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The PCMD Dashboards: Tools 
for Taking Stock of Migration 
Governance 
The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the Addis 
Ababa Action Agenda of the Third International Conference 
on Financing for Development, and the New York Declara-
tion for Refugees and Migrants explicitly recognize that 
international migration1 is a multidimensional reality of major 
relevance for the development of countries of origin, transit, 
and destination, and one that requires coherent and compre-
hensive responses. Considering target 10.7 of the Sustain-
able Development Goals (SDGs), as well as the transversal 
role of migration in the SDGs—including their emphasis on 
protecting migrants’ labor rights (target 8.8), reducing remit-
tance transfer costs (target 10.c), and increasing the avail-
ability of high-quality and disaggregated data that include 
information on migratory status (target 17.18)—the Thematic 
Working Group on Policy and Institutional Coherence of the 
Global Knowledge Partnership on Migration and Develop-
ment (KNOMAD) created two comprehensive dashboards 
of indicators to measure policy coherence for migration and 
development (PCMD).

The relevance of the PCMD dashboards of indicators is 
reflected in the cross-cutting principles of the Global Com-
pact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration, which empha-
size the need for a whole-of-government approach to ensure 
horizontal and vertical policy coherence across all sectors and 
levels of government (para 15). The PCMD indicators can also 
serve as a way to measure the implementation of core com-
mitments of the Global Compact. For example, an assess-
ment of 15 pilot countries can serve as an initial baseline for 
progress toward implementing the Global Compact. While 
the PCMD dashboards are not comprehensive in their cover-
age of all elements of the compact, a comparison (detailed 
in appendix D of this report) reveals that their indicators cor-
respond to 21 of the Global Compact’s 23 objectives. 

The importance of policy coherence for achieving sustain-
able development is widely recognized and is now embed-
ded in the SDGs (SDG Target 17.14). It is an approach to 
ensure an integrated implementation of the SDGs by fos-
tering synergies and maximizing benefits across economic, 
social, and environmental policy areas; reconciling domes-
tic policy objectives with internationally agreed objectives; 
and addressing the negative spillovers of domestic policies. 
For the purposes of this report, policy coherence for migra-
tion and development aims to “pursue synergies to advance 
shared objectives, actively seek to minimize or eliminate 
negative side effects of policies, (and) prevent policies from 
detracting from one another or from the achievement of 
agreed-upon development goals.” Policy coherence with 
regard to migration is particularly important because migra-
tion is a cross-cutting policy issue, extending beyond the 
regulation of human movement across international borders. 
PCMD is important overall because:

•	 Policy incoherence can increase the likelihood of unful-
filled development commitments and situations in 
which certain policy objectives become increasingly 
unattainable.

•	 Policies working at cross-purposes can result in financial 
costs and wasted resources.

•	 Incoherence can lead to negative spillover effects and the 
loss of credibility.

•	 A coherent approach can help balance policy trade-offs 
and foster collaboration and trust among stakeholders, 
and thus facilitate the harnessing of synergies.

By helping policy makers identify critical policy areas and 
institutional mechanisms for fostering PCMD, the dash-
boards are a useful tool for better integrating migration into 
countries’ strategies for realizing the SDGs and implement-
ing the commitments of the Global Compact on Migration, 
as well as the Global Compact for Refugees. 

Executive Summary
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What Are the PCMD Dashboards?
•	 The PCMD dashboards constitute a user-friendly tool 

to measure the extent to which public policies and insti-
tutional arrangements are coherent with international 
norms and good practices to minimize the risks and maxi-
mize the development gains of migration.

•	 Indicators are built on international norms, political com-
mitments, SDGs, and good practices. The SDGs have 
been integrated into all aspects of the PCMD indica-
tors. The dashboards answer to SDG target 17.14, which 
emphasizes policy coherence for sustainable develop-
ment as a key means of implementing the SDGs. Many of 
the indicators are directly inspired by specific SDG goals, 
targets, and indicators. And PCMD is a way of measuring 
well-managed migration policies and migration gover-
nance, which are relevant to target 10.7 of the SDGs. 

•	 There are two distinct dashboards—one from the per-
spective of countries of origin and the other from the 
perspective of countries of destination—with separate 
indicators (except in the area of institutional coherence, 
where they are common). It is important to stress that any 
given country can be considered both a country of origin 
and a country of destination. Forty-eight indicators for 
countries of origin and 62 indicators for countries of des-
tination measure policy coherence and migration gover-
nance. They are categorized by function within five policy 
dimensions, namely (i) promoting institutional coherence; 
(ii) reducing the financial costs of migration; (iii) protecting 
the rights of migrants and their families; (iv) promoting the 
(re)integration of migrants; and (v) enhancing the devel-
opment impact of diaspora engagement.

•	 The dashboards’ data allow three levels of analysis: 
(i)  within-country, and across countries at the level of 
(ii) policy dimension and (iii) indicator.

Development of Indicators

The PCMD dashboards of indicators were developed over 
a period of three years. Steered by experts at the Develop-
ment Centre of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development (OECD), the United Nations Development 
Programme, and the KNOMAD focal point at the World Bank, 
the Thematic Working Group engaged a team of researchers 
at the United Nations University, Maastricht University, and 
Columbia University to lead the research work. 

The initial conceptual work considered existing migration 
indicators, such as the Migration Integration Policy Index 
(MIPEX), Commitment to Development Index (CDI), Multi-
cultural Policy Index (MCP), Barriers to Naturalization Index 

(BNI), Citizenship Law Indicators (CITLAW), Citizenship 
Policy Index (CPI), Indicators for Citizenship Rights of Immi-
grants (ICRI), International Migration Policy and Law Analysis 
(IMPALA) database, the Immigration Policies in Comparison 
(IMPIC) project, EU “Zaragoza” Integration Indicators, the 
Migration Governance Index (MGI), as well as KNOMAD 
work on human rights indicators for migrants. Expanding 
on these existing tools, the PCMD dashboards include the 
transnational and development dimensions of international 
migration and mobility, as well as the perspectives of coun-
tries of origin and destination. The indicators were refined 
through extensive consultations with national policy makers, 
experts, and representatives of civil society and international 
organizations. Several dedicated expert workshops, national 
workshops with select partner countries, and roundtable 
discussions at the Global Forum on Migration and Devel-
opment (GFMD) provided both conceptual clarification and 
normative legitimacy to the indicators.

To test the conceptual validity of the indicators, 15 coun-
tries volunteered to take part in the operationalization of the 
dashboards. Working with a diverse set of countries from 
Africa, Asia, Europe, and Latin America further led to refined, 
universally applicable indicators that can reflect a high 
degree of differences in policies, as well as in migration and 
development challenges. In collaboration with government 
focal points, data gathered in 15 countries—Bosnia and Her-
zegovina, Cabo Verde, Germany, Jamaica, Kenya, Moldova, 
Morocco, Philippines, Portugal, Netherlands, Serbia, Sri 
Lanka, Sweden, Switzerland, and Trinidad and Tobago—and 
validated by the country focal points reveal important trends 
and lessons for PCMD.

Promoting Policy Learning

With the recognition that countries face unique national con-
texts presenting distinct opportunities and challenges—and 
furthermore find themselves at different stages of policy 
making vis-à-vis migration and sustainable development—
the purpose of the dashboards is not to label governments’ 
policy interventions as “right” or “wrong” or to rank govern-
ments. Rather, it is to help governments:

•	 Promote understanding of the links between migration 
and development in different contexts;

•	 Take stock of existing policies and institutional arrange-
ments in various sectors related to migration and 
development;

•	 Consider what policies and institutions may be needed 
to maximize the positive impact of migration on develop-
ment, both in countries of origin and destination; and
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•	 Enable critical self-assessment of degrees of PCMD and 
identify areas for improvement.

Owing largely to their participatory methodology, the dash-
boards are intended to be as much about the process as they 
are about the end-product. Their purpose is thus to create a 
living tool that can be applied by policy makers across a vari-
ety of country contexts to stimulate discussions, both within 
and between countries. The objective is to identify both insti-
tutional structures and policies that may be at odds with a 
rights-based approach to migration governance framed by a 
human development perspective. By helping policy makers 
recognize critical policy areas and institutional mechanisms 
for fostering PCMD, the dashboards aim to help governmen-
tal and nongovernmental stakeholders to assess how well 
migration is integrated into countries’ strategies for realizing 
sustainable development and taking steps to advance the 
SDGs and the objectives of the GCM. 

Comparing Policy Coherence across Five 
Dimensions

Dimension 1: Promoting institutional coherence

The first dimension of the PCMD dashboards assesses coun-
tries’ institutional coherence. Nineteen indicators that apply 

to both countries of origin and destination measure the 
degree of integration of migration and development strat-
egies, the ratification of migrant-specific conventions and 
regional agreements, countries’ participation in regional and 
global fora, and the creation of certain policies and intragov-
ernmental mechanisms, as well as migration data and data 
reporting.2

Based on the normalized scores for all indicators, countries 
in the sample are placed in one of three performance tiers: 
top (green), medium (yellow), or bottom (red). Among the 
15 initial pilot countries, the average score for countries of 
origin and destination is in the medium tier. This reveals that 
many countries have put into place important measures and 
institutions and have already included migration in key parts 
of their sustainable development strategies. However, the 
data also show that more can be done to establish their insti-
tutional frameworks for migration and development and fully 
implement them. 

Dimension 2: Reducing the financial costs of migration

The second dimension of the PCMD dashboards assesses 
the extent to which countries have policies in place to 
reduce the cost of migration and is represented through six 
indicators for countries of destination and five for countries 
of origin.3 For both countries of origin and destination, indi-
cators regarding a regulation framework for labor migration 
and recruitment as well as double taxation agreements are 
included. In countries of destination, indicators consider the 
cost of pre-arrival integration tests, and in countries of origin, 
the ease and cost of obtaining a passport. 

Among countries of origin and destination, the average indi-
cator score falls into the top tier. These relatively high scores 
indicate that most countries have policies in place designed 
to reduce the financial burden of migration. In fact, 80 per-
cent of the pilot countries score in the top tier, with the 
highest score belonging to Bosnia and Herzegovina, which 

1. Promote institutional coherence

2. Reduce the costs of migration

Countries of
origin

Countries of
destination

48No. of
indicators

Dimensions

62

3. Protect the rights of migrants and their families

4. Promote the (re)integration of migrants

5. Enhance the development impact of migration

TABLE ES.1  Traffic light graph with normalized PCMD scores by PCMD dimension for countries of destination

Dimension 1: 
Institutional 
coherence

Dimension 2: Cost 
of migration

Dimension 3: 
Migrants’ rights

Dimension 4:  
(Re)integration

Dimension 5: 
Migration and 
development

Germany 1 2 2 1 1

Netherlands 2 1 2 2 1

Portugal 2 1 1 1 1

Sweden 2 1 2 2 1

Switzerland 2 2 2 1 1

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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received a perfect 10-out-of-10-point average. Among coun-
tries of destination, none belongs to the bottom tier and 
Germany and Switzerland obtained a medium-tier average. 
Among countries of origin, only Kenya scored in the medium 
tier and Cabo Verde in the bottom tier, indicating that these 
countries may want to revisit a few of their policy choices on 
the financial costs of migration.

Dimension 3: Protecting the rights of migrants and their 
families

Measured by 19 indicators for countries of destination, and 
14 indicators for countries of origin, dimension 3 is composed 
of policies that seek to protect the rights of migrants and 
their families. The majority of indicators in this area address 
the set of rights applicable to migrants. Rights covered in the 
indicators include portability of pensions, political rights, and 
international protection for refugees, as well as health care, 
education, consular, and labor-related rights and their out-
comes. Their inclusion reflects the fact that migrant men and 
women are rights-bearers whose rights need to be upheld. 
This follows from specific migrant rights’ conventions and 
from protections under general human rights laws. Further-
more, safeguarding migrants’ rights also supports develop-
ment objectives.

Among the pilot countries, Portugal obtained a top-tier 
average score, and more than three-quarters (80 percent) of 
pilot countries scored in the medium range. Based on these 
scores, which are lower overall than most of the other indica-
tors, there is significant room for improvement for policies 
designed to protect the rights of migrants. One particularly 

weak area for countries of destination is that service provid-
ers in the areas of health, education, and law enforcement 
are not allowed to report on the immigration status of the 
people they serve. The average score for this indicator is in 
the bottom tier, the lowest score in this dimension for coun-
tries of destination. 

Dimension 4: Promoting the (re)integration of migrants

This dimension is built on the premise that better-integrated 
and empowered migrants are more likely to experience 
positive human development outcomes, and to contribute 
toward development in both their country of origin and, 
importantly, in their country of destination. Fourteen indi-
cators for countries of destination and five for countries of 
origin measured concrete policies relating to the integration 
of migrants. These include the recognition of dual citizen-
ship and skills, access to citizenship, access to bank accounts, 
and the right to work and open businesses, as well as the 
availability of data on immigration, children of immigrants, 
discrimination, and return migration.

Among the 15 pilot countries, the normalized score in dimen-
sion 4 falls into the top tier for countries of destination and 
the medium tier for countries of origin. Thirty-three percent 
of the pilot countries received an average top-tier score. 
All but one of the countries sampled scored in the medium 
tier or above. This means that most of the sample countries 
have already made significant strides toward promoting the  
(re)integration of migrants. However, there are several key 
areas in which policies could be strengthened or improved, 
especially with regards to data collection and disaggregation. 

TABLE ES.2  Traffic light graph with normalized PCMD scores by PCMD dimension for countries of origin

Dimension 1: 
Institutional 
coherence

Dimension 2: Cost 
of migration

Dimension 3: 
Migrants’ rights

Dimension 4:  
(Re)integration

Dimension 5: 
Migration and 
development

Bosnia and Herzegovina 2 1 2 2 2

Cabo Verde 2 3 2 2 2

Jamaica 1 1 2 1 1

Kenya 2 2 2 2 2

Moldova 2 1 2 2 1

Morocco 2 1 2 2 2

Philippines 1 1 2 1 1

Serbia 2 1 2 2 2

Sri Lanka 3 1 2 3 2

Trinidad and Tobago 2 1 3 2 2

Note: The colors indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: red (0.0–<5.0); yellow (5.0–7.5); green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy 
coherence for migration and development.
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Dimension 5: Enhancing the development impact of 
migration

Emigrants and diaspora actors can have important positive 
development impacts in their communities of origin (Plaza, 
2013). Often a conducive policy and regulatory framework 
on both ends of the migration corridor can help migrants to 
fulfill their development potential, if they choose to engage 
in such projects (Plaza and Ratha, 2011). Five PCMD indica-
tors for countries of destination and six for countries of ori-
gin measure concrete policies with regard to enhancing the 
development impact of diasporas and other key migration 
and development policies. In both dashboards, countries 
are assessed on the basis of whether they have exclusive 
partnerships for money transfer operators and remittance 
taxes—both of which increase remittance transfer costs, 
and thus go against the clear objective of SDG target 10.c 
to lower these costs. Both countries of origin and destina-
tion are evaluated for having programs to share and transfer 
knowledge from emigrants to their communities of origin. 
The PCMD dashboards further include destination-country-
specific indicators on whether temporary absences from 
the country of destination have negative implications for 
migrants obtaining long-term residency status or citizenship, 
and whether these countries have set up skills training pro-
grams in migrants’ countries of origin. For countries of origin, 
the dashboards ask whether governments conduct financial 
literacy training and provide targeted financial products, as 
well as support services for diaspora investments.

For this dimension, pilot countries of destination have a high 
average in the top tier, while countries of origin still have a 
relatively high average in the upper range of the medium tier. 
More than half of all participating countries have an average 
in the top tier, which reflects the prioritization of diaspora-
related policies in recent years. In fact, not a single participat-
ing country has a bottom-tier average in this dimension. In 
countries of origin, the weakest indicators were for organiz-
ing financial literacy training at the local level throughout the 
country and providing specific financial products targeting 
migrants. 

What We Can Learn from a Cross-
Country Comparison: Spotlight 
on Key Indicators
A key goal of the PCMD dashboards is the promotion of pol-
icy learning in pilot countries, as well as for other countries 
that may draw inspiration from their policies and institutions. 

Chapter 4 focuses on a few select PCMD indicators, explains 
why they matter, and what the analysis of our 15-country 
panel reveals. 

Interagency Mechanism Promoting Policy 
Coherence

Research on policy coherence emphasizes the importance of 
multistakeholder dialogues and institutions that promote a 
whole-of-government approach. For this reason, indicators 
1.16 and 1.17 in the PCMD Dashboard measure the existence 
and attributes of interagency mechanisms, that is, bodies or 
committees that allow for the consideration of migration 
(and development) in policy areas beyond those directly 
related to migration. 

Among the 15 pilot countries, 9 have established an inter-
agency mechanism that meets at least twice annually and 
in which at least two line ministries, as well as local govern-
ments, are represented. Two countries have committees that 
meet frequently but have yet to see widespread participa-
tion, and another two countries have mechanisms that meet 
only once yearly and that could benefit from the participa-
tion of additional federal or local authorities. The remaining 
two countries do not have intragovernmental processes that 
allow for regular discussions among government agencies. 

Regulated and Fair Recruitment

Regulation and oversight of migrant worker recruitment, the 
involved costs, and the protection of migrant workers from 
unscrupulous practices are key to migration governance and 
to achieving the SDGs. High recruitment fees can result in 
debt bondage ultimately resulting in forced labor. SDG indi-
cator 10.7.1 that assesses whether Member States “facilitate 
orderly, safe, regular and responsible migration and mobil-
ity of people, including through implementation of planned 
and well-managed migration policies” (i.e., SDG target 10.7) 
measures the recruitment costs borne by employees as a 
proportion of their yearly income earned in the country of 
destination. Two PCMD indicators measure the extent of 
such regulation frameworks in countries of origin and des-
tination. Indicator 2.3 assesses whether the country has a 
regulation framework for the recruitment process in place. 
The highest score is given to countries that have not only 
established such a framework but that also implement it at 
the regional and local levels. The rationale behind this is that 
implementation at the local level is key to achieving such 
frameworks’ full potential. Indicator 2.4 then assesses the 
extent and regulation of recruitment fees. 
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The average score for both combined indicators among the 
15 pilot countries is relatively high. While still in the medium 
tier, it is only 0.1 points away from the top tier. It is slightly 
higher for the existence of a regulation framework (top tier) 
than for recruitment fees for migrant workers (medium tier). 

Ban of Child Detention in Countries  
of Destination

In countries of destination, PCMD indicator 3.13 establishes 
whether a country has a policy that bans the administrative 
detention of migrant children and provides alternatives to 
their administrative detention. Thus, this indicator recognizes 
that a ban without providing a clear alternative to detention 
is likely to lead to children being detained in spite of the 
legal ban. None of the pilot countries obtained the highest 
score for this indicator, which stresses the need to address 
child detention in all pilot countries. 

Recognizing dual citizenship: All countries in the pilot phase 
are at least in the medium tier for allowing dual citizenship 
in the context of immigration (for countries of destination) 
or emigration (for countries of origin). Of the 15 pilot coun-
tries, 12 allow dual citizenship generally; Germany, the Neth-
erlands, and Sri Lanka allow it under a large set of specified 
circumstances.

Access to the Labor Market in Countries  
of Destination

The right to employment is not only important to advance 
the economic independence of migrants and refugees. 
Working influences a variety of important factors, including 
planning for the future, meeting members of the host society, 
providing opportunity to develop language skills, restoring 
self-esteem, and encouraging self-reliance. Furthermore, rel-
atively well-integrated migrants are best able to contribute to 
development. For that reason, a set of indicators (4.11–4.14) 
measures the extent to which different groups of migrants 
have access to formal labor markets in countries of destina-
tion. This includes assessing whether family migrants’ access 
to the labor market is immediate or dependent upon the sta-
tus of a family member or otherwise restricted. For students, 
we assess access to the labor market both during and after 
studies and capture programs designed to help migrant stu-
dents integrate into local labor markets after graduation. For 
refugees and asylum seekers, access is measured depending 
on whether it is immediate or after a specific waiting period.

For all four indicators among countries of destination, Portu-
gal, Switzerland, Germany, and Sweden are in the top tier. Of 

these, Germany and Sweden have a slightly lower average 
score because of certain limitations on asylum seekers. The 
Netherlands is in the medium tier, reflecting its limitations on 
both asylum seekers and certain family migrants. 

Temporary Return from Countries  
of Destination

Migrants often have good reasons to return for certain peri-
ods of time to their countries of origin. And such returns can 
have critical development impacts in migrants’ communities 
of origin. However, migrants may be reluctant to return tem-
porarily if they fear that they may forfeit the permanency of 
their residence in the host country. For this reason, indica-
tor 5.3 assesses whether migrants’ pathway to citizenship or 
permanent residency is unaffected by temporary stays out 
of the country (e.g., three months at a time or cumulatively 
in a year).

In the Netherlands, Switzerland, Portugal, and Germany, 
a migrant can reside outside the country for a period not 
exceeding six months, leading to a top-tier score for these 
countries. In Sweden, however, travel outside the country is 
limited to six weeks in one calendar year; any time beyond 
this is deducted from the period of habitual residence. This 
results in a bottom-tier score for Sweden.

Return and Reintegration in Countries  
of Origin

Return migration is often seen as an opportunity for migrants 
to use the skills and experience they have acquired abroad 
to achieve positive development outcomes upon return. The 
pilot countries of origin have a combined average on the low 
end of the medium tier. Thus, the PCMD analysis reveals that 
even countries with well-established migration polices can 
further increase their efforts to collect disaggregated data 
on return migrants and to establish reintegration programs 
and assistance for returnees. 

Disaggregated Data on Emigrants  
and Immigrants

Monitoring, analysis, and reporting systems are a build-
ing block of PCMD and point to the importance of data as 
a key input into evidence-based policy making. This is also 
reflected in target 17.8 of the SDGs, which calls for states 
to “increase significantly, high-quality, timely and reliable 
data disaggregated by income, gender, age, race, ethnic-
ity, migratory status, disability, geographic location and 
other characteristics relevant in national contexts.” Several 
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indicators assess the extent to which governments collect 
data on emigrants and immigrants. 

Of the 15 pilot countries, both countries of origin and coun-
tries of destination have yet to improve the data they collect 
on specific migration issues. The average score of countries 
of origin is squarely in the bottom tier, while it is in the lower 
ranges of the medium tier among countries of destination. 

PCMD Country Notes
The PCMD dashboards of indicators have been operational-
ized in 15 countries. Of these, 10 were coded as countries 
of origin, namely: Bosnia and Herzegovina, Cabo Verde, 
Jamaica, Kenya, Moldova, Morocco, the Philippines, Serbia, 
Sri Lanka, and Trinidad and Tobago. And 5 were coded as 
countries of destination, namely: Germany, the Netherlands, 
Portugal, Sweden, and Switzerland. (See chapter 5 for high-
lights from both sets.) 

Policy Coherence, Sustainable 
Development, and Migration 
Governance: The Role of Policy 
Indicators
The PCMD dashboards have the potential to play an impor-
tant role in countries’ efforts to track progress toward the 
SDGs. They have particular relevance to SDG target 17.14, 

which emphasizes policy coherence for sustainable devel-
opment as a key means of implementing the SDGs, as 
well as SDG target 10.7, which urges all governments and 
stakeholders to facilitate orderly, safe, regular, and respon-
sible migration and mobility of people, including through 
the implementation of planned and well-managed migra-
tion policies. The PCMD dashboards are equally relevant to 
the deliberations on, and implementation of, the UN Global 
Compact for Safe, Regular, and Orderly Migration, as well as 
the Global Compact on Refugees, with its Comprehensive 
Refugee Response Framework. Drawing on the experience 
of operationalizing the PCMD dashboards of indicators in 15 
pilot countries, chapter 6 of this report will discuss the mer-
its and limitations of policy indicators in general and of the 
dashboards more specifically.

In the end, policy coherence is not just about policies and 
institutions. It is about supporting the beneficial outcomes 
of migration, creating opportunities for migrants, protecting 
their lives, upholding their rights, and mitigating their risks. 
And it is hoped that the PCMD dashboards will promote 
such outcomes.
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Objectives and Structure of This Report

•	 Incoherence can have negative spillover effects and lead 
to a loss of credibility.

•	 A coherent approach can help balance policy trade-offs 
and foster collaboration and trust among stakeholders, 
and thus facilitate the harnessing of synergies.

The report is structured as follows:

Chapter 1 elaborates on the conceptual backdrop against 
which the PCMD dashboards of indicators have been devel-
oped and outlines why policy coherence is particularly impor-
tant for the fragmented migration portfolio. 

Chapter 2 introduces the PCMD dashboards, their five dimen-
sions, and relationships among the indicators as building 
blocks to measure PCMD. It presents the development and 
foundations of the indicators, as well as the coding of the 15 
pilot countries analyzed in this report. The chapter also out-
lines the several levels of analysis that the dashboards’ results 
enable governments and other stakeholders to conduct. 

Chapter 3 uses the data collected from the 15 pilot countries 
and validated by experts and the country focal points to ana-
lyze different trends in the five policy dimensions. Concretely, 
it discusses the pilot countries’ scores on promoting institu-
tional coherence; reducing the financial costs of migration; 
protecting the rights of migrants and their families; promot-
ing the (re)integration of migrants; and enhancing the devel-
opment impact of diaspora engagement.

Chapter 4 extends the data analysis of the previous chap-
ter to the indicator level. For selected indicators, it show-
cases what can be learned from a multicountry comparison 
of migration-related policies and initiatives. Specifically, the 
chapter discusses indicators and groups of indicators assess-
ing interagency mechanisms promoting policy coherence, 
regulated and fair recruitment, the ban of child detention in 
countries of destination, degrees of recognizing dual citizen-
ship, access to the labor market in countries of destination, 

It is widely acknowledged that migration can have consider-
able economic and human development benefits. The benefi-
cial outcomes from migration for countries of origin, countries 
of destination, and migrants depend on a range of migration-
related and other public policies and their interactions. Both 
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the New 
York Declaration for Refugees and Migrants that was adopted 
by the UN General Assembly in September 2016 “recognize 
that international migration is a multidimensional reality of 
major relevance for the development of countries of origin, 
transit and destination which requires coherent and compre-
hensive responses.” In fact, the Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs) incorporate several direct references to migra-
tion. SDG target 10.7 urges states to facilitate orderly, safe, 
regular, and responsible migration and mobility of people, 
including through the implementation of planned and well-
managed migration policies. To measure progress toward 
target 10.7, the Inter-Agency and Expert Group on SDG Indi-
cators decided to collect data on recruitment costs borne by 
employees as a proportion of yearly income earned in their 
country of destination, as well as the number of countries that 
have implemented well-managed migration policies. 

Considering target 10.7, as well as the transversal role of 
migration in the SDGs, including their emphasis on protecting 
migrants’ labor rights (target 8.8), reducing remittance trans-
fer costs (target 10.c), and ensuring the availability of high-
quality and disaggregated data (target 17.18), the KNOMAD 
Thematic Working Group on Policy and Institutional Coher-
ence created comprehensive dashboards of indicators to 
measure policy coherence for migration and development 
(PCMD). For a variety of reasons, PCMD is important:

•	 Policy incoherence can increase the likelihood of unful-
filled development commitments and situations in 
which certain policy objectives become increasingly 
unattainable.

•	 Policies working at cross-purposes can result in financial 
costs and wasted resources.
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temporary return from countries of destination, disaggre-
gated data on emigrants and immigrants, and return and 
reintegration in countries of origin.

Chapter 5 contains country notes for each of the 15 pilot coun-
tries that feature an overview of the five PCMD dimensions 
and highlight specific policies and institutions, as they emerge 
from the data collected and validated for each country. 

Chapter 6 closes the analysis of the PCMD dashboards of 
indicators with a discussion of the link between the dash-
boards and the implementation of the SDGs. In so doing, 
the chapter considers the cross-cutting role of migration in 
the SDGs. It also discusses the PCMD dashboards’ relevance 
to SDG target 17.14, which emphasizes policy coherence for 

sustainable development as a key means of implementation 
of the SDGs, and SDG target 10.7, which urges all govern-
ments and stakeholders to facilitate orderly, safe, regular, 
and responsible migration and mobility of people, including 
through the implementation of planned and well-managed 
migration policies. Drawing on the experience of opera-
tionalizing the PCMD dashboards of indicators in 15 pilot 
countries, the chapter discusses the merits and limitations of 
developing and using policy indicators.

The report’s appendixes feature data tables that list the 
indicator codes by country; describe each indicator and its 
rationale; and put forward succinct coding guidelines that 
provide additional information on the scoring process.

xxii
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Chapter 1  Understanding Policy Coherence 
for Migration and Development

T
he United Nations (UN) General Assembly, the Global 
Forum on Migration and Development (GFMD) and 
other fora have repeatedly stressed the need to pro-
mote policy coherence with regard to migration and 

development.4 More broadly, several international bodies, 
including the UN and the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) have emphasized the 
importance of policy coherence for development. In addi-
tion, the European Union’s policy coherence agenda has 
emphasized migration for over a decade (Carbone 2013). 
This chapter provides an overview of the concepts of migra-
tion and development, policy coherence for development 
(PCD), and policy coherence for migration and development 
(PCMD). An in-depth discussion is warranted as, in spite 
of the international policy focus, “policy coherence” and 
“migration and development’” have rarely been considered 
together in the research literature (see figure 1.1). 

Migration and Development
It is widely acknowledged that migration can lead to consid-
erable human development outcomes (UNDP 2009; OECD 

2018a). The UN Special Representative of the Secretary-
General for International Migration highlights that “with-
out migration, our societies would never have achieved 
their current level of development” (UN General Assembly 
2017: 4). Both the Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development 
(para  29) and the New York Declaration for Refugees and 
Migrants (para 46), adopted by the UN General Assembly in 
September 2016, “recognize that international migration is 
a multidimensional reality of major relevance for the devel-
opment of countries of origin, transit and destination which 
requires coherent and comprehensive responses.”

A complex multidirectional relationship exists between 
migration and development.5 Migration can have positive 
and negative economic and human development6 impacts 
at the micro, meso, and macro levels, depending on vari-
ous interconnected contextual factors. Migration impacts 
migrants and their households and communities of origin, 
destination, and transit. To unpack the multifaceted relation-
ship, figure 1.2 illustrates the four principal ways in which 
human mobility interacts with sustainable development. 
First, the level of development can influence the mobility of 
people. Development, or lack thereof, affects the resources 

FIGURE 1.1  Annual number of research publications on “migration and development” and/or “policy coherence,” 
1991–2016
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and incentives for migration. Second, migration often leads 
to immediate and substantial development gains for the 
people who migrate. Third, migrants are agents of develop-
ment who actively contribute to development in their coun-
tries of origin and destination. Fourth, migrants and refugees 
can be vulnerable groups whose specific needs can be tar-
geted by sectoral development programming, such as in 
labor markets and the areas of health, education, finance, 
and governance.

There is a wealth of literature exploring the relationships 
between migration and development in countries of origin, 
primarily through specific channels such as remittances, as 
well as in countries of destination, especially through the 
impact on the labor market and long-term economic growth. 
A less studied question relates to causal linkages, specifically 
the types of measures that governments can implement to 
enhance the developmental impacts of migration and miti-
gate negative impacts (McKenzie and Yang 2014; IOM 2006). 
In fact, the state has a critical role in influencing the outcomes 
of migration (Hollifield and Wong 2015) through both migra-
tion and non-migration policies (OECD 2017a).

Evidence connecting migration policy to development 
has been synthesized in many recent studies using natural 
experiments to test the impact of policy change on develop-
ment outcomes. For example, using a policy reform in the 
United Arab Emirates (UAE) as a natural experiment, Naidu 
et al. (2016) find that migrants able to change employers saw 

a 10 percent increase in their real salaries after making the 
change. In the Americas, a randomized field experiment that 
was used to allocate discounts on remittance transfers to ran-
dom Salvadorian migrants in the Washington D.C. area, dis-
covered that each decrease of $1 led to 0.11 more transfers 
per month (Aycinena et al. 2010). In Europe, cross-sectional 
data from Germany and Spain show that migrants from coun-
tries with dual citizenship send more remittances and have 
higher intentions of returning than migrants from countries 
that do not offer dual citizenship (Leblang 2017). In Asia, an 
in-depth study of the effects of India’s diasporic citizenship 
policies established that such policies affect the remittance-
sending, investment, political, and return behavior of Indian 
migrants in the United States (Naujoks 2013). 

The link between policy and the migration and develop-
ment nexus was also explored in the OECD’s and EU’s 
Interrelations between Public Policies, Migration and Devel-
opment project, which investigated the bidirectional link-
ages between four dimensions of migration (emigration, 
immigration, return, and remittances) and five policy areas 
(labor markets, agriculture, education, investment and finan-
cial services, and social protection and health). The research 
identifies a key role for sectoral policies in influencing deci-
sions on whether to emigrate or return as well as how to send 
and spend remittances; however, it also concludes that these 
causal relationships are not always straightforward. While 
many of the countries analyzed under the Public Policies, 
Migration and Development project have migration-related 

FIGURE 1.2  Human mobility and sustainable development
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development policies in place, very few include migration in 
their sectoral policies. In addition to the need to consider the 
potential connections between sectoral policies and migra-
tion, the report highlights the need to improve overall policy 
coherence by focusing attention on the institutional factors 
expected to improve it, such as coordination mechanisms 
and strengthened international cooperation (OECD 2017a). 

Conceptualizing Policy Coherence 
for Development and Its Application 
to Migration for Development
As has been illustrated in the large body of literature on the 
subject, policy does indeed have an impact on the develop-
ment outcomes of migration. It is here where the concepts 
of migration and development and PCD can be joined. PCD 
specifically refers to the “synergic and systematic support [of 
policies] toward the achievement of common [development] 
objectives” (Keijzer and Oppewal 2012: 3). It is important to 
note that policy coherence can also occur at different levels, 
adding complexity to the operationalization of policy coher-
ence as a concept. For example, policies within a country 
could be incoherent to the extent that policies in one sec-
toral area undermine policies in another, or policies at the 
local level could be incoherent with policies at the national 
level. However, policies in one country could also under-
mine development in another. One can therefore think of 
coherence as something that occurs horizontally or vertically 
within a country (unilateral) or between countries (bilateral). 
Coherence at the multilateral level would entail ensuring that 
national or subnational policies are not at odds with interna-
tional standards (Hong and Knoll 2016; Siegel and McGregor 
2015). Here trade-offs are not just between internal actors 
but also between countries in cases where the policies of 
one country have an impact on another. However, particu-
larly in the case of migration, as a politically sensitive issue 
that touches on issues of national sovereignty, domestic poli-
ticians may be reluctant to reconsider domestic concerns in 
the interest of achieving broader developmental goals. 

For the purposes of this report, PCMD is defined as a set of 
policies that “pursue synergies to advance shared objectives, 
actively seek to minimize or eliminate negative side effects 
of policies, (and) prevent policies from detracting from one 
another or from the achievement of agreed-upon develop-
ment goals” (Hong and Knoll 2016: vii). Policy coherence with 
regard to migration is particularly important because migra-
tion is a cross-cutting policy issue, extending beyond the 
regulation of human movement across international borders 

(see for example OECD 2017a). Ultimately, this means that 
the policies that affect—or are affected by—migration can be 
found in a range of policy areas, not least the labor market, 
finance, education, trade, and health. Thus, migration tends 
to be governed by a “fragmented portfolio” of policy that is 
distributed among several ministries with competing views 
and different levels of power, influence, and resources (GMG 
2010, 17). The beneficial outcomes from migration for coun-
tries of origin, countries of destination, and migrants depend 
on a range of migration-related and other public policies and 
their interactions. Different types of policies include the fol-
lowing three categories: 

•	 Migration policies narrowly conceived, in particular poli-
cies that seek to regulate migration flows and promote 
the integration or reintegration of migrants.

•	 Migration-related development policies, that is, policies 
in both origin and destination countries that seek to har-
ness the migration-development nexus.

•	 Sectoral policies not specific to migration, but that none-
theless affect and are affected by migration, such as 
education, health, employment, industrial development, 
urbanization, or agriculture (Hong and Knoll 2016; OECD 
2017a).

The need to focus on policy coherence is emphasized by this 
fragmentation of the policy portfolio and the connected mul-
tiplicity of actors, institutions, and stakeholders involved in 
shaping policies in these areas. 

Enabling Policy Coherence for 
Migration and Development
A review of the past literature identifies several general pol-
icy factors that can encourage or inhibit policy coherence. 
Although by no means an exhaustive list, key factors include 
dialogue between different stakeholders (both govern-
mental and nongovernmental), coordination mechanisms, 
supportive government environments, and targeted and 
well-formulated policies (Picciotto 2005b; May et al. 2005; 
May, Sapotichne, and Workman 2006; ECDPM, ICEI, and 
PARTICIP 2007; OECD 2010; Nilsson et al. 2012; Larsen and 
Powell 2013).

It is acknowledged that in order for policy coherence to be 
attained, various stakeholders involved within a policy area 
need to be able to share their perspectives and ideas with on 
another without excluding any nontraditional stakeholders 
(May et al. 2005; Larsen and Powell 2013). An environment 
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of transparent information and shared values among stake-
holders is seen as essential in producing consistent decision-
making (Picciotto 2005b). In applying inclusive stakeholder 
engagement to migration and development, relevant stake-
holders within the sphere of migration might then include 
multiple sectoral ministries, regional and local governments, 
academia, nongovernmental organizations, trade unions, 
migrant associations, employers, banks, and international 
organizations. 

As a complement to inclusive stakeholder engagement, a 
“whole of government approach” has also been advocated 
as a mechanism in promoting PCD. While decisions are often 
divided up among various departments and branches of 
government to utilize subject expertise, this can be danger-
ous as it invites policy coherence within one department or 
group while opening the door for incoherence in between 
groups. To counter this, strong leadership, clear strategies, 
and protocols for decision making can heighten the chance 
that inconsistencies are identified. To encourage policy 
coherence in the fields of migration and development, it 
would then follow that various ministries need to work col-
laboratively and acknowledge their role in shaping migra-
tion and development outcomes. Relevant ministries could 
include those that concentrate on internal affairs, foreign 
affairs, education, health, technology, labor, social protection 
and social security, justice and legal issues, child develop-
ment and youth, and national security (Picciotto 2005b). 

The strong leadership and clear decision-making protocols 
of the whole-of-government approach can be augmented by 
concrete mechanisms that support cooperation across gov-
ernment departments, both horizontally and vertically. This 
involves institutional and administrative mechanisms such as 

coordination initiatives among departments or committees 
to promote the holistic and organic adoption of PCD at all 
stages of the policy cycle (ECDPM, ICEI, and PARTICIP 2007; 
OECD 2009, 2014a). Examples of this type of mechanism as 
specifically applied to PCMD objectives include the identifi-
cation of focal points for coordination purposes, migration-
focused coordination bodies, commissions, national working 
groups, and national consultative or steering committees.

While most efforts to encourage or promote policy coher-
ence have largely related to institutional processes and pro-
cedures, a country’s policies and public statements can also 
be consciously formulated to further policy coherence goals. 
For example, explicit policy statements that specifically 
address coherence in a way that outlines future government 
actions, intent, and involved actors can be beneficial. Illus-
trations of this type of mechanism include straightforward 
development policy objectives that are inclusive of migra-
tion; explicit linkages to policies directly or indirectly related 
to migration; the encouragement of broad-based commit-
ment to policy coherence among civil servants working in 
the field; the commitment of migration- and development-
relevant leadership to policy coherence initiatives; and the 
establishment of legal necessities for policy coherence in the 
field of migration (ECDPM, ICEI, and PARTICIP 2007; OECD 
2009, 2014a). 

As highlighted at the beginning of this chapter, migration 
is related to a large number of public policy areas—beyond 
migration policies in the narrow sense—that regulate the exit 
and entry of people in and out of national territories. The fol-
lowing chapter will introduce the PCMD indicators that have 
been developed to account for the diversity of policy cat-
egories and the key elements of policy coherence.
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Chapter 2  The PCMD Dashboards: Tools to Take 
Stock of Migration Governance

T
he dashboards of indicators for measuring policy 
coherence for migration and development (PCMD) are 
user-friendly tools that aim to measure the extent to 
which public policies and institutional arrangements 

are coherent with international norms and good practices in 
order to minimize the risks and maximize the development 
gains of migration. They can be used by domestic policy 
makers and other stakeholders, such as researchers, civil 
society, and international organizations. For policy makers, 
the dashboards serve as particularly useful tools during the 
formulation, evaluation, and adjustment of public policies 
that may have an impact on migration. 

With the recognition that countries face unique national con-
texts presenting distinct opportunities and challenges—and 
furthermore find themselves at different stages of policy 
making vis-à-vis migration and sustainable development—
the purpose of the dashboards is not to label governments’ 
policy interventions as “right” or “wrong.” Rather, it is to 
help governments:

•	 Take stock of existing policies and institutional arrange-
ments in various sectors related to migration and 
development.

•	 Consider what policies and institutions may be needed 
to maximize the positive impact of migration on 
development. 

•	 Enable critical self-assessment of PCMD levels. 
•	 Identify areas for improvement.
•	 Promote understanding of the links between migration 

and development in different contexts.

By helping policy makers identify critical policy areas and 
institutional mechanisms for fostering PCMD, the dash-
boards are useful for integrating migration into countries’ 
strategies for realizing the Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs) as well as implementing the commitments made by 
states in the Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular 
Migration and the Global Compact for Refugees. 

Owing largely to their participatory methodology, the dash-
boards are intended to be as much about the process as the 
end-product. Their purpose is thus to create a living tool that 
can be applied by policy makers across a variety of country 
contexts to stimulate discussions, both within and between 
countries. The objective is to identify both institutional struc-
tures and policies that may be at odds with a rights-based 
approach to migration governance framed by a human 
development perspective. 

The dashboards complement the Migration Governance 
Index (MGI), developed by the Economist Intelligence Unit 
and the International Organization for Migration (IOM) in 
2015, which “aims to provide a consolidated framework for 
evaluating country-specific migration governance structures, 
and to act as a potential source for informing implementa-
tion of the migration-related SDGs” (EIU 2016: 5). 

This chapter introduces the PCMD dashboards and the 
methodology that underlies the five dimensions and their 
indicators. After a general introduction to the dashboards, 
the chapter will elaborate on the participatory process that 
led to the dashboards. It will then introduce the 15-country 
sample for which the PCMD dashboards were coded for this 
report. Lastly, it will highlight the versatile nature of the dash-
boards, which allows for three levels of analysis: (i) within-
country analysis, and multicountry at the level of (ii) policy 
dimension and (iii) indicator. 

Two Dashboards and Five Policy 
Dimensions Measure Migration 
Governance
There are two distinct dashboards—one from the perspec-
tive of countries of origin and the other from the perspective 
of countries of destination—with separate indicators (except 
in the area of institutional coherence, where indicators are 
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identical).7 It important to note that any given country can be 
considered both a country of origin and a country of destina-
tion. Indicators are organized around the five policy dimen-
sions listed in figure 2.1.

The first policy dimension on institutional coherence with its 
19 indicators is identical for countries of destination and ori-
gin. In the following four dimensions, 44 indicators measure 
PCMD in countries of destination, and 29 in countries of ori-
gin. Thus, a total of 63 indicators are coded for destination 
and 49 for origin countries (table 2.1).

Each indicator corresponds to an input or an output, with 
these terms defined as follows: 

•	 Inputs are the processes that lead to government inter-
ventions, such as consultations, statements of commit-
ment, and the allocation of financial resources.

•	 Outputs include government interventions, in particular 
policy and institutional changes. These include the adjust-
ment and establishment of policies, as well as the setup 
and modification of formal mechanisms such as intermin-
isterial committees and centralized oversight bodies. 

By specifying the level to which each indicator corresponds, 
the dashboards make it easy to locate relevant policy inter-
ventions and outcomes. However, the dashboards do not 
aim to develop a results chain that assumes that inputs lead 
to outputs and then to outcomes in a linear fashion. 

BOX 2.1  What are the PCMD dashboards?

•	 The PCMD dashboards constitute user-friendly tools to measure the extent to which public policies and institutional 
arrangements are coherent with international norms and good practices to minimize the risks and maximize the develop-
ment gains of migration.

•	 Indicators are built on international norms, political commitments, SDGs, and good practices. The SDGs have been inte-
grated in all aspects of the PCMD indicators. The dashboards answer to SDG target 17.14, which emphasizes policy coher-
ence for sustainable development as a key means of implementing the SDGs. Many of the indicators are directly inspired 
by specific SDG goals, targets, and indicators. And PCMD is a way of measuring well-managed migration policies and 
migration governance, which are relevant to target 10.7 of the SDGs. 

•	 There are two distinct dashboards—one from the perspective of countries of origin and the other from the perspective of 
countries of destination—with separate indicators (except in the area of institutional coherence, where they are common). 
It is important to stress that any given country can be considered both a country of origin and a country of destination. 
Forty-eight indicators for countries of origin and 62 indicators for countries of destination measure policy coherence and 
migration governance. They are categorized by function within five policy dimensions, namely (i) promoting institutional 
coherence; (ii) reducing the financial costs of migration; (iii) protecting the rights of migrants and their families; (iv) promot-
ing the (re)integration of migrants; and (v) enhancing the development impact of diaspora engagement.

•	 The dashboards’ data allow three levels of analysis: within-country, and across countries at the levels of policy dimensions 
and indicators.

FIGURE 2.1  Five policy dimensions

           
 

1. Promote institutional coherence

2. Reduce the �nancial costs of migration

3. Protect the rights of migrants and their families

4. Promote the (re)integration of migrants

5. Enhance the development impact of migration
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As elaborated in chapter 1, policy coherence for migration 
and development encompasses a multiplicity of policy sub-
systems. The PCMD indicators (which will be discussed in 
more detail in chapter 3) have been carefully selected and 
constructed to reflect normative frameworks, political com-
mitments, and good practices. 

The five dimensions indicate key areas of work that result from 
international commitments, good practices, and research on 
migration and development. They are based on normative 
frameworks, such as Agenda 2030, the New York Declaration 
for Refugees and Migrants, and key UN General Assembly 
Resolutions, as well as on key publications by international 
organizations, such as the Global Migration Group’s (GMG 
2010) handbook on Mainstreaming Migration into Develop-
ment Planning, and the Organisation for Economic Co-oper-
ation and Development (OECD) Development Centre’s study 
on the Interrelations between Public Policies, Migration and 
Development (OECD 2017a). In addition, they are based on 
significant research on the links of migration, human devel-
opment, and public policies, as well as good practices. The 

indicator guidelines in appendixes B and C also include a 
brief discussion on the rationale for each indicator that refers 
to key documents and research underpinning the specific 
indicators. As has been noted, the indicators are grouped 
in five dimensions, highlighted as particularly important for 
comprehensive policy frameworks promoting PCMD. 

Dimension 1. Promoting Institutional 
Coherence for Migration and 
Development
The Resolution on the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Devel-
opment (para 29), the Addis Ababa Action Agenda (para 
111) of the Third International Conference on Financing for 
Development, and the New York Declaration for Refugees 
and Migrants (para 3.6) explicitly recognize that international 
migration is a multidimensional reality of major relevance for 
the development of countries of origin, transit, and destina-
tion, which requires coherent and comprehensive responses. 

TABLE 2.1  What the PCMD dashboards measure—migration governance across five dimensions 

PCMD indicator dimension

No of 
indicators

What is measuredCoD CoO

1. Promoting institutional 
coherence for migration and 
development

19 Level of integration of migration and development, health, education, labor market, 
agriculture, environment, and development assistance strategies; ratification of 
migrant-specific conventions and regional agreements; participation in regional and 
global fora; establishment of certain policies and intragovernmental mechanisms; and 
migration data and data reporting.

2. Reducing the financial costs of 
migration

6 5 In both dashboards: existence of regulation framework for labor migration and 
recruitment, double taxation agreements. In CoD, cost for integration tests and in 
CoO, the ease and cost of obtaining a passport.

3. Protecting the rights of 
migrants and their families

19 14 In both dashboards: portability of pensions, political rights, access to citizenship (in the 
emigration and immigration context, respectively), as well as emphasis on international 
protection for refugees, including on creating safe pathways to prevent human 
trafficking and smuggling. In CoD, access to health care, education, a range of labor-
related rights, and ratification of specific conventions; access to redress mechanisms 
and legal aid; antidiscrimination programming; family unification; detention of 
children; and statelessness. In CoO, restrictions on emigration, ratification of specific 
treaties, established standards, special consular services protecting migrants’ rights, 
predeparture training, and data on educational and health outcomes of children of 
emigrants.

4. Promoting the integration and 
reintegration of migrants

14 5 In both dashboards: recognition of dual citizenship and skills recognition. In CoD, 
availability of immigration data, access to citizenship, bank accounts, right to work 
and open businesses, language courses, cost of education, and data on children of 
immigrants and on discrimination. In CoO, data on return migration and reintegration 
programs.

5. Enhancing the development 
impact of diaspora engagement, 
skills, and migrants’ finances

5 6 In both dashboards: absence of exclusive partnership for money transfer operators, 
remittance taxes, and skill-sharing/transfer to CoO. In CoD, possibility of temporary 
absences from CoD and skills creation programs in CoO. In CoO, financial literacy 
training and targeted financial products and support services for diaspora investments.

Note: CoD = country of destination; CoO = country of origin; PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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Also, the Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular 
Migration emphasizes “that migration is a multidimensional 
reality that cannot be addressed by one government policy 
sector alone. To develop and implement effective migration 
policies and practices, a whole-of-government approach is 
needed to ensure horizontal and vertical policy coherence 
across all sectors and levels of government” (para 15). The 
need for institutional coherence has been stressed through-
out many sessions of the Global Forum on Migration and 
Development, as well as at the two UN General Assembly 
High-level Dialogues on Migration and Development, in 2006 
and 2013, respectively. This dimension stresses the impor-
tance of integrating migration into a variety of development 
plans, as recognized by the NY Declaration (para 3.7), the 
Global Migration Group’s (2010) handbook on mainstreaming 
migration, and the Global Migration Group’s Guidance Note 
on “Integrating Migration and Displacement in the United 
Nations Development Assistance Frameworks (UNDAFs),” 
which stresses the relevance of institutions and processes for 
the governance of migration, and referring interministerial or 
interinstitutional processes at the bilateral, national, or sub-
national level, as well as to endeavors to mainstream migra-
tion into a variety of development plans (GMG 2017a: 29).

Dimension 2. Reducing the Financial 
Costs of Migration
The UN Secretary-General’s eight-point agenda for the 
action Making Migration Work stresses that there are enor-
mous gains to be made from lowering costs related to migra-
tion. The commitment of lowering the cost of labor migration 
is also emphasized in the New York Declaration (para 3.6, 
3.17), in the Resolution on the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development (para 29), and the Addis Ababa Action Agenda 
(para 111), as well as in the UN General Assembly Resolution 
on International Migration and Development (para 15).8

Dimension 3. Protecting the Rights 
of Migrants and Their Families
Migrants rights are critical, both for migrants themselves, and 
also in enabling them to contribute to development in their 
communities of origin and destination. Thus the Resolution 
on the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development urges all 
states to ensure safe, orderly, and regular migration involving 
full respect for human rights and the humane treatment of 
migrants regardless of migration status, of refugees, and of 
displaced persons (para 29). Also, the New York Declaration 

for Migrants and Refugees stresses that comprehensive 
approaches to migration need to be sensitive, humane, dig-
nified, and gender responsive. Furthermore, states need to 
ensure the full respect and protection for their human rights 
and fundamental freedoms (para 2.1).9 The overarching obli-
gation to respect, protect, and fulfill the human rights of 
all migrants, regardless of their migration status, is equally 
a central commitment and guiding principle of the Global 
Compact for Migration (para 11, 15).

Dimension 4. Promoting the 
Integration and Reintegration 
of Migrants
Policies and incentives to promote the integration of migrants 
in countries of destination and of returnees in countries of 
origin are paramount for coherent migration and develop-
ment policies. In the New York Declaration, states commit-
ted to combating xenophobia, racism, and discrimination 
against refugees and migrants and to taking measures to 
improve their integration and inclusion, as appropriate, and 
with particular reference to access to education, health care, 
justice, and language training (para 2.18). This echoes the 
Global Compact for Migration’s objectives to provide access 
to basic services for migrants, empower migrants and societ-
ies to realize full inclusion and social cohesion, eliminate all 
forms of discrimination and promote evidence-based public 
discourse to shape perceptions of migration, and cooperate 
in facilitating safe and dignified return and readmission, as 
well as sustainable reintegration (Objectives 15, 16, 17, 21). 
The Global Compact on Refugees not only highlights the 
importance of long-term local integration (para 97–99) but 
the Compact and its Comprehensive Refugee Response 
Framework also stress various measures that are relevant for 
migrants’ integration into labor markets and societies from 
the outset.

Dimension 5. Enhancing the 
Development Impact of Diaspora 
Engagement, Skills, and Migrants’ 
Finances
States have recognized the positive contribution of migrants 
to inclusive growth and sustainable development and the 
importance of facilitating their contributions by focusing on 
remittances and financial services, among other areas (2030 
Agenda for Sustainable Development, para 29; Addis Ababa 
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Action Agenda, para 40, 111; New York Declaration, para 3.6, 
3.7). The Global Compact on Migration, in its objectives 19 
and 20, urges stakeholders to create conditions for migrants 
and diasporas to fully contribute to sustainable development 
in all countries and promote faster, safer, and cheaper transfer 
of remittances and foster the financial inclusion of migrants. 
Also the Global Migration Group’s Guidance Note (GMG 
2017a) stresses the relevance of institutions and processes 
for the governance of migration, including interministerial or 
interinstitutional processes at the bilateral, national, or sub-
national level, as well as endeavors to mainstream migration 
into a variety of development plans (GMG 2017a: 29). This 
dimension is equally highlighted in the Global Migration 
Group’s handbook on mainstreaming migration (GMG 2010).

Mechanisms for Promoting Policy 
Coherence
The indicators in the five dimensions are thought to promote 
policy coherence through a range of mechanisms (figure 2.2).

•	 Institutions: The creation of meaningful institutions and 
mechanisms in which different government and nongov-
ernmental stakeholders can discuss how migration and 
other policy areas intersect promotes knowledge about 
other actors’ activities and in a best-case scenario, pro-
motes integrated approaches.

•	 Mainstreaming: Integrating migration into sectoral devel-
opment plans, such as development, health, education, 
environment, agriculture, and development assistance 
strategies is an important precondition for considering 

the specific vulnerabilities and potentials of migrant men 
and women. 

•	 Concrete policies: Good public policies can advance the 
sustainable human development outcomes of migration—
for migrants themselves, and for communities of origin 
and destination. However, public policies can also under-
mine the potential of migration for all involved. Some 
countries have pioneered good practices, and countries 
that are serious about maximizing the benefits and mini-
mizing the costs of migration need to consider such prac-
tices and avoid those that are harmful to migrants. 

•	 Norm ratifications: The international community has 
adopted a large number of conventions and international 
norms that safeguard the rights of migrant workers and 
ensure that human mobility leads to positive develop-
ment outcomes. Ratification of such instruments is key.

•	 Data: Accurate and disaggregated data on migration are 
key to design and adapt the right policy frameworks. For 
this reason, the collection of meaningful and high-level 
data is a key foundation for establishing the adequate 
policy mix. 

Table 2.2 spells out advantages and limitations of the build-
ing blocks of the PCMD methodology.

PCMD Is Key for SDGs and UN 
Global Compacts
Migration is directly and indirectly linked to the SDGs. For 
example, the SDGs include targets to protect migrant work-
ers’ labor rights; promote safe and secure working envi-
ronments, in particular for women migrants (target 8.8); 
implement planned and well-managed migration policies 
(target 10.7); reduce the transaction costs of migrant remit-
tances (target 10.c); and build capacities to produce high-
quality, timely, and reliable data disaggregated by gender, 
race, ethnicity, and migratory status, among other categories 
(target 17.18). Furthermore, the SDGs reference the granting 
of scholarships that can affect student mobility (target 4.b) 
as well as the problems of trafficking in persons, especially 
women and children; forced labor; and exploitation (targets 
5.2, 8.7, 16.2). 

In addition to the targets that anchor migration-related 
issues explicitly in development strategies, human mobility 
is indirectly relevant (Naujoks 2016, 2018). Improving SDG 
outcomes can turn migration from a necessity into a choice. 
Migrants and migration can be enablers of reaching SDGs by 
unlocking the positive potential that human mobility has for 

FIGURE 2.2  Key components of the PCMD dashboards
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mobile populations and for communities of origin, as well as 
of destination. Lastly, migrants, refugees, and displaced per-
sons are often vulnerable populations whose specific needs 
need to be considered in order to “leave no one behind,” 
which is a key principle of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development. For example, this is the case for all goals and 
targets that refer to universal access to certain services for all 
men and women.

The PCMD dashboards are linked to the SDGs in several 
ways. First, many indicators are directly inspired by specific 

SDG goals, such as to lower remittance costs, reduce recruit-
ment fees for migrant workers, or collect statistics disaggre-
gated by migration status. Second, several indicators are 
linked to ensure that migrants are not left behind and that 
they have access to key SDG dimensions, such as employ-
ment, education, and health. Third, each dashboard itself is 
a way to measure the extent to which countries have estab-
lished well-managed migration policies, and it can thus be 
used to measure progress toward achieving target 10.7 of 
the SDGs.10

TABLE 2.2  Advantages and limitations of the PCMD methodology

Feature Advantages Limitations

Assesses the integration 
of migration into 
sectoral development 
policies 

The inclusion of migration in certain development strategies 
signals political commitment. Mainstreaming migration 
into development policies is the foundation for further 
programming and the allocation of budgets. Development 
planning is generally linked to stakeholder participation 
that implies the exchange of information among different 
governmental and nongovernmental actors. 

Even though the mainstreaming indicators assess 
whether migration is only considered or whether 
there is a clear migration-related priority or strategic 
objective, these indicators cannot provide in-depth 
analysis of the extent and quality of mainstreaming 
migration.

Assesses government 
mechanisms to discuss 
migration issues

As explained in chapter 1, governmental processes to bring 
different ministries and public institutions together are key 
to achieve policy coherence. PCMD indicators assess how 
many institutions are involved, how often they meet, and 
what the role of nongovernmental stakeholders is. 

More important than the existence of certain 
mechanisms is how they work. Are they leading 
to productive discussions and positive policy 
outcomes? Do they promote coordinated and 
integrated approaches? These questions are 
outside of the scope of these PCMD indicators. 

Assesses ratification of 
international norms

International conventions and treaties are critical. They 
signal that providing migrants with certain rights is not a 
policy option. It is mandated by international law. Local 
institutions and advocacy groups can use internationally 
binding treaties to lobby the government to implement 
rights, and the domestic judiciary can use such obligations 
to interpret domestic laws.

Most international conventions, especially in the 
area of migration, do not have monitoring and 
enforcement mechanisms. The indicators do not 
assess the level of implementation of such norms. 

Assesses adoption of 
good policies 

Based on a review of policy practices that correspond to 
established good practices, the sustainable development 
goals (SDGs), international treaties, and other normative 
frameworks, several PCMD indicators assess whether 
countries have adopted these practices. Except where 
international norms clearly identify a certain policy, this 
leaves considerable freedom to countries as to the content 
of such policies.

Even though the policies selected have been based 
on an extensive participatory validation process with 
governments, experts, and civil society, and a check 
against the key normative frameworks, including the 
SDGs, the selection of certain policies may be more 
important in some scenarios than in others. 

Often the implementation of a certain policy may 
be more important than its mere existence. The 
PCMD indicators sometimes attempt to capture 
levels of implementation, for example, through the 
allocation of funds for projects. However, by and 
large it is outside the scope of the indicators to 
measure the scale and implementation of the said 
policies. 

Assesses availability of 
migration-related data

The availability of sufficiently disaggregated data is a core 
foundation for evidence-based policy making. Several 
PCMD indicators assess what data (and at what level of 
disaggregation) are available for emigrants, immigrants, 
returnees, children staying behind, or children of 
immigrants. This includes how data are made accessible 
and whether countries pool information from a variety of 
institutions and sources. 

While PCMD indicators capture a variety of data 
dimensions, the indicators cannot measure the 
quality of data collected. 

Note: PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development. 
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The relevance of the PCMD dashboards of indicators is 
reflected in the cross-cutting principles of the Global Com-
pact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration, which empha-
size the need for a whole-of-government approach to ensure 
horizontal and vertical policy coherence across all sectors 
and levels of government (para 15). Several indicators also 
reflect essential elements of the Global Compact for Refu-
gees and the Comprehensive Refugee Response Frame-
work. In addition, the dashboards of indicators can serve as 
a means to measure the implementation of core commit-
ments of the Global Compact on Migration, not least for the 
15 pilot countries that have already used the dashboards. 
Appendix D compares key PCMD indicators for countries of 
origin and destination and their relationship to the objectives 
of the Global Compact for Migration. While the PCMD dash-
boards are not comprehensive in their coverage of all aspects 
covered under the objectives, the comparison reveals that 
PCMD indicators are tried and tested measures for 21 out of 
the Global Compact’s 23 objectives. 

The PCMD dashboards were developed over a period of 
three years (Figure 2.3). Steered by experts at the OECD 
Development Centre and United Nations Development Pro-
gramme, as well as the KNOMAD focal point at the World 
Bank, the Thematic Working Group engaged a team of 
researchers at the United Nations University, Maastricht Uni-
versity, and Columbia University to lead the research work. 

In recent years, advances have been made in approaches to 
the comparison and assessment of migration policies. These 
are reflected in a few in-depth migration policy indices and 
indicators.11 A preliminary set of PCMD indicators was based 
on an extensive review of literature on measuring policy 
coherence and the causal linkages between migration and 
development. The initial conceptual work considered exist-
ing migration indicators, such as the Migration Integration 
Policy Index (MIPEX), Commitment to Development Index 

(CDI), Multicultural Policy Index (MCP), Barriers to Naturaliza-
tion Index (BNI), Citizenship Law Indicators (CITLAW), Citi-
zenship Policy Index (CPI), Indicators for Citizenship Rights 
of Immigrants (ICRI), International Migration Policy and Law 
Analysis (IMPALA) database (Beine et al. 2013; Gest et al. 
2014), the Immigration Policies in Comparison (IMPIC) proj-
ect (Helbling et al. 2017), the EU “Zaragoza” Integration 
Indicators, as well as the Global Knowledge Partnerships on 
Migration and Development’s (KNOMAD’s) work on human 
rights indicators for migrants.12

While the proliferation of such endeavors highlights the 
need to examine migration policy in a systematic and com-
parative way, all existing exercises have been geographically 
very limited. Many focus only on the European Union and 
North America, some on OECD countries, and few on other 
regions of the world. Also, the bulk of these endeavors focus 
on immigration and immigrant integration. Though these are 
very important, they account for only a part of the transna-
tional policy puzzle that international migration poses. 

A focus on selected dimensions of migration, and those 
particular to European or North American countries of desti-
nation, risks omitting the development dimension of interna-
tional migration and mobility. For this reason, the Technical 
Working Group and its research partners derived additional 
indicators by applying a human rights–based approach and 
as revealed in discussions on migration in the post-2015 
development agenda. In addition, ongoing endeavors to 
integrate migration and displacement into development 
strategies provided information for establishing relevant 
policy and institutional indicators.

The indicators were then refined through extensive consulta-
tions with national policy makers, experts, and representa-
tives of civil society and international organizations. Several 
dedicated expert workshops, national workshops with select 

FIGURE 2.3  The process of developing a comprehensive dashboard of PCMD indicators

Comprehensive
literature and

research review

Preliminary
indicators

Consultations with
policy markers,

experts, and civil
society

Pilot the
dashboard in
16 countries

Final
dashboard

Note: PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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BOX 2.2  Key institutional stakeholders that contributed to the dashboards

International organizations

•	 International Centre for Migration Policy Development 

•	 International Labour Organization

•	 International Organization for Migration

•	 Joint Migration and Development Initiative

•	 Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights

•	 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

•	 United Nations Development Programme

•	 UN High Commissioner for Refugees

•	 World Bank/KNOMAD (Global Knowledge Partnership on Migration and Development)

•	 Office of the UN Special Representative of the Secretary-General for International Migration

Governments

•	 Governments participating at various dedicated round tables at the Global Forum on Migration and Development 

•	 Governments of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Cabo Verde, Germany, Jamaica, Kenya, Moldova, Morocco, the Netherlands, the 
Philippines, Portugal, Serbia, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Switzerland, and Trinidad and Tobago

Academia and think tanks

•	 African Diaspora Policy Centre

•	 Center for Global Development

•	 Columbia University

•	 European University Institute 

•	 Danish Institute for International Studies—Delmi

•	 Delmi—the Migration Studies Delegation

•	 European Centre for Development Policy Management 

•	 Maastricht Graduate School of Governance, Maastricht University

•	 Migration Policy Group

•	 National Centre of Competence in Research—The Migration-Mobility Nexus

•	 The New School

•	 United Nations University 

•	 University of Lucerne

•	 University of Luxembourg

•	 University of Münster 

•	 WZB Berlin Social Science Center

Other civil society actors

•	 Migration and Development Civil Society Network 

•	 Representatives from civil society at Global Forum on Migration and Development 

•	 Representatives from academia and civil society at the National Workshop in Cabo Verde

•	 Representatives from academia and civil society at the National Workshop in the Netherlands
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partner countries, and roundtable discussions at the Global 
Forum on Migration and Development provided both con-
ceptual clarification and normative legitimacy (box 2.2).

To test the conceptual validity of the indicators, 15 coun-
tries volunteered to take part in the operationalization of the 
dashboards. Working with a diverse set of countries from 
Africa, Asia, Europe, and Latin America has further refined a 
universally applicable set of indicators that can reflect a high 
degree of differences in policies and in migration and devel-
opment challenges.

Coding Methodology and Data 
Collection in 15 Countries 
The dashboards of indicators has been operationalized in 
15 countries: Bosnia and Herzegovina, Cabo Verde, Germany, 
Jamaica, Kenya, Moldova, Morocco, the Philippines, Portu-
gal, the Netherlands, Serbia, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Switzerland, 
and Trinidad and Tobago. Two-thirds of the countries pilot-
ing the dashboards are coded as countries of origin, while a 
third of the participating countries are coded as countries of 
destination (figure 2.4). 

While the research team encouraged a broad representation 
of different world regions, levels of income, migration, and 
policy development, it was ultimately a decision of countries 
to join the endeavor. This was particularly important as the 
data collection occurred in collaboration with national focal 
points. The sample selection, it should be noted, limits the 

generalizability of the findings. Countries that volunteered to 
participate may already have a track record of coherent poli-
cies and institutions relevant to migration and development. 
The analysis of the 15 sample countries is thus not indicative 
of the trends in a larger group of countries. This report’s dis-
cussion of the findings serves to illustrate the usefulness of 
the dashboards and to advance policy learning from the 15 
participating countries. Future reiterations of dashboard data 
with the participation of a larger number of countries will pro-
vide the basis for in-depth research and for understanding the 
diffusion and adoption of certain public policies in the future. 

The indicators are either binary (having possible scores of 0 
or 10) or ternary (having possible scores of 0, 5, or 10). Gener-
ally speaking, binary indicators involve yes-or-no statements, 
whereas ternary indicators aim to reflect different levels at 
which policy interventions can exist or to capture several 
dimensions in which an indicator can be measured. For exam-
ple, when a country sets standards for labor emigrants or has 
agreements on skills recognition, such endeavors may cover 
only certain destinations (geopolitical dimension) or certain 
professions (occupational dimension), and ternary indicators 
capture both dimensions. The vast majority of PCMD indica-
tors are ternary to allow a higher degree of nuance. Thus, 
none of the indicators in dimension 1 and just eight indica-
tors in the remaining dimensions for countries of destination 
and six indicators for countries of origin are binary. 

Information on the various indicators in each country context 
is gathered through (i) desk research and (ii) questionnaires 
completed by national focal points. These questionnaires 

FIGURE 2.4  Countries of origin and destination among PCMD pilot countries
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were prepared by the working group’s research team, and 
responses to the questionnaires were organized and submit-
ted by national focal points, who are responsible for coor-
dinating with relevant ministries to gather necessary inputs. 

The coding of the indicators followed a standardized meth-
odology. The coding guidelines in appendix B provide 
detailed information on the data sources used, the applied 
thresholds, and the methodology of coding. Though the 
information was collected through country focal points, the 
PCMD research team was responsible for the coding. Coders 
had regular meetings to discuss the application of the guide-
lines. The final codes and code justifications were checked 
by at least three researchers before they were shared with 
country focal points for validation. 

Three Levels of Analysis—A 
Versatile Tool for Policy Learning
The PCMD dashboards assess the extent to which countries 
have established certain policies and institutions that are 
coherent with global norms and good practices to maxi-
mize the benefits and minimize the cost of migration. The 
information collected in the coded indicators is a valuable 

resource for promoting a better understanding of migration 
and development, migration governance, and the diffusion 
of certain policy instruments. As indicated in the beginning 
of this chapter, the PCMD dashboards can help governments 
and other stakeholders to assess their policies, as well as to 
compare the adoption of norms and practices across coun-
tries. While the dashboards of indicators do not aggregate 
the individual scores into a single index, they allow three lev-
els of analysis: within-country analysis, and multicountry com-
parison at the policy dimension level and the indicator level.

Within-Country Analysis

The PCMD dashboards allow for detailed country analysis. 
Chapter 5 contains short country profiles for each of the 
15  pilot countries. This includes in-depth analysis of the 
indicators and their justifications, as well as overview tools 
that summarize the PCMD scores per country. Radar charts 
allow countries to see how they perform on the five policy 
dimensions in relation to an average. For example, figure 2.5 
illustrates the distribution of Moldovan scores across the five 
policy dimensions, and the radar chart in figure 2.6 depicts 
Bosnia and Herzegovina’s scores against the average score. 
When displaying overall and dimensional scores, the indica-
tors for each objective are normalized resulting in an overall 
score per dimension that ranges from 0 to 10. 

FIGURE 2.5  Distribution of Moldovan PCMD scores across dimension
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BOX 2.3  PCMD scores are distinct, not aggregated

The PCMD dashboards of indicators are not aggregated into one score or index. All indicators have been selected carefully and 
their usefulness and methodological background have been confirmed through an extensive participatory process. Each of the 
five dimensions analyzed contains a different number of indicators, thus normalizing scores by dimension and then aggregating 
the normalized scores leads to distortions in the weighting. Assigning a maximum of 10 score points to each indicator suggests 
that all indicators carry the same (normative or practical) weight, while it might be argued that this is not the case for all indica-
tors. For this reason, it is methodologically problematic to aggregate the single scores. Where this report refers to normalized 
scores by PCMD dimensions, these serve to illustrate the distribution of scores and facilitate the understanding of the data. 
Normalized scores are calculated by dividing the total points obtained in a dimension by the number of indicators. This allows 
comparisons between dimensions.
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Multicountry Comparison 
at the Policy Dimension Level

The aggregation of indicators at the level of policy dimen-
sion allows comparison of how various countries’ policies 
fare against the PCMD dashboards. Radar charts, scatter 
plots, and traffic-light tables illustrate differences in policy 
arenas between countries. Both radar charts and “traffic-
light” tables allow countries to compare themselves to other 

countries across the dimensions (figures 2.6 and 3.1). As 
highlighted throughout this report, the PCMD dashboards 
do not function as an index and they do not rank countries. 
However, the visualization of policy differences facilitates 
policy dialogue on good practices, as well as on the norma-
tive imperatives that are behind the indicators (see chapter 3 
for a more detailed discussion of the PCMD scores by policy 
dimension). 

Multicountry Comparison 
at the Indicator Level

The dashboards’ design allows for meaningful cross-country 
comparisons of specific indicators (see chapter 4 for a discus-
sion of a few key indicators across the 15 pilot countries). For 
example, governments and other stakeholders can use the 
dashboards to see which countries have established a maxi-
mum threshold for recruitment costs, ratified certain conven-
tions, or allowed refugees to work.

The three levels of analysis allow policy makers, international 
organizations, and other stakeholders to collect meaningful 
data, conduct international mapping exercises, and facilitate 
the exchange of policy ideas and information on their imple-
mentation and impacts. 

FIGURE 2.6  Radar chart of normalized PCMD scores for 
Bosnia and Herzegovina across dimensions
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Chapter 3  Comparing Policy Coherence  
across Five Dimensions

The dashboards of indicators for policy coherence for migra-
tion and development (PCMD) allow for comparative analy-
sis of well-managed migration policies across a wide range 
of indicators, organized in five key dimensions. This chapter 
delves into comparing normalized13 country scores across 
these dimensions, namely, (i) promoting institutional coher-
ence for migration and development; (ii) reducing the finan-
cial costs of migration; (iii) protecting the rights of migrants 
and their families; (iv) promoting the integration and rein-
tegration of migrants; and (v) enhancing the develop-
ment impact of diaspora engagement, skills, and migrants’ 
finances. Figure 3.1 provides an overview of all partner coun-
tries across the five dimensions and their positioning accord-
ing to a three-fold grouping: bottom tier (red), medium tier 

(yellow) and top tier (green). The following sections shed 
light on each dimension in turn.

Dimension 1. Promoting Institutional 
Coherence
The first dimension of the PCMD dashboards assesses 
countries’ institutional coherence. Nineteen indicators that 
apply to both countries of origin and destination measure 
the level of integration of migration and development strat-
egies, the ratification of migrant-specific conventions and 
regional agreements, countries’ participation in regional 
and global fora, and the creation of certain policies and 

FIGURE 3.1  Traffic-light graph of fifteen pilot countries’ normalized PCMD scores, by dimension
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Bosnia and Herzegovina 2 1 2 2 2

Cabo Verde 2 3 2 2 2

Jamaica 1 1 2 1 1

Kenya 2 2 2 2 2

Moldova 2 1 2 2 1

Morocco 2 1 2 2 2

Philippines 1 1 2 1 1

Serbia 2 1 2 2 2

Sri Lanka 3 1 2 3 2

Trinidad and Tobago 2 1 3 2 2

Source: PCMD dashboards.

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.

60417_Measuring Policy.indd   1760417_Measuring Policy.indd   17 3/6/20   10:36 AM3/6/20   10:36 AM



M E A S U R I N G  P O L I C Y  C O H E R E N C E  F O R  M I G R AT I O N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T18

intragovernmental mechanisms, as well as migration data 
and data reporting. 

Incorporating humane, ethical, and well-governed migration 
policies into development strategies can potentially reduce 
poverty; provide educational opportunities; match labor 
demand with supply; foster research, technological advance-
ments, and innovation; facilitate exchange of skills and knowl-
edge; and foster cooperation between nations. Integrating 
effective migration policies can serve as a powerful tool for 
development (GMG 2015: 2; 2017a). The UN General Assem-
bly recognized that international migration is a cross-cutting 
phenomenon that should be addressed in a coherent, com-
prehensive, and balanced manner, integrating development 
with due regard for social, economic, and environmental 
dimensions and incorporating a gender perspective (UN 
General Assembly 2013). Consequently, the New York Dec-
laration for Refugees and Migrants stresses the need to pro-
mote better coherence between migration and related policy 
domains (para 49). With regard to mainstreaming migration 
into sectoral development strategies, indicators gauge the 
inclusion into health, education, labor market, agriculture, 

environment, and development assistance strategies. The 
highest mainstreaming scores are awarded where strategies 
not only refer to migration but where the respective policies 
include a clear priority and actionable target related to migra-
tion. The importance of two indicators on establishing intra-
governmental mechanisms to deliberate migration and other 
policy domains among different governmental and nongov-
ernmental stakeholders is discussed in detail in chapter 4.

Among the PCMD pilot partner countries, the average scores 
for countries of origin and destination are in the medium 
tier (Table 3.1). This reveals that many countries have put 
into place important institutions and have already included 
migration into key strategies. However, the data also show 
that more can be done to establish the institutional frame-
work for migration and development. Three countries have 
average scores that place them in the top tier, namely, 
Germany, the Philippines, and Jamaica. Two-thirds of pilot 
countries have medium-tier average scores and two coun-
tries have average scores that fall into the bottom tier—Sri 
Lanka, and Trinidad and Tobago—indicating greater scope 
for future improvements in building strong institutions for 
migration and development. 

When it comes to the integration of migration and other 
development agendas, the vast majority of countries include 
development as a priority in their migration management 
strategy. Countries of destination and origin alike are on aver-
age in the top tier. On the other hand, countries in the pilot 
sample can improve the integration of migration in several 
sectoral development strategies. Few countries have started 
to consider migration strategically in their education, health, 
and labor market strategies. A particular lacuna is its lack of 
consideration in national adaptation plans that relate to cli-
mate change adaptation and disaster management, as well 
as in agricultural strategies. The average score for these indi-
cators is in the bottom tier. In fact, no destination country in 

BOX 3.1  PCMD indicators for dimension 1

•	 Level of integration of migration into development, 
health, education, labor market, agriculture, environ-
ment and development assistance strategies

•	 Ratification of migrant-specific conventions and 
regional agreements

•	 Participation in regional and global fora

•	 Establishment of certain policies and intragovern-
mental mechanisms

•	 Migration data and data reporting

TABLE 3.1  A comparison of institutional coherence (dimension 1) in 15 pilot countries, by ranked tier
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Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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the sample has considered immigrants’ importance for agri-
culture. In countries of destination, seasonal, temporary, and 
permanent migrants are regularly employed in the agricul-
tural sector, and an inclusion of migration and migrant worker 
issues would be an important issue to consider in such strate-
gies. The issue would be of equal importance to countries of 
origin, where outmigration is often directly affected by agricul-
tural outcomes, and emigration, diaspora contributions, and 
return can have critical effects on agricultural development 
(GMG 2017a: chapter 6). Among countries of origin, Moldova, 
Jamaica, Kenya, Serbia, and Cabo Verde consider migration in 
their agricultural policies, but none has included an actionable 
priority related to migration. With regard to national adaption 
plans, the Philippines is the only country in the sample that has 
included an actionable priority related to migration, whereas 
Germany and the Netherlands, among countries of destina-
tion, and Bosnia and Herzegovina, Jamaica, Kenya, Morocco, 
Serbia, and Trinidad and Tobago, among origin countries, 
have at least a reference to migration in their plans.

Table 3.2 provides an overview of the distribution of coun-
tries’ performance (in three tiers) in integrating migration 
into sectoral policy agendas. It shows that that some coun-
tries, in particular Jamaica and the Philippines, as countries 
of origin, but also Germany, as a country of destination, have 
advanced the integration of migration into key development 
plans, while several other countries may want to consider 
how migration relates to their policy planning in key areas.14 
This is critical to considering the specific needs and potential 
contributions of migrant women and men. 

All countries in the sample have participated significantly in 
international fora on migration, earning all pilot countries the 
maximum score on this indicator. The same holds true for 

countries’ participation in regional consultative processes, 
except for Jamaica, and Trinidad and Tobago, reflecting that 
some migration-related discussions have a stronger pres-
ence in some regions than others. 

Most countries can significantly improve on their efforts to 
systematically evaluate the outcomes or impacts of their 
migration and development programs. The average score for 
countries of destination is in the medium tier and for coun-
tries of origin in the lower ranges of the bottom tier. While the 
number of initiatives related to migration and development 
is increasing, it seems that the monitoring and evaluating of 
such initiatives is lacking a systematic approach, even though 
such activities enhance accountability and ownership, and 
improve the quality of the interventions (GMG 2010: 39).

Dimension 2. Reducing the Financial 
Costs of Migration
The second dimension of the PCMD dashboards assesses 
the extent to which countries have policies in place to reduce 
the costs of migration. This is represented through six indica-
tors for countries of destination and five for countries of ori-
gin. These indicators measure concrete policies that seek to 
reduce the monetary costs of migration. While there can be 
other costs of migration, this dimension only looks at mon-
etary costs, with social costs more indirectly covered in other 
areas of the dashboard, particularly in dimension 3. 

For both countries of origin and destination, indicators 
measure whether there is a regulatory framework for labor 
migration and recruitment,15 as well as the extent of double 
taxation agreements. In countries of destination, an indicator 

TABLE 3.2  Average scores for indicators measuring the integration of migration into policy sectors in 15 pilot countries, 
by ranked tier

Countries of destination Countries of origin
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Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: Average scores for indicators 1.1–1.7 and 1.19 on mainstreaming migration, including development in migration management strategy and migration 
in national strategies on internal development; health; primary, secondary, and tertiary education; labor market; agriculture; environment/national adaptation/
disaster management; and external development cooperation (only applicable to donors of official development assistance, ODA). The colors and numbers 
indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = 
green (>7.5–10.0).
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considers the cost of pre-arrival integration tests, while for 
countries of origin, the ease and cost of obtaining a pass-
port is considered. As a matter of fact, high passport costs 
can be a deterrent to migration (McKenzie 2007; Chong and 
León 2008). Most countries in the world have passports cost-
ing between 0 and 5 percent of annual per capita income. 
Countries with higher rates are generally found to have lower 
emigration rates and are primarily found in Africa (McKenzie 
2007).

Table 3.3 lists the pilot countries’ normalized scores for all 
dimension 2 indicators. Among both countries of destina-
tion and origin, the average indicator score is in the top tier. 
The relatively high scores indicate that most countries have 
policies in place designed to reduce the financial burden of 
migration. Eighty percent of the pilot countries score in the 
top tier, with the highest score—a perfect 10—belonging to 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Among countries of destination, 
only Germany and Switzerland obtained a medium-tier aver-
age. Among countries of origin, only Kenya scored in the 
medium tier and Cabo Verde in the bottom tier, indicating 
that these countries may want to revisit a few of their policy 
choices on the financial costs of migration. However, it is 
important to note that Cabo Verde has not yet established 
a regulatory framework for the recruitment of migrant work-
ers, regulating the involved fees, or ratified the 1997 Private 

Employment Agencies Convention (ILO no.181), as recruit-
ment agencies reportedly do not exist or play no role in the 
migration process.

Every country of destination in our sample has entered into 
agreements with countries of origin to avoid double taxa-
tion covering at least 50 percent of all migrants, warranting 
thus at least a score in the medium tier. In all but Sweden 
these agreements cover 75 percent of migrants, leading to 
the maximum score on this indicator. Also, most countries of 
origin have agreements with main countries of destination to 
avoid double taxation. However, agreements concluded by 
Cabo Verde and Kenya cover too few of their respective emi-
grant populations to warrant a medium score. Cabo Verde 
has entered into such agreements with Portugal and Macau 
that cover 35 percent of emigrants, and Kenya’s agreement—
including with the United Kingdom, Germany, and Canada—
covers 44 percent of Kenyans abroad.

All five countries of destination also indicated that they 
have some government standards to cover the basic rights 
of migrant workers; however, some of these frameworks do 
not include all sectors, namely in Germany. Both countries 
of destination and of origin have made positive strides in 
the monitoring of recruitment. All countries of destination 
except Germany, and all countries of origin but Trinidad and 
Tobago, and Cabo Verde have established monitoring mech-
anisms for recruitment agencies, and in all but Germany and 
Cabo Verde, fees for recruitment agencies are regulated by 
law. As will be discussed in more detail in chapter 4, the aver-
age scores for countries of destination and of origin on the 
recruitment indicators16 are in the top tier and medium tier, 
respectively. However, there are still gaps remaining in policy 
regarding the financial costs of migration. For example, only 
in half of the pilot countries of origin is the cost of a pass-
port less than 1 percent of per capita annual gross national 
income.

BOX 3.2  PCMD indicators for dimension 2

In both dashboards: Existence of a regulatory framework 
for labor migration and recruitment, and double taxation 
agreements.

In countries of destination: Costs of integration tests.
In countries of origin: The ease and cost of obtaining a 
passport.

TABLE 3.3  A comparison of the financial costs of migration (dimension 2) in 15 pilot countries, by ranked tier 

Countries of destination Countries of origin
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Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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Dimension 3. Protecting the Rights 
of Migrants and Their Families
Dimension 3 investigates policies that seek to protect the 
rights of migrants and their families. The majority of indi-
cators in this area address the set of rights that are appli-
cable to migrants. They are based on the fact that migrant 
men and women are rights-bearers whose rights need to 
be upheld. Rights covered in the indicators include porta-
bility of pensions, political rights, and international protec-
tion for refugees, as well as health care, education, consular, 
and labor-related rights and their outcomes. This follows 
from specific migrant rights’ conventions and also from pro-
tections under general human rights’ laws. Furthermore, 
safeguarding migrants’ rights supports development objec-
tives. Migrants’ rights affect both the capability to move and 
work in higher income countries (i.e., the access of workers 

in low-income countries to labor markets of higher income 
countries) and capabilities while living and working abroad 
(Ruhs 2010; see also KNOMAD 2014; and Grugel and Piper 
2007). Migrant rights are the basis of many of the indicators 
developed for the Migration Integration Policy Index (MIPEX 
2010) and they are embedded in a variety of international 
conventions on migrant worker rights (such as C97 and C143) 
and broader human rights legislation (for example, the Con-
vention on the Rights of the Child). Dimension 3 is measured 
by 19 indicators for countries of destination, and 14 indica-
tors for countries of origin. 

The distribution of countries across the three PCMD tiers, 
based on the normalized PCMD scores for all indicator 
scores in this dimension, is displayed in table 3.4. Only one 
of the pilot countries, Portugal, is in the top tier and more 
than three-quarters (80 percent) of pilot countries scored in 
the medium range. Based on these scores, which are lower 
overall than for most of the other indicators, there is signifi-
cant room for improvement for policies designed to protect 
the rights of migrants. One particularly weak area among 
countries of destination is that service providers in the areas 
of health, education, and law enforcement are not allowed to 
report on the immigration status of the people they serve,17 
on which the average score is in the bottom tier, as the lowest 
score in the dimension for countries of destination. The low 
score in this category is equally related to the lack of portable 
pensions that are available to all migrants18 and the lack of 
a ban of the administrative detention of migrant children,19 
on which the average score of pilot countries falls into the 
bottom tier.20

On the other hand, countries of destination have a perfect 
average score of 10 out of 10 points for the right of migrants 
to change their employer21 and to join trade unions,22 and 
for the existence of local redress mechanisms that provide 

BOX 3.3  PCMD indicators for dimension 3

In both dashboards: Portability of pensions, politi-
cal rights, access to citizenship (in the emigration and 
immigration context, respectively), as well as emphasis on 
international protection for refugees, including on creat-
ing safe pathways, human trafficking, and smuggling. 

In countries of destination: Access to health care, educa-
tion, a range of labor-related rights and ratification of 
specific conventions, access to redress mechanisms and 
legal aid, antidiscrimination programming, family unifica-
tion, detention of children, and statelessness. 

In countries of origin: Restrictions on emigration, ratifica-
tion of specific treaties, established standards, special 
consular services protecting migrants’ rights, prede-
parture training, and data on educational and health 
outcomes of children of emigrants.

TABLE 3.4  A comparison of the protections of the rights of migrants and their families (dimension 3) in 15 pilot countries, 
by ranked tier

Countries of destination Countries of origin 
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Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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support, including legal aid, information about rights and 
procedures, and assistance in reporting and addressing 
abuses such as sexual assault of migrant workers (particularly 
women), passport retention, and unpaid wages.23 Also, all 
pilot countries of destination received the maximum score 
for all indicators on government programs or policies on 
antidiscrimination24 and xenophobia and on migrants’ rights 
to form associations.25

For countries of origin, a primary policy gap lies in diaspora-
related policies. On indicators involving consular services26 
and pension portability,27 the average scores remained in the 
bottom tier. On indicator 3.9, measuring whether data on the 
educational and health outcomes of children are available, 
and disaggregated by whether at least one parent is living 
abroad, only Kenya and the Philippines earned a medium-tier 
score, whereas the remaining eight countries received a zero 
score, leading to the lowest average score for dimension 3. 
As diaspora engagement can play a key role in development 
in countries of origin, these indicators and the data collection 
associated with them are of special importance, and suggest 
this is an area in which the sample countries could do more. 

Positively, all but one of the pilot countries have ratified both 
the 2000 UN Protocol against the Smuggling of Migrants by 
Land, Sea and Air and the 2000 UN Protocol to Prevent, Sup-
press and Punish Trafficking in Persons, especially Women 
and Children. With the exception of Sri Lanka, all pilot coun-
tries have also ratified the 1951 UN Convention relating to 
the Status of Refugees and the 1967 Protocol. However, none 
of the countries of destination have ratified all four Interna-
tional Labour Organization (ILO) conventions listed in indica-
tor 3.3, and Sweden has not ratified any of the ILO treaties.28 

Dimension 4. Promoting the  
(Re)Integration of Migrants
Dimension 4 is built on the premise that better-integrated 
and empowered migrants are more likely to experience both 
positive human development outcomes, and also better 
able to contribute toward development in both their coun-
try of origin and, importantly, in their country of destination 
(Naujoks 2013; Bilgili 2014). Fourteen indicators for countries 
of destination and five for countries of origin measure con-
crete policies relating to the integration of migrants. This 
includes the recognition of dual citizenship and skills, access 
to citizenship, bank accounts, and the right to work and open 
businesses, as well as data on immigration, children of immi-
grants, discrimination, and return migration.

One-third of the pilot countries score in the top tier. All but 
one of the countries sampled scored at least in the medium 
tier, and one-third scored even in the top tier (table 3.5), indi-
cating that most of the sample countries have already made 

TABLE 3.5  A comparison of efforts to promote the (re)integration of migrants (dimension 4) in 15 pilot countries, by 
ranked tier

Countries of destination Countries of origin 

G
er

m
an

y

P
o

rt
ug

al
 

Sw
it

ze
rl

an
d

N
et

he
rl

an
d

s

Sw
ed

en
 

Ja
m

ai
ca

P
hi

lip
p

in
es

B
o

sn
ia

 a
nd

 
H

er
ze

g
o

vi
na

C
ab

o
 V

er
d

e

K
en

ya

M
o

ld
o

va

M
o

ro
cc

o

Se
rb

ia

Tr
in

id
ad

 a
nd

 
To

b
ag

o

Sr
i L

an
ka

1 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3

Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.

BOX 3.4  PCMD indicators for dimension 4

In both dashboards: Recognition of dual citizenship and 
skills recognition. 

In countries of destination: Availability of immigration 
data, access to citizenship, bank accounts, the right to 
work and open businesses, language courses, costs of 
education, and data on children of immigrants and on 
discrimination. 

In countries of origin: Data on return migration and rein-
tegration programs.
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significant strides toward promoting the (re)integration of 
migrants. However, there are several key areas in which poli-
cies could be strengthened or improved. 

According to the normalized PCMD scores for dimension 4, 
Germany, Portugal, and Switzerland are placed in the top 
tier, while the Netherlands and Sweden have a medium-tier 
score. Among countries of origin, the policies of Jamaica and 
the Philippines merit the top-tier categorization. Seventy per-
cent of countries of origin in our sample place in the medium 
tier. Sri Lanka’s normalized score falls into the bottom tier of 
the distribution, especially because it does not collect data 
on return migrants29 or put mechanisms in place to promote 
the recognition in destination countries of degree and skills 
gained in the country of origin.30

The weakest average scores among countries of destina-
tion lie in data collection on immigration. Two of the lowest 
scores are on indicators 4.1 and 4.10, with averages barely 
in the medium tier. Both indicators deal with data collec-
tion and disaggregation. In fact, only Germany has a score 
of 10 for indicator 4.1, on the extent to which the govern-
ment collects data on immigration, disaggregated by sex, 
age, and skill level and by local, regional, and national level, 
and indicator 4.10 on whether data on discrimination that are 
disaggregated by migration background (first generation or 
noncitizen) are available in the areas of housing, labor mar-
ket, education, health, and access to justice. Two countries, 
Portugal and Sweden, received a bottom-tier score, indicat-
ing that data were collected in less than three of the areas 
listed. Data collection was a consistent weakness among 
countries of origin as well, which had an average score in the 
bottom tier for indicator 4.2.31 Six of the 10 sampled coun-
tries of origin listed their score as zero for the indicator, which 
means that at best partial data were available for the listed 
categories, and at worst no statistics at all.

Countries of origin scored particularly well on dual citizen-
ship32 and recognition of skills gained abroad.33 Placing in 
the top tier for both indicators shows that countries of origin 
already have policies in place that allow returnees to easily 
move back to their countries of origin and to utilize the skills 
gained in countries of destination in their communities of ori-
gin. Some countries of destination also have policies in place 
that facilitate this circular migration; each of the sampled 
destination countries allowed migrants to retain citizenship 
in their country of origin, though Germany and the Nether-
lands each place restrictions on certain groups. 

Countries of destination, too, have higher scores on indica-
tors that allow migrants to utilize their skills. Both refugees 

and students have access to the labor markets in countries of 
destination, and students have the option to convert study 
visas to work visas should they find employment upon gradu-
ation. There are also systems in place to recognize skills and 
degrees from countries of origin. Migrants also have the abil-
ity to start businesses, and in each country of destination tar-
geted support exists to facilitate those endeavors. 

Dimension 5. Enhancing the 
Development Impact of Migration
Emigrants and diaspora actors can have important positive 
development impacts in their communities of origin. Often a 
conducive policy and regulatory framework on both ends of 
the migration corridor can help them to fulfill their develop-
ment potential, if migrants choose to engage in such proj-
ects (Plaza and Ratha, 2011). Chapter 1 has elaborated briefly 
on the importance of the impact of diaspora investment 
(Plaza, 2013), financial and social remittances, as well as other 
forms of diaspora engagement in their country of origin’s 
sustainable development. This is particularly emphasized by 
Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development, the declaration 
of the 2013 United Nations High-level Dialogue on Migration 
and Development, and the New York Declaration for Refu-
gees and Migrants. 

Five PCMD indicators for countries of destination and six for 
countries of origin measure concrete policies with regard to 
enhancing the development impact of diasporas and other 
key migration and development policies. In both dash-
boards, countries are assessed on the basis of whether they 
have an exclusive partnership for money transfer operators 
and remittance taxes—both of which increase remittance 
transfer costs, and thus go against the clear objective of Sus-
tainable Development Goal (SDG) target 10.c that aims at 
lowering remittance transfer costs. Both countries of origin 

BOX 3.5  PCMD indicators for dimension 5

In both dashboards: Absence of exclusive partnership 
for money transfer operators, remittance taxes, and skill 
sharing/transfer to countries of origin. 

In countries of destination: Possibility of temporary 
absences from countries of destination and skills creation 
programs in countries of origin. 

In countries of origin: Financial literacy training and 
targeted financial products and support services for dias-
pora investments.
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and destination are assessed for having established pro-
grams to share and transfer knowledge from emigrants to 
their communities of origin. The PCMD dashboards further 
include destination country-specific indicators on whether 
temporary absences have negative implications for obtain-
ing long-term residency status or citizenship and whether 
they implement skills creation programs in countries of ori-
gin. In countries of origin, the dashboard asks whether the 
government conducts financial literacy training and provides 
targeted financial products, as well as support services for 
diaspora investments.

Judged by the PCMD migration and development indica-
tors, pilot countries of destination have an average that falls 
within the top tier, while countries of origin are, on average, 
in the upper range of the medium tier. More than half of all 
participating countries have an average in the top tier, which 
stresses the importance that diaspora-related policies have 
obtained in recent years. In fact, not a single participating 
country has a normalized score in the bottom tier (table 3.6). 

In countries of origin, the weakest indicators for the group 
of PCMD pilot countries were organizing financial literacy 
training (on topics such as available banking services, sav-
ing and investing, household budgeting, remitting, and 
starting businesses) at the local level throughout the country 
and providing specific financial products targeting migrants 
(for example, savings accounts in foreign currency or dias-
pora bonds). For each of these indicators, countries of ori-
gin scored an average in the low range of the medium tier. 
The UN Special Representative of the Secretary-General for 
International Migration recommends that sending countries 
help migrant workers finance their migration by increasing 
financial inclusion, for instance, by fostering partnerships 
between local nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and 

banks, particularly for the benefit of poor and rural areas.34 
Financial inclusion, for example, through systematic finan-
cial literacy education also promotes SDG target 8.10, 
which aims at encouraging and expanding access to bank-
ing, insurance, and financial services for all. Another indica-
tor where countries of origin can improve further measures 
national and local authorities’ policies or instruments aimed 
at facilitating the transfer of skills and knowledge of diaspo-
ras back to the origin country. While it is generally acknowl-
edged that migrants’ skills and knowledge, often referred to 
as social remittances, can be an important contribution to 
development,35 the average score for this indicator is only 
in the medium tier, which reflects the difficulty of devising 
meaningful programs that harness such contributions.

Scores were high—a perfect 10—for policies barring exclu-
sive concessions or partnerships with money transfer opera-
tors and providing nationals abroad with support services 
and assistance with activities that contribute to the develop-
ment of their country of origin that go beyond consular ser-
vices, such as investment and trade fairs.

Among countries of destination, the weakest indicator rating, 
and hence the most critical need for future action, is a lack of 
partnerships with key low- and lower-middle-income coun-
tries of origin to link skill creation and skill mobility.36 Desti-
nation countries must acknowledge that they benefit from 
migrants’ education and skill formation in countries of origin, 
generally without paying for it. For this reason, it is impor-
tant and coherent with the normative ideas of migration and 
development that countries substantially benefitting from 
such skills would invest in their creation at the source. In fact, 
among the pilot countries of destination, only Sweden has 
such a policy, the rest rank in the bottom tier. 

TABLE 3.6  A comparison of efforts to harness the benefits of migration for development (dimension 5) in 15 pilot 
countries, by ranked tier

Countries of destination Countries of origin 
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Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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Chapter 4  What We Learn from Comparing Policy 
Coherence: Spotlight on Key Indicators

A 
key goal of the country dashboards measuring policy 
coherence for migration and development (PCMD) 
is the promotion of policy learning in participating 
countries, as well as in other countries that may con-

sider establishing similar policies and institutions. This chap-
ter focuses on a few selected PCMD indicators, explains why 
they matter, and what the analysis of our 15-country sample 
reveals. While appendixes B and C contain the full dash-
boards of indicators and their rationale, this chapter pre
sents a selected number of indicators across the five PCMD 
dimensions. These examples highlight that the dashboards 
are important tools beyond the coding of policies. They pro-
vide an important avenue to collect good practices and to 
promote policy learning and exchanges between and within 
countries. 

Interagency Mechanism Promoting 
Policy Coherence
Policy coordination mechanisms are among the building 
blocks of policy coherence for development in the Organisa-
tion for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD 
2009). Over half of all United Nations (UN) Member States 
have established dedicated diaspora institutions, including 
full or shared ministries, departments, and interdepartmental 
committees, within the executive branch of government, as 
well as parliamentary standing committees, dedicated seats 
in the upper or lower house of the legislature, and councils 
formally appointed to advise on legislation affecting dias-
pora groups (Gamlen 2014). While these are notable accom-
plishments, dedicated administrative bodies on immigration 
or emigration are not sufficient to promote high levels of 
PCMD. Given that policies affecting, and affected by, migra-
tion exist across government ministries and at different levels 
of government, a mechanism to ensure regular communica-
tion between these different actors is considered a precursor 
to PCMD. 

As discussed in chapter 1, research on policy coherence 
emphasizes the importance of multistakeholder dialogues 
(Hong and Knoll 2016: viii) and institutions that promote a 
“whole-of-government approach” (Picciotto 2005a). The 
Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration 
emphasizes “that migration is a multidimensional reality 
that cannot be addressed by one government policy sec-
tor alone. To develop and implement effective migration 
policies and practices, a whole-of-government approach is 
needed to ensure horizontal and vertical policy coherence 
across all sectors and levels of government” (para 15). For 
this reason, indicators 1.16 and 1.17 measure whether there 
is an interagency mechanism (e.g., a body or committee) that 
allows for the consideration of migration (and development) 
across policy areas. The indicators catch several dimensions 
of such mechanisms. In addition to the mere existence of an 
interministerial platform to deliberate migration and other 
policy areas, the indicator considers the frequency of meet-
ings. Only those countries where government agencies meet 
more than once a year obtain the highest score for indicator 
1.16. Mechanisms that exist on paper but that have not met 
at least once a year are given the lowest score. This is impor-
tant, as interinstitutional collaboration needs regularity, and 
while some governments have formally created bodies their 
implementation may be suspended. In addition, indicator 
1.17 gauges the extent of participation. Collaboration of 
ministries that have been recognized as traditional migra-
tion portfolios, such as the ministries of interior, labor, and 
foreign affairs, is an important first step to provide greater 
institutional and policy coherence. However, the PCMD 
dashboards recognize that migration touches on many more 
policy areas, reiterating the New York Declaration’s empha-
sis on promoting better coherence between migration and 
its related policy domains (para 49).37 Thus, only intragov-
ernmental mechanisms that include at least two sectoral 
ministries—such as departments of health, education, agri-
culture, planning, justice, culture, industrial development, 
rural development, skill development, or others—obtain the 
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midlevel score. In addition to ministries, government agen-
cies such as employment, development, or antidiscrimina-
tion agencies can be part of such committees. On the other 
hand, the highest score is awarded to platforms that not only 
incorporate two or more line ministries but also local gov-
ernments. This is critical with regard to emigration, diaspora 
affairs, refugee issues, and immigration; local governments 
are key to ensuring positive outcomes for migrants, their 
families, as well as for communities of origin and destination 
(JMDI 2015a, 2015b, 2017; UNDP 2017b).

Among the 15 partner countries that participated in the pilot 
phase of the PCMD dashboards, nine countries have estab-
lished an interagency mechanism that meets at least twice 
annually and in which at least two line ministries as well as 
local governments are represented (table 4.1). As figure 4.1 
visualizes, these countries score at the top in both dimen-
sions coded for interagency mechanisms. The Netherlands 
and Sweden have committees that meet frequently but have 
yet to see full participation, and Kenya and Moldova have 
mechanisms that meet only once yearly and that could bene-
fit from additional federal or local authorities. Only Sri Lanka, 
and Trinidad and Tobago do not have intragovernmental 
processes that allow for regular discussions among govern-
ment agencies. 

Examples of interagency mechanisms considered by these 
indicators include the Sub-Committee on International 
Migration and Development in the Philippines, established 

in 2013 under the Social Development Committee and that 
meets quarterly. The subcommittee is comprised of the 
National Economic Development Authority, the Commis-
sion of Population, the National Anti-Poverty Commission, 
the Department of Health, the Department of Education, 
the Department of Social Welfare and Development, the 
Housing and Urban Development Coordination Council, the 
Department of Agrarian Reforms, the Department of Envi-
ronment and Natural Resources, the National Youth Com-
mission, the Philippines Statistics Authority, and the Union of 
Local Authorities of the Philippines, among others. 

In Cabo Verde, at the four annual meetings of the National 
Committee on Emigration and Development, ministries of 
communities abroad, education, culture, justice, youth and 
human resources, finance, tourism and investment, environ-
ment, rural development, and health come together to dis-
cuss the implementation of a national strategy. This provides 
an important platform to promote coherent and integrated 
approaches and its membership also includes the National 
Association of Cabo Verdean Municipalities to ensure that 
local governments are appropriately represented. Cabo 
Verde also features the National Commission on Immigration 
(CNI), which is mandated to coordinate the efforts of stake-
holders in the management of immigration and foreigners 
in Cabo Verde. The commission includes several nongovern-
mental stakeholders, such as immigrants’ associations, uni-
versities, nongovernmental organizations, trade unions, and 
employers’ associations.

TABLE 4.1  A comparison of policy coordination mechanisms in 15 pilot countries, by ranked tier

  Countries of destination Countries of origin
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allows for the consideration of 
migration (and development) in 
other policy sectors (1.16)

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 3

Interagency body includes 
sectoral ministries (1.17)

1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 3

Average (1.16 and 1.17) 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 3

Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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In Morocco, there are several interagency mechanisms, 
including an interministerial committee for the affairs of 
Moroccans living abroad (the MRE committee, for an abbre-
viation of the French phrase marocains resident à l’étranger). 
This is headed by the head of government, and features 
three working groups under the recently adopted National 
Strategy on Immigration and Asylum governance framework. 
The MRE committee comprises more than 20 ministries and 
public institutions, such as the ministries of justice, economy, 
health, education, research, youth, and employment; the 
Planning Commission, the National Human Rights Council, 
and of course the specialized MRE ministry, as well as the 
Hassan II Foundation for MRE. 

In Serbia, four different platforms support the government 
in devising a coherent approach to emigration, return migra-
tion, and mixed transit migration. These are the Coordination 
Body for Migration Monitoring and Management, the Coun-
cil for the Reintegration of Returnees, the Technical Working 
Group for Developing the Migration Profile, and a working 
group for the resolution of problems associated with mixed 
migration flows, composed of the ministers of relevant minis-
tries and the Commissioner for Refugees and Migration. 

Switzerland’s interdepartmental cooperation on migration 
was inaugurated more than 15 years ago with the establish-
ment of the Interdepartmental Steering Group on Return 
Assistance, which focused on return aid and reintegration 
programs. Over time the need for interdepartmental coordi-
nation on other topics became increasingly apparent. Thus, 
in 2004, the Interdepartmental Working Group on Migration 
was created, and in 2011, Switzerland reoriented its struc-
ture toward a whole-of-government approach that involves 
bodies at three levels, listed here in order of hierarchy. The 
Plenum of the Interdepartmental Working Group on Migra-
tion meets annually to ensure coherence across foreign 
migration policy. At a more operational level, the Commit-
tee on International Migration Cooperation coordinates the 
implementation of all instruments used in migration policy, 
and oversees a number of geographic and thematic working 
groups that comprise the third level of interagency coordina-
tion (Siegel, Marchand, and McGregor 2015).

Germany features several interagency mechanisms that 
seek to advance a whole-of-government approach. Repre-
sentatives of various federal ministries and agencies meet 
every four to six weeks in the Steering Committee of the 

FIGURE 4.1  15 pilot countries’ combined score on two indicators of policy coordination, by ranked tier
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Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: The colors indicate the following average scores for PCMD scores: bottom tier = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier = yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier = green 
(>7.5–10.0). Countries in italics are coded as countries of destination; the remaining are countries of origin.
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Federal Government on Refugees and Migration, which 
includes the ministries of foreign affairs, interior, health, 
development cooperation, finance, family, labor and social 
affairs, and defense, as well as the Federal Criminal Police 
and Federal Press Office. In addition, the State Secretar-
ies’ Working Group on International Migration reunites the 
state secretaries—that is, the highest-ranking administra-
tive officers of each ministry, under the minister—annually 
to biannually, with the participation of key portfolios that 
also take part in the above-mentioned Steering Committee. 
Since Germany is a federal republic in which the regions, the 
Länder, have considerable jurisdiction, there are two stand-
ing federal working groups that join federal and regional 
authorities, one on forced return/readmission and another 
on assisted voluntary return. In addition to regional repre-
sentatives, the working groups see the participation of the 
ministries of the interior, development cooperation, and fam-
ily, as well as the federal criminal police. Lastly, several occa-
sional mechanisms exist to promote coherent discussion and 
understanding of migration issues, such as a periodic Inte-
gration Summit, as well as interministerial meetings that take 
place three to four times each year to coordinate inputs for 
the Global Forum on Migration and Development. 

Other mechanisms accounted for by the PCMD dashboards 
include Bosnia’s Coordination Body for the Issues of Migra-
tion, Moldova’s Commission for Coordinating Activities 
Related to the Migration Process, Jamaica’s National Working 
Group on International Migration and Development, Portu-
gal’s Council for Migration, and the Netherlands’ Ministerial 
Commission on Migration, as well as Kenya’s National Migra-
tion Coordination Mechanism (which met only once thus far, 
at its inception meeting in July 2016). It should be noted that 
some countries have specific mechanisms (e.g., Sri Lanka’s 
National Steering Committee on Migration Health) that are 
important in coordinating government policy but that focus 
too narrowly on specific issues to constitute a platform for 
discussing a range of migration and development questions. 
Other pilot countries are moving toward establishing such 
mechanisms; for example, Sweden is discussing plans to cre-
ate an interdepartmental working group on migration and 
development.

Establishing evidence on the policy outcomes of intragov-
ernmental processes is beyond the scope of the PCMD 
dashboards and the related analysis. The establishment of 
working groups and committees is not an end in itself and 
such mechanisms have to ensure that participation is mean-
ingful and leads to concrete results. The experiences in the 
pilot countries in the sample show that multistakeholder 
processes can be established in ways that are useful for 

governments and citizens alike. And in many cases, multiple 
such platforms are needed to adequately establish well-
managed migration policies and promote policy coherence 
for migration and development.

Regulated and Fair Recruitment 
Regulating migrant workers’ recruitment, the costs involved, 
and the protection of migrant workers from unscrupulous 
practices are key to migration governance and to achieving 
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). High recruit-
ment fees can result in debt bondage ultimately resulting 
in forced labor. The PCMD indicator that assesses whether 
Member States “facilitate orderly, safe, regular and respon-
sible migration and mobility of people, including through 
implementation of planned and well-managed migration 
policies,” as envisioned by SDG target 10.7, measures the 
recruitment costs borne by employees as a proportion of 
their yearly income earned in the country of destination. In 
fact, all migration governance frameworks highlight the par-
ticular relevance of these costs. The UN Secretary-General’s 
eight-point agenda for action, “Making Migration Work,” 
stresses that there are enormous gains to be made from low-
ering costs related to migration (United Nations 2013b). Such 
costs include the fees paid during the recruitment process, 
which pose a particular burden to low-skilled migrant work-
ers. Lowering these costs would help ensure that migrant 
workers, especially migrant women, enjoy decent labor con-
ditions, as envisioned by SDG indicator 8.8. Also, the UN 
General Assembly Resolution on International Migration and 
Development from December 201638 encourages Member 
States to consider reducing costs related to migration, in 
particular, the fees paid to recruiters. In line with these rec-
ommendations, the Global Compact for Migration’s sixth 
objective urges states to facilitate fair and ethical recruit-
ment and safeguard conditions that ensure decent work. 
UN Member States have a key role to play in regulating and 
administrating the recruitment sector. Tasks include certify-
ing legitimate recruiters and providing accessible informa-
tion on recruitment rules.

Two PCMD indicators measure the extent of such regulation 
frameworks in countries of origin and destination. Indica-
tor 2.3 assesses whether the country has a regulation frame-
work for the recruitment process in place. This can include a 
licensing process and monitoring agency. The highest score 
is given to countries that have not only established such a 
framework but that also implement it at the regional and local 
levels (table 4.2). The rationale behind this is that implemen-
tation at the local level is key to achieving such frameworks’ 
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full potential. Indicator 2.4 then assesses the extent and reg-
ulation of recruitment fees. A recommendation that employ-
ers pay the costs of recruiting migrant workers is enshrined 
in the Private Employment Agencies Convention (C181) of 
the International Labour Organization (ILO) that prohibits pri-
vate employment agencies from charging “directly or indi-
rectly, in whole or in part, any fees or costs to workers.” This 
principle is also at the basis of ILO’s Fair Recruitment Initia-
tive.39 Thus, the highest score is only given to countries that 
prohibit charging any recruitment fees for migrant workers. 
Recruitment fees are not only charges for intermediary ser-
vices but also all expenses associated with placing a worker 
abroad, including international transportation.40 To reduce 
recruitment costs, some countries have not abolished fees 
but have limited the fees that intermediaries can charge 
potential migrant workers, which warrants a five-point score 
in both PCMD dashboards.

Almost reaching the top tier, the average score for both 
combined indicators among PCMD pilot countries is rela-
tively high. It is slightly higher for the existence of a regula-
tion framework (top tier) than for recruitment fees for migrant 
workers (medium tier). 

The importance of regulation and administration of recruit-
ment processes is showcased in Jamaica’s framework. In 
Jamaica, the private employment agencies  are monitored 
quarterly, by inspectors from the Ministry of Labour and Social 
Security, under the provision of the 1957 Employment Agen-
cies Regulations Act. This is done in order to ensure that pro-
visions are made for the licensing, regulation, and control of 

employment agencies islandwide. Furthermore, the Ministry 
of Labour and Social Security has a list of agencies licensed 
to provide opportunities for overseas employment. 

The Philippines’ model of regulating private employment 
agencies is often referred to as a model system involving 
close supervision by the Philippine Overseas Employment 
Administration, high costs to set up agencies, and fines and 
suspensions for not following government guidelines (Martin 
2017).

Serbia regulates employment both in-country and abroad 
through the Law on Employment and Unemployment Insur-
ance that regulates the rights and obligations of persons 
seeking employment, as well as the currently 91 intermedi-
ary services that are licensed and monitored by the National 
Employment Service and the Employment Agency. Recruit-
ment agencies are obliged to provide protection of persons 
in the process of employment abroad, which includes at 
least equal treatment on the basis of work with citizens of 
the country of employment while working and living abroad, 
and services rendered without costs charged to prospective 
workers. 

Moldova also exercises a rigorous regulation framework 
in regard to private employment agencies. The National 
Agency for Employment monitors the activity of private 
employment agencies by drafting notices regarding the pre-
vision of the law on labor migration and registration of indi-
vidual contracts of employment of Moldavian citizens. The 
National Agency collaborates with the Licensing Chamber 

TABLE 4.2  A comparison of efforts to regulate migrant recruitment in 15 pilot countries, by ranked tier

Countries of destination Countries of origin
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Recruitment fees for 
migrant workers are 
regulated by law
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Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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on data received regarding the temporary employment of 
Moldovan citizens abroad by private employment agencies 
and the registration of individual contracts of employment 
abroad by private agencies. 

The Dutch regulation and employment law, especially for 
recruitment agencies, also enforces the equal treatment of 
workers. Recruitment fees for all workers, migrant or native, 
are the same, and employment placement services cannot 
charge fees to workers. Even though private employment 
agencies are not very common in Sweden, since 1993, a law 
allows for-profit private employment and temporary work 
agencies, but forbids them to charge fees to those seeking 
employment and those employed. 

In Switzerland, recruitment is administered by the Federal 
Act on Recruitment and the Hiring of Services, and autho-
rization through a license must be granted. Implementation 
depends on the competency of the cantons—that is, of Swit-
zerland’s regions, which have a large degree of autonomy—
where cantonal offices for recruitment and hiring services are 
mandated to monitor the provisions of the law.

Bilateral agreements with countries of destination play an 
interesting role. In Cabo Verde, although some bilateral 
agreements exist, recruitment agencies do not play an 
important role in attracting aspiring migrant workers. Thus, 
Cabo Verde does not impose a regulatory framework for 
recruitment. 

When it comes to recruitment fees, the majority of PCMD 
countries follow the normative framework set by the above-
mentioned ILO conventions and prohibit any fee charged to 
workers. Only Germany, as a country of destination, and Cabo 
Verde, as a country of origin, do not regulate such fees, while 
four countries of origin (Jamaica, Kenya, the Philippines, and 
Sri Lanka) and one country of destination (Switzerland) allow 
recruiters to charge prospective migrant workers a fee but 
regulate how much can be charged to workers. For example, 
in Switzerland, the Ordinance on Fees, Commissions and 
Sureties under the Act on the Employment Service and the 
Hiring of Services allows recruiters to charge up to 5 percent 
of the first gross annual salary. On the other hand, Kenya and 
the Philippines limit recruitment fees to the equivalent of one 
month’s salary. 

FIGURE 4.2  15 pilot countries’ combined score on two indicators of regulating migrant recruitment, by ranked tier
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Ban on Child Detention in Countries 
of Destination 
It is generally acknowledged that children should not be 
detained. This is especially the case when they are not 
accused of any crimes but only await deportation procedures 
or are found without necessary documentation. In 2012, the 
Committee on the Rights of the Child explicitly called for 
states to end the detention of children.41 In countries of des-
tination, PCMD indicator 3.13 assesses whether a country has 
a policy that bans the administrative detention of migrant 
children and provides alternatives to their administrative 
detention. Thus, this indicator recognizes that a ban without 
a clear alternative to detention is likely to lead to children 
being detained in spite of the legal ban. 

None of the pilot countries obtained the highest score for this 
indicator, which stresses the need to address child detention 
in a range of countries (Table 4.3). In Switzerland, the deten-
tion of children and young persons under the age of 15 is not 
permitted by law. However, in practice, owing to lack of alter-
natives, children still end up in detention. Terre des hommes 
(2016) report that at least 143 children were detained in Swit-
zerland in 2015. However, responses vary across the country 
and some cantons, such as Basel-Stadt, actively explore alter-
natives through, for example, assigning a caregiver and orga-
nizing foster care. Germany’s Residence Act determines that 
“minors and families with minors may be taken into custody 
awaiting deportation only in exceptional cases and only for 
as long as is reasonable, taking into account the well-being 
of the child.” The act’s General Administrative Regulations 
specify that an application for “detention pending deporta-
tion can only be led for one parent” in families with under-
age children and that the foreign authorities must contact 
the competent youth welfare services to arrange accommo-
dation for the foreigner until they can be deported. In addi-
tion, several German states have issued additional decrees 
that supplement this requirement, especially states with many 
immigrants, such as Bavaria, Hesse, Rhineland-Palatinate, 
Schleswig-Holstein, and Berlin. These often establish that 
children “are detained for one night at most,” which serves 

the purpose of not having to place them in the care of emer-
gency child welfare services or youth welfare services. 

Recognizing Dual Citizenship
Half of the world’s 195 countries allow their nationals to 
retain their previous citizenship when naturalizing in another 
country. Another fifth of all countries recognize dual citi-
zenship for their emigrants under certain conditions, often 
with permission by the government.42 While there are many 
reasons for such practices, this is often based on the belief 
that such policies reinforce the institutional capacity of the 
government to realize its economic and political projects 
(FitzGerald 2008). It is often claimed that dual citizenship may 
strengthen ties between migrants and their countries of ori-
gin and increase or stabilize flows of remittances (see Schuck 
2002: 82; Guarnizo 2003: 689; Hailbronner 2003: 80; Bommes 
et al. 2007: 54; Ratha et al. 2011: 10, 148; Riddle and Nielsen 
2011: 245–5). In fact, studies find an observable effect of citi-
zenship status on the remitting behavior. Studying migrants 
in Germany, Vădean (2007) finds an effect of dual citizenship 
where foreign citizens face restrictions on the real estate mar-
kets of their home countries, and Leblang (2017) observes 
that migrants living in Germany and Spain from countries 
that allow dual citizenship send more remittances and are 
more likely to intend to return.

A study on how a dual legal status may affect activities such 
as social and financial remittances, diaspora investments, and 
return migration, revealed four underlying principal effects 
at work (for details, see Naujoks 2013: chapters 4–8). Allow-
ing dual citizenship gives individuals more rights, permitting 
certain transactions and giving diaspora actors the knowl-
edge of their entitlements (the so-called “rights effect”); it 
can strengthen their identification with and commitment to 
the country of origin, including when migrants return tempo-
rarily and for second+ generation migrants (identity effect). 
Furthermore, the availability of dual citizenship leads to 
higher naturalization rates in the country of residence (see 
Jones-Correa 2001; Woodrow-Lafield 2006; Mazzolari 2009; 

TABLE 4.3  Efforts to ban child detention in five pilot countries of destination, by ranked tier

  Germany Portugal Sweden Switzerland Netherlands

There is a policy that bans the administrative 
detention of migrant children and provides 
alternatives to their administrative detention. 

2 2 2 2 3

Source: PCMD Dashboards. 

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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Böcker and Thränhardt 2006; Thränhardt 2017; Faist and 
Gerdes 2008; Naujoks 2013), which in turn can increase their 
income and political abilities (naturalization effect). Lastly, 
the act of tolerating dual citizenship can have a signaling 
effect that communicates the understanding of dual affili-
ations, acknowledges migrants’ contributions, and recog-
nizes their dual status, thus strengthening confidence and 
trust (goodwill effect). Also, in countries of destination the 
trend toward accepting dual citizenship is supported by an 
increasing understanding that in today’s world this practice is 
normatively important and practically beneficial for all parties 
involved (Spiro 2016).

In brief, dual citizenship facilitates transnational livelihood 
strategies and is generally beneficial for migrants’ integra-
tion, as well as their role as agents of development. Thus, 
indicator 4.2 for countries of destination and 4.1 for coun-
tries of origin measure whether immigrants are required to 
give up their previous citizenship when they naturalize. While 
full toleration warrants a 10-point score in both dashboards, 
countries of destination receive 5 points if dual nationality is 
somehow permitted but there are restrictions on dual citizen-
ship for certain nationalities or groups. Countries of origin 
warrant the ternary code if emigrants are allowed to renounce 
their citizenship but dual citizenship is not permitted. 

All pilot countries receive at least a medium-tier score. 
Except for Germany and the Netherlands, among countries 
of destination, and Sri Lanka, among countries of origin, all 
countries in the sample do allow dual citizenship (table 4.4). 
For example, while those who acquire Dutch national-
ity are generally required to renounce other nationalities, 
exceptions are made for countries where it is not possible 
to renounce nationality (e.g., Greece, Morocco), for those 
who have been recognized as refugees in the Netherlands, 

and for those married or in a registered partnership with a 
Dutch national. Germany’s citizenship act also starts from the 
principle that those naturalizing have to give up their former 
passport. However, there are a range of exceptions and as a 
matter of fact, over the past 10 years, more than half of those 
who have naturalized in Germany were officially allowed to 
keep their previous citizenship (German Federal Ministry of 
the Interior 2016; Thränhardt 2017).

In principle, Sri Lanka’s citizenship act foresees that emi-
grants naturalizing elsewhere lose their Sri Lankan citizen-
ship, unless individuals ask the government to retain or 
resume their citizenship in addition to the acquired citizen-
ship. Thus, while dual citizenship is allowed, it is so only on 
the basis of discretion and a special procedure that aims at 
assessing whether retaining or resuming citizenship would 
be of “benefit for Sri Lanka.”

Access to Labor Markets
The right to employment is not only important to create 
economic independence for migrants and refugees. Work-
ing influences a variety of important factors, including plan-
ning for the future, meeting members of the host society, 
providing opportunity to develop language skills, restoring 
self-esteem, and encouraging self-reliance (Ager and Strang 
2008: 170; OECD 2016, 2017a). Furthermore, well-integrated 
migrants are best able to contribute to development.43 A set 
of indicators (4.11–4.14) measures the extent to which differ-
ent groups of migrants have access to formal labor markets 
in countries of destination (Table 4.5). This includes whether 
access is immediate or dependent upon the status of a fam-
ily member or otherwise restricted. For students, we assess 
access to the labor market both during and after studies 

TABLE 4.4  A comparison of policies on dual citizenship in 15 pilot countries, by ranked tier

Countries of destination Countries of origin

Immigrants are not required to give up 
their previous citizenship when they 

naturalize
Dual citizenship is allowed for emigrants naturalizing abroad
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Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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and capture programs designed to help migrant students 
integrate into local labor markets after graduation. For refu-
gees and asylum seekers, access is measured depending on 
whether it is immediate or after a specific waiting period.44

For all four indicators, Portugal and Switzerland had a per-
fect average score of 10, while Germany and Sweden had a 
slightly lower but still high average in the top tier because 
of certain limitations for asylum seekers. In Sweden, asy-
lum seekers can obtain a so-called AT-UND certificate that 
exempts them from the requirement to have a work per-
mit, and hence grants access to the labor market. However, 
since the certification process takes generally more than 
three months, Sweden obtains a medium score. In Germany, 
most asylum seekers obtain access to the labor market after 
three months. However, for two reasons, Germany received 
a medium score. First, asylum seekers from safe countries of 
origin and from countries with a low probability of stay are 
banned from the labor market. In addition, the three-month 
wait period starts only after asylum seekers have successfully 
registered, a process which often takes several months, thus 
prolonging the de facto period during which asylum seek-
ers cannot work. The Netherlands has a medium-tier aver-
age score for these indicators, as there are limitations in 
place for both asylum seekers and certain family migrants. 
Namely, family migrants’ access to the formal labor market 
is dependent on the immigration status of the sponsoring 
family member, and asylum seekers are barred from entering 
the labor market during the first six months of their asylum 
procedure. And even after that time, their economic activity 
is limited to 24 weeks per year.

Generally speaking, access to labor markets is fairly straight-
forward for family migrants, students, and recognized refu-
gees. Several countries offer students a period of time to 
look for employment after graduation. However, the situa-
tion for asylum seekers varies. Germany reduced the period 

of time that asylum seekers have to wait before engaging 
in formal employment from nine months to three months 
in 2014. The same waiting period applies in Switzerland. In 
the Netherlands asylum seekers can access formal employ-
ment after six months; however, they are restricted to work-
ing only 24 weeks per year. In Sweden asylum seekers can 
be employed providing they have submitted an application 
and have not received an immediate request to leave. Thus, 
access to the labor market depends, in part, on the time it 
takes to process applications. 

Temporary Return 
Many migrants have good reasons to return for certain peri-
ods of time to their countries of origin. Entrepreneurs may 
need to maintain a transnational business, university profes-
sors spend a semester at a university abroad, or any migrant 
may have to take care of a sick family member. In addition, 
they may participate in specific programs, such as the United 
Nations Development Programme’s Transfer of Knowledge 
through Expatriate Nationals or the International Organiza-
tion for Migration’s Temporary Return of Qualified Nationals 
and Connecting Diaspora for Development projects, which 
aim to match a migrant with a host institution in the country 
of origin with the intention of promoting knowledge trans-
fer and thus facilitating development.45 In migrants’ transna-
tional lives, the ability to return temporarily to their country of 
origin can be important for their economic, social, and iden-
tity endeavors. And such returns can have critical develop-
ment impacts in migrants’ communities of origin. However, 
migrants may be reluctant to return temporarily if they fear 
that they may forfeit the permanency of their residence in the 
host country. Restricting migrants’ mobility rights excessively 
is not only unjust but it also limits migrants’ opportunities 
to act as agents for development in countries of origin and 
destination. For this reason, indicator 5.3 assesses whether 

TABLE 4.5  Efforts to promote migrants’ access to labor markets in five countries of destination, by ranked tier

Access of the following groups to labor 
markets: Germany Portugal Sweden Switzerland Netherlands

Family migrants 1 1 1 1 2

Students (including possibility of extending 
visa due to employment after graduation)

1 1 1 1 1

Refugees 1 1 1 1 1

Asylum seekers 2 1 2 1 2

Average for all indicators 1 1 1 1 2

Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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migrants’ pathway to citizenship or permanent residency is 
unaffected by temporary stays (e.g., of three months at a 
time or per year) out of the country (Table 4.6). 

In the Netherlands, Switzerland, Portugal, and Germany, 
a migrant can reside outside the country for a period not 
exceeding six months, leading to a 10-point score for these 
countries. In Sweden, however, travel outside the country is 
limited to six weeks in one calendar year; any time beyond 
this is deducted from the period of habitual residence. This 
results in a bottom-tier score for Sweden.

Return and Reintegration 
Beyond temporary absences from the country of destination, 
return migration is often seen as an opportunity for migrants 
to use the skills and experience they have acquired abroad 
to achieve positive development outcomes upon return 
(see Kapur 2010; Wahba 2014; Sinatti 2015). However, not 
all return experiences are the same, and not all returnees 
are the same, and thus many countries have experimented 
with different types of programs and support mechanisms to 
assist migrants in their reintegration. There is mixed evidence 

on the success of these programs (McKenzie and Woodruff 
2013). Countries often do not know who is returning and how 
these populations can be targeted. For this reason, indica-
tor 4.5 measures the extent to which countries offer reinte-
gration programs and assistance (e.g., in the sociocultural 
sphere and areas of employment, housing, education, health, 
investment, and access to credit), and if both are accessible 
to all return migrants (including forced returnees) throughout 
the country. Whether or not countries have disaggregated 
data on who is returning to the country is also considered 
(indicator 4.2) (Table 4.7).

With a combined average in the lower range of the medium 
tier, the PCMD analysis shows that even countries with well-
established migration polices can further increase their 
efforts to collect disaggregated data on return migrants and 
to establish reintegration programs and assistance for return-
ees. While not yet operational, the Ministry of Labour in Mol-
dova identified the creation of reintegration offices across 
the country targeting all types of returnees in this action plan. 
In the Philippines, there is a range of reintegration programs 
targeting different groups of migrants facing different types 
of return. The National Reintegration Center for Overseas 
Filipino Workers offers a variety of return programs. However, 

TABLE 4.6  A comparison of policies on temporary return in five countries of destination, by ranked tier

  Germany Netherlands Portugal Switzerland Sweden

Migrants’ pathway to citizenship or permanent 
residency is unaffected by temporary stays (e.g., of 
three months at a time or per year) out of the country. 

1 1 1 1 3

Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.

TABLE 4.7  Policies on reintegration and related data collection in 10 countries of origin, by ranked tier
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Disaggregated data on return 
migrants

3 2 1 2 1 3 3 3 3 3

Reintegration programs and 
assistance

1 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 2

Average 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3

Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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the implementation of these programs is often limited by 
inadequate knowledge on who is returning (indicator 4.2), a 
problem seen in country contexts around the world. 

Disaggregated Data on Emigrants 
and Immigrants 
Monitoring, analysis, and reporting systems constitute a 
building block of policy coherence for development (OECD 
2009) and point to the importance of data as a key input 
into evidence-based policy making.46 This is also reflected in 
target 17.8 of the SDGs, which calls for states to “increase 
significantly, high-quality, timely and reliable data disaggre-
gated by income, gender, age, race, ethnicity, migratory sta-
tus, disability, geographic location and other characteristics 
relevant in national contexts.” Referring specifically to indica-
tor 3.10, for a country to understand its emigrant population 
can assist in understanding a range of policy-relevant ques-
tions and inform policies on protection abroad, diaspora 

engagement, reintegration, and so forth. Therefore, this 
indicator along with a range of other indicators for countries 
of destination (1.16, 4.1, 4.7, and 4.10) and countries of origin 
(1.16, 3.9, and 4.2) looking at data availability, highlight the 
importance of disaggregated data on migration. Specifically, 
indicator 3.10 looks at whether or not governments collect or 
collate data available on emigrants, disaggregated by sex, 
age, and skill level and by local, regional, and national levels. 

The analysis of PCMD data shows that both countries of origin 
(Table 4.8) and of destination (Table 4.9) have yet to improve 
the data they collect on specific migration issues, as the aver-
age score for countries of origin is in the bottom tier, while it is 
in the medium tier for countries of destination. In countries of 
origin, the largest gap is in collecting data on the educational 
and health outcomes of emigrants’ children who stay behind. 
No country in the sample collects comprehensive data on 
these variables, and only Kenya and the Philippines collect 
partial data. Another key area where data could be improved 
is return migration. Morocco and Serbia have established 

TABLE 4.8  The availability and quality of data on migrants in 10 countries of origin, by ranked tier

Disaggregated data available on:
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Educational and health outcomes of 
children staying behind

3 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3

Emigrants 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 3

Return migrants 3 2 3 3 1 2 1 3 3 3

Average for all indicators 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3

Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.

TABLE 4.9  The availability and quality of data on migrants in five countries of destination, by ranked tier

Disaggregated data available on: Germany Netherlands Portugal Switzerland Sweden

Immigration 1 2 2 2 2

Educational and health outcomes of children of 
migrants

1 1 1 3 2

Discrimination in the areas of housing, labor 
market, education, health, access to justice

1 2 3 1 3

Average for all indicators 1 2 2 2 3

Source: PCMD Dashboards. 

Note: The colors and numbers indicate the following ranges of normalized PCMD scores per dimension: bottom tier (3) = red (0.0–<5.0 score); medium tier (2) = 
yellow (5.0–7.5); top tier (1) = green (>7.5–10.0). PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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mechanisms for collecting data on return migrants, and 
Jamaica and the Philippines have done so partially.

Kenya provides a good example of a robust data collection 
system that could be enhanced even further. The census 
records the number of persons who have emigrated from a 
household since 1995, and, for each emigrant, a short ques-
tionnaire is completed that includes questions on the per-
son’s age, sex, education level, destination country, year of 
departure, reason for departure, and remittance behavior. 
This, however, captures data on emigrants with household 
members who remain in Kenya and does not capture data on 
entire households that migrate. 

In countries of destination, data on discrimination that is 
disaggregated by migration background (i.e., whether the 
person discriminated against is a first-generation immigrant 
or a noncitizen), is the area most deserving of improvement. 
The indicator evaluates whether such discrimination data are 
available in the areas of housing, labor market, education, 
health, and access to justice. Only in Germany are all areas 
covered. The Netherlands, Portugal, and Switzerland collect 
discrimination data by migration status in three to four of the 
above areas, whereas in Sweden, such data exist for only two 
areas, leading to that country’s low score on this indicator. 
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Chapter 5  Country Notes on Policy Coherence 
for Migration and Development

T
his chapter provides highlights from the 15 pilot coun-
tries in alphabetical order. These country notes feature 
an overview of the five dimensions of policy coherence 
for migration and development (PCMD) elaborated on 

in the previous chapters, as well as a spotlight on specific 
policies and institutions. The country profiles here do not dis-
cuss all indicators measured in the dashboard.47

•	 Bosnia and Herzegovina
•	 Cabo Verde
•	 Germany
•	 Jamaica
•	 Kenya
•	 Moldova
•	 Morocco
•	 The Netherlands 

•	 The Philippines
•	 Portugal
•	 Serbia
•	 Sri Lanka
•	 Sweden
•	 Switzerland
•	 Trinidad and Tobago

FIGURE 5.1  Global distribution of 15 pilot countries

Source: OECD and UNDP.
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Bosnia and Herzegovina
Migration in Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH) can be contextu-
alized by the presence of a large emigrant population, with 
individuals migrating out of the country in search of employ-
ment or educational opportunities or to join family members 
abroad (BiH Ministry of Security 2016). While the signifi-
cant outflows have had negative impacts on demographic 
trends and have exacerbated a skills mismatch between the 
country’s education system and its labor market, the gov-
ernment has taken significant steps to reap the benefits of 
a geographically and socioeconomically diverse diaspora 
(Kacapor-Džihic and Oruc 2012). Figures 5.2 and 5.3 illustrate 
the country’s scores in the five dashboard dimensions and 
highlight a high score in the cost of migration dimension, 
with lower scores in the dimensions of institutional coher-
ence and migrant rights. 

Despite efforts to mainstream migration in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, the country’s complex administrative struc-
ture poses challenges to policy coherence. Only one major 
sector-specific plan (internal development) considers migra-
tion as a priority area. The decentralized nature of the dif-
ferent branches of the government means that the various 
regions (so-called entities) and cantons within the country 
often have their own sector-specific plans, some of which do 
consider migration as a key strategic area. For example, BiH 
features 13 different health plans at the mid-administrative 
level, some of which discuss the impact of migration on 
health outcomes and vice versa. Federally, migration and 

development outcomes are not mentioned in regard to 
health. Assembling these local and regional plans into a 
cohesive federal strategy is a complex task, and migration 
as a strategic area is sometimes excluded from the policy 
agenda at the federal level but included locally. While migra-
tion is not considered a strategic area in many of the coun-
try’s sector-specific plans, BiH does have a migration strategy 
that aims to strengthen institutional capacities and synergies 
between migration and development.

In efforts to improve data on migration, BiH has, since 2009, 
developed annual migration profiles that pull together data 
from relevant agencies and ministries. The country has also 
recently created a Coordination Body for Issues of Migra-
tion that includes representatives from multiple sectoral 
ministries and entity-/district-level governments. To learn 
more about its diaspora, the government recently launched 
a survey of the BiH diaspora that collected socioeconomic 
and demographic data on emigrants in 15 key destination 
countries. However, adequate data remain a challenge, par-
ticularly with regards to representative data on the socioeco-
nomic characteristics of emigrants and on return migrants. 
Such gaps make it more difficult to calibrate policy interven-
tions intended to maximize the development potential of 
migration. 

While the costs of migration are low in BiH, facilitated in part 
by the country’s prohibition of recruitment fees and imple-
mentation of double taxation agreements, the strength of 
migrants’ rights both in the country and abroad is some-
what mixed. BiH has ratified three critical migrant-specific 

TABLE 5.1  Bosnia and Herzegovina: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 3,810.4

Human development index b 0.750 

Emigrant population, thousand d 1,650.8 

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population a 

43.3

Immigrant population, thousand a 34.8 

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

.9

Net migration rate, per thousand people b –0.1 

Remittances inflows, percentage of gross 
domestic product (GDP) c

11.1 

Personal remittances, received current US$ 
in thousands c

1,801,106.3

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; cWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/ Emigrant stock data.

FIGURE 5.2  Policy coherence in Bosnia and Herzegovina 
by dimension (radar)

1. Institutional coherence  

2. Cost of migration 

3. Rights

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

Average CoO

4. (Re)integration

5. Migration and
development

10.0
8.0
6.0
4.0
2.0
0.0

Source: PCMD Dashboards.

Note: CoO = countries of origin.
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conventions empowering migrant workers48 and nationals 
abroad to enjoy the right to vote and to obtain dual citi-
zenship. Conversely, the protection of the human rights of 
nationals abroad could be fortified through the provision of 
a greater variety of consular services to nationals in key des-
tination countries and through covering more emigrants with 
pension portability agreements. 

As return migration is a key issue for the country, it is impor-
tant to note that the government of BiH promotes the recog-
nition of skills and degrees gained abroad and is a member 
of the Bologna Process, which facilitates the recognition of 
such degrees. BiH also facilitates reintegration programs run 
by international organizations (such as Assisted Voluntary 
Return, and in the past, the Temporary Return of Qualified 
Nationals) and itself implements programs facilitating social 
housing for returnees. 

Cabo Verde
Migration forms a central part of the social, political, and eco-
nomic spheres in Cabo Verde. People born in Cabo Verde 
but who now reside outside correspond to almost a third 
of the resident population (31 percent) and, including for-
mer emigration waves, the Cabo Verdean diaspora exceeds 
the number of people living in the country. For this reason, 
Cabo Verde has established strong institutions of migration 
governance. The low score in the dimension of migration’s 
financial cost (figures 5.4 and 5.5) is mostly due to certain 
levies on remittances, as well as to the perception that there 
is no need to regulate labor migration, including regulatory 
frameworks for recruitment processes. 

Cabo Verde has a National Strategy for Emigration and 
Development with specific goals to facilitate and prepare 
the departure of migrants, to support the integration of emi-
grants in countries of destination, to establish knowledge 
on the diaspora and migration dynamics, and to strengthen 

dialogue and information exchanges between Cabo Verde 
and its diaspora to facilitate sending remittances, diaspora 
investments and related trade relations, and skills transfer, as 
well as return and reintegration. 

Reflecting migration’s omnipresence in Cabo Verde and 
based on significant political commitments, the government 
has allocated funds to a range of policies and programs 
that support migration and development, in addition to 
funds received from international donors (PCMD indicator 
1.12). These include initiatives to build capacity in migration 
management; engagement of the diaspora in knowledge 
transfer, local development projects, and return migration; 
attraction and facilitation of diaspora investments; and pre-
departure training of outbound migrants. 

At the four annual meetings of the National Committee 
on Emigration and Development, ministries of communi-
ties abroad, education, culture, justice, youth and human 

FIGURE 5.3  Policy coherence in Bosnia and Herzegovina by objective area (bar graph) 
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Source: PCMD Dashboards.

TABLE 5.2  Cabo Verde: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 520.5

Human development index b 0.648

Emigrant population, thousand a 165.7

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population d

31.8

Immigrant population, thousand a 14.9

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

2.8

Net migration rate, per thousand people b –4.4

Remittances inflows, percentage of gross 
domestic product (GDP) c

12.5

Personal remittances, received current US$ in 
thousands c

201,005.2

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; cWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.
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resources, finance, tourism and investment, environment, 
rural development, and health come together to discuss 
the implementation of the national strategy. This provides 
an important platform to promote coherent and integrated 
approaches, and its membership also includes the National 
Association of Cabo Verdean Municipalities to ensure that 
local governments are appropriately represented. In addi-
tion to the National Committee on Emigration and Devel-
opment, Cabo Verde’s National Commission on Immigration 
is mandated to coordinate stakeholders’ efforts to manage 
immigration and foreigners in Cabo Verde. The commis-
sion includes several nongovernmental stakeholders, such 
as immigrants’ associations, universities, nongovernmental 
organizations, trade unions, and employers’ associations. 

Although Cabo Verde has entered agreements to avoid dou-
ble taxation with Portugal and Macau, the PCMD score for 
indicator 2.5 is low, as these rules cover only 35 percent of 

Cabo Verdean emigrants, leaving room to provide greater 
coverage in the future. On the other hand, Cabo Verde has 
entered pension portability agreements with several of its 
main destination countries, easing the return migration of 
60 percent of emigrants (PCMD indicator 3.5). 

With the National Committee for the Recognition of Aca-
demic Qualification, Cabo Verde has established a mecha-
nism that promotes the recognition, upon return to the 
country of origin, of degrees and skills gained in the country 
of destination and for all professions (PCMD indicator 4.3).

Germany
Germany has experienced significant levels of immigra-
tion since the 1960s. Especially changes in the policy para-
digms in the last 20 years have led to a host of innovative 

FIGURE 5.4  Policy coherence in Cabo Verde by dimension (radar)
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FIGURE 5.5  Policy coherence in Cabo Verde by dimension (bar graph)
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and comprehensive policies. Notably, during the so-called 
migration and refugee crisis in 2015–16, Germany took a 
public stance to welcome refugees. With a total of 12 million 
immigrants that make up almost 15 percent of the resident 
population, Germany is one of the largest immigrant-host-
ing countries in the world. An estimated 1.2 million people 
arrived to ask for asylum in 2015–16. Although Germany had 
already experienced large inflows of asylum seekers in the 
early 1990s, the current situation is different not only in its 
scale, but also because many asylum seekers come from 
countries where the perspective of return is limited, at least 
in the short term (OECD 2017b). As figures 5.6 and 5.7 illus-
trate, Germany scores high in the dimensions of institutional 
coherence and immigrant integration. On the other hand, 
there is room for further improvement with regard to the 
financial cost of migration.

Germany provides an interesting example of several inter-
agency mechanisms that advance a whole-of-government 

approach. Representatives of various federal ministries and 
agencies meet every four to six weeks in the Steering Com-
mittee of the Federal Government on Refugees and Migra-
tion, which includes the ministries of foreign affairs, interior, 
health, development cooperation, finance, family, labor and 
social affairs, and defense, as well as the Federal Criminal 
Police and Federal Press Office. In addition, the State Sec-
retaries’ Working Group on International Migration reunites 
the state secretaries—that is, the highest-ranking administra-
tive officers of each ministry, under the minister—annually or 
biannually, with the participation of key portfolios that also 
take part in the above-mentioned steering committee. Since 
Germany is a federal republic in which the regions, the Län-
der, have considerable jurisdiction, there are two standing 
Federal Working Groups of federal and regional authorities, 
one on forced return/readmission and the other on assisted 
voluntary return. In addition to regional representatives, the 
working groups oversee the participation of the ministries of 
the interior, development, cooperation, and family, as well as 

TABLE 5.3  Germany: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 80,688.5

Human development index b 0.926

Emigrant population, thousand a 4,045.4

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population d

5.0

Immigrant population, thousand a 12,055.7

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

14.9

Net migration rate, per thousand people b 3.1

Remittances inflows, percentage of gross 
domestic product (GDP) c

0.5

Personal remittances, received current US$ in 
thousands c

15,362,079.3

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; cWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.

FIGURE 5.6  Policy coherence in Germany by dimension 
(radar)
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FIGURE 5.7  Policy coherence in Germany by dimension (bar graph)
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the Federal Criminal Police. Lastly, several occasional mech-
anisms exist to promote a coherent discussion and under-
standing of migration issues, such as s periodic Integration 
Summit, as well as interministerial meetings that take place 
three to four times each year to coordinate inputs for the 
Global Forum on Migration and Development. 

While Germany does not have a regulation framework for the 
recruitment process in place (PCMD indicator 2.3), it bears 
mention that the Federal Employment Agency and its inter-
national placement services are mandated to monitor the 
employment of all foreigners, including whether their work-
ing conditions are comparable to those of German employ-
ees. This is important to safeguard the working rights and 
conditions of migrant and native workers alike. However, 
considering the importance of SDG target 10.7.1 on recruit-
ment costs and the regulation of recruitment more generally, 
Germany may want to consider establishing norms govern-
ing the related processes. 

With regard to PCMD indicator 4.10 on the availability of 
discrimination data disaggregated by migration status in 
the areas of housing, labor market, education, health, and 
access to justice, Germany collects a range of important 
statistics. The antidiscrimination agency publishes reports 
on racial and migrant discrimination in the areas of hous-
ing, education, and labor. While this is not counted for the 
indicator, nongovernmental actors also provide such data, 
such as the Bertelsmann Stiftung, which provides data on 
discrimination touching on housing, the labor market, edu-
cation, health, religion, and daily life, and the Expert Council 
of German Foundations on Integration and Migration, which 
has published an analysis of discrimination in the area of 
employment. 

Lastly, Germany has established programs for immigrants to 
share skills, knowledge, and know-how with their countries 
of origin (PCMD indicator 5.4). The program Migration for 
Development actively promotes the skills and knowledge 
transfer of immigrants in Germany to their countries of origin. 
The return and reintegration of highly skilled experts are sup-
ported through job matching and salary top-ups, migrants’ 
associations are supported in implementing development 
projects in their countries of origin, advice and coaching is 
provided for entrepreneurs seeking to start a business in 
their country of origin, and partner governments receive 
migration policy advice regarding relevant policies.

Jamaica
Migration trends in Jamaica generally revolve around 
high levels of skilled emigration to its northern neighbors, 
although the country hosts a modest immigrant popula-
tion that is also relatively highly skilled. Large-scale emigra-
tion of skilled nationals resulted in remittances comprising 
16.6 percent of gross domestic product (GDP) in 2015, but 
has also negatively impacted human resource capacity 
within the country (IOM 2010a). Figures 5.8 and 5.9 illustrate 

TABLE 5.4  Jamaica: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 2,793.3

Human development index b 0.730

Emigrant population, thousand c 1,067.5

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population d

38.2

Immigrant population, thousand a 23.2

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

.8

Net migration rate, per thousand people b –7.0

Remittances inflows, percentage of gross 
domestic product (GDP) c

16.6

Personal remittances, received current US$ in 
thousands c

2,361,233.9

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; cWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.

FIGURE 5.8  Policy coherence in Jamaica by dimension 
(radar)
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the country’s scores in the five dashboard dimensions and 
highlight high scores in the dimensions of the financial cost 
of migration, integration/reintegration, and migration and 
development, with a lower score in the dimension of migrant 
rights. 

The government of Jamaica has made great strides in 
mainstreaming the concept of migration and development 
into major sector-specific plans, with migration being con-
sidered a strategic area of interest in the nation’s internal 
development, health, education, and labor market strate-
gies. Furthermore, interagency cooperation is facilitated by 
the National Working Group on International Migration and 
Development, which meets quarterly and is tasked with pro-
viding guidance on migration and development matters. The 
group is comprised of relevant government ministries, civil 
society groups, universities, international nongovernmental 
organizations and nonprofits, and financial institutions, in 
addition to representatives of the municipality of Kingston. 

Although institutional mechanisms are in place to facilitate 
interagency cooperation and policy coherence, significant 
data limitations continue to hinder the process of evidence-
based policy making. Critical data gaps include the limited 
amount of information available on the socioeconomic char-
acteristics of return migrants and emigrants, which are major 
populations of interest within the Jamaican context. 

As so much of the migration context of Jamaica is defined 
by emigration and accordingly, diaspora engagement, it is 
worthwhile to examine the rights and advantages enjoyed 
by potential and actual labor emigrants. The government 
monitors private employment agencies operating on the 
island under the umbrella of the 1957 Employment Agen-
cies Regulations Act and publishes a list of licensed agen-
cies operating across the island. The government has also 
signed agreements to avoid double taxation with the United 
States, United Kingdom, and Canada, thereby covering 
approximately 96 percent of Jamaicans abroad. However, a 

lack of pension portability agreements with the United States 
and Canada may create a reluctance to return to the island 
and hinder diaspora engagement initiatives. While several 
national-level attempts have been made to leverage the 
skills and expertise of Jamaicans living in North America, 
including the recent Diaspora Mapping Project, local- or 
municipality-level initiatives are currently lacking. Extending 
the right to vote in national elections to Jamaicans abroad 
may represent an important next step in engaging the dias-
pora for development. 

Kenya 
Migration in Kenya is characterized by emigration for employ-
ment and education, with labor emigration to the Middle 
East as an emerging trend and skilled emigration estimated 
at 35 percent. Kenya also hosts large and long-standing ref-
ugee populations and is home to some of the oldest and 
largest refugee camps on the continent (IOM 2015). The gov-
ernment has recently implemented significant changes in its 
migration management approach, which are detailed below. 
Figures 5.10 and 5.11 illustrate the country’s scores in the 
five dashboard dimensions and highlight a modestly higher 
score in the dimensions of migration and development and 
migrant rights, with lower scores featured for the remaining 
three dimensions.

The objective of mainstreaming migration and development 
concepts into both national strategy documents and institu-
tional arrangements is a wheel in motion in the Kenyan con-
text. The country is currently finalizing its National Migration 
Policy and its National Labour Migration Policy (in draft at the 
time of writing), both of which seek to highlight the impor-
tance of the migration and development nexus. Regarding 
major sector-specific plans and strategies, migration is noted 
as a factor that impacts the labor market, the environment, 
and population planning, but is not highlighted as a strate-
gic area or objective. Institutionally, the National Migration 

FIGURE 5.9  Policy coherence in Jamaica by dimension (bar graph)
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Coordination Mechanism was established in 2016. However, 
the effectiveness of the body is somewhat restrained to date, 
due to the limited number of meetings that have been con-
ducted and the lack of involvement of local government 
actors. 

Realizing the importance of accurate and complete data in 
facilitating evidence-based policy making, Kenya’s national 
census includes a Short Questionnaire for Emigrants that 
gathers socioeconomic data on emigrants who have left their 
households since 1995 and inquires as to the educational 
achievements of children in such households. The frequency 
of data collection could be improved, however, and a critical 
data gap exists around return migration, on which no data 
are collected. 

Leveraging the positive impacts of labor emigration can be 
facilitated through the protection of the rights of nationals 
abroad. Private recruitment agencies operating in Kenya are 

required to pass a clearance, registration, and certification 
process, and the amount that agencies are allowed to charge 
aspiring migrants is regulated by law. The Employment Act of 
2007 also sets minimum standards for employment contracts 
abroad and requires a security bond and medical certificate 
on file. However, there are still obstacles to the protection of 
nationals abroad; agreements to avoid double taxation that 
cover only 44 percent of emigrants, and consular services are 
limited. 

Although Kenya’s diaspora is relatively small as a percentage 
of the population, it is highly skilled, and the government 
is taking steps to realize the possible benefits of leveraging 
such a diaspora for development. Kenya permits dual citizen-
ship, and the right to vote for Kenyans abroad was granted 
in 2016 by the Independent Electoral and Boundaries Com-
mission. The country has also led the way in remittance inno-
vations, and financial transfers through mobile phones are 
accessible to a large proportion of the population. Further 

TABLE 5.5  Kenya: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 46,050.3

Human development index b 0.555

Emigrant population, thousand a 455.9

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population d

1.0

Immigrant population, thousand a 1,084.4

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

2.4

Net migration rate, per thousand people b –0.2

Remittances inflows, percentage of gross 
domestic product (GDP) c

2.5

Personal remittances, received current US$ in 
thousands c

1,560,421

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; cWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.

FIGURE 5.10  Policy coherence in Kenya by dimension 
(radar)
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FIGURE 5.11  Policy coherence in Kenya by dimension (bar graph)
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initiatives are in development but not yet realized, such as 
plans for a diaspora retirement savings scheme, a diaspora 
bond program, and an up-to-date inventory of diaspora 
expertise. Engagement could be further facilitated with 
extended pension portability, on which the government has 
currently not signed any agreements. 

Moldova
Migration in Moldova is predominately characterized by 
significant outflows of labor migrants seeking employment 
opportunities and higher salaries abroad. These flows have 
resulted in significant impacts on the national economy and 
labor market, as remittances comprised 23.5 percent of GDP 
in 2015 and the health and education sectors face critical per-
sonnel shortages (IOM 2014). Figures 5.12 and 5.13 illustrate 
the country’s scores in the five dashboard dimensions and 
highlight a high score in the cost of migration dimension, 
with lower scores in the dimensions of institutional coher-
ence and migrant rights.

Moldova has made strides to mainstreaming migration and 
development concepts into both national strategy docu-
ments and institutional arrangements. Moldova features a 
National Strategy for Migration and Asylum that seeks to 
link the concepts of migration and asylum to the country’s 
national development policy framework and includes migra-
tion as a strategic objective in its internal development, 
education, and labor market strategies. Institutionally, the 
Commission for Coordinating Activities Related to the Migra-
tion Process meets only once a year, and while it is comprised 
of a variety of sectoral ministries, it does not include local 
government authorities. Notably, the Moldovan government 
has channeled public funding toward migration and devel-
opment programs, namely through the PARE 1+1 initiative, 
which encourages remittance sending and supports migrant 
entrepreneurship. 

Although some institutional mechanisms are in place to facil-
itate interagency cooperation and policy coherence, data 
limitations continue to hinder the process of evidence-based 
policy making. Critical data gaps include information on the 
skill level of emigrants and the health and educational out-
comes of children with at least one parent abroad. Addition-
ally, data on returnees are limited to deportees and returnees 
who have registered with the National Agency for Employ-
ment as unemployed and seeking work. 

Moldova has put in place a regime to lower the costs of migra-
tion. The country prohibits recruitment fees, it has concluded 

a range of double taxation agreements, and migrants enjoy 
several key protections and preparations while traveling 
abroad. Private recruitment agencies are monitored by the 
National Agency for Employment, which also stipulates the 
rights, obligations, and responsibilities of migrant workers 
abroad. Predeparture courses are also available for migrants 
who travel under specific bilateral agreements. For example, 
under the relevant bilateral agreement, Moldovans traveling 
to Israel as skilled construction workers attend a predepar-
ture training where they are informed of the conditions of 
their employment and their rights abroad. Legally, however, 
it should be noted that Moldova has failed to ratify three 
critical migrant specific conventions49 empowering migrant 

TABLE 5.6  Moldova: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 4,068.9

Human development index b 0.699

Emigrant population, thousand a 888.6

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population d

21.8

Immigrant population, thousand a 142.9

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

3.5

Net migration rate, per thousand people b –0.5

Remittances inflows, percentage of gross 
domestic product (GDP) c

23.5

Personal remittances, received current US$ in 
thousands c

1,540,120

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; dWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.

FIGURE 5.12  Policy coherence in Moldova by dimension 
(radar)
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workers, which is incoherent with its efforts to protect its 
nationals abroad. 

As the migration context of Moldova is so heavily defined 
by emigration and, accordingly, diaspora engagement, it is 
worthwhile to examine policies and programming targeted 
specifically at diaspora members. Although pension portabil-
ity for returnees is very limited, with only 12 percent of Mol-
dovans abroad being covered by relevant agreements, dual 
citizenship is permitted, and Moldovans abroad are able to 
vote in national elections. A large number of programs are 
aimed at leveraging the diaspora, including international 
internship and temporary placement programs that seek to 
entice students and those of Moldovan origin to return to the 
country. Such programs have been implemented at the local 
level in various municipalities around the country. 

Morocco
In terms of scale, Morocco is predominantly a country of emi-
gration. Emigrants correspond to more than 8 percent of the 
resident population and remittance inflows correspond to 
almost 7 percent of the country’s GDP. However, in recent 
years, Morocco has also attracted an increasing number of 
immigrants, especially from Sub-Saharan Africa and it has 
integrated immigration into its general policy framework, 
especially with the 2014 National Strategy on Immigration 
and Asylum.

Morocco has long-standing relations with its diaspora, the so-
called Moroccans living abroad, often abbreviated as MREs, 
after their French name (marocains résidant à l’étranger). 
For example, Morocco has established key institutions and 
platforms to integrate MREs’ interest into national poli-
cies. Development is a key objective of the MRE ministry. In 

FIGURE 5.13  Policy coherence in Moldova by dimension (bar graph)
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TABLE 5.7  Morocco: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 34,377.5

Human development index b 0.647

Emigrant population, thousand a 2,834.6

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population d

8.2

Immigrant population, thousand a 88.5

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

0.3

Net migration rate, per thousand people b –1.9

Remittances inflows, percentage of GDP c 6.9

Personal remittances, received current US$ in 
thousands c

6,903,543.6

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; cWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.

FIGURE 5.14  Policy coherence in Morocco by dimension 
(radar)
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addition to providing migration information for the benefit 
of Morocco’s national labor market, the National Agency for 
the Promotion of Employment and Skills focuses on migrants 
and MREs generally. 

Yet despite migration’s central role in the Moroccan econ-
omy, and the relevant institutions the country has put in 
place, there is only cursory consideration of migration and 
MREs in the country’s development strategy.50 To further 
integrate migration into sectoral development strategies, 
Morocco may consider including mobility in sectoral strate-
gies for agriculture, education, and health. 

There are several interagency mechanisms, including the 
Interministerial Committee for Affairs on Moroccans Living 
Abroad and Migration, which is led by the head of govern-
ment and three working groups under the recently adopted 
National Strategy on Immigration and Asylum governance 
framework, as well as a working group in ministries and pub-
lic institutions to follow up on the national work plan. The 
MRE committee comprises more than 20 ministries and pub-
lic institutions (such as the ministries of justice, economy, 
health, education, research, youth, and employment), the 
Planning Commission, the National Human Rights Council, 
and of course the specialized MRE ministry, as well as the 
Hassan II Foundation for MREs. Nongovernmental organiza-
tions and MRE associations are regularly consulted and the 
constitution enshrines the existence of a Council of Moroc-
can Communities Abroad. 

It is important to note that Morocco has ratified the 1990 UN 
International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of 
All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families, while it 
has not yet ratified other key conventions, such as the Inter-
national Labour Organization’s 1949 Migration for Employ-
ment Convention.

While Morocco’s employment agency, ANAPEC, oversees 
the recruitment of workers, including at local levels, recruit-
ment fees are not regulated by law. Morocco has estab-
lished standards for several types of workers, particularly for 
agricultural workers, including for their wages and working 
conditions. However, not all low-skilled migrant workers are 
covered. For the benefit of prospective migrants, predepar-
ture courses are offered throughout Morocco. 

Since Moroccan migrants are concentrated in a few main 
destination countries, more than 75 percent are covered by 
special mechanisms for protecting migrants’ rights through 
consular services. To further reduce migration-related costs, 
Morocco has entered into agreements to avoid double taxa-
tion with 26 countries that cover more than 93 percent of all 
emigrants. Furthermore, Morocco plans to sign such agree-
ments with an additional 36 African countries, considering 
the increase in migration within the continent. Morocco has 
also entered bilateral agreements on pension portability cov-
ering 74 percent of emigrants, and an additional 16 percent 
through an EU association agreement, thus covering 90 per-
cent of all emigrants.

In terms of data, Morocco systematically collects nationally 
representative data on international migration through a 
population census, as well as through thematic household 
surveys on migration. However, the country does not yet col-
lect data on the educational and health outcomes of children 
that distinguish their parents’ migration status. Statistics on 
emigrants are only partially disaggregated by sex. Thus, there 
is room to improve the evidence base for various policies. 

While Morocco has pioneered several initiatives with regard 
to migration and development, such as specific financial 
products, its score on this dimension reflects the fact that 
financial literacy and business training for migrants is avail-
able in some regions but not throughout the country. 

FIGURE 5.15  Policy coherence in Morocco by dimension (bar graph)
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The Netherlands
Migration in the Netherlands is characterized by significant 
inflows of labor and family migrants, as well as asylum seek-
ers and forced migrants. These flows have acted to alter 
the makeup of the Dutch population, with approximately 
10 percent of the population being immigrants and an addi-
tional 10 percent being the children of immigrants (Ersanilli 
2007). Figures 5.16 and 5.17 illustrate the country’s scores 
in the five dashboard dimensions and highlight high scores 
in the dimensions of the cost of migration and of migration 
and development, with lower scores in the remaining three 
dimensions.

Institutional coherence relevant to migration and develop-
ment in the Netherlands is evidenced in part by the Minis-
terial Commission on Migration, which meets regularly to 
discuss the direction of Dutch migration policy and includes 
a variety of sectoral ministries but lacks representation from 
local government authorities. Current Dutch migration policy 
focuses on attracting highly skilled workers and international 
students and facilitating start-ups. Financially, the govern-
ment promotes coherence through supporting a variety of 
migration- and development-related projects, including mul-
tiple programs that facilitate temporary return of skilled pro-
fessionals and migrant entrepreneurship. The government 
also evaluates such programming on a regular basis. 

Realizing the importance of accurate and complete data 
in facilitating evidence-based policy making, the Central 
Bureau of Statistics collects data on the sex, age, and educa-
tional achievements of individuals disaggregated by migrant 
origin, as well as data on childhood health and education 
outcomes disaggregated by parental migration background. 
Data gaps exist, however, particularly in relation to the dis-
crimination faced by immigrants in key societal areas. 

The rights enjoyed by immigrants in a country of destina-
tion can play a large role in integration outcomes. Two of 
the most basic rights are to health and education services. 
In the Netherlands, access to such services has been depen-
dent on administrative status since 1998, when the country 
adopted the Linkage Act, which connects the right to access 
social services to administrative status. Accordingly, undoc-
umented migrants in the Netherlands are entitled to only 
urgent or medically necessary care. Concerning access to 
education, irregular minors are granted the same rights as 
native Dutch children to attend primary and secondary edu-
cation, but irregular adults do not enjoy a right to education. 
Furthermore, service providers in the areas of health, edu-
cation, and law enforcement may report the legal status of 

their clients if they so choose, owing to the lack of a law that 
prohibits them from doing so. 

Funding for integration services in the Netherlands has been 
steadily decreasing, and some programming that was offered 
free of charge in the past is no longer available. For example, 
while free and subsidized language courses were offered to 
non-EU migrants in the past, such courses must now be paid 
for by migrants, albeit with the help of loans. The Netherlands 
is unique in that it imposes a prearrival integration test for 
certain types of migrants and as a rule, individuals wishing to 
naturalize must renounce their previous citizenship, although 
there are exemptions available. However, the government 

TABLE 5.8  The Netherlands: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 16,924.9

Human development index b 0.924

Emigrant population, thousand a 981.4

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population d

5.8

Immigrant population, thousand a 1,979.5

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

11.7

Net migration rate, per thousand people b 1.3

Remittances inflows, percentage of gross 
domestic product (GDP) c

0.2

Personal remittances, received current US$ in 
thousands c

1,364,830.4

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; cWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.

FIGURE 5.16  Policy coherence in the Netherlands by 
dimension (radar)
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actively facilitates integration by permitting migrants who 
have resided in the country legally for a minimum of five years 
to vote in local elections and by providing targeted support 
to migrant entrepreneurs to overcome barriers such as access 
to networks and a lack of start-up capital. 

The Dutch government devotes a significant amount of 
resources to migration and development programming in 
countries of origin. Specifically, the government has focused 
on temporary return programs such as Migration for Devel-
opment in Africa, Migration for Development in the Western 
Balkans, and the recently established Connecting Diaspora 
for Development programs. The government also has numer-
ous strategic partnerships with key low- and lower-middle-
income countries of origin that typically include skill building 
as a primary objective. 

The Philippines
Migration in the Philippines can be contextualized by high 
levels of labor emigration encouraged and sometimes facili-
tated by the government. While the substantial outflows 
have brought economic benefits to migrants, their families, 
and the country as a whole, social costs borne by migrants 
and their families can be high (IOM 2013a). Figures 5.18 
and 5.19 illustrate the country’s scores in the five dashboard 
dimensions and highlight high scores in the dimensions 
of institutional coherence, cost of migration, integration/
reintegration, and migration and development, with a lower 
score in the dimension of migrant rights. 

The government of the Philippines has successfully main-
streamed migration and development into the majority of its 
major sector-specific plans, including the country’s internal 
development, health, labor, and environmental strategies. 
Furthermore, interagency cooperation is facilitated by the 

FIGURE 5.17  Policy coherence in the Netherlands by dimension (bar graph)
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TABLE 5.9  Philippines: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 100,699.4

Human development index b 0.682

Emigrant population, thousand a 5,316.3

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population d

5.3

Immigrant population, thousand a 211.9

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

.2

Net migration rate, per thousand people b –1.4

Remittances inflows, percentage of gross 
domestic product (GDP) c

10.2

Personal remittances, received current US$ in 
thousands c

29,799,395.7

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; dWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.

FIGURE 5.18  Policy coherence in the Philippines by 
dimension (radar)
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Sub-Committee on International Migration and Develop-
ment, which meets quarterly and is comprised of a large 
number of sectoral ministries and the Union of Local Authori-
ties of the Philippines. National legislation also calls for the 
involvement of key nongovernmental stakeholders in policy 
making and implementation processes. Notably, the Philip-
pine government utilizes donor funding and also contributes 
its own funding to evaluating migration- and development-
themed programs. Efforts toward mainstreaming migration 
and development, establishing the necessary institutional 
infrastructure, and earmarking funds toward evaluation are 
all progressive steps toward ensuring coherent migration 
policies. 

A relatively high level of data availability complements the 
institutional mechanisms in place to facilitate policy coher-
ence. Detailed data at the national, regional, and local levels 
are available on the socioeconomic characteristics of emi-
grants, and slightly more limited data are available on the 
socioeconomic characteristics of return migrants. The coun-
try also has a relatively recent migration country report, and 
migration data are collected regularly in the national labor 
force survey. However, data availability could still be improved 
as, for example, a significant gap still exists in identifying the 
health and educational outcomes of children living in families 
with one or more members abroad. Filling these data gaps 
will allow for better-calibrated migration, reintegration, and 
support policies. 

As so much of the migration context of the Philippines is 
defined by emigration and accordingly, diaspora engage-
ment, it is worthwhile to examine the rights and advantages 
enjoyed by potential and actual labor emigrants. The Phil-
ippine Overseas Employer Administration regulates recruit-
ment agencies operating within the country and manages 
a licensing and registration system for private employment 
agencies throughout the country. The government has also 
signed agreements to avoid double taxation with a host of 
major destination countries, thereby covering approximately 

82 percent of Filipinos abroad. However, a lack of pension 
portability agreements with major destination countries 
such as the United States may limit the positive impact of 
migration on Philippine’s national development and hinder 
diaspora engagement initiatives. While several national-level 
attempts have been made to leverage the skills and exper-
tise of Filipinos living abroad, local- or municipality-level 
initiatives are currently lacking. Extending the right to vote 
in national elections to Filipinos abroad was an important 
step in engaging the diaspora for development, and finan-
cial products that specifically target migrants are available to 
facilitate financial investment in the Philippines. 

Portugal
Portugal is a country of both emigration and immigration. 
More than one-fifth of its population resides outside Portugal 
(22 percent)—not counting the large number of descendants 
of Portuguese emigrants. However, Portugal is increasingly 
attracting immigrants, who account for more than 8 percent 
of its resident population. For this reason, both emigration- 
and immigration-related policies figure prominently in 
Portugal’s institutional and regulatory frameworks. For the 
purposes of the PCMD dashboards’ pilot phase, Portugal 
was categorized as a country of destination. Figures 5.20 
and 5.21 illustrate that Portugal has particularly strong PCMD 
scores in the areas of reducing the cost of migration and with 
regard to migrants’ rights. 

Both immigration and emigration are key to the country’s 
Strategic Plan for Migration (2015–20), which elaborates on 
migration policy intervention with regard to demographic, 
social, professional, economic, and external issues. Migra-
tion, refugees, and the Portuguese diaspora and their impact 
on Portugal’s development are also included in the country’s 
development plan—Great Planning Options 2016–19. As an 
interagency mechanism that allows for the consideration of 
migration (and development) in other policy sectors in 2014, 

FIGURE 5.19  Policy coherence in the Philippines by dimension (bar graph)
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Portugal established the Council for Migration that is associ-
ated with the High Commission for Migration. The council 
provides a platform for consultation, support, and partici-
pation in the definition and implementation of migration 
policies. Importantly, it provides a space for discussion and 
collaboration among representatives from migrant commu-
nities and representatives from ministries, social partners, 
and others. On the government side, the council sees the 
participation of 12 ministries, regional governments, and 
municipalities. In the future, Portugal may consider immi-
grants and their specific needs more in national plans for 
health, education, agriculture, external development assis-
tance, and climate change adaptation. 

The score in the dimension of the cost of migration is high 
since compulsory integration and language tests are pro-
vided free of charge, there is a regulatory framework for the 
recruitment of migrant workers, and the government sets the 
standards for long-term resident migrant workers at par with 
Portuguese workers. Portugal has bilateral agreements with 
key countries of origin to avoid double taxation, and these 
cover 78 percent of immigrants in Portugal.

Portugal has strong policies providing rights to immigrants 
and their families. This is in part due to the fact that the Immi-
gration Act of 2007 and Article 15 of Portugal’s constitution 
mandate the wide-reaching parity of immigrants with native 
Portuguese. This includes access to education and health 
care for all migrants, including those in irregular situations, 
as well as migrant workers’ freedom of association. It is also 
important to highlight that Portugal established a so-called 
legal “firewall” that forbids the transmission of data on 
migrant children, collected by educational or health institu-
tions, to police or border authorities. This aims to ensure that 
all migrant children, irrespective of their administrative status, 
have free access to public education and health services. The 

TABLE 5.10  Portugal: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 10,349.8

Human development index b 0.843

Emigrant population, thousand a 2,306.3

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population d

22.3

Immigrant population, thousand a 837.3

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

8.1

Net migration rate, per thousand people b –2.7

Remittances inflows, percentage of gross 
domestic product (GDP) c

0.2

Personal remittances, received current US$ in 
thousands c

358,021.7

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; cWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.

FIGURE 5.20  Policy coherence in Portugal by dimension 
(radar)
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Note: CoD = countries of destination.

FIGURE 5.21  Policy coherence in Portugal by dimension (bar graph)
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significant number of social security agreements with other 
countries covers about 60 percent of immigrants in Portugal, 
leaving further room for improvement. Portugal could also 
consider establishing a policy on the protection or support of 
displaced people who move across international borders in 
response to environmental causes, such as natural disasters.

With regard to the integration of immigrants, Portugal col-
lects meaningful data on immigration, disaggregated by 
sex, age, and skill level and by place of origin, through its 
Observatory for Migration. This publishes annual statistical 
reports on indicators of immigrants’ integration, desegre-
gating information across several dimensions of integration 
(demography, education, labor market, racial and ethnic dis-
crimination, Portuguese language learning programs, social 
security and the welfare state, access to citizenship, politi-
cal participation, relation with justice ministry, remittances). 
All immigrants can have their degrees and diplomas rec-
ognized for academic or professional purposes, backed by 
clarification regarding their correspondence to qualifications 
from the Portuguese higher education system. Additionally, 
migrants can establish businesses and receive targeted sup-
port to do so, for example, through a program promoting 
immigrant entrepreneurship by providing training in starting 
a business and financial support implemented by the High 
Commission for Migration.

In the field of migration and development, Portugal, in coop-
eration with the International Organization for Migration, has 
held discussions with sizeable diaspora groups through Dias-
pora Dialogues and implemented a project supporting the 
Cabo Verdean diaspora’s engagement in their home coun-
try’s development. 

Serbia
Serbias’ international mobility has a long history. In the 
1980s, ethnic Serbian workers left then-Yugoslavia to work in 
Western Europe, especially in Germany. The dissolution of 
Yugoslavia and the armed conflicts that happened in its wake 
led ethnic Serbians from Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
and other parts of former Yugoslavia to seek entry into what 
is now Serbia, even as other Serbians sought asylum outside 
the region. In later years, labor emigration, return migration, 
and recently, large transit movements of mixed migrants aim-
ing at Europe through the so-called Western Balkan route, 
have categorized the key migration challenges. Figures 5.22 
and 5.23 highlight Serbia’s strong scores in the dimensions of 
migrants’ rights and migration costs. Meanwhile, the migra-
tion and development portfolio may be further strengthened. 

In 2009, Serbia adopted an umbrella strategy to integrate 
policies and improve its framework for migration manage-
ment, the Migration Management Strategy (PCMD indi-
cator  1.1). This strategy foresees the establishment and 
implementation of mechanisms for comprehensive and 
continuous monitoring of migration flows in the Republic of 
Serbia; the completion of a strategic, legal, and institutional 
framework for joint migration management; and creation of 
conditions for integration and social inclusion of migrants. 
At the institutional level, the Migration Management Strat-
egy identifies key ministries in charge of certain segments 
and establishes a Coordination Body for Monitoring and 
Management of Migration. This was further strengthened 

TABLE 5.11  Serbia: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 8,851

Human development index b 0.776

Emigrant population, thousand c 964.6

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population d

10.9

Immigrant population, thousand a 807.4

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

9.1

Net migration rate, per thousand people b –2.2

Remittances inflows, percentage of gross 
domestic product (GDP) c

9.1

Personal remittances, received current US$ in 
thousands c

3,370,664.8

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; cWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.

FIGURE 5.22  Policy coherence in Serbia by dimension 
(radar)
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Note: CoO = countries of origin.
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through the adoption of a Law on Migration Management 
in 2012 that established a coordinated system for migration 
management. These strategies recognize that Serbia aims 
at turning migration into a positive force to further advance 
economic and social development in Serbia, as well as in 
countries of origin and destination. 

Serbia’s National Employment Strategy 2011–20 provides 
several important migration objectives (PCMD indicator 1.5). 
First, migration is mentioned as a demographic challenge, 
and large-scale emigration is put forward as a key cause of 
depopulation, especially of skilled population, in certain 
parts of the country and as a factor contributing to popu-
lation aging. The strategy also highlights the importance 
of migration management to address the long-term needs 
of economic development and labor market flows. This 
includes the promotion of the immigration of young and 
educated workers, primarily from neighboring countries. 
Lastly, the strategy focuses on the need (i) to provide legal 
solutions related to the employment of foreigners; (ii) to 
broaden the network of migration service centers that pro-
vide information, advice, and guidance to migrants and 
potential migrants; and (iii) to promote the employment of 
marginalized youth, including refugees and returnees who 
are in the process of readmission. 

Serbia has established several important interagency mech-
anisms to consider migration (and development) in other 
policy sectors (PCMD indicator 1.16). Since 2009, the Coor-
dination Body for Migration Monitoring and Management 
is responsible for providing guidance on the operations of 
ministries and specialized agencies in defining goals and 
priorities of migration policy, monitoring, and migration 
management at the national level. In addition, since 2008, 
the Council for the Reintegration of Returnees serves as a 
multidisciplinary body that proposes policies, measures, and 
activities for the admission, care, and integration of persons 
returning based on a readmission agreement with a country 

of destination. The council includes representatives of the 
ministries of labor and social affairs, foreign affairs, interior, 
public administration and local self-government, construc-
tion and urban planning, health, education, and science and 
technological development, as well as the Office for Euro-
pean Integration, Office for Human and Minority Rights, and 
the Commissariat for Refugees and Migration. The council 
is further supported by a Team for Strategy Implementation 
that serves as an expert and coordinating body that reports 
to the council. 

Furthermore, there is a comprehensive Technical Working 
Group for Development of the Migration Profile that collects 
data from a broad range of public entities. Lastly, in view 
of the large transit flows of refugees and migrants in 2015, 
the government recognized the need for a coordinated 
response, leading to the creation of a Working Group for 
the Resolution of Problems Associated with Mixed Migration 
Flows in June 2015. Presided over by the Minister of Labour 
and Social Affairs, this working group is comprised of the 
ministers of internal affairs, defense, health, European inte-
gration, and foreign affairs, as well as the Commissioner for 
Refugees and Migration. 

Sri Lanka
Sri Lanka has a significant number of emigrants, many of 
whom work as domestic workers or in the construction indus-
try in the Gulf states. Corresponding to 8.5 percent of Sri 
Lanka’s GDP, remittances are an important source of foreign 
exchange, and studies have highlighted their particular rele-
vance for food security and agriculture. Sri Lanka has started 
establishing a range of important processes, institutions, and 
policies relevant to migration. As figures 5.24 and 5.25 illus-
trate, while the country scores high when it comes to the cost 
of migration, there remains room to add relevant policies 
and initiatives in the remaining four PCMD dimensions. 

FIGURE 5.23  Policy coherence in Serbia by dimension (bar graph)
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In terms of mainstreaming migration into health strategies 
(PCMD indicator 1.3), Sri Lanka has a dedicated National 
Migration Health Policy that covers emigrants and fami-
lies left behind, and internal migrants, as well as returning 
migrants.

While Sri Lanka established a migration profile in 2013 that 
counts as a national migration report (PCMD indicator 1.15), 
Sri Lanka obtained a score of 5 out of 10 because the report 
involved only the Ministry of Foreign Employment Promotion 
and Welfare, potentially missing out on collating data from 
other ministries and agencies. 

Laudably, Sri Lanka has a National Steering Committee on 
Migration Health. This is an important institution to promote 
the health of migrants. However, as this specific committee 
leaves many key areas of migration without structured intra-
governmental discussion, it does not amount to a full-fledged 
interagency mechanism, for example, a body or committee 
that allows for the consideration of migration (and develop-
ment) in other policy sectors (PCMD indicator 1.16). 

Sri Lanka has a full-fledged regulation framework for the 
recruitment process (PCMD indicator 2.3). Its Bureau of For-
eign Employment monitors, controls, and regulates recruit-
ment agencies, setting a variety of conditions and standards 
for those wishing to match workers across borders. 

Sri Lanka not only has agreements avoiding double taxa-
tion with 11 of its 17 main destination countries, it has also 
entered into such agreements with another 27 countries 
(PCMD indicator 2.5). These agreements cover over 95 per-
cent of Sri Lankan emigrants.

The general rule of Sri Lanka’s citizenship act is that emigrants 
naturalizing elsewhere lose their Sri Lankan citizenship.51 But 

TABLE 5.12  Sri Lanka: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 20,715

Human development index b 0.766

Emigrant population, thousand a 1,637.4

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population d

7.9

Immigrant population, thousand a 38.7

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

.2

Net migration rate, per thousand people b –4.7

Remittances inflows, percentage of gross 
domestic product (GDP) c

8.5

Personal remittances, received current US$ in 
thousands c

6,999,731.5

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; cWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.

FIGURE 5.24  Policy coherence in Sri Lanka by dimension 
(radar)
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Note: CoO = countries of origin.

FIGURE 5.25  Policy coherence in Sri Lanka by dimension (bar graph)
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individuals can ask the government to retain or resume their 
citizenship in addition to the acquired citizenship.52 Thus, 
while dual citizenship is allowed, this depends on a special 
procedure to assess whether retaining or resuming citizen-
ship is of “benefit for Sri Lanka.” 

Sweden
Since the 1990s, migration in Sweden has been characterized 
by inflows of forced migrants fleeing conflict and persecu-
tion owing to a generous policy framework. In 2014–2015, 
Sweden saw the largest per-capita inflow of asylum seekers 
ever recorded in an OECD country. Although these inflows 
had been welcomed, integration issues and more restric-
tive immigration laws passed in 2016 have influenced the 
country’s migration narrative (Government of Sweden 2017). 
Despite this shift, Sweden continues to have a range of poli-
cies that are coherent with development objectives, as evi-
denced by figures 5.26 and 5.27.

Sweden’s national migration system and its development 
cooperation plans both work progressively toward leverag-
ing the developmental benefits of migration both in Sweden 
and in countries of origin. Within the country itself, Sweden 
has one of the most dynamic and responsive labor immigra-
tion systems in the world (OECD 2016). The cornerstone of 
Swedish integration policy is a two-year introduction pro-
gram of education and labor market activities to promote job 
readiness. Labor demand as expressed by employers largely 
determines which immigrants are granted work permits, and 
governmental agencies have very restricted control over 
the process. However, while Sweden has ratified the 1975 
Migrant Worker’s Convention, it has failed to ratify comple-
mentary conventions.53 

At the institutional level, the Swedish government has uti-
lized both its migration policy and its development policy 
to emphasize the linkages between migration and develop-
ment, and one of its overarching objectives is to harness the 
developmental effects of migration. The drive to emphasize 
such linkages is evidenced by the country’s migration- and 
development-targeted programming, which includes fund-
ing for programs related to the facilitation of remittances, the 
engagement of the diaspora and the transfer of knowledge, 
reintegration, and the enhancement of the skills and edu-
cation levels of migrants. Additionally, Sweden’s new Policy 
Framework for Development Cooperation and Humanitarian 
Assistance, which was released in December 2016, has a the-
matic chapter on migration and development. 

Sweden’s approach to displacement is particularly notewor-
thy. In 2016, Sweden launched a development strategy for 
the Syria crisis. Among other goals, the strategy seeks to sup-
port both Syrian refugees and host communities by strength-
ening local capacity in providing livelihoods and public 
services, as well as by addressing gender-based violence, 
with $200 million being allocated to the strategy. The Swed-
ish government contributed $20 million to the World Bank’s 
Global Concessional Financing Facility in 2016, along with 
a similar amount specifically for Lebanon and Jordan under 
the auspices of the development strategy for Syria. These 
interventions provide longer term finance, complementing 

TABLE 5.13  Sweden: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 9,779.4

Human development index b 0.913

Emigrant population, thousand a 333.4

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population d

3.4

Immigrant population, thousand a 1,639.8

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

16.8

Net migration rate, per thousand people b 5.7

Remittances inflows, percentage of gross 
domestic product (GDP) c

0.7

Personal remittances, received current US$ in 
thousands c

3,363,518.9

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; cWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.

FIGURE 5.26  Policy coherence in Sweden by dimension 
(radar)
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humanitarian assistance, which by necessity must focus on 
short-term, emergency needs. Sweden also has a policy on 
the protection or support of displaced people who move 
across international borders in response to environmental 
causes, such as natural disasters. The Aliens Act 2005 (chap-
ter 4, section 2.3) covers refugees and persons otherwise in 
need of protection including those “unable to return to the 
country of origin because of an environmental disaster.” 

Switzerland
Migration in Switzerland can be contextualized by increased 
inflows of forced migrants and sustained and substantial 
arrivals of both high- and low-skilled labor migrants, with 
immigrants comprising a notable 29 percent of the total 
population in 2015 (SEM 2015). Figures 5.28 and 5.29 illus-
trate the country’s scores in the five dashboard dimensions, 
with Switzerland’s highest score reported in the dimension of 
migration and development.

The Swiss government utilizes multiple ministries and com-
missions, as well as programming and bilateral engage-
ment tools to emphasize the linkages between migration 
and development. Institutionally, the Department of Foreign 
Affairs with the Swiss Agency for Development and Coop-
eration and the Political Directorate, the State Secretariat 
for Migration, and the State Secretariat for Economic Affairs 
all collaborate on migration issues and implement initiatives 
revolving around diaspora engagement, remittance facilita-
tion, brain circulation, predeparture training, and reintegra-
tion services for return migrants. While not all programs are 
evaluated externally, the government has notably evaluated 
its Global Programme on Migration and Development, as well 
as the Swiss Migration Partnerships. Switzerland’s Migration 
Partnerships, signed with Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, 
Kosovo, Nigeria, and Tunisia, serve as instruments to encour-
age bilateral cooperation between Switzerland and partner 
countries, as well as promote interministerial cooperation 

FIGURE 5.27  Policy coherence in Sweden by dimension (bar graph)
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TABLE 5.14  Switzerland: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 8,298.7

Human development index b 0.939

Emigrant population, thousand a 664.6

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population d

8.0

Immigrant population, thousand a 2,438.7

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

29.4

Net migration rate, per thousand people b 9.5

Remittances inflows, percentage of gross 
domestic product (GDP) c

0.4

Personal remittances, received current US$ in 
thousands c

2,553,299.6

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; cWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.

FIGURE 5.28  Policy coherence in Switzerland by 
dimension (radar)
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within the Swiss government through the practice of a whole-
of-government approach to migration governance. 

Switzerland does not specifically invest in the development 
of main countries of origin, but rather in countries that have 
been prioritized for development cooperation. Activities in 
these countries include a vocational training and education 
development portfolio, which is implemented in East and 
Central Europe, Africa, Central and South America, and Cen-
tral Asia. Recognizing the potential positive financial impacts 
of migration, Switzerland’s bilateral agreements allow 81 per-
cent of its immigrants to avoid double taxation and over 
75 percent of its immigrants to export their pensions to their 
country of origin. It should be noted, however, that most 
immigrants covered under pension portability agreements 
originate from EU member states. 

While the Swiss government engages in a variety of 
migration- and development-related programs abroad, it 
puts less emphasis on the integration of migrants into Swiss 
society. For example, residents in Switzerland must wait 
10 years before becoming eligible for citizenship, the longest 
waiting period in Europe, and most subsidized language 
courses involve fees, with some exemptions granted to indi-
viduals who can prove that language training would increase 
their chances of finding gainful employment. Switzerland has 
not ratified three critical migration-specific conventions that 
empower migrant workers and their families.54 Recognizing 
that better-integrated migrants are better equipped to par-
ticipate in the development of both their destination and 
origin countries, barriers to the economic, social, and civic 
integration of migrants should be eliminated.

Switzerland’s pursuit of evidence-based policy making to 
promote migration and development could be further facili-
tated through addressing remaining data gaps. While there 
are comprehensive data on the discrimination that migrants 
may face in various areas of life, there is a lack of information 

on the health and educational outcomes of the children of 
immigrant parents, as well as a lack of data on the skill levels 
of immigrants. 

Trinidad and Tobago 
Migration in Trinidad and Tobago is characterized by signifi-
cant highly skilled emigration flows, as well as considerable 
transit and intra-Caribbean immigration due to its status as 
one of the most economically prosperous countries in the 
region. While emigrants go abroad seeking employment 
opportunities or qualifications, immigrants come to the 
island in search of work in the rapidly expanding tourism 
industry. As with other countries in the region, the outflow of 
skilled workers, especially those in the health sector, has left 
critical skill shortages in the national labor force (ACP 2013). 
Figures 5.30 and 5.31 illustrate the country’s scores in the 

FIGURE 5.29  Policy coherence in Switzerland by dimension (bar graph)
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TABLE 5.15  Trinidad and Tobago: Key statistics, 2015

Key statistics (2015)

Population, thousand a 1,360.1

Human development index b 0.780

Emigrant population, thousand a 363.3

Emigrant population, percentage of 
population d

26.7

Immigrant population, thousand a 49.9

Immigrant population, percentage of 
population d

3.7

Net migration rate, per thousand people b –0.7

Remittances inflows, percentage of gross 
domestic product (GDP) c

0.5

Personal remittances, received current US$ in 
thousands c

126,068

Sources: aUNDESA, Population Division 2015; bUNDP 2017a; cWorld Bank 
2016; dauthors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and 
Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.
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five dashboard dimensions and highlight high scores in the 
dimensions of reintegration and cost of migration, with mark-
edly lower scores in the remaining three dimensions. 

There has been limited progress in Trinidad and Tobago in 
mainstreaming migration and development concepts into 
both national strategy documents and institutional arrange-
ments. Migration is not mentioned as a strategic area in the 
country’s internal development, education, labor market, 
agriculture, or environmental strategies, and the previously 
functioning National Consultative Committee for Migration 
and Development, established in 2010, no longer operates. 
The government has made strides, however, in regional 
integration as it is a member of the Caribbean Community’s 
Single Market and Economy and has actively implemented 
national legislation to allow for the free movement of skilled 
persons following relevant guidelines. As a primary destina-
tion country in the region, membership in the Caribbean 

Community represents a progressive step toward policy 
coherence in the areas of immigration legislation and skills 
recognition.

Significant data gaps remain. While data on the sex, age, and 
municipality of emigrants were gathered in the 2011 census, 
information on the skill level of emigrants and general socio-
economic data on return migrants remain unknown. Such 
data limitations represent a serious obstacle toward creating 
informed and targeted programming in the areas of reinte-
gration and diaspora engagement. 

Leveraging the positive impacts of labor emigration can be 
facilitated through the protection of the rights of nationals 
abroad. Labor recruitment in Trinidad and Tobago is not reg-
ulated by a formalized framework, and consular services for 
migrants abroad are very limited, though national legislation 
does regulate the fees that recruitment agencies can charge 
to aspiring migrants. It should also be noted that due to the 
highly skilled nature of emigration from the country, nation-
als from Trinidad and Tobago may be in a better position to 
negotiate a favorable contract and fair working conditions 
than low-skilled migrants.

As Trinidadian migration is characterized by skilled outflows, 
the topic of diaspora engagement deserves special empha-
sis. While Trinidadian emigrants are permitted to keep their 
citizenship when naturalizing elsewhere, they are not able to 
vote from abroad. In addition, most emigrants do not enjoy 
pension portability, which may make those who have worked 
abroad for a significant period of time reluctant to return. 
The lack of a clear diaspora engagement policy or related 
programming, or of financial products targeted at migrants, 
represents a roadblock to leveraging the positive impacts of 
PCMD.

FIGURE 5.30  Policy coherence in Trinidad and Tobago by 
dimension (radar)
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FIGURE 5.31  Policy coherence in Trinidad and Tobago by dimension (bar graph)
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Chapter 6  Policy Coherence, Sustainable 
Development, and Migration Governance: 
The Role of Policy Indicators

T
he analysis of results from the pilot phase of the policy 
coherence for migration and development (PCMD) 
dashboards of indicators, as outlined in the previous 
chapters, demonstrates these tools’ significance in 

supporting policies that aim at fulfilling the development 
potential of migration. Policies working at cross-purposes 
and incoherent frameworks and actions can have nega-
tive spillover effects and lead to a loss of credibility (OECD 
2018b). As highlighted earlier, the PCMD approach can help 
to balance policy trade-offs and bring about enhanced col-
laboration and trust among stakeholders, which in turn sup-
port the harnessing of synergies.

This chapter closes the analysis of the PCMD dashboards of 
indicators with a discussion of their link to the implementa-
tion of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Drawing 
on the experience of operationalizing the PCMD dashboards 
of indicators in 15 pilot countries, the chapter will also dis-
cuss the merits and limitations of developing and using pol-
icy indicators.

As highlighted in chapter 2, the PCMD dashboards are 
linked to the SDGs in several ways. The dashboards promote 
policy coherence, thus answering to SDG target 17.14, which 
emphasizes policy coherence for sustainable development 
as a key means of implementing the SDGs. Concretely, the 
PCMD dashboards measure the extent to which public poli-
cies and institutional arrangements are coherent with inter-
national norms and good practices to minimize the risks and 
maximize the development gains of migration. 

Many of the indicators are directly inspired by specific SDG 
goals, targets, and indicators. These include states’ obliga-
tions to lower remittance costs, reduce recruitment fees for 
migrant workers, collect statistics disaggregated by migra-
tion status, or eliminate human trafficking. In addition, sev-
eral PCMD indicators aim at ensuring that migrants are not 
left behind and that they have access to key SDG dimen-
sions, such as employment, education, health, and social 
protection. In this regard, the dashboards apply general 

sustainable development objectives to scenarios of human 
mobility. Lastly, policies that show a high degree of PCMD, 
as conceptualized in the dashboards of indicators, are con-
sistent with good migration governance. For this reason, 
the dashboards offer a way to measure the extent to which 
countries have established well-managed migration policies 
(SDG indicator 10.7.2), which matters for the implementation 
of target 10.7 of the SDGs. 

So far, there are no agreed-upon definitions for what con-
stitutes “orderly,” “safe,” “regular,” and “responsible” 
migration and how to define “planned and well-managed 
migration policies.” Several frameworks have been estab-
lished to structure, assess, and evaluate laws, policies, and 
programs on international human mobility. These include 
the International Labour Organization’s Multilateral Frame-
work on Labour Migration, the International Organization 
for Migration’s Migration Governance Framework (MiGoF), 
and the Migration Governance Index. As custodians of SDG 
indicator 10.7.2, the United Nations Department of Eco-
nomic and Social Affairs and the International Organization 
for Migration are in the process of devising a way of mea-
suring to what extent countries have devised well-managed 
migration policies. They plan to use an amended UN Inquiry 
among Governments on Population and Development, 
which has been surveying global population policies since 
1963, to collect information on six domains outlined by the 
MiGoF, namely (i) migrant rights; (ii) institutional capacities; 
(iii) migration governance; (iv) cooperation and partnerships; 
(v) migration and development; and (vi) forced displacement 
(UNDESA 2017). 

Well-managed migration policies are not primarily about 
control but about addressing the risks of migration and help-
ing migrants—as well as their communities of origin, tran-
sit, and destination—to harness the positive development 
potential that human mobility offers.55 The UN Special Rep-
resentative of the Secretary-General for International Migra-
tion stresses that:
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it is in everyone’s interest for migration to happen safely 
and legally, in a regulated rather than a clandestine way. 
The latter not only exposes other workers to unfair com-
petition, provoking resentment and lowering overall 
standards of welfare, safety, and hygiene, but also puts 
migrants at the mercy of unscrupulous employers and 
traffickers, who may subject them to the worst abuses 
(UN General Assembly 2017, para 4).

Migration governance is often understood as the entirety 
of migration-related policies and programs of individual 
countries, interstate discussions and agreements, multilat-
eral forums and consultative processes, and the activities 
of international organizations, as well as relevant laws and 
norms at the national and international levels (Global Com-
mission on International Migration 2005). A comprehensive 
response to migration governance requires policies and 
programs aimed at strengthening the protection of refu-
gees in accordance with international refugee law, interna-
tional human rights laws, and international humanitarian law. 
It needs to create adequate institutional frameworks that 
lower the cost of migration, uphold migrants’ rights, foster 
their integration, and enable migrants to contribute to devel-
opment in their communities of origin. These key areas of 
migration governance correspond to the core dimensions of 
PCMD. The PCMD dashboards of indicators offer one way of 
gauging the extent of good migration governance, and as 
such complement other endeavors. As outlined in chapter 
2, the indicators draw on the above-mentioned frameworks 
and correspond to the six dimensions emphasized by the 
UNDESA. Migration governance regimes with a high degree 
of PCMD empower migrant women and men, protect their 
rights, give them decent working conditions, and provide 
them with choices and liberties. They are coherent with inter-
national obligations and cooperation mechanisms. In other 
words, institutional and regulatory frameworks that display 
a high degree of PCMD, as conceptualized by the PCMD 
dashboards of indicators, can be considered well-managed 
migration policies, corresponding equally to SDG targets 
10.7 and 17.14.

The Merits and the Limitations  
of Policy Indicators
As policy indicators, the PCMD dashboards can foster dis-
cussions on specific policies and on different ways to achieve 
meaningful benefits for migrants; their families; and coun-
tries of origin, transit, and destination alike. Importantly, a 
standardized set of indicators facilitates comparisons among 

countries. The usefulness of such indicators goes beyond 
quantitatively assessing the extent of measuring PCMD 
scores. The process of coding indicators in close collabo-
ration with country focal points (that is, government rep-
resentatives who partnered closely with the research team 
behind the dashboards) and dialogue about relevant poli-
cies has supported the qualitative policy learning of all actors 
involved.

International Policy Learning among Pilot 
Countries

The PCMD focal point in Germany highlighted that “this 
endeavor to make countries comparable is important to cre-
ate more exchange on regulatory frameworks.” According to 
the focal point from Bosnia and Herzegovina, government 
institutions feel the need to establish evidence-based poli-
cies and lauded the usefulness of the PCMD exercise as a 
reference for international good practices in cooperation 
between countries of origin and their diasporas. Similarly, 
the focal point in the Philippines noted that the “indicators 
provided the scope and depth needed in the appreciation of 
what it means to have good and coherent policies on migra-
tion and development.”

Internal Stocktaking Processes

The review of national policies, institutions, and commit-
ments led to internal stocktaking exercises in various part-
ner countries. For instance, the PCMD focal point from the 
Moroccan government highlighted that:

the PCMD exercise was an occasion to reflect once 
again on the advancements our policies and institutions 
have made regarding migration and development. But 
this time, with a different perspective given the nature 
of indicators used by your team of researchers, which 
provide a fresh view on where our policies and strategies 
can, and should, reach.

In addition to showing what remains to be done, the focal 
point noted that the process highlighted some of the achieve-
ments already obtained. This was echoed by the focal point 
in the Philippines, who described the PCMD dashboards of 
indicators as a: 

welcome and useful tool that has allowed us to measure 
how far we have come in terms of integrating migration 
in the country’s development framework and plans. It is 
always useful to have the guidance of well-thought out 
indicators to determine if the results are being achieved. 
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Also, Jamaica’s focal point noted that the exercise allowed 
stakeholders to take an objective view of the issues raised, 
outside of the usual cultural context. Beyond the relatively 
simple coding process, the ensuing dialogues on policies 
and institutions proved to be important deliberations on 
good practices. Thus, even where indicators themselves may 
not always capture all relevant perspectives, the discussions 
about relevant policies provided an opportunity to engage in 
meaningful explorations within and across countries. 

Changing Policies

In some instances, the deliberations among national stake-
holders led to conceiving concrete policy changes. For 
example, Jamaica’s focal point reported that the exercise 
made the government understand the need to properly 
measure the impact of migration on the country’s health and 
education sectors, as well as to develop a national migration 
database. Furthermore, the focal point found that the pro-
cess highlighted conventions and protocols that needed to 
be ratified or developed and areas of emphasis in the inter-
national community. Similarly, the focal point from Morocco 
noted that the PCMD indicators and the process of engage-
ment shed a new perspective on future steps the country will 
undertake in its relevant policies and national strategies. 

Advancing Meaningful Comparisons 

Research on comparative migration contends that our abil-
ity to study migration is significantly enhanced by carefully 
conceived comparative research designs (Bloemraad 2013: 
27). The PCMD dashboards of indicators were carefully 
developed and operationalized over a period of 3 years with 
the involvement of governments in countries of origin and 

destination; civil society, including academia; and practitio-
ners from international organizations. These allow compari-
sons among different countries that foster our understanding 
of differences and similarities among public policies and 
their links to human mobility and development. 

Heuristic Tools to Understand Trends 

Recent advances in methodological scholarship have high-
lighted the usefulness of assessing and comparing migra-
tion policies through indices and indicators.56 While we are 
often interested in the actual outcomes of policies, output 
indicators are important to measure because we can use 
these measurements to investigate whether better outputs 
lead to better outcomes—or when and where this is the case 
(Helbling et al. 2013: 9).

As discussed in chapter 2, the PCMD scores are not aggre-
gated into a single index. Policy indicators are not fungible. 
Even though their quantification is a critical and innovative 
step to describe and compare institutional and regulatory 
frameworks, combining the scores remains methodologically 
problematic, as this leads to questions about the weight of 
each indicator. However, average scores for a number of indi-
cators, such as indicators per PCMD dimension or indicators 
on mainstreaming migration, can serve as useful heuristic 
tools to visualize and understand trends. 

For example, figure 6.1 shows that average scores for pro-
moting institutional coherence are not clearly associated 
with emigration and immigration rates (by share of total 
population). It could have been argued that countries for 
which immigration and emigration are more significant can 

FIGURE 6.1  Normalized scores for promoting institutional coherence (dimension 1) and immigration/emigration levels 
in 15 pilot countries
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Source: PCMD Dashboards; authors’ calculation based on UNDESA (2015) Total Population and Immigrant/Emigrant stock data.

Note: Turquoise squares indicate countries of destination (for which the ratio of immigrants to the total population is measured) and blue squares indicate 
countries of origin (for which the ratio of emigrants to the total population is measured).
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be expected to have a stronger institutional framework 
for migration. However, it needs to be recognized that the 
PCMD pilot countries volunteered to participate in the 
project. This analysis thus does not claim to be representa-
tive of the overall relationship between PCMD and migra-
tion trends. Figure 6.1 only serves as a heuristic to display 
the relationship among the 15 pilot countries. Interestingly, 
restricted to countries of origin, figure 6.2 shows a positive 
relationship between institutional coherence and remittance 
inflows, measured as a share of GDP. As this is not based 
on a representative dataset, this finding cannot be general-
ized. However, the findings in the pilot countries proffer the 
suggestion that all sorts of countries can enact whole-of-
government approaches to deal with migration.

As discussed in chapter 2, any endeavor to condense rich 
information into values of zero, five, or ten comes with a 
range of limitations. Data availability often restricts coding 
indicators that are more meaningful and that address the out-
comes and impacts of policies or their concrete implemen-
tation. Nonetheless, the process of developing the PCMD 
dashboards of indicators has shown that this effort can yield 
important insights and results. The possibilities of engaging 
in meaningful comparative research will rise exponentially 

alongside the number of countries represented in the dash-
boards. Member States of the United Nations have stressed 
the importance of promoting coherent migration and devel-
opment policies, and the dashboards promise to play a sig-
nificant role in this process. As the PCMD focal point from 
the Philippines highlighted, “overall, the indicators provided 
the scope and depth needed in the appreciation of what it 
means to have good and coherent policies on migration and 
development.” This is critical for implementing target 10.7 of 
the SDGs and for the Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and 
Regular Migration—and the Global Compact for Refugees. 
While the PCMD dashboards are not comprehensive in their 
coverage of all compact objectives, a comparison in appen-
dix D reveals that PCMD indicators correspond to 21 of the 
Global Compact for Migration’s 23 objectives. For this rea-
son, they may be useful in assessing to what extent countries 
and other stakeholders promote safe, orderly, and regular 
migration and create the necessary institutional and regula-
tory frameworks. In the end, policy coherence is not about 
policies and institutions. It is about supporting the beneficial 
outcomes of migration, creating opportunities for migrants, 
protecting their lives, upholding their rights, and mitigating 
their risks. And it is hoped that the PCMD dashboards pro-
mote such outcomes. 

FIGURE 6.2  Normalized scores for institutional coherence (dimension 1) in 10 countries of origin  
vs. remittance inflows (as share of GDP)
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Source: PCMD Dashboards; remittance/GDP: World Bank 2016.

Note: GDP = gross domestic product; PCMD = policy coherence for migration and development.
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Vădean, F. P. 2007. “Citizenship Status and Remittances: Evidence 
from German Micro Data.” Working Paper No. 89, Asia Research 
Institute, Singapore.

Vink, M., and M. Helbling, eds. 2013. “The Use and Misuse of 
Policy Indices in the Domain of Citizenship and Integration.” 
Comparative European Politics 11 (5): 551–54. 

Vink, M., P., G. De Groot, and N. Luk. 2015. “MACIMIDE Global 
Expatriate Dual Citizenship Dataset.” doi:10.7910/DVN/TTMZ08, 
Harvard Dataverse, V2, UNF:6:FS/jcjMIQHh2EZv2GnLgRw==. 

Wahba, J. 2014. “Return Migration and Economic Development.” In 
International Handbook on Migration and Economic Develop-
ment, edited by Robert E. B. Lucas, 327–49. Cheltenham and 
Northampton: Edward Elgar. 

Waldrauch, H., and C. Hofinger. 1997. “An Index to Measure the 
Legal Obstacles to the Integration of Migrants.” New Com-
munity 23 (2): 271–85.

Wallace Goodman, S. 2014. Immigration and Membership Politics 
in Western Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge UP.

Woodrow-Lafield, K. A. 2006. “The Timing of Naturalization: Immi-
grants from Selected Major Countries of Birth.” Public Policy 
Institute of California.

World Bank. 2016. Migration and Remittances Factbook 2016 (3rd 
Edition). Washington, DC: World Bank.

60417_Measuring Policy.indd   6860417_Measuring Policy.indd   68 3/6/20   10:36 AM3/6/20   10:36 AM



69

Endnotes

1.	 “Migration” refers to various kinds of short- and long-term international 
human movements, and “migrants” describe individuals who participate in 
these movements. While migrants should be viewed first and foremost as 
human beings with full agency and rights, certain types of migrants, such as 
victims of labor exploitation, trafficking, and human rights violations, clearly 
do not make the “choice” to migrate in ideal or desirable conditions (Hong 
and Knoll 2016).

2.	 Some of the indicators reflect a country’s formal—de jure—adherence to 
international conventions or standards. These indicators are only imperfect 
proxies of the implementation and outcomes of such conventions. There may 
be instances where a government has adhered to international standards 
but has not yet fully implemented its provisions, as well as other instances of 
governments that, despite not having yet adhered to the standard, are de 
facto implementing several of its provisions.

3.	 These indicators measure concrete policies that seek to reduce the monetary 
costs of migration. While there can be other costs of migration, this dimen-
sion only looks at monetary costs, with social costs more indirectly covered 
in other areas of the dashboards, particularly in dimension 3.

4.	 The Resolution on the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (para 29), the 
Addis Ababa Action Agenda (para 111) of the Third International Conference 
on Financing for Development, and the New York Declaration for Refugees 
and Migrants (para 3.6) explicitly recognize that international migration is a 
multidimensional reality of major relevance for the development of countries 
of origin, transit, and destination, which requires coherent and comprehensive 
responses. For a detailed discussion, see Hong and Knoll (2016).

5.	 For a brief synopsis, see Castles, de Haas, and Miller (2014): 69–79 and Naujoks 
(2016). For a more detailed discussion, see Skeldon (1997); de Haas (2010); 
Kapur (2010); and UNDP (2009).

6.	 Human development refers to the process of “enlarging people’s choices 
and enhancing human capabilities,” including “social freedoms that can-
not be exercised without political and civic guarantees” (UNDP 2009: 60).

7.	 With the exception of one additional indicator for countries of destination.

8.	 A/RES/71/237, December 21, 2016.

9.	 This also applies to all persons in transit and after arrival (para 2.5) and espe-
cially to refugee and migrant children (para 2.11).

10.	 In this regard, it complements other existing or nascent frameworks, such as 
the Migration Governance Framework (MiGoF), the Migration Governance 
Index (MGI), the International Labour Organization’s (ILO’s) Fair Migration 
Agenda, and the ILO Multilateral Framework on Labour Migration.

11.	 See, for example, Ruhs (2011); Beine et al. (2013); de Haas and Czaika (2013); 
Helbling et al. (2013, 2017); Triadafilopoulos (2013); Gest et al. (2014); Wallace 
Goodman (2014); Vink and Helbling (2013); and Helbling and Michalowski (2017).

12.	 Other initiatives consulted include the Model International Mobility Treaty 
(Doyle 2018).

13.	 Scores for each dimension have been normalized to account for the fact that 
each dimension has a different number of indicators.

14.	 Among the medium-tier countries, Moldova has a particular high average 
score in this dimension.

15.	 Two indicators on regulating recruitment processes are discussed in more 
detail in chapter 4.

16.	 PCMD country of destination and origin indicators 2.3 and 2.4.

17.	 PCMD country of destination indicator 3.8.

18.	 PCMD country of destination indicator 3.7.

19.	 PCMD country of destination indicator 3.13.

20.	 Indicator 3.13 on the detention of migrant children is discussed in more 
detail in chapter 4.

21.	 PCMD country of destination indicator 3.4.

22.	 PCMD country of destination indicator 3.5.

23.	 PCMD country of destination indicator 3.6.

24.	 PCMD country of destination indicator 3.9.

25.	 PCMD country of destination indicator 3.11.

26.	 PCMD country of origin indicator 3.4.

27.	 PCMD country of origin indicator 3.5.

28.	 These are the 1947 Labour Inspection Convention and its protocol (C81); 
the 1962 Equality of Treatment (Social Security) Convention (C118); the 1997 
Private Employment Agencies Convention (C181); and the 2011 Domestic 
Workers Convention (C189).

29.	 PCMD country of origin indicator 4.2.

30.	 PCMD country of origin indicator 4.4.

31.	 Indicators on data collection are discussed in more detail in chapter 4.

32.	 PCMD country of origin indicator 4.1.

33.	 PCMD country of origin indicator 4.3.

34.	 UN General Assembly (2017, para 66). For more on the role of financial lit-
eracy for sustainable development, see UNCTAD (2015).

35.	 Social remittances are understood as ideas, know-how, norms, values, knowl-
edge, behavior, practices, and skills that migrants bring home with them or 
that they send home from abroad. For a discussion on their manifestations 
and development implications, see Levitt and Lamba-Nieves (2011).

36.	 This is only applicable to destination countries that are donors of official 
development assistance. However, this is the case for all destination coun-
tries that took part in the pilot phase.

37.	 For example, the Global Migration Group’s guidance note on integrating 
migration and displacement into UN development plans elaborates on the 
links of human mobility to economic, social, rural, and agricultural develop-
ment; rule of law; the environment; peace; and security (see GMG 2017a).

38.	 UN General Assembly Resolution A/RES/71/237, on December 21, 2016.

39.	 Policies that insist on employers paying for the recruitment of migrant workers 
are relatively easy to implement and to monitor and can be communicated 
easily to prospective migrants, recruiters, and employers (Jureidini 2016).

40.	 For a discussion of the cost, see Naujoks (2018) and Martin (2017).

41.	 See Committee on the Rights of the Child (2012). This was also reiterated 
in the New York Declaration for Refugees and Migrants, though in slightly 
less absolute terms.

42.	 Or 53 and 19 percent, respectively (see United Nations 2013a). According to 
Vink, De Groot, and Luk (2015), over 70 percent of 193 countries with available 
data in 2015 allow dual citizenship when their emigrants naturalize abroad.

43.	 See, for example, UNDP 2009; Bilgili 2014.

44.	 See also ILO’s (2016) guiding principles on the access of refugees and other 
forcibly displaced persons to the labor market and the Asylum Access and 
the Refugee Work Rights Coalition (2014).

45.	 Although evidence on the impacts of temporary return programs is limited, 
qualitative assessments suggest that such programs can support knowledge 
transfer; see Kuschminder, Sturge, and Ragab (2014).

46.	 For good practices on producing and collecting migration data, see the 
Global Migration Group’s Handbook for Improving the Production and Use 
of Migration Data for Development (GMG 2017b).
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47.	 Comprehensive PCMD data for all 15 pilot countries are provided in the data 
tables in appendix A.

48.	 BiH has ratified the 1949 Migration for Employment Convention, the 1975 
Migrant Workers Convention, and the 1990 Convention on the Protection of 
the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families.

49.	 Moldova has not ratified the 1949 Migration for Employment Convention, 
the 1975 Migrant Workers Convention, and the 1990 Convention on the Pro-
tection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of their Families.

50.	 This refers to Morocco’s National Sustainable Development Strategy 2015–2020.

51.	 See Art. 19 and 20 of Sri Lanka’s 1948 Citizenship Act.

52.	 See Art. 19, paras 2 and 3, respectively.

53.	 Sweden has not ratified the 1949 Migration for Employment Convention, 
the 1990 UN International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of 
All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families, the 1962 Equality of 

Treatment (Social Security) Convention (C118), the 1997 Private Employment 
Agencies Convention (C181), or the 2011 Domestic Workers Convention (C189).

54.	 Switzerland has not ratified the 1975 Migrant Worker’s Convention, the 1949 
Migration for Employment Convention, or the 1990 UN International Con-
vention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members 
of Their Families.

55.	 For a detailed discussion on migration, governance, and the SDGs, see 
Naujoks (2018).

56.	 See, for example, Ruhs (2011); Beine et al. (2013); de Haas and Czaika (2013); 
Helbling et al. (2013, 2017); Triadafilopoulos (2013); Gest at al. (2014); Good-
man (2014); Vink and Helbling (2013); and Helbling and Michalowski (2017).

57.	 See appendix A for an indicative list of fora on migration and development. 
Please note that this list is not exhaustive, and we are eager to know what 
other fora you may have participated in.
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Appendix A  PCMD Data Tables

TABLE A.1  Countries of destination

Indi-
cator Germany Netherlands Portugal Sweden Switzerland

Dimension 1: Promoting institutional coherence for migration and development

1.1 10 10 10 10 5

1.2 10 5 10 10 10

1.3 10 0 0 5 10

1.4 10 5 0 5 5

1.5 10 5 5 5 0

1.6 0 0 0 0 0

1.7 5 5 0 0 0

1.8 5 5 5 5 0

1.9 10 10 10 10 10

1.10 10 10 10 10 10

1.11 10 10 10 10 10

1.12 10 10 10 10 10

1.13 5 10 0 5 10

1.14 10 10 10 10 10

1.15 10 5 10 10 5

1.16 10 10 10 10 10

1.17 10 5 10 5 10

1.18 10 10 10 0 5

1.19 10 5 5 10 10

Dimension 2: Reducing the financial costs of migration

2.1 10 0 10 10 10

2.2 10 10 5 10 0

2.3 0 10 10 10 10

2.4 0 10 10 10 5

2.5 5 10 10 10 10

2.6 10 10 10 5 10
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Indi-
cator Germany Netherlands Portugal Sweden Switzerland

Dimension 3: Protecting the rights of migrants and their families

3.1 5 5 10 5 10

3.2 10 5 10 5 5

3.3 5 5 5 0 5

3.4 10 10 10 10 10

3.5 10 10 10 10 10

3.6 10 10 10 10 10

3.7 5 0 5 0 10

3.8 0 0 10 0 5

3.9 10 10 10 10 10

3.10 0 10 10 10 5

3.11 10 10 10 10 10

3.12 5 5 10 5 5

3.13 5 0 5 5 5

3.14 10 10 10 10 5

3.15 10 10 10 10 10

3.16 10 10 10 10 10

3.17 10 10 10 10 10

3.18 0 0 0 10 0

3.19 10 10 10 10 5

Dimension 4: Promoting the integration and reintegration of migrants

4.1 10 5 5 5 5

4.2 5 5 10 10 10

4.3 5 10 0 10 5

4.4 10 0 10 10 5

4.5 10 10 10 10 10

4.6 10 5 10 5 5

4.7 10 10 10 5 0

4.8 5 5 10 5 10

4.9 10 10 10 10 10

4.10 10 5 0 0 10

4.11 10 5 10 10 10

4.12 10 10 10 10 10

4.13 10 10 10 10 10

4.14 5 5 10 5 10

Dimension 5: Enhancing the development impact of diaspora engagement, skills, and migrants’ finances

5.1 10 10 10 10 10

5.2 10 10 10 10 10

5.3 10 10 10 0 10

5.4 10 10 10 10 10

5.5 0 5 0 10 5
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TABLE A.2  Countries of origin
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Dimension 1: Promoting institutional coherence for migration and development

1.1 10 10 10 0 10 10 10 10 10 0

1.2 10 10 10 5 10 5 10 5 5 0

1.3 0 5 10 5 5 0 10 0 10 10

1.4 0 5 10 0 10 5 5 0 0 5

1.5 0 0 10 0 10 10 10 10 0 0

1.6 0 5 5 5 5 0 0 5 0 0

1.7 5 0 5 5 0 5 10 5 0 5

1.8 10 5 5 5 0 5 10 5 5 5

1.9 0 10 10 10 10 0 10 10 0 10

1.10 5 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

1.11 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0

1.12 5 10 5 5 10 10 5 5 5 5

1.13 0 0 5 0 0 5 5 0 0 0

1.14 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 5 10

1.15 10 0 10 10 10 5 10 10 5 5

1.16 10 10 10 5 5 10 10 10 0 0

1.17 10 10 10 5 5 10 10 10 0 0

1.18 5 10 10 5 5 5 10 0 0 5

Dimension 2: Reducing the financial costs of migration

2.1 10 5 5 5 5 5 10 10 10 10

2.2 10 5 10 5 10 10 10 10 5 10

2.3 10 0 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0

2.4 10 0 5 5 10 10 5 10 5 10

2.5 10 0 10 0 10 10 10 5 10 10

Dimension 3: Protecting the rights of migrants and their families

3.1 5 0 0 0 5 10 0 5 0 0

3.2 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 5 10

3.3 0 0 5 10 10 10 10 0 10 5

3.4 0 0 10 0 10 5 10 0 10 0

3.5 5 5 0 0 0 10 0 10 0 0

3.6 0 10 5 5 5 10 10 10 10 0

3.7 10 10 0 5 10 5 10 10 0 0

3.8 5 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 5

3.9 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0

3.10 5 0 5 10 5 5 10 5 5 5

3.11 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 10

3.12 10 10 10 10 10 5 10 10 10 10

3.13 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

3.14 0 10 10 0 10 0 0 10 10 0
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TABLE A.2  Countries of origin—Continued
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Dimension 4: Promoting the integration and reintegration of migrants

4.1 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 5 10

4.2 0 0 5 0 0 10 5 10 0 0

4.3 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 5 10

4.4 10 0 10 0 10 0 10 0 0 10

4.5 5 10 10 5 5 5 10 5 10 5

Dimension 5: Enhancing the development impact of diaspora engagement, skills, and migrants’ finances

5.1 10 10 10 10 10 0 10 10 10 10

5.2 10 0 10 10 10 10 10 10 5 10

5.3 0 0 5 5 10 5 10 0 10 5

5.4 0 10 10 0 0 10 10 0 10 0

5.5 10 5 10 5 10 5 5 10 0 0

5.6 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 10
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Appendix B  Radar Charts for 15 PCMD  
Pilot Countries

FIGURE B.1  Policy coherence in Bosnia and Herzegovina by objective area (radar)

1. Institutional coherence  

2. Cost of migration 

3. Rights

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

Average CoO

4. (Re)integration

5. Migration and
development

10.0
8.0
6.0
4.0
2.0
0.0

Source: PCMD.

Note: CoO = country of origin.

FIGURE B.2  Policy coherence in Cabo Verde by objective area (radar)

1. Institutional coherence  

2. Cost of migration 

3. Rights

Cabo Verde
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4. (Re)integration

5. Migration and
development

10.0
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Source: PCMD.

Note: CoO = country of origin.
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FIGURE B.3  Policy coherence in Germany by objective 
area (radar)
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Source: PCMD.

Note: CoD = country of destination.

FIGURE B.4  Policy coherence in Jamaica by objective area 
(radar)
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Source: PCMD.

Note: CoO = country of origin.

FIGURE B.5  Policy coherence in Kenya by objective area 
(radar)
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Source: PCMD.

Note: CoO = country of origin.

FIGURE B.6  Policy coherence in Moldova by objective 
area (radar)
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Note: CoO = country of origin.

FIGURE B.7  Policy coherence in Morocco by objective 
area (radar)
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Source: PCMD.

Note: CoO = country of origin.

FIGURE B.8  Policy coherence in the Netherlands  
by objective area (radar)
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Source: PCMD.

Note: CoD = country of destination.
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FIGURE B.9  Policy coherence in the Philippines 
by objective area (radar)
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Note: CoO = country of origin.

FIGURE B.10  Policy coherence in Portugal by objective 
area (radar)
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Note: CoD = country of destination.

FIGURE B.11  Policy coherence in Serbia by objective area 
(radar)
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Note: CoO = country of origin.

FIGURE B.12  Policy coherence in Sri Lanka by objective 
area (radar)
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Note: CoO = country of origin.

FIGURE B.13  Policy coherence in Sweden by objective 
area (radar)
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Note: CoD = country of destination.

FIGURE B.14  Policy coherence in Switzerland by objective 
area (radar)
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Note: CoD = country of destination.
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FIGURE B.15  Policy coherence in Trinidad and Tobago  
by objective area (radar)
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Appendix C  PCMD Indicators, Rationale, 
and Coding Guidelines
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Addendum 1 to appendix C.1: Indicative list of fora/events on migration and development 
(June 2015–May 2016)

•	 Global Forum on Remittances and Development, June 16–19, 2015, Milan, Italy.
•	 Migrants in Countries in Crisis (MICIC) Regional Consultation for Eastern Europe and Central Asia, June 15–16, 2015, Brus-

sels, Belgium.
•	 International Organization for Migration’s (IOM’s) 2015 International Dialogue on Migration on Migrants and Cities, Octo-

ber 26–27, 2015, Geneva, Switzerland.
•	 Plenary meeting of the General Assembly on Global Awareness of the Tragedies of Irregular Migrants in the Mediterranean 

Basin with specific emphasis on Syrian Asylum Seekers, November 20 and 23, 2015, New York, USA.
•	 Fourteenth Coordination Meeting on International Migration, February 25–26, 2016, New York, USA.
•	 International Dialogue on Migration: Follow-up and Review of Migration in the SDGs, February 29–March 1, 2016, New York, 

USA.
•	 Migrants in Countries in Crisis (MICIC) Initiative International Consultation, March16–17, 2016, Geneva, Switzerland.
•	 High-level Event on Addressing the Labour Market Impacts of Refugees and Other Forcibly Displaced People, March 21, 

2016, Geneva, Switzerland. 
•	 First Global Forum on Migration and Development (GFMD) 2016 Thematic Workshop on Migration for Connectivity, 

March 29, 2016, Bangkok, Thailand.
•	 UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) High-level Meeting on Global Responsibility Sharing through Pathways for 

Admission of Syrian Refugees, March 30, 2016, Geneva, Switzerland.
•	 European Migration Forum, April 5–6, 2016, Brussels, Belgium.
•	 Forum on New Approaches to Protracted Forced Displacement, April 6–7, 2016, London, UK.
•	 Inaugural Meeting of the “Friends of Migration,” May 13, 2016, New York, USA.
•	 Intergovernmental Consultation on Migration, Asylum, and Refugees, May18–19, 2016, Ghent, Belgium.
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121APPENDIX  D   HOW THE PCMD INDICATORS MAP TO THE OBJECTIVES  OF THE GLOBAL COMPACT FOR MIGRATION
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123APPENDIX  D   HOW THE PCMD INDICATORS MAP TO THE OBJECTIVES  OF THE GLOBAL COMPACT FOR MIGRATION
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 p
ol

ic
ie

s 
or

 in
st

ru
m

en
ts

 
ai

m
ed

 a
t f

ac
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ta
tin

g
 th

e 
tr

an
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er
 o

f s
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lls
 a

nd
 k
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w

le
d
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e 

of
 

d
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a 
b

ac
k 

to
 th

e 
or

ig
in

 c
ou

nt
ry

. 

5.
6:

 B
ey

on
d

 c
on

su
la

r s
er

vi
ce

s,
 th

e 
g

ov
er

nm
en

t p
ro

vi
d

es
 it

s 
na

tio
na
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 a

b
ro

ad
 w

ith
 s

up
p

or
t s

er
vi

ce
s 

su
ch

 a
s 

in
ve

st
m

en
t f

ai
rs

, 
tr

ad
e 

fa
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, a
nd

 a
ss

is
ta

nc
e 

w
ith

 a
ct

iv
iti

es
 th

at
 c

on
tr

ib
ut

e 
to

 th
e 

d
ev

el
op

m
en

t o
f t

he
ir 

co
un
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y 

of
 o

rig
in

.

1.
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: E
xt

er
na

l d
ev

el
op

m
en

t (
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op
er

at
io

n)
 p

la
n/

st
ra

te
g

y 
ou

tli
ne

s 
th

e 
st

ra
te

g
ic

 u
se

 o
f 

m
ig

ra
tio

n 
p

ol
ic

y 
to

 s
up

p
or

t d
ev

el
op

m
en

t c
oo

p
er

at
io

n.
 

5.
3:

 M
ig

ra
nt

s’
 p

at
hw

ay
 to

 c
iti

ze
ns

hi
p

 o
r p

er
m

an
en

t r
es

id
en

cy
 is

 u
na

ffe
ct

ed
 b

y 
te

m
p

or
ar

y 
st

ay
s 

(e
.g

., 
of

 th
re

e 
m

on
th

s 
at

 a
 ti

m
e 

or
 p

er
 y

ea
r) 

ou
t o

f t
he

 c
ou

nt
ry

. 

5.
4:

 T
he

re
 a

re
 p

ro
g

ra
m

s 
fo

r i
m

m
ig

ra
nt

s 
to

 s
ha

re
 s

ki
lls

, k
no

w
le

d
g

e,
 a

nd
 k

no
w

-h
ow

 w
ith

 
th

ei
r c

ou
nt

ry
 o

f o
rig

in
.

4.
9:

 M
ig

ra
nt

s 
ca

n 
es

ta
b

lis
h 

b
us

in
es

se
s 

an
d

 re
ce

iv
e 

ta
rg

et
ed

 s
up

p
or

t t
o 

d
o 

so
. 

4.
11

: F
am

ily
 m

ig
ra

nt
s 

ha
ve

 a
cc

es
s 

to
 th

e 
fo

rm
al

 la
b

or
 m

ar
ke

t, 
i.e

., 
th

e 
rig

ht
 to

 w
or

k.

4.
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: S
tu

d
en

ts
 h

av
e 

ac
ce

ss
 to

 th
e 

fo
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al
 la

b
or

 m
ar

ke
t, 

i.e
., 

th
e 

rig
ht

 to
 w

or
k,
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 h
av

e 
th

e 
op

tio
n 

of
 c

on
ve
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in

g
 th

ei
r v

is
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 w

or
k 
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s 
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te
r g

ra
d

ua
tio

n 
if 

th
ey
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nd

 e
m

p
lo
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en

t.
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ef

ug
ee

s 
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ve
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es
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e 
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al
 la
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or

 m
ar

ke
t, 

i.e
., 

th
e 
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 w

or
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i.e
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e 
rig
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or

k.
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 c
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ra
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s
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 p
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 m
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ce
s.
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b
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g
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d
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g

 b
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 a
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b
le
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s 
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r f
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e 
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l l
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5.
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 F
in
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 p
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e 
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b

le
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un
ts

 in
 fo
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r d
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.

4.
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ll 

m
ig

ra
nt
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 re

g
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d
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f s
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tu
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 c
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e 
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ce
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an

k 
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un
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r e

le
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t f
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 m
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d
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 p
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m
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g

 d
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.
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 p
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 m
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 C
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tu
rn

 a
nd

 
re

ad
m

is
si

on
, a

s 
w

el
l a

s 
su

st
ai

na
b

le
 re
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ra
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ig

ra
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a 
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pl
an

(s
)/

st
ra

te
gy

(ie
s)

 o
f 

th
e 

go
ve
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ig

ra
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a 
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t p
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l l
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p
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g
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d
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.g
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ra
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m
p

lo
ym
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g
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d
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 c
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b
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ll 
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in

g
 fo

rc
ed
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125APPENDIX  D   HOW THE PCMD INDICATORS MAP TO THE OBJECTIVES  OF THE GLOBAL COMPACT FOR MIGRATION
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un
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ie
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C
o

un
tr
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s 

o
f 

d
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o

n

(2
2)

 E
st

ab
lis

h 
m

ec
ha

ni
sm

s 
fo

r t
he

 
p

or
ta

b
ili

ty
 o

f s
oc

ia
l 

se
cu

rit
y 

en
tit

le
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 
ea

rn
ed

 b
en

ef
its

3.
5:

 P
en

si
on

 p
or

ta
b

ili
ty

 is
 a

va
ila

b
le

 to
 a

ll 
em

ig
ra

nt
s 

(e
.g

., 
th

ro
ug

h 
b

ila
te

ra
l a

g
re

em
en

ts
 o

r a
 c

ou
nt

ry
 o

f d
es

tin
at

io
n’

s 
g

en
er

al
 p

ol
ic

y 
on

 
th

e 
ex

p
or

ta
b

ili
ty

 o
f p

en
si

on
s)

.

3.
7:

 P
en

si
on

 p
or

ta
b

ili
ty

 is
 a

va
ila

b
le

 to
 a

ll 
m

ig
ra

nt
s 

(e
.g

., 
th

ro
ug

h 
b

ila
te

ra
l a

g
re

em
en
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 o

r a
 

g
en

er
al

 p
ol

ic
y 

on
 th

e 
ex

p
or

ta
b

ili
ty

 o
f p

en
si

on
s)

.

(2
3)

 S
tr

en
g

th
en

 

in
te

rn
at

io
na

l c
oo

p
er

at
io

n 

an
d

 g
lo

b
al

 p
ar

tn
er

sh
ip

s 

fo
r s

af
e,

 o
rd

er
ly,

 a
nd

 

re
g

ul
ar

 m
ig

ra
tio

n

1.
8:

 T
he

 g
ov

er
nm

en
t h

as
 ra

tif
ie

d
 th

e 
fo

llo
w
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g

 m
ig

ra
nt

-s
p

ec
ifi
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nv
en

tio
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 M

ig
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tio
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m
p
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—
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rs
 C
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io
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N
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te
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at
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l C
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n 
of

 th
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g
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M

ig
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 T
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 g
ov

er
nm

en
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d
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g
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na
l a

g
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 p
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g
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e 
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e 

m
ov
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en

t o
f p

eo
p

le
.

1.
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n 

th
e 

la
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o 
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g

ov
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en
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 p
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g
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l o

r i
nt

er
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tio
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l f
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ig
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n 
an

d
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t.

1.
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: T
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 g
ov

er
nm

en
t p

ar
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ip
at

es
 in

 re
g

io
na

l c
on

su
lta

tiv
e 

p
ro

ce
ss

es
 (R

C
Ps

), 
su

ch
 a

s 
th

e 
C

ol
om

b
o 

Pr
oc

es
s 

or
 th

e 
A

b
u 

D
ha

b
i D

ia
lo

g
ue

.

So
ur
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: T
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s 
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ed

 o
n 

th
e 

G
lo

b
al
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o

m
p

ac
t 
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 fi
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liz

ed
 o

n 
Ju

ly
 1

3,
 2

01
8.

N
ot

e:
 W

he
re

 P
C

M
D
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d

ic
at

o
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r 

m
o
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n 

o
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 o
b

je
ct

iv
e 

o
f t
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 G

lo
b

al
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o
m

p
ac
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 t

he
y 

ar
e 
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g
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ig

ht
ed
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s 
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ll 

se
co
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ar

y 
o

b
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.
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