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I will talk about lessons learned from regional coordination, but I’m also inspired by Dr. Jenny to offer some thoughts about a number of statements he raised. In many respects, I agree with what he said.   

My starting point is exactly the same that Dr. Jenny identified. The 1994 Cairo Conference on Population and International Development (ICPD) was a watershed in terms of international cooperation on migration issues. The blueprint adopted on migration was important, because of the recommendations and plan of action. What is striking is to re-read that now and to see how true so much of what was said in 1994 is still relevant for today.

The Cairo plan of Action laid down some terrific principles. At that time, it was impossible to translate that into reality. I think Dr. Jenny has rightly pointed out the evolution at the international and, let me add, the regional level since then. Many governments in1994 felt that it was not really feasible to continue at the global level to discuss migration issues. It was still an issue that was largely polarized along North-South lines. Not surprisingly, many governments, primarily from the South, wanted to see a global conference on migration. Equally, there were many reactions from most of the developed countries in the North saying they were not ready for such a discussion. At the national level, they had not yet developed their own reflection in policies with respect to migration and not ready in such a forum. 
From that moment, governments decided to invest in regional efforts to address migration. From 1994 until now, we have seen a real move towards regional consultation. That is the case in the formal regional institutions. The most advanced effort at the regional level is that of the EU. In addition, we have seen migration issues put on the agenda’s of an ECOWAS, a Migration Dialogue for Southern Africa, in the America’s regional groups.
Also, ad hoc groupings of states come together talking about migration. The principle that states cannot manage migration on their own is fundamentally accepted by all governments worldwide. There has been very little interest in addressing migration at a binding global level. 

So, let me talk about the regional consultative mechanisms and contrast that with some other initiatives. 

Primarily, there is a caution of how can we move forward more effectively. Regional consultative processes on migration are informal groups of states that come together, either at the regional level based or at the thematic level. (see, for instance, the Bali regional consultative process which addresses transnational organised crime, trafficking… and covers countries from Indonesia, Australia to Turkey). So, this is rather a group that comes together based on a common interest. 

These groups exist on every continent and have some similar characteristics. They are state-run, they do have input and expertise from international organisations. For example, IOM frequently serves as the secretariat or provides technical or policy advice. They are not binding in the nature of their discussions and not formal. The most important part is that they create a space for developing a common language in migration. 
I like to stress that while the international efforts to address migration in the last 15 years have not developed rapidly with respect of binding legal instruments, we are finding that through dialogue fora, sessions like today, it is possible to start identifying a common language on migration and ways to move forward. 
In 1994, the terminology used was striking in a fact that states from the North and the South talked in a fundamentally different ways about migrations. They talked about breaking the rules, had different ideas about conceptualising the phenomenon. It was hard at that point to find ways for states to talk about migration in a way they understood each others’ priorities and saw some similarities in the challenges they faced. In the mean time, there has been globalisation. That meant that most states face the same challenges now. Of course, a country like Belgium has a different perspective and experience than a country like the DR Congo. But they will face quite similar challenges, such as the impact of migration on employment, irregular entry… 
Now, every state participates in the migration process in ways that are understandable and shared. A common commitment and common interest to resolve the problem in a cooperative manner is now possible. The potential benefits of the Diaspora for the country of origin as for the country of destination is now recognised.

Let me draw a brief distinction between some of the binding efforts on the global level to address migration in contrast to the formal mechanisms. Most of you are familiar with the 1990 Migrant Workers Convention, the most recent effort at the global level to develop a binding regime on migration. It took more than ten years to negotiate the text and another ten years to bring it into force. In practise, only 34 states have ratified it and none of them are major states of destination. Thus, is this a good model? It includes wonderful principles, fabulous protection for migrations, great messages for interstate cooperation. But, what is its impact today? 

I want to say in contrast that through the regional consultative processes on migration many of which bring in countries of origin, transit and destination together, they don’t set binding goals. We have seen as a result of them is concrete action in terms of changing national level migration policies and legislation, adopting at the national level new laws and procedures. They are able to put in place the mechanisms to manage migration more safely. We have seen real cooperation between states (for instance, Australia and Indonesia have developed together a series of joint initiatives, including training of officials, to take action to really address human trafficking). Even though these regional mechanisms do not set as a goal binding outcomes, they had that effect. 
What lessons can we draw from those regional efforts for further effort at the global effort? From the IOM’s perspective, we are committed to seeing progress, better state cooperation on migration. The HLD is extremely important and positive potential moment in the consideration of migration issues, because it draws attention on the positive potential of migration for development and the Secretary General’s report does help identify ways in which States can work more effectively. Equally so, the private sector, the migrants organisations, the Diaspora, participate in this process. An effort to develop a new legal regime or create more institutional structures would not be productive. I’m very relieved the SG report suggests neither of those two things and neither have the major international efforts in the last two years. 
It is a frustration for us to see that we are in many aspects in the beginning of cooperation. On the other hand, it is now recognised that cooperation is necessary and efforts like the HLD that call attention at a more senior level can help move that forward as long as it doesn’t polarize along North-South lines. 

We need to find ways to find common interests and ways where real partnerships are possible between governments as well as with the international organisations and with the private sector, civil society at all levels. 

We are at an important moment here. This kind of discussion such as today can be very constructive for the HLD, but it must continue.

Thank you.  
