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Abstract
In 2007, issues regarding climate‐induced migration took a giant leap on the international policy agenda at the same time
as a growth of interest in and salience of climate security. From having been a technical non‐issue since the 1980s, climate‐
induced migration became one of the most emphasised consequences of climate change for a short period. After three
years of fluidity in actors, institutions, and conceptual framings, issues of climate change and migration reached a formal
recognition in the 2010 Cancún Adaptation Framework, marking a new era for policy discussions on climate‐inducedmigra‐
tion. This article sets out to show why this issue, which had been known to policymakers and academia for at least two
decades, took such a major leap up the agenda at this specific point in time. The article draws from rich primary interview
material togetherwith an analytical framework based on themultiple streams framework in order to systematically answer
this question. In doing so, the article primarily offers an empirical contribution to the knowledge and understanding of the
specific agenda‐setting mechanisms of climate‐induced migration in an international policy context.
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1. Introduction

Issues regarding climate‐induced migration took a giant
leap on the international policy agenda in 2007–2010.
The number of academic articles drastically increased
(Findlay & Geddes, 2011), and it seemed like every single
humanitarian non‐governmental organisation wanted to
highlight the issue (Christian Aid, 2007; Kolmannskog,
2008;Warner et al., 2009), with politicians making grand
statements (UNSC, 2007) and the media producing sen‐
sational headlines (Roberts, 2007).

However, policy discussions on climate‐induced
migration did not start in 2007. Instead, they are usually
tracedback to aUnitedNations Environment Programme
(UNEP) report in 1985 coining the concept of “environ‐
mental refugees” (El‐Hinnawi, 1985). The issue was then
primarily the subject of an academic debate throughout
the 1990s between “alarmists” and “sceptics,” with the
former emphasising the great impacts of climate change

on migration movements and the latter contradicting
this notion arguing that this conception was, in essence,
a myth (Black, 1998; Gemenne, 2011; Myers, 1997).
While the impacts of environmental change and natural
disasters on human mobility were known, it was a tech‐
nical, academic, and peripheral discussion up until 2007.

After a period of heightened fluidity in actors,
structures, and conceptual framings, the period in
focus here ends with the successful inclusion of §14f
of the Cancún Adaptation Framework (CAF) in late
2010. This short yet pivotal paragraph invites parties
to “enhance understanding, coordination and cooper‐
ation with regard to climate change‐induced displace‐
ment, migration and planned relocation, where appro‐
priate, at the national, regional and international lev‐
els” (UN Framework Convention on Climate Change
[UNFCCC], 2011, §14f). While this paragraph did not sig‐
nal any substantial commitments, it provided a stepping
stone for actors to elevate their work and advocacy on
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climate‐induced migration from thereon (Nash, 2018).
This was mirrored, not least with the establishment of
the Nansen Initiative (a discursive and consultative plat‐
form gathering states and organisations; Kälin, 2012)
in 2011. Moreover, climate‐induced migration contin‐
ued as a part of the work within the UNFCCC, and
at COP21 in 2015, it was decided that the Task Force
on Displacement (TFD) should develop recommenda‐
tions on how to avert, minimise, and address climate
change‐related displacement (UNFCCC, 2015). A few
years later, ideas and language from both the TFD rec‐
ommendations (TFD, 2018) and the Nansen Protection
Agenda—the 2015 outcome document of the Nansen
Initiative (2015)—could be found mirrored in the 2018
Global Compact for Safe, Orderly, and Regular Migration
(UN General Assembly, 2018) which indicates states’ nor‐
mative intent in the migration field even though it is not
in anyway binding legislation. All of thiswas done against
the backdrop of §14f of the CAF.

In this article, I focus on the three years preceding the
conference in Cancún. Using primary interview material
with key practitioners at the time, I ask what conditions,
mechanisms and confluent factors in the preceding years
led up to this landmark recognition? It is not surprising as
such that an issue is on the policy agenda.What is intrigu‐
ing, however, is why this entered the agenda at this par‐
ticular time, especially when the issue in question had
been discussed as a problem for more than two decades.
Research on the policy discussions on climate‐induced
migration partly or specifically covering this time has
looked at aspects of mandate expansion (Hall, 2016b),
institutional expansion (Simonelli, 2016), UNFCCC nego‐
tiations (Warner, 2011), securitisation (Boas, 2015), dis‐
course and conceptualisation (Bettini, 2013; Bettini et al.,
2016; Gemenne, 2011; Methmann & Oels, 2015), and
normative enterprises (Mayer, 2014). None, however,
have tried to systematically explain why the issue had a
boost at this specific time—rather than sooner or later.
This article thus aims to add a perspective to the plethora
of texts mentioned above. To understand the interac‐
tion between agency‐ and structural‐based factors, this
article employs the multiple streams framework (MSF)
as theorised by Kingdon (1984) and its idea of a win‐
dow of opportunity. In addition, this approach comple‐
ments previous studies, which often use discourse analy‐
sis, norm diffusion theory, legal analysis, or institutional
analysis to understand developments.

While there is no unified definition or agreement on
the exact scope of the phenomenon of climate‐induced
migration, it generally refers to migration that has been
fuelled by environmental degradation worsened by cli‐
mate change (International Organization for Migration
[IOM], 2009). However, this includes spectra on several
levels, all of which spur debate on the scope and ade‐
quate solutions. One aspect is that of forced vs volun‐
tary migration. For instance, when can climate‐induced
migration be considered forced displacement, and when
is it voluntary mobility? Environmental migration is

commonly intertwinedwith economicmigration—which
could be assumed to be relatively voluntary. On the
other hand, migration does not have to be entirely vol‐
untary just because it is not acute or fully forced (for
more on this debate see, for example, Ionesco et al.,
2017; Kälin, 2010; Piguet, 2018). Climate‐induced migra‐
tion that is indeed forced is also subject to conceptual
debate. However, most migration scholars agree that
climate migrants are not refugees as they (only based
on the threat from climate change) would not fulfil the
requirements of the Refugee Convention. Nonetheless,
they might be in need of protection (McAdam, 2012a).
These are just a few examples that illustrate a compli‐
cated conceptual debate.

In any case, the range of climate‐induced migration
is wide and may include disaster displacement after sud‐
den events such as wildfires, storms, or floods, as well
as migration resulting from drought or sea‐level rise
(Ionesco et al., 2017). Causes of migration and displace‐
ment are, however, always complex. In this case, empiri‐
cal research has shown that rather than a direct cause of
migration or displacement, natural disasters and environ‐
mental degradation are more often amplifiers working
in intrinsic combination with context and other policies
(Boas et al., 2019).

After this introductory section, the article moves
on to outline the key aspects of the MSF. Section 3
applies the framework to the case of interest here, and
Section 4 sums up the analysis and clarifies the conclu‐
sions and results.

2. Multiple Streams and Policy Agendas

There are moments when new policy issues make leaps
up the policy agenda that seem underpinned by some‐
thing intangible. A seminal model addressing this is
found in Kingdon’s (1984) work on American politics,
in which the basic puzzle revolves around when an
idea’s time has come, often operationalised as the point
when an issue enters the policy agenda. What starts
out as merely different kinds of conditions ultimately
boils down to the merging of the three streams (policy,
problem, and politics) and the subsequent opening of a
“window of opportunity.” The MSF makes it possible to
encompass both structural and agency‐related aspects
in an analysis and to explain why an issue enters the
political agenda at a specific time point. Extensive and
in‐depth accounts of theMSF and its origins can be found
elsewhere (Cohen et al., 1972; Kingdon, 1984), but the
remainder of this section outlines the core features of
the framework as employed here. In doing so, it also dis‐
cusses how the concepts of the framework need and can
be adapted for application to international policymaking.
The MSF have, on multiple occasions, been adapted to
the European Union level (see, for example, Ackrill et al.,
2013; Herweg, 2015), but applications to the global level
are still rare.
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2.1. The Streams

The MSF conceives of policymaking and its context as
three streams: the problem stream, the policy stream,
and the political stream. The problem stream consists
primarily of different types of conditions that are per‐
ceived as problematic. The conditions are highlighted by
indicators that are not in themselves necessarily prob‐
lems. Problems are amatter of interpretation and should
be solvable in order to distinguish them from mere con‐
ditions. Focusing events (e.g., disasters) may put the
spotlight on certain problems and attract policymakers’
attention (Kingdon, 1984). Indicators and focusing events
are context‐dependent and can easily be applied to the
international context. However, it is not necessarily the
same conditions that initiate problem construction on
the international level, and similar conditions may be
formulated into different kinds of problems depending
on the policy context. For instance, a condition related
to education might become a matter of teacher qual‐
ifications or taxation in the national context, but an
issue of equality and human rights internationally. In the
same line of reasoning, cross‐border conditions such as
trade, environment, or pandemics are more likely to be
constructed into international problems than, say, poor
road quality.

The policy stream is primarily about two things in
Kingdon’s model: policy communities and policy ideas.
Policy communities consist of specialists in a given policy
area who are directly or indirectly involved in policymak‐
ing. The policy ideas (also described as proposals, solu‐
tions, and alternatives) exist in the policy community’s
discussions and in the specialists’ minds. As Kingdon
(2011, Chapter 6) puts it, they float around in a “primeval
soup” waiting to be picked up and connected to a pol‐
icy problem. In the soup, ideas may also change, evolve,
and form attachments with other ideas and alternatives.
Individuals within the community who have an interest
in spending their time and resources on advocating an
idea or proposal, and chose to do so, are considered pol‐
icy entrepreneurs (Kingdon, 1984). However, solutions
and alternatives mean different things in the national
and international context. Legislation is usually not an
option at the international level, which instead must
rely on soft law, diplomacy, and socialisation activities,
for instance.

In Kingdon’s model, the political stream encom‐
passes such things as national mood, changes of admin‐
istration, and turnover of key persons. Kingdon (2011,
p. 146) explains national mood as “the climate in the
country, changes in public opinion, or broad social move‐
ments.” I have changed the concept here to “public
mood”—meaning the set of values, standards, and issues
against which the public, policymakers, and organisa‐
tions measure new problems and solutions at a given
point in time. Changes in administration and turnover
of key persons do overlap but are somewhat differ‐
ent on the international level. However, changes in

national governments influence not only national but
also international politics as new governments may
have different objectives to pursue in international fora.
Administrations and key persons could also refer to the
leadership of international organisations. For instance,
leaders of international organisations are important
advocates and have the authority to influence visions,
strategies, and priorities in the international policy
sphere. Moreover, in general, new personnel have the
potential to provide new competence in global gover‐
nance and national politics alike.

Against the background of this short outline of the
streams, I will now linger upon two specific aspects.
The first concerns linkages and framing, which, in my
view, are key features in all three streams. The second
concerns Kingdon’s main explanation for agenda leaps:
the window of opportunity.

2.2. Framing and Linkages

The exercise of framing determines the conceptual
boundaries through which different elements of policy‐
making are understood (Entman, 1991). Framing always
includes more or less intentional activities by actors,
often referred to as policy entrepreneurs. When this is
done through a larger degree of intention, it may be
referred to as “strategic framing,” where actors use the
frames in order to try to make a new issue “fit” within
a broader set of well‐established values (Rhinard, 2017;
see also Florini, 1996).

I argue that we can find features of framing in all
three streams. Conditions in the problem stream are
constructed into policy problems through interpretation
and categorisation,which determineswhat kind of policy
problem the condition is viewed as and determines pub‐
lic and political perception (Kingdon, 2011). The categori‐
sation, in turn, determines the policy community, which
institutional venue that should/could address it as well
as possible solutions (Jakobsson, 2018). Framing in the
problem stream is thus intertwined with framing in the
policy stream. The evolvement and combination of ideas
in the “policy primeval soup” interacts with and adapts
to the categorisation of policy problems. Kingdon partic‐
ularly points to “value acceptability,” implying that a pro‐
posal is more likely to be considered seriously if it com‐
plieswith the ideological andmoral principles among the
policy community specialists and stakeholders. Similarly,
framing matters in the politics stream as agenda items
that fit with the public mood at a particular point in time
are promoted and thus more likely to enter the agenda,
while items incompatible with the mood are likely left
out (Kingdon, 2011).

Framing is usually not so explicitly dealt with in
MSF analysis. However, I find it intrinsic in all parts of
Kingdon’s framework, albeit in other terms (as previ‐
ously exemplified). Therefore, I have chosen to specifi‐
cally highlight the implications of framing in the analysis
as it adds helpful explanatory leverage.
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The next subsection brings the streams together and
outlines how they may create a window of opportunity
to advance issues on policy agendas.

2.3. Windows of Opportunity

The different streams may experience different kinds of
alterations. New conditions, interpretations, or focusing
events may arise in the problem stream, new commu‐
nities may form in the policy stream, ideas may evolve
or combine in the policy “primeval soup,” new “moods”
may arise in the political stream, or a turnover of key per‐
sons may occur. None of these factors, however, do in
themselves firmly put an issue on the agenda. The key
explanatory element of the MSF (in Kingdon’s version) is
the opening of a window of opportunity. Kingdon argues
that the joint effect of confluent streams is particularly
powerful in the agenda‐setting process. Windows are
short periods in which conditions in all three streams
are favourable for a certain issue simultaneously, and
through the active aid by policy, entrepreneurs make
a substantial agenda leap (either onto the agenda or
towards a decision). Windows are thus opened in the
problem stream and/or in the policy stream, and actors
in the policy stream seize those opportunities to open
windows and/or make them productive.

Triggers for windows are often different kinds of con‐
tingencies, such as focusing events (such as disasters) or
political alterations (e.g., turnover of central figures; see
Kingdon, 1984). Policy entrepreneurs reside in the pol‐
icy stream, waiting for problems—or political windows
to open. While waiting, policy entrepreneurs work on
different angles of preparation. One such activity is to
cast light on the problem at hand, as Kingdon argues
that it is beneficial if the policy issue is not completely
new to policymakers when the window opens. Another
activity is to prepare different kinds of alternatives and
solutions that may be presented to policymakers at the
right time and to familiarise policymakers with the alter‐
natives beforehand through an exercise of “softening up”
(Kingdon, 1984).

Something should be said regarding agendas and out‐
comes when adjusting the MSF to fit with international
policymaking. First, this article uses §14f of the CAF as
the outcome of the period in focus here. Even though
the traditional outcome of merging streams and a win‐
dow of opportunity would be a solution or political deci‐
sion (not a symbolic recognition or a statement of inten‐
tion), I argue that, in this context, it can indeed be con‐
sidered an important outcome for the following reasons.
To begin with, the foundation of Kingdon’s study is to
consider “not how issues are authoritatively decided by
the president, Congress, or other decision‐makers, but
rather how they came to be issues in the first place”
(Kingdon, 2011, p. 2). This implies that while formal
decisions are often used as outcomes in MSF analysis,
other outcomes could be of interest and still capture the
essence of the approach. In addition, Kingdon makes a

distinction between the governmental agenda and the
decision agenda. The governmental agenda is the more
general list of policy items under political discussion and
consideration, while the decision agenda represents the
issues that have come so far so that they become subject
to decisive political decisions. In a global governance con‐
text, thinking in terms of a governmental agenda is more
useful as binding decisions are not as common (as state‐
ments of intent or soft law) in the international as in
the national arena. Therefore, it is reasonable to some‐
times regard declarations of intention (such as §14f of
the CAF) as outcomes of windows of opportunity when
applying theMSF to international politics, not least when
such a declaration or recognition represents a ground‐
breaking point for future developments (as I have argued
in this article).

Against the backdrop of the analytical framework,
the next section takes on the empirical analysis.

3. Confluent Streams in Climate‐Induced Migration
Politics

This study draws from a rich primary material where
the principal material consists of in‐depth interviews
with 23 practitioners and five academics. The inter‐
view material was assumed to be essential as the
underlying values, strategies, conditions, and structures,
as well as their interrelations, were sought after—
aspects which are rarely done justice in official doc‐
uments (Blaikie, 2010). For instance, the interviews
explained the interrelations between different policy
entrepreneurs, they gave information about informal
conversations and motivations, and they described the
policy entrepreneurs’ feelings towards a variety of events
and developments.

Twelve of the interviewed practitioners and four
of the academics were directly and centrally involved
in the developments in 2007–2010 and active at the
UN Refugee Agency (UNHCR), the IOM, the Office of
the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR),
the International Federation of the Red Cross (IFRC),
the World Bank, CARE international, or the Norwegian
Refugee Council (NRC) during that period. The remain‐
ing seven interview objects are also representatives of
academia and different organisations, both the organ‐
isations already mentioned but also the European
Commission, the Internal Displacement Monitoring
Center, the Nansen Initiative, and the Platform for
Disaster Displacement. These persons are either cur‐
rently working on issues of climate‐induced migration,
have done so in the past decade, or have exceptional
insight, for various reasons, into the general policy devel‐
opments at large but were not part of the core group of
individuals in 2007–2010.

The interviews were conducted between 2016 and
2021 and were approximately one hour long. They
revolved around key questions such as:
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• Do you perceive this period in time as pivotal to
policy discussions on climate‐induced migration?
Why or why not?

• If yes, what were the underlying reasons for this?
• How would you describe the developments from

this time?
• What were your strategies and objectives in your

role at the time?

Against this backdrop, the interviewees were encour‐
aged to speak freely about their experiences, mem‐
ories, and personal conjectures. The interviews were
transcribed and then categorised and analysed according
to the analytical categories of the MSF and in line with a
qualitative text analysis (Ritchie et al., 2014). The account
below is intended to give justice to the material as a
whole, but some representative quotes have been cho‐
sen for illustration.

The next four sections apply the MSF to the pol‐
icy issue of climate‐induced migration between 2007
and 2010. It considers the three streams and argues
that there was a window of opportunity which helped
climate‐induced migration gain formal recognition on
the policy agenda. Space constraints hinder a full
account of the historical developments on climate‐
induced migration policy—and conceptual discussions.
However, extensive reviews can be found elsewhere
(see, for example, Castles, 2002;McAdam, 2012b; Piguet
et al., 2011).

3.1. The Problem Stream

As already stated, environment and climate have always
determined where humans can make a living. As such, it
is a condition rather than a problem. In the 1980s and
1990s, this started to be interpreted as a problem, pri‐
marily by academics but also by UN agencies such as
the UNEP (El‐Hinnawi, 1985). The underlyingmechanism
that increased the problematic aspect of this was the
accelerating impacts of global warming on the global
climate and the general awareness of climate change,
whichwas expected to affect humanmobilitymuchmore
drastically than before.

In 2007–2010, climate‐induced migration was con‐
ceived as problematic in at least three different ways.
First, projections of “invasions” of climate refugees to the
Global North was considered a potential security prob‐
lem for states (WBGU, 2007). Second, it was a problem
for the vulnerable people and affected societies (Swing,
2008). Third, actors soon realised that if climate change
were to displace people across international borders,
they would essentially find themselves in a legal void in
terms of protection as they would not be covered by the
Refugee Convention or similar frameworks (Biermann &
Boas, 2008).

A number of indicators highlighted the problematic
aspects of climate‐induced migration in the first two
decades following its recognition. It was partly about

increased understanding about the severity of the future
potential impact of climate change on migration, but
also about actual displacement events such as Hurricane
Mitch in 1998 or Hurricane Katrina in 2005, which both
displaced thousands (Kromm & Sturgis, 2008; Westhoff
et al., 2008). However, none of these indicators gave the
problem the boost in salience needed to push it onto
the agenda.

However, in 2007 and just before that, the inter‐
views point to a number of events that significantly
altered the problem stream. One such event was the
2004 Indian earthquake and tsunami, which illustrated,
both to policymakers and the public, the human suf‐
fering and material destruction caused by natural dis‐
asters. The tsunami had different practitioners and
organisations turn their gaze toward issues of disas‐
ters and displacement (interview from 9 February 2021;
Goodwin‐Gill & McAdam, 2017).

Another circumstance that the interview material
frequently highlighted was the IPCC fourth assessment
report released in 2007, in which the IPCC highlighted
migration as one of the most important consequences
of climate change (IPCC, 2007). This was a significant
acknowledgement as this report constituted the most
comprehensive assessment of scientific knowledge on
climate change there was at that point (Hulme, 2009).
Yvo de Boer, then the executive secretary of the UNFCCC,
held a press briefing in April 2007 (on the occasion of the
launchof the report)where heparticularly pointed to the
“potential danger” posed by climate change if it were to
trigger worldwide migration (UNFCCC, 2007b).

This was far from the only link made between state
security and the (constructed) threat of climatemigrants.
Security linkages to climate‐induced migration were
present already in the 1990s through the “alarmist” (see
above) strand of the climate migration debate. Myers
(1997, p. 181), possibly the most prominent alarmist,
argued that “environmental refugees could become one
of the foremost human crises of our times” and that it
could lead to turmoil, confrontation, conflict, and vio‐
lence. However, the securitisation of climate‐induced
migration rocketed in 2007 when a number of reports
feared a climate change‐driven migration crisis that
would “spiral out of control” (Christian Aid, 2007, p. 1),
pose a “key threat” to international stability and secu‐
rity (WBGU, 2007, p. 11), and trigger migration at an
“unprecedented scale” (UNSC, 2007; for discourse analy‐
ses of the apocalyptic notions of “climate refugees” see
also Bettini, 2013; Methmann & Oels, 2015).

It should be noted here that these “threat images”
were framed by a general boost in a security focus on cli‐
mate change and a securitisation of the same, not least
within the UN system (Kurtz, 2012; Mobjörk et al., 2016).
For instance, in 2007, the UN Security Council (UNSC)
held a debate where it properly considered climate secu‐
rity for the first time, and in 2009, climate change was
branded a security issue by a UN General Assembly reso‐
lution (Born, 2017; UNSC, 2007).
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The above examples all point to how indicators and
focusing events contributed to the construction of a pol‐
icy problem out of the condition that climate‐induced
migration and displacement constitutes. While this con‐
dition had been known for decades already, these events
contributed to many more actors viewing this as a pol‐
icy problem. The next section looks closely at the pol‐
icy stream, policy communities, and entrepreneurs, as
well as how different ideas regarding climate‐induced
migration evolve and combine into different types of pol‐
icy issues with different kinds of alternatives and possi‐
ble solutions.

3.2. The Policy Stream

One of the most significant happenings in the policy
stream in 2007–2010 was forming a more distinct pol‐
icy community regarding climate‐induced displacement.
These actors did not primarily represent security actors
or organisations but humanitarian (e.g., IOM, UNHCR,
NRC, OHCHR, CARE and IFRC), economic (e.g., World
Bank), or academic actors (e.g., UN University).

Most of these organisations were not new to assist‐
ing migrants or persons struck by disaster, and some
argue that they have had their eyes on environmen‐
tal migration since at least the 1990s (interview from
31March 2021; Goodwin‐Gill & McAdam, 2017; Ionesco
& Traore Chazalnoël, 2015). Nevertheless, all witnessed
how this point in time brought salience to this issue on a
completely new level, even for them. Most importantly,
step by step, they found each other and started forming
an advocacy community around climate‐induced migra‐
tion, which, in essence, remains to this day.

Gemenne (2011) and Warner (2011) have previously
described how humanitarian actors during this time con‐
structed the policy problem in terms of “the human face
of climate change.” The interview material aligns with
the notion that bringing the human perspective into
the climate change debate was a key objective as well
as a potential niche for policy entrepreneurs. It was a
general position in the policy community at the time
that the debate needed a shift in focus from coral reefs
and glaciers to human beings and to emphasise that
that impact will lead to displacement and migration
(interview from 8 March 2021). Interviewed 5 February
2021, one of the initiators of the Inter‐Agency Standing
Committee (IASC) sub‐group said: “I mean, polar bears
were the face of climate change, not people. We had a
battleground to win, and that got us through.”

The interviews also show several examples of how
actors were worried about the security framing of
climate‐induced migration and thus wanted to steer the
framing toward adaptation and humanitarian concerns
rather than frames of threat issues to the west (inter‐
view from 5 February 2021). Nonetheless, however prob‐
lematic, a security and threat‐related framing strongly
helped in getting policymakers’ attention. As one inter‐
viewee put it: “These horror stories of an invasion have

not been good, but it is alarmist enough, it gets people
thinking” (interview from 26 February 2021).

An important part of forming a coordinated policy
community on climate‐induced migration was the estab‐
lishment of an IASC task force on climate change with
a sub‐group focused on climate change migration and
displacement. The group was created in 2008 and con‐
tained a number of humanitarian organisations, includ‐
ing IFRC, IOM, and UNHCR (Hall, 2016a). Members of
this group described how they “began to run” with this
issue once the IASC sub‐group was established and how
they quickly chose to go with promoting it as an adap‐
tation issue (interviews from 5 February and 8 March
2021). While the IASC sub‐group was central to the pol‐
icy community on climate‐inducedmigration at this time,
involved policy entrepreneurs also connected through
other networks, not least in conferences and research
projects (Stal & Warner, 2009). The entrepreneurial
efforts depended somewhat on the position and back‐
ground of the actor but included lobbying, socialising
with stakeholders, writing submissions, organising side
events, and providing an empirical basis.

The material shows that the advocacy activities
during this period were focused on “softening up” pol‐
icymakers regarding issues on climate‐induced migra‐
tion in order to have a future more formal recogni‐
tion. Advocates also worked on combining ideas about
the human implications of climate change and adap‐
tation into ideas and alternatives regarding migration
and mobility. Security notions were indeed present and
brought attention and salience to the issue, particularly
to politicians and the public. The wider climate secu‐
rity discourse is usually described as consisting of two
separate strands, one focusing on the security impli‐
cations for states and the other for humans (Mobjörk
et al., 2016), a pattern that this case clearly mirrors.
However, the interviews suggest that it was not primar‐
ily the state security framing, but rather the human secu‐
rity framing with an adaptation focus, that made policy
entrepreneurs pursue issues of climate‐induced migra‐
tion in the UNFCCC and accomplish the inclusion of
§14f of the CAF. In this case, state security threat tac‐
tics offered some useful indicators and, in fact, imagined
future focusing events (the feared invasion of “climate
refugees”). In contrast, the human security narrative
offered more feasible alternatives, greater value accept‐
ability, and was also connected to something that was
already underway—adaptation to climate change.

3.3. The Political Stream

This section moves on to the last stream, looking at ele‐
ments such as public mood and key persons in the politi‐
cal administration (Kingdon, 1984).

The general change in mood regarding climate
change significantly shifted in the public—as well as
the political—sphere at this time. This was signalled,
for example, by the status of the UNFCCC COPs. While
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those had previously been relatively small events suffer‐
ing from constantly changing delegations with limited
interest in climate change issues, COPs grew substan‐
tially, and delegations became more professional and
goal‐oriented (interview from 24 February 2021). As we
have seen policy entrepreneurs describe in the previous
section, this was also a time when the climate change
debate shifted its focus from nearly exclusively being
about mitigation to also including, even emphasising,
adaptation (interview from 5 February 2021). This shift
became evident with the 2007 Bali Action Plan (adopted
at COP13), which for the first time equally concernedmit‐
igation and adaptation (Hall, 2016a; UNFCCC, 2007a).

Interviews also mentioned the Al Gore film An
Inconvenient Truth from 2006 as well as the change
in US administration in 2009 with Barack Obama tak‐
ing office as majorly important external conditions that
switched the public and political approach to climate
change into something substantially more serious than
before. The framing of climate‐inducedmigration as a cli‐
mate change issue in general, and an adaptation issue in
particular, made the issue a much better “fit” with the
public and political mood.

In addition to the change in mood, new leadership
had recently come to the UNHCR with High Commis‐
sioner Antonio Guterres. In 2007, Guterres (2007) said
that “the picture is very worrying” considering impacts
of climate change on displacement. In 2009, he said:

I am often asked to comment on doomsday predic‐
tions of waves of so‐called “climate refugees” crash‐
ing upon the shores of the rich world. To this, I am
saying: fear and speculation can only blur our vision
and skew our response, which must be responsible
and solidary. (Guterres, 2009)

Guterres was not directly part of the community of advo‐
cates, but he clearly had climate‐induced migration as
part of his personal agenda for UNHCR. He was inspired
by Al Gore’s film and by the idea of climate change as a
“megatrend.” In light of this idea, therewas also an objec‐
tive from Guterres to secure UNHCR’s place as the domi‐
nant actor in the field of displacement, and an outstand‐
ing humanitarian agency, not least in relation to IOM.
Guterres’ statements on climate‐inducedmigration set a
tone in the debate and his efforts and visions guided a lot
of UNHCR’s work and view on climate‐inducedmigration
in those years (interviews from 3, 9, 15, 16 February and
8 and 22 March 2021; Goodwin‐Gill & McAdam, 2017;
Hall, 2016b).

Having made an assessment of happenings in the
three streams, the next section looks at the combined
effects of the developments.

3.4. A Window of Opportunity

In 2007, the nature of discussions on climate‐induced
migration very swiftly changed, and the political audi‐

ence suddenly became “very receptive” (interview from
24 February 2021). Interviewed 8 March 2021, one prac‐
titioner stated that “it was like suddenly we put the foot
on the accelerator and that’s what set the stage so beau‐
tifully for Cancún.”

At this time, a policy window opened for agenda
advancement for climate‐induced migration. Security
connections and threat tactics boosted the issue in the
policy stream, making it a security policy problem gain‐
ing attention from a broader public and political audi‐
ence. At the same time, things simultaneously changed
in the political sphere, with climate change at large gain‐
ing a significantly higher status, triggered by events such
as Al Gore’s film, more devoted and serious UNFCCC con‐
ferences, and a devoted high commissioner for refugees.
In the same year, the Bali Action Plan signalled a shift in
the climate change discussion frommitigation to adapta‐
tion, with adaptation taking (at least) an equally impor‐
tant part.

In the policy stream, a partly new policy community
quickly formed in order to seize the opened window and
push for a formal recognition of climate‐induced migra‐
tion in global governance—particularly in the UNFCCC
context. Given that the main policy entrepreneurs were
from humanitarian organisations, they were not par‐
ticularly fond of the state security—and threat‐related
framing but rather wanted to push the human security
angles. Not least because they saw an opportunity and
a feasible way forward as that framing linked with the
increased adaptation and risk management focus of the
UN climate change negotiations. Several interviewees
described how they knew that an adaptation framework
was coming up for negotiation in the UNFCCC context
and that they saw this as an entry point to try to push
the issue.

I argue here that without all the components men‐
tioned above happening simultaneously, it would have
been much less likely that climate‐induced migration
would have had such a boost on the international pol‐
icy agenda in 2007–2010 or that it would have gained
formal recognition in the CAF. First, there were success‐
ful framings in both state security and human security
connections, which gained traction. Second, the pub‐
lic and political spheres were receptive, partly because
of the increased interest in climate change. Third, key
individuals such as Antonio Guterres lent dignity to the
arguments. Fourth, a coordinated humanitarian and aca‐
demic group of policy entrepreneurs did the groundwork
of “softening up” policymakers, providing an empirical
basis, and preparing alternatives. Most importantly, the
policy entrepreneurs seized the opportunemoment that
presented itself. All of these factors were intertwined,
simultaneous and created joint effects at a particular
period in time.

Having argued that this approach offers a plausible
explanation for why the policy push regarding climate‐
induced migration happened at this specific point in
time, the conclusions offer suggestions for why it did
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not happen earlier. For instance, security framings of
climate‐induced migration had already been made in
the 1990s (see, for example, Myers, 1997), and sev‐
eral big natural disasters such as Hurricane Mitch in
Central America in 1998 displaced thousands of people
(Westhoff et al., 2008). However, the public and political
interest in climate change were not strong enough, and
policy entrepreneurs were too few and uncoordinated.

4. Conclusions

In this study, I have argued that climate‐induced migra‐
tion had its formal recognition on the global governance
agenda due to a successfully used window of opportu‐
nity. The assessment shows how there were joint effects
from problem definition, the policy community, framing,
and key persons, which resulted in a substantial agenda
leap for this issue in 2007–2010.

The conjunctures generated here ties back to other
prominent works within this debate in different ways,
and for the most part, this study complements rather
than contradicts previous findings. For instance, this
study gives some theoretical framing to the already
extremely detailed accounts of the UNFCCC develop‐
ments during these years made by Warner (2011).
Moreover, the findings alignwith Hall’s description of the
policy community (i.e., the humanitarian community) as
exceptionally well‐coordinated at the time (Hall, 2016a)
and how some actors attempted to expand their man‐
dates to do so (Hall, 2016b). This article puts these find‐
ings in a wider, more contingency‐based context and
uses them for a somewhat different explanatory aim.

On a different note, the tension between different
security‐related narratives on climate‐inducedmigration
is also explored in Bettini et al. (2016). As does this study,
the authors notice how a conceptual shift from “climate
refugees” (which tend to be more state security‐related)
to “climate migration” (which is more adaptation‐ and
human security‐related) have taken place. But where
this study emphasises how policy entrepreneurs have
used this shift for policy advancements, Bettini et al.
(2016) raise concerns regarding how the shift risks mak‐
ing issues of climate justice invisible.

A direct compliment to the existing research is made
between this article and thework of Nash (2018). Instead
of using §14f of the CAF as an endpoint, as I have done
here, Nash uses it as a starting point and follows the
policy developments, especially within the UNFCCC, up
until the Paris Agreement in 2015. So, where Nash shows
how Cancún cemented climate‐induced migration in the
UNFCCC setting and the importance of this venue for the
subsequent policy developments, this study explains the
mechanisms through which §14f materialised in the first
place. Furthermore, where this study illustrates the for‐
mation of a group of policy entrepreneurs from differ‐
ent organisations, how they started to become aware of
the issue of climate‐induced migration and lobbied for
its inclusion in the CAF, Nash underscores how this group

ramped up their work after 2010 and continued to push
for policy developments towards COP21 in Paris.

The benefit of employing the MSF in this study is
that it explains why this agenda leap came at this par‐
ticular point in time even though climate‐induced migra‐
tion as a phenomenon and possible policy problem had
been known in global governance and academia since
at least the mid‐80s. Moreover, the MSF allows for the
consideration of both structural and agency‐based fac‐
tors. While there are still to this day no international
viable and comprehensive solutions or plans to address
climate‐induced migration, §14f of the CAF (which is
defined as the central outcome of this window) has been
a landmark for later institutional, political, and concep‐
tual developments on the issue.

In addition, this study illustrates interesting and spe‐
cific points on the use of the climate security con‐
cept as such. We have seen that the issue of climate‐
induced migration is related to the climate security
debate through two somewhat contradictory security
narratives on climate‐induced migration. One which fore‐
saw a threat to international security in the potentially
massive waves of migrants. Another focused on the secu‐
rity of the displaced, describing the vulnerable climate‐
induced migrants as “the human face of climate change.”
In sum, this article shows that the first state‐security
narrative connected the streams and opened a window,
while the other human‐security narrative made the issue
of climate‐induced migration find its way forward in the
policy primeval soup to a clear place on the policy agenda.

Future research could continue to develop and adapt
the MSF for international relations and global gover‐
nance and to further explore the importance of framing
in this context. For practitioners, this conclusion implies
that framing matters for policy advancement and that
policy entrepreneurs should be attentive to when prob‐
lem, policy, and politics may merge and how they can
make use of the potential windows of opportunity that
may open.
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