ignored due to the typi-
al technology integration, management, and accountability structure
f the water development field and how the development indices are
cored. Future research may consider how to account for long-term in-
rastructure success and accountability to improve our scorecards and
ur water access and quality data. With improved data, we can begin to
etter understand the social pressures impacting water technology ac-
ess and provisions to address the concerns of the most disadvantaged
nd marginalized within our society. 
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. Heritage 
ohn Lee Candelaria 

Cultural heritage occupies a complex role in conflict dynamics, act-
ng as both a source of tension and a catalyst for peace. Frequently
argeted to assert dominance or erase adversarial symbols [ 86 ], her-
tage can also become a contested resource that exacerbates tensions
 87 ]. However, these same cultural elements hold significant potential
or peacebuilding. When leveraged effectively, heritage sites can offer
ymbolic reparations, providing space for intergroup dialogue, fostering
ocial cohesion, rebuilding trust, and supporting reconciliation through
ommunal healing and conflict transformation [ 88 ]. 

Cultural heritage has also been increasingly recognized as integral
o sustainable development, though its role has often been overlooked
 89 ]. While heritage is explicitly mentioned under SDG 11 (Sustainable
ities and Communities), its relevance extends to other goals, including
DG 4 (Quality Education), SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth),
nd SDG 16 (Peace, Justice, and Strong Institutions). Effective cultural
eritage management has the potential to drive sustainable urban regen-
ration, stimulate local economies, and strengthen social cohesion [ 90 ].
hese connections underscore the importance of developing innovative
trategies that link heritage preservation with sustainable development
ractices. 

Exploring the link between peace and sustainability through the
ens of cultural heritage provides a deeper understanding of how so-
ial cohesion —a vital component of peaceful and sustainable soci-
ties —functions. Social cohesion, characterized by trust, mutual respect,
nd a sense of belonging among diverse groups, is essential for manag-
ng natural resources effectively, equitably distributing environmental
enefits, and fostering collective action [ 91 ]. It also enhances resilience
o social and environmental shocks and is crucial for long-term sustain-
bility. Moreover, cultural heritage further grounds the concept of sus-
ainability, which often suffers from ambiguity due to its multiple inter-
retations across different perspectives, values, and contexts [ 92 ]. By
inking sustainability to cultural heritage, the concept becomes more
angible and meaningful to communities, emphasizing the preservation
f the environment along with the values, traditions, and practices that
efine a society. This connection logically contributes to positive peace
y fostering a holistic view of sustainability that integrates cultural, so-
ial, and environmental dimensions. 

Shifting the focus of cultural heritage —from its role in conflict to
ts potential in fostering peace —reveals its capacity to drive what Gal-
ung [ 10 ] called “cultural peace, ” a state where cultural elements ac-
ively promote nonviolence, cooperation, and harmony. Recognizing the
eacebuilding potential of cultural heritage, particularly in local con-
exts, allows for a departure from top-down, standardized approaches to
eacebuilding, and advocates for more context-specific strategies sensi-
ive to each community’s unique cultural dynamics [ 93 ]. 

To advance the peace-sustainability nexus through cultural heritage,
uture research should adopt an interdisciplinary approach, drawing in-
ights from anthropology, peace studies, environmental science, and cul-
ural studies, among others. This approach would enable a more com-
rehensive understanding of the complex interconnections across these
elds. While existing research primarily focuses on cultural heritage’s
ole in post-conflict reconstruction [ 94 ], future studies should exam-
ne how sustainable practices in rebuilding tangible cultural heritage
ontribute to long-term peace and sustainability in these areas. Ad-
itionally, exploring the roles of intangible cultural heritage —such as
raditions, languages, and rituals —in fostering peace and sustainability
ithin multi-ethnic societies is essential. Such exploration could reveal
ow intangible cultural heritage supports social cohesion and sustain-
ble development in culturally diverse settings. Lastly, research must in-
estigate how cultural heritage initiatives can be effectively integrated
nto the global sustainable development agenda, particularly the SDGs,
o amplify their impact, especially in post-conflict and developing re-
ions. While Giliberto and Labadi offer a foundation for this inquiry
6

 89 ], further exploration is necessary to fully grasp cultural heritage’s
otential in advancing global goals such as social equity, environmental
rotection, and economic resilience. 

Exploring these inquiries will significantly deepen our understanding
f the intricate link between peace and sustainability. First, it will illu-
inate the enduring influence of cultural heritage, transcending the im-
ediate realm of post-conflict rebuilding efforts. Second, it will bridge

he divide between tangible and intangible heritage, underscoring their
oles in fostering social cohesion. Finally, it will critically examine how
ultural heritage can be integrated into the global sustainable develop-
ent agenda, positioning heritage as an essential component in attain-

ng comprehensive and equitable development outcomes. 

. Cities 
yyoob Sharifi

Cities, as the primary habitat for the world’s population and epicen-
ers of innovation and economic growth, play a crucial role in advanc-
ng sustainability and addressing global challenges like climate change.
he concept of ‘urban resilience’ —a city’s capacity to plan for, with-
tand, recover from, and adapt to various stresses and shocks —can in
ost cases reinforce peace, sustainability, and their nexus in cities [ 95 ].
hen properly implemented, urban resilience strategies can create a vir-

uous cycle that promotes both peace and sustainability. By enhancing
 city’s ability to manage risks proactively, urban planners can mitigate
otential conflicts arising from resource scarcity, environmental degra-
ation, or social inequalities. For instance, investing in sustainable in-
rastructure and equitable resource distribution can reduce competition
or basic necessities, fostering social cohesion and stability. Moreover,
esilient cities are better equipped to handle climate-related challenges,
educing the likelihood of environmental disasters that could lead to so-
ial unrest and resource conflicts, as evidenced during recent crises such
s the COVID-19 pandemic [ 96 ]. 

The absence of proper planning and management in urban areas can
ransform large concentrations of people and assets into hotbeds of vul-
erability. This can severely undermine both peace and sustainability
fforts. When cities lack the ability to manage risks effectively, the po-
ential for conflict among urban residents and stakeholders increases
ramatically. Competition for dwindling resources or safe living spaces
an escalate tensions, leading to social unrest and, in extreme cases, vi-
lence [ 97 ]. This breakdown in social order not only threatens peace
ut also diverts attention and resources away from long-term sustain-
bility goals. Furthermore, inadequate risk management often results
n a reactive approach to crises, demanding costly emergency measures
hat strain city budgets. These financial burdens can leave limited re-
ources for investing in sustainable development initiatives, creating a
icious cycle where short-term crisis management perpetually overshad-
ws long-term sustainability efforts. 

The key to leveraging urban resilience as a positive force lies in effec-
ive disaster risk management. By implementing comprehensive strate-
ies that anticipate and mitigate various urban risks, cities can create
ynergistic benefits that enhance both peace and sustainability. In ad-
ition, it is essential to provide necessary measures and infrastructures
or more effective risk communication. This requires not only optimized
se of early-warning systems and mapping tools, but also effective en-
agement of various stakeholders during various stages of disaster risk
anagement. Such proactive approaches can reduce the likelihood of

onflicts arising from resource scarcity or environmental degradation.
hey can also facilitate optimized management of resources for sustain-
ble development initiatives. However, it is crucial to recognize that re-
ilience is not inherently positive and can, in fact, undermine long-term
eace and sustainability if not carefully managed. A city can be resilient
ithout being sustainable, particularly when planners and policymakers
rioritize short-term actions and ‘low-hanging fruits’ over a long-term
ision. This narrow-minded approach, often driven by economic or po-
itical pressures to please constituencies, can lead to increased vulnera-
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n  
ility in the long run. An illustrative example of this phenomenon is the
se of energy-intensive approaches to address increasing heating and
ooling demands in cities. While these methods may provide immediate
elief, they create undesirable feedback loops that further lock cities and
heir residents into intensified climate change. Such actions may appear
esilient in the short term but ultimately exacerbate the very problems
hey aim to solve, potentially leading to resource conflicts and social
nrest [ 98 , 99 ]. 

The conceptualization of urban resilience from a social-ecological-
echnological perspective is a recent research trend that can contribute
o developing resilient cities that also provide co-benefits for peace and
ustainability. This perspective requires recognizing the complex and
ynamic interactions between multiple social, ecological, and techno-
ogical dimensions that influence urban planning and development. It is
onducive to achieving desirable resilience by maximizing co-benefits
nd minimizing trade-offs in the long run [ 99 ]. 

As this is an emerging field, further research is needed to advance our
nderstanding of how urban resilience interacts with peace and sustain-
bility. First, how can we effectively measure and balance short-term re-
ilience against long-term sustainability in urban planning? Answering
his will help address the core tension between immediate resilience and
ong-term sustainability, and provide urban planners and policymakers
ith concrete metrics and methodologies to evaluate their strategies. By

dentifying innovative approaches to integrate peace and sustainability
nto resilience planning, even under resource constraints, we can help
ities avoid the pitfalls of pursuing resilience at the expense of long-term
eace and sustainability. One condition to balance the often-competing
riorities should be ensuring that positive peace will be maintained in
ities. In other words, the indicators of positive peace should be consid-
red when determining thresholds and tipping points to balance short-
erm resilience against long-term sustainability. 

Second, what are the specific mechanisms by which urban resilience
trategies impact social cohesion and conflict prevention in cities? This
uestion focuses on the direct links between resilience measures and
ocial dynamics within urban environments. Answering it will address
he interlinkages between the social dimension and other ecological
nd technological dimensions. Understanding these mechanisms would
hed light on how different resilience strategies affect the social fabric
f cities, which is crucial for maintaining peace. By identifying which
esilience measures promote social cohesion and which might inadver-
ently create or exacerbate divisions, we can design more effective poli-
ies that simultaneously enhance a city’s ability to withstand shocks
hile also fostering a peaceful, inclusive urban environment. 

. Food 

li Kharrazi 

Food systems —encompassing how, where, by what means, and with
hat inputs food is grown and consumed —are deeply connected to the
eace-sustainability nexus. Meeting the global demand for food equi-
ably and sustainably requires robust resource governance to ensure the
esponsible use of critical inputs and ecosystem services, such as wa-
er, soil, fertilizers, and carbon capture. Mismanagement of these re-
ources threatens not only environmental stability but also undermines
ocial cohesion, linking food systems directly to broader challenges in
eace and sustainability [ 8 ]. Compounding this complexity, modern
ood systems are increasingly reliant on international trade, both for
taple crops like wheat, soy, and corn, and for essential inputs, such as
ertilizers, pesticides, and energy [ 100 , 101 ]. While global supply chains
ave successfully fed billions over decades, their fragility amplifies risks
hen shocks like market fluctuations, financial instability, wars, or pan-
emics occur. Developing countries, which often lack the infrastructure
nd financial resilience to absorb these disruptions, are disproportion-
tely affected, leading to heightened food insecurity and exacerbating
nequalities [ 102 ]. When considering food system security as an indirect
river of conflict and fragility, this imbalance underscores how food sys-
7

ems —heavily reliant on global trade, susceptible to market shocks, and
ncreasingly impacted by climate change —can become fragile, under-
ining both peace and sustainability, particularly in contexts of global

nequity. 
Recent research trends in food systems have expanded beyond the

raditional dimensions of availability, access, utilization, and stability to
nclude two critical additions: agency and sustainability [ 103 , 104 ]. This
hift reflects a growing recognition of the social and environmental com-
lexities that underpin food systems. Agency emphasizes empowerment
nd the ability of individuals and communities to have a voice in how
ood systems are shaped, reinforcing the connection between food secu-
ity and human rights. Sustainability, on the other hand, highlights the
mportance of resource management and environmental stewardship to
nsure the long-term viability of food systems. The inclusion of agency
nd sustainability in food systems research has deepened its interdis-
iplinary nature, engaging fields such as environmental economics, so-
iology, psychology, nutrition, agriculture, and resource management.
his diversification reflects the complexity of food systems, where so-
ial empowerment, environmental sustainability, and economic stabil-
ty intersect. Current research is focused on developing methodologies
hat better account and quantify for these interdependencies, aiming to
ddress systemic challenges. This involves moving beyond theoretical
odels to design interventions that are context-specific, equitable, and

calable. 
Food systems are increasingly seen as platforms for empowerment

nd tools for addressing global inequities. A circular economy approach
mphasizes reducing dependency on imports, minimizing waste, and
trengthening local production cycles. Advances in natural capital ac-
ounting and payment for ecosystem services are enabling more accu-
ate valuation of environmental contributions, incentivizing sustainable
ractices, and fostering transitions that address socio-economic impacts.
n parallel, practical strategies, such as transboundary water-sharing
greements and linking energy, water, and food systems are emerging
o tackle resource challenges in a climate-impacted world [ 105 ]. These
xamples demonstrate that addressing structural vulnerabilities in food
ystems is essential for reducing conflict and fostering sustainable de-
elopment. 

An essential step in strengthening food systems is promoting adapta-
ion measures that address climate-related shocks —such as rising tem-
eratures, floods, and droughts. While developing new, more resilient
rop varieties is crucial, it is equally important to clarify what ’resilience’
eans and for whom [ 106 , 107 ]. For instance, smallholder farmers may
efine resilience in terms of immediate livelihoods, while policymak-
rs focus on longer-term market stability. In both cases, farmer capac-
ty —shaped by access to formal and nonformal education [ 108 ], finan-
ial resources, and institutional support —ultimately determines how ef-
ectively adaptation measures are implemented [ 109 ]. Policies that sup-
ort environmental literacy, facilitate affordable credit, and offer incen-
ives for climate-smart agriculture can substantially enhance resilience
t multiple levels. 

Future research should focus on three key areas to strengthen the
eace-sustainability nexus in food systems. First, it should investigate
ow robust resource governance can address mismanagement of crit-
cal inputs such as water, soil, and fertilizers, mitigating risks of con-
ict and ensuring environmental stability. Second, it should examine
ow agency —through empowering individuals and communities to in-
uence food systems —can reduce inequalities and enhance social cohe-
ion, particularly in fragile regions. Finally, research should assess the
mpact of incorporating sustainability metrics, such as natural capital
ccounting and payment for ecosystem services, into global food trade
olicies to reduce disparities and stabilize economies. These directions
ddress structural vulnerabilities in food systems, supporting sustain-
ble development and peacebuilding. 

Future research should address three critical questions to explore
ow food systems can serve as a policy tool for the peace-sustainability
exus. First, how can resource governance ensure the responsible use
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f critical inputs, such as water, soil, and fertilizers, to prevent mis-
anagement that undermines both environmental stability and social

ohesion? Answering this would provide actionable insights into reduc-
ng resource-driven tensions and safeguarding ecosystem services. Sec-
nd, how does agency —empowering individuals and communities to
articipate in food system decisions —strengthen food security and hu-
an rights, particularly in fragile regions where inequalities are stark?
nderstanding this dynamic would illuminate the role of social empow-
rment in addressing structural vulnerabilities. Finally, what are the ef-
ects of integrating sustainability metrics, such as natural capital ac-
ounting and payment for ecosystem services, into global food trade
olicies to manage the fragility of supply chains and reduce food inse-
urity in developing countries? Addressing these questions would im-
rove understanding of how food systems can be leveraged to address
ey challenges and actively contribute to the peace-sustainability nexus.

. Geoengineering 
imon Dalby 

The basic premise of sustainability at the global scale is that cli-
ate conditions must be maintained at roughly what has been known

hroughout human history [ 110 ]. Stability offers at least rough predic-
ions as to what agricultural conditions will be in any year, and large-
cale agriculture is essential to feed a global population in the billions.
ailure to do so will likely cause catastrophes in certain societies, with
pillover effects leading to the possibility of conflict. While climate sta-
ility obviously does not guarantee peace, the potential for major disrup-
ions to generate conflict and possibly major wars looms. The nightmare
cenario is rapid disruptions should a key earth system tipping point,
uch as the cessation of the Atlantic meridional ocean circulation, be
rossed [ 111 ]. 

The term geoengineering, used to cover atmospheric carbon dioxide
emoval (CDR), as well as solar radiation management (SRM), stretches
he term so much that it covers a multitude of climate interventions. But,
iven that the sheer scale of human actions is now making the whole
arth system an increasingly artificial entity, the overall use of the term
akes sense [ 112 ]. Consistency and clarity on the terminology would be
seful, especially when academic research is taken into the policy arena,
ut that seems unlikely any time soon. This matters because CDR at least
ttempts to tackle the causes of climate disruption whereas stratospheric
erosol injection, the most controversial SRM method currently being
ebated, merely promises to mask some of the worst impacts [ 113 ]. 

Four key issues emerge from the current discussion on geoengineer-
ng. First is how suites of technological innovation might work effec-
ively together; focusing on one technology in isolation from others does
ot lead to either useful insights or helpful policy suggestions. Second is
he frequently overlooked question of what interventions will work best
here. Nicaraguan policymakers concerned with making an immediate
ifference in their country are unlikely to want to work on refreezing
he Arctic; Nepali scientists will have higher immediate priorities than
oral reef restoration to serve as carbon sinks. Third is the question of
cean responses to global warming; the anomalously warm ocean sur-
ace temperatures in 2023 and 2024 suggest that oceans, which absorb
ost of the heat and, at least until recently, much of the carbon diox-

de generated by combustion, have focused attention on the possibil-
ties of marine cloud brightening technologies to try to reduce ocean
eating directly. Fourth is the obvious but crucial point that, within an
ncreasingly artificial ecosphere, the technical aspects of geoengineer-
ng projects cannot be isolated from the social dimensions, and research
ust link these to effectively grapple with the complexity of shaping the

uture of the earth system [ 114 ]. 
Research on geoengineering —if it is focused on the key theme in

cological security thinking [ 29 ], the need to foster ecological fecun-
ity, and hence resilience in the face of changes that are already “baked
n ” to the earth system —will have to tackle matters in terms of how
hese play out in specific biomes. All of this is made more complicated
8

s climate change makes environmental predictions more difficult; ac-
elerating climate disruptions might make measures redundant or inef-
ective; forest carbon sinks depend on rainfall and growing conditions
hat allow specific species of trees to flourish. Should these conditions
hange in the future, a likely prospect, then very different species mixes
ight be appropriate; sorting out likely adaptation strategies in advance

s a key research need. 
Hence, at the heart of carbon reduction end of the geoengineering

iscussion must be examinations of best practices for rewilding, regen-
rative agriculture, and forestry practices designed to make ecosystems
oth carbon sinks and ones that are adaptable given the uncertainties of
ow climate change will play out in coming decades. What gets grown
here is a matter of political economy, and as climate adaptation mea-

ures often morph into corporate and government extractive activities,
uestions of who decides on land use priorities and property rights is a
urther topic for any serious discussion of biological modes of CDR. Cru-
ially, research is needed on how these notions can be effectively trans-
erred to oceanic spaces —the key to the long-term thriving of life in the
arth system. These questions suggest clearly that the research agenda
inking sustainability to peace must grapple with innovations in gover-
ance that can facilitate regenerating ecologies in specific places while
imultaneously making them flexible enough to accommodate shifting
limate patterns. To be effective, however, the global dimension of all
his needs attention too; saving a forest in one jurisdiction is not much
elp if deforestation is simply shifted to another jurisdiction with less
ffective regulation [ 115 ]. 

Neither CDR nor SRM offers much hope of long-term climate stabil-
ty unless the use of fossil fuels is rapidly reduced; then and only then
ill these technologies offer some useful options for effectively tackling

limate impacts. But if warming continues, even if dramatic cuts in the
se of fossil fuels come in the next couple of decades, then the unavoid-
ble conclusion is that some form of SRM to cool things is going to be
eeded. In tackling this agenda, it might be useful to learn from previous
nnovations in global governance, where technical and societal concerns
re meshed in common initiatives [ 116 ]. 

0. Gender 
rsula Oswald-Spring 

Multiple theories on peace and security, specifically in International
elations, were developed mostly by Western men, such as negative,
ositive, structural, environmental, cosmopolitan, and cultural peace.
ut these approaches do not explain the root causes of violence, domina-
ion, and exploitation of humans and nature. Betty Reardon understood
hat war and destruction were related to the patriarchy in families, coun-
ries, governments, and enterprises, where dominant men exercise vio-
ence, exploitation, and dominance [ 117 ]. They have produced resource
ars, global climate change, and the sixth extinction of biodiversity.
rutzen called the present history of Earth in today’s late capitalism,
he Anthropocene, without explaining who this destructive Anthropos
s [ 118 ]. 

It is important to uncover the origins and the ongoing destructive ex-
raction of natural resources and the exploitation of people in the Global
outh by a few neocolonial powers and multinational enterprises. This
hase of the Earth’s history is called the Patriacene [ 119 ]. The origin
f the existing violence is related to the destruction thousands of years
go of the maternal clans, later the purchase of women and slaves by
rivate propriety, the conquest of neighboring states, militarization and
ars, neoliberal globalization, and the extraction of natural resources
ostly by men. This patriarchal dominance, consolidated by conquests

nd wars, has threatened the survival of nature and humankind, pro-
ucing poverty, discrimination of women and Indigenous people, and
he powerful destructive history of Earth [ 119 ]. 

An engendered sustainable peace represents an alternative to patri-
rchal violence, with a systemic analysis of socio-environmental deterio-
ation by negotiating emerging conflicts on resources, sweatshops, and
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orced migration [ 120 ]. This integrated engendered sustainable peace
rom the top down and bottom up proposes concrete actions against
ngoing wars and environmental destruction. Engendered sustainable
eace recognizes female unpaid work and care inside the household.
t is oriented to overcome exploitation, violence, hunger, and misery,
specially among women and Indigenous people, by recovering societal
ntegration and a care economy. This alternative approach includes pro-
ection, solidarity, sorority of vulnerable people, and sustainability for
umanity and Mother Earth. It promotes a culturally diverse and sustain-
ble world, where 5 % of Indigenous communities protect 80 % of the
emaining biodiversity [ 121 ]. Engendered sustainable peace represents
 paradigm shift to the dominant patriarchal worldview and political
ominance of undemocratic governments. It takes from the Aymara In-
igenous people their philosophy of living well [ 122 ] and from Bhutan’s
appiness index [ 123 ], putting quality, care, justice, peace, and social
ntegration at the center by promoting the best life for everybody. 

Future research may be interested in the following questions crucial
or advancing an engendered sustainable peace. Why are women ac-
ively involved in peace-building, especially when their husbands and
ale youths are linked to illegal activities? How can an integrated ap-
roach among indigenous communities, organized women, and civil so-
iety promote an engendered peace with happiness, including wellbeing
or everybody? Answering these questions must start in a decentralized
ay within small communities and social groups, where equity and en-
ironmental restoration also include preventive peacebuilding. 

1. Justice 
oshua Fisher 

Changes in our interconnected social and environmental systems
ave begun to intensify, notably in terms of biodiversity, our climate
ystem, and social polarization around the world. The resulting destabi-
ization we are currently facing signals deepening crises for peace and
ustainability on global and local levels. Such crises carry heavy costs
hat are experienced uniquely by different actors based on structural,
ultural, and social dynamics. Because of this, actors react to destabi-
ization and system breakdowns in unique ways. Some may try to slow
r reverse the breakdown, while others might try to steer it to advance
 certain policy or social outcome. Other actors may work to mitigate
he adverse effects of the breakdown, while others prepare for an even-
ual restoration of the system following destabilization. Such a diversity
f reactions can inadvertently lead to uncoordinated, countervailing re-
ponses or ineffective adaptation strategies, and such reactive responses
an generate conflicts across political, social, and geographical divides.

Many of the concurrent breakdowns we are experiencing involve
oncentric interests and actors, and many are nested at multiple social
nd spatial scales. We can understand complex interactions across scales
hrough the lens of a social-ecological systems paradigm, which de-
cribes how change and disturbance cascade across interconnected hu-
an and natural systems [ 124 ]. Under this framing, breakdown is an im-
ortant and inevitable process for a system that has become maladapted
o its current social or ecological context. Only by passing through break-
own can a system regenerate in ways that are better adapted to diverse
ocial needs and better able to promote environmental integrity. 

Considering that breakdown is a natural part of system evolution,
ew theoretical and empirical work suggests that rather than trying
o stop or reverse a breakdown, it is more effective for stakeholders
o work collaboratively to navigate cycles of breakdown and facilitate
he regeneration of social and environmental systems [ 125 ]. There are
any examples of the use of such regenerative practices to promote sus-

ainability. The breakdown of soil health has spawned the development
f regenerative agricultural practices that integrate traditional knowl-
dge and modern technologies to improve soils. Regenerative land man-
gement likewise works to regenerate ecosystem function in degraded
ands. With this in mind, there is a continued need to better understand
he mechanisms that enable stakeholders who have experienced con-
9

ict, polarization, and injustice to regenerate the social capital needed
o move collectively and collaboratively toward a regenerative environ-
ental system. 

Effective environmental governance requires collaborative adaptive
anagement [ 126 ], and regenerating social capital, or the social net-
orks and social connectivity that build resilience into social systems,
as been shown to be a key mechanism for enabling effective and con-
tructive collective action [ 125 ]. Crucial to that are the roles of distribu-
ive, procedural, and retributive justice as heuristic guides for stakehold-
rs to regenerate that capital. However, our existing notions of justice
re not well adapted to navigate intersectional issues of climate, ecosys-
em integrity, social cohesion, and conflict. Too often, they reify existing
ocial, economic, political, and gender disparities, and in doing so, open
athways to new or renewed conflicts. 

Certain notions of justice have been advanced to reconcile these lim-
tations, such as transitional justice and restorative justice. While these
ave rich traditions, they invoke an idea of a return to or restoration
f pre-disturbance states and are not well suited to assist stakeholders
dapt to new contexts. It is here that merging the concepts of justice
ith the principles of regeneration could play a critical role in advanc-

ng peace and sustainability. Such work would provide a framework
hat could enable societies at multiple scales to unlock our collective
otential to design collaborative, adaptive institutions that enable stake-
olders who have experienced social and environmental breakdowns to
egenerate social bonds as well as regenerating ecosystem functioning
nd environmental integrity. Such a theory would expand the notion of
egenerative justice beyond only humans [ 127 ] to incorporate climate,
eophysical, and ecological processes. Importantly, it would provide a
euristic guide to help societies diagnose institutional deficiencies, nav-
gate conflict constructively, and regenerate institutional architectures
o be better adapted to new post-breakdown realities. It would also con-
ider the downstream impacts of decisions across geographic, identity,
nd generational dimensions. Key questions in this regard include: (1)
hat are the essential components of a theory of regenerative justice?

2) What are the linkages and pathways for regenerating social and
cological integrity following disturbances? (3) During the regenerative
rocess, how do we ensure that structural injustices and unsustainable
ocial and economic practices are not recreated leading to renewed con-
ict? (4) Can regenerative justice provide meaningful heuristic guidance

or the emerging field of environmental peacebuilding? 

2. Plurality 
oyashree Roy 

Plurality, particularly in advancing sustainable peace and develop-
ent, aims to capture complex and interconnected contexts, perspec-

ives, and systems. A pluralistic approach, contrary to a solitarist ap-
roach, helps situate people in a multifaceted and diverse world of com-
lex relations and belongingness. Following similar logic, the multiple
rises occurring within the broad domains of socio-political, economic,
nd environmental systems should also be analyzed through their causal
ntanglement, interconnectedness, and cascading effects rather than
risis-by-crisis, siloed reasoning. Just to give an example, to ignore ev-
rything such as an unfinished development agenda, inequity, biodiver-
ity loss, war, and so on, and to focus only on the current state of climate
hange is to obliterate the complex reality of climatic impacts. We have
een how such a “climate-first ” approach has pushed the political posi-
ion of Non-Annex I countries for a long time to assert their position on
on-committal climate action. They put forward the historical past to es-
ablish evidence of their contribution —which is negligible compared to
nnex I countries of today —to cumulative emissions since 1870, lead-

ng to shrinking global carbon budgets for the rest of the world. On the
ther hand, and with a similarly problematic approach, Annex I coun-
ries pick up on their current triumphs in innovation-led actions toward
ecarbonization to help reduce their territorial emissions [ 128 ]. 
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As the world, nations, societies, and communities become polarized,
lurality gets lost when framing the complex interconnection among
scalating global crises and reasoning becomes influenced by national
nterests, and collective action gets lost. As Amartya Sen wrote, “a sin-
ular classification can make the world thoroughly inflammable…” and
prospects of peace….lie in the recognition of plurality ” [ 129 ]. Singular
lassifications of contemporary crises by climate crisis or the rising cost
f living or democratic backsliding narrow down reasoning and lead to
 siloed structure in policymaking, ignoring the plurality and complex
elations among crises. This narrow focus in reasoning leads to vari-
us binary identities, such as between believers and deniers of climate
hange, Annex I and Non-Annex I countries, climate resilient and cli-
ate anxious, historically high emitters and anticipated high emitters,

ich and poor, status consumers and subsistence consumers, and democ-
acy and autocracy, among other binaries. This gives rise to a volatile
ocietal situation, leading to wrong policy priorities without scientific
easoning of complex relations and the need for the adoption of simul-
aneous actions through the multiple sensitive intervention points. To
uild preventive strategies to avoid conflicts and help build a peaceful
uman society that can live in harmony with other life forms, scientific
luralistic reasoning is needed to develop methods and tools to under-
tand complex relations and design inclusive actions. 

The SDG framework, although not perfect [ 130 ], in some sense
rovides a plural approach to address multiple sensitive points across
arious systems for managing progress in a world with diverse priori-
ies across nations, social groups, and economies. Multiple researchers
ave looked into the interconnectedness among various SDGs, break-
ng away from the idea of taking ownership of SDGs as singular issues
nd siloed thinking [ 131 ]. Sustainability studies, political economy, and
conomics, among other disciplines, have provided scientific insights
ut not much progress has been made in implementing plurality in ap-
roaches at the action level. Hence, if we accept the SDG framework
hat is determined by an inclusive process as the best the world could
olitically negotiate, it can provide a plural framework for soft power
iplomacy by juxtaposing climate action and peace [ 132 ]. Literature on
olycrisis is also attempting to provide an analytical framework [ 133 ].
oth climate change and lack of peace create global externality, impos-

ng huge cost burdens on all in a world with scarce financial resources.
nequality is a major barrier to peace, as violence is more prevalent in
nequal societies. There are competing discourses in the literature about
ustainable consumption and ideal ways of living. The rational con-
umption, social consumption, degrowth approaches to consumption,
nd just consumption and well-living are some of the approaches that
ttempt to bridge the gap between incremental, rational, individualized
pproaches to sustainable consumption and more nuanced conceptions
f meaningful, interconnected, peaceful ways of living [ 134 ]. 

As we accept the hypotheses that maintaining plurality can promote
eace in society, and/or juxtaposing climate action and peace can en-
ance global cooperation, then as a scientific community, individually
r collaborative, we need to find answers to two important questions.
irst, how can societies design their economic, political, and social in-
titutions/rules/norms to encourage plurality in practice? And second,
ow can human intelligence learn and interact with nature’s intelligence
nd co-create a regenerative future for all to support plurality and chal-
enge polarization? It is also important to understand whether this action
an deliver eco-modern justice [ 135 ], by building productively and fo-
using on need-based solutions to avoid the miniaturization of other hu-
an beings into mere users of technology, which is another form of po-

arization. With scientific studies like these happening across the world
n a short time, a meta-analysis/assessment would provide necessary key
essages on pathways for peaceful living and how they vary from the

wellbeing for all ” approach and economic growth measured by single
etric GDP. It is also necessary to assess whether such pathways over-

ap with net-zero goals by mid-century, how they converge or diverge
rom sustainable development, and how priorities must be configured
o deliver peace. 
10
onclusion 

Defining and articulating the peace-sustainability nexus continues to
e a challenge for academics and practitioners. As research agendas con-
inue to build knowledge in each area, the nexus may well evolve into an
merging field and discipline or could remain transversal across more
raditional fields of study. Similarly, policies addressing any singular
rea must also delineate potential consequences outside of their narrow
anonical focus. The research agendas in this forum demonstrate that
he peace-sustainability nexus is multifaceted and includes a diverse set
f themes operating from micro-level to global scales. While we do rec-
gnize that the policy implications of the research agendas presented
bove do not always operate at the same scales, research into policy
esponses and impacts can inform modes of political intervention to fa-
ilitate effective regulations. 

This forum highlights several important questions that scholars of
he peace-sustainability nexus must begin to address. Of particular im-
ortance are questions such as how the peace-sustainability nexus is
nique from or complementary to other fields of study. When focusing
n holistic or integrated conceptualizations of peace and sustainability,
hat are the methods, mechanisms, and pathways that enable societies

o move toward policies and institutional designs that promote peace
nd sustainability? What role can emerging technologies and methods
lay in better elucidating the peace-sustainability nexus? And finally,
n the academic knowledge ecosystem, what is the niche of the peace-
ustainability nexus in terms of the functions and information it con-
ributes to the wider ecosystem? We hope that the research agendas pre-
ented here prompt new questions as challenges and solutions to peace
nd sustainability continue to evolve. 

The pursuit of scientific and theoretical development of the nexus
s critical for enabling societies to adapt to the rapidly changing social
nd environmental context of the planet, and our hope is that the re-
earch agendas outlined in this forum can inform meaningful action to
dvance a more peaceful and sustainable world. Each of the agendas,
imilar to the sustainable development goals, are connected and can-
ot be resolved by one discipline alone. The tension that exists between
hese focus areas is not one to be ignored but should be the focus of
uture pursuits. 

RediT authorship contribution statement 

Dahlia Simangan: Writing – review & editing, Writing – original
raft, Conceptualization. Joshua Fisher: Writing – review & editing,
riting – original draft. Tobias Ide: Writing – original draft, Conceptu-

lization. Vally Koubi: Writing – review & editing, Writing – original
raft. Ayyoob Sharifi: Writing – review & editing, Writing – original
raft. Katherine Alfredo: Writing – original draft. John Lee Cande-
aria: Writing – original draft. Simon Dalby: Writing – original draft.
ullen Hendrix: Writing – original draft. Ali Kharrazi: Writing – orig-

nal draft. Úrsula Oswald-Spring: Writing – original draft. Joyashree
oy: Writing – original draft. 

eferences 

[1] T.M. Lenton, D.I. Armstrong McKay, S. Loriani, J.F. Abrams, S.J. Lade, J.F. Donges
et al., eds., The Global Tipping Roints Report 2023, University of Exeter, Exeter,
UK (2023). https://report- 2023.global- tipping- points.org/ (accessed 17 December
2024). 

[2] S.A. Rustad, Conflict trends: a global overview, 1946–2023, Peace Research Insti-
tute Oslo (PRIO), Oslo, 2024. https://www.prio.org/publications/14006 (accessed
17 December 2024). 

[3] Uppsala University, UCDP (Uppsala Conflict Data Program): record number of
armed conflicts in the world, 2024. https://www.uu.se/en/press/press-releases/
2024/2024- 06- 03- ucdp- record- number- of- armed- conflicts- in- the- world (ac-
cessed 17 December 2024). 

[4] L. Caesar, B. Sakschewski, L.S. Andersen, T. Beringer, J. Braun, D.
Donovan, D. Gerten, A. Heilemann, J. Kaiser, N.H. Kitzmann, S. Lo-
riani, W. Lucht, J. Ludescher, M. Martin, S. Mathesius, A. Paolucci,
S. te Weriek, J. Rockström, Executive summary. In: Planetary health

https://report-2023.global-tipping-points.org/
https://www.prio.org/publications/14006
https://www.uu.se/en/press/press-releases/2024/2024-06-03-ucdp-record-number-of-armed-conflicts-in-the-world


D. Simangan, J. Fisher, T. Ide et al. Peace and Sustainability 1 (2025) 100008

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

check report 2024, Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research, Pots-
dam, Germany, 2024. https://www.pik- potsdam.de/en/news/latest- news/
earth- exceed- safe- limits- first- planetary- health- check- issues- red- alert (accessed
17 December 2024). 

[5] UN, The Sustainable Development Goals Report 2024 (2024). https://unstats.un.
org/sdgs/report/2024/The- Sustainable- Development- Goals- Report- 2024.pdf (ac-
cessed 17 December 2024). 

[6] D. Mebratu, Sustainability and sustainable development: historical and concep-
tual review, Environ. Impact Assess. Rev. 18 (1998) 493–520, doi: 10.1016/
S0195- 9255(98)00019- 5 . 

[7] United Nations World Commission on Environment and Development, Our Com-
mon Future (1987). https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/
5987our- common- future.pdf (accessed 13 December 2019). 

[8] A. Sharifi, D. Simangan, Environmental sustainability: the missing pillar of posi-
tive peace, in: K. Standish, H. Devere, A. Suazo, R. Rafferty (Eds.), The Palgrave
Handbook of Positive Peace, Springer, Singapore, 2021, pp. 1–19, doi: 10.1007/
978- 981- 15- 3877- 3_35- 1 . 

[9] J. Galtung, Violence, peace, and peace research, J. Peace Res. 6 (1969) 167–191,
doi: 10.1177/002234336900600301 . 

[10] J. Galtung, Cultural violence, J. Peace Res. 27 (1990) 291–305 . 
[11] J. Fisher, P. Arora, S. Chen, S. Rhee, T. Blaine, D. Simangan, Four propositions

on integrated sustainability: toward a theoretical framework to understand the en-
vironment, peace, and sustainability nexus, Sustain. Sci. 16 (2021) 1125–1145,
doi: 10.1007/s11625- 021- 00925- y . 

[12] J. Fisher, K. Rucki, Re-conceptualizing the science of sustainability: a dynamical
systems approach to understanding the nexus of conflict, development and the
environment, Sustain. Dev. 25 (2017) 267–275, doi: 10.1002/sd.1656 . 

[13] B. Amadei, A systems approach to the sustainability-peace nexus, Sustain. Sci. 16
(2021) 1111–1124, doi: 10.1007/s11625- 020- 00902- x . 

[14] C. Folke, S. Carpenter, T. Elmqvist, L. Gunderson, C.S. Holling, B. Walker, Re-
silience and sustainable development: building adaptive capacity in a world of
transformations, Ambio. 31 (2002) 437–440, doi: 10.1579/0044- 7447- 31.5.437 . 

[15] C. de Coning, Adaptive peacebuilding, Int. Aff. 94 (2018) 301–317, doi: 10.1093/
ia/iix251 . 

[16] P.J. Crutzen, E.F. Stoermer, in: The anthropoceneInternational Geosphere-
Biosphere Programme Newsletter, 41, 2000, pp. 17–18. http://www.igbp.net/
download/18.316f18321323470177580001401/1376383088452/NL41.pdf. 

[17] S. Dalby, Peace in the anthropocene, Peace Rev. 25 (2013) 561–567, doi: 10.1080/
10402659.2013.846654 . 

[18] A. Mitchell, Only human? A worldly approach to security, Secur. Dialogue 45
(2014) 5–21, doi: 10.1177/0967010613515015 . 

[19] C. Harrington, The ends of the world: international relations and the anthropocene,
Millennium 44 (2016) 478–498, doi: 10.1177/0305829816638745 . 

[20] D. Simangan, Reflexive peacebuilding: lessons from the Anthropocene discourse,
Glob. Soc. 35 (2021) 479–500, doi: 10.1080/13600826.2021.1942799 . 

[21] A. Sharifi, D. Simangan, C.Y. Lee, S.R. Reyes, T. Katramiz, J.C. Josol, L.D. Muchan-
gos, H. Virji, S. Kaneko, T.K. Tandog, L. Tandog, M. Islam, Climate-induced stres-
sors to peace: a review of recent literature, Environ. Res. Lett. 16 (2021) 073006,
doi: 10.1088/1748-9326/abfc08 . 

[22] A. Carius, Environmental cooperation as an instrument of crisis prevention and
peacebuilding: conditions for success and constraints, German Federal Ministry for
Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ), Berlin, (2006). https://userpage.
fu-berlin.de/ffu/akumwelt/bc2006/papers/Carius_Peacemaking.pdf (accessed 12
December 2024). 

[23] M.F. Johnson, L.A. Rodríguez, M.Q. Hoyos, Intrastate environmental peacebuild-
ing: a review of the literature, World Dev. 137 (2021) 105150, doi: 10.1016/j.
worlddev.2020.105150 . 

[24] T. Ide, Catastrophes, Confrontations, and Constraints: How Disasters Shape the Dy-
namics of Armed Conflicts, The MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts London, Eng-
land, 2023 . 

[25] I. Kelman, Disaster Diplomacy: How Disasters Affect Peace and Conflict, Routledge,
London, 2012 . 

[26] D. Simangan, Can the liberal international order survive the Anthropocene? Three
propositions for converging peace and survival, Anthr. Rev. 9 (2022) 37–51, doi: 10.
1177/2053019620982327 . 

[27] L. Cottrell, The military’s contribution to climate change, Con-
flict and Environment Observatory, 2021. https://ceobs.org/
the- militarys- contribution- to- climate- change/ (accessed 12 December 2024). 

[28] J.W. Moore, Anthropocene Or Capitalocene?: Nature, History, and the Crisis of
Capitalism, PM Press, Oakland, CA, 2016 . 

[29] M. McDonald, Ecological Security: Climate Change and the Construction of Secu-
rity, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2021 . 

[30] J.S. Dryzek, J. Pickering, The Politics of the Anthropocene, Oxford University Press,
Oxford, 2019 . 

[31] J. Hasselbalch, M. Kranke, Dealing with dangerous abundance: towards post-
growth International Relations, Rev. Int. Stud. 50 (2024) 856–865, doi: 10.1017/
S0260210524000433 . 

[32] R. Eisler, The Real Wealth of Nations: Creating a Caring Economics, Berrett-Koehler
Publishers, Oakland, CA, 2008 . 

[33] L. Fioramonti, The World After GDP: Politics, Business and Society in the Post
Growth Era, Polity, Cambridge, UK, 2017 . 

[34] D. Guha-Sapir, EM-DAT: The International Disaster Database, (n.d.). https://www.
emdat.be/ (accessed 26 September 2024). 

[35] C. Harvey, Disasters displaced more than 26 million people in
2023, Sci. Am. (2024) https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/
 

11
disasters- displaced- more- than- 26- million- people- in- 2023/ . (accessed 26 Septem-
ber 2024) . 

[36] C. Song, A. Petsakos, E. Gotor, Linguistic diversity, climate shock, and farmers-
herder conflicts: implications for inclusive innovations for agro-pastoralism sys-
tems, Agric. Syst. 216 (2024) 103883, doi: 10.1016/j.agsy.2024.103883 . 

[37] N. Boccard, Analysis of trends in disaster risk, Int. J. Disaster Risk Reduct. 53 (2021)
101989, doi: 10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101989 . 

[38] F.E.L. Otto, Attribution of extreme events to climate change, Annu. Rev. Environ.
Resour. 48 (2023) 813–828, doi: 10.1146/annurev- environ- 112621- 083538 . 

[39] E. Feitelson, A. Tubi, A main driver or an intermediate variable? Climate change,
water and security in the Middle East, Glob. Environ. Change 44 (2017) 39–48,
doi: 10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2017.03.001 . 

[40] N. Klein, The Shock Doctrine: the Rise of Disaster Capitalism, Picador, New York,
2007 . 

[41] T. Bradley, Z. Martin, B.R. Upreti, B. Subedu, S. Shrestha, Gender and disaster: the
impact of natural disasters on violence against women in Nepal, J. Asian Afr. Stud.
58 (2023) 354–371, doi: 10.1177/00219096211062474 . 

[42] J.C. Gaillard, K. Sanz, B.C. Balgos, S.N.M. Dalisay, A. Gorman-Murray, F. Smith,
V. Toelupe, Beyond men and women: a critical perspective on gender and disaster,
Disasters 41 (2017) 429–447, doi: 10.1111/disa.12209 . 

[43] T. Ide, Climate, women, and conflict: rebel groups’ Armed activities after major
disasters, Glob. Stud. Q. 3 (2023) ksad039, doi: 10.1093/isagsq/ksad039 . 

[44] Foresight: Migration and Global Environmental ChangeFinal Project Report, The
Government Office for Science, London, 2011 . 

[45] V. Clement, K.K. Rigaud, A. de Sherbin, B. Jones, S. Adamo, J. Schewe, N.
Sadiq, E. Shabahat, Groundswell part 2: acting on internal climate migra-
tion, World Bank, Washington, DC, 2021. https://openknowledge.worldbank.
org/entities/publication/2c9150df- 52c3- 58ed- 9075- d78ea56c3267 (accessed 29
September 2024). 

[46] A. Sharifi, D. Simangan, S. Kaneko, The literature landscape on peace–sustainability
nexus: a scientometric analysis, Ambio 50 (2021) 661–678, doi: 10.1007/
s13280- 020- 01388- 8 . 

[47] R. Black, S.R.G. Bennett, S.M. Thomas, J.R. Beddington, Migration as adaptation,
Nature 478 (2011) 447–449, doi: 10.1038/478477a . 

[48] W.N. Adger, S. Fransen, R. Safra de Campos, W.C. Clark, Migration and sustainable
development, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 121 (2024) e2206193121, doi: 10.1073/pnas.
2206193121 . 

[49] D. Simangan, H. Virji, C. Hendrix, M. Islam, S. Kaneko, Y. Ma, R. Mechler, P. Pan-
gotra, K. Peters, A. Sharifi, S.H. Shams, A co-designed heuristic guide for investi-
gating the peace-sustainability nexus in the context of global change, Sustain. Sci.
16 (2021) 1097–1109, doi: 10.1007/s11625- 021- 00970- 7 . 

[50] C. Brelsford, J. Lobo, J. Hand, L.M.A. Bettencourt, Heterogeneity and scale of
sustainable development in cities, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 114 (2017) 8963–8968,
doi: 10.1073/pnas.1606033114 . 

[51] A. Tubi, Y. Israeli, Is climate migration successful adaptation or maladaptation? A
holistic assessment of outcomes in Kenya, Clim. Risk Manag. 44 (2024) 100614,
doi: 10.1016/j.crm.2024.100614 . 

[52] V. Koubi, T. Bohmelt, G. Spilker, L. Schaffer, The determinants of environmen-
tal migrants’ Conflict perception, Int. Organ. 72 (2018) 905–936, doi: 10.1017/
s0020818318000231 . 

[53] V. Koubi, Q. Nguyen, G. Spilker, T. Böhmelt, Environmental migrants and
social-movement participation, J. Peace Res. 58 (2021) 18–32, doi: 10.1177/
0022343320972153 . 

[54] A.M. Linke, F.D.W. Witmer, J. O’Loughlin, J.T. McCabe, J. Tir, The consequences
of relocating in response to drought: human mobility and conflict in contemporary
Kenya, Environ. Res. Lett. 13 (2018) 094014, doi: 10.1088/1748-9326/aad8cc . 

[55] M.E. Hauer, S.A. Jacobs, S.A. Kulp, Climate migration amplifies demographic
change and population aging, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 121 (2024) e2206192119,
doi: 10.1073/pnas.2206192119 . 

[56] V. Koubi, L. Schaffer, G. Spilker, T. Böhmelt, Climate events and the role of adap-
tive capacity for (im-)mobility, Popul. Environ. 43 (2022) 367–392, doi: 10.1007/
s11111- 021- 00395- 5 . 

[57] A. Rikani, C. Otto, A. Levermann, J. Schewe, More people too poor to move: diver-
gent effects of climate change on global migration patterns, Environ. Res. Lett. 18
(2023) 024006, doi: 10.1088/1748-9326/aca6fe . 

[58] S. Custer, T. Sethi, R. Knight, A. Hutchinson, V. Choo, M. Cheng, AidData | Lis-
tening to leaders 2021: a report card for development partners in an era of con-
tested cooperation, AidData at the College of William & Mary, Williamsburg, VA,
2001. https://www.aiddata.org/publications/listening- to- leaders- 2021 (accessed
29 September 2024). 

[59] NOAA Fisheries, Status of stocks 2020, 2022. https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
national/sustainable- fisheries/status- stocks- 2020 (accessed 17 December 2024). 

[60] M. Kituyi, P. Thomson, 90% of fish stocks are used up – fisheries subsidies
must stop, UN Conference on Trade and Development, 2018. https://unctad.org/
news/90- fish- stocks- are- used- fisheries- subsidies- must- stop (accessed 29 Septem-
ber 2024). 

[61] V.W.Y. Lam, E.H. Allison, J.D. Bell, J. Blythe, W.W.L. Cheung, T.L. Frölicher,
M.A. Gasalla, U.R. Sumaila, Climate change, tropical fisheries and prospects for sus-
tainable development, Nat. Rev. Earth Environ. 1 (2020) 440–454, doi: 10.1038/
s43017- 020- 0071- 9 . 

[62] E. Mendenhall, C. Hendrix, E. Nyman, P.M. Roberts, J.R. Hoopes, J.R. Watson,
V.W.Y. Lam, U.R. Sumaila, Climate change increases the risk of fisheries conflict,
Mar. Policy 117 (2020) 103954, doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2020.103954 . 

[63] J. Vogel, C. Longo, J. Spijkers, J. Palacios-Abrantes, J. Mason, C. Wabnitz, W. Che-
ung, U. Sumaila, G. Munro, S. Glaser, J. Bell, Y. Tian, N. Shackell, E. Selig, P. Le
Billon, J. Watson, C. Hendrix, M. Pinsky, I. van Putten, K. Karr, E. Papaioannou,

https://www.pik-potsdam.de/en/news/latest-news/earth-exceed-safe-limits-first-planetary-health-check-issues-red-alert
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/report/2024/The-Sustainable-Development-Goals-Report-2024.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0195-9255(98)00019-5
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/5987our-common-future.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-15-3877-3_35-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/002234336900600301
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-00925-y
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1656
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-020-00902-x
https://doi.org/10.1579/0044-7447-31.5.437
https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iix251
http://www.igbp.net/download/18.316f18321323470177580001401/1376383088452/NL41.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/10402659.2013.846654
https://doi.org/10.1177/0967010613515015
https://doi.org/10.1177/0305829816638745
https://doi.org/10.1080/13600826.2021.1942799
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/abfc08
https://userpage.fu-berlin.de/ffu/akumwelt/bc2006/papers/Carius_Peacemaking.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2020.105150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0025
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053019620982327
https://ceobs.org/the-militarys-contribution-to-climate-change/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0030
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210524000433
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0033
https://www.emdat.be/
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/disasters-displaced-more-than-26-million-people-in-2023/
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/disasters-displaced-more-than-26-million-people-in-2023/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2024.103883
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101989
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-112621-083538
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2017.03.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0040
https://doi.org/10.1177/00219096211062474
https://doi.org/10.1111/disa.12209
https://doi.org/10.1093/isagsq/ksad039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0044
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/entities/publication/2c9150df-52c3-58ed-9075-d78ea56c3267
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-020-01388-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/478477a
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2206193121
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-00970-7
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1606033114
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crm.2024.100614
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0020818318000231
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343320972153
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aad8cc
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2206192119
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11111-021-00395-5
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aca6fe
https://www.aiddata.org/publications/listening-to-leaders-2021
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/sustainable-fisheries/status-stocks-2020
https://unctad.org/news/90-fish-stocks-are-used-fisheries-subsidies-must-stop
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43017-020-0071-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.103954


D. Simangan, J. Fisher, T. Ide et al. Peace and Sustainability 1 (2025) 100008

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[  

 

[  

 

[  

[  

 

[  

 

 

[  

 

 

[  

[  

 

[  

 

[  

 

 

[  

 

 

 

[  

 

 

[  

[  

 

[  

 

[  

[  

 

[  

[  
R. Fujita, Drivers of conflict and resilience in shifting transboundary fisheries, Mar.
Policy 155 (2023) 105740, doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2023.105740 . 

[64] P. Ditlevsen, S. Ditlevsen, Warning of a forthcoming collapse of the Atlantic
meridional overturning circulation, Nat. Commun. 14 (2023) 4254, doi: 10.1038/
s41467- 023- 39810- w . 

[65] S. Rahmstorf, J.E. Box, G. Feulner, M.E. Mann, A. Robinson, S. Rutherford,
E.J. Schaffernicht, Exceptional twentieth-century slowdown in Atlantic Ocean
overturning circulation, Nat. Clim. Change 5 (2015) 475–480, doi: 10.1038/
nclimate2554 . 

[66] S. Cassotta, M. Goodsite, Deep-seabed mining: an environmental concern and a
holistic social environmental justice issue, Front. Ocean Sustain. 2 (2024) 1355965,
doi: 10.3389/focsu.2024.1355965 . 

[67] J. Spijkers, G. Singh, R. Blasiak, T.H. Morrison, P. Le Billon, H. Österblom, Global
patterns of fisheries conflict: forty years of data, Glob. Environ. Change 57 (2019)
101921, doi: 10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2019.05.005 . 

[68] C. Devlin, S. Glaser, J. Lambert, C. Villegas, The causes and consequences of
fisheries conflict around the Horn of Africa, J Peace Res. 59 (2022) 890–902,
doi: 10.1177/00223433211038476 . 

[69] C. Hendrix, S. Glaser, J. Lambert, P. Roberts, Global climate, El Nino, and milita-
rized fisheries disputes in the East and South China Seas, Mar. Policy 143 (2022),
doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2022.105137 . 

[70] E. Ostrom, Governing the Commons: the Evolution of Institutions for Collective
Action, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK, 1990 . 

[71] B. Pentz, N. Klenk, S. Ogle, J.A.D. Fisher, Can regional fisheries management or-
ganizations (RFMOs) manage resources effectively during climate change? Mar.
Policy 92 (2018) 13–20, doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2018.01.011 . 

[72] P. Iyer, J. Davis, E. Yavuz, Rural water supply, sanitation, and hygiene : A review
of 25 Years of world bank lending (1978–2003), World Bank Group, Washington,
DC, 2006. http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/363931468778788389/
Rural- water- supply- sanitation- and- hygiene- a- review- of- 25- years- of- World- Bank-
lending- 1978- 2003- summary- report (accessed 12 December 2024). 

[73] K.A. Alfredo, D.F. Lawler, L.E. Katz, Fluoride contamination in the Bongo District
of Ghana, West Africa: geogenic contamination and cultural complexities, Water
Int. 39 (2014) 486–503, doi: 10.1080/02508060.2014.926234 . 

[74] M.B. Fisher, K.F. Shields, T.U. Chan, E. Christenson, R.D. Cronk, H. Leker,
D. Samani, P. Apoya, A. Lutz, J. Bartram, Understanding handpump sustainability:
determinants of rural water source functionality in the Greater Afram Plains region
of Ghana, Water Resour. Res. 51 (2015) 8431–8449, doi: 10.1002/2014WR016770 .

[75] K. Alfredo, T. O’Garra, Identifying drivers of successful community-based water
treatment in Rural India, AGU Annual Conference, San Francisco, 2019 . 

[76] M.A. Hossain, M.K. Sengupta, S. Ahamed, M.M. Rahman, D. Mondal, D. Lodh,
B. Das, B. Nayak, B.K. Roy, A. Mukherjee, D. Chakraborti, Ineffectiveness and poor
reliability of arsenic removal plants in West Bengal, India, Environ. Sci. Technol.
39 (2005) 4300–4306, doi: 10.1021/es048703u . 

[77] United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs (UN DESA)World ur-
banization prospects: The 2018 revision (ST/ESA/SER.A/420), New York, 2019 . 

[78] J. Inauen, M.M. Hossain, R.B. Johnston, H.J. Mosler, Acceptance and use of eight
arsenic-safe drinking water options in Bangladesh, PLoS One 8 (2013) e53640,
doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0053640 . 

[79] H.J. Mosler, A systematic approach to behavior change interventions for the water
and sanitation sector in developing countries: a conceptual model, a review, and a
guideline, Int. J. Environ. Health Res. 22 (2012) 431–449, doi: 10.1080/09603123.
2011.650156 . 

[80] A. Ravindranath, N. Devineni, U. Lall, P. Concha Larrauri, Season-ahead forecasting
of water storage and irrigation requirements – an application to the southwest
monsoon in India, Hydrol. Earth Syst. Sci. 22 (2018) 5125–5141, doi: 10.5194/
hess- 22- 5125- 2018 . 

[81] B. Mahapatra, M. Walia, N. Saggurti, Extreme weather events induced deaths in
India 2001–2014: trends and differentials by region, sex and age group, Weather
Clim. Extrem. 21 (2018) 110–116, doi: 10.1016/j.wace.2018.08.001 . 

[82] E.C. Wells, A.M. Vidmar, W.A. Webb, A.C. Ferguson, M.E. Verbyla, F.L. de Los
Reyes, Q. Zhang, J.R. Mihelcic, Meeting the water and sanitation challenges of
underbounded communities in the U.S, Environ. Sci. Technol. 56 (2022) 11180–
11188, doi: 10.1021/acs.est.2c03076 . 

[83] J. Brown, C.S. Acey, C. Anthonj, D.J. Barrington, C.D. Beal, D. Capone, O. Cum-
ming, K.P. Fedinick, J.M. Gibson, B. Hicks, M. Kozubik, N. Lakatosova, K.G. Linden,
N.G. Love, K.J. Mattos, H.M. Murphy, I.T. Winkler, The effects of racism, social ex-
clusion, and discrimination on achieving universal safe water and sanitation in
high-income countries, Lancet Glob. Health 11 (2023) e606–e614, doi: 10.1016/
S2214- 109X(23)00006- 2 . 

[84] C. Bros, M. Couttenier, Untouchability, homicides and water access, J. Comp. Econ.
43 (2015) 549–558, doi: 10.1016/j.jce.2014.12.001 . 

[85] S. Gates, H. Hegre, H.M. Nygård, H. Strand, Development consequences of armed
conflict, World Dev. 40 (2012) 1713–1722, doi: 10.1016/j.worlddev.2012.04.031 . 

[86] S. Shahab, B. Isakhan, The ritualization of heritage destruction under the Islamic
State, J. Soc. Archaeol. 18 (2018) 212–233, doi: 10.1177/1469605318763623 . 

[87] N. Pasamitros, Conflict transformation and cultural heritage use in Cyprus, HAPSc
Policy Br. Ser. 3 (2022) 121–129, doi: 10.12681/hapscpbs.31001 . 

[88] C. Larkin, I. Rudolf, Iraqi heritage restoration, grassroots interventions and post-
conflict recovery: reflections from Mosul, J. Soc. Archaeol. 24 (2024) 33–57,
doi: 10.1177/14696053231220908 . 

[89] F. Giliberto, S. Labadi, Harnessing cultural heritage for sustainable development: an
analysis of three internationally funded projects in MENA Countries, Int. J. Herit.
Stud. 28 (2022) 133–146, doi: 10.1080/13527258.2021.1950026 . 

[90] A. Pereira Roders, R. van Oers, Editorial: bridging cultural heritage and sustainable
12
development, J. Cult. Herit. Manag. Sustain. Dev. 1 (2011) 5–14, doi: 10.1108/
20441261111129898 . 

[91] J. Ballet, D. Bazin, F.R. Mahieu, A policy framework for social sustainability: social
cohesion, equity and safety, Sustain. Dev. 28 (2020) 1388–1394, doi: 10.1002/sd.
2092 . 

[92] A. Lazurko, L.J. Haider, T. Hertz, S. West, D.D.P. McCarthy, Operationalizing am-
biguity in sustainability science: embracing the elephant in the room, Sustain. Sci.
19 (2024) 595–614, doi: 10.1007/s11625- 023- 01446- 6 . 

[93] B. Bräuchler, The cultural turn in peace research: prospects and challenges, Peace-
building 6 (2018) 17–33, doi: 10.1080/21647259.2017.1368158 . 

[94] R.W. Khalaf, Cultural heritage reconstruction after armed conflict: continuity,
change, and sustainability, Hist. Environ. Policy Pract. 11 (2020) 4–20, doi: 10.
1080/17567505.2019.1605709 . 

[95] UN-Habitat, World Cities Report 2022Envisaging the Future of Cities,
United Nations Human Settlements Programme, 2022 https://unhabitat.org/
world- cities- report- 2022- envisaging- the- future- of- cities (accessed 26 September
2024) . 

[96] A. Sharifi, A.R. Khavarian-Garmsir, The COVID-19 pandemic: impacts on cities and
major lessons for urban planning, design, and management, Sci. Total Environ. 749
(2020) 142391, doi: 10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.142391 . 

[97] A. Sharifi, D. Simangan, S. Kaneko, Three decades of research on climate change
and peace: a bibliometrics analysis, Sustain. Sci. 16 (2021) 1079–1095, doi: 10.
1007/s11625- 020- 00853- 3 . 

[98] T. Elmqvist, E. Andersson, N. Frantzeskaki, T. McPhearson, P. Olsson, O. Gaffney,
K. Takeuchi, C. Folke, Sustainability and resilience for transformation in the urban
century, Nat. Sustain. 2 (2019) 267–273, doi: 10.1038/s41893- 019- 0250- 1 . 

[99] A. Sharifi, Resilience of urban social-ecological-technological systems (SETS): a re-
view, Sustain. Cities Soc. 99 (2023) 104910, doi: 10.1016/j.scs.2023.104910 . 

100] X. Li, H. Wang, A. Kharrazi, B.D. Fath, G. Liu, G. Liu, Y. Xiao, X. Lai, A network
analysis of external shocks on the dynamics and resilience of the global staple food
trade, Food Sec 16 (2024) 845–865, doi: 10.1007/s12571- 024- 01462- z . 

101] S. Friel, A. Schram, B. Townsend, The nexus between international trade, food
systems, malnutrition and climate change, Nat. Food 1 (2020) 51–58, doi: 10.1038/
s43016- 019- 0014- 0 . 

102] Political and commercial forces shape what we eat, Nature News Feature, 2021.
https://www.nature.com/articles/d42859- 021- 00063- 6 (17 December 2024). 

103] J. Clapp, W.G. Moseley, B. Burlingame, P. Termine, Viewpoint: the case for a six-
dimensional food security framework, Food Policy 106 (2022) 102164, doi: 10.
1016/j.foodpol.2021.102164 . 

104] UNESCAP (United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pa-
cific) Assessing multidimensional food system risks in Asia and the Pacific : insights
on food SystEm risks – INFER, 2024. https://hdl.handle.net/20.500.12870/6805
(accessed 17 December 2024). 

105] World BankFuture of Food: Building Stronger Food Systems in Fragility, Conflict,
and Violence Settings, 2024 https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/agriculture/
publication/future- of- food- building- stronger- food- systems- fcv (accessed 17 De-
cember 2024) . 

106] A. Kharrazi, Resilience, in: B. Fath (Ed.), Encyclopedia of Ecology, 2nd ed., Elsevier,
Oxford, 2019, pp. 414–418, doi: 10.1016/B978- 0- 12- 409548- 9.10751- 1 . 

107] A. Kharrazi, S. Kudo, D. Allasiw, Addressing misconceptions to the concept of re-
silience in environmental education, Sustainability 10 (2018) 4682, doi: 10.3390/
su10124682 . 

108] A. Calvente, A. Kharrazi, S. Kudo, P. Savaget, Non-formal environmental education
in a vulnerable region: insights from a 20-year long engagement in Petrópolis, Rio
de Janeiro, Brazil, Sustainability 10 (2018) 4247, doi: 10.3390/su10114247 . 

109] V. Piñeiro, J. Arias, J. Dürr, P. Elverdin, A.M. Ibáñez, A. Kinengyere, C.M. Opazo,
N. Owoo, J.R. Page, S.D. Prager, M. Torero, A scoping review on incentives for
adoption of sustainable agricultural practices and their outcomes, Nat. Sustain. 3
(2020) 809–820, doi: 10.1038/s41893- 020- 00617- y . 

110] W. Steffen, K. Richardson, J. Rockström, S.E. Cornell, I. Fetzer, E.M. Bennett,
R. Biggs, S.R. Carpenter, W. de Vries, C.A. de Wit, C. Folke, D. Gerten, J. Heinke,
G.M. Mace, L.M. Persson, V. Ramanathan, B. Reyers, S. Sörlin, Planetary bound-
aries: guiding human development on a changing planet, Science 347 (2015)
1259855, doi: 10.1126/science.1259855 . 

111] J.E. Hansen, M. Sato, L. Simons, L.S. Nazarenko, I. Sangha, P. Kharecha, J.C. Za-
chos, K. von Schuckmann, N.G. Loeb, M.B. Osman, Q. Jin, G. Tselioudis, E. Jeong,
A. Lacis, R. Ruedy, G. Russell, J. Cao, J. Li, Global warming in the pipeline, Oxf.
Open Clim. Change 3 (2023) kgad008, doi: 10.1093/oxfclm/kgad008 . 

112] S. Dalby, Rethinking Environmental Security, Edward Elgar Publishing,Glos, UK,
2022 . 

113] A. Robock, Benefits and risks of stratospheric solar radiation management for
climate intervention (Geoengineering), The Bridge Spring (2020) 59–67 https://
climate.envsci.rutgers.edu/pdf/RobockBridge.pdf (accessed 17 December 2024). 

114] B.K. Sovacool, C.M. Baum, S. Low, Beyond climate stabilization: exploring the per-
ceived sociotechnical co-impacts of carbon removal and solar geoengineering, Ecol.
Econ. 204 (2023) 107648, doi: 10.1016/j.ecolecon.2022.107648 . 

115] G.M. Thaler, Saving a Rainforest and Losing the World: Conservation and Displace-
ment in the Global Tropics, Yale University Press, New Haven, 2024 . 

116] H.J. Buck, S. Nicholson, Solar geoengineering research in the global public interest:
a proposal for how to do it, One Earth 6 (2023) 1652–1664, doi: 10.1016/j.oneear.
2023.11.012 . 

117] B.A. Reardon, Sexism and the War System, Syracuse University Press, Syracuse,
NY, 1996 . 

118] P.J. Crutzen, Geology of mankind, Nature 415 (2002) 23–23, doi: 10.1038/
415023a . 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2023.105740
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-39810-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2554
https://doi.org/10.3389/focsu.2024.1355965
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2019.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/00223433211038476
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2022.105137
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0070
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2018.01.011
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/363931468778788389/Rural-water-supply-sanitation-and-hygiene-a-review-of-25-years-of-World-Bank-lending-1978-2003-summary-report
https://doi.org/10.1080/02508060.2014.926234
https://doi.org/10.1002/2014WR016770
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/tboref0004
https://doi.org/10.1021/es048703u
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0077
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0053640
https://doi.org/10.1080/09603123.2011.650156
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-22-5125-2018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wace.2018.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.2c03076
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2214-109X(23)00006-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2014.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2012.04.031
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469605318763623
https://doi.org/10.12681/hapscpbs.31001
https://doi.org/10.1177/14696053231220908
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527258.2021.1950026
https://doi.org/10.1108/20441261111129898
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.2092
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-023-01446-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/21647259.2017.1368158
https://doi.org/10.1080/17567505.2019.1605709
https://unhabitat.org/world-cities-report-2022-envisaging-the-future-of-cities
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.142391
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-020-00853-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0250-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2023.104910
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-024-01462-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-019-0014-0
https://www.nature.com/articles/d42859-021-00063-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2021.102164
https://hdl.handle.net/20.500.12870/6805
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/agriculture/publication/future-of-food-building-stronger-food-systems-fcv
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-409548-9.10751-1
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10124682
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10114247
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-00617-y
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1259855
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfclm/kgad008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0112
https://climate.envsci.rutgers.edu/pdf/RobockBridge.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2022.107648
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0115
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2023.11.012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0117
https://doi.org/10.1038/415023a


D. Simangan, J. Fisher, T. Ide et al. Peace and Sustainability 1 (2025) 100008

[  

 

 

 

 

 

[  

 

[  

 

 

[  

[  

 

[  

[  

[  

 

[  

[  

 

 

[  

[  

 

 

 

 

 

[  

[  

 

 

[  

[  

 

[  
119] Ú. Oswald-Spring, Interacciones regionales por COVID-19, violencia de género, de-
terioros socioeconómicos y conflictos ambientales en el patriaceno, in: S.E. Serrano
Oswald, P. W. González, E.R. Morales García de Alba (Eds.), Estudios de género,
geopolítica y dinámicas regionales con inclusión social, Instituto de Investigaciones
Económicas, UNAM ; Asociación Mexicana de Ciencias para el Desarrollo Regional,
2021, pp. 157–182, https://ru.crim.unam.mx/handle/123456789/1722 (accessed
9 October 2024). 

120] Ú. Oswald-Spring, Paz y seguridad engendradas, sustentables y culturalmente di-
versas, Rev. Latinoam. Estud. Paz Confl. 1 (2020) 116–142, doi: 10.5377/rlpc.v1i1.
9519 . 

121] G. Raygorodetsky, Indigenous peoples defend Earth’s biodiversity —But they’re
in danger, Natl. Geogr. Mag. (2018) https://www.nationalgeographic.com/
environment/article/can- indigenous- land- stewardship- protect- biodiversity- . (ac-
cessed 9 October 2024) . 

122] D.E. Cortés-Castillo, P.A. Sierra-Zamora, Buen vivir, vivir bien y el choque de
paradigmas, Escritos 27 (2019) 319–343, doi: 10.18566/escr.v27n59.a07 . 

123] K. Ura, S. Alkire, T. Zangmo, GNH and GNH index, The Centre for Bhutan Stud-
ies, 2012. https://ophi.org.uk/publications/GNH- and- GNH- Index- Short- 2012 (ac-
cessed 9 October 2024). 

124] L.H. Gunderson, C.S. Holling (Eds.), Panarchy: Understanding Transformations in
Human and Natural Systems, Island Press, Washington, D.C., 2001 . 

125] J.D. Fisher, Managing Environmental Conflict: an Earth Institute Sustainability
Primer, Columbia Univ Press, New York, 2022 . 

126] K. Emerson, T. Nabatchi, Evaluating the productivity of collaborative governance
regimes: a performance matrix, Public Perform. Manag. Rev. 38 (2015) 717–747,
doi: 10.1080/15309576.2015.1031016 . 

127] T. Hansen, M. Umbreit, Regenerative justice, beyond restoring, Contemp. Justice
Rev. 21 (2018) 185–207, doi: 10.1080/10282580.2018.1455508 . 
13
128] IPCC, Summary for policymakers, in: H. Lee, J. Romero (Eds.), Climate Change
2023: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working Groups I, II and III to the Sixth As-
sessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel On Climate Change, IPCC, Geneva,
2023, pp. 1–34 . 

129] A. Sen, Identity and Violence: the Illusion of Destiny, Penguin Books, London, 2006 .
130] J. Roy, A. Prakash, S. Some, C. Singh, R. Bezner Kerr, M.A. Caretta, C. Conde,

M.R. Ferre, C. Schuster-Wallace, M.C. Tirado-von der Pahlen, E. Totin, S. Vij,
E. Baker, G. Dean, E. Hillenbrand, A. Irvine, F. Islam, K. McGlade, H. Nyantakyi-
Frimpong, F. Ravera, A. Segnon, D. Solomon, I. Tandon, Synergies and trade-
offs between climate change adaptation options and gender equality: a review of
the global literature, Humanit. Soc. Sci. Commun. 9 (2022) 1–13, doi: 10.1057/
s41599- 022- 01266- 6 . 

131] M. Nilsson, D. Griggs, M. Visbeck, Policy: Map the interactions between sustainable
development goals, Nature 534 (2016) 320–322, doi: 10.1038/534320a . 

132] J. Roy, N. Das, S. Some, India must use SDG Framework to strengthen develop-
mental diplomacy, in: M. Chakrabarty, N. Suri (Eds.), A 2030 Vision for India’s
Economic Diplomacy, Observer Research Foundation and Global Policy Journal,
New Delhi, 2021, pp. 190–203 . 

133] M. Lawrence, Polycrisis in the anthropocene: an invitation to contributions and
debates, Glob. Sustain. 7 (2024) e5, doi: 10.1017/sus.2024.2 . 

134] B. Hayward, J. Roy, Sustainable living: bridging the North-South divide in lifestyles
and consumption debates, Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 44 (2019) 157–175, doi: 10.
1146/annurev- environ- 101718- 033119 . 

135] J. Roy, C. Foreman, Ecomodern justice, Breakthrough Journal 14 (2021).
https://thebreakthrough.org/journal/no- 14- summer- 2021/ecomodern- justice- 
summer- issue- intro (accessed 18 October 2024). 

https://ru.crim.unam.mx/handle/123456789/1722
https://doi.org/10.5377/rlpc.v1i1.9519
https://www.nationalgeographic.com/environment/article/can-indigenous-land-stewardship-protect-biodiversity-
https://doi.org/10.18566/escr.v27n59.a07
https://ophi.org.uk/publications/GNH-and-GNH-Index-Short-2012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0125
https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2015.1031016
https://doi.org/10.1080/10282580.2018.1455508
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0129
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-022-01266-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/534320a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2950-6425(25)00008-5/sbref0132
https://doi.org/10.1017/sus.2024.2
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-101718-033119
https://thebreakthrough.org/journal/no-14-summer-2021/ecomodern-justice-summer-issue-intro

	Twelve research agendas for advancing the peace-sustainability nexus
	Introduction
	1 Anthropocene Dahlia Simangan
	2 Disasters Tobias Ide
	3 Migration Vally Koubi
	4 Oceans Cullen Hendrix
	5 Water Katherine Alfredo
	6 Heritage John Lee Candelaria
	7 Cities Ayyoob Sharifi
	8 Food Ali Kharrazi
	9 Geoengineering Simon Dalby
	10 Gender Úrsula Oswald-Spring
	11 Justice Joshua Fisher
	12 Plurality Joyashree Roy
	Conclusion
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	References


