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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
In the past few years, there has been much discussion 
about migration, development and related government 
policies on a global level.  In 2007, the first Global 
Forum on Migration and Development (GFMD) 
was held in Brussels as a platform for international 
dialogue and cooperation on the topics of migration 
and development.  As an active participant at the 
GFMD, the UN NGO Committee on Migration (“the 
Committee”) aims to become more effective advocates 
on the behalf of migrants at future Forums.  In order 
to achieve this goal, the Committee would benefit 
from a broad overview of the current migration trends 
and countries’ positions on migration, and from a 
comprehensive analysis of the outcomes of the GFMD.

In recent decades, the migration landscape has 
been transformed by new migration trends, such as 
undocumented migrants (UMs), and by recent world 
events such as the global economic crisis.  All of 
these trends, populations, and economic factors 
blend together to create a shifting paradigm that 
opens and closes doors to a rights-based framework.  
In order to protect and foster migrants’ rights, action 
must be taken not only to improve living and working 
conditions, but also to improve migrants’ contributions 
to the development efforts of their countries of origin 
and increase their participation in all spheres of their 
host societies.  All migrants – whether documented or 
not – should be respected by virtue of their inherent 
human dignity. Viewing migrants and international 
migration as a mere commodity or development tool is 
counter-efficient, and risks causing much more social 
and economic harm than good to both individuals 
and societies. A human rights based approach is 
thus essential to any discussion on migration and/or 
development. (Further information can be found under 
Section I: Migration.) 

To fully understand the current migration debate, 
a regional overview of various countries’ migration 
statistics and their policy positions towards migrants 
can aid in a comparison of what is stated at the GFMD by 
governmental delegates and the reality on the ground 
as represented by quantifiable research. (Section II: 
Country Level Data, Analysis and Mapping.)  In addition, 
an understanding of the operational structures and 
processes of the GFMD are essential for successful 
advocacy measures on behalf of migrants.  Although 
the GFMD is an important step towards understanding 
global migration, there are valid criticisms of this forum.  
A few of the main criticisms focus on the structure 
of Government Days and the process of agenda 

setting and speaker selection.  Another area needing 
reform is the inherent bias of the papers submitted for 
consideration at the GFMD, which come mainly from 
North American and European academic institutions, 
resulting in an over-representation of the perspective 
of Western academia.  Further criticisms are in regards 
to the role of civil society and the need to increase 
its presence and involvement in preparations for the 
Forum.  Specifically, there is a need to increase civil 
society’s participation within the International Advisory 
Committee during the preparations of Civil Society 
Days (CSDs).  This would be a crucial step towards 
filling the gap between the host country Foundations 
and supporting foundations, and towards enabling 
accurate incorporation and representation of civil 
society at the GFMD. (Section III: GFMD - Background 
Information.)

At previous GFMDs, one of the key conclusions 
from the preparatory proce ss and meetings placed 
development at the center of the migration discussions 
at the Government Days.  This conclusion is missing 
the main components of a comprehensive migration 
plan, and the inclusion of human rights as an integral 
part of the migration management process.  The first 
priority of the Committee for the GFMD was to ensure 
that existing internationally recognized human rights 
declarations and conventions be accepted as the basis 
for all deliberations and decisions made by states at 
the Forum.  Yet, ratification of these conventions have 
only been mentioned in passing during the GFMD 
debates, with no concrete actions proposed.  And 
while human rights were identified at the Forum as a 
cross cutting issue, they were not discussed in depth. 
(Section III: Brussels GFMD 2007.)

During the Manila CSDs, there was wide-ranging 
symmetry between the recommendations produced 
at the Civil Society Days and the priorities of the 
Committee.  While the Committee’s recommendations 
provide a broad framework from which the GFMDs can 
build a human rights based approach, the civil society 
recommendations incorporated concrete suggestions 
for government policies and processes that directly 
related to how specific migrants groups could improve 
the protection and realization of migrants’ rights.  On 
the other hand, the Government Days of the Manila 
GFMD 2008, despite a claimed priority of human 
rights, did not include a comprehensive integration 
or perspective of human rights.  Four of the seven 
roundtables did not include any recommendations 
that aligned with the Committee’s priorities.  The 
discourse at the GFMD indicated that human rights 
were accepted hypothetically and theoretically, but the 
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recommendations do not indicate any apparent move 
to applying a rights-based framework in a practical 
sense (when creating policy, for example).  Rather, they 
emphasized information gathering, data collection and 
best practices around policymaking.  Governments 
meeting in Manila proposed some tangible, thoughtful 
outcomes (e.g., data-collection) our research indicates 
that by and large the recommendations remained 
solely at the level of ideas. (Section III: GFMD - Manila 
GFMD 2008.)

An important part of the GFMD is the parallel events.  
Even though they are not held as part of the official 
Forum, they are widely regarded by their participants, 
as well as many delegates and organizations of the 
official Civil Society Days, as an integral component to 
the Forum.  The parallel events provide a wider space 
for open dialogue on migration issues, and encompass 
a larger and more diverse range of organizations and 
voices.  (Section III: Civil Society Days-Parallel Events.)

Based on this research, recommendations were 
established to include a variety of ways in which the 
Committee could advocate for improving migrants’ 
rights. Recommendations focused on how the 
Committee could increase their advocacy capacity; 
advocate for an inclusive GFMD structure; and more 
specific recommendations to improve accountability 
and transparency at the Greece and Argentina GFMDs 
through the engagement of civil society.  (Section IV: 
Recommendations and Strategies.)

This paper suggests actions and recommendations 
that should lead to a greater recognition, incorporation 
and realization of migrant rights internationally.  The 
GPIA team hopes this policy and analysis paper will 
allow for better advocacy on behalf of migrants by the 
Committee, and that it will highlight the need for future 
discussions to recognize that “international migration, 
development and human rights are intrinsically 
interrelated, interconnected and interdependent.”1

 

1  NGO Committee on Migration. “Statement for Civil Society 
Hearings for the Global Forum on Migration and Development.” 
June 2007.
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ACRONYMS 

ACP – Asian-Caribbean-Pacific 
APMM – Asia Pacific Mission for Migrants
CIA – Central Intelligence Agency 
CMW – Convention on the Protection of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families 
CSD(s) – Civil Society Day(s)
CSO – Civil Society Organizations
EU – European Union
FDI – Foreign Direct Investments
FoF – Friends of the Forum 
gFMD – Global Forum on Migration and Development
gPIA – Graduate Program in International Affairs
HLD – High Level Dialogue on International Migration and Development
HLWg – High Level Working Group on Refugees and Migrants 
IAC – International Advisory Committee 
IAMR – International Assembly of Migrants and Refugees 
ICMC – International Catholic Migration Commission 
IDPs – Internally Displaced Persons
ILO – International Labor Organization
IMA – International Migrants Alliance 
IMF – International Monetary Fund
IOM – International Organization for Migration
IWg – International Working Group 
KBF – King Baudouin Foundation
LPR – Lawful Permanent Residents 
MDgs – Millennium Development Goals
MDWs – Migrant Domestic Workers
MFA – Migrant Forum in Asia
MRI – Migrants Rights International
NgO – Non-Governmental Organization
NNIRR – National Network for Immigrant and Refugee Rights 
OECD – Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development 
PgA – Peoples’ Global Action 
PICUM – Platform for International Cooperation on Undocumented Migrants
PWg – Philippines Working Group 
RCP – Regional Consultative Processes 
SRSg – Special Representative of the Secretary General 
UAE – United Arab Emirates
UK – United Kingdom  
UM – Undocumented Migrants 
UN – United Nations
UNgA – United Nations General Assembly
UNHCR – United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
UNSg – United Nations Secretary General
US – United States of America
USD – United States Dollar 
WB – World Bank
WTO – World Trade Organization
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INTRODUCTION

Working in consultation with the UN NGO Committee on Migration (“the Committee”), students from The New 
School University’s Graduate Program in International Affairs (GPIA) created a policy and analysis paper that 
provides the Committee recommendations for effective advocacy measures on behalf of migrants in the context 
of the Global Forum on Migration and Development (GFMD).  In 2007, the first GFMD was held in Brussels as 
a platform for international dialogue and cooperation on the topics of migration and development.  It has 
become an annual forum, held in Manila, the Philippines in 2008, will be hosted by Athens, Greece in 2009, and 
in Buenos Aires, Argentina in 2010.  As active participants at the GFMD, the Committee aims to become more 
effective advocates of behalf of migrants at future Forums.    

The GPIA team researched background information on contemporary topics within current migration trends, with 
a spotlight focused on undocumented migrants, and the impact of the global economic crisis on migration.  The 
team also assembled a mapping of selected governments’ positions on migration issues as well as comparing 
these positions with the relevant UN treaties.  

An analysis was also conducted on the process, structure, and content of both the GFMD held in Brussels 2007 
and in Manila 2008.  This analysis encompassed both the official Government Days and Civil Society Days, in 
addition to the events held outside the forum by civil society organizations (CSOs).  Based on this research, 
the team compiled proposals for the Committee within the following areas: increasing advocacy capacity; 
advocating for a more inclusive structure of the Forum; and improving accountability and transparency at the 
Greece and Argentina GFMDs through the engagement of civil society.

The information for this paper was obtained through communication with the Committee, who offered the team 
their personal accounts, official reports and statements, website resources, and data.  The team carried out 
individual as well as collaborative research, engaged in meetings, conducted interviews, and reached out to 
organizations directly involved with the GFMD proceedings and events.  The strategies and recommendations 
were written based upon the strengths of the Committee and in areas where the GPIA team felt the Committee 
could be most effective.
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SECTION I: MIgRATION

The 21st century is characterized by an unprecedented 
diversification2 of migratory patterns and an expansion 
of the migration landscape, with more people moving 
both to and from an increasing number of countries.  The 
new risks and opportunities brought by globalization, 
including economic liberalization, technology 
advancement, cheaper and faster communications 
and transportation, as well as greater and deeper 
economic and social disparities, affect all aspects of 
human mobility. These risks and opportunities shape 
migratory flows, including immigration policies and 
public opinion.  As a result, migration in contemporary 
times is significantly different from previous eras.  Until 
the last quarter of the 20th century, it was relatively 
easy to distinguish between countries of origin and 
countries of destination.  Industrialized nations in 
Western Europe, North America, or Australia were 
known as ‘classical immigration’ countries, while 
migrants usually left conflict situations or poorer 
countries in Eastern Europe or the economic South.  
Due to the diversification of migration, most countries 
today are at the same time the source, destination, 
and transit spaces for migrants.  It is clear that 
contemporary issues in migration are complex.  This 
complexity brings new questions and challenges, and 
the main concern of governments, civil society, and 
international organizations regarding migration should 
be to find ways to manage the flow of people while 
protecting human rights and benefiting all.  

In this age of globalization where the movement of 
capital, goods and services is highly liberalized, the 
movement of people has also expanded. Numbers 
often hide more than they reveal but they also offer 
a quick glance at the ongoing trends.  According to 
the International Organization for Migration (IOM), the 

2  Along with the geographic and numeric spreading and accel-
eration of migration, a significant trend is the differentiation of 
migration.  It is nearly impossible today to generally categorize 
countries by types of migration.  A variety of immigration trends 
exist in most states by their simultaneous appeal for foreign labor, 
hosting of refugees, and acceptance of permanent settlers, inter 
alia.  This differentiation therefore hinders governments’ ability 
to completely control movement across their borders and compli-
cates efforts to create policy at the national and international level. 
The creation of the GFMD is just one attempt by the international 
community to grasp the entirety of the effects of increased migra-
tion.

stock of international migrants more than doubled 
between 1970 and 2000, passing from 82 million 
to 175 million.3  The total number of international 
migrants today is estimated to be more than 200 
million, representing around three percent of the global 
population.  In other words, if all migrants constituted 
one country, it would be the fifth most populous in the 
world.4  Flows of remittances to developing countries 
have also continuously increased, reaching $251 
billion in 2007 – a growth of 11% compared to 2006.5 
This increased movement of people, has of course 
resulted in a host of issues and a segmentation of 
differing migrant populations. 

However, the movement of people (including for 
economic purposes) remains primarily in the control 
of states that, via policy and laws, exert control over 
who crosses their borders.  In many circumstances, 
mobility seems to be a privilege more than a right, 
and this reflects the economic and social disparities 
between countries and regions.  Citizens of developed 
countries are more likely to be able to move by choice, 
whether it is for economic or leisure reasons, whereas 
it is often by necessity that citizens of developing 
countries leave their homes.  Migration is an issue 
that has causes and consequences in economic, 
political and social domains, and at local, regional, 
and international levels.  It is therefore essential for 
academics and practitioners alike to study issues of 
migration within their specific globalized contexts 
and consider the changes that account for unique 
migratory circumstances.

CONTEMPORARY TOPICS IN MIgRATION

As noted above, migration elucidates some of the 
central tendencies of the modern era.  There are some 
topics however, that demand closer scrutiny.6  The 

3  World Migration 2005: Costs and Benefits of International 
Migration. Rep. no. 3. 2005. International Organization for 
Migration. Mar. 2009 <http://www.iom.int/jahia/Jahia/cache/of-
fonce/pid /1674?entryId=932>  393.
4  “Global Estimates and Trends.” International Organization 
for Migration. Mar. 2009 <http://www.iom.int /jahia/Jahia/about-
migration/facts-and-figures/global-estimates-and-trends>. 
5  Ratha, Dilip, Zhimei Xu, Sanket Mohapatra, and K. 
M. Vijayalakshmi. Revisions to Remittance Trends 2007. 
Rep. no. 5. July 2008. The World Bank. Mar. 2009 <http://
siteresources.worldbank.org /INTPROSPECTS/Resourc-
es/334934-1110315015165/MD_Brief5.pdf>. 
6  In the book, The Age of Migration by Stephen Castles and 
Mark J. Miller, the two authors identify five general trends in 
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politicization of migration has made the world a much 
more unwelcoming place for non-citizens.  In addition, 
certain trends within the migration pool, such as the 
increase of female labor, must be acknowledged 
for their drawbacks as well as advantages.  
Undocumented migrants, although difficult to quantify, 
are an ever-present challenge to host countries, yet 
their rights need to be protected regardless of their 
documentation status.  The “war on terror” and an 
ongoing concern with rapidly proliferating criminal 
networks that are able to exploit the weakening of state 
borders and oversight capabilities, has transformed 
migration into a security issue. The perception that 
migrants are potential criminals and/or terrorists has 
had a direct effect on state policies regarding all types 
and categories of migrants, including the narrowing 
definition of who is an asylum seeker. As a result, 
paradoxically, more migrants seek illegal means to 
migrate. 

The global economic crisis of 2008/2009 has had a 

contemporary migration, of which differentiation, politicization 
and feminization are three main ones.
Castles, Stephen and Mark J. Miller (2009), The Age of Migra-
tion, 4th ed., New York, Palgrave/MacMillian, p.8.

further negative effect on migrants. It has moved 
governments of the developing world towards more 
restrictive immigration policies at the very moment 
that economic pressures in the developing world have 
caused more people to seek employment beyond state 
borders.  All of these trends, factors, and sectors blend 
together and create a shifting paradigm that opens 
and closes doors to a rights-based framework.  The 
addition of the GFMD on the world stage is a welcome 
new space, wherein the ability to directly confront 
the issues surrounding the dynamic movement of 
people is heard.  The examination of various current 
migration trends as a means to prepare for the GFMD 
can potentially enable this forum to better balance 
the protection of migrant rights while assisting 
governments with development plans. 

(a) Politicization of migration

Increasingly, international migration affects, and is 
affected by, national politics, regional agreements, 
and global policy efforts.7  For several decades now, 
immigration has become a major topic in national 
elections, shaping debates and campaigns.  Recently, 

7 Ibid, 9.



8

and even more so post-9/11, immigration has been 
linked with a national security discourse through 
the argument that national levels of insecurity are 
decreased with the implementation of stricter border 
controls and immigration policies.  This is just one 
example of “the politicization of migration”.8

This growing politicization contributes to a sentiment 
of ambivalence – i.e. the presence of two conflicting 
attitudes in the public’s mind – towards migration, which 
is widespread in most societies currently.  States and 
their citizens recognize the advantages of foreign labor, 
in economic and demographic terms, but are reticent 
to integrate immigrants into their societies.  In other 
words, economic and political perspectives diverge.  
Anti-immigrant feelings result in discrimination and 
abuses against migrants, whose rights are rarely fully 
protected.  Low-skilled migrants are typically targets 
of discrimination and stigmatization, because of the 
perception that they ‘steal jobs’ from citizens or that 
they come from different and incompatible cultures. 
These are not new trends but they have assumed new 
proportions in a world of increasingly weakening state 
power and ever-growing population movements. 

The preference for circular migration schemes reflects 
this desire to closely manage migratory flows and 
limit the opportunities for migrant workers to settle in 
their host countries.  Temporary worker programs, or 
circular migration, are contract-based programs that 
allow migrant workers to enter a country for a small 
period (e.g. two years) and requires them to leave the 
host country at the end of their employment.  Usually, 
temporary-workers programs do not include family 
reunification rights and the workers have limited 
mobility during their employment period.  Many states 
argue in favor of circular migration schemes as they 
claim it contributes to the development of sending 
countries when workers return home with more skills 
and capital.  However, circular migration is also a 
convenient way for governments to control the flows 
of immigrants on their soil.9  

Another consequence of this ambivalence is the 
criminalization of irregular migration.  The UN Special 
Rapporteur on human rights of migrants, Jose 

8 Jef Huysmans calls this ‘securitization of migration. He charts 
policy changes vis-à-vis the issue of migration at the  EU level 
pre and post-9/11.
9 “Top 10 Migration Issues of 2008 Issue #9 Warming up to 
Circular Migration?” Migration Information Source. Dec. 2008. 
04 Mar. 2009 <http://www.migrationinformation.org /Feature /
display.cfm?id=705>. 

Bustamante, singled out in one of his reports to the 
Human Rights Council, the issue of irregular migrants 
undergoing various kinds of abuses throughout the 
migration process.  The main causes of violations 
come from stricter border controls, interception at 
sea, detention and expulsion.  The foremost problem 
condemned by the Special Rapporteur is migration 
offenses, such as entering a country without proper 
documentation or overstaying a visa, which are 
now treated as criminal offenses instead of the 
administrative offenses they are.10  For example, under 
the Patriot Act, immigrants are screened for possible 
connections to terrorist organizations.11

(b) Feminization of migration

Gender is another important theme that has gained 
visibility with globalization.  The term ‘feminization of 
migration’ has been used to express the increasing 
numbers of female migrants, their changing patterns 
of migration and the impact this has on sending and 
receiving countries.  Between 1960 and 2000, of all 
migrants from sub-Saharan Africa the percentage of 
female migrants increased from 40.6% to 47.2%, and 
for East and Southeast Asia the percentage increased 
from 46.1% to 50.1%.12  Today, according to the IOM, 
women account for 49.6% of all international migrants.  
Numbers are not the only reason why gender should 
be taken into account.  Beyond the numbers and 
statistics, feminization of migration has immediate 
and direct socioeconomic and cultural repercussions 
for the states involved and/or women themselves. 
Until recently, women most commonly migrated for 
the purpose of family reunification, where wives would 
follow their husbands to their place of employment; 
while men dominated labor migrations and refugee 
movements.13  However, many women today move 
as the main income earners of their family.  With few 
job opportunities in their home country, women seek 

10  Bustamante, Jorge. Promotion And Protection Of All Hu-
man Rights, Civil, Political, Economic, Social And Cultural 
Rights, Including The Right To Development. Rep. no. 7. Vol. A/
HRC/7/12/Add.2. Human Rights Council, 2008. 
11  Garcia, Michael John and Ruth Ellen Wasem. “Immigra-
tion: Terrorist Grounds for Exclusion of Aliens.” CRS Report for 
Congress.  May 2005. < http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organiza-
tion/48380.pdf>. 2.
12  International Migration and International Human Rights. 
Rep. Oct. 2008. Global Migration Group. Mar. 2009 <http://
www.globalmigrationgroup.org/pdf /Int_Migration_Human_
Rights.pdf> 44.
13  Castles and Miller 9.
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employment in other states in order to support their 
families back home.  It has been recognized that 
women’s role as family providers and development 
agents is increasingly significant in developing nations 
of Africa or South Asia.14  If we wish to craft effective 
and just migration policies (at domestic or international 
levels) and if we want to ensure the human rights of 
migrants, we need a much more detailed understanding 
of the effects of the feminization of migration. The 
research in this area, however, is still lagging behind 
the real-life migration trends.

(c) SPOTLIGHT: Undocumented migrants

There are many factors to explain the large number 
of Undocumented Migrants (UMs) in industrialized 
countries, ranging from complex factors such as 
stringent immigration policies to less complicated 
reasons like overstaying one’s visa.  A brief overview 
of national responses to UMs and issues that arise 
from their presence, within countries and to migrants 
themselves, can aid in solidifying an international 
framework that can protect countries interests as well 
as the rights of UMs. 

 United States

In the United States, UMs fall into two categories, 
those who have overstayed their visa, and those who 
have entered the country without a visa. Numbers 
concerning UMs are notoriously unreliable and difficult 
to come by. Nevertheless, some general picture of the 
issue can be established from the meager figures we 
have. For the U.S.’s latest statistics are available for 
2005. The following facts give a general overview:

• 11.1 million undocumented migrants in 2005. 
(Chart 1.2)

• Growth expected to be 11.5 to 12 million in 
2006.

• Out of this 11.1 million in 2005, 7.2 million 
were employed, accounting for 4.9% of the 
civilian labor force.

• Most undocumented migrants came from 
Mexico, 56% of the 11.1 million, or 6.2 
million.

• 3.9 million were women, representing 42% of 
the adults.

• Only 1-in-5 of these 3.9 million women were 
without a husband or children, 730,000.

14  IOM, op. cit., 15.

Chart 1.1: UMs in the U.S. in Occupational 
Categories (2005)15

Chart 1.2: United States Foreign Born Population 
in Millions (2005)16

Because Mexican migrants (both legal and illegal) 
represent the single largest group of migrants in the 
U.S., the issue has a special meaning in U.S. domestic 
politics. Social myths about “the masses of illegal” 
Mexicans streaming across the U.S. southern border 
have led to both a legal and a societal backlash that has 
contributed to a growing list of human rights abuses. 
Yet, given the socio-cultural climate, highlighting such 
abuses remains difficult.17

 Europe

Europe has deep issues surrounding the influx of 
UMs.  As with the US (minus statistical information), 
undocumented migration has been a “problem” 
for decades in Europe, and does not appear to be 
a temporary trend.  European integration has led to 

15  Ibid
16  Ibid.
17  One of the more notorious cases is the militarization of the 
southern border, and the subsequent emergence of ‘minutemen’.
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identity crises in many member states (and most notably 
in the EU itself), which has fanned ultra-nationalist 
rhetoric and has resulted in severe xenophobic 
backlashes against migrants in general. As a result, 
certain services have been reduced or eliminated for 
UMs altogether. “A recent report from the Platform for 
International Cooperation on Undocumented Migrants 
shows that access to health care throughout European 
countries is increasingly being used as a weapon in 
immigration control.”18 Since Europe believes itself to 
be very progressive on social welfare issues, especially 
healthcare, this trend requires closer scrutiny. 

Access to health care for UMs varies by European 
country.  For example, Spain offers the widest 
coverage, and on the other end of the spectrum, 
Germany provides the least.  Recently the UK 
introduced, “controversial plans to bar undocumented 
migrants from accessing free health care, other than 
through emergency departments.”19  However, this 
plan has been postponed through the combined 
efforts of medical professionals who are opposed to 
participating in a health care system that denies care 
to non-citizens.  The UK has also switched its policies 
toward refugees.  Under consideration is the denial of 
health care access to asylum seekers who have had 
their applications denied.20  One factor contributing 
to this tough stance against migrants in general deals 
with the ineffectual nature of migration policies in the 
European Union (EU).

As the power of the state weakens, migration policy 
is often seen as one area where the government can 
be seen to be proactive. Yet, as Stephen Castles has 
observed, the state action in this area often produces 
ambiguous results:

Yet the more that states and 
supranational bodies do to restrict and 
manage migration, the less successful 
they seem to be. ‘The gap between the 
goals of national immigration policy…
and the actual results of policies in 

18  “Access to Health Care for Undocumented Migrants in 
Europe.” The Lancet 370 (2007): 2070. 22 Dec. 2007. Mar. 2009 
<http://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article /PIIS0140-
6736(07)61872-8/fulltext>. 
19  Ibid. 
20  Arnold, Frank. “Medical Justice for Undocumented Mi-
grants.” The Lancet 371 (2008): 201. 19 Jan. 2008. Mar. 2009 
<http://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article /PIIS0140-
6736(08)601105 /fulltext>.

this area (policy outcomes) is wide and 
growing wider in all major industrialized 
democracies’ (Cornelius, Martin 
and Hollifield 1994). Undocumented 
migration, entry of asylum seekers and 
the formation of new ethnic communities 
all seem to be driven by forces which 
governments cannot control. This does 
not mean that state policies do not 
matter—they do influence migratory 
patterns in important ways—but often 
not in the ways policy-makers say that 
they intend.21

Hence, there exists an obvious divergence between 
immigration policies and their eventual outcomes. In 
the early 1990s, the European Council (EC) recognized 
this divergence and established The Edinburgh 
European Council, in an attempt to better understand 
migration processes. The Edinburgh European Council 
examined five overarching themes believed to capture 
the causes behind migration patterns in Europe. 
These were: the disruption of peace; the role of armed 
conflicts; states’ failure to respect human rights; 
undemocratic societies; and, strict trade policies that 
do not improve economic conditions.22

Based on this review, the Edinburgh European Council 
concluded that in order for migration policies to work 
there would have to be international “coordination in 
the fields of foreign policy, economic cooperation, and 
immigration and asylum policy.”23  It appears that it is 
this specific type of coordination that is missing globally 
and specifically within the EU.  Migration policies are 
jealously guarded by member states as too important 
to be subjected to EU-level coordination. Hence, 
when the High Level Working Group on Asylum and 
Migration (HLWG), published an Action Plan for each 
state, the recommendations were ignored, and to this 
day remain unimplemented. Yet, even if they had been 
accepted, they fall short of addressing the root causes 
of migration or providing for effective human rights 
protection for migrants. 

 Other cases

Outside of Europe and the United States, other 

21  Castles, Stephen. “Why Migration Policies Fail.” Ethnic and 
Racial Studies 27 (2004): 205-27. Mar. 2004. Mar. 2009 <http://
meme.phpwebhosting.com/~migracion/rimd/documentos_miem-
bros /16245SC_Why_Mig_Policies_Fail_ERS.pdf>. 
22  Ibid. 207
23 Ibid. 211
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countries are also experiencing large influxes of 
people. China would not be typically considered one of 
these countries. Yet, China’s issue is with mass groups 
of their own citizens moving to where the industrial 
jobs are within the country, and in this sense, it can 
be said that China has a problem with undocumented 
migrants.  Due to the internal passport regime, China’s 
internal UMs face many similar problems as do illegal 
migrants elsewhere. Uneven economic development 
within China has created what has been coined as, “a 
tidal wave of rural migrant labor.”24  Since the 1980s an 
approximate 80 million laborers have moved from rural 
areas to cities.25 

According to the Center for Migration Studies of 
New York, two factors are to “blame” for this large 
movement of people within China.  The first is the 
agricultural labor surplus, and the second is the 
lessening of the household registration system.26  The 
household registration system was set-up to designate 
families as either agricultural or urban.  However, when 
the agricultural families started to move to the cities, 
they severely disrupted the system.27  Not unlike their 
international counterparts, China’s UMs fall outside 
the typical state responsibility structures and suffer 
degradation of their human rights. 

Protecting the human rights of UMs is a complex 
undertaking.  The majority of United Nations’ 
conventions take into account state sovereignty when 
applicable, which diminishes safeguards for migrants.  
This is exemplified within the UN Convention for the 
Protection of The Rights of All Migrant Workers and 
Members of Their Families (CMW).  This convention 
inadvertently creates two distinct classes of migrants 
with two distinct sets of protections. As Linda Bosniak 
observes, “The Convention’s ability to substantially 
ameliorate the human rights situation of irregular 
migrants is significantly constrained by its overriding 
commitment to the norms and structures of sovereign 
statehood.”28

24  Roberts, Kenneth D. “China’s Tidal Wave of Migrant Labor: 
What Can We Learn from Mexican Undocumented Migration to 
the United States?” International Migration Review 31 (1997): 
249-93. The Center for Migration Studies of New York. Mar. 
2009 <http://people.southwestern.edu /~robertsk/tidalwave.pdf>. 
25  Ibid, 252.
26  Ibid, 253.
27  Ibid, 254.
28  Bosniak, Linda. “Human Rights, State Sovereignty and the 
Protection of Undocumented Migrants Under the International 
Migrant Workers Convention.” International Migration Review 

As with all UN conventions, a country must be a 
signatory to the CMW in order to be held accountable 
for its provisions.  Yet, due to the particularly 
detailed human rights protections for undocumented 
migrant workers many states are hesitant to ratify 
the Convention.  The Preamble to the CMW states, 
“Workers who are non-documented or in an irregular 
situation are frequently employed under less favorable 
conditions of work than other workers,” and “the 
human problems involved in migration are even 
more serious in the case of irregular migration.”29  To 
address this, the CMW acknowledges two classes of 
undocumented migrants: the actual worker, and their 
family members, and states both classes are entitled 
to legal protections “within the international human 
rights regime.”30

During the December 1985 UN General Assembly’s 
negotiations on the Declaration on the Human Rights 
of Individuals Who Are Not Citizens of the Countries in 
which They Live, much debate was given to whether 
undocumented migrants should be afforded protection 
by the state. Ultimately, it was decided that they 
should not be excluded from this declaration.  Article 1 
states human rights protections are extended to “any 
individual who is not a national of the State in which he 
or she is present.”31  However, it should be noted that 
whereas the implications are universal, the declaration 
is a non-binding instrument leaving its applicability up 
to the purview of individual countries.32

When we consider concrete steps that can be taken to 
protect UMs in partnership with UN Conventions and 
Declarations (without superseding state sovereignty), 
the formation of the Edinburgh European Council 
can be used as a model for future commissions 
enacting international laws to protect and regulate 
undocumented migration.  Addressing root causes is 
also critical to constructing a successful immigration 
policy that is fair to migrants and to the States they 
relocate to.  Unlike the HLWG, however, Action Plans 
have to be implemented with human rights’ protections 
in mind, and include the participation of NGOs in 
combating the causes of forced migration.

25 (1991): 737-70. 
29  Bosniak 740.
30  Ibid.
31  Ibid.
32  Ibid.
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(d) SPOTLIGHT: Impact of the global economic 
crisis

Migration patterns, state policies, and general attitudes 
towards immigrants have all been transformed during 
the current recessionary period, but not all of this 
change has been negative.  An investigation of the 
positive and negative effects the recession has had on 
migration can better prepare advocates to deal with 
potential problems as well as provide a basis upon 
which the benefits of migration can be emphasized.  
For example, Australia has swiftly recognized the 
implication of less migration due to the financial crisis 
and has taken concrete steps to ensure that a pool of 
labor will be available for the duration of the recession.  
In a shift from previous immigration policies, as of 
January 1, entry preference will be given to those 
who are considered skilled workers.  The application 
process will be expedited for select groups of migrants 
seeking entry into Australia.33  Many countries would 
do well to follow the example of Australia and ensure 
that specific industries will have enough skilled labor 
to maintain particular segments of the workforce, such 
as research scientists and engineers.

According to a United Kingdom report from the 
Development Research Centre on Migration, 
Globalisation & Poverty, the effects of the 
economic downturn will produce seemingly long-
term changes for migrants.  Four main aspects 
are highlighted in their February 2009 report: 

•	 Decreased demand for migrant labor as 
unemployment numbers rise globally.

•	 Both a drop in exports and Foreign Direct 
Investment (FDI) will harm industrial centers in 
developing countries, which will in turn harm 
migrant employment.

•	 Due to both of the above factors, remittances 
are forecast to drop.

•	 Potential for immigrant xenophobia, due 
to a combination of worsening economic 
conditions.

Despite these grim prognostications, countries as 

33  Narushima, Yuko. “Migration Tweaked to Handle Economic 
Crisis.” The Sydney Morning Herald 18 Dec. 2008. Mar. 2008 
<www.smh.com.au/news/national /migration-tweaked-to-tackle-
economic-crisis/2008/12/17/1229189709703.html>. 

well as civil society groups can take concrete steps 
to alleviate some of the features of this economic 
downturn for migrant populations.  ‘Decent work 
principles’, as defined by the International Labour 
Organisation, should be upheld in areas with a high 
percentage of migrants.  Additionally, civil society 
groups can be prepared with information and form 
coalitions to help counter xenophobia resulting from 
stigmatization.  There is also a genuine risk that 
migrants will be unable to find employment, thus the 
social safety net for these impacted communities 
should be reaffirmed to provide “adequate social 
protection and to provide unemployed migrants with 
access to services and skills training.”34

Civil society groups must be ready to mobilize and 
continue to advocate for migrants’ rights, especially if 
the four factors mentioned in the February 2009 report 
occur in rapid succession or simultaneously.  The 
duration of this current recession is unclear. Therefore, 
NGOs and other civil society actors can help to ensure 
protection for migrants by having clear responses to 
proposed policies that return migrants home during 
an economic downturn.  Effective measures could 
include expressing to state policy-makers that doing 
so actually worsens the economic situation, and 
could “have potentially disastrous consequences for 
development, given the scale of remittances-estimated 
at some USD283 billion to developing countries in 
2008.”35

The fractured world economy has already resulted in the 
decline of remittances.  The International Organization 
for Migration reports, “71 percent of Hispanic migrants 
in the U.S. reported sending less remittances home 
in 2008 than in the previous year.”36  It is also likely 
that the existing differences between male and female 
migrant workers will be exacerbated.  Male dominated 
industries such as construction will see major declines, 
but so will the textile industry, which employs mainly 
women.  The impact on women will be worse than 

34  Sward, John. Migration and the Financial Crisis: How will 
the Economic Downturn Affect Migrants? Rep. no. 17. Feb. 
2009. Development Research Centre on Migration, Globalisation 
and Poverty. Mar. 2009 <http://www.research4development.info/
PDF /Outputs/MigrationGlobPov/BP17.pdf>. 
35  The Impact of the Global Economic Crisis on Migrants and 
Migration. Rep. Jan. 2009. International Organization for Migra-
tion. Mar. 2009 <http://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/shared/shared/
mainsite /policy_and_research/policy_documents/policy_brief_
jan2009.pdf>. 
36  Ibid, 4.
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on men because they are already “overrepresented 
in the informal, low-skilled and unregulated sectors 
of the economy,” such as domestic work and nanny 
positions.37 

Chart 1.3 demonstrates the population breakout of 
the four types of immigrant types in the U.S., plus the 
largest, which are naturalized citizens:

Chart 1.3: Percentages of Migrant Flows in the 
United States as of 200538

According to the Pew Hispanic Center, the economic 
crisis is likely to affect different migrant groups 
differently. Unauthorized migrants comprise the 
second largest flow into the 
United States.  It is this group 
that can “be more responsive 
to economic changes than legal 
immigration flows.”39  However, 
factors such as changes in 
immigration enforcement, new 
state laws specifically against 
unauthorized migrants as well 
as those who hire them, the 
economies of Mexican and 
Central American countries, 
rapid and unstable currency 
fluctuations, and the rise of 
xenophobia, have hindered the 
ability of UMs and other migrant 
groups to adjust to transformations.40

The Migration Policy Institute recommends that civil 
society actors take advantage of this moment while 
immigration policies are in flux and the outcome of 
the recession on migrants is unclear, to increase 

37  Ibid, 5.
38  Ibid, 4.
39  Ibid, 7.
40  Ibid, 11.

advocacy for “more nimble and thoughtful immigration 
system[s].”41

Southeast Asia, specifically Thailand, is experiencing 
the same migration flow  problems as the United States, 
but on a different scale and magnitude.  In addition 
to the complicated relationship between sending 
countries and receiving countries, HIV/AIDS poses 
another threat in Thailand.  According to Thailand’s 
The Nation, this correlation is the result of less 
migration options leading to a decrease in jobs, which 
in turn leads to worse working conditions and a rise in 
xenophobia.  This potentially could result in “unsafe 
migration and might increase workers’ vulnerability 
to HIV/AIDS.”42  Factors such as origin countries tight 
control over HIV/AIDS information leading to lack of 
information and awareness, poor birth control access, 
and cramped living quarters are the causes of the 
possible rise in HIV/AIDS cases.  In order to meet this 
threat successfully, Thailand has already made moves 
to ensure that migrants have access to health services 
and that thorough testing will include services such as 
“informed consent, confidentiality, and counseling.”43

Map 1: Trends in asylum claims lodged in 44 
industrialized countries: Absolute and relative 
increase/decrease 2008 compared to 200744

41  Ibid, 14.
42  “Global Challenges | Economic Crisis in Southeast Asia 
Could Lead to Unsafe Migration Patterns, Increase Risk of HIV/
AIDS.” Kaiser Daily HIV/AIDS Report. 20 Feb. 2009. The Kai-
ser Family Foundation. 04 May 2009 <http://www.kaisernetwork.
org/Daily_Reports/rep_index.cfm ?DR_ID=57071>. 
43  Ibid.
44  “Asylum Levels and Trends in Industrialized Countries 
(2008)-Statistical Overview of Asylum Applications Lodged 
in Europe and Non-European Countries.” UNHCR - Asylum 
Trends. 24 Mar. 2009. UNHCR. Apr. 2009 <http://www.unhcr.
org/statistics /STATISTICS/49c796572.pdf>. 
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Economic crises have a particularly disastrous effect 
on the most vulnerable societies, including those that 
are on the edge or are already experiencing societal 
violence. Economic pressures on these states are 
likely to increase this conflict, and might produce 
large flows of refugees. Therefore, it will be critical 
to record differences in refugee populations and 
asylum seekers as the economic crisis continues.  
Available data regarding this intersection has not 
been recorded yet this year. UNHCR has compiled a 
report with information available as of February 24 of 
this year, based on 2008 statistics.  A review of the 
report, “Asylum Levels and Trends in Industrialized 
Countries,” contains these relevant facts:

•	 In 2008 refugees and asylum seeker numbers 
increased by 12% in 51 European and non-
European countries in comparison to the 
previous year (attributable to Somalis and 
Afghans).

•	 Canada and the U.S. receive approximately 
one out of five applications of refugee-seekers.

•	 The U.S. was the largest recipient of new 
asylum claims, accounting for 13% of all 
claims lodged in the 51 countries included in 
this report.

•	 France was the third largest receiving country 
(attributable to asylum seekers from Mali).

•	 Together, the U.S., Canada and France account 
for one-third of all new asylum claims.

•	 Italy and the UK round out the top five.

Countries of origin with the highest number of refugees 
and asylum seekers in 2008 are: Iraq, Afghanistan, 
Zimbabwe, Somalia, Nigeria, Georgia, and Eritrea.  
Countries of origin that experienced a decrease are: 
Colombia, Viet Nam and Lebanon.  Map 1 shows both 
increases and decreases in asylum claims in 2008.

Despite all of these negative factors associated with the 
recession and migration, there are concrete benefits 
to the continued flow of migration around the world.  
Mr. Dilip Ratha, a Lead Economist at The World Bank, 
specifically in the Development Prospects Group and 
Task Manager-Africa Migration Project, states that 
migration brings significant benefits to receiving as 
well as sending countries.  Since most migrants are 
economic migrants (over 90% of all migrants), “even 
small increases in international migration can generate 

large welfare gains for the world.”45  In development 
terms, gains from migration “are likely to be larger 
than the gains from full-scale trade liberalization.”46  
Governments, while acknowledging this supposition, 
allow migration flows to continue even though 
economic crises tend to foster xenophobic attitudes 
in the native population. Yet, according to Mr. Ratha, 
“migrants do not only compete with the natives for a 
share of the pie.  On the contrary, they contribute to 
the efforts to increase the size of the pie so that all 
parties can get a larger piece.”47 Migrants benefit their 
sending countries through remittances, the creation of 
trade networks, increased investments, the transfer of 
skills and technology.48

In sum, migration can be a positive force in a globalized 
economy, even during an economic recession.  It is the 
responsibility of civil society actors and governments to 
highlight these factors in order to prevent human rights 
abuses and other unfortunate effects of xenophobia.  
At the same time, it is important to anticipate changes 
to migration policies and the negative effects this will 
have on all migrant types.  Mobilization after awareness 
of these factors will aid in the mitigation of revised 
immigration policies that are not fair to migrants, 
hinder development in less industrialized countries, 
and can potentially exacerbate the financial crisis.

RIgHTS, DEVELOPMENT AND MIgRATION

The human rights of migrants

Since the adoption of the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights (UDHR) in 1945, the depth and scope of 
human rights protection has expanded.  A number of 
instruments and declarations have been developed to 
ensure the protection of the most vulnerable populations 
(such as women and children) to protect individuals 
from torture and discrimination, and to guarantee the 
safeguard of economic, social and cultural rights.  
Treaty bodies (i.e. committees of independent experts) 
are responsible for the monitoring of implementation 
mechanisms of each of these human rights treaties.  

45  Ratha, Dilip. “As the Economic Crisis Deepens, Migration 
and Remittances Has Become Even More Important for Devel-
opment.” Weblog post. People Move: A Blog About Migration, 
Remittances and Development. 18 Dec. 2008. Mar. 2009 <http://
peoplemove.worldbank.org/en/content/as-the-economic-crisis-
deepens>. 
46  Ibid.
47  Ratha, op. cit.
48  Ibid.
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The last migrant rights treaty body that was enacted 
is the Committee on the Protection of the Rights of 
All Migrant Workers and Members of their Families, 
which held its first session in 2004.  Its purpose is 
to monitor the implementation of the CMW, adopted 
on December 18, 1990, by the State parties.  The 
Committee reviews reports submitted by State parties 
and concludes with recommendations and concerns.49  
It is important to note that the entry into force, on July 
2003, of the CMW was the result of a lengthy process 
and global efforts to achieve the threshold of 20 
ratifications.  A Campaign for the Ratification of the 
Convention has been put in place by an alliance of 
NGOs and international organization in 1998, yet the 
20 ratifications have only been reached in March 2003, 
and the CMW entered into force in July 2003.50

Though migrant rights are protected under the UDHR, 
there has been some debate regarding the extent to 
which the UDHR actually protects the rights of migrants.  
For example, article 13-2 states that “Everyone has the 
right to leave any country, including his own, and to 
return to his country.”51  However, the corresponding 
right to enter another country is not present in the 
Declaration.  In other words, “emigration is recognised 
as a human right but immigration is not,” rather it is 
understood as a matter of national sovereignty.52  The 
consequences of this wording could serve to justify 
states’ abilities to limit immigration.  

The adoption of the CMW therefore represented 
a positive step towards the protection of this 
population.  However, there are only 41 State parties 
and 30 signatories to the Convention as of May 2009, 
very few when compared to, for example, the 146 
State parties to the Convention against Torture and 

49  “Committee on Migrant workers.” Office of the United Na-
tions High Commissioner for Human Rights. Mar. 2009  <http://
www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cmw/index.hthttp://www2.ohchr.
org/english/bodies/cmw/index.htm>
50  “United Nations Convention on Migrant Workers’ Rights 
enters into force.” United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization. 27 June 2003. Mar. 2009 <http://por-
tal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=13200&URL_DO=DO_
PRINTPAGE&URL_SECTION=201.html>
51  “The Universal Declaration of Human Rights.” The United 
Nations. Mar. 2009 <http://www.un.org/en /documents/udhr/in-
dex.shtml#a13>. 
52  Pécoud, Antoine, and Paul De Guchteneire. “Migration 
Without Borders: An Investigation into the Free Movement of 
People.” Global Migration Perspectives 27 (2005): 7. Apr. 2005. 
Global Commission on Migration. Mar. 2009. 

Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or 
Punishment.53  The biggest challenge in implementing 
the CMW provisions is that many immigration policy 
debates have taken a cost-benefit approach to the 
issue of migration, prioritizing economic imperatives 
of countries of origin and destination at the expense of 
the human rights imperatives of the individual migrant 
worker.  One immediate consequence of this is that 
the individual’s rights are placed secondary to the 
interests of the host country or country of origin, or the 
industry that requires his or her labor.  Increasing the 
number of CMW ratifications is therefore a priority that 
is not without challenges.

The development aspect of migration

There has been increasing recognition that 
development and migration are intimately connected. 
The GFMD, with its first session held in 2007, is a good 
example of increasing efforts to discuss migration 
and development at the global level.  Among some 
other instruments developed to link the two issues 
are:   the International Migration and Development 
Program of the World Bank; and the migration-themed 
2009 United Nations Development Program’s (UNDP) 
Human Development Report.54 

Thinking about migration and development 
concurrently is important for two reasons:

•	 International migrants can contribute to the 
development of both receiving and sending 
countries.

•	 Migration can be beneficial to the human 
development of individuals from developing 
regions.

First, the arguments concerning the beneficial aspect 
of migration to source and destination countries 
usually refer to a strictly economic understanding of 
development.  On one hand, migrant workers’ actively 
contribute to the economy of their host country, and 
on the other hand, they send a significant portion of 

53  “Chapter IV Human Rights.” United Nations Treaty Collec-
tion. United Nations. Mar. 2009 <http: //treaties.un.org/Pages/
Treaties.aspx?id=4&subid=A&lang=en>. 
54  For further information, please visit the World Bank’s In-
ternational Migration and Development Program <http://econ.
worldbank.org/external/default/main?menuPK=1572917&page
PK=64168176&piPK=64168140&theSitePK=1572893> and the 
UNDP 2009 Human Development Report <http://hdr.undp.org/
en/reports/global/hdr2009/>
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their income to their families through remittances.  
The increasing flows of remittances to developing 
countries intensified development policy makers’ 
interest in international migration.  It is now well known 
that the amount of remittance flows is often higher than 
official aid developing countries receive.  However, the 
opposing argument is also widely present: migratory 
flows can represent serious obstacles to countries’ 
development endeavors if not well managed.55  The 
phenomenon of “brain drain,” wherein the highest 
skilled professional workers leave developing home 
countries, is often cited as one example of this argument. 
On a more general level, reliance on remittances 
can create an unhealthy dependence on this form 
of income, preventing the state from addressing the 
deeper economic problems, and storing up trouble 
for the future when external shocks, like the current 
economic crisis, can undermine migratory flows and 
therefore create catastrophic domestic situations. 

Second, a concept of human development, as 
embraced by the UNDP, can elucidate another 
important relationship between migration and 
development.  Human development, as defined by 
the UNDP, is about much more than the rise or fall of 
national incomes.  It is about creating an environment 
in which people can develop their full potential and 

55  “Migration and Development.” Mar. 2009 <http://www.
migrationdevelopment.org/>. 

lead productive, creative lives in accordance with their 
needs and interests.  Development is about expanding 
the choices people, especially those that are poor 
and vulnerable, have to lead lives that they value. 56  
Thus, the focus on economic growth does not capture 
the deeper meaning offered by human development. 
Economic growth is an aggregate measure that does 
not say anything about individual level indicators. In 
this context, migration is a powerful means to expand 
people’s choices and to enhance their development 
through increased income, access to education and 
other services.  Moreover, migration can also be an 
empowering tool for women and other “traditionally 
disadvantaged groups.”57

However, care must be shown in how we represent the 
choices available to migrants as to not obscure the 
violence attending such “freedom to choose” options. 
A mother forced to choose between being with her 

56  “Migration, Human Rights and Sustainable Develop-
ment.” Joint Background Paper for 2007 GFMD. Proc. of 
Global Forum on Migration and Development. UNICEF/
UNDP. Mar. 2009 <http:// www.gfmd-fmmd.org/en/system/files/
JOINT+PAPER+UNDP+UNICEF +FOR+GFMD.pdf>. 
57  “Overcoming Barriers: Human Mobility and Development.” 
Human Development Report 2009. United Nations Development 
Programme. Mar. 2009 <http://hdr.undp.org/en/reports /global/
hdr2009/>. 
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children and ensuring that they have enough to eat, 
are clothed, and can attend school, etc., by migrating 
to another country is not being given a choice in any 
meaningful sense of the term. Even the thinnest notion 
of human dignity encompasses a right to life-sustaining 
economic activity with a right to enjoy familial and 
other human bonds. It is not freedom to choose when 
there exists a trade-off for one over the other.
 
The nexus between migration, human rights and 
development

The previous section explained the positive impact that 
migration can have on development.  Nonetheless, the 
realization of these potential linkages is only possible if 
accompanied by the protection of the human rights of 
migrants.  In fact, migrants’ rights need to be fostered 
in both home and host countries to allow them to not 
only improve their own living conditions, but to also 
improve their contributions to the development efforts 
of their countries of origin and their participation in all 
spheres of their host societies.58  For this reason, all 
migrants – whether documented or not – should be 
respected by virtue of their inherent human dignity.  
Viewing migrants and international migration as a mere 
commodity or development tool is counter-efficient 
and risks causing much more social and economic 
harm than good to both individuals and societies.  
A human rights based approach is thus essential to 
any discussion on migration and/or development, 
for “international migration, development and human 
rights are intrinsically interrelated, interconnected and 
interdependent.”59

58  “Migrant Rights: Migrants and Development.” Migration 
for Development. 2008. Migration for Development. Mar. 2009 
<http://www.migration4development.org/call-for-proposals /
rights/>. 
59  NGO Committee on Migration. “Statement for Civil Society 
Hearings for the Global Forum on Migration and Development.” 
June 2007. 
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SECTION II:  COUNTRY LEVEL  
DATA, ANALYSIS AND MAPPINg

States remain the dominant players when it comes 
to issues of migration. For an effective advocacy of 
migrant rights, it is crucial to understand country 
positions on migration and to contrast these with the 
available statistics on human movement.  With this in 
mind, this first section provides a general overview 
of the migration policies of a select group of states. 
Second, this section also includes general statistics 
on migrant movements within the selected groups 
of states.  The information has been summarized 
by regions, using maps that classify countries into 
different tiers by their migration statistics found in the 
CIA World Factbook and Nation Master.  The statistics 
are current, and unless designated differently, are 2008 
figures.  A more detailed definition of different tiers of 
states can be found in Appendix A. 

The data on migration gives us a context in which 
to place the government statements.  It should aid 
the Committee also in their advocacy and lobbying 
activities. State positions were drawn from the 
statements made during the High Level Dialogue on 
International Migration and Development (HLD). The 
HLD was held at the United Nations on September 
2006.  The HLD culminated in a decision to establish 
the GFMD. The summary of the statement herein 
therefore also provides a good comparison for the 
state delegate positions of the GFMD. The objective 
of the dialogue was to “identify appropriate ways to 
maximize [international migration’s] development 
benefits and minimize its negative impacts,”60 while 
keeping in mind the multidimensional aspects of both 
migration and development. 

In addition to two days of plenary meetings, member 
states, Civil Society Organizations and representatives 
of the private sector also participated in four closed 
roundtables. The focus of these roundtables was 
on the following issues: the effects of migration on 
economic and social development; the protection 
of human rights of all migrants and the prevention 
of trafficking and smuggling; remittances; and the 
creation of partnerships at bilateral and regional levels, 
and capacity building.61

60  “Information on the General Assembly High-level Dialogue.” 
International Migration and Development. Sept. 2006. United 
Nations. Mar. 2009 <http://www.un.org/migration /format_of_
hld.pdf>. 
61  “High Level Dialogue on International Migration and Devel-

The regions included in this section have been chosen 
from fifteen countries representing the eight regions 
of the world: Africa (Ghana, South Africa and Zambia), 
Asia (China and India), Europe (Belgium, France and 
Greece), Middle East (the United Arab Emirates), 
North America (the United States and Mexico), 
Oceania (Australia), Southeast Asia (Indonesia and the 
Philippines), and South America (Argentina). Specific 
regional countries were chosen either by their high 
volume of migrant out or inflows in comparison to 
neighboring states. 

South America

Ambassador Franco of Argentina, a member of 
the Foreign Affairs Ministry, expressed the deep 
commitment of Argentina to human rights and respect 
for human dignity, particularly when dealing with 
migration, but also in approaching issues of internal 
and external security.  Franco asserted that a state’s 
internal security would benefit from the regularization 
of migrants rather than their marginalization and 
criminalization.  He also emphasized the need to adopt 
a gender perspective in this debate and recognize the 
“role of migrant women as agents of development and 
transmitters of values.”

3.87% of the Argentinean population is constituted 
of immigrants, the highest level in South America.  
An important number of Argentineans also leave the 
country every year, putting the net migration rate 
(difference between number of persons leaving and 
entering the country during a year per 1,000 persons) 
to 0‰.  The country’s commitment to protecting 
migrants’ rights could explain why people moving 
to South America choose to settle in Argentina.  
Argentina’s participation in international conventions 
and forums also demonstrates how active the country 
is in the field of migration.  In addition to having ratified 
the Convention relating to the Status of Refugees (or 
Refugee Convention) and the CMW, Argentina has 
been a member of the Steering Group62 of the Manila 
GFMD 2008, has actively participated in five of the 
seven roundtable teams that year, and will host the 
Forum in 2010. [Please review South America map with 
tiers delineating statistical facts regarding migration 
patterns in the region at Appendix A1.]

Oceania 

opment.” United Nations. Sept. 2006. United Nations. Mar. 2009 
<http://www.un.org /migration/index.html>. 
62  The Steering Group is composed of governments and other 
agencies. It acts as the main support to the Chair of the GFMD, 
particularly in terms of agenda setting and panelists.
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Senator Amanda Vanstone, Minister for Immigration 
and Multicultural Affairs in Australia, asserted that 
the main challenge today for states is to find ways of 
governing flows of people that will benefit all.  One 
fundamental aspect of good management of migration, 
according to the Australian government, resides in the 
facilitation of legal channels of migration.  Moreover, 
promoting legal channels entails a reduction of 
smuggling or trafficking problems, as well as better 
protection of human rights.  Australia further declared 
that the specific needs and capacities of each state 
should be closely examined (through labor market 
research and consultations) and that humanitarian 
considerations should be taken into account.  Vanstone 
also noted the importance of empowering sending 
nations through capacity building and cooperation at 
bilateral or regional levels.

Australia, the largest island in Oceania, is also the largest 
immigration destination in the region, with 19.96% 
of immigrants constituting the overall population.  
Vanstone emphasized in her statement that responding 
to humanitarian needs is taken seriously in Australia.  
The country accepted 12% of all asylum seekers who 
applied in Australia between 1990 and 1999 – a high 
number for the region, and a comparatively average 
number compared to other Western nations.  Australia 
was a member of the Steering Group for the Manila 
GFMD 2008, and participated as a team member or 
co-leader in three of the roundtables. [Please review 
Oceania map with tiers delineating statistical facts 
regarding migration patterns in the region at Appendix 
A2.]

Europe

Ambassador and Permanent Representative of 
Belgium, Mr. Johan Verbeke, started his statement 
by focusing on negative aspects of migration.  First, 
South-to-South flows create challenges for countries 
with already serious development problems.  Second, 
a migration process badly administered can lead to 
disastrous, even inhuman situations.  Third, irregular 
migratory movements create fear in the destination 
country for two reasons: the disruption of the job 
market, and the possible disrespect for fundamental 
political and societal values by illegal migrants.  
Belgium, thus proposed the adoption of a three-level 
policy that would: in the short-term dissuade illegal 
migration by raising awareness of the risks of human 
trafficking and increasing border controls; in the 
medium-term promote development in countries of 
origin through, for example, the inclusion of migration in 

the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs); and in the 
long-term increase the coherence between migration, 
trade and agriculture policies, and development goals.

With an immigrant population of 6.9%, Belgium is 
not considered a high immigration country in Europe.  
Belgium hosted the first session of the GFMD in 2007 
and since then has been a member of the Steering 
Group, but only participated as team-member in one 
roundtable at the Manila GFMD in 2008.

Mr. Guy Serieys, Ambassador and Minister of Co-
Development of the French government, declared that 
developmental inequalities between world regions 
were the main cause of migration.  Serieys recalled 
France’s inter-ministerial strategy on migration 
and development as an appropriate practice in this 
domain.  This strategy consists of three parts: the 
facilitation of migrant initiatives towards their country 
of origin; the facilitation of the transfer of remittances; 
and the facilitation of mobility of human resources in 
the South.

France is the fifth highest immigration country in 
Europe, with immigrants representing more than 
10% of the French population.  During the 1990-
1999 decade, the acceptance rate for asylum seekers 
was 20%, relatively low compared to the 73.5% of 
Denmark, for example.  France was a member of 
the Manila GFMD 2008 Steering Group, and a team-
member in three roundtables out of seven. 

Dr. Yannis Valinakis, Deputy Foreign Minister of 
greece, reiterated his country’s commitment to the 
European Council’s principle of addressing the root 
causes of migration – i.e. eradication of poverty, good 
governance, and protection of human rights. Greece 
also stressed the need to address the phenomenon 
of illegal migration, which has taken “uncontrollable 
proportions,” specifically in Greece.

Compared to other European countries, Greece has 
a relatively low level of immigrants, approximating 
8.66%. Greece has not ratified or signed either the 
Refugee Convention, or the CMW. However, it will 
be hosting the 2009 session of the GFMD in Athens.  
Therefore, Greece has been a member of the Troika 
(formed from the Outgoing Chair, the Chair-in-office 
and the Forthcoming Chair), which leads the Steering 
Group for planning the GFMD.  In 2008, Greece was a 
member of two roundtable teams at the Manila GFMD 
2008. [Please review Europe map with tiers delineating 
statistical facts regarding migration patterns at 
Appendix A3.]
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Asia

Mr. Guangya Wang, Ambassador and the Head of 
the Chinese Delegation, offered several suggestions 
for correct management of migration and a greater 
promotion of development.  First, the root causes of 
migration need to be addressed to narrow the gap 
between rich and poor countries, to build capacities 
and to reinforce cooperation for and between 
developing countries.  Second, domestic policies, 
laws and regulations should be improved to better 
protect the interests and rights of immigrants, and 
to open legal channels of movement.  Third, he 
emphasized that international cooperation is central 
to good management of migration flows. 

China has low number of immigrants and high number 
of emigrants. The net migration rate is 0.39/‰, while 
the number of immigrants that are a portion of the 
overall population is 0.30%. Some of these flows are 
due to human trafficking – trafficked men, women, 
and children depart, depart China for purposes of 
forced labor or sexual exploitation.63  China attended 
Manila GFMD 2008, and was a team member in two 
roundtables. 

Indian Minister of State for External Affairs, Mr. E. 
Ahamed, discussed the benefits of migration for 
both sending and receiving countries.  On one hand, 
migrants usually return to their country of origin with 
new skills and capital that can benefit the whole society.  
On the other hand, a greater openness of movement 
of persons across borders is also beneficial for host 
(developed) countries as it can increase the income of 
natives.  Ahamed further suggested that destination 
countries, particularly high-income countries, reduce 
the costs of remittances and that they should stop 
creating artificial barriers to migration.  India also 
proposed making irregular migration [signifying 
migrants who enter a country, usually in search of 
employment, without the necessary documents and 
permits],64 a global priority, because it threatens 
security and stability at all levels.

India is the second largest emigration country in Asia 
and hosts a large number of refugees and Internally 
Displaced people (IDPs). Human trafficking is also a 

63  USA. Central Intelligence Agency. The World Factbook: 
China. Mar. 2009 <https://www.cia.gov/library /publications/the-
world-factbook/geos/ch.html>. 
64  UNESCO.org. Social and Human Sciences. <http://portal.
unesco.org/shs/en/ev.php-URL_ID=3020&URL_DO=DO_
TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html>.

significant problem in this country.  India participated 
in three roundtable teams during Manila GFMD 2008. 
[Please review Asia map with tiers delineating statistical 
facts regarding migration patterns at Appendix A4.]

Africa

Mr. Albert Kan Dapaah, the Minister of the Interior for 
ghana, declared that international migration should 
be included in development strategies, such as 
Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers.  Kan Dapaah also 
expressed his country’s support for a more conducive 
environment for remittances, as well as additional 
flexible migration policies in receiving countries, which 
would help reduce irregular migration and would 
better protect migrants.  He also recognized the need 
to consider the feminization of migration as a topic 
that is vital to understanding development policies 
and increased remittances.

Ghana’s percentage of immigrants is the sixth 
highest in Africa (7.54%), and the country hosts 
more than 400,000 refugees. Ghana has ratified both 
the Refugee Convention and the CMW, and was an 
active participant in the Manila GFMD 2008, both as 
a member of the Steering Group and as a member of 
three roundtable teams. 

Ms. Nosiviwe Mapisa-Nqakula, South African Minister 
of Home Affairs, expressed her country’s position 
on the need to keep the dialogue on migration and 
development in the UN framework to ensure a balanced 
and comprehensive approach to this debate.  She also 
declared that the capacities of developing countries 
to deal with migration and development should be 
developed through partnerships and coordinated 
action.  She emphasized the centrality of the protection 
of human rights of migrants and migrant workers. 
This strategy would allow a better management of 
migration, and it would also allow for criminalization 
of human trafficking, and the eradication of racism 
and xenophobia.  Mapisa-Nqakula drew attention 
to the feminization of migration and the particular 
vulnerability of migrant women, and called for the 
promotion of cheaper, faster, and safer remittances. 
South Africa was member of the Steering Group for 
the Manila GFMD 2008, and was a member of two 
roundtable teams. 

2.33% of the South African population is constituted 
of immigrants.  South Africa’s main migration problem 
is trafficking in persons, mainly women and children 
used for sexual exploitation outside and inside of 
the country. Unfortunately, South Africa has not 
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significantly addressed this issue.65 

The Chief Immigration Officer of Zambia, Mr. Ndiyoi 
Mutiti, emphasized the need to deal with migration 
matters by addressing development issues while 
always ensuring the protection of human rights. Zambia 
envisions migration as a force for development.  While 
Zambia is principally an emigrant nation, more than 
100,000 refugees are present in the country.  Zambia 
did not participate in the GFMDs. [Please review Africa 
map with tiers delineating statistical facts regarding 
migration patterns at Appendix A5.]

Southeast Asia

Minister for Law and Human Rights of Indonesia, 
Mr. Hamid Awaludin, emphasized his country’s 
commitment to the protection of human dignity over 
economic, financial or border control concerns.  He 
further argued that migration cannot be discussed 
without talking about gender, specifically since 
Indonesia has a large number of women who leave 
the country to search for work in order to send money 
back home to their families.  The country expressed its 
support for migration policies that empower migrants 
and therefore benefit individuals and their families, 
not only countries of origin or destination.  Awaludin 
called for international norms to protect human rights 
of migrants in the informal sector, particularly for 
domestic helpers.

Less than 1% of the Indonesian population are 
immigrants.  This Southeast Asian country sends a high 
number of its nationals abroad as migrant workers.  
Indonesia signed the CMW in 2004 but has not yet 
ratified it.  Indonesia was a member of the Manila 
GFMD 2008 Steering Group and a team-member in 
three of the roundtables. 

Mr. Arturo Brion, Secretary of Labour and Employment 
for the Philippines, asserted that migrants must be 
taken into account in any discussion of development 
because of their contribution to their families, 
communities, countries of origin and destination.  
Brion acknowledged that while the management of 
migration is complex, states should also consider 
the fact that migration answers their labor needs.  
Therefore, state cooperation is central to the 
achievement of maximized gains for everyone.  He 
also asserted that the protection of human rights 
of migrants was necessary to the maximization of 

65  CIA World Factbook. South Africa. < https://www.cia.gov/
library/publications/the-world-factbook/print/sf.html.>

productive capacity of individuals, ultimately leading to 
further development.  Finally, Brion argued that more 
attention should be given to women and children since 
they constitute the most vulnerable group of migrants, 
and as such, they need universal support.

The Philippines is undoubtedly the biggest emigration 
country in Southeast Asia.  In 2005, 900,000 more 
people left the Philippines than the total of migrants who 
came in.  There are approximately 300,000 IDPs in the 
Philippines, mainly as a result of conflicts between the 
Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF) and government 
troops.66  The Philippines hosted the GFMD in 2008 
and therefore, as the Chair-in-Office, was a member of 
the Troika.  That year, the Philippines was a member of 
two roundtable teams. [Please review Southeast Asia 
map with tiers delineating statistical facts regarding 
migration patterns at Appendix A6.]

North America

Dr. Luis Ernesto Derbez Bautista, Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of Mexico, emphasized the need to treat 
migration in a holistic manner and for states to act 
multilaterally.  He also drew attention to the paradox 
of treating migrants as a commodity of labor and 
recognizing individuals as subjects of development 
strategies.  Therefore, migrant-centered policies – 
considering their dignity – should be adopted, and root 
causes of migration should be addressed.  According 
to Dr. Bautista, Mexico envisions an effective global 
migration strategy including: the respect for human 
rights and fundamental freedoms of migrants; the 
fostering of development, allowing the increase of 
economic competitiveness of countries of origin; a 
greater tolerance of mobility and the legalization of 
migrants who have resided in their host country for a 
long period of time; and the reformation of international 
organizations dealing with migration towards a more 
democratic and inclusive approach.

People leave Mexico in much larger numbers than 
those arriving (only 0.6% of immigrants).  Mexico has 
ratified both the Refugee Convention and the CMW, 
and was a member of the Manila GFMD 2008 Steering 
Group.  Mexico participated in three of the roundtables. 

Ms. Ellen Sauerbrey, Assistant Secretary for 
Population, Refugee and Migration Affairs, expressed 
the commitment of the United States to respect 

66  USA. Central Intelligence Agency. The World Factbook: 
Philippines. Mar. 2009 <https://www.cia.gov /library/publica-
tions/the-world-factbook/geos/rp.html>. 
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the human dignity and human rights of migrants.  
Sauerbrey further declared that the U.S. does not 
have any interest in global dialogues because of what 
she referred to as the “inherent weakness that results 
from their size and scope” and rather prefers what the 
U.S. considers to be more a pragmatic and realistic 
solution to immediate problems.  The U.S. is therefore 
against the creation of international structures that 
might obstruct international cooperation.  Finally, the 
country supports the facilitation of remittances.

The percentage of immigrants in the U.S. is 12.8%, 
making it the biggest immigration country in North 
America.  The U.S. has not ratified or signed the Refugee 
Convention or the CMW and has not participated 
in the GFMDs, which is consistent with Sauerbrey’s 
statement at the HLD. [Please review North America 
map with tiers delineating statistical facts regarding 
migration patterns at Appendix A7.]

Middle East

Dr. Ali Abdullah Al-Kaabi, Minister of Labour of the 
United Arab Emirates (UAE), noted the essential 
role a well-regulated migration process could play 
in advancing sustainable development through 
constructive cooperation and cultural tolerance.  Al-
Kaabi also described his country’s guest worker 
programs – which ensure that foreign workers remain 
temporarily in the country, fitting the needs of the 
labor market – as having positive outcomes for both 
parties.  Al-Kaabi also stressed the fact that the UAE 
has developed policies and regulations that are in 
concordance with the rights and duties of expatriate 
labor.

Mainly because of the significant use of temporary 
foreign workforce, more than 70% of the UAE’s 
population is constituted of immigrants (the second 
highest level in the Middle East after Qatar).  However, 
the UAE has not ratified the CMW.  The UAE was a 
member of the Manila GFMD 2008 Steering Group and 
participated in three roundtables as a team member. 
[Please review Middle East map with tiers delineating 
statistical facts regarding migration patterns at 
Appendix A8.]

Countries that have a large population of immigrants 
appear to be the same ones that have not ratified the 
CMW.  They are also the ones most visible at the Manila 
GFMD 2008, serving on various roundtables.  It would 
prove essential then to develop ways to effectively 
lobby these same governments and others when 
advocating for migrant rights.  In-depth examination 

of the GFMDs in both Manila and Brussels will provide 
insight as to how Civil Society Organizations might go 
about this.  By understanding the operational structure 
and processes of the GFMD, successful advocacy 
measures can be implemented.  
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SECTION III :  gLOBAL FORUM ON 
MIgRATION AND DEVELOPMENT

The Global Forum on Migration and Development 
represents a historic achievement that brings together 
countries from around the world to engage in dialogue 
on the continuously developing nexus of migration 
and development.  Prior to the GFMD, there was no 
all-encompassing forum to bring governments and 
policy makers, as well as civil society, together on 
these crucial issues.67  The GFMD, therefore, provides 
a unique platform to facilitate these international 
discussions.  

This section provides a brief history of the GFMD, 
including an overview of the process and structure of 
the Forum.  It defines the key actors involved as well as 
their role in the process.  It is important to understand 
how the Forum functions and is structured in order 
to identify potential areas in need of improvement, as 
well as positive aspects to capitalize on.  Following the 
background of the GFMD, a more in-depth overview and 
analysis is examined of the first two Forums – Brussels 
GFMD 2007 and Manila GFMD 2008 – in addition to an 
overview of the parallel events coordinated by CSOs 
held outside of the official Forum.  

BACKgROUND INFORMATION

History

As mentioned briefly in section II, during the 60th Session 
of the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) 
held in September 2005, a resolution was passed 
establishing a High-level Dialogue on International 
Migration and Development.  The HLD convened 
on September 14-15, 2006 at the United Nations 
Headquarters in New York and included four plenary 
meetings at which high-level officials of 127 Member 
States, representatives of one Observer State, and ten 
intergovernmental entities and organizations, made 
statements on salient issues of migration.68  

67  “GFMD Philippines 2008 - Government Meeting - GFMD 
Belgium 2007.” GFMD Philippines 2008. 2008. GFMD. Mar. 
2009 <http://government.gfmd2008.org/forum_info/gfmd _bel-
gium2007.html>. 
68  “Globalization and Interdependence: International Migra-
tion and Development.” Summary of the High-level Dialogue on 
International Migration and Development. Proc. of Global Forum 
on Migration and Development. Vol. 61st Session. United Na-
tions General Assembly. 

What emerged from the HLD was a collective interest 
by Member States to continue their discussions on 
international migration and development in a more 
in-depth and comprehensive way.  Secretary General 
Kofi Annan proposed the creation of a global forum 
wherein governments could exchange and discuss 
policy ideas, and pragmatically cultivate measures to 
both increase the benefits of migration while minimizing 
its negative effects.69  

Regarding the structure of the forum, participants of 
the HLD decided it should be informal and voluntary, 
though still carried out in a transparent manner.  The 
aim of the forum would not necessarily be to produce 
concrete outcomes, but to foster an enhanced 
synergy among governments.  While the relationship 
between the Forum and the UN ignited strong debates 
and was therefore left unspecified, there was a 
general agreement that it would rely on the existing 
expertise within the UN system.  Peter Sutherland, 
Special Representative of the Secretary-General on 
International Migration and Development (SRSG) 
was suggested as a natural interlocutor between 
the forum and the UN.70  Some participants warned 
against duplicating the efforts of already established 
structures, and others preferred utilizing existing 
institutions such as the International Organization on 
Migration or the Global Migration Group (GMG) to 
address international migration issues.  On the whole, 
however, the proposed forum was widely accepted by 
the members of the HLD.

The Government of Belgium offered to host the 
first meeting, and in 2007 the first Global Forum on 
Migration and Development was held in Brussels from 
July 9-11.  Organized into two parts, the first day was 
devoted to civil society discussions aimed at providing 
governments with ideas and recommendations.  The 
King Baudouin Foundation, host Foundation of the 
Brussels GFMD 2007, planned the Civil Society 
Day.  During the second and third days, government 
representatives engaged in informal debates centered 
on several pre-established roundtable themes.

The second annual GFMD was hosted by the Philippine 
Government, and held in Manila, the Philippines, from 
October 27-30, 2008.  The Ayala Foundation organized 
the Civil Society Days, extending them to the first two 
days, and government representatives met during the 
latter two days.  The next GFMD will be held in Athens, 
Greece in 2009, and there are plans for the following 

69  Ibid.
70  Ibid.
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Forum to be hosted by Buenos Aires, Argentina in 
2010.

Structure

As was described above and as we can see in Chart 
2.1 the basic structure of the GFMD consists of the 
Civil Society Days and the Government Days.  Each 
event is organized and managed by a different set of 
coordinating bodies and actors.  Together six parties 
are responsible for the planning and the management 
of the Forum:

Chart 2.1: Structure of the gFMD
         

•	 The Chair-in-Office: The host government 
serves as the Chair-in-Office and is 
responsible for leading GFMD preparations 
and facilitating communication among all 
involved stakeholders. There is a general 
understanding that the Chair-in-Office should 
alternate annually between a developing and 
a developed country.  The Chair-in-Office 
convenes and chairs the Steering Group, 
as well as chairs the Friends of the Forum 
meetings.

•	 Troika: The Troika consists of the Outgoing 
Chair, current Chair-in-Office, and the 
Forthcoming Chair. The Troika assists the 
Chair-in-Office with preparations for the GFMD 
of that year and manages the transitions into 
the following GFMD.

•	 Steering Group: The Steering Group is 
composed of governments, intergovernmental 
agencies, and foundations that provide 
political and conceptual support to the Chair-
in-Office throughout the GFMD process to 

ensure continuity.71  The Troika serves as 
ex officio members.  Meeting several times 
during the year, responsibilities of the Steering 
Group include agenda setting, determining 
panelists, and advising on relevant policy 
issues in regards to the Forum. The Special 
Representative of the Secretary General on 
International Migration and Development is 
invited to the meetings.  The Steering Group 
should be regionally balanced and take into 
account varying migration perspectives across 
different governments.  

•	 Friends of the Forum:  Presided over by the 

Chair-in-Office, the Friends of the Forum 
meetings essentially act as a “sounding board” 
for ideas relating to the agenda, structure, and 
format of that year’s GFMD.  They are held at 
least twice and sometimes three or four times, 
between each GFMD.  Friends of the Forum 
meetings are open to all UN Member States 
and Observers, and specialized agencies of 
the UN and other international organizations 
can be invited as observers.72

•	 International Advisory Committee: The 
International Advisory Committee (IAC) is 
comprised of a panel of experts representing 
various geographical regions and stakeholders 
across the field of migration and development.  
It has three primary roles and responsibilities 
in regards to the Civil Society Days: provide 
advice in shaping the agenda; identify the main 

71  “Steering Group.” GFMD Philippines 2008. 2008. GFMD. 
Mar. 2009 <http://government.gfmd2008.org /steering_group.
html>.  
72  “Friends of the Forum.” GFMD Philippines 2008. GFMD. 
Mar. 2009 <http://government.gfmd2008.org /friends_ofthe_fo-
rum.html>. 
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speakers; and develop the criteria for selection 
process and select international participants.73  

•	 Foundation:  The host country Foundation for 
each respective GFMD is subcontracted by 
the Chair-in-Office.  Primary functions include 
organizing the Civil Society Days, and managing 
online applications for participation in the CSDs 
received from NGOs and individuals.

Process

The planning process for the GFMDs, both the Civil 
Society Days as well as the Government Days, have 
remained largely the same since the inception of the 
Forum and is detailed below:

Civil Society Days

The application process for civil society participation 
largely has been the same from year to year.  
Organizations are asked to submit an application, 
and are then chosen by the Foundation and Advising 
Committee.  Based on criteria established by the 
IAC, applications received from civil society members 
seeking delegation status to the GFMD are managed 
by the subcontracted Foundation for that year.  The 
IAC advises the Foundation during the selection 
process, looking for organizations with substantive 
experience in one or more of the proposed roundtable 
themes, direct work pertaining to migration, proven 
programs, and a strong institutional structure.  NGOs 
from developing and underdeveloped countries are 
eligible for financial support to attend the Forum.  An 
online forum accessed via the GFMD website was 
also created, and provides a space for feedback and 
discussions from members of civil society in regards 
to the proposed agenda and roundtables.

Government Days

Information for governments interested in sending 
delegations to participate in the GFMD can be found 
online via the GFMD website.  The precise selection 
process, however, remains opaque to the public.  
Each Member State can send a delegation comprised 
of no more than three persons, and governments 
are encouraged to ensure a gender-balance when 
composing it.  In theory, states are urged to send 
“delegations of high-ranking officials with responsibility 
for migration, development, external relations, 

73  “International Advisory Committee.” Civil Society Days. 
GFMD - Philippines. Mar. 2009 <http: //www.gfmd2008.org/iac.
html.>

employment, planning and other associated policies 
in their respective capitals.”74 Grants are also available 
for Asian-Caribbean-Pacific (ACP) countries to help 
facilitate their participation at the Forum. 

In principle, the Government Days of the GFMD 
operates as an informal and non-decision making 
process governed by the rules of the Chatham 
House,75 i.e. comments will not be attributed or 
credited specifically to any one person, promoting 
open and interactive discussions and debate.  During 
roundtable discussions government representatives 
are not allowed to give general, pre-written speeches, 
and efforts are made to enforce informal debates 
without targeting specific governments.  Directed by a 
chair, several roundtables are held wherein delegates 
listen and then respond to panelist speeches reflecting 
pre-established themes and submitted background 
papers for that year.  Themes and background papers 
are primarily decided upon and selected by the 
Steering Group.  

Analysis

Former participants, outside observers and scholars 
have identified several weaknesses and have offered 
a number of criticisms regarding the process and 
structure of both the Government Days and Civil 
Society Days of the GFMD.

Currently, a GFMD institution does not exist that 
provides continuity between annual Forums. Each 
Chair-in-Office receives advice from the previous 
Chair, but primarily begins preparations for that year’s 
GFMD from scratch.  This has spurred discussions 
involving the need for a permanent institution in the 
GFMD structure to facilitate continuity and progression 
from year to year.   During the 2008 “Third Meeting 
of the Friends of the Forum,” it became evident that 
there is a growing need to incorporate a light support 
structure to address challenges created by a lack of a 
coherent framework to cover administration, finances, 
and logistics.76  The general feeling from participants 

74  “Information for Participants.” GFMD - Philippines. Mar. 
2009 <http://GFMDPhilippines2008 government.gfmd2008.
org/delegation-info/delegation-info/information-for-participants.
html>. 
75  Ibid.
76  “Protecting and Empowering Migrants for Development.” 
Second Meeting of the Friends of the Forum (FoF Manila 
2008). Proc. of Global Forum on Migration and Development, 
Geneva. May 2008. GFMD. Mar. 2009 <http://government.
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at this meeting was that this “light support structure” 
would continue to support the voluntary, informal 
framework of the GFMD, and would ìensure more 
effective financial and administrative management, 
as well as the monitoring of certain action outcomes 
and related project implementation.”77  Civil society 
members generally support the existence of a 
monitoring system or body to facilitate follow-up on 
outcomes from the GFMD.  

There are critical concerns on the part of civil society 
regarding the integration and dialogue between civil 
society members and participating governments.  
In Brussels, there was no direct link between the 
Government Days and CSDs.  In Manila, an afternoon 
session during the opening plenary of the Government 
Days was held, intended for the CSD representatives 
to present their outcomes and recommendations to the 
government representatives.  However, the government 
delegates attended the session as individuals, not 
necessarily as government representatives.  The time 
allotted for the CSD presentation was not effectively 
organized, and also shortened to what many felt was 
an inadequate amount of time to present the results.78  
Thus, some have suggested the need for an extended 
informal session between CSO and governments that 
would facilitate mutual dialogue from a civil society 
perspective.79

Another significant debate on the future of the GFMD 
is the nature of the relationship between the GFMD 
and the United Nations.  Since the GFMD was born 
out of meetings at the United Nations (though it was 
never formally part of the UN) there is an on-going 
debate among civil society about whether the GFMDs 
should be brought into the UN framework.  At a 
most fundamental level, incorporation of the GFMD 
into this framework means that the UN would be the 
oversight body for the Forum, which would then be 
held accountable to all pre-existing UN frameworks 
and operating procedures.  Positive aspects of 
incorporating the GMFD into the UN framework 
include:

gfmd2008.org/index2.php?option=com_docman&task =doc_
view&gid=8&Itemid=45>. 
77  Ibid.
78  Thanks to Nisha Varia, Human Rights Watch, for providing 
insight regarding the Civil Society and Government interactions.
79  Mobilizing Migrant Community and Civil Society Voices 
for the 2nd Global Forum on Migration and Development. 9 Apr. 
2009. Migrant Forum in Asia. <http://www.mfasia.org/peoples-
globalaction /resources/GFMD2008Report.pdf>. 

•	 The existence of a built-in human rights 
framework that the Forum would then be 
accountable to upholding.

•	 An increased inclusion of migrants’ rights in 
discussions.

•	 Less funding challenges for host countries.
•	 Greater accountability for executing 

recommendations after they are developed.
•	 Consistency of process from year to year and 

maintenance of an institutionalized memory.
•	 Recommendations and outcomes would be 

more binding than currently.
•	 A more defined role for civil society actors at 

the GFMDs and roundtable discussions, as 
well as throughout the planning process.

•	 Additional possibilities for civil society to 
advocate under the UN structure. 

Existing under the UN framework would undoubtedly 
provide a framework more amenable to civil society’s 
advocacy of migrants’ rights.  Thus, in this debate, 
governments are more compelled to maintain the 
GFDM structure as it currently exists for the following 
reasons:

•	 Governments would be held more accountable 
to actually implementing the outcomes and 
recommendations developed.

•	 The increased accountability inherent in the UN 
framework would likely lead to governments 
speaking and acting more formally than in the 
current structure. 

•	 A greater concentration on migrants’ rights 
would steer the conversation away from an 
economic growth and social integration, which 
has been the primary focus of the first two fora.    

While many in civil society would like the accountability 
mechanisms of the UN frameworks, this would 
likely come at the cost of decreased participation 
of governments who do not want to be held more 
accountable.  

Finally, not all of civil society agrees that the GFMD 
should exist under the UN framework.  Some see 
the current structure as beneficial precisely because 
of its informality, which facilitates outcomes-oriented 
debates.80   This informality also facilitates a greater 
degree of flexibility and allows a greater number of 
organizations to at least be present at the Civil Society 
Days and parallel events.  Undoubtedly this debate will 

80  Second Meeting of the Friends of the Forum, op. cit.
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continue as the structure and process of the GFMDs 
remains nebulous.

Civil Society Days

The host country Foundations responsible for planning 
the CSDs are chosen by the Chair-in-Office without 
consultation from civil society.  The management of 
CSDs has received much criticism, partially because 
the organizing Foundations have so far lacked 
experience in organizing events of this nature, as well 
as comprehensive, institutionalized knowledge on 
migration and development.  The Onassis Foundation, 
organizer of the GFMD Civil Society Days in Athens, 
has no experience in large-scale conferences such 
as the GFMD, and migration.  Their primary work 
involves providing funds and grants for international 
scholars and projects.  Additionally, both the Onassis 
and the Ayala Foundations are the public service arms 
of a group of companies.  Hence, their link with large 
corporations may diminish their knowledge of civil 
society.  

In addition, one of the important non-governmental 
supporters of the CSD has been the MacArthur 
Foundation.  It was the largest nongovernmental 
funder of the 2007 and 2008 GFMDs.  However, the 
extent of MacArthur’s involvement in the decision-
making process of the GFMD remains unclear, due 
to an obvious lack of transparency.  Therefore, it 
is imperative that increased CSO presence on and 
involvement with the International Advisory Committee 
during CSD preparations is crucial to fill the gap 
between the host country Foundation and supporting 
foundations, and to enable accurate incorporation and 
representation of civil society.

Although there is general consensus among most 
members of civil society that the CSDs were improved 
from Brussels to Manila, there are still several concerns.  
In Manila, lack of translation and interpretation services 
prevented various NGO delegates from engaging in 
debates.  Delegates from Latin America and Africa 
might prefer using Spanish and French rather than 
English.  There are also concerns that NGO selection 
is not geographically balanced, and as a result, most 
CSOs advocate for equal regional representation.

Many CSOs are dissatisfied with the amount of time 
allotted for preparations for the GFMD.  Application 
results are received only a month before the Forum.  This 
contributes to a lack of participation by organizations 
that might not have the logistical, administrative, and 
financial ability to organize transportation and funding 

in such a short time period.  It also does not provide 
enough leeway to coordinate with other CSOs when 
planning advocacy campaigns at the GFMD.

Government Days

Some of the main criticisms regarding the structure 
of Government Days centers on the process of 
agenda setting and speaker selection.  The Steering 
Group and Troika decide upon these areas, and the 
roundtable themes are publicized online for further 
commentary from civil society and others.  However, it 
is not transparent how much influence the additional 
debates have on the final agenda, as there does not 
appear to be substantive change reflected in the 
roundtables.  Moreover, Chairs and panelists in the 
roundtables are primarily government delegates, and 
therefore exclude Civil Society Organizations from the 
Government Days at all levels.  

An additional criticism is that the papers submitted for 
consideration for the GFMDs are heavily concentrated 
from North American and European academic 
institutions, so there is an over-representation of 
academia and Western perspective reflected.  Many 
aspects of migration, including the human rights 
of migrants and other components of migration 
and development that would come from the voice 
of developing countries and civil society tend to be 
overlooked or omitted.   It is imperative that these 
perspectives be incorporated into the GFMD so 
participants have a cohesive understanding of the 
dynamics of migration.  

Finally, once the GFMD has concluded it is not clear if 
there is any follow-up on the decisions or commitments 
made by the governments.  It is also not known if 
the delegates report back to the government and 
communities of their respective states what took place 
at the GFMD.  [Please review Country Participants to 
the GFMD: Facts and Figures at Appendix B1.]

BRUSSELS gFMD 2007: OVERVIEW AND 
ANALYSIS

The GFMD 2007 was held from July 9-11, 2007.  The 
outset of GFMD planning in 2006 included a process 
by which governments were surveyed to identify 
priorities they would like addressed at the forum.  
The top two issues selected were labor mobility and 
remittances. Working from a framework that moved 
development to the center of the migration debate, the 
GMFD consisted of three roundtable discussions that 
were the basis for the conversations held during the 
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Government Days.  The three thematic roundtables, 
which were developed from the top two priorities of 
labor mobility and remittances, were as follows:

•	 Roundtable 1:  Human Capital Development and 
Labor Mobility: Maximizing Opportunities and 
Minimizing Risks

o Session 1.1: Highly Skilled Migration 
o Session 1.2: Temporary Labor Migration 
o Session 1.3: Other Than Government 

Partners (only governmental days)
o Session 1.4: Circular Migration 

•	 Roundtable 2: Remittances and Other Diaspora 
Resources: Increasing Their Net Volume and 
Development Impact

o Session 2.1: Remittances
o Session 2.2: Diaspora Organizations

•	 Roundtable 3: Enhancing Policy and Institutional 
Coherence and Promoting Partnerships

o Session 3.1: Migration and Development 
Nexus

o Session 3.2: Enhancing Policy 
Coherence

o Session 3.3: Looking Ahead 

Civil Society Day

At the Brussels GFMD 2007, one day was allotted 
for the official Civil Society Day, and to a large extent 
the agenda mirrored that of the Government Days.  
Organized by the King Baudouin Foundation and 
occurring on the first day of the GFMD, July 9, the 
Civil Society Day included 200 representatives from 
NGOs, diaspora organizations, advocacy groups, 
trade unions, the private sector and researchers.  
Civil society concluded, “Structural barriers to 
development in countries of origin and destination 
cannot be overcome without responsible government 
actions.”81  The goal for the CSD was to bring non-
government parties together to exchange ideas and 
experiences and to prepare civil society’s contribution 
to the Forum in the form of a set of conclusions and 
recommendations.82  The conclusions were presented 
to the Government representatives on July 10. In 
addition to the thematic roundtables, civil society 
identified five horizontal themes:

1. A Rights Based Approach

81  Report of the First Meeting of the Global Forum on Migra-
tion and Development. Rep. Belgium, 2007 17.
82  End Report: The Civil Society Day of the Global Forum 
on Migration and Development. Rep. Belgium: King Baudouin 
Foundation, 2007 4.

2. Consulting Stakeholders
3. Migrant Voices
4. Multi-stakeholder partnerships
5. The Gender Dimension 

Government Days
 
The Belgian government organized and hosted the 
Government Days.  These days consisted of two 
plenary sessions and 12 roundtable sessions, and the 
participation of more than 800 delegates representing 
156 UN Member States, and more than 20 international 
organizations and other observers.  The dialogues 
resulted in recommendations for short, medium and 
long-term action at national, bilateral and global 
levels.83  In addition to the thematic roundtables, the 
States identified three crosscutting and horizontal 
issues to be discussed as the backdrop for roundtable 
discussions. They were as follows:

1. Root Causes of Migration
2. Human Rights
3. Gender

Analysis of Outcomes and Recommendations

This analysis of recommendations from the 
Government Days and the Civil Society Day of the 2007 
Forum were compared to the priorities set forth by the 
UN NGO Committee on Migration in their document, 
“Statement for the Civil Society Hearings for the 
Global Forum on Migration and Development.”  The 
results are summarized below. [Please also reference 
the chart in Appendix B2.]:  

Civil Society Day

The dialogues from the Civil Society Day resulted in 
the creation of 65 recommendations to governments.  
Of these, 40 recommendations (62%) were directly 
aligned with the priorities of the Committee.  Some of 
the key aligned recommendations are:

Session 1.1

o From perspective of receiving states, 
mutual recognition of qualifications 
can prevent de-skilling and a waste 
of talent/skills presented by individual 
migrants. 

Session 1.2

83  Report of the First Meeting of the Global Forum on Migra-
tion and Development. Rep. Belgium, 2007 18.
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Despite their skill level, and/or temporariness, 
migrants need opportunities to improve their 
skills through training, and need to have 
access to civil rights.

• Session 1.3
o For those who wish to return home, 

the sustainability of that decision 
needs to be enhanced, through the 
improvement of the situation in the 
sending country, the creation of 
employment opportunities at home, 
and support programs to facilitate 
return.

• Session 2.1
o Remittances should not replace 

governments’ responsibilities for 
developing countries, and migrants 
should not be told how to spend their 
remittances.

• Session 2.2
o Migrants, and the organizations 

that speak for them, should not 
just be consulted on migration and 
development initiatives, but should 
be supported in driving initiatives 
themselves.

• Session 3.1
o Migration policies would benefit from 

being closely coordinated with a range 
of other international and national 
strategies connected to cooperation 
in development, fair trade, investment, 
governance and conflict prevention.

• Session 3.2
o There is a need to recognize, ratify 

and fully implement international 
conventions such as the International 
Convention on the Rights of all 
Migrant Workers and the Members 
of Their Families (1990), core ILO 
Conventions and others, such as the 
recent Maritime Labour Convention 
of 2006, and the Palermo Protocol on 
smuggling and trafficking in human 
beings, to the International Convention 
on Combating International Crime 
(2000). Full implementation will require 
monitoring and training at the local 
level.

• Session 3.3
o Development partnerships and 

strategies should address push factors 
and root causes of migiration.

While many CSD recommendations strongly 
correlated with the priorities of the committee, some 
did not directly align.  It should be noted that while 
these recommendations do not completely align, they 
are also not opposed to the Committee priorities.  The 
recommendations made by CSD were more specific 
to the topics of the roundtables while the priorities of 
the Committee were broader and more general.  Some 
of the key non-aligned recommendations from CSD, 
organized by roundtable sessions, are:

• Session 1.1
o The role of business is essential to the 

success of relevant policies and the 
private sector needs to be included in 
all immigration initiatives regarding the 
highly skilled migrants.

• Session 1.2
o Memoranda of understanding, 

and bilateral agreements, between 
sending and receiving countries can 
support the process and minimize the 
potentially negative impact of unofficial 
channels of migration, especially if it 
includes the right of portable justice.

• Session 1.3
o Circular migration should be separated 

from temporary migration.

• Session 2.1
o Money transfer operators, 

microfinance institutions, and other 
actors involved in the banking 
system need to be involved in 
partnerships and policies to improve 
this environment, including the use of 
emerging technologies. 

• Session 2.2
o An important way to leverage more 

impact from diaspora and migrant 
groups’ efforts is to work within multi-
stakeholder partnerships involving 
governments (both host and origin), 
other diaspora communities, NGOs 
and the private sector.
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• Session 3.1 
o When possible and/or required by 

law, we should distinguish between 
migration spurred by choice versus 
necessity.

• Session 3.2
o A more comprehensive information 

system is needed in which quantitative 
as well as qualitative research can be 
shared at all levels between different 
actors in migration and development.  
Migration is still handled as a domestic 
issue, although it is global in nature.

• Session 3.3
o A network of non-state actors active in 

migration-development issues could 
be created and establish a web portal 
to share information and discuss key 
issues throughout the year.

Overall, the Civil Society Day of the Forum was 
consistent with the priorities of the Committee.  During 
the CSD, human rights were discussed to some degree 
within each roundtable.  While the Civil Society Day 
followed the same general format and content as the 
Government Days, human rights played a much more 
central role in their dialogue. 

Government Days

Forty-three recommendations emerged from the 
Government Days of the GMFD.  Of these 43, 10 (23%) 
aligned with the Committee’s priorities.  Some of the 
key aligned recommendations were:
 

• Session 1.1
o Establish a matrix of good practices 

for countries of origin and destination 
and for joint action between them that 
can help retain, retrain and recover 
skilled personnel for development.

• Session 1.3
o Organize a workshop among 

interested governments and other 
partners to discuss ways of identifying 
good recruitment/employment 
practices and set up criteria for 
evaluation of agents and employers.

• Session 2.1
o Support research on tools and 

incentives needed for governments 
to make remittances become 

investments, as well as on the impact 
of remittances on the situation of 
women and children.

• Session 2.2
o Enhance links between diaspora 

communities and countries of 
origin through regular dialogue and 
information channels, and provide 
accurate information to diasporas 
about development and investment.

• Session 3.1 
o Make migration part of the national 

development planning processes, and 
where relevant, the addition of Poverty 
Reduction Strategies. Consultations 
for this purpose should be held with 
civil society actors, including diaspora 
organizations. A first step towards 
this end could be the production of 
a national policy and action plan on 
how to promote synergies between 
migration and development policies 
and actions.

Some of the key non-aligned recommendations are:

• Session 1.2
o Develop compendium of good practice 

policies on bilateral temporary labor 
arrangements that can contribute to 
development, give access to foreign 
labor markets, notably low skilled, 
while controlling illegal migration and 
protecting human and social rights of 
migrants.

• Session 1.3
o Based on the Guatemala-Canada 

seasonal worker model, consider 
developing such projects as pilots 
in other countries along well-used 
migration corridors.

• Session 1.4
o Undertake an independent assessment 

of the development impacts of skills 
circulation models such as MIDA and 
TOKTEN and assess the feasibility 
of scaling them up and/or expanding 
them for greater development impact 
in country of origin.

• Session 2.1
o Facilitate transfers by supporting 
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partnerships between commercial 
banks, money transfer operators, 
micro-finance institutions and central 
banks.

• Session 2.2
o Research the reciprocal influence 

between diaspora integration in host 
country and their involvement in the 
development of country of origin.

•  Session 3.1
o Maintain and reinforce GMFD focal 

points to facilitate dialogue at 
national level as well as networking 
at the global level between GFMD 
participating governments. 

• Session 3.2
o Support capacity building initiatives 

to develop more effective systems for 
monitoring migrant flows to and from 
developing countries and improve 
policy planning. 

• Session 3.3
o Encourage a more systematic 

evaluation of RCPs’ achievements 
and impacts in the fields of migration 
and development in order to promote 
a better understanding of the 
contribution of RCPs to managing 
migration for development.

The final outcomes and recommendations of the 
Government Days for the most part, do not reflect 
the main priorities of the Committee.  One of the 
key conclusions from the preparatory process and 
meetings placed development at the center of the 
migration discussions at the Government Days of 
the Forum.  This conclusion is missing the main 
components of a comprehensive migration plan, and 
the inclusion of human rights as an integral part of 
the migration management process.  The first priority 
of the Committee for the GFMD was to ensure the 
existing international framework of internationally 
recognized human rights declarations and conventions 
be accepted as the basis for all deliberations and 
decisions made by states at the Forum.  Ratification 
of these conventions have only been mentioned in 
passing during the GFMD debates, with no concrete 
actions proposed, while human rights were identified 
at the Forum as a cross cutting issue, though not 
discussed in depth.

As the Committee has identified, there is a trend to 

relegate the question of human rights as a perfunctory 
discussion secondary to the question of development.  
Discussions of migration without the human rights 
dimension are incomplete.  The dialogue on migration 
and development must always take into consideration 
human rights and work from within a rights based 
framework.  This negative trend is apparent in the 
content of the Forum’s government days where human 
rights were not adequately incorporated into the 
dialogue at the three main roundtables in an in-depth 
manner.  The topic of rights was mostly relegated 
to the small space allotted for horizontal issues.  As 
stated in the Committee’s “Statement for the 2008 
Global Forum on Migration and Development,” the 
Forum must recognize the centrality of human rights 
as a fundamental framework in which discussion of 
migration should take place, and recognize the deep 
inter-relationship between human rights, migration 
and development.

MANILA gFMD 2008: OVERVIEW AND ANALYSIS

The second meeting of the Global Forum on Migration 
and Development occurred from October 27-30, 2008 
in Manila, the Philippines.  Civil society met for two 
days on October 27 and 28, and the Government 
meetings occurred on October 29 and 30.  The 
Philippine government hosted the event and selected 
the Ayala Foundation as the coordinator and manager 
of the Civil Society Days.

The Manila GFMD took on the next two highest-ranking 
priorities that emerged from the 2006 government 
survey: rights and security.  Thus, the theme of the 
forum was Protecting and Empowering Migrants for 
Development, to “highlight the human face of migration 
in a debate that often only addresses the rational 
economic implications of migration for development.”84  
These priorities served as the thematic cornerstones 
for the three roundtable sessions during both the Civil 
Society and Government Days, which were:

1. Protecting and empowering migrants
2. Policy frameworks that could foster such 

protection and empowerment
3. Policy and institutional coherence and 

partnerships

84  “Protecting and Empowering Migrants for Development.” 
Second Meeting of the Friends of the Forum (FoF Manila 
2008). Proc. of Global Forum on Migration and Development, 
Geneva. May 2008. GFMD. Mar. 2009 <http://government.
gfmd2008.org/index2.php?option=com_docman&task =doc_
view&gid=8&Itemid=45> 2.
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Both the Civil Society and Government Days followed 
the same format, with participants engaging in the 
following roundtable discussions on their respective 
days:

• Roundtable 1.1 
Protecting the Rights of Migrants – A 
Shared Responsibility

• Roundtable 1.2 
Empowering Migrants and Diaspora to 
Contribute to Development

• Roundtable 2.
Fostering More Opportunities for Regular 
Migration

• Roundtable 2.2 
Managing Migration and Minimizing the 
Negative Impacts of Irregular Migration

• Roundtable  3.1
3.1 Strengthening Data and Research 
Tools on Migration and Development

• Roundtable 3.2 
Policy and Institutional Coherence in 
Migration and Development within 
Government

• Roundtable 3.3 
Regional Consultative Processes, Inter-
regional Consultative For a and Regional 
Organizations and Economic Integration 
Processes at the Interface of Migration 
and Development

Civil Society Days

At the Manila GFMD 2008, civil society’s engagement 
was expanded from one day to two.  Applications 
were again submitted via the GFMD website and 
initially reviewed by the Ayala Foundation, and the 
final participants were chosen by the International 
Advisory Committee.  Two hundred twenty delegates85 
from organizations representing 200 million migrants 
participated in the Civil Society Days of the Manila 
GFMD 2008.  These delegates came from a wide 
variety of civil society organizations including Non-
Government Organizations (NGOs), faith-based 
organizations, advocacy groups and trade unions.  
They also represented a variety of specific migrants 
groups and migrant-related concerns including 
women, refugees and trafficking.

85  See Appendix B1 for a list of participating delegates.

A Philippine Organizing Committee composed of 
business executives, representatives from civil society 
and the academe handled preparations for the Manila 
GFMD 2008 Civil Society Days.  Regular meetings 
were held with the Philippine government’s GFMD 
task force to coordinate plans.  The Ayala Foundation 
additionally served as the secretariat for the Civil 
Society Days.86

In addition to the roundtables listed above, civil society 
engaged in a final conversation called “Business 
Practices – International migration for the benefit 
of workers and business: best practices from the 
business and professional world.”  In total there were 
49 speakers during the two days of discussions.  On 
the last day, civil society representatives were able to 
interface with government representatives; the United 
Arab Emirates, the Netherlands, Holland, France, 
Greece, Norway and Australia were present.  The final 
recommendations from the Civil Society Days were 
presented to the governments during their opening 
session on October 29.

Government Days

More than 1130 government delegates participated 
in the Manila GFMD.  They represented 163 United 
Nations Member States and Observers of the United 
Nations.  The delegates represented a variety of 
government agencies including Labor, Foreign Affairs, 
Ministries and Departments of Immigration and 
Development, Gender Equality, Justice, Integration, 
Interior, Nationals Abroad and Home Affairs.

The agenda for the Government Days consisted of two 
plenary sessions that opened and closed the meeting, 
and eight roundtable sessions.  Heads of the Delegation 
participated in the eighth and final roundtable, which was 
called The Future of the GFMD.  Each roundtable session 
included a Coordinator, Co-Chairs, Panelists or Speakers, 
and a Rapporteur.  Some sessions also included Discussants.  

Analysis of Outcomes and Recommendations

Civil Society Days

The Civil Society Days produced a report that 
was submitted to governments that included 40 
recommendations for consideration.  Since the 

86  “Philippine Organizing Committee.” Civil Society Days. 
GFMD. 04 May 2009 <http:// www.gfmd2008.org/philippine_or-
ganizing_committee.html>. 
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schedule of the Civil Society Days mirrored that 
of the roundtables of the Government Days, the 
recommendations were arranged by roundtable 
session.  These recommendations were analyzed by 
comparing them to the Committee’s recommendations 
as put forth in their “Statement for the 2008 Global 
Forum on Migration and Development: A Call for a 
Human Rights-Based Approach to Migration and 
Development,”87 to see which recommendations 
aligned with key concerns the Committee had 
identified for the Manila GFMD 2008.  The emphasis of 
the Committee’s recommendations was to encourage 
utilization of a human rights based framework in all 
aspects of the GFMDs, from planning to deliberation 
to decision-making. [Please also reference the chart in 
Appendix B3.]

Twenty-three (57.5%) of the 40 recommendations 
provided by Civil Society Days aligned directly with 
the Committee’s recommendations.  Some of the key, 
aligned recommendations include:

•	 Session 1.1 
o Governments should ratify and enforce 

core UN human rights treaties providing 
for equal treatment and the protection 
of migrants.  This must include the 
International Convention on the 
Protection of the Rights of all Migrant 
Workers and Members of their Families 
and ILO conventions 97 and 143.

o Governments should harmonise 
national laws and migration policies 
with these existing human rights and 
international labour standards and 
ensure respect for a range of rights, 
including health, education, and 
freedom of association.

•	 Sessions 2.1 and 2.2 
o The migration and development 

agenda should be separated from 
national security issues, which not only 
criminalize migrants and their families 
(including children), but also permit 
discrimination, exploitation, and de-
humanization of migrants.  Instead, 
the agenda should re-centre on 
development issues and fundamental 
rights.

87  See Appendix B2 for the comparison of the Committee 
recommendations with Civil Society Day recommendations and 
Government recommendations and outcomes.

o Governments and society as a whole 
should recognize and promote the 
contributions of migrants to destination 
countries.  This should imply that policies 
should be based on the principle of 
reciprocity between countries of origin 
and destination.

•	 Session 3.3 
o Governments should work with Civil 

Society Organizations to develop better 
models of participation in the Regional 
Consultative Processes; models that 
respect diversity.

The other 17 recommendations from Civil Society 
Days are not contrary to the Committee’s priorities, 
but rather they are more specific, targeted or process-
based rather than the broader recommendations of 
the Committee.  In fact, all of the recommendations 
from civil society reflect a consideration for and 
incorporation of migrant rights.  These additional 17 
recommendations broadly fell into the following five 
categories that governments were encouraged to 
consider relative to migrant rights and development:

•	 Migrant Families’ Rights
•	 Specific Migrant Group Rights (domestic 

workers)
•	 Financial Considerations
•	 Best practices, data collection and information 

sharing
•	 Government Policy

Some of the key targeted recommendations are:

•	 Migrant Families’ Rights – Governments 
should reaffirm and reinforce protections for 
family unity, not only as a right itself but also as 
a practical, proven, essential value for human 
development, integration, and social cohesion. 
(Session 1.1)

•	 Specific Migrant Group Rights – Governments 
should demonstrate concern for the 
unacceptable, often inhumane, circumstances 
of domestic workers. (Session 1.1)

•	 Financial considerations – Governments should 
facilitate the transfer and reduce the cost of 
remittances of all migrants through formal 
channels (Session 1.2)

•	 Government Policy
o All migrant workers have the right to 

labor law protections and should be 
able to access and seek redress to any 
transgression. Grievance procedure 
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should suspend the execution of 
deportation or other administrative 
measures. (Sessions 2.1 and 2.2)

o Governments should ensure structured 
dialogue between the government 
entities dealing with migration, 
including ministries of immigration, 
labor, foreign affairs, health and justice, 
and between the law enforcement, 
executive, and policy-making branches 
of government. (Session 3.2)

o We urge governments to consider 
the structure of global governance in 
the shipping industry as a model for 
development in other sectors, such 
as for instance health, with particular 
reference to recruitment, workers rights, 
social security, safety and health, and 
global training standards.  (Business 
Practices Session)

o Governments should start by 
regulating the recruitment industry 
by licensing, meaningful sanctions 
and the prohibition of fees to migrant 
workers. Policy should also be in place 
mandating information sessions for 
migrant workers, which include cultural 
preparation, expectations, rights 
and protections. (Business Practices 
Session)

There was overall symmetry between the 
recommendations of the Civil Society Days and the 
priorities of the Committee.  While the Committee’s 
recommendations provide a broad framework 
from which the GFMDs can build a human rights-
based approach, the civil society recommendations 
incorporate concrete suggestions for government 
policies and processes that directly related to specific 
migrants groups could improve the protection and 
realization of migrants’ rights.   

Government Days

The Government Days of the GFMD proposed 33 
outcomes and recommendations, and as with the 
Civil Society Days recommendations, we compared 
them with the Committee’s recommendations put 
forth in their “Statement for the 2008 Global Forum 
on Migration and Development.”  Only nine (27%) of 
the governments’ recommendations directly aligned 
with the Committee’s priorities, which is notable given 
the specific focus on human rights at the 2008 GFMD.  
The nine aligning recommendations are:

•	 Roundtable 1.1 
o Explore closer linkages with the UN 

Human Rights system.

o Set up a Working Group on Protecting 
and Empowering Migrants for 
Development, which could conduct 
a study on the actual links between 
protection for migrants and their 
capacity to contribute to development.

o Undertake capacity  building in both 
origin and host countries for ensuring 
welfare and protection of migrants 
through relevant institutions, structures 
and mechanisms.

o Develop a compendium of best 
practices at national, regional and 
international levels on protecting 
migrants, which may be replicated and 
monitored on a continuing basis.

•	 Roundtable 1.2
o Prepare a catalogue of good practices 

in joint arrangements to support and 
empower migrants and diaspora in 
their contributions to development. 

o Respect human dignity and 
fundamental rights, regardless of 
the residence status of migrants and 
diaspora members.

o Encourage measures to promote the 
exercise of political rights and political 
participation, such as overseas voting 
and dual citizenship, to promote 
continued connection to the home 
country. 

•	 Roundtable 3.3
o The GFMD should continue acting as 

a venue for informal exchange among 
RCPs, inter-regional fora and initiatives, 
and regional integration processes, 
including by using the GFMD website 
for ongoing information exchange on 
the activities of such fora. 

Consideration should be given to holding side events 
at the next GFMD meeting in Greece for regional fora 
that wish to share their experiences. 

Despite a supposed priority of human rights at 
the forum, the vast majority of outcomes and 
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recommendations did not include the integration or 
perspective of human rights, and four of the seven 
roundtables did not include any recommendations that 
aligned with the Committee’s priorities.  While some of 
the discourse at the GFMD indicates that human rights 
are accepted hypothetically and theoretically, the 
recommendations do not indicate any apparent move 
to applying a rights-based framework in a practical 
sense (when creating policy, for example).  Rather, 
the discourse emphasized information gathering, data 
collection and best practices around policymaking.  
Some recommendations were specific enough that 
concrete follow-up action would be possible.  For 
example at Roundtable 3.1 it was decided to set up a 
“Data and Research Working Group” to bring together 
government experts from developing and developed 
countries, international agencies and academia to 
consider how to improve data and research.  From 
the discussions in Roundtable 3.2 participants agreed 
to set up a GFMD “Platform or Working Group on 
Policy and Institutional Coherence,” using the GFMD 
website to ensure on-going exchange and stimulate 
the identification and dissemination of best practices 
in policy and institutional coherence.
 
However, many more recommendations are vague 
and inadequate for directing actual follow-up.  Some 
of these recommendations are:

•	Roundtable 1.1
o Continue foraging bilateral and other 

agreements where no binding protocols 
exist to ensure protection in practice.

o Monitor and evaluate GFMD outcomes/
proposals and recommendations

•	Roundtable 1.2
o Create ‘banks’ of projects that could be 

supported by diaspora groups. 

o Support programs such as the G8 
Global Remittance Working Group and 
the Africa Remittances Institute. 

•	 Roundtable 2.1
o Compile information for all governments 

on available websites and other 
information vehicles regarding jobs 
abroad and/or available supply of 
labour that facilitate “matching” and 
regular forms of labour migration. 

o Explore how international and other 
organizations inform migrants

Additionally, it does not appear that once the outcomes 
and recommendations are set, that any significant 
work occurs in implementing them.  Despite proposing 
some tangible, thoughtful outcomes around data-
collection, for example, our research indicates that 
by and large the recommendations remain solely in 
the realm of ideas and principles.  Overall, there is 
much progress to be made in the actual consideration 
and incorporation of rights into the GFMDs, as well 
as towards turning the GFMD recommendations into 
concrete policies or government practices.

CIVIL SOCIETY DAYS – PARALLEL EVENTS

Civil society organizations that are not represented 
or are not official participants in the GFMD engage 
in parallel events so they are able to hold their own 
discussions, formulate recommendations, actively 
demonstrate their concerns regarding the GFMD, 
network with other organizations, and encourage 
dialogue with governments and within civil society 
itself.  These events are coordinated by various civil 
society members independently of the official forum 
proceedings, and are held outside of, but within the 
vicinity of the official forum.

Brussels GFMD 2007

At the Brussels GFMD 2007, parallel events were 
held on July 10-11, after the official Civil Society Day, 
but during the Government Days of the GFMD.  The 
official Civil Society Day delegates were not permitted 
to participate in the Government Days.  However, 
many of these delegates joined with the unofficial civil 
society groups at the parallel event called “Global 
Community Forum on Migration, Development and 
Human Rights” (GCF).  The event was organized by 
the following groups: Migrants Rights International 
(MRI), Platform for International Cooperation on 
Undocumented Migrants (PICUM), Migrant Forum in 
Asia (MFA), and the National Network for Immigrant 
and Refugee Rights (NNIRR), along with the active 
participation by December 18, and the International 
Catholic Migration Commission (ICMC).

GCF was described as “an independent event of civil 
society parallel to the Global Forum for Migration and 
Development in order to reintroduce the voice and 
concrete contributions of migrants, non-government 
organisations and civil society in the global debate.”88  

88 For more information: <http://globalcommunityforum.word-
press.com>, and Mobilizing Migrant Community and Civil Soci-
ety Voices for the 2nd Global Forum on Migration and Develop-
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The goals were to raise awareness about the important 
contributions CSOs can make in regards to migration 
policy, as well as continue to advocate for a rights-
based approach to development.

Manila GFMD 2008
 
During the Manila GFMD 2008, the parallel events 
were held on October 22-30 and separate events were 
primarily organized by two umbrella organizations – 
Migrants Rights International (MRI) and International 
Migrants Alliance (IMA).  MRI hosted events under 
the name “People’s Global Action on Migration, 
Development and Human Rights,” and IMA hosted 
events under the name “International Assembly of 
Migrants and Refugees.”  Several position papers by 
CSOs were submitted to the official forum as well as 
circulated among civil society participants, the two 
primary documents being from MRI and IMA.  

Migrants Rights International and “Peoples’ Global 
Action”

MRI was established in 1994 and is comprised of 
international representatives of church, human rights, 
migrant and trade unions, inter-government agencies, 
national and grassroots civil society organizations.  The 
organization advocates for international recognition 
and attention to migrants’ rights, and facilitates public 
education on relevant issues surrounding migrants 
and refugees.89

The Steering Committee of MRI consists of the 
following organizations: Centro de Estudios Legales 
y Sociales (CELS); Comitato Antirazzista Durban 
Italia (CADI); Institut de recherche et de promotion 
des alternatives en développment (IRPAD), Mali; 
Migrant Forum in Asia (MFA); National Network for 
Immigrant and Refugee Rights (NNIRR); Platform for 
International Cooperation on Undocumented Migrants 
(PICUM); Servicio Ecuménico de Apoyo y Orientación 
a Migrantes y Refugiados (CAREF); Sindicato Nacional 
de Trabajadores del Hogar; and Unlad Kabayan 
Migrant Services.
The event “Peoples’ Global Action on Migration, 
Development and Human Rights” (PGA) is an alternative 
movement by migrants, trade unions, development 
advocates, social movements and civil society 
groups with the aim of pressuring governments and 

ment. 9 Apr. 2009. Migrant Forum in Asia. <http://www.mfasia.
org/peoplesglobalaction /resources/GFMD2008Report.pdf>. 
89  Migrant Watch Homepage. Migrant Rights International. 
Mar. 2009 <http://www.migrantwatch.org>. 

international bodies to respect migrant and people’s 
rights, promote people-centered development, and 
make governments accountable to their international 
human rights and development commitments.90  Its 
primary goal was to turn focus on human rights as the 
basis for development, and explore the full range of 
issues involved in migration, including the underlying 
problems of development, poverty, joblessness, 
right to mobility, right to development, and how to 
collectively address these issues.

The PGA events were held October 22-30, 2008 in 
Manila, Philippines.  Among the participants were 
migrants themselves, human rights organizations, trade 
unions, development groups and social movements 
from various parts of the world.  The PGA provided 
space for the local and international community to 
organize workshops, exhibits, public actions, panel 
discussions, public forums, cultural performances, 
concerts, marches, and rallies.  A ‘pueblo’ (people’s 
camp) was set up at the Rajah Sulayman Park 
in Malate, where booths, exhibits, cultural and 
educational events were held; this was also the central 
assembly point for marches to the GFMD meeting 
venue.  Various thematic, sectoral and organizational 
workshops were held in nearby meeting venues as 
well.91  The PGA was organized by a coalition of civil 
society groups from the Philippines and from overseas 
focused on migrants’ rights advocacy. The Philippine 
Working Group (PWG) is a civil society coalition that 
hosted and facilitated the PGA.  The PGA also worked 
closely with the International Working Group (IWG) 
and together they facilitated and coordinated all the 
PGA plans and activities.92

The primary document produced for the PGA is 
the Joint Civil Society Declaration on Migration, 
Development and Human Rights.  MRI’s coordinator, 
Naomi Onaga, spearheaded drafting the declaration 
based on input from an international committee that 
was setup during preparatory meetings in Manila in 
June 2008.93  Ms. Onaga coordinated the feedback 

90  “People’s Global Action on Migration, Development and 
Human Rights.” Migrant Forum in Asia Homepage. Mar. 2009 
<http://www.mfasia.org/peoplesglobalaction/>. 
91  “Schedule of Activities.” People’s Global Action on Migra-
tion, Development and Human Rights. Migrant Forum in Asia. 04 
May 2009 <http://www.mfasia.org/peoplesglobalaction /schedac-
tivities.html>. 
92  Migrant Forum in Asia Homepage, op. cit.
93  The Philippine launching of the Peoples’ Global Action was 
held on June 17, 2008 and the 2nd International Strategy Meeting 
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and input into the declaration, which was then read and 
adopted during the PGA in Manila in October.  There 
were multiple hardcopies of the document circulated 
during the parallel events at the GFMD.  The original 
signatories were the members of the international 
committee, and it was then circulated among the 
committee’s respective regional networks.  In Manila, 
MRI held side discussions with various other groups 
(particularly the trade unions) who then agreed to 
sign-on to the declaration as well.  As of December 
12, 2008, there were 247 organizations as signatories, 
with an additional 29 individual supporters.94  The 
document outlines ten main priorities of civil society in 
regards to migrant rights and the GFMD in a “10-Point 
Challenge to the Governments”:95

•	 States have the obligation to guarantee the 
human rights, including labor rights, of all 
migrants as human beings. 

•	 States should fulfill their obligations under the 
core United Nations and International Labor 
Organization instruments.

•	 States should not deviate from but rather build 
upon the normative rights-based framework 
approach to development.

•	 States should guarantee the right to 
participation of migrants and all human beings 
in policy making. 

•	 States should recognize and respect the rights 
of all migrants, including migrant workers, 
regardless of status. 

•	 States should ensure that migrants enjoy 
equality of rights and non-discrimination in the 
places where they live. 

•	 States should protect and uphold the human 
rights of women migrants, taking into account 
a long history of gender discrimination. 

•	 States should adopt effective policies to 
combat trafficking.

•	 States should cease design and implementation 
of state migration policies that constitute or 
cause violations of human rights. 

•	 States should institute a functioning 
international system based on migration and 
development policies that guarantee the human 

on GFMD and the International Launching of the Peoples’ Global 
Action was held on July 11-12, 2008 in Manila.
94  “Joint Civil Society Declaration on Migration, Develop-
ment and Human Rights.” People’s Global Action on Migration, 
Development and Human Rights. Oct. 2008. Migrant Forum in 
Asia. Mar. 2009 <http://www.mfasia.org/peoplesglobalaction/
statements /ST04-JointCivilSociety Declaration .html>. 
95  Ibid.

rights of migrants, workers and all peoples, 
and which promotes sustainable, rights-based 
development.

International Migrants Alliance and “International 
Assembly of Migrants and Refugees”

Formed more recently than the MRI, the IMA held 
its founding assembly on June 15-16, 2008.  More 
aggressive in its stance and approach to migrants’ 
rights advocacy, IMA is a broad international alliance 
composed of progressive migrant organizations of 
different nationalities.  Its goal is to advance the rights 
and interests of migrants, refugees and displaced 
people in different countries, and to provide a voice 
for international migrants.96

The primary convenors and working group of IMA 
are: The Chairperson of the ILPS Study Commission 
on Concern #16; Migrante International, Philippines; 
TENAGANITA (Women’s Force), Malaysia; Asia 
Pacific Mission for Migrants (APMM), Hong Kong; 
ATIK, Europe; PhilForum, USA; May 1st Coalition for 
Immigrant Rights/March 25 Coalition, USA; SIKLAB 
and one co-convenor in Canada; and Seafarers.

The “Migrants’ Counter to the GFMD”97 was the IMA’s 
response to the GFMD.  As part of its ongoing campaign, 
IMA conducted the parallel event “International 
Assembly of Migrants and Refugees” (IAMR) on 
October 28-30, 2008 as an alternative conference to 
the GFMD.  IAMR included discussions about specific 
cases when the rights of migrants and refugees were 
violated.  Its goal was to develop awareness on the 
GFMD process, critically discuss and analyze the 
impact of neo-liberal globalization on migration, and 
to help strengthen bonds among migrants, refugees 
and advocates.  The IAMR event was co-organized by 
the IMA and the APMM.
 
The theme of the conference was “Migrants’ Challenge 
to the GFMD: End poverty, ensure jobs at home, stop 
forced migration! Uphold and Protect the rights of 
Migrants and Refugees!”  The program of the IAMR 
consisted of workshops and presentations centered 
on themes relevant to migrants, immigrants, refugees 
and other displaced peoples, as well as a public 
forum which provided an opportunity for migrants 

96  “International Migrants Alliance.” <http://www.pinas.net/
ima/>. 
97  Migrants’ Counter to the GFMD. International Migrants Alli-
ance. <http://counter. internationalmigrants.org/>. 



39

to express their concerns.98  IBON director, Antonio 
Tujan Jr. was the keynote speaker at the ceremony.  
He highlighted three areas of analysis: the traditions of 
forced migration, traditions of migrants and refugees, 
and the impact of remittances and separation.

The IMA “Migrants Challenge to the GFMD” was laid 
out in a concept paper.  The main objective was “to 
project the concerted voice of migrants led by IMA, 
Migrante International and other advocacy groups 
for migrants’ rights, on the real issues, concerns and 
positions surrounding the agenda of the GFMD.”99 

Specific Objectives of the paper were:

•	 To gather the broadest possible number of 
migrants and refugees, and provide them with 
a forum or space to discuss the real issues and 
problems affecting them. 

•	 To critically discuss and analyze the impact 
of neoliberal globalization and its devices, 
strategies and policies (i.e. labor export policy) 
on the lives of migrants, refugees and their 
families.

•	 To discuss and analyze critical issues 
surrounding the GFMD agenda and develop a 
clear platform or position on these issues and 
concerns.

•	 To develop a broad international advocacy 
network of migrants and refugees that will 
continue to engage issues and concerns raised 
at the GFMD.

Outcomes/Responses

According to sources, while there were no reported 
hostilities between IMA and MRI groups, they did not 
join one another’s activities during the parallel events.  
IMA openly holds slightly oppositional views from MRI.  
A significant difference lies with each group’s view 
of the GFMD.  IMA primarily condemns the GFMD 
agenda and largely the GFMD on the whole.  Whereas 
MRI, though not entirely in agreement with the GFMD 
agenda, seeks to work within the GFMD framework 
in order to change the structure through dialogue and 
engagement with the governments and civil society 
participants.
Efforts were made on the part of the CSOs during 
the demonstrations and marches to remain peaceful 
and non-violent.  However, the permit authorized by 
the Philippines government allowing PGA the right to 

98  Ibid. 
99  Ibid.

assemble in the vicinity of the Forum was inexplicably 
revoked at the last minute, causing confusion and 
frustration on the part of the civil society participants.  
This confusion incited several confrontations, resulting 
in reports of police threatening arrest and deportation, 
surrounding groups of people and pointing arms at 
them, and prohibiting some participants from reaching 
the PGA events.  At the closing ceremony of PGA on the 
evening of October 30, a symbolic torch march around 
Rajah Sulayman Park was planned, but police and 
military with riot gear and heavy firearms immediately 
surrounded the participants and prevented them from 
proceeding around the park.100  There seemed to be 
little effort by the Philippines government to rectify the 
situation.    

Despite these obstacles, numerous participants 
in PGA expressed enthusiasm and commitment 
to continuing their work.  New partnerships and 
networks were formed, and communication was 
strengthened between organizations from diverse 
sectors that have often worked in overlapping but 
separate spheres.  According to MRI’s preliminary 
report of the proceedings, these partnerships brought 
together various migrant groups, labor, development, 
debt-cancellation, human rights, and trafficking 
groups.  There was also a significant increase in the 
involvement of groups from Africa, Latin America and 
the Caribbean.

Analysis

Though not officially part of the GFMD, CSO parallel 
events held during the GFMD are widely regarded 
by their participants, as well as many delegates and 
organizations of the official Civil Society Days, to be 
an important component of the Forum.  The parallel 
events provide a wider space for open dialogue on 
migration issues, and can encompass a larger and 
more diverse range of organizations and voices.  
While the participating organizations hold differing 
views on many issues, they share a commitment 
to incorporating a rights-based approach within 
the development discourse, to a more direct and 
productive engagement between governments and 
CSOs, and to an increased transparency regarding 
the selection process (of speakers, delegates, and 
Foundations) at the GFMD.  Many of the CSO goals 
are aligned with those of the delegates from the 
official Civil Society Days.  The majority of civil society 

100 For a more in-depth recapitulation of the marches: Weblog 
post. Migrant Diaries. Oct. 2008. Mar. 2009 <http://migrantdi-
aries.blogspot.com/2008_10_01_archive.html>. 
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members call for better integration of civil society into 
the GFMD process.  

Colin Rajah, National Network of Immigrant 
and Refugee Rights (NNIRR) had this to say 
regarding the parallel events: “The greatest 

value of the parallel events is that we are able 
to self-define the agenda and goals, with-

out being constrained by the GFMD agenda.  
Within the CSO days, the format and agenda 
is set by the host government in consultation 

with the coordinating foundation…In Brus-
sels, human rights was not even [a topic of] 
one of the round-tables.  With the parallel 

event, we're able to use the convening as an 
opportunity to share knowledge, build under-
standing, and develop collaborations.  It also 
is a chance for us to identify in a more hon-
est level, what our critiques of the GFMD are 
and how we can strategize towards advocacy 
on it…we would prefer more integration and 
influence in the government dialogue and 
outcomes, but this is at least some steps 

towards it.”
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members call for better integration of civil society into 
the GFMD process.  SECTION IV: 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND 
STRATEgIES

Thus far this paper has explored contemporary 
topics in migration, with particular attention to issues 
of differentiation, politicization, and feminization 
of migration today.  Given this time of financial 
insecurity, we paid special attention to the role of 
the global economic crisis on migration flows, and 
different country responses to this change.  We also 
focused on the persistent reality of undocumented 
migrants, and the conflicting dynamic between 
state desire to control immigration, and the need to 
protect the migrants’ human rights.  Additionally, we 
examined different states’ positions toward migration, 
as revealed in their statements at United Nations 
meetings, and contextualized the debate surrounding 
the intersection of migration, rights and development.  
Finally, we delved into the history, importance and 
outcomes of the Global Forum on Migration and 
Development in general, as well as the Brussels and 
Manila fora specifically.

Given that migrants’ rights are at the center of the work 
of the UN NGO Committee on Migration, we explored 
and navigated this information with that commitment in 
mind.  Hence, we paid particular attention to how well 
(if at all) the human rights framework was incorporated 
into the overall discourse on migration.  As we have 
noted earlier in the study, the GFMD is primarily a 
space in which governments are looking to migration 
to assist in their own economic development plans, an 
endeavor that often and easily keeps human rights out 
of the conversation.  

Based on this research, we have developed a set of 
recommendations proposing a variety of strategies the 
Committee can utilize in the future when advocating 
for migrants’ rights in the GFMD context.  We have 
identified a range of considerations that the Committee 
members should find useful as they prepare for both 
the Greece and Argentina GFMDs.  Some of our 
recommendations are concrete action steps, while 
some are informational and are intended to provide 
context for the Committee in making further decisions. 

All of the recommendations contained herein are 
framed around advocacy, and the ways in which the 
Committee can successfully advocate for changes in 
the GFMD structure, process and content in general, 
as well as for advocacy campaigns on the ground 

at the GFMDs.  We recognize that the GFMDs are a 
unique global space in which over 100 countries come 
together to talk about migration and development.  At 
the same time as the past two fora have shown, there 
is room for significant improvement, especially with 
regard to state compliance with migrant rights.  Given 
that, while the GFMDs provide an opportunity for 
migrants’ rights advocates to have their voices heard 
on a global level, we are also cautiously optimistic 
about the degree to which the GFMD structure and 
process can be changed in favor of migrants’ rights, 
particularly in the short term.

ADVOCACY

Since the word “advocacy” has many different 
meanings and implications, we are using the term 
loosely to mean “active support of an idea or cause.” 

101  There are two main reasons why organizations 
engage in advocacy:

1. To press for change and influence outcomes 
at the institutional level by using a set of skills, 
practices and actions that seek to emphasize 
particular issues often ignored. 

2. To influence public policy and opinion in order 
positively affect people’s lives. 

The NGO Committee on Migration embraces both of 
these goals and is therefore well poised to advocate 
for migrants at the global level.

According to David Cohen, author of Advocacy 
for Social Justice: A Global Action and Reflection 
Guide,102 an effective advocacy group must include 
the following characteristics: 

•	 It is centered on the community that it seeks 
to reach and always strives to increase its 
knowledge and expertise (in order to be taken 
seriously).

•	 It builds meaningful networks and relationships 
with other members of civil society, 
government officials and others experts to 
nurture support for their cause.

•	 It finds ways to act at the decision-making 
level.

101 WordNet® 3.0. Princeton University. 07 May. 2009. <Dic-
tionary.com http://dictionary1.classic.reference.com/browse/
advocacy>.
102 Cohen, David, Rosa De la Vega and Gabrielle Watson. Ad-
vocacy for Social Justice: A Global Action and Reflection Guide. 
Bloomfield, CT: Kumarian Press, 2001 10.
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While some of these characteristics are inherently 
present in an organization like the Committee, they 
should be continuously revisited and developed in 
order to remain an effective advocate.  For example, 
organizations often have a core group of constituents 
they engage, and who form the backbone of the 
organization’s advocacy efforts.  Having a reliable 
group of constituents means that oftentimes an 
organization will not seek out new and different voices 
to provide input and to influence their programming and 
strategies.  Particularly in the global migration context, 
advocacy often means that advocacy groups serve as 
the voice of migrants (as opposed to migrants being 
their own advocates) so continuously encouraging the 
input of these voices is critical.  Being well organized, 
reflexive, in touch with your constituents and able to 
successfully present compelling arguments is crucial 
in order for groups to successfully advocate and be 
heard by decision makers.

Using these advocacy principles, our recommendations 
include a host of ways in which the Committee can lend 
support to a course of action that leads to increased 
accountability, transparency and engagement at the 
GFMDs, and towards a final end of greater recognition, 
incorporation and realization of migrant rights. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE COMMITTEE FOR 
INCREASED ADVOCACY CAPACITY

The Committee is a uniquely positioned civil society 
organization given its physical proximity and access to 
the United Nations, a capability most other CSOs do 
not have.  Additionally, the structure of the Committee, 
which includes a variety of member organizations 
that come together monthly, provides a strategic 
opportunity to engage in networking and education 
possibilities that would strengthen the voice and 
leverage of migrant advocacy activities in the future.  
We use the term “capacity” to mean the Committee’s 
capabilities and strengths that can be taken advantage 
of and developed to further their interests and vision in 
advocating for migrants’ rights.

Recommendation 1: Strengthen relationships with 
other civil society organizations.

There are a number of civil society groups that 
work in the migration field today and many share 
similar agendas with the Committee (e.g. advocating 
for a human rights framework). Building stronger 
relationships with such organizations would only help 
the committee to develop its support network and 

enhance its capability to pursue its agenda as well 
as reach a larger audience.  Further, the Committee 
can create connections with types of organizations 
that are currently not part of its constituency, thus 
broadening its expertise and impact.  This will help 
to strengthen the role and influence the Committee 
can have both throughout civil society and also when 
lobbying governments:

•	 Tap into the potential of and reach out to 
the contacts and networks already existing 
within the Committee’s membership. Due to 
the wide range of its member organizations, 
opportunities for relationship-building are 
already present in the Committee itself. 

•	 Use these existing relationships within the 
Committee to capitalize on individual 
strengths and connections to work toward 
common goal of effective advocacy at GFMD, 
as well as broadening and diversifying make 
up of audiences reached.

•	 Create a “leave-behind” or pamphlet to 
distribute at every Civil Society or UN event and 
presentation, as well as when networking on 
the ground at the GFMD.  This brief and concise 
pamphlet (possibly in the form of a slim tri-fold) 
should have the following information clearly 
stated on it:  the Mission of the Committee; 
clear definition of who the Committee is and 
its role within the UN; primary goals of the 
Committee; primary priorities the Committee is 
advocating for with regard to the GFMD; and 
website or blog site and contact information 
(email addresses, phone numbers).  This will 
also help define the identity and the role of the 
Committee among civil society networks and 
governments who may not be familiar with the 
Committee. 

•	 Initiate and organize a ‘mid-way conference’ 
to bring together CSOs participating in 
the official Civil Society Days to discuss 
and strategize for the Forum and plan their 
engagement beforehand.  Some groups unable 
to be present physically could contribute 
virtually (perhaps via instant messaging or 
video chat channels such as Skype or Google 
Chat).  This mid-way conference could include 
input from CSOs organizing parallel events as 
well.  By taking advantage of the Committee’s 
unique platform within the UN, and its access 
to resources and information, it could play a 
convening role by bringing diffuse groups 
together and establishing common goals which 
would help to unify the civil society voice and 



43

presence at the GFMD. 

Recommendation 2: Improve awareness of GFMD 
among Civil Society

The committee has the capability to effectively 
educate and disseminate information about the 
GFMD to CSOs.  This could be useful in increasing 
CSO applications to the forum, coordinating travel and 
funding, encouraging dialogue among CSO members, 
and creating a broader awareness of the GFMD 
throughout the CSO community.  There are several 
ways in which the committee can provide civil society 
members with information regarding the Forum and 
engage them in the GFMD process:

•	 Maintain a website or enhance existing blog 
with comprehensive and current information 
throughout the entire process of the GFMD.  
This might include links to the Civil Society 
Days website; application instructions and 
forms; deadlines; answers to frequently asked 
questions (FAQ); logistics of events and 
meetings happening at, around or leading up to 
the forum; and any other pertinent information 
for civil society members.  

•	 Continue to expand the Committee’s listserv 
to reach a wide and diverse audience of civil 
society participants.  Organizations that may 
not yet be represented on the Committee’s 
listserv include newer, multi-regional, and 
cross-sector organizations.

•	 Release reports, documents, and flyers that 
provide information on the GFMD process, 
content, and structure for the given year.  

•	 Encourage CSO participation in the gFMD 
and facilitate communication throughout 
CSO networks.  This can be achieved by 
building off the strengthened relationships 
with other CSOs, as mentioned in the first 
recommendation, in addition to the above 
modes of disseminating information.

•	 Utilize leave-behind/pamphlet described 
in the first recommendation to provide 
information about and raise awareness of the 
GFMD throughout the civil society community. 

RECOMMENDATION TO THE COMMITTEE 
TO ADVOCATE FOR AN INCLUSIVE gFMD 
STRUCTURE 

In our analysis of the GFMD structure and process 
(Section III) we outlined the debate around incorporating 
the Forum into the UN framework.  On the one hand, 

civil society would like the increased human rights 
focus and accountability that would come from being 
part of the UN structure.  On the other hand, this would 
likely lead to a decrease in the number of government 
participants.  An advantage of the current structure 
is that the informal, voluntary nature of the GFMD 
facilitates the broad participation of a large number of 
governments from around the world.  

In view of this debate and given the Committee’s 
location within the UN, we recommend that the 
Committee weigh these various considerations and 
decide among its constituents and membership 
whether advocating for the inclusion of the GFMD 
within the UN system would be the best use of time and 
energy.  The Committee may decide instead to pursue 
efforts at increasing the accountability, transparency 
and engagement in the current structure.  

The above information highlights the specific ways in 
which the Committee can advocate for a GFMD that 
is more inclusive and representative of civil society 
and migrants than we have seen in the past.  In order 
to provide continuity of process from year to year it 
is imperative that the GFMD create and implement a 
permanent structure that bridges civil society with the 
GFMDs.  The Committee should lobby for structural 
change of the GFMD in order to:

• Facilitate communication between civil society 
and the various bodies of the GFMD structure, 
particularly the organizing Foundation, 
the International Advisory Committee, the 
Steering Group, and the Chair-in-Office.  

• Ensure that an institutionalized mechanism 
exists so that civil society can engage in the 
GFMD planning process.

• Ensure that decision-making processes at all 
levels are more transparent.

• House and manage all GFMD documents 
and reports from all branches of the GFMD 
structure in a centralized location (i.e. a 
website) so the history of the fora is easily 
accessible.

NGOs, policy-makers, and academics have made 
several recommendations regarding what this 
structure could look like.  As we related in Section III, 
a Friends of the Forum meeting in 2008 produced the 
recommendation for the creation of a light support 
structure.  Earlier this year John Bingham sent a letter 
to the Onassis Foundation proposing the creation of a 
“Civil Society Outreach Coordinator” who would serve 
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as a bridge between civil society and the GFMD. 103  
To varying degrees, both these options would serve 
the purposes outlined above.

Given how important an institutionalized structure is for 
increased transparency, accountability, engagement 
of civil society, and incorporation of human rights, 
a multi-tiered advocacy approach would be most 
effective for the Committee to pursue.  This would 
consist of:

• galvanizing other civil society 
organizations in support of the proposal.

• Targeting and creating alliances with 
strategic organizations (i.e. Migrants Forum 
in Asia) to present a united effort.

• Engaging in letter-writing campaigns and 
petitions, which could be facilitated through 
the Committee’s blog and which would be 
aimed at and sent to key GFMD coordinators.

• Lobbying individuals at the coordinating 
Foundation, the International Advisory 
Committee and the Steering group to hear 
the proposal.  

As a caveat we would add that the more concrete, 
realistic and viable the recommendations, and the 
more voices supporting the proposal, the better the 
likelihood that the recommendations will be seriously 
considered by the bodies in a position to implement 
the change.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE COMMITTEE 
TO IMPROVE ACCOUNTABILITY AND 
TRANSPARENCY AT THE gREECE AND 
ARgENTINA gFMDS THROUgH THE 
ENgAgEMENT OF CIVIL SOCIETY

So far our recommendations have been directed at 
the general nature of the GFMD.  The following are 
some strategies for the upcoming Forums in Greece 
and Argentina.  

Greece

Although the preparations are already underway for 
Athens GFMD 2009, there are still ways the Committee 
can play a role in influencing the conference content 
and key actors at different levels.  The Committee 
must identify which coordinating body or actor would 

103 Bingham, John.  Civil Society Outreach Organiser.  
6 February 2009.  International Catholic Migration Commission.

be most receptive to lobbying efforts and have the 
ability to make changes within the Athens GFMD 2009 
structure or process.  The following recommendations 
are a combination of both who to target with lobbying 
efforts as well as a few key outcomes to emphasize.  
Many of these lobbying efforts can be accomplished 
by utilizing the above recommendations we have laid 
out for the Committee.  Due to its unique position and 
access to UN resources and contacts, the Committee 
may also want to target the Greek Mission and the 
New York office of the Onassis Foundation.

Recommendation 1: Advocacy to increase Civil 
Society involvement in GFMD preparations.

The following roundtables have been set for Athens 
GFMD 2009:104

• How to make the migration – development 
nexus work for the achievement of the 
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).

• Migrant integration, reintegration and 
circulation for development.

• Policy and Institutional Coherence and 
Partnerships.

While there are one or two sessions within each 
roundtable that vaguely include human rights as either 
a topic or as a component to the debates, the framing 
of the roundtable themes are largely viewed by 
members of civil society as a step backwards from the 
Manila GFMD 2008 roundtables.  However, according 
to information posted on the Athens GFMD website, 
the coordinating bodies of the Athens GFMD 2009 
are still open to suggestions and comments regarding 
these themes.  The Committee can therefore continue 
to lobby the Chair-in-Office (Greek government) 
and the Onassis Foundation to incorporate a 
human rights based framework at the fora.  Efforts 
could also include lobbying for a human rights based 
perspective in the background papers and speeches.  

In addition to influencing the roundtable themes, 
there are several areas where utilizing the first 
recommendations to lobby appropriate bodies could 
be effective. 

• Lobby the Onassis Foundation to provide 
translated materials and interpreters at the 
meetings, roundtables, and debates for both 

104 “Roundtables.”  GFMD – Athens.  11 May 2009.  <http://
www.gfmdathens2009.org/index.php?id=8>.
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the Government Days and Civil Society Days. 

• Lobby the Onassis Foundation, International 
Advisory Committee, and Steering Group to 
increase the transparency of the selection 
process and criteria of delegates.  

• Additionally, lobby the above to select and 
announce delegates to the Civil Society 
Days farther in advance, at least 3-6 months 
would be ideal.  This would allow for more 
time to prepare and organize CSOs and 
coordinate advocacy campaigns.  A list of 
the government delegates should also be 
disclosed.   

• Lobby the Friends-of-the-Forum and the 
Onassis Foundation to increase civil society 
presence and involvement in planning of the 
proceedings.

• Capitalize on UN ties and relationships to 
schedule small, informal meetings with 
government representatives attending the 
GFMD.  These could be held before and/or 
during the actual Forum.

Recommendation 2: Lobby U.S. Mission to send a 
delegate to the GFMD.

The participation and presence of the U.S. at the 
GFMD is crucial for several reasons.  First, the U.S. 
is the country with the highest immigrant population 
in the world.  Second, many concerns across the 
international migration field (e.g. trafficking in persons, 
remittances, irregular migration) are manifested in 
the management of the U.S.-Mexico border.  Third, 
the new U.S. administration plans to regularize 12 
million undocumented migrants in the near future.  
Therefore, the U.S. would benefit from other countries’ 
experience in solving its migration-related problems, 
and at the same time, it could share good practices in 
immigration policies with other participants.  

Argentina and the future of the Forum

Looking to the Buenos Aires GFMD 2010 and beyond, 
the Committee can continue to advocate for reform of 
several areas of the Forum they feel could be improved 
in regards to content and structure.  Beyond Argentina 
in 2010, however, it is important that the Committee 
establish clear goals for what they and civil society 
hope to gain from the outcomes of the Forum. 

Recommendation 3: Advocacy to increase Civil 
Society engagement at the GFMD.

In addition to the recommendations for Athens GFMD 
2009, which should also be aimed toward the reform 
of the Buenos Aires GFMD 2009, concurrent efforts by 
the Committee specific to Argentina and beyond could 
be effective.  Again, lobbying efforts should be targeted 
at the appropriate coordinating and influential bodies 
of the GFMD as well as UN Missions and government 
connections.  Specific areas to emphasize for reform 
include:

• Lobbying the coordinating Foundation for 
Argentina to establish Rapporteurs at each 
roundtable and panel discussion to thoroughly 
document and record proceedings.

• Lobby the Foundation and Steering Group 
to establish ‘observer delegate’ status for a 
civil society delegate (or multiple delegates) at 
least for opening and closing sessions.

• Lobby the Foundation, Steering Group, 
Chair-in-Office, and Troika to coordinate and 
implement a roundtable or opening session 
that would review the outcomes from the 
previous GFMD and present an update on the 
progress of recommendations. 

• Lobby the Troika and International Advisory 
Committee for increased NGO participation 
in selecting the coordinating Foundation.  To 
have more comprehensive and representative 
Civil Society Days, it is important to ensure 
that the selected foundation has sufficient 
experience with immigrants and knowledge on 
migration fields.

• Lobby the coordinating Foundation, 
Troika, Steering Group, and governments 
for increased dialogue and interfacing 
between civil society and governments.  
This would include extending the plenary 
sessions between the Civil Society Days and 
Government Days, and possibly the creation 
of a roundtable specifically for civil society-
government debates.

Concluding thoughts

As we have laid out in our analysis, the current 
structure of the Forum as is does not hold 
governments accountable for their statements or 
provide a monitoring and follow up system to assure 
implementation of outcomes decided upon at the 
GFMDs.  The Committee needs to envision clearly 
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what a re-structured Forum would look like, and 
what civil society’s mission statement and purpose 
would be within said structure.  There is an ongoing 
discussion about creating a “World Conference” on 
migration following the 2011 or 2012 GFMDs, which 
would culminate in carefully negotiated outcomes, and 
potentially establish a new convention or regulations 
on typically overlooked aspects of migration policies 
(i.e., migration due to environmental degradation; 
brain drain).105  The Committee should be thinking 
ahead on what such a conference would mean to their 
advocacy efforts and what role they could have within 
its structure. 

The strengths of the Committee lie within its networks 
and connections, as well as its ability to disseminate 
information to a vast and diverse audience of CSOs.  
Being closely linked with the UN, the Committee 
needs to capitalize on their proximity and access to 
key players and establish strong relationships with 
governments and officials.  It is important that the 
Committee members have clear goals and a vision 
of what they hope to achieve through their lobbying 
efforts and from outcomes at the GFMD.  The 
Committee must examine the debates surrounding the 
future of the Forum and whether or not it is sustainable 
and effective as is, or if the ultimate goal is to pursue 
a structure that would produce more concrete 
outcomes via migration policies and hold governments 
accountable to implementing and upholding a human 
rights based approach.  Although most governments 
are hesitant to adapt their policies, there are signs 
that it could trend toward policies that incorporate the 
human rights of migrants.   If the Committee works 
toward improving their advocacy efforts on behalf of 
migrants’ rights based on what they are most suited 
to effectively advocate for, given their strengths and 
capacity, fruitful outcomes could be produced at many 
levels.

105  Special thanks to John Bingham, ICMC, for sharing infor-
mation and his insight on this issue.
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CONCLUSION
 
Based upon the research conducted for Effective Advocacy on Behalf of Migrants at the Global Forum on 
Migration and Development the GPIA team has made several recommendations to the Committee.  One of the 
main considerations that has suffused the entirety of this report is that increased politicization of migration post 
9/11 is due to the linkage of migration with national security concerns.  This has lead to the implementation 
of stricter border controls and immigration policies.  As a result, governments to regulate the flow of migrants 
frequently use circulatory migration schemes and temporary worker programs.  In addition, governments 
have implemented further legal mechanisms to criminalize irregular migrant populations.  These factors have 
increased the number of human rights violations.  Within this context, the creation of the GFMD was seen by 
many, especially civil society groups, as a positive move toward addressing the nexus between migrant rights 
and governmental development plans.  Yet, in both of the GFMDs held in 2007 and 2008, the focus has been 
centered on government positions and interests rather than on the human face of migration.  To highlight this 
disparity, we analyzed current migration trends, which are adding to the stress factors that already politicize 
migration.  

To facilitate the final recommendations compiled for the Committee, it was necessary that we review the 
structure, process and content of the GFMD.  In so doing, we have identified specific advocacy strategies the 
Committee can implement to improve the accountability, transparency and engagement at the GFMD during 
Government Days.  We also have targeted concrete measures that the Committee can initiate for Civil Society 
Days, such as increasing networking opportunities, adding an annual pre-conference, and possibly becoming 
a communication center for other NGOs that do not have the Committee’s proximity to the UN and country 
missions.
      
A number of recommendations that specifically relate to the Committee were offered to enhance the migration 
rights dialogue before, during and after the GFMD.  These recommendations include concrete steps the 
Committee can use to strengthen their relationships with other civil society organizations, such as tapping 
into already existing networks, diversifying its intended audience, creating printed leave-behind materials, and 
becoming instrumental in the organization of an annual mid-conference pre-GFMD. 

In addition to improving migration rights dialogue, the Committee can raise the profile of the GFMD among fellow 
civil society actors, thereby possibly transforming it into a space where both governments and advocates for 
migrants can share horizontal objectives.  The Committee can accomplish this through the following measures: 
maintaining a GFMD website or enhancing their existing blog; expanding their listserv in order to reach a wider 
and more diverse audience; releasing GFMD process, content and structure reports, documents and flyers.  All 
of these measures are intended to promote CSOs participation at the GFMD.  Taking on the task of facilitator 
between the GFMD and CSOs to disseminate news and information is well within the Committee’s reach.

Further recommendations were suggested on how to improve the GFMD, and prepare for the Athens 2009 and 
Buenos Aires 2010 GFMDs.  It is our hope that the information contained in this analysis paper will adequately 
prepare the Committee to advocate effectively at future GFMDs in conjunction with other CSOs and government 
representatives. Cooperation between these actors is imperative to safeguard migrant rights while addressing 
concerns from sending and receiving countries.  
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APPENDIX A: Tier Definitions and Maps

Tier Definitions

TIER 1:  Immigrant population – immigrants as percentage of state population.
TIER 2:  Refugee population – number of refugees in the country.
TIER 3:  Country of immigration – net migration, as the total number of immigrants less the annual number 
of emigrants, including both citizens and non-citizens. A positive value indicates a net immigration.
TIER 3B:  Country of emigration – net migration, as the total number of immigrants less the annual number 
of emigrants, including both citizens and non-citizens. A negative value indicates a net emigration.
TIER 4:  Internally Displaced Persons population – number of internally displaced persons in the country.
TIER 5:  Trafficking situation – country on the Tier 3 Trafficking Watch List of the US State Department. The 
Tier 3 indicates that government faces severe challenges in controlling and eliminating human trafficking. 

APPENDICES
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APPENDIX A1: Map of South America 
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APPENDIX A2: Map of Oceania 
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APPENDIX A3: Map of Europe 
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APPENDIX A7: Map of North America 
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APPENDIX A8: Map of Middle East 
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APPENDIX A9: Map of Central America 
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APPENDIX B1: Country Participants to the Manila gFMD 2008: Facts and Figures

The following tables classify countries by region in relation to the Manila GFMD 2008, as either a member of the 
Steering Group or a team member of at least one of the seven roundtable sessions.  Countries that attended the 
Forum but did not participate in either a Steering Group or roundtable are not represented here.  The fourth column 
indicates if a country has signed or ratified the CMW.  These tables are hence meant to indicate differences across 
countries and regions regarding the concern and action towards migrants and their rights. 

Highlighted in yellow are countries that both participated in the Manila GFMD 2008 as a roundtable team member 
and/or in Steering Group and signed or ratified the CMW.  In blue are countries that were members of the Steering 
Group but did not participate in the Forum’s roundtables. 

Europe
 
 Country

08 roundtable 
team member

08 steering 
group member

CMW
Ratified Signed

BELGIUM Y Y  
FINLAND Y Y  
FRANCE Y Y  
GERMANY Y  
GREECE Y Y  
ITALY Y  
NETHERLANDS Y Y  
NORWAY Y Y  
PORTUGAL Y Y  
SPAIN Y  
SWEDEN Y Y  
SWITZERLAND Y Y  
UK Y Y   

North America
 
 Country

08 roundtable 
team member

08 steering group 
member

CMW
Ratified Signed

CANADA Y Y  
MEXICO Y Y Y  

Middle East
 
 Country

08 roundtable 
team member

08 steering group 
member

CMW
Ratified Signed

QATAR Y  
TURKEY Y Y  
UAE Y Y  

Oceania
 
 Country

08 roundtable 
team member

08 steering 
group member

CMW
Ratified Signed

AUSTRALIA Y Y   
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Asia
 
 Country

08 roundtable 
team member

08 steering 
group member

CMW
Ratified Signed

BANGLADESH Y Y Y
CHINA Y
INDIA Y
JAPAN Y
SOUTH KOREA Y Y
PAKISTAN Y  
SRI LANKA Y Y  

Southeast Asia
 
 Country

08 roundtable 
team member

08 steering 
group member

CMW
Ratified Signed

INDONESIA Y Y Y
PHILIPPINES Y Y Y
THAILAND Y Y

Africa
 
 Country

08 roundtable 
team member

08 steering 
group member

CMW
Ratified Signed

ALGERIA Y Y  
EGYPT Y Y Y  
GHANA Y Y Y  
KENYA Y  
MAURITIUS Y  
MOROCCO Y Y Y  
NIGERIA Y  
SENEGAL Y Y Y  
SOUTH 
AFRICA

Y Y  

TUNISIA Y  

Central America and Caribbean
 
 Country

08 roundtable 
team member

08 steering group 
member

CMW
Ratified Signed

COSTA RICA Y  
EL SALVADOR Y Y  
NICARAGUA Y Y  

South 
America
 
  Country

08 roundtable 
team member

08 steering 
group member

CMW
Ratified Signed

ARGENTINA Y Y Y  
BRAZIL Y Y  
CHILE Y Y  
COLOMBIA Y Y  
ECUADOR Y Y Y  
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Out of the 47 countries that were team members for at least one of the roundtables of the Manila GFMD 2008, 17 
had ratified or signed the CMW (approximately 36% of participating countries). None of the European country 
present had ratified/signed the CMW; 50% of the participating African countries ratified the Convention; 80% of 
South American country, 2/3 (66%) of Central American and Caribbean countries, and 2/3 of South East Asian 
countries had ratified or signed the CMW. 
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 APPENDIX B2: Alignment of United Nations NgO Committee on Migration Priorities with 
Civil Society Days Recommendations and the 

Brussels gFMD 2007 Outcomes and Recommendations

RECOMMENDATIONS THAT ALIgN WITH UN NgO COMMITTEE ON MIgRATION PRIORITIES

United Nations NgO 
Committee on Migration 

Priorities

Civil Society Day Recommendations to 
governments

Brussels gFMD 2007 
Recommendations and 

Outcomes

Session 1
Creation of effective policies 
which remedy the negative 
impact of migrant and 
migrant worker programs 
on sending countries, such 
as the loss of highly skilled 
workers, especially in health 
and education;

1.1 From perspective of receiving state, 
mutual recognition of qualifications can 
prevent de-skilling and waste talent/skill 
presented by individual migrants
1.1 Minimize effects of brain drain through 
governments and NGO’s working together 
to create codes of ethical recruitment and 
promote brain circulation rather than brain 
drain
1.1 Create a win-win situation whereby 
migration of highly skilled workers benefits 
the migrants, destination countries and 
countries on origin
1.2 The central issue is mitigating the effects 
of irregular migration, and migration-related 
risks, while protecting the rights of those who 
participate in temporary labour migration, 
and maximizing the developmental impacts 
of temporary migration
1.3 Create policies and conditions that 
stimulate migrants to return or circulate with 
enhanced skills and resources to contribute 
to development of country of origin

1.1 Establish a matrix of 
good practices for countries 
of origin and destination 
and for joint action between 
them that can help retain, 
retrain and recover skilled 
personnel for development 
1.1 Consider development of 
a code of ethical recruitment 
in the health sector and 
dissemination of lessons 
learned from existing codes 
of conduct
1.3 Organize a workshop 
among interested 
governments and other 
partners to discuss ways of 
identifying good recruitment/
employment practices and 
set up criteria for evaluation 
of agents and employers

Session 1
Institution of effective 
means to prevent abuse 
of, and violence against, 
women and child migrants, 
especially in the informal 
sector and domestic work

1.2 The role of recruitment agents is critical, 
and deemed an issue for increased focus 
and regulation
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Session 1
Putting in place policies 
which do not rely on 
migration as an alternative 
to decent employment 
policies in home countries, 
thus reducing family 
fragmentation and making 
migration a choice, not a 
necessity

1.1 Recognize the right to move and the 
right to secure decent working conditions 
is essential in ensuring migration for the 
migrant is beneficial 
1.1 Flexible immigration conditions (flexible 
visas and residential status) can promote the 
return and contribution of those migrants to 
development in the home country
1.3 Successful circular migration hinges on 
the free choice of the migrant to migrate and 
return, rather than due to a violation of their 
rights
1.3 For those who wish to return, the 
sustainability of that decision needs to be 
enhanced, through the improvement of the 
situation in the sending country, the creation 
of employment opportunities at home, and 
support programmes to facilitate return

Session 1
Ratification of the 
International Convention on 
the Protection of the Rights 
of All Migrant Workers and 
Members of their Families, 
and full observance of other 
international conventions, 
including the ILO Multilateral 
Framework on Labour 
Migration, which protect 
the human rights of all 
migrant workers, especially 
of vulnerable groups, like 
children and older persons 
and those in irregular status

3.2 There is a need to recognize, ratify and 
fully implement international conventions 
such as the International Convention on 
the Rights of all Migrant Workers and the 
Members of Their Families (1990), core ILO 
Conventions and others such as the recent 
Maritime Labour Convention of 2006 and 
the Palermo Protocol on smuggling and 
trafficking in human beings
to the International Convention on 
Combating International Crime (2000). Full 
implementation will require monitoring and 
training at the local level

Session 1
Institution of policies that 
ensure migrants decent 
work for decent pay

Session 1
Enactment of policies 
of social inclusion, civic 
participation, education and 
skills training, especially for 
young migrants

1.2 Despite their skill level, and/or 
temporariness, migrants need opportunities 
to improve their skills through training, and 
need to have access to social rights
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Session 1
Ensuring that both migrants 
and officials, including 
those charged with law 
enforcement, in the receiving 
societies learn about and 
are fully versed in migrants’ 
rights and responsibilities 
and act in accordance with 
them

1.2 In order to improve the experience 
of temporary and low-skilled migrants 
in receiving countries, enforcement of 
employment rights is critical, as is informing 
those migrants as to those rights through 
pre- and post-departure training

Session 2
Institution of policies 
which prevent remittances 
from being windfalls for 
governments or middlemen

2.1 Remittances should not replace 
governments’ responsibilities for developing 
countries, and migrants should not be told 
how to spend their remittances

Session 2
Establishment of effective 
mechanisms to ensure that 
migrants—especially women 
– have a say in determining 
how remittances may 
be used for community 
development

2.2 Attitudes of stakeholders towards 
diaspora groups and individual migrants 
must change: they are not clients but 
partners in the migration and development 
process, and need to be co-owners of 
policies developed in this area
2.2 Migrants and the organizations which 
speak for them are not only consulted on 
migration and development initiatives,
but also that they are supported in driving 
initiatives themselves

2.1 Set up intermediary 
structures for on the ground 
management of migrant 
investments country of 
origin, taking into account 
the gradual approach from 
individual to collective, local 
and national investment 
2.1 Support research 
on tools and incentives 
needed for governments to 
make remittances become 
investments, as well as the 
impact of remittances on 
situation of women and 
children 
2.2 Identify partners within 
diaspora and support their 
organizations’ organizational 
and representation 
capacities
2.2 Enhance links between 
diasporas and countries 
of origin through regular 
dialogue and information 
channels and provide 
accurate information 
to diasporas about 
development and investment 
opportunities in countries of 
origin  
2.2 Enable the consultation 
of diaspora as well as 
the coordination of their 
interventions with national 
and local development plans 
to enhance sustainability
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Session 2
 Government support for 
effective capacity building 
mechanisms to maximize 
the development impact 
of remittances, including 
for families and older 
persons – e.g., financial 
literacy programs; skills 
and managerial training; 
technical training, and life-
long learning programs.

2.1 Migrants and the recipients of 
remittances can be offered training and 
information on the range of options for 
sending, investment and use of funds, to 
improve the value of this finance
2.2 Training and capacity building for migrant 
groups is essential, whether enhancing 
capacity to manage projects, or improving 
the ability to create local, national and 
international networks of diaspora groups
2.2 Funding can be made available to 
support specific initiatives to enhance 
capacity and training of migrant 
organizations
2.2 A key challenge is to enhance the 
capacity for development of diasporas and 
migrant organizations, building on existing 
skills and capabilities

2.1 Implement financial 
literacy programs tailored 
to the needs of remittance 
senders and recipients 
and ensure transparent 
dissemination of information 
on transfer costs

Session 3
Addressing root causes 
of migration requires 
developed receiving nations 
to re-examine policies, such 
as those governing trade, 
that undermine economic 
stability and exacerbate 
outward migration from 
developing and least 
developed sending nations

3.1 Ensure a positive rather than negative link 
between migration and development through 
mutually reinforcing policies
3.1 The linkages between migration and 
development, within a human rights 
framework, need to be institutionalized in 
government policies
3.2 There is a need for broadly-based long-
term strategies to reduce inequality and 
improve economic infrastructure, social 
welfare and political governance
3.3 Development partnerships and strategies 
should address push factors and root causes 
of migration

3.1 To include migration 
in national development 
planning processes 
including, where relevant, 
Poverty Reduction 
Strategies. Consultations 
for this purpose should 
be held with civil society 
actors, including diaspora 
organizations. A first step 
towards this end could be 
the production of a national 
policy and action plan on 
how to promote synergies 
between migration and 
development policies and 
actions
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Session 3
Effective institutional and 
policy coherence regarding 
migration and development 
requires Government 
compliance with existing UN 
instruments and agreements

3.1 Policies addressing migration and 
development exist on an ad hoc level, but 
need to be institutionalized into policy-
making at all levels and in all relevant policy 
areas
3.1 Migration policies would benefit from 
being closely coordinated with a range of 
other international and national strategies 
connected to cooperation in development, 
fair trade, investment, governance and 
conflict prevention
3.1 Governments (origin, destination 
and transit) should ratify and effectively 
implement as well as monitor compliance 
of UN and ILO standards of protection 
for migrant workers and members of their 
families
3.3 More formal commitments by the UN to 
convene the GFMD
3.3 Governments, the UN, and/or private 
donors could support national, regional, 
intra-regional civil society consultations, 
networks and/or platforms that could feed 
into the global process. Such partnerships 
need to be based on fair, equal relations 
and guided by international obligations, 
commitment

Session 3
Furthermore, effective 
institutional and policy 
coherence regarding 
migration and development 
requires the systematic 
participation of migrants 
themselves and the 
organizations which speak 
for them

3.1 Development is much more than 
economic growth. There is a need for an all-
encompassing migration policy that involves 
all stakeholders and takes into account the 
mutual effects of policy measures in areas 
such as foreign affairs, trade, agriculture, 
integration and security
3.2 There should be recognition of migrants’ 
contributions at various levels, to societies 
of receiving and sending countries. Migrants 
should be included in policy formulation
3.3 Allowing the planning, organization, and 
ownership of the civil society process to be 
held by migrants and civil society actors, 
with the support and in coordination with the 
states
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Session 3
Finally, future multilateral 
dialogues on migration and 
development require the full 
and equal partnership of civil 
society and governments, 
both with respect to the 
contents of the dialogue and 
the process of participation  

3.1 All actors must be included in the debate. 
Because of the important role played by 
migrant workers, civil society organizations, 
trade unions and the private sector, their 
participation in the discussions and in 
developing migration programmes, services 
and policies should be ensured
3.2 The debate must be shifted to a 
comprehensive approach that engages all 
players in the migration and development 
nexus
3.2 Governments are urged to set up 
consultation processes with all stakeholders 
(government departments, civil society, trade 
unions employer organizations, private sector, 
academia, migrants organizations and faith 
based) at national, region and international 
levels leading up to the GFMD in Manila
3.2 A follow-up of civil society discussions 
and planning towards the next meeting 
of the GFMD is needed along with 
consideration of the inclusion of civil society 
representation. Complementary to this is 
the need to enhance the capacity of civil 
society organizations (CSOs) to play a role 
in governmental consultations and policy-
making processes
3.3 Integral links between the civil society 
discussions and process and the state/
government process of the GFMD, including 
more direct interaction and dialogue during 
the GFMD between the states and civil 
society (including immigrant organizations)
3.3 Additional channels for engagement by 
civil society with the GFMD and development 
proce sses in general
3.3 A longer gathering of civil society at the 
GFMD to allow for more interaction amongst 
civil society groups and states
3.3 Country delegations to the governmental 
part of the Global Forum could include a non-
state actor observer
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RECOMMENDATIONS UNALIgNED WITH NgO COMMITTEE ON MIgRATION PRIORITIES

Roundtables Civil Society Day 
Recommendations to governments

Brussels gFMD 2007 
Recommendations and Outcomes

1.1 Highly Skilled 
Migration

1.1 The role of business is essential to 
the success of such policies and the 
private sector needs to be included in 
all immigration initiatives regarding the 
highly skilled

1.2 Temporary 
Labor Migration

1.2 Memoranda of understanding, 
and bilateral agreements, between 
sending and receiving countries can 
support the process
and minimize the potentially negative 
impact of unofficial channels of 
migration, especially if it includes the 
right of portable justice

1.2 Develop compendium of good 
practice policies on bilateral temporary 
labor arrangements that can contribute 
to development, give access to foreign 
labor markets, notably low skilled, while 
controlling illegal migration and protecting 
human and social rights of migrants

1.3 The Role 
of Other-Than-
Government 
Partners

1.3 Establishing migration centers along 
well traveled migration corridors and 
interconnects these to ensure timely and 
linked up services to migrants
1.3 Based on the Guatemala-Canada 
seasonal worker model, consider developing 
such projects as pilots in other countries 
along well used migration corridors
1.3 Undertake a feasibility study of financial 
intermediation services that allow would be 
migrants borrowing at or below market rate 
for their upfront expenses prior to migration
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1.3 Circular 
Migration 
1.4 Circular 
Migration 

1.3 Circular migration should be 
separated from temporary migration 
1.3 A broad conceptualization of 
circularity
needs to be considered including the 
valuable contribution which may be 
made by permanent migrants, settled 
in the country of destination, such 
as remittance-sending, foreign direct 
investment and the transfer of skills 
and knowledge
1.3 In addition, policies could 
consider offering rights of residency, 
and eventual access to citizenship. 
Return is often not in the interests of 
either migrant or employer.
1.3 Successful circular migration 
requires policies which facilitate 
mobility, such as multi-entry visas, 
and migration not linked to just one 
employer
1.2 The contribution that unskilled 
migrants make in both sending 
and receiving countries is an often 
underestimated and can lead to 
restrictive immigration policies. 
Stemming legal immigration, if it does 
not match labour demand, can in turn 
lead to irregular migration. Improved 
legal channels for migration are 
critical where such demand exists

1.4 Undertake an independent assessment 
of the development impacts of skills 
circulation models such as MIDA and 
TOKTEN and asses the feasibility of scaling 
them up and/or expanding them for greater 
development impact in country of origin
1.4 Hold a workshop on circular migration 
prior to the next Forum meeting to lay the 
groundwork for future partnerships
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2.1 Remittances 2.1 Key goals regarding remittances 
include the need to improve access 
to remittance-sending channels, 
lowering the costs of sending money, 
and increasing the choices for 
sending money available to migrants
2.1 Increase the formality for 
remittance sending 
2.1 Money transfer operators, micro 
finance institutions, and other actors 
involved in the banking system need 
to be involved in partnerships and 
policies to improve this environment, 
including the use of emerging 
technologies
2.1 Improving investment 
opportunities at home is also key
2.1 Liberalizing regulations for entry 
into this market may go some way to 
improving the access and choice for 
migrants
2.1 Facilitate the creation of an 
enabling environment for the sending 
of remittances

2.1 Enhance competition on the remittance 
market by avoiding monopolies and 
promoting partnerships that enable more 
actors to enter the market, including through 
more relative flexibility of regulation for the 
remittance industry; taking into account the 
legitimate need for security regulations and 
engaging with financial institution to raise 
awareness of the relevance of remittances
2.1 Facilitate transfers by supporting 
partnerships between commercial banks, 
money transfer operators, micro-finance 
institutions and central banks
2.1 Support research on remittance senders’ 
behavior
2.1 Enable a diversified supply of financial 
services by the private sector for remittance 
senders and recipients through the creation 
of multi-stakeholder partnerships, while 
retaining the possibility for government 
intervention as necessary; and ensure full 
use of the services already existing
2.1 Facilitate transfers by supporting 
partnerships between commercial banks, 
money transfer operators, micro-finance 
institutions and central banks 
2.1 Improve remittance statistics to enable 
their inclusion in calculations of country 
creditworthiness to facilitate access to 
international financing that can fund 
development projects 
2.1 Support securitization of future 
remittance flows to access international 
financing that can fund development
2.1 Promote the issuance of diaspora bonds 
where appropriate to access international
financing that can fund development 
projects
2.1 Redress remittances possible negative 
macro-economic impacts through long term 
structural solutions rather than short term 
solutions
2.1 Promote public/private partnerships for 
use of new technologies to facilitate and 
reduce transfer costs
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2. 2 Diaspora 
Organizations 

 2.2 An important way to leverage 
more impact from diaspora and 
migrant group efforts is to work 
within multi-stakeholder partnerships 
involving governments (both host and 
origin), other diaspora communities, 
NGOs and the private sector

2.2 Research the reciprocal influence 
between diasporas integration in host 
country and their involvement in the 
development of country of origin
2.2 Create an enabling environment for 
diaspora activities by providing multi-entry 
visas, dual citizenship, and recognition of 
skills and portability of social welfare
2.2 Establish triangular partnerships 
between diasporas and increase 
coordination among different departments  
in home and host countries as well as 
between host countries harboring diaspora 
of same origin 

3.1 Migration and 
Development 
Nexus

3.1 Distinguish between migration 
out of choice and migration out of 
necessity 
3.1 Social policies should recognize 
the human and social rights of 
migrants, including policies to prevent 
social exclusion, the right to decent 
work and job security provisions, as 
well as political and labour rights
3.1 Governments of origin and 
destination need to work together 
to develop immigration policies 
that recognize a person’s right to 
mobility. This includes streamlining 
and regularizing visa procedures. 
Governments should create
more legal channels for migration
3.1 That migrants make a positive 
contribution to destination countries 
and are not a menace to these 
societies should be highlighted 
in advocacy work and public 
awareness-raising activities
3.1 By taking a holistic approach, 
it should be possible to formulate 
policies which are interlinked and 
mutually reinforcing, and a key 
element of this are policies to facilitate 
rather than restrict international 
migration. Policy coordination is 
essential to achieving this

3.1 To establish formal and informal 
mechanisms, adequately resourced, 
to enable those government officials 
responsible for migration policies and 
development policies to communicate 
and consult with one another on ways to 
promote synergies between their respective 
policies and decisions. It is essential that 
these consultations take place at all levels of 
government.
3.1 Maintain and reinforce GMFD focal 
points to facilitate dialogue at national level 
as well as networking at the global level 
between GFMD participating governments 
3.1 Creation of a working group to look 
at good practices and lessons learned 
in promoting policy coherence within 
governments, building on the thematic 
survey undertaken by Sweden in the leading 
up to the first Forum meeting 
3.1 Developed countries and international 
organizations should support the 
strengthening of capacity building in 
developing countries both at the levels of
policymaking and of institutional set-up to 
better address migration and development 
related impacts
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3.2 Policy 
Coherence 

3.2 A more comprehensive 
information system is needed in which 
quantitative as well as qualitative 
research can be shared at all levels 
between different actors in migration 
and development. Migration is 
still handled as a domestic issue, 
although it is global in nature
3.2 Successful migration management 
requires the cooperation of the 
governments of countries of origin 
and transit. This will only work if 
migration also appears to bring 
benefits for them.
Linking migration to development 
seems to be a way of achieving this

3.2 Support of capacity building initiatives 
to develop more effective systems for 
monitoring migrant flows to and from 
developing countries and better policy 
planning 
3.2 Developing a brief report on key policy 
lessons from existing research, to be 
presented in Manila 2008
3.2 Creating a working group between 
relevant institutions on better data gathering 
and sharing
3.2 Consider creating an expert working 
group of government policy makers, 
researchers, civil society from both migration 
and development communities in order 
assess and coordinate research priorities
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3.3 Looking 
Forward

3.3 The Global Forum could establish 
a permanent expert advisory group 
consisting of representatives from 
a range of non-state actors. This 
group would produce authoritative 
research and policy recommendations 
regarding how to  improve migration’s 
developmental impacts
3.3 A network of non-state actors 
active in migration-development 
issues could be created and establish 
a web portal to share information and 
discuss key issues throughout the 
year
3.3 Ensuring a transparent, 
democratic, consultative process or 
mechanism in selecting migrant and 
civil society representatives to the 
Global Forum; this should ensure 
broad, representative, balanced 
(in terms of geography, gender 
and sector, etc.) participation and 
representation of migrants, civil 
society and non-state actors
3.3 A joint working group could be 
established between state and non-
state actor representatives. Such a 
group would discuss migration and 
development issues 
and undertake joint projects

3.3 To promote greater sharing of 
information about activities and 
achievements of RCPs in the fields of 
migration and development. This could 
be achieved for instance through: regular 
meetings for greater cross-fertilization 
between RCPs; a common database on 
good practices and a website; an RCP 
newsletter
3.3 To encourage a more systematic 
evaluation of RCPs’ achievements and 
impacts in the fields of migration and 
development in order to promote a better 
understanding of the contribution of RCPs 
to managing migration for development
3.3 To reinforce donor support for migration/
development related activities of RCPs, 
especially in regions of high migration 
and development interest to the donor 
community (e.g. MIDSA and MIDWA in 
Africa)
3.3 To ensure a sustainable two way 
information flow between RCPs and GMFD; 
by undertaking regular surveys of RCPs from 
a migration and development
perspective; and/or by creating a network 
of GFMD focal points in different RCPs to 
support this exchange
3.3 To encourage the involvement of 
government departments and agencies 
of developing and developed countries 
(and where appropriate, non-governmental 
actors) responsible for development in RCPs 
meetings and projects
3.3 To promote more formal linkages 
between RCPs and other regional fora (e.g. 
regional trade systems and integration 
regimes) and to further develop links 
between RCPs and inter-regional political 
level dialogues
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APPENDIX B3: Alignment of United Nations NGO Committee on Migration Priorities with  

Parallel Events to Civil Society Days Recommendations, Civil Society Days Recommendations  

and the Manila GFMD 2008 Outcomes and Recommendations 

 

 
 

Civil Society Day Schedule 

Session 1.1 Protecting the Rights of Migrants – A 

Shared Responsibility 

Session 1.2 Empowering Migrants and Diaspora 

to Contribute to Development 

Sessions 2.1 and 2.2 Fostering More 

Opportunities for Legal Migration and Managing 

Migration and Minimizing the Negative Impacts of 

Irregular Migration 

Session 3.1 Strengthening Data and Research 

Tools on Migration and Development 

Session 3.2 Policy and Institutional Coherence in 

Migration and Development within Government 

Session 3.3 Regional Consultative Processes 

(RCPs) at the interface of migration and 

development 

Business Practices International migration for the 

benefit or workers and business: best practices 

from the business and professional world 

GFMD Schedule 

Roundtable 1.1 Protecting the Rights of Migrants 

– A Shared Responsibility 

Roundtable 1.2 Empowering Migrants and 

Diaspora to Contribute to Development 

Roundtable 2.1 Fostering More Opportunities for 

Regular Migration 

Roundtable 2.2 Managing Migration and 

Minimizing the Negative Impacts of Irregular 

Migration 

Roundtable 3.1 Strengthening Data and Research 

Tools on Migration and Development 

Roundtable 3.2 Policy and Institutional Coherence 

in Migration and Development within Government 

Roundtable 3.3 Regional Consultative Processes, 

Inter-regional Consultative For a and Regional 

Organizations and Economic Integration 

Processes at the Interface of Migration and 

Development 
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 2 

 

  
RECOMMENDATIONS THAT ALIGN WITH UN NGO COMMITTEE ON MIGRATION 

PRIORITIES 

 

United Nations 

NGO Committee 

on Migration  

Priorities 

Parallel Events to 

Civil Society Days  

Priorities 

Civil Society Days 

Recommendations to 

Governments 

 

Manila GFMD 2008 

Recommendations and 

Outcomes 

That the existing 

international 

framework of 

Declarations and 

Conventions be 

accepted as the 

basis for all 

deliberations and 

decisions made 

by states at the 

GFMD. 

 

Governments must not 

deviate from but rather 

build upon the normative 

rights-based framework-

approach to 

development. All 

governments must honor 

their commitment to the 

Declaration on the Right 

to Development. 

 

Session 1.1 

- Governments should 

harmonise national laws 

and migration policies with 

these existing human rights 

and international labour 

standards and ensure 

respect for a range of 

rights, including those to 

health, education, and 

freedom of association. 

- Governments should 

develop standard language 

concerning rights and 

protection of migrants for 

bilateral and multilateral 

agreements. 

 

That all 

deliberations at 

the GFMD be 

based on the 

understanding 

that international 

migration, 

development and 

human rights are 

intrinsically 

interrelated, 

interconnected 

and 

interdependent. 

Human and root 

causes of 

migration must be 

dealt with as 

cross cutting 

issues. 

Governments have the 

obligation to guarantee 

the human rights, 

including labor rights, of 

all migrants as human 

beings. They must thus 

establish migration and 

development policies that 

respect, protect, fulfill 

and promote the human 

rights of migrants, 

including migrant 

workers, and promote 

sustainable, rights-based 

development. 

Overall Recommendation 

- Governments are asked to 

recognize the need for the 

development of global 

architecture to ensure a 

rights-based approach to 

migration.  Further we ask 

that they urge the UN to 

bring the GFMD back within 

its formal mandate. 

Sessions 2.1 and 2.2 

- The migration and 

development agenda 

should be separated from 

national security issues, 

which not only criminalize 

migrants and their families 

(including children), but also 

permit discrimination, 

exploitation, and de-

humanization of migrants.  

Instead, the agenda should 

re-centre on development 

issues and fundamental 

rights. 

Roundtable 1.1 

- Explore closer linkages 

with the UN Human Rights 

system 
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That receiving 

states recognize 

the contribution to 

their economies 

of migrant 

workers by 

respecting the 

human rights of 

migrant workers 

and granting such 

workers the 

opportunity to 

remain with 

regular status and 

to integrate into 

Society, if that is 

their wish. 

Governments must 

recognize and respect 

the rights of all migrants, 

including migrant 

workers, whether or not 

they are in ‘regular’ or 

‘irregular’ status.  

Solutions include 

expanded avenues for 

legal migration and 

regularization, and the 

provision of opportunities 

in both countries of origin 

and destination. 

 

 

Overall Recommendation  

- All governments are urged 

to consider the benefits of 

migration and resist the 

temptation of cut migrant 

numbers in the current 

economic circumstances. 

Session 1.1 

- Governments should 

combat criminalization of 

undocumented migrants, 

and pay specific attention 

to the risks faced by 

women migrants, including 

but not limited to trafficking. 

Sessions 2.1 and 2.2 

- Governments and society 

as a whole should 

recognize and promote the 

contributions of migrants to 

destination countries.  This 

should imply that policies 

should be based on the 

principle of reciprocity 

between countries of origin 

and destination. 

- Every person has the right 

to decent work.  

Government should expand 

channels for regular 

migration, recognizing their 

own workforce shortages 

and accommodating the 

demand of migrants 

desperately seeking 

employment opportunities. 

- Ongoing regularization 

programs should be in 

place for undocumented 

citizens to become 

documented on the basis of 

fair and transparent criteria. 

- All migration should lead 

to steps to full citizenship in 

destination countries, if 

desired.  Choice should be 

the key component of 

citizenship, including the 

possibilities of dual 

citizenship.  This must also 

be afforded to people who 

Roundtable 1.1 

- Set up a Working Group 

on Protecting and 

Empowering Migrants for 

Development, which could 

conduct a study on the 

actual links between 

protection for migrants and 

their capacity to contribute 

to development 

Roundtable 1.2 

- Prepare a catalogue of 

good practices in joint 

arrangements to support 

and empower migrants and 

diaspora in their 

contributions to 

development.  

- Respect human dignity 

and fundamental rights, 

regardless of the residence 

status of migrants and 

diaspora members. 

- Encourage measures to 

promote the exercise of 

political rights and political 

participation, such as 

overseas voting and dual 

citizenship, to promote 

continued connection to the 

home country.  
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are stateless. 

 
 

That states grant 

to all migrants, 

including irregular 

immigrants, all 

rights in 

accordance with 

the Universal 

Declaration of 

Human Rights 

and Conventions 

of the 

International 

Labour 

Organisation. 

Governments must fulfill 

their obligations under 

the core UN and ILO 

instruments, and all 

regional and international 

human rights 

instruments. 

 

Governments must 

“protect the vital core of 

human lives in ways that 

enhance human 

freedoms and human 

fulfillment” especially in 

dealing with conflict, 

poverty and migration 

(Commission on Human 

Security 2003). 

Session 1.1 

- Governments should 

recognise that freedom of 

association applies to all 

workers, including migrants 

irrespective of their status. 

Session 3.2 

- Temporary labour 

migration programmes 

must be reformed to ensure 

they framed in a rights 

based approach. 
 

 

That states, in 

particular 

industrialized 

nations of the 

global North 

(receiving states), 

ratify the 

International 

Convention on the 

Protection of the 

Rights of All 

Migrant Workers 

and Members of 

Their Families. 

 

Governments must fulfill 

their obligations under 

the core UN and ILO 

instruments, and all 

regional and international 

human rights 

instruments. (This 

includes ratifying the 

International Convention 

on the Protection of the 

Rights of All Migrant 

Workers and Members of 

Their Families.) 
 

Session 1.1 

- Governments should ratify 

and enforce core UN 

human rights treaties 

providing for equal 

treatment and the 

protection of migrants.  This 

must include the 

International Convention on 

the Protection of the Rights 

of all Migrant Workers and 

Members of their Families 

and ILO conventions 97 

and 143. 

 

That states 

reduce the root 

causes of 

worldwide 

migration by 

eliminating 

discriminatory 

trade and 

economic policies 

in the 

industrialized 

North that prevent 

sustainable 

development in 

the sending 

countries, 

Governments must 

institute a functioning 

international system 

based on migration and 

development policies that 

guarantee the human 

rights of migrants, 

workers and all peoples, 

and which promotes 

sustainable, rights-based 

development.  

Governments in the 

South should not adopt 

policies or enter into 

agreements, such as 

free-trade agreements, 

Session 1.1 

- Governments should take 

the responsibility of 

investing in long-term 

development, including 

creating local opportunities 

for decent work, so that 

individuals can truly migrate 

out of choice and not 

necessity. 

Session 1.2 

- Governments should 

increase access to 

information for countries of 

origin with regards to the 

skills distribution of its 
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undermine 

economic 

stability, and 

exacerbate 

outward 

migration. 

with Northern countries 

that increase forced 

migration of their 

populations. Neither 

should they make any 

multilateral or bilateral 

agreements, be they 

repatriation, border 

control, or temporary or 

circular labor agreements 

that do not fully respect 

and protect the human 

rights of migrants. 

migrants and diaspora so 

as to facilitate and enhance 

the current level of 

contribution to the country 

of origin. 

- Governments should 

revise immigration policies 

and laws in countries of 

destination in order to allow 

migrants to return 

temporarily to their 

countries of origin in order 

to use their skills to benefit 

both country of origin and 

country of destination. 
 

That governments 

comply with 

existing UN 

instruments and 

agreements in 

order to develop 

effective 

institutional and 

policy coherence 

regarding 

migration and 

development. 

Governments must not 

deviate from but rather 

build upon the normative 

rights-based framework-

approach to 

development.  All 

governments must honor 

their commitment to the 

Declaration on the Right 

to Development (UNGA 

Resolution 41/128, 4 

December 1986). 

 

Overall Recommendation 

- Governments should re-

affirm their commitment to 

development through 

realizing the MDGs, full 

employment and decent 

work as the priorities for 

development. 

Session 3.2 

- Governments should 

ensure that national laws, 

bilateral agreements, and 

multilateral agreements are 

brought into accordance 

with human and labour 

standards. 

 

Roundtable 1.1 

- Undertake capacity 

building in both origin and 

host countries for ensuring 

welfare and protection of 

migrants through relevant 

institutions, structures and 

mechanisms. 

- Develop a compendium of 

best practices at national, 

regional and international 

levels on protecting 

migrants, which may be 

replicated and monitored on 

a continuing basis. 

 

That migrants 

themselves and 

the organizations 

which speak for 

them be given the 

space to 

participate 

systematically in 

the process of 

developing 

effective 

institutional and 

policy coherence 

regarding 

migration and 

development. 

 Session 1.2 

- Governments should 

recognize the voice and 

contribution of migrant 

organizations and the 

diaspora in their 

development of policies as 

they are greatly contributing 

to the development of their 

homelands and their 

countries of destination. 

- Governments should 

allocate appropriate funds 

to enable migrant 

organizations and diaspora 

to contribute more 

effectively. 
 

 

That future Governments must Session 3.2 Roundtable 3.3 
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multilateral 

dialogues on 

migration and 

development 

include the full 

and equal 

partnership of civil 

society and 

governments, 

both with respect 

to the contents of 

the dialogue and 

the process of 

participation. 

guarantee the right to 

participation of migrants 

and all human beings in 

policy making. 

Discussions on migration 

and development policy 

at the national and 

international level must 

ensure a larger, more 

genuine participation of 

civil society, reflecting a 

diversity of international 

actors, including the 

strong representation of 

migrants themselves, as 

well as measures to 

ensure language access 

as well as economic 

access and 

representation by all 

global regions. 
 

- Governments should 

coordinate how best to 

structure dialogue and 

cooperation between 

relevant international 

agencies. 

Session 3.3 

- We urge governments to 

work with CSOs to develop 

better models of 

participation in the RCPs; 

models that respect 

diversity. 

- Likewise we urge 

governments to apply these 

models at the national and 

global levels.  The challenge 

now is in how to link these 

different levels. 

- The GFMD should 

continue acting as a venue 

for informal exchange 

among RCPs, inter-regional 

fora and initiatives, and 

regional integration 

processes, including by 

using the GFMD website for 

ongoing information 

exchange on the activities of 

such fora.  

- Consideration should be 

given to holding side events 

at the next GFMD meeting 

in Greece for regional fora 

that wish to share their 

experiences.  

 

 Governments must 

protect and uphold the 

human rights of women 

migrants, taking into 

account a long history of 

gender discrimination.  

International and national 

regimes must be adopted 

to recognize and protect 

the rights of domestic 

workers and other 

informal workers, many 

of whom are women. 

They must also promote 

the empowerment of 

migrant women and the 

achievement of gender 

equality. 
 

  

 Governments must adopt 

effective policies to 

combat trafficking. 

Policies aimed at curbing 

trafficking must be 

evaluated to make sure 

they are addressing root 

causes with a human 

rights approach, rather 

than furthering situations 

of exploitation and 
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abuse. 

 

 Provide opportunities for 

families not to be 

separated and 

possibilities for family 

reunification; This is 

necessary to promote 

social cohesion, as well 

as cohesion and 

coherence of migration 

policy, for the health of 

countries of origin as well 

as destination, and for 

human, social, and 

economic development. 

  

 Governments must 

ensure that migrants 

enjoy equality of rights 

and non-discrimination in 

the places where they 

live.  Discrimination 

based on any status, 

including national origin, 

nationality, migration 

status, race, gender, 

class, sexual orientation, 

religious belief and 

language, is prohibited by 

international law and 

human rights principles. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS UNALIGNED WITH NGO COMMITTEE ON MIGRATION 

PRIORITIES 

  

Priority Area
1
 Civil Society Day Recommendations to 

Governments 

GFMD Recommendations 

and Outcomes 

Family Rights Session 1.1 

- Governments should reaffirm and reinforce 

protections for family unity, not only as a right itself 

but as a practical, proven, essential value for human 

development, integration, and social cohesion.  

Special attention, and remedies, are urgently 

needed to address: 

1. the social costs that long-term migration-related 

separation exacts on families, especially the millions 

of children “left behind,” and   

2. the effects of immigration policies that de-unify 

families, including a growing recourse to family-

blind enforcement approaches and inclinations to 

treat lesser-skilled migrants in particular only as 

“temporary” workers (denied family rights) even 

those who are, in fact, structurally needed and 

engaged in employment that is long-term.  

- Governments should recognize the large numbers 

of children involved and;  

1. ensure that migrant children enjoy the full range 

of rights, including access to health and education 

services, irrespective of their status.  

2. implement a moratorium on the detention and 

deportation of child migrants, and  

3. ensure that all migrant children have access to 

birth registration and the right to a nationality.  

Session 3.2 

- The European Union should reconsider provisions 

in the EU Return Directive that conflict with basic 

human rights of migrants and their children, 

particularly with respect to periods of detention, 

deportation and other repressive measures.    

 

 

 

Specific Migrant 

Group Rights 

Session 1.1 

- Governments should demonstrate concern for the 

unacceptable, often inhumane, circumstances of 

domestic workers and;   

1. ensure that national labour laws offer full 

protection to domestic workers  

2. establish a legal complaints framework for 

Roundtable 2.2 

- Establish a systematic 

method of data collection 

and analysis of trafficking 

(e.g. based on IOM’s  

CTM database; and expand 

this to include e.g. the 

                                                
1
 Identified by the authors based on analysis of the recommendations from Civil Society and 

Government Days. 
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immediate action on grievances with swift and 

appropriate remedy  

3. support the  ongoing work of the ILO and work to 

build consensus to see the adoption of a Domestic 

Workers Convention in 2011. 

Session 3.2 

- All governments are asked to avoid detention of 

refugees, asylum seekers and migrants, to consider 

and pursue alternatives to detention and never place 

certain groups such as pregnant or lactating 

women, children, survivors of torture, abuse and 

trauma, elderly, disabled of persons with serious 

health conditions, in detention. 

 

economic circumstances of 

the victims).  

- Explore what the 

discussions in the GFMD 

and RCPs can learn from 

each other about good 

practices between origin 

and host countries, 

including capacity building 

and international 

cooperation to curb people 

trafficking and smuggling. 

This would follow up on the 

outcomes of the Brussels 

GFMD and link with RT 3 

outcomes. 

Financial Measures Session 1.2 

- Governments should facilitate the transfer and 

reduce the cost of remittances of all migrants 

through formal channels.   

 

Roundtable 1.2 

- Consider issuing diaspora 

bonds to tap diaspora 

wealth for development.  

- Create ‘banks’ of projects 

that could be supported by 

diaspora groups.  

- Support programs such 

as the G8 Global 

Remittance Working Group 

and the Africa Remittances 

Institute.  

Roundtable 2.1 

- Complete the project 

begun in 2007 to assess 

how to lower the costs of 

migration through greater 

involvement of banks and 

financial institutions. 

 

Best Practices, Data 

Collection and 

Information Sharing 

Session 3.1 

- Governments should accept their primary 

responsibility for data collection, but recognize the 

valuable role that civil society organizations can play 

in 1) filling in existing data gaps, and 2) offering 

constructive critiques of government data.  

- Governments should recognize the importance of 

maintaining and sharing data in order to create a 

comprehensive pictures of migration and 

development issues.  

- Governments should, along with international 

organizations facilitate data collection in both 

countries of origin and destination including sex-

disaggregated data. 

- Governments should increase access to data   

• To support access to micro data for research 

Roundtable 1.1 

- Continue foraging bilateral 

and other agreements 

where no binding protocols 

exist to ensure protection in 

practice. 

- Monitor and evaluate 

GFMD outcomes/proposals 

and recommendations 

Roundtable 1.2 

- Establish a standard 

lexicon or dictionary of 

terms that will cover the 

migration process, to 

promote  

greater commonality of 
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purposes   

• To increase North-South data sharing and 

access   

• To support a clearinghouse function of 

migration research and data  

- Governments should ensure civil society is more 

engaged in data collection:  

• To be more rigorous in how they collect and 

use data;  

• To strengthen linkages and partnerships with 

research networks and diaspora 

organizations  

- Governments should address data gaps on 

“difficult” issues, including:  

• Deaths at border, racism occurring at the 

border.  

• Specific groups of migrants: children, women, 

trafficked, forced and child labour and 

internal migrants.   

 

understanding.  

Roundtable 2.1 

- Undertake assessments 

of some pilot circular 

migration schemes (e.g. 

Mauritius-France) to  

evaluate and highlight best 

practices and to enrich the 

Compendium of good 

practices.  

- Expand and update the 

Compendium of Good 

Practice Policies on 

Bilateral Temporary Labour  

Arrangements prepared for 

Spain and Morocco by 

OSCE, IOM and ILO, and 

include contact information 

on persons in countries 

with experience in these 

types of program.    

- Compile information for all 

governments on available 

websites and other 

information vehicles 

regarding jobs abroad 

and/or available supply of 

labour that facilitate 

“matching” and regular 

forms of labour migration.  

- Explore how international 

and other organizations 

inform migrants; and 

assess how Migrant  

Information Centres (e.g. in 

Mali) are working to achieve 

better informed migration.  

Roundtable 2.2 

- Conduct targeted 

research on costs-benefits 

and impacts of regular and 

irregular migration on 

development for developing 

countries with significant 

inward and outward 

migration flows.  

- Organize a meeting for 

heads of regional 

consultative processes, 

possibly in Bangkok, to 

share information on 

migration and development 
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related activities and 

achievements  

Roundtable 3.1 

- Set up a Data and 

Research Working Group to 

bring together government 

experts from developing 

and developed countries, 

international agencies and 

academia to consider how 

to improve data and 

research. This would be an 

ad-hoc group acting as a 

clearing house to keep 

abreast of relevant data and 

research initiatives, 

promote comparability and 

accessibility of existing 

activities, advise GFMD 

meetings on the most 

relevant findings and 

recommendations, and 

identify ways to take 

forward data and research-

related conclusions from 

GFMD meetings. Several 

measures could be 

explored by this Working 

Group such as promoting 

regional cooperation on 

improving data and 

research, and piloting a 

project to promote best 

practice on data collection 

and sharing.  

- Individual states should 

ensure that adequate and 

appropriate migration 

questions are included in all 

censuses of the 2010 round 

of national censuses, 

considering the important 

opportunity presented by 

the 2010 round to collect 

good migration data.  

- Pursue capacity building 

efforts on data and 

research, recognizing the 

shared interest and 

necessity to improve 

technical capability in this 

area, yielding direct 
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benefits for individual 

countries – including how 

countries could improve 

their input into their Poverty 

Reduction Strategy Papers  

(PRSPs) – but also 

generally contribute to 

improving a shared 

understanding of migration 

and development and its 

impacts around the world.  

Roundtable 3.3 

- Hold a meeting of Chairs 

and Secretariats of 

Regional Consultative 

Processes (RCPs), possibly 

in  

Bangkok in the first half of 

2009, to share experiences 

and lessons learned. The 

meeting would be 

sponsored by Australia and 

organized by IOM; and its 

results presented in Athens 

in 2009. 

 

Government Policy Sessions 2.1 and 2.2 

- All migrant workers have the right to labor law 

protections and should be able to access and seek 

redress to any transgression. Grievance procedure 

should suspend the execution of deportation or 

other administrative measures.  

Session 3.2 

- Governments should ensure structured dialogue 

between the government entities dealing with 

migration, including ministries of immigration, labor, 

foreign affairs, health and justice, and between the 

law enforcement, executive, and policy-making 

branches of government.  

- Governments should adopt policies aimed at 

extending social security and at ensuring the 

portability of entitlements of migrant workers 

through bilateral agreements.  

Business Practices 

- We urge governments to consider the structure of 

global governance in the shipping industry as a 

model for development in other sectors, such as for 

instance health, with particular reference to 

recruitment, workers rights, social  security, safety 

and health, and global training standards.  

- Governments should start by regulating the 

recruitment industry by licensing, meaningful 

Roundtable 3.2 

- Set up a GFMD Platform 

or Working Group on Policy 

and Institutional Coherence, 

using the  

GFMD website to ensure 

on-going exchange and 

stimulate the identification 

and dissemination of best 

practices in policy and 

institutional coherence. This 

would also ensure that the 

critical issue of policy and 

institutional coherence 

remains on future GFMD 

agendas.  

- GFMD could stimulate 

assessment and evaluation 

of the array of new policies 

and initiatives, including the 

integration of migration into 

PRSPs and donor 

development policies. The 

working paper recommends 

that GFMD bring experts 

together before Greece to 
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sanctions and the prohibition of fees to migrant 

workers. Policy should also be in place mandating 

information sessions for migrant workers, which 

include cultural preparation, expectations, rights 

and protections. 
 

discuss best research 

methodologies for 

evaluating the policies and 

programs. A Handbook was 

one possibility.  

- The GFMD national focal 

points should be 

strengthened to enhance 

institutional coherence, and 

to help governments adopt 

new inter-ministerial 

coordination mechanisms.  

- Policy and institutional 

coherence should stay 

firmly on the GFMD agenda 

to ensure continued focus 

and momentum.  

- The survey on policy and 

institutional coherence 

should be conducted again, 

perhaps every two years, 

and include open-ended 

questions to supplement 

the yes/no questions in the 

current survey. 

 

 

 

 
                                                
 Joint Civil Society Declaration on Migration, Development, and Human Rights 

adopted at the Peoples’ Global Action on Migration, Development and Human 

Rights (PGA) and submitted to governments at the Global Forum on Migration 

and Development (GFMD) 2008. 

 
 Dignity Across Borders, International Catholic Migration Commission (ICMC) Statement to the Global Forum, 

2008. 
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