Joint Managing Editors:
» Solon Ardittis (Eurasylum)
* Frank Laczko (International
Organization for Migration — IOM)
Guest Editors:
» Susanne Melde (International
Organization for Migration — |OM)
¢ Reshma Cunnoosamy (International
Organization for Migration — IOM)
Editorial Adviser:
* Joanne van Selm (Eurasylum)
Editorial Coordinator:
* Valerie Hagger (International
Organization for Migration — IOM)
Editorial Assistants:
* Mylene Buensuceso (International
Organization for Migration — IOM)
* Anna Lyn Constantino (International
Organization for Migration — I0M)
Editorial Committee:
* Aderanti Adepoju (Human Resources
Development Centre, Lagos, Nigeria)
e Peter Bosch (European Commission,

Brussels)

* Howard Duncan (Metropolis, Ottawa,
Canada)

* Neli Esipova (Gallup World Poll, New
York)

* Araceli Azuara Ferreiro (Organization
of American States — OAS,
Washington, D.C.)

* Marta Foresti (Overseas
Development Institute — ODI,
London)

* Andrew Geddes (Migration Policy
Centre — MPC, Florence)

* Lukas Gehrke (International Centre
for Migration Policy Development —
ICMPD, Vienna)

* Shahidul Haque (Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Government of the People’s
Republic of Bangladesh)

e Bela Hovy (UN Department of
Economic and Social Affairs,

New York)

* Michelle Leighton (International
Labour Office — ILO, Geneva)

*  William McClure (Australian
Department of Home Affairs)

* Pietro Mona (Swiss Agency for
Development and Cooperation,
Federal Department of Foreign
Affairs, Berne)

* Dilip Ratha (World Bank, Washington,
D.C.)

* Hilmar Schneider (Institute for the
Study of Labor — IZA, Bonn)

* Nand Kishore Singh (Member of the
Indian Parliament, New Delhi)

* Stephanos Stavros (Council of
Europe, Strasbourg)

* Maia Welbourne (Citizenship and
Immigration Canada — CIC, Ottawa)

* Klaus F. Zimmermann (Global Labour
Organization — GLO)

PUB2020/017/EL

PRAGTiCE

A Bimonthly Journal for and by Policymakers Worldwide

ISSN 2223-5248 Vol. X, Number 1, January—March 2020

R
,&@c‘mﬁk@-'n k!

*

Thousands of Kenyans, Somalis and Ethiopians are forced to take long arduous journeys in search of
survival, as the Horn of Africa experiences the worst drought in 60 years. © I0M 2011/Lovorka IKOVAC

2 Migration, the environment and climate change:
What data do we need and how do we get it?
Solon Ardittis and Frank Laczko
3 Human mobility and the environment:
Challenges for data collection and policymaking
Debora Gonzalez Tejero, Lorenzo Guadagno, Alessandro Nicoletti
11 State of the art: Impacts of environmental

and climate change on human mobility
Susanne Melde and Alex Flavell

16 Data for a difficult subject: Climate change

and human migration
Kira Vinke and Roman Hoffmann

23 Internal displacement data gaps and challenges:

Why they matter for policy and operations
Justin Ginnetti

28 Publications

Published jointly by the
International Organization for Migration (I0OM) and Eurasylum Ltd.

UN MIGRATION :



Solon Ardittis and Frank Laczko*

his special issue of Migration Policy Practice

focuses on the linkages between migration,

the environment and climate change. Although
numerous papers and reports have been written
about this subject in recent years, it is widely agreed
that there is a lack of data on this subject. Estimates
suggesting that between 200 million and 1 billion
people could be displaced by climate change during
the next 30 years have captured the attention of
policymakers and the media. Yet, as the authors of
this special issue point out, such figures are often
based on little more than guesswork.

This special issue focuses on two broad sets of
guestions: (a) What kinds of data are needed on
migration, the environment and climate change?
(b) How can the collection and analysis of data on
migration, the environment and climate change be
improved?

Regarding the first question, authors suggest that
there is a need for a broad range of different types of
data. There is a need for data on both the impact of
environmental changes on the movement of people
and the impact of migration on areas particularly
affected by climate change. There is also a need for
data on the impact of extreme environmental events
and slow-onset events, which is often more difficult
to obtain. The impact of gradual changes in the
environment on the mobility of people is difficult to
capture in many instances, as it is often linked to so
many other factors driving migration.

Too often there is a lack of disaggregated data, which
makes it difficult for policymakers to identify which
migrant groups are most vulnerable to the effects of
environmental change. We also need better data on
national policy responses. To date, only 33 countries
refer to human mobility in their policy frameworks for
addressing climate change — Nationally Determined
Contributions (NDCs). Authors also point out that
data collection needs to focus not only on those who
cross borders but also on the large number of people
who may be internally displaced due to factors linked
to environmental changes. Some authors also suggest
that we need better data to help us understand
why some people cannot move and use migration
as an opportunity to escape from the negative
consequences of climate change. Others note the

1 Solon Ardittis is Managing Director of Eurasylum Ltd. and
Frank Laczko is Director of the Global Migration Data Analysis
Centre (GMDAC) at the International Organization for
Migration (IOM) in Berlin. They are the co-editors of Migration
Policy Practice.

need for data to help policymakers understand better
the impact of remittances on communities badly
affected by environmental changes. Policymakers
also want to understand better the linkages between
environmental change and migration so that they
can better forecast and anticipate future migration
flows. To sum up, the four articles in this special issue
highlight the need for a range of different types of
data to help improve the evidence base on migration,
the environment and climate change.

The second question discussed by contributors to
this volume centres on how to get better data on
migration, the environment and climate change. One
of the problems is that there is a general paucity of
timely, accurate and disaggregated data on all forms
of migration. The lack of data on migration has been
recognized in the Global Compact on Migration, which
calls upon all countries to improve the collection
and analysis of data on migration. Currently, only a
minority of countries, for example, share data on
migration flows with the United Nations Department
of Economic and Social Affairs Statistics Division each
year.

While some authors note that research on migration,
the environment and climate change has advanced in
recent years using a range of new methodologies, very
few countries produce regular statistics on migration
and the environment. A number of authors suggest
that one way forward could be to take advantage of
new technologies and the potential of using big data
and other new sources of data. For example, Kira
Vinke and Roman Hoffmann in their article suggest
that the spread of cell phones now makes it easier
to study the mobility of people rapidly by analysing
call detail records (CDRs). They cite the example of a
study in the south of Bangladesh that monitored the
inflow and outflow of 6 million people after cyclone
Mahasen made landfall in the Bay of Bengal in 2013.
However, it is also recognized that such data often
needs to be complemented with information from
more traditional data sources such as surveys and
administrative data. In the case of the latter, the
problem is not always the lack of data but the lack of
the sharing of such data between different actors at
the national level and the use of different definitions
and concepts. All authors agree that there is a need to
invest in building the capacities of statistical systems
to better capture data on migration, the environment
and climate change in the future. This will require
better integration and analysis of often disparate
sources of data, as well as the development of specific
new tools to better capture the mobility dimensions
of migration, the environment and climate change.



he public debate over the last few years around

the humanitarian effects of environmental

and climate change has gained increasing
momentum. There is growing awareness of the
potential impacts that exposed, vulnerable people
might be facing (IFRC, 2019), and at the forefront of
public concerns are the ways they will shape patterns
and trends of population movements.

The 2019-2020 wildfires in Australia, and the
evacuation (spontaneous or government-supported)
of hundreds of thousands of residents from affected
areas, are one example that received global media
coverage, serving as a reminder that adverse
environmental impacts and related forced movement
can disrupt lives of people everywhere, including in
countries traditionally seen as better prepared.

In this context, a recent decision by the United Nations
Human Rights Committee reignited global discussions
on how to provide assistance and protection to those
moving in the context of disasters, environmental
degradation and climate change. For the first time, the
Committee recognized that States shall refrain from
sending people back to situations in which the impacts
of climate change in the country of origin pose a risk
to their life with dignity. However, the Committee’s
decision also confirmed that the threshold needed to
apply this principle is particularly high and considered
that it was not met in the case of the Kiribati national
that was under review.

! Debora Gonzalez Tejero is the Lead Editor in the Analytics,
Knowledge and Output Quality (AKO) Unit of the IOM
Displacement Tracking Matrix (DTM) team. Lorenzo Guadagno
works on human mobility, humanitarian responses, disaster
risk reduction and climate change adaptation at IOM, as the
liaison between the Organization’s crisis department and its
Migration, Environment and Climate Change (MECC) Division.
Alessandro Nicoletti is the focal point for environmentally
induced displacement in the AKO Unit of IOM DTM. The
article benefited from the contributions of and review done by
Susanne Melde, Project Manager on Migration, Environment
and Climate Change at the IOM Global Migration Data Analysis
Centre (GMDAC), and Mariam Traore Chazalnoel, Thematic
Specialist at MECC.

Debora Gonzalez Tejero, Lorenzo Guadagno, Alessandro Nicoletti*

All  these interlinkages between a changing
environment and population mobility have in fact
become central to policies and decision-making
on development, migration, and climate change
adaptation and disaster risk reduction (I0M, 2014). At
the global level, the nexus has mainly been articulated
under the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) negotiations, through its
Task Force on Displacement, as part of the workstreams
on adaptation and loss and damage, as well as in
the consultations leading to the development of the
Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction
(Guadagno, 2016). Most recently, States have
reaffirmed both the need to address environmental
drivers of forced population movements and to
consider options not to return people to harmful
situations, through the development of the Global
Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration.

In addition, the specific protection concerns related
to people displaced across borders in the context
of disasters and climate change have led to the
development of the Nansen Initiative’s Protection
Agenda and the Platform on Disaster Displacement.

At the regional level, work on this topic has resulted
in the development of guidelines to protect people
moving across borders in the context of disasters in
Central and South America (Nansen Initiative, 2016),
while a variety of human mobility issues are picked
up in national adaptation strategies and programmes
of action, as well as in Nationally Determined
Contributions, which reflect national commitments
to achieve global climate objectives on reducing
greenhouse gas emissions and adapting to the impacts
of climate change. On the other hand, many national
migration policies also make references to climate
and environmental drivers of migration (I0M, 2018).

This complex policy picture translates in a diversity
of approaches to the nexus between environment
and mobility. Internal and cross-border movements
in the context of environmental and climate change
are seen (sometimes simultaneously) as a potential
source of pressure on ecosystems and infrastructure,
as a process to be avoided or minimized, as a strategy
that contributes to household-level resilience and
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adaptation, or as a measure to be supported in
order to reduce current and future risks. Common to
most policy instruments is the need for an increased
understanding of the phenomenon.

The need for better data on the environment—mobility
nexus is recurrently highlighted, includingin the Global
Compact for Migration (objectives 2, 18.i—-18.k), for the
development of informed adaptation, resilience, and
disaster preparedness policies and plans, considering
risks linked with sudden- and slow-onset disasters,
and the impacts of climate change and environmental
degradation. Data is seen as central to answering
the (apparently simple) questions underpinning
the different policy agendas: How many are moving
because of climate change? Where do they go? What
are the costs and benefits of population movements?
How can (forced) movements be avoided?

Answering these questions, however, requires
unpacking the full complexity of the nexus between
mobility and the environment, and relies on quality,
comparable data on: stocks and flows of people
moving and staying behind; their socioeconomic
features; the drivers and the characteristics of their
movement; current and future trends and patterns;
and the socioenvironmental impacts of their
movement. Uncertainties on all these key variables
profoundly challenge the work of researchers and
practitioners. Therefore, despite the progress that
has been made over the last decades on many of
these elements, significant knowledge gaps still exist,
which result in insufficiently informed policy and
(potentially) misguided actions. The following sections
look at some of the main challenges confronting data
work on the environment—-mobility nexus, and how
they shape relevant efforts in the field by IOM and
other actors.

Much of the policy concerns and of the data work on
the topic have focused, and still focus, on exploring
the causal relationship between environmental
events and population movements. The Internal
Displacement Monitoring Centre (IDMC) numbers
on disaster displacement, the most cited piece of
relevant evidence, show that between 2008 and 2018,
disasters caused 265 million new displacements, of
which 87 per cent were linked to weather-related
hazards (IDMC, 2018). Diverse, increasingly nuanced
attempts have been made at forecasting future
movements under environmental change scenarios

(IDMC, 2014a; Rigaud et al., 2018). However, they still
do not provide unequivocal insights on the number
of people who will be moving due to climate change.

It is very challenging to isolate climate change? from
environmental variability, events and processes,
and environmental factors indeed drive population
movements regardless of any ongoing process of
change (Kelman, 2019). Weather- and climate-related
hazards and disasters, and resulting population
movements, cannot, in general, be specifically
attributed to human-induced climate change, albeit
there have been some studies in this sense (Imada
et al., 2019; Reed et al., 2020). Most often, climate
change will be a compounding factor in changes of
local ecosystems mainly caused by natural resource
exploitationandland use, includingin the paradigmatic
case of sea-level rise affecting low-lying islands and
coastal areas in which subsidence and erosion might
be the most urgent concerns. On the other hand, the
role of environmental events and processes (whether
or not influenced by climate change) in potentially
leading to tensions and conflicts and associated
mobility might still be underestimated: while they
are rarely the main driver, they do tend to act as an
underlying exacerbating factor (lonesco et al., 2017).

The first challenge to data work on this topic is
thus the complexity of interconnected ecosystem
processes. The ongoing conceptual shift towards
more nuanced approaches looking at “mobility in the
context of disasters, environmental degradation and
climate change” is not necessarily reflected in more
comprehensive policymaking. An example are climate
change policies that do not look comprehensively
at other ongoing environmental processes
(e.g. linked with loss of biodiversity and local changes
in ecosystems).

To compound this complexity, environmental drivers
are difficult to isolate from other drivers of human

2 Defined as “a change of climate which is attributed directly
or indirectly to human activity that alters the composition
of the global atmosphere and which is in addition to natural
climate variability observed over comparable time periods”
by the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) in Article 1(2) or more broadly any change
whether due to natural internal processes or external forces
as detailed in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) definition (2007).


https://migrationdataportal.org/themes/international-migrant-stocks
https://migrationdataportal.org/themes/international-migration-flows

mobility related to economic, social, political, and
cultural conditions and processes. Mobility decisions
are always influenced by a variety of factors (including
environmental ones), and environmental events and
change impact people in diverse manners depending
on their pre-existing capacities and conditions
of vulnerability (Foresight, 2011). Disasters,
environmental degradation and climate change may
only trigger movements in the absence of sufficient
individual and collective measures to anticipate and
cope with relevant impacts. In this context, it can be
extremely challenging, if not impossible, to attribute
movements to specific drivers.

Data collection practices, instead, often have to
take simplistic approaches and seek to single out
individual/primary drivers of movement. As a result,
they risk masking a broader spectrum of contributing
factors. Evidence from a number of different contexts
shows that environmental factors or disasters are
rarely mentioned by people on the move as a cause
of movement, while more common reasons for
movement include a search for better opportunities/
livelihoods and escaping from conflict/violence (Milan
etal., 2016; MMC, 2020; Puscas and Escribano, 2018).
This might be interpreted as evidence of a weak link
between climate change and population movements.
However, it could also be symptomatic of the fact that
data collection does not always allow for adequate
capture of multi-causality, especially where the
decision to move is classified based on a single reason
or a list of “top reasons”. Indeed, environmental
change underpins changes in all dimensions of well-
being, including livelihood security and stability
(Barnett and Adger, 2007; Burke et al., 2009; Raleigh
and Kniveton, 2012), and may thus contribute to
conditions resulting in movement — rather than being
their direct trigger.

In an introspective analysis of its own data collection
practices, the I0M Displacement Tracking Matrix?
(DTM) team identified that its common practice to
classify groups of internally displaced persons by
main reasons of displacement makes it difficult to
analyse the potential influence of environmental

® Developed by IOM, DTM gathers and analyses data to
disseminate critical multilayered information on the mobility,
vulnerabilities, and needs of displaced and mobile populations,
enabling decision makers and responders to provide these
populations with better context-specific assistance. For
further information, visit https://dtm.iom.int/, with links to
the migration and displacement portals.

and climate change on human mobility patterns. For
example, displacement reasons may be reported as
“communal clashes” without further assessing what
the underlying factors for those communal clashes
are, whether patterns of clashes have changed over
the years and if any of these is related to underlying
changes in the environment, including climate. For
data collection actors in the humanitarian field,
there is a constant balancing act in seeking to
design exercises that can be rapidly implemented
in emergency contexts yet yield sufficiently granular
data to also feed into broader policy debates. The
secondary use of data to help inform policy debates
is encouraged yet the inherent limitations of data
need to be carefully considered before drawing
conclusions.

Adjustments to the way data is captured can help
improve its use beyond the immediate humanitarian
response context. For example, the use of ranked
scales, where for each conceivable reason of
displacement an indication is made as to whether and
how strongly it contributed to the decision to move,
can help shine light on multi-causality and therefore
contribute to greater clarity around the environment—
mobility nexus. Alternative methodologies have
investigated experience of environmental impacts of
people moving out of hazard-affected areas (Melde,
Laczko and Gemenne, 2017), or seek to look at data
on environmental variables (e.g. rainfall and soil
moisture, temperature) in the areas of origin of those
moving to expose environmental events or processes
potentially affecting movements. Implementing
these options more consistently in both individual-/
household-level surveys and key informant-based
location assessments could help shed light on the
environmental components of complex decision-
making processes.

Human mobility in the context of environmental
and climate change also is a very heterogeneous
phenomenon, which takes multiple forms along a
set of dimensions — timing, duration, direction and
distance, and degree of voluntariness, to name a
few. Mobility responses to the same event, whether
a sudden-onset disaster, such as a cyclone or an
earthquake, or a slow-onset process, such as erosion
or sea-level rise that progressively renders an area
uninhabitable, may be very different. The IDMC
figures, for instance, usually include people who might
evacuate both before and after disasters; who might
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be forced to leave for days, weeks or months; and who
might end up close to their original homes, elsewhere
in their countries or abroad (IDMC, 2019; see also
Ginnetti, 2020, this volume). This complexity makes it
extremely difficult to comprehensively gather data on
movements in the context of disasters, environmental
degradation and climate change. Moreover, the fact
that most of these dimensions can be characterized
as continuums rather than clear-cut alternatives
makes it almost impossible to analyse data to clearly
categorize individuals moving.

For instance, especially in the case of slow-onset
processes, some people may move preemptively,
either ontheir own initiative or as part of risk reduction
or adaptation programmes, others may wait until the
last minute to leave. While all movements might be
triggered by the impacts of the same phenomenon,
there is a tendency to describe anticipatory
movements as more voluntary than those that are
undertaken at the height of a disaster. In such cases,
overly simplistic, rigid categories may trigger perverse
practical effects — for example, if protection and
assistance (e.g. in the form of temporary protection
for cross-border movements or financial/material
entitlements for internal movements) are extended
preferentially to those who evacuate in the acute
phase of a crisis, anticipatory movements might be
disincentivized. Instead,

“voluntary and forced movements often cannot be
clearly distinguished in real life but rather constitute
two poles of a continuum, with a particularly grey
area in the middle, where elements of choice and
coercion mingle” (Kalin and Schrepfer, 2012).

An example of movement along this continuum
is seasonal migration as a traditional livelihood
option that allows to manage environmental/
seasonal variability. It is characterized by an element
of necessity to move, created by environmental
constraints, mixed with a degree of voluntariness
in determining the timing and direction of the
movement. In the context of a changing environment,
similar movements might actually represent one of
the most effective adaptation measures available
(Black et al., 2011). Related movements are likely
captured through existing data collection systems,
such as the DTM network of flow monitoring points
situated in strategic high-mobility locations, including
bus stations or border points, in 36 countries across
Africa, Asia, Europe and Latin America. However,
further analysis is needed to fully understand these

movements, the factors underpinning them and their
evolution as a response to a changing environment.

Distinguishing different categories of movements
along the voluntary-forced continuum would require
focusing on the degree to which a person has come
under pressure by the surrounding environment and
how much individuals have the freedom to make their
own choices — something that is particularly difficult
to capture in (quantitative) data collection exercises.
Increased environmental pressure with few remaining
viable options increases people’s vulnerability.

Looking at the case of pastoralist communities, the
IDMC(2014b) distinguishes according to theincreasing
degree of vulnerability and a corresponding decreasing
level of voluntariness in the choice to move between
traditional nomadic movement, adaptive migration
and displacement. Adaptive migration is distinguished
from traditional nomadic movement by the fact
that the former involves recourse to other routes,
grazing land or water points than those traditionally
used. Since notions of displacement are often
framed around loss of habitual residence, capturing
adaptive migration patterns and displacement among
nomadic communities can be particularly challenging.
Traditional pastoralist movements take place along
well-established corridors that are approved by local
communities; however, increasing environmental
degradation and unpredictable rainfall patterns,
exacerbated by climate change, are significantly
undermining their regularity and increasing related
intercommunal tensions. In order to better capture
movements along transhumance routes, the DTM
implemented the Transhumance Tracking Tool
(TTT) across different countries in West and Central
Africa. Through a network of key informants, the
TTT monitors transhumance patterns and trends and
allows for identification of unexpected movements —
which can potentially help identify movements that
belong to the less voluntary part of the spectrum.*

The duration and direction of movements can also vary
widely. Movements can be temporary (ranging from
the short term, such as evacuations in response to a
sudden-onset disaster whose effects recede rapidly, to
the medium term, for example seasonal migration or
displacement that protracts over a significant period)

4 The latest available dashboards developed with the
Transhumance Tracking Tool can be found here: Chad and
Mauritania.
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or permanent, as is the case when people are leaving
an area that becomes uninhabitable. Moreover,
movements can take place over shorter or longer
distances within the same locality, to a nearby area,
to another region in the country or across borders.

Distance and duration are not necessarily correlated:
as a result of eroding coasts, people may be moving
to a new neighbourhood in the same city, while
there are those who can be temporarily evacuated
across hundreds of miles to avoid the impacts of a
cyclone. For neither of these dimensions it is possible
to univocally define boundaries, such as a minimum
distance to move for somebody to be considered an
“evacuee” or a “displaced person”, or the time beyond
which somebody becomes a “migrant”. Attempts at
related categorization are necessarily arbitrary and
might result in limited assistance for those who do not
meet a category’s criteria.

Further compounding this complexity from a
conceptual and data gathering point of view is the
fact that people’s situations, priorities and intentions
evolve over time as they experience longer or
different impacts and are presented with new arrays
of mobility options. What started as a short-term
evacuation can morph into a protracted displacement,
then to something more akin to labour migration —
and determining the actual trajectory and outcomes
of a specific movement can only truly be done ex post.
This, however, is not something that will usually fall
within the scope of most operational data collection
exercises.

Even relatively clear-cut categories can in fact be
riddled with caveats. Efforts to specifically protect
people displaced across borders in the context of
disasters and environmental change, for instance,
need to be complemented by adequate support
for those who move within national borders — who
are likely to be the overwhelming majority in most
scenarios (Faist and Schade, 2013), and who might
have more constrained access to resources and coping
capacities. Moreover, even at the height of a crisis,
cross-border movements will remain underpinned
by a combination of factors and varying degrees of
voluntariness.

Attribution, time scale, space scale and degree
of voluntariness are just a few potential ways to
categorize people on the move in the context of
environmental change, and it is paramount to

remember that the decision to define such categories,
attribute them specific statuses and entitlements,
and include or not a specific individual in a counting
exercise depends on definitions and political agendas
in the last instance (Kelman, 2019). A certain level of
arbitrariness will always be present, but the current
lack of international consensus on the topic is a major
obstacle to systematic, consistent data collection
exercises in this field.

Policies and programmes on the nexus between
mobility and the environment (and related data
collection work) have largely focused on population
movements, more specifically on the more intense,
concentrated flows. However, moving and its positive
and negative outcomes cannot be fully understood
by looking at movement alone: framing mobility as
a successful or an unsuccessful coping strategy, as
an adaptation measure or a failure of adaptation,
requires looking at potential alternatives based on
immobility and staying in place.

Investigating and understanding immobility, however,
is no easy feat. Many large-scale data collection efforts
on population movements take place primarily or
exclusively in locations of transit and destination, and
do not provide the multi-sited approach that would be
required to also assess the situation of people staying
behind. Moreover, immobility takes place along a
continuum of forced and voluntary choices: on the
one hand, those who have effective strategies in place
to reduce impacts or cope locally and do not need or
want to move; on the other, those who do not have
the means to leave (so-called “trapped populations”)
in the face of an impending or potential hazard, not
even as a last-resort measure (Black and Collyer, 2014;
Gemenne, 2010). Mobility and immobility might even
be adopted simultaneously by different individuals
within the same household as a way to minimize risks
or maximize opportunities, including in the aftermath
of major disasters (IDMC, 2017). It is challenging to
fully grasp the motivations, meanings and impacts of
different mobility choices without having information
on pre-existing socioeconomic conditions and
without looking at how they influence the short- and
long-term outlook and options of those affected by
environmental and climate change. Studies that
are multi-sited, longitudinal and look at well-being
variables through the lens of different (im)mobility
trajectories remain scarce.
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