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Abstract

Numerous recent reports by non-governmental orgéaiss (NGOs), academics and international
organisations have focussed on so-called climdiigees or migrants. This paper examines the turn
from a discourse of “climate refugees”, in whiclgamisations perceive migration as a failure of both
mitigation and adaptation to climate change, toafrelimate migration”, in which organisations
promote migration as a strategy of adaptatiorfoltas is thdnternational Organization for
Migration’s (IOM) promotion of climate migration managemeamd it explores the trend of
migration through two sections. First, it providesempirical account of the two discourses,
emphasizing the differentiation between them. dntfocuses on the discourse of climate migration,
its origins, extent and content and the associatactices of “migration management”. The second
part argues that the IOM'’s turn to the promotiofialimate migration” should be understood as its
way to manage the insecurity created by climategbaHowever, IOM enacts this management
within the forms of neoliberal capitalism, includithe framework of governance. Therefore, the
promotion of “climate migration” as a strategy ofagtation to climate change is located within the
tendencies of neoliberalism and the reconfigurabib8outhern states’ sovereignties through

governance.



INTRODUCTION

The grim picture of millions of climate refugeesding their destroyed habitats and flowing
into northern havens has been all too presenttbedast few years as the “human face” of climate
change. Numerous reports by academics, non-govetafrerganisations (NGOs), the media and
international organisations have created the insdg®e impending menace that will explode if
economies do not take a radical and new decarlbpesth (e.g., Christian Aid 2007; Environmental
Justice Foundation 2009; Global Humanitarian Fo2@®9). Proponents for change have constituted
and used climate migrants/refugees to draw attemtieghe human consequences of climate change,
with the aim to foster political action.

To be sure, scholars of critical geographical, dgmental and migration literature have
launched hefty critiques on the concepts of “ernvinental migration” or “environmental refugees”,
etc. (Black 2001; Farbotko 2005, 2010; Oels 200802 Gill 2010; Hartmann 2010). During the first
stage of these concepts, scholars criticized thoerhding too deterministic and for reducing a
complex set of migration causes to a unilateralrenmental “push” factor. But, when the
“environmental migration” models grew more soplisted as scholars incorporated differentiated
views on the causality of migration, distinguishimegfween types of “environmentally induced
migration” and advocating a different set of pa@githe critique of the environmental
migrant/refugee concept followed these changes avitargument that critiques less the
epistemological nature of the model and critiquesenthe broader cultural representations and
political implications of the environmental/climatggrants/refugees literature (Gill 201This
critiqgue has spilled into larger arenas. For examible popular science journééw Scientistound
no sound basis for the widely circulated number&lahate refugees” (Pearce 2011).

Karen McNamara (2006, 2007) has produced pione&rar§ in this regard by analysing in
detail the discourse of environmental refugees@afly the discourse taking place in the United
Nations. She has shown how the UN has construetedronmental refugees” as helpless victims of
climate change who are in urgent need of foreigistance. This discourse on environmental
refugees has sidelined the questions of adaptatiolimate change. Further researches on potential

“sinking” islands have shown that the inhabitarftthese territories did not represent themselves as
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potential “climate” refugees. Instead, they artitetl demands for economic development and
adaptation to the effects of climate change (F&adba005; McNamara and Gibson 2009; Mortreux
and Barnett 2009; Oels 2010). There is no denyingiever, that climate change will add further
insecurity on populations, mainly in the South, ethare already experiencing the conjugated effects
of food, energy and economic crises (McMichael 20G8/1or 2009).

This paper will not focus on the usefulness ofdbecept of climate refugees or climate
migration to understand contemporary processesgation! The present critique’s focus will not
be on academic literature either, but rather orptbduction of an expert and bureaucratic discourse
on climate migration and associated practices.ntuw@develop further the assessment of the climate
migrant/refugee literature by underlining an impottand recent shift in the discourse produced by
specific academics and international organisatibashave focused on this topic. Discursive
practices constitute a part of political practiaesl even more so a part of developmental practices
(Mitchell 2002), and it is therefore important emgister the transformations that they undergo dls we
as the reasons for these transformations. Whenegsévious discourse of climate refugees
constructed climate migration asa@lure of both mitigation and adaptation to climate chgrige
new “climate migration” discourse now presentssibatrategyof adaptation. In the meantime, the
meaning of adaptation to climate change itselfdiged from a collective transformation of the
environment to a transformation of the individual.

I will be using a Marxist political economy perspee to argue that this shift is related to
broader transformations in climate, migration asdadopment policies and follows the nature of
neoliberal capitalism in that it produces and repiees “primitive accumulation” (Harvey 2005a;
Saad-Filho and Johnston 2005; Radice 20@§jor 2009). In the first section, | will schengatily
reconstruct the institutional stages that haveddetie production of the discourse on migratiomas
adaptation to climate change by focusing on the oashelnternational Organization for Migration
(IOM). I will define and underline this discourseentral points, chiefly by comparing it with the
discourse of climate refugees. In the second puaiit] discuss the reasons behind the discursivi sh

by placing it within the context of the capitalistations of production and their political forms.



This article is original in its treatment of “clirgamigration”, a topic that has received only
little critical interest so far, least of all froanhistorical materialist perspective. It also seieks
contribute to the current debate on the naturéadé power and international organisations in the
contradictory processes neoliberalisation. Althooglch valuable work has already been done on the
chief proponents of neoliberal capitalism, suckthasworld Bank (Williams 1999; Cammack 2002;
Taylor 2004; Charnock 2008; Wilson 2011), thiscdetfocuses on a seemingly secondary multilateral
institution, not overtly responsible for “economitianagement. It thus reinforces the understanding
of national and regional policies of migration pition as elements of “primitive accumulation”
(Phillips 2009) by demonstrating that similar preses are also enacted through international
institutions. Furthermore, this article contributeshe study of IOM practices from a political
economy perspective, thus complementing and camgetite post-structuralist approaches used thus
far (Duvell 2003; Andrijasevic and Walters 2010hésh and Mountz 2011) by locating the

argument within a broader analysis of capitalisiaaelations.

THE SHIFTING LANGUAGE OF ADAPTATION TO CLIMATE CHANGE

Scholars have thoroughly documented the emergdrtbe environmental refugee discourse
amongst international organisations, notably inagbeve-mentioned works of Karen McNamara. | am
not going to rehearse the whole argument aboevitiution, because my aim is more limited. | hope
to identify a recent discursive shift that will pals to renew our understanding of climate migratio
Although this discourse is internally differentidtend has evolved over the years in response to new
constraints and opportunities, it seems to medhiaite common features stretch over its evolution.
Furthermore, it is possible to identify a shifthe discourse from the construal of the populations
considered as “climate refugees” to their constasdiclimate migrants®

Widespread manifestos have used “climate refugees’ means to underline the social and
human consequences of anthropogenic climate cHamgea rather catastrophist perspective (e.g.,
Christian Aid 2007; Environmental Justice Founda2009; Global Humanitarian Forum 2009).
They have been painted as the helpless victimhinate change that they have not produced.

Specifically, the image that has been construgexhé of innocent southern people (mainly islanders
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living on a “sinking island”) suffering the consemnces of northern emissions of greenhouse gases
that have been fuelling an unsustainable way ef(Harbotko 2010). In this conception, the
conseguences of climate change, such as a risinig& or increased natural catastrophe and
desertification, are reckoned to “induce” migratiboth internal and international. This argument
claims that climate refugees, almost biologicalspond to an externally imposed transformation of
their livelihood. For instance, Friends of the BartAustralia, an environmental NGO, wrote about
these climate refugees in a way that directly o#$léhis conception: “Do we believe they will stay
where they are and quietly starve? No, they wilindat any of us would: move and seek refuge
elsewhere” (Friends of the Earth 2005: 8).

The revelation of the very existence of climateigefes was meant to signal the failure of climate
changanitigationpolicies, and subsequently the failure to adoptsuess ofadaptationto climate
change. Most of the literature, however, pointetheéopotential future creation of climate refugees
(rather than their contemporary existence, whichaiaed contested) in the absence of a strong action
on climate change, both regarding mitigation arapsation.

This view was shared by environmental NGOs, acace(eispecially from a natural science
background), and some international organisatigasone difference remained relating to the label
“refugee”. Whereas NGOs and some academics ussdaitvay to underline tliercedcharacter of
climate induced migration, international organisias, especially the UNHCR (United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees), were strongly opposeith a label, which had no foundations in
international law, refugees being a specific legaégory that implied persecution and the crossfng
national borders (Piguet 2008).

Those who believed that “climate refugees” wereangtere menace devised solutions within the
realm of international law. Over the last few yeacholars and activists have developed numerous
blueprint conventions for the protection of “climmatfugees” or “environmental refugees” (Biermann
and Boas 2008; Williams 2008; Docherty and Gian2009; Westra 2009; for a critique, Oels 2010).

An example of this was the declaration of the Gsddburopean Free Alliance (EFA) Group at
the European parliament, adopted on Jurfe20D8, which asked European and international

institutions to “organize legal protection for thietims of climate disruptions and of possible



displaced persons (current or future) who do naeflietoday from any recognition” (quoted in Sgro
2008). More detailed documents have been prodsceth, as the draft convention by Harvard jurists
Bonnie Docherty and Tyler Giannini, stating thdhaw legal instrument carefully crafted to deal
with the problem of climate change refugees it way forward. It should guarantee human
rights protections and humanitarian aid for thokenv climate change compels to leave their
countries” (2009: 402).

As earlier said, these elements have already gaiméchl scrutiny by various researchers. What
is more recent, and has been less noticed, isattadigd development of a renewed understanding of
the question through the category of “climate ntigrd especially (but not exclusively) by the IOM.
As a first approximation, “climate migration” cae defined as a discourse that emphasises migration
as amdaptation strategyo climate change and refuses to signal a fabfi@imate mitigation and
adaptation policies. But it also changes the mepoirfadaptation”, and it guides practices of
“migration management”, especially at the IOM lewrlthe remainder of this section, | will try to

characterize the specificities of this discours#. us first reflect briefly on its origins.

The Origins and Extent of a Concept

From the perspective of the IOM (2009a: 5t6§ link between migration and environment has
been a policy subject for over two decades. KarehNdara indeed has shown how, in parallel to
the climate refugee discourse discussed aboveoemental refugees have been constructed as
“adaptable subjects” to environmental degradatinoes1996, especially by the IOM and the
UNHCR, thus shifting the burden of adaptation ahtem. But adaptation in this sense still amounted
to nothing more than finding “local coping mecham$ (McNamara 2006: 165). Furthermore, as
McNamara underlined: “This construction of ‘envinoental refugees’ as subjects ‘forced to adapt’
suggests that those affected must ‘deal with hisTtonsequently relieves the United Nations of its
duty to develop an international mechanism to ptdteose affected” (McNamara 2006: 184).

The constitution, within the IOM, of climate migiats as adaptation strategies that should be
actively encouraged and managed is much more rdostitutionally, it can be traced back to the

94th Session of the IOM Council, during a high-lep@nel on Migration and the Environment in
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November 2007 (IOM 2007), as well as to the puliicaof a research note in February 2008 (Brown
2008). Since then, it has been frequently repaatednferences, seminars, press releases, reports,
etc. At the same time, and in collaboration, adjca-oriented) academic expertise was developed,
especially by researchers clustered at the UnitgtbNs University’s Institute for Environment and
Human Security (UNU EHS) (e.g.: Renaetdal. 2007). Another important area of development for
this expertise was the project named “Environme@teinge and Forced Migration Scenarios”
(EACH-FOR), a co-financed research project withi& Sixth Framework Program of the European
Commission3

In April 2008, the IOM, in association with the el Nations Environment Programme (UNEP),
the UNU, and the Munich Re Foundation, set up @lartate Change, Environment and Migration
Alliance” (CCEMA). Its initiators described it as:

“[...] a multi-stakeholder global partnership bringitogether key international organisations,
groups of interested state parties, the privattosate scientific and professional
communities, and representatives of civil socilymain objective is to mainstream
environmental and climate change consideratiomsrmgration management policies and
practices, and to bring migration issues into dl@aironmental and climate change
discourse.” (Morton, Boncour and Laczko 2008: 7)

Note in this description the will to influence baiblicies and discourses, drawing attention to the
fact that a paradigmatic shift is needed in ordemiplement this new conception. The promotion of
climate migration by the IOM has consequently bee@ntefining feature of this institution. Climate
migration is one of the eight themes advertisedohomepage (along with e.g.: “migration and
development”, “facilitating migration” or “regulatiy migration”.)* It has been the subject of a special
issue of the IOM’s magazine “Migration” (Autumn ZD0n “Adapting to Climate Change”), and of
numerous publications, including a “policy briefOM 2009a) and the 320 pages “Compendium of
IOM’s Activities in Migration, Climate Change aniget Environment” (IOM 2009b) which is an
extended collection of case studies of migratiomaggment practices (“programmatic responses and
lessons learned”) by the IOM in the context of eswmental degradation. The IOM, in collaboration

with the UNEP, has produced a special issue ohthieoritative “Forced Migration Review” (no. 31,
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October 2008, on “Climate change and displacemeptiblished by the Refugee studies Centre of
the University of Oxford, in which senior staff mbers of the IOM and the UNEP wrote together
the lead article (Morton, Boncour and Laczko 2008)e IOM organized or took part in various
international conferences (some more academibers more policy orient8das well as in seminars
for international organization’s staff dedicatedhis questior.

The IOM is one of the actors which have developedctimate migration paradigm within the
international negotiations on climate change. # tiganized, jointly with other institutions such a
the UNHCR, side-events during the latest Conferené¢he Parties (COP) of the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCG®) submitted various policy documents.
This activity has ultimately led to the inclusiohparagraph 14(f) in the Cancun Adaptation
Framework adopted at COP 16, which states thattdearparties to the UNFCCC should undertake:

“ Measures to enhance understanding, coordinatidrcaoperation with regard to climate
change induced displacement, migration and plargledation, where appropriate, at the
national, regional and international levels” (qubiie Warner 2011: 12)

The final wording of this paragraph specificallplaces an earlier version which featured the
concept of “climate refugees”. This move had opdrdgn criticised by the Head of the US delegation
during a session in June 2009, and further refexete“climate refugees” were avoided in the
subsequent meetings, leading to the introductigdheohotion of “climate change induced
displacement, migration and planned relocation” ((véa 2011: p. 9).

Finally, beyond international organisations, it glddbe noted that the concept of “climate
migration” is being increasingly used in the Andiope press, and is proportionally growing much

faster than the one of “climate refugeés.”

Specifying “Climate Migration”

<Table 1. About here.>



Table 1 summarizes, in an ideal-typical mannerdifferences between the discourse on climate
refugees and on climate migration. The most impogaint in this latter discourse is the insistence
on understanding climate migration asti@ategyof adaptation rather than agadure of mitigation
and adaptation. However, not only are climate ntigna promoted as a solution to climate change,
but they appear as a valid strategy, from the st@intlof the IOM, only inasmuch as they can be
managed

“[...] migration can also be understood as an admptstrategy to the impact of climate
change under some circumstances, particularlyerestly stages of environmental
degradation. Yet, for migration to become a vialiternative — an adaptation strategy that
increases the resilience of vulnerable populatieaavironmental migration needs to be
managed, in particular with a view to enhancingtp@sand sustainable developmental

outcomes.” (IOM 2009h: 24)

This management entails a very sophisticatedfgetes, practices and norms that encompass all
the identified aspects of migrations, especialljhay relate to the migrant as a (potential) warker
The IOM refers to this complex set of normativedglines as the “migration management
cycle”(IOM 2009b: 40ss.).

The move from the recognition of climate refugeethe management of climate migration
entails a transformation in the forms of the atiandertaken by international organisations. Ngt an
more should the environmental migrant be concelgti@iated within the realm of international law
and legal categories, as he comes to be surrolnydand ensemble of deformalized norms and
practices, such as “soft laws”, advices, capadiyding practices, etc.

For instance, the UNHCR refused the label envirartaieor climate “refugee” on the grounds
that the current legal category defining a refugdimked to a notion of persecutiamd the crossing
of an international border (Piguet 2008). Furtheenthis refusal was underpinned by fears that an
opening up of the legal category of asylum woulavprdetrimental to current refugees and asylum

seekers, which are populations that are alreadgnintense pressure. The IOM is thus compelled to



argue against this legal reasoning and does sispilading the focus on the individual and by

promoting a deformalized intervention:
“A clear distinction between “forced” and “volunyérinstances of migration related to
environmental factors is difficult to make, excaptases of imminent and acute disaster.
Instead, it is possible to imagine a continuum fidear cases of forced migration to clear
cases of voluntary migration, with a large greyeanbetween. A holistic, human security-
oriented approach to environmental migration isdeeeo address all forms of movement
comprehensively, putting the migrant at the ceatreoncern rather than focussing on formal
legal categories.” (IOM 2009a: 5)

This understanding, as it formally promotes thevidaial (through the concept of “human
security”) as the foundation of (global) intervemtj is thus much more radical than the (internaition
legal propositions referred to above, which spkak the language of international law. This hanbe
even more precisely explained in an experts workshiganised by the IOM, the UNEP and the UNU
EHS:

“Hence, there is a growing interest in researchioftjlaws and non binding agreements that
comprise the environment-migration nexus, astmnigkely to implement a global convention
to respond to the specific problems environmenialiiyiced migration poses to those affected,
governments and the international community. Opmrat and policy experts commented,
however, that a prescriptive approach which impadedl legal, institutional, or governance

frameworks upon nation states would likely be ieefiive.” (Stal and Warner 2009: 10)

It should also be noted that whereas the spedifiod of the language of climate migration is

on the promotion and the management of migratiaiso entails the prevention of migration :

“there are a number of strategies and tools thahedp to prevent forced migration, including
those within the DRR [Disaster risk reduction] &@A [Climate change adaptation]
frameworks. The aim of these programmes is to regaople’s exposure to risk, increase their

resilience and help them adapt to a changing emviemt.” (IOM 2009b: 51).
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This last quotation, again, makes clear the newningaof adaptation, in the context of IOM’s

interventions, which is the production of individsiable to adapt.

MANAGING CLIMATE INSECURITY

Recent scholarly works on the IOM have drawn oouzduldian framework in order to
understand the complex set of discourses and peadiiat are used by this institution. Whereasether
is no denying that the IOM is indeed central to“iheernational government of borders”
(Andrijasevic and Walters 2010), | would like tayae that a political economy perspective helps us
to understand the purpose of such a “government (et only its functioning). Focussing on
climate migration, the ways in which this discouissenacted, and what it entails, leads us to tecas
the argument around the ideas put forward by Mafaysor (2009) in his article on “displacing
insecurity in a divided world”. According to Taylatue to the contradictory nature of capitalistigloc
relations, capital’'s accumulation is predicatedtminsecurity of labour on a global scale. This is

true in the sphere of production, but also in fhigese of consumption where:

“the reproduction of Western mass consumption reegég involves the displacement of the
ecological burden on those whose social existenatréady precarious. This is most evident in
the spatial and temporal displacements of the afst, emissions, whereby global warming
threatens to rupture the socio-ecological foundatiof rural livelihood across much of the global
South. To securitise capitalist world order, therefis a continuous and contradictory process of
displacing and managing insecurity through a cosatimn of institution building, social

engineering and the deployment of coercive pow@iaylor 2009: 149-150).

I will argue in this second part that the promotasrihe agenda of climate migration by the I0M,
is indeed such a case of insecurity managemendiapthcement. Moreover, the forms in which it
takes place, are themselves, | hope to show, coretafurther capital accumulation. In order to
make these points, | will first briefly assess toatradictory nature of international organizations

such as the IOM, in a Marxist perspective. Secbuadding on more empirical material, | will give
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examples of how the promotion of climate migratiare indeed elements of a policy of insecurity

management which takes place within capitalistaddorms.

International Organisations, State Building andrfifive Accumulation”

According to “open Marxist” scholars, under capdatelations of production, the state, and by
extension the system of states, is not externaltathucible, to class relations; rather, the state
moment of these relations and a part of the gloibalit of capital (Clarke 1991; Burnham 2002;
Bonefeld 2008). It needs to be understood as &pkat form of social relations, not a neutral acto
nor a simple apparatus for bourgeois dominaticaiteStboth inform (give “form” to) social struggles
(and for that matter, class struggle) and resporidem, often by pre-empting the grounds for
contestation. One key element of the global cirefigapital that is responding to such social
demands and contestations are the internationah@agtions (Burnham 2002; Taylor 2004; ten Brink
2007; Tsolakis 2010). According to philosopher T@&@myith, globalisation is characterised by two
contradictory tendencies. He notes the simultanairmation and negation of national
sovereignties by the tendency towards the constituif global political structures (Smith 2009: 221
55; cf. Radice 2008: 1159). Whereas the constitutfoglobal legal relations, and of international
organizations, parallels global-scale developméthecircuit of capital (the so called “world
market”), the grounding of capital always takeplaithin territorialised political spaces, leading
competition between these polities. The concurréeteeen national states to attract and retain a
share of (global) capital within their boundarielloway 1994), simultaneously reinforces inter-
state cooperation. International organisations bmaanderstood as attempts by states to manage the
contradictions (and the sources of theses contradg) constituting the global/international spate
capitalism. This management, however, is not agstifarward one, as it internalizes all sorts of
contradictions (between national sovereigntiesglodal governance, for instance) and responds to
social struggles and demands.

One of the forms that this contradiction has assuraeently is that of “governance”. In

developmental policies, the neoliberalisation gfitsdism has led to the abandonment of ambitious
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developmental schemes that rely on infrastructleaklopments, technical expertise and monetary
transfer to Southern countries. This apparentaetethe state has been accompanied by a form of
governance through which the state policies of Isst countries are reorganized from above,
notably through international organisations sucthas/Norld Bank, in order to extend the reach of
the capitalist relations of production, and becaonzee competitive in the endless accumulation of
capital (Williams 1999; Cammack 2002; Taylor 20Garnock 2008; Wilson 2011). With regards to

institutions, according to David Chandler,

“while government presupposes a liberal rights-dsaming of political legitimacy in terms
of autonomy and self-determining state authorftg,discourse of governance focuses on
technical and administrative capacity, or the whsute, rather than the representative

legitimacy of policy making or its derivational &otity.” (2010b: 70)°

Governance, in this sense, makes sovereignty ¢ondlitto the state’s capacity to follow the
formal requirements of governance, rather than itiondl to the expression of its citizens political
will (Chandler 2010a). A state’s “failure” to achieethe standards of governance opens the
opportunity for foreign interventions, includingofe by international organisations in the form of
“state building”. These interventions relate to therganisation of Southern polities through a form
of externally recognized sovereignty, which atshene time sidelines internal sovereignty
understood as the political self-determinationt®titizens. Andrijasevic and Walters (2010: 980),
their insightful analysis of the IOM, have descdbas “a complex of schemes which govern
through the elicitation of state agency and thellegd enhancement and deployment of state
capacity.” Governance therefore amounts to a psoskdepoliticization to which the development of

“expertise” and expert interventions is crucial.

International organisations generally apply statiéding to “failed” or “failing” states, which,
unsurprisingly, turn out to be Southern countrfes & critique, see Jones 2008). The supposeddailu
of these states is first interpreted as a secaoitern, as it is through failed sovereignties that
disturbing elements in world politics, such as untgd migrations, supposedly take place. Secondly,

this failure is what triggers and legitimise anegrtl intervention within the sovereignty of these
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states (Chandler 2010a; Bratsis 2011). The purpbg®se interventions relates notably to the frth
integration of the populations of these countri@hiw the realm of capitalist social relations (Tay
2009: 151). These interventions however, are ginerat anymore understood as a direct, colonial
or imperial subordination. “State building” také® tsubtler forms of “capacity building”, technical

expertise or “benchmarking” (Chandler 2010a).

The purpose of state building in this sense igrtbkeision of populations within capitalist
relations, a process that Marxists refer to agrifiive accumulation”. Primitive accumulation is reot
simple process of dispossession (although dispsisseis an integral part of it: Harvey 2005b), ut
is an on-going process within capitalist relatiohproduction whose nature is to constantly produce
and reproduce the labourer as a labourer (de A18810), and for which the state is primarily
responsible, notably through the enactment andagitee of private property. In other words,
primitive accumulation keeps the labourer as aasispssed individual, separated from the means of
production (land, physical capital, etc.), who memtistantly reproduce himself through the market
by selling his labour power in exchange for a walges making him productive for capital
accumulation (McNally 1993). Essential to this @ss, is the “decomposition” of labour power
through which workers are reproduced as individaal$ not as a collective actor: divisions among
the working class through the lines of nationalidgcupation, gender, employment status, ethnicity,
sexual orientation, etc. are all elements whichtrifaute to this weakening of the power of labour.
This decomposition has been a defining (and caxdesgiement of the processes of neoliberalisation
experienced over the last 30 years. Furthermot&ypaakers in the “roll-out” phase of neoliberalism
have increasingly focussed on “the challengesmfoducing regimes of precarious work and
mobilizing the poor for low-wage employment” (Pearid Tickell 2002: 392). In Southern countries,
such processes of primitive accumulation often arhtm“tearing people from their ties to pre-

capitalist tenure, their work relations and modeauthority” (Moore 2004: 90).

These divisions amongst the working class, andistsiplining through the imposition of insecure
employment relations, are testimony to the contirsyaresence of labour in capitalism and its

potential threat to the reproduction of capitadistial relations. “Primitive accumulation”, therefo
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is a very contemporary phenomenon, whose discifgieffects have been most prominent under
neoliberalism. State-building in this regard is stitative of capitalist social relations. It is@in
through which capital’'s accumulation and expansaecured, and through which the insecurity,
produced by this very expansion, is managed otatisd. Summarizing these processes allows
Justin Rosenberg (1994: 161), to write that “skatéding is an integral part of primitive

accumulation”.

Climate Migration Management as State Building Brichitive Accumulation

Within this framework of state building and prinriti accumulation can we make sense of the
IOM’s practices of “migration management” and af ffromotion of climate migration. References,
mostly implicit, to these processes, infuse the I©pblicy documents. Whereas climate refugees
were depicted as (potential) helpless victims whate change inducddrcedmigration, the
language of climate migration as adaptation ralji¢ednsforms the location of social agency, and,
consequently, the responsibility for climate chaogesequences. Climate migration becomes a
strategyof adaptation to climate change, albeit a strategizh requires constant monitoring and
management. In this last part of my paper, | wiguee that in order to make sense of the meaning of
these practices, we need to recast them withitwbedrends alluded to above which are both
elements of the management of climate insecurégety, first the advent of a neoliberalised policy
of adaptation to climate change, and second theemgntation of practices of migration

management.

The promotion of “climate migration” appears at ament when international climate
negotiations stall, and when one can notice a Bbift mitigation to adaptation in international
climate policies (Adger 2010). Indeed, quite to thatrary to Vlassopoulos’s (2010: 23) argument
that “in a context where adaptation becomes theskeyegy for climate policy, environmental
migrants become a nhon-issue”, it is precisely tift ®owards adaptation that makes climate

migration so relevant.
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But the form taken by this adaptation is, in theecaf “climate migration”, itself of a neoliberal
nature. Not any more does adaptation refer tdlaative, political and social transformation oeth
external conditions (as in the project of “devel@mti for instance); rather, it is a transformatain
the individuals themselves in order for them todme more suitable to adaptation (Chandler 2010a:
ch. 7). Whereas in the previous period, adaptatarimate change would have been mainly framed
as a process of financial and technical transtanfiNorthern to Southern countries, such a political
understanding is now sidelined in favour of anwidiial-strategic framing. Obviously the
disappearance of ambitious development goals haas tath the fiscal crisis of the states, but more
profoundly, is it linked to the individualistic amt&politicized results of neoliberalisation proeess
These transformations are similar (and linkedhtisé found in the field of international poverty

management, as summarized by Jamie Peck (20111 72)1-

“First, rationales for anti-poverty interventioreanow constructed in market-centric terms,
implying a principled rejections of Keynesian, deypenentalist, or redistributive alternatives.
Second, debates around poverty alleviation have pesgressively depoliticized by way of
an increasingly widespread embrace of technocragst-practice’ approaches, couched in

the language of evaluation science.”

Such a vision can be found in the concept of “vidbéity”, which lies at the core of the IOM’s
understanding of what provokes climate migratidme TOM defines it as: “a function of people’s
exposure [...] and their capacity to adaf©®M 2011: 2). Consequently, the solution to the
insecurities provoked by climate change is the pobment of the individual’s capacity to adapt (“an
adaptation strategy that increasesrtsglienceof vulnerable populations” IOM, 2009b: 24). It
amounts to the production of a new form of neolibsubjectivity: strategic adaptation to climate
change is coupled with entrepreneurial migratonpgtand practices which are to be fostered, as well

aslimited, by institutions.

Legal free movements of people (which would implyadicy of open borders) challenge capital
accumulation as they produce important possikilitoe labourers to escape from their subordination

to capital’s rule and destroy legal barriers betwaerkers. Therefore, the territorialisation ofdaib
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power, and its legal and spatial segregation, lveesya been a major objective of states as an
important part of the primitive accumulation of gap This territorialisation, however, does not
amount to the fixity of labour power. Quite to tt@ntrary, it can translate into mass migrationsh bo
internal and international (Marfleet 2006). Bugrfr the perspective of capital, these migrations of
labour power must be controlled to some degreaultimately managed. International organisations
have a long history of attempts at organizing amdipcing labour migration, notably in order to
resolve labour market imbalances. Whereas thenatienal Labour Office (ILO) had a pioneering
role in the management of labour migrations (Rade2106), this function was devolved, after WW
Il to a multilateral agency created for this pugabe IOM (then, named the Intergovernmental

Committee for European Migration).

The organisation of these migrations, however, atlymiakes a form which is more in line with
employer’s interest than with workers’ needs argjguts. In order to fulfil the continuous demands
of the labour markets located in Northern counjriles migration of labour power is organised in
ways which are as little threatening to capitatswanulation as possible. Migrant workers are
generally stripped of most of their rights and tleiistence is made as precarious as possiblelaNico
Phillips has argued that the promotion of migrai®oentral to contemporary primitive accumulation
in the sense that, under current capitalist comalij it may be used to put pressure both on migrant
workers and on the national labour force (PhilR0€9: 238-239). Organized migration disciplines
both categories of workers, including by pittingitinagainst each other, while integrating them

within value making processes.

A recent justification for the implementation ofchuprecariousness is to be found in the concept
of “temporary” and “circular’” migrations (Bouche®@8; Wickramasekera 2011) which refers to an
extreme flexibilisation of migrant labour. Inde@mhder such schemes, migrants are generally
deprived of the most basic rights. Due to theirgemary nature, temporary and circular labour
schemes produce workers who do not have politigazénship) rights. This in itself produces a form
of insecurity, which makes it more difficult forake migrant workers to organize within unions and

generally exempts them from institutionalized sbegcurity schemes (who generally are, to some
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degree, linked with permanent residency or citibgr)s Furthermore, migrant workers often are
attached to a given employer and cannot seek anetir&place, thus reinforcing their subordination
to management (Chang 2009: 175). Consequentlye traibns, all over the world, have repeatedly
denounced the promotion of such migration schePslic Service International, for instance,
declared in 2010 that “We are deeply alarmed amdemed at the increasing proliferation of
temporary/circular labor migration programmes a&ythave already proven and continue to prove to
be detrimental to the rights of workers, their fisiand communities” (quoted in Wickramasekera
2011:79). And a member of the International LabggaDisation’s Bureau for Workers'Activities
writes that “problems associated with temporary eincllar migration programmes range from:
denial of freedom of association and the rightrigaaize; ill-treatment by unscrupulous recruitment
agencies; exploitation; and poor and often dangewmrking conditions, to discrimination in various

forms including reduced access to social secufltyt Demaret in Wickramasekera 2011:70).

Temporary and circular migration schemes providesthucture to a regime of precarious work.
The production of vulnerability and “insecurity”rfthe labour force is therefore not accidental,diut
the very heart of contemporary capitalism in itegjuor endless accumulation (Taylor 2009: 149-
150). Such a decomposition of labour is directlyclional to management’s rule and more effective

surplus extraction.

It is precisely these practices of “migration magragnt”, focussing on temporary migrations,
that are prominently advocated within the “climatigration” paradigm. For instance a CCEMA

document states that climate migration managemepligs:

“[...] developing temporary and circular labour magition schemes for environmentally
vulnerable communities, including measures to gtiean the developmental benefits of such
migration for areas of origin (e.g. through theyis@mn of information, strengthening of
remittance channels and reduction of the costgdoisactions, protection against human
security risks and longer-term skills developmengmvironmentally vulnerable areas).”

(CCEMA 2010)
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Another example is the following excerpt of an IOpblicy brief” that includes a goal

capitalizing on these effects:

“Minimize forced displacement and facilitate théerof migration as an adaptation strategy to
climate change by, for instance, developing termyaaad circular labour migration schemes
with environmentally-vulnerable communities, whappropriate, particularly at less advanced
stages of environmental degradation, and seekisgeagthen the developmental benefits of

such migration for areas of origin.” (IOM 2009a: 7)

Note that this adaptation policy takes advantagergdiments found in a related discourse, that of
the “migration-development nexus”. Indeed, the I@Mues that climate migrations are not simply a
coping strategy but they may, under proper conaltighat is, under proparanagemeif produce
developmental effects, especially by means of tiggigition of “know-how” and sending home
remittances. This “developmental” effect of tempwfeircular labour migration — itself an element of
the supposed “triple win” associated with such soé (win for the migrant, for the receiving
country, and for the country or origin) — have ndween proved, quite to the contrary. According to
research conducted for the ILO, these schemesr ratheunt to a “dead end” (Wickramasekera 2011;
for a critique of the migration-development nexas:sSilvey 2008; Raghuram 2009; Phillips 2009;

Kunz 2011).

The promotion of climate migration, therefore, sawt be confused with a freedom to migrate
or circulate around the globe. Neither should itbefused with the development of human-rights
based legal migration channels, such as the eog®sted by institutional organized labour
(Wickramasekera 2011). It certainly is not equinate the “autonomy of migration” claimed by
defenders of migrant’s rights (Oels 2008) or aqobf “open borders”. Quite to the contrary, the
IOM is at pain to stress the negative consequesica&sunmanageanigration, such as environmental
degradation, conflicts with receiving communitipggssure on scarce resources, etc. This is exgresse

by the IOM Director General, drawing on a heo-Madilan rhetoric:

“ Unforeseen and inadequately managed migratiorhgader development in several ways, by
increasing pressure on urban infrastructure andcssy; increasing the risk of conflict; and
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degrading health, educational and social conditeoneng migrants and receiving

communities”. (McKinley 2008)
And, in another statement, the IOM claims that:

“If left unmanaged, environmentally induced migoatican have disastrous consequences,
primarily for individuals and their communities. \ina certain critical mass is reached,
unmanaged migration can also have security imdicatfor concerned countries with the

potential to spill over across borders to neighbuterritories.” (IOM 2009b: 39)

The extent to which autonomous (“unmanaged”) migreappear as threatening in the eyes of
the IOM and, in turn, trigger the necessity of ngeraent is now apparent (Duvell 2003;
Andrijasevic and Walters 2010: 981; Ashutosh andiMp 2011). Climate migration, as promoted by
the IOM, should therefore be understood as a me&othose form is given and managed by external
institutions, although its agency is apparenthyated within individuals. The promotion migration
management by the IOM is a way to manage the inggcueated by climate change, which
additionally turns these migrations into an aciyitoductive for capital's accumulation. Climate
change is thus harnessed towards the reconfigaratisocial relations in a capitalist form. Dispdc
individuals are to be integrated within waged lab@ut of an informal nature (although this
“informality” is itself managed), which drags thedividual into the global capitalist cycle or

(re)production.

This production of market subjectivity through tie@rganisation of institutions is the crux of
state building. Andrijasevic and Walter (2010) halready underlined the ways in which the IOM
participates in the reorganisation of governante question of climate migration, therefore, isyonl
one of the ways in which this institution intervene “failing” sovereignties. Interestingly enough,
climate change has become an essential justifitédiothese interventions. The IOM’s understanding
of what constitutes a “complex” situation that wabjustify intervention is not limited to a small
number of “failed states” but is dramatically exded through climate change. About half the

countries in the world fall or could fall withinithcategory:
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“While there are currently around 50 countries falitinto the complex situation category,
including failed states, another 50 countries aresk, partly because of the expected impact of

climate change.” (IOM 2009b: 46)

As we have seen, the form of intervention requingthe paradigm of governance, are not
justified through formal international law and légategories, but rather are enacted through soft
laws, expertise or “best practices”, and other aheédized normative injunctions, such as “human
security” (for instance Mortoat al. 2008; McKinley 2008; IOM 2009b), whose liberal falations
remain unexamined (Taylor 2009: 149), or, in theecaf the UNHCR, the doctrine of the
“responsibility to protect” (for instance Guterr&308). An IOM “background paper” on migration
and climate change acknowledges the relevancyfbleses by defining “capacity building” as “the
process of strengthening the knowledge, abili&sls, resources, structures and processes tatsSt
and institutions need in order to achieve theinge#ectively and sustainably, and to adapt to
change” (IOM 2011: 3)*2 The same understanding can also be found in theeaimentioned expert

workshop on climate change and migration:

“Experts suggested that, rather than proposingisakifor nation-states, it would be helpful
to assist states in understanding the institutionplications of climate change and human
mobility. [...]. The focus would remain for some tirag helping national governments design
their own institutional approaches. Research cbeld identify areas where governments have
the institutional capacity to manage potential fetenvironmental migration, and potential

gaps in capacity and frameworks.” (Stal and Wa2@89: 11)

The IOM Compendium and its 200 pages of “progranumasponses and lessons learned”, as
well as the numerous conferences, reports, semamar®ther expert workshops produced by the
IOM over a short period of time, are typical ofsherocesses and really amount to what Jamie Peck

describes as follows:

“Deference to best-practice models, to evaluat@ense, and to pragmatic lessons is
occurring within the ideological envelope of rotlineoliberalization, where it assumes the
form of a reproductive technology for governmergisted market rule. [...] In doing so,
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[these practices] decisively pre-empt what woulttowise be variegated, locally specific
debates around the causes and cures of povertfpfanr topic, of environmental
transformations], further depoliticizing the polingking processes through the circulation of
prefabricated solutions, travelling in the disargiiapparently ‘neutral’ and post-ideological

form of evaluation technoscience and best-pragtiagmatism.” (Peck 2011: 176 and 178)

There is more to the use of the notion of “humausty” than the mere deformalisation of the
law. The discursive paradigm shift from “state sagtito “human security” replaces political action
with a form of humanitarianism predicated on thdl\veing of the most vulnerable (for instance
Adger, 2010), and is actually a powerful tool floe depoliticization of issues surrounding climate
change?® It is depoliticizing in the sense that Southeatest are not seen anymore as vehicles for
collective political actions aiming at the transf@tion of external conditions. The discourse of
“human security” somehow relegates population é@@Sluth to a non political existence, one in
which States are not anymore sites of politicalggites and action, but mere subordinated
mechanisms within a global apparatus of governadoge that in this sense national states (as forms
of social relations) remain crucial moments of gliadocial relations. We are not witnessing the
retreat of the state, but merely the depoliticrainf the content of the state form. The effectuath
state building is to reform Southern States in otdéurn them into proper managers of their own
population, whereby their population’s movements loa controlled and harnessed into value

producing activities

CONCLUSIONS

The IOM justifies its promotion of climate migratiotnanagement as an adaptation strategy to
climate change. This response to climate insecoggds to be understood in relation with the
competing discourse of “climate refugees”. To besdimaterefugeesould still be construed as
being part of the “climate debt” that northern cti@s are said to have contracted vis-a-vis soather

countries (Friends of the Earth 2005). The takingficlimate refugees was presented as a form of
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“compensation” for the production of climate chargkernatively, the moral burden created by the
production of climate change, and subsequentlyimiate refugees, could be used to justify monetary
transfer (in the form of “adaptation” funds) frondustrialized to developing countries in order to
help them to cope with climate change. In this régtne discourse of “climate refugees”, mostly
unwittingly, still operated within a loose clasgqeective, although this class perspective was
mediated by state relatioffsClimatemigrants to the contrary, provide an alternative narrative
which migration is naturalized and responsibilifiesthe creation of climate change blur or disappe
altogether. The discourse of climate migrationt abstracts from social (and indeed class) rafatio
obscures the questions of dispossession, respliiysibicompensation and replaces them with a
mixture of humanitarianism and entrepreneurialiSocial conflicts or contradictions, even mediated
through climate change, have disappeared from awliicourse in which all human beings are

thought to share the same fundamental intereststaiog.

The recent use by international organisations,@slheby the IOM, of practices of “climate
migration” needs to be replaced within the contumiaccumulation of capital. The deleterious effects
of climate change, as well as the persistence wénpand exploitation in contemporary capitalism,
continue to increase throughout the world, esplgdiiSouthern countries. The responses to these
challenges implemented by international organisatialthough they are themselves informed by
social struggles, are directed towards the reptbmuof capitalist social relations and the impiosit
of coercive market forces. Sovereignty is made timmal, and the state form is more directly geared
towards the goal of capital accumulation by assagrttie governance appearance described above.
Primitive accumulation, understood as the developroécapitalist social relations, is at the very
heart of the discourse on climate migration, wtgekks to produce individuals who not only should
individually “adapt” to the effects of climate ctgm(instead of contesting these effects by waging
collective demands), but who also, ultimately, dtddae integrated within capitalist social relatipns
albeit in a mostly informal and degraded form ofyad labour. The IOM, in this regard does not act
very differently than other contemporary internaiborganisations, such as the World Bank,

although it differs significantly in its means ated¢hniques.
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This research has raised at least two questionedd of further investigation. The first relates to
the depoliticization induced by the governance gaork. The discourse of climate migration is
fuelling this depoliticized vision of political rafions, which has important implications. A deeper

study of the social forms, especially fegal forms involved in this transformation, would besded.

The second is the actual actions undertaken bykedcclimate refugees/migrants, including
their discursive production. This indeed is a latidn of the present study, which has almost
exclusively focussed on the discourse of the IOMItf above”. Although some empirical studies
have been devoted to this question, very few hdeptad a political economy perspective on climate
dispossession by trying to relate climate “mignatisystematically to broader trends of the

contemporary capitalist dynamic of society ana@stestations.
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Table 1: Two competing discourses

« Climate Refugees »

« Climate migrations»

Climate Policy Mitigation Adaptation
View of migration Failure Adaptation strategy
Nature of migration Forced e Voluntary/ distinction not

useful/ continuum/ « grey
zone»

* Environmental migration is
part of human History

« Manageable/to be manage

Responsibility

Climate change, produced by
Northern Countries

Vulnerability (individualization
of the responsibility or
displacement on the “victims”
or its territory)

Consequences of responsibilit
assignation

ye Climate Change mitigation
* Reparation (funding for
adaptation to climate
change, taking in of
“climate refugees”,...)

“Capacity” building of
vulnerable countries

Consequences of migration

Environmental degradation
the receiving territory

e If properly managed: new
resources, remittances,
knowledge transfer.

e If left unmanaged:
disruptions, degradations,
violence.

Institutional level

e States
* International Security
e [nternational Law

* Individuals/communities
* Human Security
¢ Human Rights

Form of the law

New International Convention
or Treaty

Soft laws, internalization in
domestic policies, model
diffusion

Storylines

“Sinking Island”, “Barbarian
Invasions”

“Humanity on the move”

Uses of “climate
refugees/migrants”

* To underline the human
consequences of climate
change

* To underline the
responsibilities of Northern

Countries

* Replacement of mitigation
policy by adaptation policy

« Promoting the “migration
management” and the
institutional reform agendal.
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! My opinion is that we should rather try to undanst what NGOs and academics subsume under the
concept of “climate refugees/migrants” as beind phbroader processes of dispossession that are
linked to the development of capitalist relatiofigmductions. In this understanding, climate cleang
does not directly “produce” (forced) migration, limia set of phenomena which are experienced
through highly complex and differentiated socialdméons (including social forms such as property,
money, state, law, etc.). This view is essentiawoiding the pervasive “climate washing” discourse
identified by Neil Smith, which actually totally estnalises agency on a socially modified nature
under the guise of accepting the socially creasgdre of climate change. Climate change thus
becomes an all powerful agent of social changesgaddently of social, political or economic
mediations (Smith 2008: 245). For a similar viewemvironmental refugees, especially regarding the
social production of nature, see Gill (2010).

% Note that yet another discourse, which is beybredstope of the present article, has concomitantly
developed another (related) view: that of climatfegees as producing a security threat. For a
critique, see Hartmann (2010) and Oels (2010).

® See the (now defunct) website http://www.eachefafindex.php?module=main

* See http://www.iom.int/jahia/Jahia/activities/theme/lang/en

® For instance, a “Research Workshop on Migratiahthe Environment: Developing a global
research agenda” on 16-18 April 2008 in Munich,rf@ry, organized by the OIM, the UNU-EHS,
the MunichRe Foundation, the UNEP, and the RoclefEbundation; an “International Conference
on Environment, Forced Migration and Social Vuliéiy” organized in Bonn, Germany, on the 9-
11 October 2008 by the UNU-EHS; a second “Experti&toop on Climate Change, Environment,
and Migration” in Munich, on the 23-24 July 2009.

® For instance: a “Conference on Climate ChangeijrBnmental Degradation and Migration :
Addressing Vulnerabilities and Harnessing Oppottesil, on 19 February 2008 in Geneva,

organized by the Human Security Network , the O the Greek Government; a “Climate Change
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and Forced Migration Conference” at the InstitaieRublic Policy Research, in London, on 28
March 2008; a CCEMA Expert Panel on “Emerging BoRerspectives on Human Mobility in a
Changing Climate” in New York at the Simon WiesethtGenter, on 24 September 2009.

" For instance a seminar on “Climate change, enmirtal degradation and migration: Preparing for
the Future” organized jointly with the IOM, the Wi Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) and the
MacArthur Foundation, at the United Nations Headtgra, in New York, on 9 May 2008 by the
UNITAR (UN Institute for training and research);aseminar on “Environmentally Induced
Migration and Climate Change” also organized atdh#TAR on the 20 April 2010.

8 For instance: a side-event intituled “Climateraii® migration and forced displacement: the new
humanitarian frontier?” at the COP 14 in Poznan @ecember 2008 with contributions from the
UNHCR, the UNU-EHS, the UNFPA, UN-HABITAT, etc.; sede-event on “Climate Adaptation
Continuum, Migration and Displacement : Copenhagmh Beyond” organized by the OIM, the
UNHCR, and the UNU-EHS, at the COP 15 in Copenhagetine 16 December 2009; and an
intervention by William Lacy Swing, the Director @ral of the IOM, during a Joint High-level
segment of the Sixteenth session of the Conferehttee Parties (COP 16) and of the Sixth session of
the Conference of the Parties serving as the ngeefithe Parties to the Kyoto Protocol (CMP 6), in
Cancun on the 10 December 2010.

° A search (made on the 22 of July 2011) in the $Mgkis Database of international press in English
found 164 occurrences for the keywords “climateratign”, “climate migrants” or “climate migrant”
for the period 2001-2009, 162 for 2009, and 1021 0-2011. The same search for “climate
refugees” or “climate refugee” returned respecyi\&10, 582, and 263 occurrences. Whereas
“climate refugees” still appears as the conceptroonly used in the press, its use is decreasing
relatively to that of “climate migration”. It wagkely to be used about five times more often in the
years 2001-2009, whereas it “only” is used two armdhlf time more often in 2010-2011.

1% Note that | am not convinced by Chandler’s usthefconcept of “podiberal” governance to

name these phenomena. It is my understandinghisaidstliberal framework is actually a tendency

of nediberalisation processes (for a similar positioa Beberts 2010) . This is due to the fact that
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Chandler writes from a non-Marxist perspective anderstandBberalismas a form of rights-based
government (thus implicitly accepting the splitweén the “political” and the “economy”) and not a
form of capitalist social relations.

et us also mention the fact that internationgboiisations are undergoing neoliberal constraints,
such as the structural reduction of their finanalldcation through national States. This forcesrth

to engage in various forms of fund-raising, commetvith each other to ensure their financial basis.
In this regard, it seems that climate change, aed elimate migration, are lucrative fields (Hall
2010). The discursive production of knowledge aodmative perspectives on climate migration is
itself produced through more or less formal grogpjrorganisations or coalitions, capturing the
neoliberal institutional mood. The CCEMA referredabove, is exemplar of these public-private
expert partnership involving, NGOs, internationaamisations and the private sector.

12 Note that these interventions can take advarddisastrous conditions in Southern countries, as
is made clear by this statement from the IOM: “@aty buildng often requires long-term

engagement vis-a-vis beneficiaries to develop a relationship ostrand effectively reform
institutions. It is worth noting that a window gbmortunity usually opens after a disaster, when
authorities and communities are both more recepbivievestment in disaster preparedness, DRM
[Disaster risk management] and CBDRM [Communitydubdisaster risk management].” (IOM

2009b: 59).

3 This move is also founded on a contestable soai@logy associated with the concept of social
capital (e.g.: Adger 2010: 285-286). For a critigsee Fine (2010).

|t is a loose class perspective, in the sensatthatognizes conflicting interests broadly rethte
relations of production within contemporary socjetyd takes side with one of these interests. This
class perspective, however, does not appear giréxcit is deflected in an opposition between

northern and southern states.
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