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A SYMBOLIC INVITATION

I want to thank UNITAR for the invitation to participate in this briefing on the upcoming GFMD in Mexico.  To NGOs and NGO coalitions like ours, the invitation symbolizes the increasing outreach to Civil Society (CS) by UN agencies and by Governments as we prepare for the 4th GFMD.   We are particularly grateful to the Government of Mexico and its UN Mission staff for their strong supportiveness of our endeavors. We are also very pleased that the US Department of State has invited us, along with over 30 other participants representing various segments of  Civil  Society, to discuss the GFMD at a briefing in Washington DC today  which is going on as we speak.   We would like to note that this represents a welcome engagement on the part of the United States to not only participate in the GFMD but also to invite an active dialogue with Civil Society.                                                    

So, despite our awareness of the many challenges ahead, I think it is fair to say that Civil Society is hopeful about the ability to engage with Governments at the Global Forum in Mexico  on behalf of migrants and their families worldwide.

BRUSSELS 2007

A brief look backward to the “first days” in 2006 and  2007, I think  supports a 

cautious optimism from the perspective of Civil Society  regarding the evolving

shape and direction of the GFMD. Preparations for the first Forum in Brussels were marked by a mixture of hope and doubt; many Governments and Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) approached the event, and each other, gingerly and with great circumspection.

On the one hand,  Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) like our members saw the Forum as an unprecedented opportunity to promote  their  perspectives at an international level concerning Migration, Development, and  the Human Rights of Migrants.  On the other hand, they were dubious about the intentions in particular of Governments of the industrialized countries, especially  because of the insistence  by so many   that the Forum be held outside the United Nations, with its frameworks on Human Rights, and  access to NGOs to the UN table.

NGO FRUSTRATIONS .

Both the preparations for, and the proceedings of, the Brussels Forum often were frustrating to CSOs: for all practical purposes, they had no voice in the make-up of the International Advisory Committee, the selection of  their own participants at the Civil Society Days (CSDs), or the drawing up of their own agenda.  Also, the Civil  Society Day  proceedings and the Government proceedings were almost hermetically sealed off from one another. 

REPORTS OF RETURNING CS PARTICIPANTS                                                         
As a result, the reports from returning CS participants to their  constituencies  were not enthusiastic. There were worries that the Forum was being constrained to focus exclusively on the utility of migrants for economic development, that the Forum was being positioned  as a market place for “old-style” managed migration; that Foundations were being used to negotiate for Civil Society; and that UN agencies were being marginalized. 

Nevertheless, there had been some cordial contacts between NGOs and friendly States, as well as useful networking  among Civil Society representatives, 

including  in a parallel Civil Society event (the Peoples Global Action,( or PGA)

STEPS BEYOND BRUSSELS

After reassessing the situation, few of the parties that had participated in the Brussels Forum  were ready to drop the GFMD experiment. Instead, among Civil Society Organizations, the decision taken was to focus on steps for the future
POST-ATHENS  ( GFMD 3)                                                                                   

At the end of the first 3 years,  there was increasing convergence,  on issues of substance.  For instance .                                                                                                                                                                                               migrant rights  have become  an important and acceptable element of the discussion of migration and development in both Civil Society and State sessions. On process, there has been considerable convergence among Governments and Civil Society on at least a few issues, for example that

· Civil society participation is in fact a key component of the GFMD, primarily within the Civil Society meeting but also in the States meeting;  

· Also,  since Manila,  the Civil Society Days   were expanded to two full days,  matching the time given to the States’ meeting; and  specific interaction between States and Civil Society has been built into the programme of the CSD. Still requiring attention are  more full and formal participation of Civil Society in States days; and a  greater balance between practitioner and academic papers/presenters in both the Civil Society and States meetings of the Forum. 

THE  GFMD 4  / MEXICO 2010

 At this year’s GFMD,  on the positive side from the CS point of view, are:

· The clear definition of development as “human” and not just economic;
· The construction of a “common space” between  Civil Society and States;    

· The first- time focuses on the protection of irregular migrants, and on families left behind, both in formal sessions of the Forum;  

· Greater flexibility of the CS program, including:  regional sessions;  formal incorporation of the results of the parallel PGA  into the official Civil Society programme; and four “case studies”.  These  are  a second component of Mexico’s new “common space” approach in the Forum, organized to promote CS-States dialogue about actual public-private partnerships in migration and development. 

Also on the positive side, from the CS perspective, are:

· An on-line survey of Civil Society to assess the usefulness of prior Forum participation (currently on the GFMD website);  and a

· First-time emphasis on measuring actual impacts and follow-up of GFMD recommendations, with a process of assessment starting at this year’s Global Forum and continuing up to the next High Level Dialogue in 2013.

On the negative side, from our perspective, as the 4th GFMD approaches, are 

· Continuing push back from a number of States against issues like rights, irregular migration, and Civil Society participation in the States program; this includes States of both the North and the South, although we should note that the wealthy, receiving States in the Global North have a special responsibility to show leadership on these challenging issues;
· The prospect of no formal event  within the GFMD programme to commemorate this year’s 20th anniversary  of the Migrant Workers Convention; and

· A persistent gap in the resources and capacity of NGOs, labor, and migrant organizations to adequately prepare for the GFMD. 

FUTURE FORUMS

Civil Society intends to continue, and expand, its collaboration with Governments, at this and future Forums, as well as in between, on behalf of migrants and their families. On substance, our priorities remain the same,  particularly to advocate for the ratification of the Migrant Workers Convention as the core instrument to protect all migrants regardless of their legal status..  We are pleased that our emphasis on human development, and the well being of families, is reflected across all of the Roundtable themes of the upcoming Forum,  Furthermore, the workshops of the PGA, being held this year prior to the       CSD proceedings, reflect NGO concerns, such as refugees and environmental migrants,  that we hope  carry over into systematic consideration in the CSD and States Forum  events  this year and beyond. Our own NGO Committee on Migration has prepared an Intervention on Refugees to be presented at the GFMD, because we believe that a consideration of refugees, internally displaced persons, and mixed population flows is essential to any discussion of migration and development issues. 
On matters of process, Civil Society is greatly encouraged by the opening up of common space at the upcoming Forum, and will work to expand this space to allow increased communication and collaboration among all parties.  

There is awareness among Civil Society that there is a need on our part, for more practical, collaborative input in both the Non-Governmental and States sessions; that there should be a movement from argument-based to evidence-based input into the Roundtable and workshop sessions, and  that the input should be  practical and collaborative.   Our own NGO Committee on Migration will be circulating such a paper to the delegates at the GFMD, to stimulate the undertaking and spread of such partnership projects and practices worldwide.
However, as already mentioned, there is a distinct shortage of  Civil Society capacity to fulfill our commitments, as well as of funds to  achieve this.  Governments have a Steering Committee, and Friends of the Forum, to prepare their agenda and make the necessary arrangements for the next event.  Civil Society  does not  have this capacity to support their commitments to the Forum, preventing the kind of contribution that could be possible. Two “blocked” contributions are the engagement and concrete input from CSOs in regional processes, i.e., between GFMDs, and the opportunity both to follow-up and measure follow-up on our recommendations in partnership with one another and with Governments—that is, to take the GFMD thinking forward rather than re-start at zero each year.. A modest investment by Forum funders in Civil Society capacity would be helpful to bring this about, and, we believe, beneficial  to the GFMD undertaking as a whole.  This could be accomplished, for instance, by implementing the  recommendation of the International Catholic Migration Commission (ICMC) to appoint a year-round Civil Society Facilitator.

To close, much of Civil Society is still unsure of the outcomes of the GFMD. Will it possibly be brought back under the auspices of the UN in 2013?  Whether it does or not, will it ultimately result in improved conditions on the ground for migrants and their families, not only economically but also in regard to their freedoms and rights?  Or will it simply be a platform for greater cooperation among states to manage migration—“old-style”—and not necessarily to the benefit of migrants themselves?

Thank you.

