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Executive Summary

The number of refugees worldwide is big and growing; solutions for
them, however, lack ambition. The answer, as outlined by the Global
Compact on Refugees, is supposed to lie in “responsibility-sharing”
among states. While this concept is not new, its definition is contest-
ed. There have been proposals on what responsibility-sharing could
look like, all of them are simply frameworks. This analysis models an
example of responsibility-sharing to significantly increase the number
of durable solutions for refugees. Doing so demonstrates the impact
of diffusing refugee hosting from a few, largely lower-income countries
and how much more can be achieved with broader and more equita-
ble participation. While there are limits to the feasibility and reliabili-
ty of this model, non-profits, advocacy organizations, and academia
must continue to infuse responsibility-sharing in refugee protection
with actual numbers, countries, and dates for three reasons: (1) It de-
fines the scope of the responsibility that needs to be shared amongst
states; (2) It paints a clear, ambitious numerical goal that can motivate
actors to contribute; and (3) it creates benchmarks to compare what
states are currently contributing to what a more responsible distribu-
tion would suggest.
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1. Why we need to figure out the
numbers and how to do it

1.1 The number of refugees is big and the
solutions are painstakingly small

From 2010 to 2020, the number of refugees under
the responsibility of the UN refugee agency (UN-
HCR) doubled to 20.6m." Policymakers continue
to respond in two ways: honing in on the enormity
of the problem and then creating and celebrating
the smallest of initiatives. For example, at a recent
UNHCR meeting where world leaders gathered to
take stock of the implementation of the 2018 Global
Compact on Refugees (Compact), despite multiple
examples of the increasing challenges in refugee
protection and how much “more” work needs to be
done, there was continual celebration of one of the
Compact’s initiatives to resettle one million refu-
gees, cumulatively, over 10 years.?

Is finding solutions for one million of the world’s
more than 20m refugees the best we can do?

UNHCR’s report details that at the current rate it will
take 18 years just to meet today’s refugee resettle-
ment needs.® The scale of the problem and scale of
the available solutions do not match.

1.2 Responsibility-sharing is viewed as
the answer; but no one agrees on what it
means

Within the Compact, the term responsibility-shar-
ing appears on roughly every second page. Set in
motion by the earlier 2016 New York Declaration,
responsibility-sharing has taken a central role in
any conversation about refugee response. It was
in many ways the mandate that led to the creation
of the Compact:* the UN Secretary General called
in 2016 for greater “international cooperation and

action to address large movements of refugees and
migrants...[as] individual countries cannot solve
these issues on their own,” and that “a greater
sharing of responsibilities for refugees is urgently
[emphasis added] needed.”

The near unanimous support’ for the Compact and
the subsequent infusion of responsibility-sharing
into government officials’ vernacular at best rep-
resents exactly what the Compact set out to do:
get everyone to care, commit, and work together
to solve one of the biggest humanitarian crises to
date. Yet lacking any definition, monitoring, or en-
forcement, it has become a mere platitude and at
worst an indirect—and maybe at times direct—way
of reprimanding other actors for not doing their
share.

The concept of responsibility-sharing in refugee
protection is not new. It was outlined in the very pre-
amble of the 1951 Convention relating to the Status
of Refugees, recognizing that refugees may “place
unduly heavy burdens on certain countries,” and
that the international scope of the problem cannot be
“achieved without international cooperation.” In the
years since the Convention, there have been multi-
ple attempts to define, conceptualize, and increase
responsibility-sharing, with proposals including
everything from assignments based on countries’
population and economy, to creating safe territories
to which refugees can flee, to a system for states
to pay other countries to fulfil their assigned quota,
and to multiple iterations in between (see Figure 1
for a summary of responsibility-sharing proposals).
However, these attempts have failed either because
they have been “insufficiently concrete or based on
unrealistic assumptions™ and/or while “bold [and]
ambitious...have zero chance of success in the
‘real world of politics and diplomacy.”°

Further, responsibility-sharing has historically
been a murky subject. In the early 1980s, it was
described as “at best an ill-defined concept of an

1 UNHCR, “Refugee Data Finder, Key Indicators,” accessed January 6, 2022, https://www.unhcr.org/refugee-statistics/. This figure is the refugees under UNHCR'’s

mandate and does not include Palestinian refugees under UNWRAP’s mandate.

It also led to the creation of the Global Compact on Migration 2018
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essentially collective nature.” UNHCR’s senior
staff, Volker Turk and Madeline Garlick, who are
largely responsible for laying the groundwork of the
Compact’s text, cite James Milner’s definition of re-
sponsibility-sharing as the “the mechanism through
which the diverse costs to a State of granting asy-
lum to refugees are more equitably divided among
States.”? While responsibility-sharing is generally
perceived by government officials to include both
financial and physical hosting or resettling efforts,*
the terms responsibility-sharing, burden-sharing,
and international cooperation are all used seeming-
ly interchangeably throughout both the New York
Declaration and the Compact.” It is argued that
because there is no international legal obligation
for states to “resettle refugees or finance [refugee]
protection in other states [emphasis added]...the
concept of responsibility-sharing seeks to address
this lacuna...but there is currently no agreement on
the term’s exact scope or meaning [emphasis add-
ed].”s

Subsequently, responsibility-sharing has come
to be viewed as both a crucial pillar for how the
world will collectively respond to refugees as well
as a term with unclear boundaries and imprecise
meaning. Further, despite the many proposals that
have been made on responsibility-sharing, they are
all abstract frameworks for what it could look like.
Frameworks have merits, namely that they create
mental categories and methodologies that can then
be discussed, analysed, and evaluated. But frame-
works can also remain just that: a frame of how to
think about the work. If we want to help move states
towards increasing their commitments to refugee
protection, then what is needed is a plan for how to
do the work.

1.3. Methodology

Good planning requires us, as a first step, to look
at numbers. While many humanitarians balk at the
notion of anything that reduces a refugee—a living,
breathing person with hopes, skills, and passions
who happens to have experienced the terrible injus-
tice of being subjected to persecution and needing
to flee their home—to a number, in light of an intrac-
table, international crisis of immense human suffer-
ing, at the barest minimum, we should at least
understand the figures that would be needed to
solve it. This should be the bedrock of our politi-
cal, humanitarian, and philanthropic efforts: on the
basis of what numbers can we solve the refugee
crisis.

What numbers would it take to solve the refu-
gee crisis? Could we make the math work?

This policy brief will seek to do just that by at-
tempting to model an example of what responsibil-
ity-sharing could look like in order to significantly
increase the number of durable solutions for the
world’s more than 20m refugees by 2030. To that
end it will assess the number solutions needed (tar-
geted capacity) and what would it look like to fairly
divide up who provides them (outputs).'®

1.4 Limitations

There are several important limitations with this
analysis:

* Definition of refugee: The modelling is only
based on the narrowest definition of a refugee
as someone who has already received desig-
nated refugee status and is under UNHCR’s
mandate; this excludes other forcibly displaced
groups, who also still lack solutions;

11 J. P. L. Fonteyne, “Burden-Sharing: An Analysis of the Nature and Function of International Solidarity in Cases of Mass Influx of Refugees,” Australian Year Book of

International Law 8 (1983): 185.

12 Volker Tirk and Madeline Garlick, “From Burdens and Responsibilities to Opportunities: The Comprehensive Refugee Response Framework and a Global Compact

on Refugees,” International Journal of Refugee Law 28, no. 4 (2016): 664.

13 Dowd and McAdam, “International Cooperation and Responsibility-Sharing to Protect Refugees”, supra.

14 Tristan Harley, “Innovations in Responsibility Sharing for Refugees,” Center for International Governance Innovation, World Refugee Council Research Paper

Series, 14 (May 2019): 1-26.
151d., Harley, p. 6.

16 To conduct this analysis, it uses the following data sources:

* UNHCR Resettlement Data Finder: tracks historical numbers of forcibly displaced populations as well annual totals and types of solutions found for refugees;

* UNHCR Projected Global Resettlement Needs: an annual report that projects needed resettlement for the year ahead;

* World Bank Country Classifications by Income Level: the World Bank’s annual assignment of each country into four economic groups —low, lower-middle, upper-

middle, and high-income—based on gross national income per capita;

* World Bank World Development Indicators: used to identify countries’ GDP per capita and population size.



Most straightforward formula: Further, the
formula for responsibility-sharing only uses
three metrics to allocate refugee placements.
The model aimed to be intentionally straightfor-
ward, even though that meant forfeiting some
of the metrics in other promising responsibili-
ty-sharing frameworks that could have made
the formula more robust.

Feasibility and viability: Aresult of the straight-
forward formula is that it does not factor in feasi-
bility or viability. For example, it does not factor in
a country’s current resettlement rates and how
much it would need to scale in order to achieve
the assigned placements in the model or the lo-
gistics required to pull it off; in addition it does
not factor in aspects such as a country’s human
rights practices, values of democracy, availabil-
ity of social support services, and whether or
not refugees would want to resettle in that
country. While there is value to each of these,
there are not agreed upon measures to equally
capture these aspects across all states. When
and if it is adopted, DARA's proposed Refugee
Response Index, which aims to capture what
states are already contributing, could be a use-
ful tool in this respect.

Emphasizes consensus: This brief attempts to
paint a picture of what it would take if all states
operated as ‘bona fide actors’ and ‘ready to do
their fair share,” whatever it may be.

Forward-looking and narrow definition of re-
sponsibility-sharing: This brief uses the term
responsibility-sharing to align with its use in the
Compact. Further, it narrowly defines ‘respon-
sibility’ in what it would look like to achieve a
certain number of new durable solutions for
refugees. It does this based, not on what they
are already contributing to refugee protection
as there are currently no uniform metrics that
capture this across countries, but instead on
three widely captured and standardized met-
rics (country income level, GDP per capita, and
population size). Both the term and the defini-
tion could risk implying that states are currently
irresponsible in their response to refugees and
does not appropriately attribute credit to the
existing array of refugee protection that states
offer.

Even with these limitations, significant as they are,
there is value in attempting to model a solution to
the growing numbers of refugees for two primary
reasons. The first is that there is a tendency in all
fields, refugee response not excluded, to do what
behavioural scientists refer to as ‘glorifying the
problem’; where so much time is spent discussing
the problem that no time is afforded to developing
solutions. The limitations noted above are not in-
significant, but they can cause paralysis; they may
become a way of keeping attention focused on the
problem without inspiring the pursuit of possible
solutions.

Second, this analysis starts to translate frameworks
into a plan—albeit a basic one—with actual num-
bers and dates. This is both helpful and needed
because the refugee crisis does not exist in frame-
works, but in actual numbers—it is the number of
refugees that is large, that is growing, and is what
makes it a crisis. Thus, solutions to the refugee cri-
sis must start to be anchored with actual numbers,
even if it is quickly apparent how difficult the task
is. Any industry that wanted to achieve an ambi-
tious goal would know the numbers needed to do
that and then work to develop quantifiable plans to
achieve that.

This analysis starts us on that path.



Figure 1. Summary of Responsibility-Sharing Proposals

Summary of Responsibility-Sharing Proposals'

Lead

Year Proponent Proposal

1970 Atle Assign refugees to countries based on gross national product and pop-
Grahl-Madsend ulation density

e Identify physical/neutral territories that UNHCR would govern and
1995 e e would be a safe place for refugees to flee to

James Hatha-
1997 way; Alexander
Naeve

Countries would form groups and then collectively assign other coun-
tries levels of responsibilities in protecting refugees

1997 Peter Schuck Assign quotas of refugees to countries, but create a market option

(&2014) to allow countries to pay other countries to fulfill their quota

2003- UNHCR Convention Plus - create a responsibility-sharing framework of in-

2005 ter-state bargaining and international agreements'

2016- Drafts of text for the Compact proposed that “resettlement states agree
UNHCR to progressively increase” their resettlement programs, and create a

2018 “guide to encourage States to resettle a fair share” of refugees.

Proposes a Responsibility-sharing Framework that includes 1) need-

Model ed shares defined by UNHCR, 2) a formula for ideftifying each State’s
2017 International shares based on population, GDP, number of asylum applications and
Mobility unemployment rates, 3) then letting States pledge on their number of

Commission Visas and financial contribution to meet the targeted shares; (part of a
larger model that addresses all types of human mobility)

Determined and allocated a “fair share of responsibility” using previous-
2017 Oxfam ly proposed measures such as population and GDP but also added in
others such as the Human Development Index and Fragile State Index.’

Refugee Response Index - creates uniform measures across six different
2018 DARA pillars not to assign yesponsibility-sharing but to fairly measure how
states are already responding to refugees.

' See Cook, Betts, and Harley for more detailed overviews of different proposals. ~ “T. Alexander Aleinikoff, “Taking Mobility Seriously in the

i Alexander Betts, “International Cooperation in the Global Refugee Regime” (GEG Model International Mobility Convention,” Columbia Journal of

Working Paper, 2008). p.18. Transnational Law 56, no. 2 (2018): 342-466.

i Gillian D. Triggs and Patrick CJ Wall,“The Makings of a Success: The Global Com- ¥ Harley, “Innovations in Responsibility Sharing for Refugees.”

pact on Refugees and the Inaugural Global Refugee Forum,” International Journal ““Shaping the RRI: Preliminary Work Complegexd - DARA," ac-

of Refugee Law 32: 2 (2020), 283-339,. p.295. cessed January 31, 2022, https://daraint.org/2018/01/11/5546/
shaping-rri-preliminary-work-completed/.



2. Running the numbers to model
responsibility-sharing

2.1 Targeting capacity: Aiming for 10m
solutions in a decade would halve the
number of refugees

While researchers are making progress, current
models of longer-term forced migration flows are
characterized by especially “high margins of er-
ror.”” So while we cannot reliably say how many
more refugees there will be by 2030, we do know
there are approximately 20m right now. The num-
ber of refugees doubled from 2010 to 2020 so an
ambitious and impactful goal would be trying to cut
the current number in half, bringing it back to 2010
levels by 2030. To do that, we would need to find
10 million durable solutions (placements) in other
countries for refugees.

2.2 Assigning outputs: 10m solutions
through a five-step formula of
responsibility-sharing among high- and
upper middle-income countries

With a set targeted capacity of 10m, the following
formula is used to equitably assign the number of
solutions to each state (see also Figure 2).

 Step 1: Country identification: Using the
World Bank’s Country Classifications, all 129
high-income or upper-middle income countries
were selected. While this is not a perfect sam-
ple, it is a straightforward way of selecting many
countries to participate all of whom have some
threshold of financial resources.

» Step 2: Score: Using each country’s GDP per
capita in constant $USD,'® each country is as-
signed a score or ‘grade’ on a scale of 100.
For example, Monaco with the high GDP per
capita at 190,513 received a score of 100 per-
cent, where Belgium with GDP per capita of
46,414 received a score of 28 percent.

» Step 3: Allocation: Based on their grade, each
country is then allocated an initial number of
refugee placements out of a maximum of 1.5m.
For example, Brazil with a GDP per capita of
8,897 and a score of nine percent would be al-
located 137,884 refugee placements.

e Step 4: Population adjustment: Then, in or-
der to balance out a country’s GDP per capi-

ta with the size of their population, each ini-
tial allocation is adjusted to not exceed one
percent of a that country’s entire population.
For example, Albania with a GDP per capita of
5,356 receives a score of seven percent and an
initial allocation of 111,321 refugee placements.
However, this allocation is then reduced by
82,779, bringing their final allocation to 28,542
refugees in order to not exceed one percent of
their total population.

e Step 5: Yearly target: Because this mod-
elling is based on a 2030 timeline, a two-
year onramp period between 2022 to 2024
could be assumed and then each coun-
try’s total allocation is divided by five to cre-
ate a yearly target for years 2025 to 2030.
For example, Costa Rica with a total allocation
of 50,476 refugee placements would need to
resettle 10,095 refugees (or allow refugees its
hosting to fully integrate) each year between
2025 to 2030.

Figure 3 shows the placement allocations for each
high- and middle-income country (See Appendix 1
for tables of these data).

Figure 2. Responsibility-Sharing Formula

Take all 129 World Bank

High Income + Upper Middle Income Countries

Use their
2019 GDP per capita

Assign each a
Score on scale of 100

Based on that score
Assign initial quota of total placements

)

Reduce

Quota to not exceed 1% of country’s population

Because this might make the proposal slightly more acceptable to

# total placements

country would be responsible for by 2030

17 Jakub Bijak et al., “Assessing Time Series Models for Forecasting International Migration: Lessons from the United Kingdom,” Journal of Forecasting 38:5 (2019),

470-87.

182019 was used as there was more complete GDP data reporting than for 2020.



Figure 3. Responsibility-Sharing Model of Placements per Country
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3. What we find and why it matters

Figure 4. UNHCR's Top 20 Refugee Hosting Countries in 2020
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3.1. Sharing responsibility among many
states makes a big impact

This example of allocating placements to countries
demonstrates the potential impact of responsibili-
ty-sharing. It reinforces what the Compact lays out
in principle: all states have to do more and share in
the response to the refugee crisis if they collectively
want to solve it.

3.1.1 Responsibility-sharing diffuses the im-
pact of the refugee crisis from a few key areas

Historically, there have been significant inequities
between the countries hosting the most refugees
and the size of their economies. As the Compact’s
Indicator Report details, in 2020:°

* 9 out of 10 refugees were hosted in lower in-
come economies;

* 8 low-income countries that account for less
than one percent of global GDP host 18% of
the world’s refugees; contrastingly collectively
high-income countries that account for 63% of
global GDP host 17% of the world’s refugees;

« Ten of the top 20 refugee-hosting countries in
both absolute and relative terms are nearly all
low- or middle-income countries.

Thus, making high- and upper-middle income
countries responsible for most solutions helps en-
sure that more countries are playing a role and that
they are doing so proportionally to their financial re-
sources.

3.1.2 Responsibility-sharing brings significant-
ly more actors to the table

On average, only 20 to 30 countries worldwide par-
ticipate in third country resettlement.?® But, when
the pool is expanded to the World Bank’s high- and
upper-middle income countries, the number of con-
tributors more than quadruples.

3.1.3 Responsibility-sharing creates more
solutions for refugees

The example of responsibility-sharing demon-
strates that more (and in this case a lot more) can
be achieved, when more participate. For example,

as mentioned earlier the Compact has set a goal
and subsequent initiative to resettle 1m refugees
by the end of the decade, which most view as am-
bitious. However, modelling what involvement from
many countries could look like vividly demonstrates
just how many more refugee solutions could be
found. Even if countries only achieved one year of
their targeted allocations, it would double the cur-
rent goal set by UNHCR to 2m solutions.

3.1.4 Responsibility-sharing is more attainable
when broken into smaller yearly targets

To achieve a 10m target by the end of the decade,
the needed outputs from each state are substantial;
close to 40 countries have a total allocation of more
than 100,000 refugees. However, when this num-
ber is chunked into a yearly target for five years,
they get significantly more attainable.

3.2 Limits to this model and areas for im-
provement

Despite the positive impact of responsibility-shar-
ing, it still has its limits:

3.2.1 The preferences of refugees are not
addressed

This model only demonstrates an equitable distri-
bution of increasing solutions for refugees among
states, which is only one side of the equation. It
does not address the extremely and arguably more
important question of refugees’ agency and prefer-
ences—Would a Rohingya refugee want to be reset-
tled to Ireland? A South American refugee to Japan?
The model’s purpose is to translate and visualize the
Compact’s stated aim of responsibility-sharing into
actual figures and it should not be implied that the
next step would be to systematically assign refu-
gees to countries. Instead, a parallel process could
include scaling the refugee matching schemes?! that
several researchers have prototyped, which enable
refugees to voice and indicate what and where they
are interested in moving to. Further, an even more
important and preliminary process would be to have
refugees define the number and type of solutions
on their own terms. The solutions in this model use
UNHCR’s historic durable solutions of resettlement
and integration; systematic evidence has not been
gathered to know if and how these align the desired
solutions of refugees.

19 UNHCR, “Global Compact on Refugees Indicator Report” (United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, November 16, 2021), This document is availwww.

unhcr.org/global-compact-refugees-indicator-report.

20 UNHCR (6 January 2022). Data Finder.

21 See Matching Systems for Refugees, Dynamic Refugee Matching, Refugee Matching as a Market Design, Matching Mechanisms for Refugee Resettlement.



https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/233150241700500306
https://papyrus.bib.umontreal.ca/xmlui/handle/1866/21097
https://link-springer-com.eui.idm.oclc.org/chapter/10.1007/978-3-030-18050-8_62
http://www.scottkom.com/articles/Delacretaz_Kominers_Teytelboym_Refugee_Resettlement.pdf

3.2.2 Even with new actors and high
allocations, the targeted capacity is still not
quite met

Even with bringing new actors to the table and set-
ting high total allocations, the model still shows
a total of 9.7m solutions, just shy of making the
10m solutions goal. The model could of course be
tweaked to result in a higher number, but under this
current model, doing so would mean that nearly ev-
ery country would be responsible for resettling or
integrating refugees equal to one percent of their
total population (i.e. every country would receive a
population adjustment as their initial quota would
exceed that). This could create an argument to sub-
sequently simplify the model to just having every
country be responsible for the number of place-
ments equal to one percent of their total population.
This leads us to the next point.

3.2.3 There is value in a model that accounts
for more factors than GDP and population
size

This analysis used only three metrics in allocating
placements: classified as a high- or upper mid-
dle-income economy, GDP per capita, and popu-
lation size. The population adjustment had to be
applied to most countries and for some their ad-
justment was substantial. One possible equalizing
measure would be to require countries who receive
a population adjustment (i.e. reduction in their ini-
tial placement allocation) to pay some proportion
of that adjustment to the top refugee hosting coun-
tries. Further, a model that used variables to inform
feasibility and viability would have promise. For ex-
ample, in this model, Japan, which is a high-income
country with a moderately high GDP per capita and
large population, is assigned 372,000 total place-
ments. For context, as of 2019, Japan had resettled
194 refugees, over a ten-year period.?

3.2.4 Advances in artificial intelligence

and big data would allow for sophisticated
forecasts of future flows, which would better
inform the scope of needed responsibility-
sharing

This model was applied simply to the current num-
ber of refugees, without respect to future increas-
es. However, to truly make a substantive difference

22 UNHCR, “Fact Sheet; Japan” May 2020).

in the number of refugees a model should account
for future growth in refugee numbers. As described
earlier, forecasting in all fields is wrought with diffi-
culty, but increasingly so in migration. Statistically
reliable forecasting needs to be based on multiple
drivers of forced displacement, leverage multiple
sources of data, calculate probability, and strong-
ly communicate areas of uncertainty.? Appendix 2
outlines challenges and progress in forced-migra-
tion forecasting.

3.2.4 Not having clear metrics on what states
are already contributing to refugee protec-
tion, limits the ability to equitably distribute
responsibility

The model only shows what responsibility-sharing
looks like to achieve 10m more solutions for refu-
gees over the next decade and thus ‘responsibility’
is only forward looking and does not acknowledge
the responsibility already being assumed nor should
it imply states are currently irresponsible. There is
no uniform way to quantify and assess the range
of contributions states already make toward refu-
gee protection. The metrics that do exist are limited
to UNHCR'’s tracking of refugee resettlement, inte-
gration, and hosting countries (for example, Figure
4 only shows top countries on these parameters).
There is not currently a uniform process to capture
other significant ways that states have assumed re-
sponsibility—for example, quantifying the millions
of residence permits South American countries
have issued to displaced Venezuelans?* or the Eu-
ropean Union’s Temporary Protective Directive to
Ukrainians. This highlights the important need for
the Refugee Response Index being developed by
DARA, which through a variety of categories and
benchmarks will capture what countries already
contribute to refugee protection, enable better ap-
ples-to-apples comparisons, and thus more accu-
rately understand what equitable responses from
countries would entail.

3.2 Three reasons to continue modelling
responsibility-sharing and trying to make
the math work

The Compact itself is not binding and given the lack
of definition on the term of responsibility-sharing
alone, nothing would indicate that states are going
to both agree to a responsibility-sharing allocation

23 Bijak et al., “Assessing Time Series Models for Forecasting International Migration”.

24 Leiza Brumat and Luisa Feline Freier, “South American De Jure and De Facto Refugee Protection: Lessons From The South.” The EU Pact on Migration and Asylum
in Light of the United Nations Global Compact on Refugees. European University Institute, 2021.



formula and adhere to it anytime soon. In fact, it
is possible that just deciding on a formula would
consume so much time and effort that it would take
away from making important progress on other
fronts.

So, if this model will not be adopted and thus can-
not be achieved, why is there is value in running
such models and painting examples of responsi-
bility-sharing? There are three reasons modelling
responsibility-sharing is needed both by states and
by international NGOs, academia, and refugee ad-
vocacy organization.

3.3.1 Identify the need, in numbers

While states might be a long way off from deciding
how to share responsibility, modelling is needed to
define the universe of what needs to be shared, and
then to assess how close (or far) states are from
meeting that. Even if the figures are widely discour-
aging, knowing the gap between the problem and
the solution is often what drives innovation.

3.3.2 Paint a destination postcard to focus
and motivate efforts

Behavioural scientists Dan and Chip Heath de-
scribe that successful social change often occurs
when leaders paint ‘a destination postcard’—a clear
and captivating picture of where they are trying to
head.?® A key example of this is from the 100,000
Lives Campaign that aimed to reduce morbidity.
In his famous 2004 speech, the president of the in-
stitution leading the campaign Donald Berwick said,
“Some is not a number. Soon is not a time. Here’s
the number: 100,000 and here’s the time: June 14,
2006, at 9AM.”?¢ In doing so, Berwick made it clear
to his organization where they were trying to head.

However, when it comes to refugees, as witnessed
in various UN forums and gatherings, senior gov-
ernment officials are not heeding this advice; ‘more’
responsibility-sharing is not a number, ‘urgently’
as mandated by the UN Secretary General is not
atime. It is at best ineffective and at worst irrespon-
sible to try to galvanize contributions to solving the
refugee crisis without defining the hoped-for impact.

Modelling responsibility-sharing helps to paint a
destination postcard. It enables a goal to be set; a
vision to be cast. And, an ambitious, numerical goal
that motivates states to contribute is needed, but
that cannot be done if all states know is that refu-
gees need more, and need it urgently.

3.3.3 Make high asks of countries

Countries are going to celebrate their contributions
to the refugee crisis as important and significant;
they are going to feel like they are doing their part
unless they have a benchmark to which to compare
their contributions. Modelling responsibility-sharing
allows advocates to anchor high with countries in
setting their resettlement rates, deciding on local
integration policies, and making financial contri-
butions. Negotiations experts know that anchoring
high matters. There is no guarantee that countries
will then rise to meet such a large need, but it should
be obvious to them and everybody else the differ-
ence between a) what is needed and b) what they
are offering. Anchoring high also allows for naming
& shaming and global campaigns to this effect.

Further, combining ambitious country asks with the
aforementioned ‘destination postcard’ is especially
powerful. Maybe finding 10m solutions in a decade,
as is modelled above, is preposterous. But if any-
one is hoping to increase what states contribute,

which is a better approach?

"I This The problem is so bad,
we need all the help we can
get. Each year we're trying

to make small improvements
that likely won’t change the
scope of the entire problem
at all, but any individual
life saved is worthwhile so
whatever [your country] can
contribute would be great.

or

We could cut the number of
refugees worldwide by close to

half, if [your country] does [x]
by this date. 7/

25 Chip Heath and Dan Heath, “Switch: How to Change Things When Change Is Hard” (London: Random House Business Books, 2010).

26 Institute for Healthcare Improvements, 2004 -- Some Is Not a Number. Soon Is Not a Time., YouTube, 2017, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VFZwclQli9s.
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Conclusion

If there was a straightforward way to solve the
refugee crisis, such as through some basic math
equations, there likely would not be a crisis. Model-
ling an example of responsibility-sharing highlights
both that the sum of all countries doing more, much
more, has a significant impact, and there would still
be millions of refugees waiting for a solution to the
persecution and danger they fled.

Many argued for the merit of the Compact as a
non-binding framework. It was believed that that
such a framework was the best way to “to com-
mence the construction of an architecture for
burden and responsibility-sharing”?” and that the
framework would “translate states’ ongoing com-
mitments and international obligations into a pre-
dictable response.”® Further, it was hypothesized
that “if countries agree to participate in [a] frame-
work” such as the Compact, they would eventually
become engaged enough to “subsequently agree
to undertake further obligations.”®® States needed
“steppingstones in a process towards more respon-
sibility-sharing.”3°

However, it has now been four years since this
framework, the Compact, was adopted and many
more since policymakers and researchers have
been debating the meaning of responsibility-shar-
ing. Thus, it is time to start putting actual numbers
of what would be needed of countries to responsibly
share in the worldwide refugee response. Stepping-
stones should be laid for states, but not just with
framework, also with actual figures. As even with
the simplest of models, there is value in knowing
the numbers it would take to substantially reduce
the number of refugees.

As mentioned in the beginning, the Compact is aim-
ing to resettle one million refugees by the end of the
decade. In light of a tangible example of respon-
sibility-sharing of how states could achieve 10m
solutions by 2030, it suddenly seems certain that at
least one million could be achieved.

Ukraine gives us hope that this is possible

Millions of refugees have fled Ukraine. The num-
ber fleeing is unprecedented; what is also unprec-
edented is the world’s response. Countries have
issued Ukrainian refugees immediate protected

27 Triggs and Wall, “The Makings of a Success”, p. 304.

28 Turk and Garlick, “From Burdens and Responsibilities to Opportunities,” p.673.

29 Wall, “A New Link in the Chain.” p.222.
30 Wall. p. 217.

statuses and citizens have coordinated everything
from transportation to lodging. The response has
been quick, collective, and large. While nothing can
overshadow the horror and depravity of war, the ini-
tial response to Ukrainian refugees should give us
hope that we can make a significant impact in find-
ing solutions for refugees. States have demonstrat-
ed that they can, if they want to, quickly receive and
protect millions of refugees in a very short amount
of time. The response demonstrates loudly and
clearly that responsibility-sharing works.



Appendix 1: Modelling Responsibility-Sharing Tables

Table 1. Results of responsibility-sharing formula among upper middle- and high-income
countries to achieve 10m solutions by 2030

Notes:
* Column 2 (country classification): UM: Upper-middle Income, HI: High-Income

* Column 7 (Population adjustment): If row is left blank it indicates that no population adjustment was
needed for that country.
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Appendix 2: Challenges and Progress
in Forecasting Forced Migration
Flows

The challenge

Research has shown that forecasting in all fields is high-
ly inaccurate.®* However, out of demographic events of
births, deaths, and migration, “migration is notably the
most volatile component to forecast accurately” and
subsequently “accounting for forced migration is even
more challenging.” 32 While there are multiple, complex
drivers of migration, there has historically been “no sin-
gle, robust migration theory that can be used for fore-
casting purposes.” Researchers Jakub Bijak and his
colleagues outline three reasons for this: the first is be-
ing unable to predict future “shocks” to the system, the
second is issues with reliability and accuracy of the mi-
gration data itself, and the third is the immense variabil-
ity that results when different forecasting models are
applied to the same data. In a brief on utilizing big crisis
data, UNHCR cautions of limitations with these data,
including the accuracy of the data (i.e. noise), biases
in the data, and difficulties in scaling the data beyond
specific geographic areas.** After evaluating the effica-
cy of multiple forecasting models of forecast displace-
ment, Bijak and colleagues’ main conclusion was not to
recommend a specific model nor did they find one ‘that
works;’ instead it was to emphasize that “given the high
levels of uncertainty of migration forecasts, this uncer-
tainty should be stated explicitly.”*

The value

Despite these limitations in forecasting, it is widely
agreed upon that knowing future numbers is vitally im-
portant for policy planning.® In fact the first objective in

the Global Compact for Migration calls for using “accu-
rate and disaggregated data as a basis for evidence
-based policies™ Toward that end, there has been
growth in predictive modelling, big data, and artificial
intelligence to forecast flows of forced migration. UN-
HCR, through its Innovation team and initiatives like
Project Jetson, has taken an active role in piloting and
evaluating how big data can be used to predictive-
ly model forced displacement. UNHCR believes that
big crisis data has value in its ability to access certain
key types of information that traditional sources don’t
have.®

Models of promise

There has been a growth in efforts to create effective,
accurate, and reliable models. Many forecasting mod-
els either focus in the short-term (a week to a month
in advance) to create early-warning systems or long-
term (the next decade) for policy planning, with the
former having the most predictability and latter having
the least.*® Long-term machine learning forecasts that
incorporate a number of migration drivers and different
data sources have shown promising results. Oishi and
colleagues created a model, which successfully predict-
ed internally displaced persons in the Democratic Re-
public of Congo.* Nair and colleagues created a model
which successfully predicted migratory flows from Ethi-
opia.*" In contrast, in one study, Wanner solely used
Google searches to try to predict the attractiveness of
migrants moving to Switzerland, and the results were
mixed. The most recent and perhaps most compelling
forecast is Carammia and colleagues’ model that uses
machine learning to create both an early warning sys-
tem and a longer-term forecast, and unlike Nair's and
Oishi’s, is able to do so at scale, looking beyond one
country and instead modelling flows to all of the EU.#2

31 Jack B. Soll et al., “Overconfidence in Probability Distributions: People Know They Don’t Know but They Don’t Know What to Do about It,” Kelley School of Business

Research Paper (2019), 19-46.

32 Raya Muttarak, “Applying Concepts and Tools in Demography for Estimating, Analyzing, and Forecasting Forced Migration,” Journal on Migration and Human

Security 9:3 (2021), 182-96, p. 182.

33 Bijak et al., “Assessing Time Series Models for Forecasting International Migration,”p. 471

34 UNHCR, “Big (Crisis) Data for Predictive Models 2021 - A Literature Review” (UNHCR, the UN Refugee Agency, Statistics and Demographics Section, 2021), https://
www.unhcr.org/statistics/unhcrstats/61bc6ae84/big-crisis-data-predictive-models-literature-review-outline-opportunities.html.

35Supra 34 p. 482.
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