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In 2016, the leaders of 193 governments committed to more equitable and predictable 

sharing of responsibility for refugees as part of the New York Declaration, to be 

realized in the upcoming Global Compact on Refugees. To encourage debate, this 

paper presents the first global model to measure the capacity of governments to 

physically protect and financially support refugees and host communities. The model 

is based on a new database of indicators covering 193 countries, which assigns a fair 

share to each country and measures current government contributions to the physical 

protection of refugees. The model also proposes a new government-led global 

platform in support of refugee protection and human development.  

There is less than a year to ensure that the upcoming Global Compact on Refugees 

includes a concrete, predictable, and fair mechanism for refugee protection and 

support that is forward-looking, sustainable, and holistic. With almost 23 million 

people around the world living in exile, there is no time to waste. 

 

 

 

 

This discussion paper has been written and issued in December 2017 to contribute to debate and to 

invite feedback on development and humanitarian policy issues.  

For more information please email sarnata5@gmail.com. 
  

 

1 Sarnata Reynolds serves as the Policy Lead for Humanitarian Campaigning at Oxfam International, but this publication does not 

represent the views of Oxfam and should not be attributed to Oxfam. She has over 15 years of experience conducting 

research and analysis, as well as developing policy and advocacy strategies in support of those displaced and migrating around 

the world. Juan Pablo Vacatello is a financial and economic analyst, with more than 12 years of experience working on issues of 

financial and economic sustainability in the non-profit sector. 
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1 INTRODUCTION  

REFUGEE PROTECTION AND THE ROLE OF CIVIL 
SOCIETY AND GOVERNMENTS  

Over and over again, through conflicts and across decades, ordinary people, mayors and 

mukhtars, families and organizations have taken on the responsibility to welcome and protect 

refugees. Almost 70 years after the passage of the 1951 UN Refugee Convention,1 

governments generally accept that people fleeing conflict and persecution have the right to 

seek protection in another country,2 and countries neighboring those in conflict have 

protected tens of millions of refugees for protracted periods of time.3  

Over the past 40 years, millions of women, men, and children from dozens of countries have 

been resettled elsewhere.4 States have contributed billions of dollars in support to refugees 

and their host countries but, with an unprecedented 23 million refugees in the world today, 

both the needs and the contributions are increasing. 

Every single refugee who receives protection and care is a testament to our best intentions in 

action, when we work together and share responsibility for the rights that each of us enjoys.  

‘In Lesbos, the refugee crisis caught us by surprise. Numbers were 

overwhelming and we were unprepared. But despite the economic crisis that 

is still affecting our families, we knew we had a moral duty to open our doors, 

at least locally, in a time when countries were closing their borders. We knew 

that we could be in their shoes at any time, and therefore we tried to treat 

them as we would like to be treated if we ourselves were refugees.’ 

Spyros Galinos, Mayor of Lesbos, Greece
5
  

However, we know that there is also a darker side to many societies, driven primarily by toxic 

politics and nativist and/or xenophobic sentiments. In contrast to the energy and goodwill 

dedicated to rallying around refugees, we have also seen governments reject or attempt to 

avoid their responsibilities. Over the past two decades, both the US and the EU have erected 

physical and bureaucratic barriers to drastically limit the ability of refugees and others 

seeking protection to reach or cross their borders, resulting in thousands of deaths in the 

Mediterranean Sea and along the US–Mexico desert border.6 After decades of hosting more 

than one million Afghan refugees, in 2016 Pakistan forcibly deported hundreds of thousands 

of them back to Afghanistan.7 And in 2015, Rohingya refugees were stranded for weeks on 

Asia’s Andaman Sea because no country in the region would allow them to dock—it was 

local fishermen who ultimately rescued many of them.8  

And yet this has also been a time of real leadership. Turkey’s mission representative to the 

UN, HE Ali Naci Koru, stated in 2017: ‘The situation on the ground requires a mentality shift 

within the international community. We definitely need a comprehensive approach to support 

refugees and host countries and to deliver durable solutions.’ He continued: ‘Equitable and 

meaningful burden and responsibility sharing is necessary.’9 India’s representative, Mr. Anil 

Kumar Raj, at the same meeting said: ‘We support the concept of burden sharing, including 

relocation of refugees…’.10 Saudi Arabia stated that it ‘will spare no effort to continue to work 

with international organizations and States that believe that collective effort is the best way to 

achieve international peace and security as well as the welfare of humanity. The Kingdom is 

continuing to play its humanitarian, political and economic role with a sense of responsibility, 

moderation and fairness…’11 
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More of this kind of measured and specific political leadership, which both acknowledges 

challenges and aims to tackle them, is sorely needed from leaders around the world. And we 

can do this. Indeed, despite incredible odds, in April 2016 representatives of 160 countries 

came together to agree on the terms of the Paris Agreement on climate change.12 Although 

the agreement was expected to take years to come into effect as it needed 55 ratifications, in 

fact this occurred in less than two years. And while turning aspiration into action continues to 

be an uphill struggle, there is now a global consensus on the problems caused by climate 

change and an agreed roadmap for addressing them. 

In a similar way, refugee crises are not inevitable and governments are not powerless when 

faced with them. Our research demonstrates that a number of governments around the 

world, including those of Turkey, Uganda, Jordan, Ecuador and Sweden, consistently exhibit 

composure and generosity when faced with the arrival of large numbers of refugees—

although initial responses and welcome do not necessarily continue indefinitely. In a matter 

of a few weeks between August and October 2017, Bangladesh received more than 600,000 

Rohingya refugees.13 However, many other governments, including those of Australia, the 

United States, Spain, and Brazil, are failing to provide their fair share of physical protection 

and financial support to refugees and to other host countries. These states, among so many 

others, have the capacity and resources to do much better.  

  



 

AN UNPRECEDENTED OPPORTUNITY: THE GLOBAL 
COMPACT ON REFUGEES 

‘Crisis after crisis, conference after conference, it seems inaction is the only 

thing that the international community can agree on… Let us hope that 

today’s conference will be different, and that the international community is 

going to share responsibility for refugees… Our message to you, world 

leaders: in our small way refugees are already taking the action, we want 

world leaders to do the same.’  

Mohammed Badran, Syrian Volunteers Netherlands (SYVNL), Syrian youth representative to the UN 

Summit for Refugees and Migrants, September 19, 2016. 

In 2016, UN Member States agreed that the protection of refugees was a shared 

international responsibility that must be borne more equitably and in a more predictable 

manner. Among other outcomes, this led to the adoption of the New York Declaration for 

Refugees and Migrants, which achieved consensus from 193 governments.14 The 

Declaration marks the first time that the UN General Assembly has expressed a collective 

commitment to sharing responsibility for refugees, regardless of where they live and 

regardless of whether a nation was a signatory to the 1951 Refugee Convention. 

‘To address the needs of refugees and receiving States, we commit to a 

more equitable sharing of the burden and responsibility for hosting and 

supporting the world’s refugees, while taking account of existing contributions 

and the differing capacities and resources among States.’ 

Paragraph 68, New York Declaration for Refugees and Migrants, United Nations, September 19, 2016 

Asserting the need for a standing mechanism for responsibility sharing that is both 

predictable and equitable is certainly not a new idea. Indeed, the 1951 Refugee Convention 

specifically raised the necessity of international cooperation when it stated that: 

‘…the grant of asylum may place unduly heavy burdens on certain countries, 

and that a satisfactory solution of a problem of which the United Nations has 

recognized the international scope and nature cannot therefore be achieved 

without international co-operation.’15 

This statement, contained in the preamble of the Convention, recognizes that: 1) there is a 

responsibility to protect refugees and asylum seekers; 2) this may place a disproportionate 

burden on states hosting large numbers of refugees; and 3) states should share 

responsibility and alleviate the challenges of hosting refugees through international 

cooperation. However, despite this clear directive stated in the 1951 Refugee Convention 

itself, developing a concrete mechanism for responsibility sharing has proven very difficult 

over the years. 

That the world continues to react to refugee rights and needs in an ad hoc manner is not due 

to a lack of opportunity,16 or to a lack of positive regional responses17 or pressure from non-

government organizations (NGOs), academics, and others.18 During the summer of 2016, 

almost 100 civil society organizations (CSOs) jointly urged states to adopt a concrete 

mechanism for responsibility sharing during the negotiations around the New York 

Declaration.19 However, the Declaration as adopted again did not provide concrete ideas on 

how responsibility would be shared more equitably and predictably. The decades-long failure 

to operationalize responsibility sharing is wholly political in nature. However, this should not 

be considered inevitable.  
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The New York Declaration specifically envisions a new document that would improve the 

experience of refugees seeking protection and the ability of states to assist and protect them 

through greater international cooperation. This new agreement, due to be finalized in 

September 2018, will be called the Global Compact on Refugees and will be operational in 

nature. With sufficient political will, debate, and the support of civil society and other 

stakeholders, a concrete system for responsibility sharing is attainable through this Global 

Compact. 

Annex I of the New York Declaration calls on the Office of the United Nations High 

Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) to develop and initiate a Comprehensive Refugee 

Response Framework (CRRF) in situations that involve large movements of refugees, in 

close coordination with national and local authorities and involving other UN agencies and a 

broad range of actors. The CRRF has four stated objectives:  

• ease pressures on host countries; 

• enhance refugees’ self-reliance; 

• expand access to third-country solutions; 

• support conditions in countries of origin for return in safety and dignity. 

UNHCR has advocated for the agreement of a Global Compact on Refugees based on 

lessons learned through application of the CRRF and a ‘Programme of Action’ that sets out 

specific approaches that can be taken—both by Member States and by other relevant 

stakeholders—to underpin the CRRF and to ensure its concrete implementation, including 

more equitable sharing of responsibility for refugees.20  

The four key pillars of the CRRF relate to:  

• refugee reception and admission;  

• support for immediate and ongoing needs;  

• support for host countries and communities; 

• durable solutions.  

The text of the proposed Programme of Action will be the subject of formal consultations (and 

likely negotiations) with Member States and other stakeholders, starting early in 2018. While 

this is the preferred approach of UNHCR, ultimately the Global Compact on Refugees will be 

a state-owned document, and therefore will ultimately be subject to the politics and policies of 

Member States, individually, as regional negotiating groups, and as part of other alliances.  

Emerging challenges to applying the CRRF in pilot projects 

Already in 2017, the absence of a concrete mechanism for responsibility sharing is resulting 

in significant policy and practice gaps in the application of the CRRF. For example, the 

framework was designed around ‘host’ governments (primarily those states neighboring 

countries suffering conflict or disaster, which receive the vast majority of refugees), and so it 

continues to place primary responsibility for refugee reception, protection, and assistance on 

these countries, irrespective of whether they are equipped to take on these responsibilities 

(see the four key pillars above). Nor does it prioritize giving voice to women among either 

refugee or host communities.  

While host nations are expected to improve their reception practices and extend greater 

access for refugees to education, healthcare, and livelihood opportunities, the vast majority 

of nations with much greater capacity are not required to take on any new responsibilities. 



 

Indeed, the success of CRRF pilot projects is measured by improved policy and practice in 

host countries, but the CRRF is not designed to measure the contributions of other states in 

terms of either physical protection or financial support. Not only is this patently unfair in a 

system that is supposed to equitably share responsibility for refugees, it is also a recipe for 

continued failure.  

The CRRF is currently being piloted in four individual countries and two multi-country 

contexts, across three regions,21 and is supposed to have a ‘whole-of-society’ approach, 

including governments, UN agencies, the World Bank, local communities, refugees, NGOs, 

and CSOs. But the CRRF pilots will not be far enough advanced in early 2018 to inform the 

contents of the Global Compact zero draft, and even where a CRRF pilot is up and running, it 

is not designed to inform the development of a concrete mechanism for responsibility and 

burden sharing. Moreover, some of the most difficult and complex situations of displacement, 

in and around Syria and between Myanmar and Bangladesh are not included as pilot 

countries. While CRRF application requires the consent of relevant governments that may 

not currently exist, these geographically distinct contexts and complexities could add 

extensive knowledge and nuance. 

These are complicated issues, and at present no neutral or independent space exists for 

governments, UN agencies, refugee-led organizations, financial institutions, civil society, and 

other stakeholders to come together to discuss a common vision and purpose, whether for a 

specific country, regional response, or global effort. A new global and independent platform, 

designed to support all stakeholders as they work toward greater refugee protection and 

support, is desperately needed. There is shared concern that without this type of multi-

stakeholder platform, led by member states that are already at or close to meeting their fair 

share of responsibility for refugees, nothing will actually change. A proposed structure for this 

platform is proposed in section 4 of this paper as a starting point for discussion. 

Other issues left unresolved by the New York Declaration 

Protection and support for IDPs 

Of the 67 million displaced people in the world, more than 40 million have never crossed an 

international border and are internally displaced persons (IDPs). Like refugees, they 

experience the loss of livelihoods, protection, education, healthcare, and community 

networks, but they do not benefit from any internationally agreed protection framework, 

although regional commitments do exist in Latin America and the Caribbean,22 as well as in 

Africa.23 

The rights and needs of IDPs have been championed by a few key states, but a sufficient 

number of countries were unwilling for them to be included in the New York Declaration.24 

The Declaration noted only the ‘need for reflection on effective strategies to ensure adequate 

protection and assistance for internally displaced persons and to prevent and reduce such 

displacement’.25 With two-thirds of the world’s 67 million displaced people being IDPs—many 

in protracted situations of displacement and many facing similar challenges to those faced by 

refugees, including food insecurity, lack of livelihood opportunities, and poor or no services—

there is indeed an urgent need for such reflection and action. 

Climate change, disasters, and displacement  

The growing impact of climate change and disasters was also left largely unaddressed in the 

New York Declaration. Displacement linked to climate change is not a future threat but a 

current and growing reality, affecting millions of women, men, boys, and girls around the 
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world. Climate change is increasing the frequency and risk of disasters caused by extreme 

weather events, including floods and storms. In 2016, some 23.5 million people were 

displaced internally by extreme weather disasters.26 At the same time, rising sea levels, 

shifting rainfall patterns, and other changes are eroding people’s livelihoods and security, 

and putting many more people at risk of displacement in the future. Our analysis of data on 

new displacements over the period 2008–16 showed that people in low- and lower-middle-

income countries were around five times more likely than people in high-income countries to 

be displaced by sudden-onset extreme weather disasters.27  

It is important that responding to the growing threat of displacement in the context of climate 

change begins with much stronger action to minimize displacement, through tackling its root 

causes and supporting communities facing various threats by reducing their vulnerability and 

building resilience. At the same time, work is needed to strengthen protection and legal 

recognition for those who are on the move as a result of disasters and climate change. While 

recognizing that all possible measures must be taken to avoid displacement, in cases where 

migration may be the only option for a family or community, it is necessary to support 

proactive, long-term strategies to ensure that those who are forced to move are able to do so 

safely, with dignity, and on their own terms. UNHCR’s Assistant High Commissioner for 

Protection, Volker Türk, has publicly asserted that individuals and families displaced by 

disasters should fall under the remit of the Global Compact on Refugees.  

A RESPONSIBILITY SHARING MODEL AND A NEW 
GLOBAL PLATFORM: A PROPOSAL FOR A WAY 
FORWARD 

As a means of stimulating debate and discussion, this paper proposes, for the first time, a 

model that assigns 193 governments across the world their fair share of responsibility for 

physical protection and financial support for refugees and host communities. The proposed 

model comprises two components: first, the building of a comprehensive database and 

methodology to facilitate measurement of the capacity and resources available to each 

nation in support of these aims, regardless of location; and second, the development of a 

new Global Platform on Protection, Human Development and Durable Solutions to support 

this initiative.28 

Both proposals have been reviewed and commented on by refugees and refugee-led 

organizations, and by more than 20 experts from academia, civil society, UN agencies, and 

different government bodies. The proposals are a work in progress, to encourage input, 

debate, and engagement with and among governments around the world as they work 

toward finalizing the Global Compact on Refugees.  

It is not asserted that these proposals are the definitive models which states should adopt. 

However, by offering a concrete mechanism for responsibility sharing—with specific 

measurements, indicators and assignments of fair share—the intention is to be provocative. 

It is our hope that this discussion paper will spur a robust discussion among states that goes 

beyond a general call for international cooperation to an overdue debate on how to make it 

happen. Ultimately, we hope that this will result in the emergence of a new Programme of 

Action that is concrete, actionable, fully articulated, and agreed to in the final version of the 

Global Compact on Refugees.  

  



 

2 MAIN FINDINGS IN APPLYING THE 
RESPONSIBILITY SHARING MODEL 

SHORT METHODOLOGY AND SOME LIMITATIONS OF 
THE RSM 

In this paper, a proposal is outlined for a new Responsibility Sharing Model (RSM) that 

identifies each nation’s fair share of responsibility for hosting, protecting, and assisting 

refugees and supporting host communities.29 This proposal is straightforward yet 

comprehensive. It originates in the 1951 Refugee Convention and 1967 Protocol, and seeks 

to promote the rights of all refugees to protection, education, assistance, healthcare, and 

livelihood opportunities30 by ensuring that all states have the capacity to progressively meet 

the needs of refugees. This methodology first considers and weights the GDP and population 

of every state, to achieve a preliminary fair share of responsibility and burden sharing. For 

these two data points, the authors relied on the 2016 World Bank Database, which contains 

the latest available data.31  The methodology then adjusts the baseline number by a multiplier 

based on the Human Development Index,32 which is one measurement of each nation’s 

progress toward the SDGs.33  

The authors considered excluding low-lying island states from the RSM, but as there is no 

definitive index listing those states that face an existential threat of ruin, this was not 

included. When discussing a concrete methodology for responsibility sharing, countries 

should take into account the inherent vulnerability of these states and integrate this into a fair 

share approach. 

After identifying each nation’s fair share based on this methodology, we then applied the 

Fragile States Index.34 All states assigned ‘alert’ status in the index (90 points or higher)35 

were removed from the responsibility sharing allocations, because by definition they are 

already unstable. Given their fragility, it is not fair to those countries to assign responsibility 

for supporting refugees, although more than seven million refugees (almost one-third of the 

total) do currently reside in fragile states.36 The fact that one-third of all refugees reside in 

fragile states is a clear demonstration that the current system of refugee ‘protection’ is utterly 

broken. 

This model then converts each nation’s fair share of responsibility for refugees into a specific 

number of refugees, based on the 2016 UNHCR Population Statistics Database37 and 2016 

figures from the UN Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East 

(UNRWA).38 

Some limitations of the RSM  

This proposal does not pretend to address every opportunity or challenge involved in the 

protection and support of refugees and host communities. Sections highlight the specific 

limitations of each proposal, but there are a few overall limitations that are worth highlighting 

here. 

These proposals provide a global approach to refugee protection and assistance only and 

cannot substitute for context-specific knowledge, address circumstances that create 

challenges and opportunities in different regions, or offer detailed analysis of how each 

government’s proposals or positions are developed. Wherever possible, the authors have 
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worked with civil society and refugees in affected countries to best reflect their understanding 

of specific contexts, politics, and government efforts.  

Nevertheless, in a broad and propositional methodology such as this, some individual 

countries may be picked out as ‘high performers’ in terms of responsibility sharing because 

they permit the entry of large numbers of refugees (offering physical protection), even though 

their domestic practices may not sufficiently support the human development of refugees and 

host communities (e.g. access to education, livelihood opportunities, adequate housing, and 

healthcare, among others).39 Other countries may be ‘low performers’ in terms of physical 

protection, but may extend key human rights quickly and broadly.40 However, on balance we 

consider that the proposals put forward provide a strong foundation from which to gauge the 

capacity of governments to extend protection and support to refugees and host communities, 

while measuring the current gaps and some of their consequences. 

MAIN FINDINGS AFTER APPLICATION OF THE RSM 

Once a methodology41 for the model approach to responsibility sharing was agreed upon, the 

authors applied the formula to the 193 UN Member States in order to better understand the 

fair share for each country in terms of protecting and supporting refugees, whether and how 

countries are currently meeting their fair shares, and to begin to identify opportunities for 

improvement and to propose paths forward.   

These findings are ultimately represented through the assignment to each country a specific 

number of refugees, based on the current population of 25 million plus refugees and asylum 

seekers globally. The tables, data sets, and analysis that follow are based on the current 

picture of refugee needs and response. But this snapshot is not the end of the analysis. The 

Responsibility Sharing Model (RSM) allows for updating at any time—weekly, monthly, 

annually, or otherwise. Indeed, it could be employed by countries, UN agencies, and other 

stakeholders as a new crisis is unfolding.  

Whatever model for a predictable and equitable responsibility sharing mechanism is agreed 

upon should be used dynamically so that as populations of refugees arrive in countries, 

states have an immediate ability to determine their fair share of responsibility for physical 

protection and financial support, analyse how they can best support refugees and host 

communities, and act accordingly. Some key findings of the RSM are set out in the following 

section. 

Most countries should be doing much more, but some are taking on a 

disproportionate amount of responsibility for refugees and host 

communities 

The first and most important point is that the 20 biggest economies in the world, which have 

the greatest capacity to both physically protect and support refugees globally, are failing 

miserably. Based on a review of UNHCR data in 2016, members of the G20 contribute less 

than 40% of their fair share to refugee protection, whereas the rest of the world, with far 

fewer resources and less capacity, is extending a huge six times its fair share (see Figure 

1).42 Significantly, Turkey accounts for almost 40% of all the refugees hosted in G20 nations. 

If Turkey were excluded from this analysis, the G20 countries would be taking responsibility 

for less than 15% of their fair share. 

Figure 1: Contribution of G20 countries compared with the rest of the world 



 

 

In total, 113 of the 193 countries analysed are doing less than half of what they could fairly 

be expected to do in terms of protecting refugees, when looking only at the numbers being 

hosted. At the same time, 35 countries are surpassing their fair share of responsibility, with 

ten doing more than 10 times their fair share.43  

Figure 2: Countries’ fair share of protection and assistance due to refugees and host 

governments 
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Figure 3: Where refugees are residing currently 

 

 

 

Figure 3 takes into account physical protection only. However, all of the named countries 

except the United States and the European Union take on much more than 100% of their fair 

share of physical protection, meaning that they do not have an additional responsibility for 

financially supporting refugees not already residing in these countries. We encourage all 

countries to provide comprehensive data on their financial contributions in support of 

refugees and host communities, so that these pies can be adjusted to reflect these 

contributions. As discussed below, it is exceptionally difficult to determine financial 

contributions beyond those made to the UNHCR and UNRWA each year, so we made a 

decision not to probe beyond those contributions in this paper. We would welcome this 

additional information. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

The vast majority of refugees reside in Africa and Asia 

Figure 4: Fair share vs current refugee population 

 
 

Particularly in the United States and the European Union, there is often a false sense among 

elected leaders and citizens that they are shouldering the majority of responsibility for 

refugees, and that all refugees would travel to one of these regions if given the opportunity. 

This is not true. In fact, the vast majority of refugees live in Africa or Asia (including the 

Middle East) for as long as the underlying driver of their displacement continues. 

The vast majority of refugees are in a few countries 

Table 1 below applies the RSM to identify the seven countries globally hosting the highest 

numbers of refugees. The first column identifies the percentage of the refugee population 

globally that each country should be responsible for based on the RSM. The second column 

applies the fair share percentage to the total number of refugees, resulting in a specific 

responsibility. The third column identifies the total number of refugees that were actually 

being hosted in each country in 2016, based on UNHCR’s Statistics Database.44 

For example, based on the fair share model, Turkey is responsible for 1.03% of the world’s 

refugees, which equals 261,096 individuals. Yet Turkey is hosting almost three million 

refugees, exceptionally above its fair share.  

Based on the RSM, Pakistan’s fair share is zero percent, because it is considered a fragile 

state. Uganda and Ethiopia are also fragile states and therefore are not assigned a specific 

responsibility for refugees, and the Occupied Palestinian Territory (OPT) is not recognized as 

a state by most UN members. That said, despite their fragility, Pakistan was hosting more 

than a million refugees in 2016, while Uganda, Ethiopia, and a number of other fragile states 

were hosting up to millions of refugees.  
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Table 1: Countries hosting the most refugees globally and their fair shares 

 

Country 

Fair share 

(RSM) % 

responsibility 

 Fair share # 

of refugees  

# of refugees 

currently hosted 

1 Turkey 1.03% 

                 

261,096  

                     

3,115,376  

2 Jordan 0.06% 

                   

14,395  

                     

2,897,303  

3 Lebanon 0.06% 

                   

15,160  

                     

1,476,671  

4 Pakistan 0.00% 

                            

-    

                     

1,357,416  

5 Germany 5.37% 

             

1,365,599  

                     

1,256,828  

6 Uganda 0.00% 

                            

-    

                         

982,715  

7 Iran, Islamic Rep. 0.62% 

                 

156,841  

                         

979,526  

 

  



 

The countries doing the most to support refugees and host communities 

based on their fair share45 

Table 2 applies the RSM to the top hosting countries globally. The first column again 

identifies the percentage of the refugee population globally that each country should be 

responsible for, based on the RSM. The second column applies the fair share percentage to 

the total number of refugees, resulting in a whole number. The third column identifies the 

total number of refugees that were actually being hosted in each country in 2016, based on 

UNHCR’s Statistics Database.46 The fourth column represents the difference between the 

number of refugees that a country should be hosting or supporting, based on the RSM, and 

the number of refugees actually being hosted in that country. The fifth column represents the 

percentage by which they are extending refugee support over and above their fair share, 

which is determined by dividing the second column by the third column.  

All of the countries shown in Table 2 are taking far above their fair share of responsibility for 

refugees, in terms of both physical protection and humanitarian support. Host governments 

are often discussed as if they are providing only physical protection for refugees, but the 

reality is that they also absorb the vast majority of the costs of infrastructural expansions to 

schools, healthcare systems, and housing, as well as the cost of deterioration of 

infrastructure such as roads and other services overly stressed by the rapid arrival of 

thousands of refugees. Of course, countries hosting large numbers of refugees may also 

extend additional support to refugees around the world, beyond those in their territories. 

Indeed, Sweden, Austria and Jordan contribute substantially to refugee protection and 

support beyond the refugees they host domestically (as evidenced in Table 3 below).  

Uganda, Pakistan, and Ethiopia are also hosting well above their fair share, as shown in 

Table 2. They are fragile states and therefore should not be responsible for refugees at all—

even though in reality they take on a disproportionate share of responsibility for protection 

and care. This is not to take away from their acts of solidarity and generosity, but rather to 

highlight the need for much greater solidarity and welcome on the part of wealthier and more 

able countries around the world.  
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Table 2: Top hosting countries are performing far in excess of their fair share 

 Country 

Fair share 

(RSM) % 

responsibility 

 Fair 

share # 

of 

refugees  

# of 

refugees 

currently 

hosted 

Gap between 

fair share 

quota and 

current 

refugee pop. 

% Over 

performance 

(hosted/FS) 

1 Jordan 0.06% 

           

14,395  

        

2,897,303  

            

(2,882,908) 20127% 

2 Lebanon 0.06% 

           

15,160  

        

1,476,671  

            

(1,461,511) 9740% 

3 Tanzania 0.07% 

           

17,892  

            

290,037  

                

(272,145) 1621% 

4 Turkey 1.03% 

         

261,096  

        

3,115,376  

            

(2,854,280) 1193% 

5 

Iran, Islamic 

Rep. 0.62% 

         

156,841  

            

979,526  

                

(822,685) 625% 

6 South Africa 0.27% 

           

67,885  

            

309,942  

                

(242,057) 457% 

7 Ecuador 0.12% 

           

30,281  

            

127,390  

                  

(97,109) 421% 

8 Bangladesh 0.30% 

           

75,106  

            

276,208  

                

(201,102) 368% 

9 

Egypt, Arab 

Rep. 0.39% 

           

99,365  

            

263,407  

                

(164,042) 265% 

10 Sweden 0.74% 

         

189,152  

            

313,267  

                

(124,115) 166% 

 

The RSM applied to the amount of funding provided by each country to 

UNHCR and UNRWA in 2016 

Table 3 applies the RSM to the humanitarian funding contributed by countries to UNHCR and 

UNRWA in 2016. The first column shows the RSM-based fair share of responsibility. The 

second column shows the difference between the number of refugees represented by a 

country’s fair share and the number of refugees actually hosted in that country in 2016. The 

number of refugees hosted is subtracted for purposes of this analysis because those 

refugees represent a taking up of physical and financial responsibility.  

The third column identifies the total monetary contributions made to UNHCR and UNRWA in 

2016. That total is then divided by the remainder of refugees (column 2) for which countries 

have responsibility, and identifies how much funding is received by each refugee for which 

the country has responsibility. The fourth column identifies this amount for each country—a 

more meaningful measurement of support to refugees for whom they have responsibility, 

rather than simply looking at the total amount of funding provided by each country.  

Sweden, Austria, Turkey, and Jordan are identified as contributing ‘Fair share +’ because not 

only did they meet their fair share of responsibility through refugee hosting and financial 

support alone, but through UNHCR and UNRWA they also each contributed significant 

amounts of funding to refugee support globally ($195m, $8.8m, $2.5m and $1.5m 

respectively). 



 

For example, based on the RSM, Norway is responsible for 129,457 refugees. In 2016, it 

hosted 59,522 refugees. In this analysis, the number of refugees hosted was subtracted from 

the total fair share, leaving a remainder of 71,897 refugees that the country is not hosting. 

Norway contributed a total of $147,089,541 to UNHCR in 2016 and UNRWA in 2016 which is 

the equivalent of $2,045.84 per refugee.  

As another example, as in other years, the US contributed more funding overall in 2016 than 

any other nation (almost $2bn). While this is a significant amount of support to UNHCR and 

UNRWA, based on the fair share the US contributed only $314 per refugee in 2016—plainly 

an inadequate amount.  

Table 3: Countries contributing the most humanitarian funding per refugee to UNHCR 

and UNRWA, 201647 

  Country 

Fair share 

(RSM) % 

responsibility 

Gap between 

fair share 

quota and 

current 

refugee pop. 

Total contributions 

to UNHCR and 

UNRWA  

$ 

Funding per 

refugee not 

hosted  

$ 

1 Sweden 0.74% 

                 

(124,115)  195,037,096   Fair share +  

2 Austria 0.54% 

                   

(33,068)  8,848,959   Fair share +  

3 Turkey 1.03% 

             

(2,854,280)  2,500,000   Fair share +  

4 Jordan 0.06% 

             

(2,882,908)  1,508,265   Fair share +  

5 Germany 5.37% 

                   

108,771  433,749,680  3,987.7  

6 Norway 0.57% 

                     

76,945   143,256,207   1,861.8  

7 Denmark 0.46% 

                     

77,371   75,397,849   974.5  

8 Luxembourg 0.08% 

                     

16,586  14,258,804   859.7  

9 Saudi Arabia 0.88% 

                   

223,514   162,426,790   726.7  

10 Kuwait 0.14% 

                     

33,069   22,066,762   667.3  

11 Finland 0.33% 

                     

60,321   33,315,916   552.3  

12 Switzerland 1.00% 

                   

140,254  8,471,013   488.2  

13 Netherlands 1.17% 

                   

184,569   81,173,021   439.8  

14 Iceland 0.03% 

                        

7,152   3,047,602   426.1  

15 Belgium 0.66% 

                   

101,511   38,841,344   382.6  

16 

United 

Kingdom 3.85% 

                   

813,558   295,336,636   363.0  

17 

United 

States 27.17% 

               

6,095,830   1,882,266,188  308.8  

18 Canada 2.28% 

                   

459,511   134,732,852   293.2  
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SOME LIMITATIONS 

Funding analysis is limited to UNHCR and UNRWA 

Table 3 applies the RSM to the humanitarian funding contributed by countries to UNHCR and 

UNRWA in 2016 only.48 Without a doubt, this does not give a full picture of financial support 

to refugee-hosting countries. Many countries contribute to displacement response through 

emergency funding via the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA),49 

direct contributions to NGOs, and direct support to governments hosting refugees. Many 

countries contribute to pooled funding—for example, European countries providing support 

through ECHO and DEVCO.50 Multiple states, UN agencies, and international financial 

institutions (IFIs) are engaged in joint programs of work, including the Jordan and Lebanon 

Compacts.51  

It is exceptionally difficult, if not impossible, to identify all the humanitarian and development 

funding that each country contributes toward refugees and host communities in a single year. 

In some cases, this is due to a lack of transparency, which is an issue in its own right that 

needs to be addressed. In other cases, financial contributions may not be earmarked 

specifically for refugee or host communities but may have a direct or indirect impact on their 

lives and experiences. In still others, financial contributions move through pooled or other 

complex structures and are very difficult to follow to their final destinations. 

Equally importantly, both UNHCR and UNRWA are mandated as the primary actors for the 

protection of refugees. Their core responsibility is constantly undermined, however, because 

they are chronically underfunded. This has real consequences for refugees and host 

communities, including the absence of or insufficient programs that support education, 

livelihood opportunities, healthcare, and protection programming for survivors of sexual and 

gender-based violence (SGBV).52  

States should continue to explore new and collaborative approaches to humanitarian and 

development funding. The new global proposed in thiis paper could certainly serve as a focal 

point for these discussions, but states should also ensure that both UNHCR and UNRWA are 

always funded in full: they are the lifeline for millions of refugees around the world.  

At the same time, we would welcome further information and discussion on the specific 

contributions made by individual governments and regional bodies in support of refugees and 

host communities. When received and verified, this updated data may be added to this white 

paper to both update graphics and deepen the textual analysis.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Figure 5: UN appeals: needs and contributions 

 

Source: UN OCHA Financial Tracking Service (FTS). Note: the figure includes data for all humanitarian aid 

contributions through UN appeals, including for displacement operations. 

The RSM does not measure the quality of protection 

Many of the ‘high-performing’ countries also provide refugees with access to basic rights and 

services beyond permitting them to remain while conflict persists in their home countries. 

Sweden, Turkey, Jordan, Uganda, and Lebanon, among others, all extend access to 

education, livelihood opportunities, and healthcare to refugees, although the levels of access 

are different and often vary based on the refugees’ nationalities. 

There are also high-performing countries which, while permitting people to cross their 

borders, do not allow them to access other basic rights such as education, healthcare, 

adequate housing, or livelihood opportunities, and may require refugees to live in camps or 

otherwise restrict their movement. While their respect for the fundamental principle of non-

refoulement should be acknowledged, these countries should still be taking steps to fulfil 

other basic rights for refugees while they are in exile. When they do not have sufficient 

capacity or infrastructure to absorb newly arriving, or longstanding, populations of refugees, 

other states should be supporting them in a timely manner with humanitarian and 

development funding, as well as committing to taking responsibility for at least 10% of the 

physical protection of refugees, through resettlement and/or other alternative pathways (see 

below). 

The establishment of a global platform is proposed to support cooperation between countries 

when physical protection and financial support is required. To directly address issues related 

to the quality of protection, it could set as a precondition that hosting states submit a concrete 

plan for achieving refugee access to education, livelihood opportunities, healthcare, and 

adequate shelter, among other rights. These plans could then be analysed and further 

developed and funded within the structure of the proposed global platform. 

Box 3: Good practices—Refugee Work Rights Platform 

When refugees can enter the labor force and earn an income, they can increasingly 

provide for their own needs, as well as contributing to the economies of their host 

countries. At present, however, data on refugees’ access to employment are 

fragmented and difficult to analyse. Countries lack clear data on their performance 

relative to peers, and advocates and diplomats lack evidence relating to specific areas 

for improvement. This makes the creation of solutions difficult and impedes efforts to 
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design effective, results-focused programs to integrate refugees into the labor market 

on either a temporary or a permanent basis.  

To address this problem, Asylum Access has created the Refugee Work Rights 

Platform,53 an interactive, easy-to-navigate website that collects and curates available 

data in a clear, concise format. This information is provided in an interactive format that 

allows users to easily compare their country with others, and to understand the research 

that underlies national rankings.  

A beta version of the Platform provides initial data for nearly 30 countries, providing a 

resource for advocates, policy makers and others to:  

• understand how their countries rank against others in protecting, respecting, and 

promoting refugees’ access to safe, lawful employment consistent with global labor 

norms; access data that can inform program design, public education campaigns, 

and government/private sector engagement strategies; encourage the adoption of 

policies that provide stronger access to such employment for refugees, so they can 

rebuild their lives and contribute to their new communities. 

THE COUNTRIES DOING THE LEAST TO SUPPORT 
REFUGEES AND HOST COMMUNITIES BASED ON 
THEIR FAIR SHARE 

Table 4 applies the proposed RSM to countries hosting at least 50,000 refugees, and then 

ranks them based on the amount of physical protection they provide. The first column again 

identifies the percentage of the refugee population globally (25 million +) that the country 

should be responsible for, based on the RSM. The second column applies the fair share 

percentage to the total number of refugees, resulting in a whole number. The third column 

identifies the total number of refugees that were actually being hosted in each country in 

2016. The fourth column represents the difference between the number of refugees that a 

country should be hosting or supporting, based on the RSM, and the number of refugees 

actually being hosted in that country. The fifth column represents what percentage of their 

fair share countries are meeting in the physical protection of refugees. As above, this table 

does not take into account humanitarian and development funding, but none of these 

countries come close to meeting its fair share of responsibility overall. 
  



 

Table 4: Countries doing the least to support refugees and host communities 

 Country 

Fair share 

(RSM) % 

responsibility 

Fair 

share # 

of 

refugees  

# of 

refugees 

currently 

hosted 

Gap between 

fair share 

quota and 

current 

refugee pop. 

% under 

performance 

(hosted/FS) 

1 Singapore 0.45% 

        

114,468  

                      

-    

                   

114,468  0% 

2 Vietnam 0.30% 

           

75,721  

                      

-    

                     

75,721  0% 

3 Saudi Arabia 0.88% 

        

223,704  

                   

190  

                   

223,514  0% 

4 Philippines 0.38% 

           

95,813  

                   

622  

                     

95,191  1% 

5 Colombia 0.33% 

           

82,682  

                   

644  

                     

82,038  1% 

6 Japan 7.24% 

     

1,842,779  

             

21,315  

               

1,821,464  1% 

7 

U. Arab 

Emirates 0.43% 

        

110,606  

               

1,507  

                   

109,099  1% 

8 Kazakhstan 0.20% 

           

51,103  

                   

790  

                     

50,313  2% 

9 Korea, Rep. 2.12% 

        

540,192  

               

8,668  

                   

531,524  2% 

10 New Zealand 0.28% 

           

70,226  

               

1,724  

                     

68,502  2% 

11 Mexico 1.28% 

        

326,804  

               

8,849  

                   

317,955  3% 

12 Portugal 0.27% 

           

69,830  

               

2,052  

                     

67,778  3% 

13 Argentina 0.77% 

        

196,599  

               

7,284  

                   

189,315  4% 

14 Romania 0.27% 

           

69,549  

               

2,979  

                     

66,570  4% 

15 Indonesia 1.06% 

        

269,975  

             

14,405  

                   

255,570  5% 

16 Chile 0.36% 

           

91,716  

               

4,960  

                     

86,756  5% 

17 

Czech 

Republic 0.29% 

           

73,057  

               

4,419  

                     

68,638  6% 

18 Spain 1.76% 

        

446,622  

             

33,349  

                   

413,273  7% 

19 Brazil 2.13% 

        

541,574  

             

45,153  

                   

496,421  8% 

20 Poland 0.71% 

        

180,683  

             

15,178  

                   

165,505  8% 

21 Ireland 0.43% 

        

110,431  

             

10,053  

                   

100,378  9% 

22 Peru 0.24% 

           

59,872  

               

6,041  

                     

53,831  10% 

23 China 12.19% 

     

3,101,168  

          

317,923  

               

2,783,245  10% 
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Table 5 highlights countries that are doing very little to support refugees financially, based on 

the RSM. As before, the first column shows the RSM-based fair share of responsibility. The 

second column is the difference between the number of refugees according to a country’s fair 

share and the number of refugees actually hosted in that country in 2016. The number of 

refugees hosted is subtracted for the purposes of this analysis because those refugees 

represent a partial taking up of responsibility.  

The third column identifies the total monetary contributions made to UNHCR and UNRWA in 

2016 and that monetary number is divided by the remainder of refugees (column 2). The 

fourth column identifies the amount that each country provided in support of each of the 

remainder of refugees for which it had responsibility—a more meaningful measurement of 

contributions than simply looking at the total monetary amount of funding provided. Ranging 

from $0.02 to $3.00 per refugee per year, the support they are providing is woefully 

inadequate. These states can and should be doing much more to ensure basic protection 

and support to refugees, regardless of their location. 

Table 5: Countries contributing the least humanitarian funding per refugee to UNHCR 

and UNRWA 

  Country 

Fair share 

(RSM) % 

responsibility 

Gap between 

fair share 

quota and 

current 

refugee pop. 

Total 

contributions to 

UNHCR and 

UNRWA 

$ 

Funding per 

refugee not 

hosted 

$ 

1 Philippines 0.38% 

                     

95,191  20,000   0.21  

2 Indonesia 1.06% 

                   

255,570  65,000  0.25  

3 Sri Lanka 0.14% 

                     

33,930  10,000   0.29  

4 Singapore 0.45% 

                   

114,468  60,000  0.52  

5 Peru 0.24% 

                     

53,831   49,642   0.92  

6 Chile 0.36% 

                     

86,756   82,500  0.95  

7 Mexico 1.28% 

                   

317,955  305,000   0.96  

8 Morocco 0.11% 

                     

22,308   24,299   1.09  

9 China 12.19% 

               

2,783,245   3,117,942   1.12  

10 Israel 0.46% 

                     

73,143  100,000  1.37  

11 Costa Rica 0.07% 

                     

10,092  15,453   1.53  

12 Uruguay 0.07% 

                     

16,368   30,000   1.83  

13 India 3.03% 

                   

563,794   1,264,788   2.24  

14 Kazakhstan 0.20% 

                     

50,313   124,916  2.48  

15 Azerbaijan 0.06% 

                     

14,072   40,007   2.84  

16 Argentina 0.77% 

                   

189,315  563,420   2.98  

 



 

The authors explored but ultimately decided not to try to identify a figure for a sufficient 

amount of support for refugee assistance anywhere in the world, given ethical concerns 

about assigning a ‘cost’ to refugees and the wide variance in the extension of protection and 

rights, based on economics, politics, social contexts, and regional practices. Instead, this 

paper proposes that countries pledge a combination of support for refugees that both 

extends physical protection (hosting, resettlement, and alternative pathways) to at least 10% 

of their fair share, and contributes to the protection and support of refugees financially, 

regardless of where they are located.  

That said, in 2016, the UNHCR budgeted $ 7.5bn for a total of 22.5m refugees. When the 

amount of refugees is divided into the budget request, this equals $333.33 per refugee. This 

would already seem to be inadequate to support the protection and rights of a refugee for a 

year. Worse, neither the UNHCR nor UNRWA received close to that amount of funding from 

the international community.  In 2016, UNHCR received just under $4bn,54 and UNRWA 

received just under $1.25bn55 for a total together of just over $5bn. When divided across all 

refugees under the protection mandate of the UNHCR and UNRWA, (25 million +) refugees 

were allocated just $223 for protection and assistance in 2016. This is unacceptable. 

This paper proposes that countries aim to provide physical protection to at least 10% of their 

fair share of refugees based on need and regardless of ethnicity, religion, or country of 

origin.56 This amount is based on the UNHCR assessment that about 10% of all refugees are 

in need of resettlement every year due to specific vulnerabilities.57 The arrival of asylum 

seekers should not be used to justify the curbing of resettlement programs. Receiving and 

protecting asylum seekers is a domestic responsibility that is related to, but is not the same 

as, the responsibility to resettle the most vulnerable refugees from countries of first asylum. 

Similarly, development funds should not be used to resettle refugees domestically. 

Development assistance is designed to alleviate and ultimately eradicate poverty overseas. 

Applying development funds to resettlement costs undermines these goals.58 

Moreover, every country should make commitments both to extend physical protection to 

refugees through asylum, refugee hosting, refraining from pushbacks and other actions that 

put refugees and vulnerable migrants at heightened risk of serious human rights violations 

(including breach of the principle of non-refoulement)59 and to contribute to the support of 

refugees and host communities through financial contributions and technical support. In all 

cases, it is of the utmost importance that countries make efforts to reunite family members 

who are separated,60 resettle refugees who remain in danger in countries of first asylum, and 

are willing to take responsibility for the rapid evacuation of individuals who are in immediate 

danger. The RSM is not designed to require refugee relocation or resettlement (this is a 

decision to be made ultimately by refugees themselves), but is instead designed so that 

countries can determine how to ensure the availability of safe passage consistent with their 

10% commitment, if this is needed or desired by a refugee. 

Finally, countries should not to view fulfilling the responsibility to physically protect refugees 

as a burden. A variety of studies demonstrate that refugees bring much needed economic 

stimulus to economies and skill-sets that are often of great use.61 For example, Saudi Arabia 

is not a signatory to the Refugee Convention nor the 1967 Protocol, and more than two 

million refugees live in the country without recognition or rights.62 Even without being a 

signatory, however, Saudi Arabia made commitments in the New York Declaration to share 

responsibility for refugee protection and support.63 Even without a resettlement program, it 

could do this by setting aside labor and family-based visas for at least 10% of the refugees 

for whom it has responsibility according to the RSM, about 20,000 refugees. For Saudi 

Arabia, a country with millions of migrant workers, this is neither unreasonable nor 

unattainable. It is a matter of exercising positive political will. 
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The performance of the BRICS countries could be better 

The BRICS countries are Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa. They are emerging 

economic powers and are leading a shift in global power away from the developed G7 

economies and toward the developing world. In light of their growing social, political, and 

economic power on the world stage, the BRICS countries have the opportunity to exercise a 

much greater role in responsibility sharing consistent with their capacities, and could be 

doing so. Currently, only South Africa is demonstrating this kind of leadership. 

Table 6: Contributions of the BRICS countries based on physical protection 

Country 

Fair share 

(RSM) % 

responsibility 

 Fair share 

# of 

refugees  

# of 

refugees 

currently 

hosted 

Gap 

between 

fair share 

quota and 

current 

refugee 

pop. 

% under 

performance 

(hosted/FS) 

Total 

funding 

$ 

Funding 

per 

refugee 

not 

hosted 

$ 

South 

Africa 0.27% 

        

67,885  

         

309,942  

               

(242,057) 457%  343,399  

Fair 

share+ 

Russian 

Fed. 1.92% 

      

489,536  

         

232,029  

                  

257,507  47% 2,000,000  

               

7.8  

India 3.03% 

      

770,864  

         

207,070  

                  

563,794  27% 1,264,788  

                  

2.2  

China 12.19% 

  

3,101,168  

         

317,923  

              

2,783,245  10% 3,117,942  

                  

1.1  

Brazil 2.13% 

      

541,574  

           

45,153  

                  

496,421  8%  2,394,778  

                  

4.8  



 

3 A PROPOSAL TOWARDS A GLOBAL  
PLATFORM ON PROTECTION, HUMAN 
DEVELOPMENT AND DURABLE 
SOLUTIONS 

WHY A NEW GLOBAL PLATFORM? 

It is not inevitable that neighboring states should bear the bulk of the responsibility for hosting 

refugees for long periods of time. The Global Compact on Refugees needs to address the 

gap between the rights laid out in the 1951 Refugee Convention, the 1967 Protocol, and the 

New York Declaration and the reality that there are no defined operational mechanisms for 

realizing these rights.  

The following proposal for discussion is put forward to support efforts toward envisioning the 

Global Compact on Refugees as a New Way of Working (NWoW)64 and suggests that, for it 

to be effective, it requires a new global platform that brings together a variety of diverse 

stakeholders in a shared vision. NWoWs are envisioned as being multi-stakeholder 

processes by design and not ‘owned’ by any one entity.  

The scope of work envisioned by the New York Declaration and to be covered by the Global 

Compact on Refugees requires more than either UNHCR or UNRWA has the authority or 

capacity to deliver; but this does not diminish the mandate of these agencies as the primary 

protectors of refugees. Rather, it should bolster their ability to protect refugees and support 

host communities in the short, medium, and long terms.  

It would be self-defeating for the proposed Global Platform to duplicate existing efforts; 

instead, it could promote collaboration by bringing together many different UN agencies 

which frequently work alongside each other though not with each other, and IFIs and private 

sector actors who are taking on increasing responsibility for support related to forced 

displacement but who do not currently have formal roles in UN structures. It could also 

formalize and centralize a Refugee Major Group.65 For many years, UN agencies, NGOs, 

and governments have paid lip service to refugee voice and representation. The integration 

of refugee leadership, and particularly the leadership of refugee women, within this new 

global platform could represent a significant step toward turning rhetoric into reality. 
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Figure 6: Structure of the proposed Global Platform on Protection, Human 

Development and Durable Solutions 

 

 
   

STRUCTURE OF THE GLOBAL PLATFORM  

This paper proposes that the Global Platform on Protection, Human Development and 

Durable Solutions would best be realized if it were led by all UN Member States and not 

limited by the mandates or structures of any one UN entity. It also suggests that it should be 

co-led by two countries, one of which is already exceeding its fair share of responsibility for 

refugees, while the other is already at 75% of its fair share and actively working to bridge the 

gap.  



 

This makes sense because the proposed platform is designed to promote and support better 

performance by individual countries. By having as one co-chair a country that is at or over its 

fair share, it is immediately apparent that meeting fair shares is wholly possible, while that 

particular country obviously has expertise in the challenges and needs faced by others in 

similar situations. Having the platform co-chaired by a second country that is actively working 

to achieve its full fair share of responsibility creates space for discussions about transforming 

good intentions into reality, often in the context of political, economic, or social challenges. 

Highlighting these challenges and exploring ways to facilitate positive outcomes could be 

useful both in the leadership of the proposed Global Platform and as an example for other 

members.   

Membership of the Secretariat could require a plan of action that would position each country 

to meet its fair share of refugee protection and support within a set number of years. 

Alternatively, if a country was already technically meeting its fair share but had laws, policies, 

or practices that undermined the rights of refugees at its borders, in protection, or in 

humanitarian and development programming, this paper suggests that it be required to 

submit a plan for reforming such laws or enacting new rights that promote the protection of 

refugees and their right to assistance. An Office of Monitoring, Oversight and Accountability 

could be placed within the Secretariat as a support system, both identifying areas where 

states could improve their policies and practices and issuing reports on the progress of 

different states toward meeting their fair share of responsibility for refugees. 

Political and infrastructural challenges that prevent the extension of education, healthcare 

services, adequate housing, and livelihood opportunities, among others, could be reviewed 

jointly by humanitarian and development actors, as well as by already existing or new 

regional responsibility sharing groups, which could be empowered to negotiate regional 

approaches. Recently, countries in Latin America and the Caribbean have entered into an 

agreement of exactly this type so that they could better share and manage the increased 

movement of refugees in the region.66 This new agreement grew out of discussions and 

partnerships between UNHCR and individual countries, and while it does not include the full 

weight of the World Bank, the private sector, or other key stakeholders, it could play a critical 

role, particularly in countering obstacles to refugee rights and meeting the needs of host 

communities. 

As another example, domestic law, policy, and/or practice that prevents the movement of 

refugees, outsources responsibilities for asylum, or results in arbitrary detentions and/or 

deportations could be brought to the attention of the platform by affected countries, refugees 

and their families, civil society, or other stakeholders. While the Global Platform would not 

have the authority to call for the eradication of practices that block refugees’ rights and 

undermine international cooperation around migration and displacement, it could be 

designed with the authority to assess practices and propose better approaches that address 

the concerns of states, promote the rights of refugees, and reduce negative impacts on 

refugees and neighboring states. 

Refugee Major Group 

In consultation with refugee groups and refugee advocacy organizations, the establishment 

of a Refugee Major Group is proposed, which would be an independent and formally 

recognized body within the Global Platform. This model is based on the organizing of core 

stakeholders, or ‘major groups’, which emerged out of the Earth Summit in 1992 and has 

since been replicated in significant processes, including the SDGs.67 Like the other major 

groups, the proposed Refugee Major Group would be empowered to engage directly with 

states and UN processes to ensure that refugee-led organizations have an authentic voice 
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and meaningful participation, along with a formal opportunity both to provide input and shape 

how responsibility sharing and refugee rights are made operational and implemented in 

different national, regional, and global contexts. 

Working groups  

Finally, three working groups are proposed that represent an attempt to address challenging 

policy and operational issues through all parts of the displacement cycle: emergency 

protection concerns, human development in displacement, and the development of durable 

solutions. Achieving any of these often requires extensive multilateral efforts, and good 

practices can be eroded quickly by political, economic, social and security concerns. 

The international community needs a refugee system that is resilient and flexible as, at some 

point, somewhere, politicians and elected leaders will stoke nativist and xenophobic impulses 

when it is politically expedient for them to do so. The proposed Global Platform, independent 

of any one government and made up of a broad range of actors, including refugees and host 

communities, will be insulated from these time-bound and geographically shifting dynamics, 

and will be able to act credibly, coherently, and with due regard for the rights and needs of 

refugees and host communities. The authors propose that a stable and independent space is 

urgently needed to sustain protection as a priority, regardless of political, economic, and 

social contexts. 

Each of the working groups proposed includes gender equality as a primary function. The 

experiences of women and girls are regularly overlooked, but they should be considered, 

designed for, and integrated into all phases of displacement and return—across emergency, 

humanitarian and development phases. For example, due to traditional gender roles in their 

home countries, female refugees often have less formal education and weaker language 

skills than their male counterparts, which poses barriers to finding employment and 

accessing services, including legal advice, in a new country where they do not speak the 

language.  

Family responsibilities, social isolation, and lack of resources can make accessing and 

utilizing healthcare services particularly challenging for refugee women. Yet as the primary 

care-givers in the household and because of pregnancy and childbirth, women often have 

greater need than men of regular and reliable access to health services. Additionally, in 

terms of personal and professional development, the lack of affordable childcare is a major 

barrier for refugee women seeking to participate in language or skills training. Yet without 

these skills, they are unable to access employment and earn an income, which leads to a 

vicious cycle of poverty. 

Furthermore, adjusting to a new culture brings about changes in roles and family dynamics, 

which can strain relationships and make women more vulnerable to domestic violence. The 

Global Platform proposed is designed to highlight the need for, debate, and ultimately agree 

to concrete and funded programs that counter these challenges, among others. Indeed, no 

global, regional, or national refugee policy will succeed if the experiences and rights of those 

on the move, and particularly women, are not put at its centre; in their absence, new 

approaches may reinforce inequality and vulnerability. 

Again, the proposal for a global platform is one approach put forward to move states, 

international agencies, and organizations beyond talking about the challenges inherent in 

working collaboratively to actually debating what kind of structure is needed to make it 

happen. This is the right moment for such an initiative.  

  



 

4 REFUGEE VOICES AND CHOICES: 
ENVISIONING THEIR OWN 
FUTURES 

For all the talk and intentions around increasing the agency and self-reliance of refugees and 

of including their perspectives and capacities in the design and implementation of programs 

and policies addressing their needs, they are consistently excluded from the corridors of 

power. 

In the process of this research, the authors engaged directly with refugees, refugee-led 

organizations, and refugee rights organizations around the world in a variety of ways. While 

this is a good first step, it is not sufficient to ensure that the experiences and choices of 

refugees in different parts of the world, with different abilities and ages, levels of education, 

gender and experiences of persecution and conflict, are adequately represented in the 

proposed model. The authors will continue to work alongside refugee-led organizations as 

countries review, discuss, and debate these proposals, and is committed to supporting 

refugees in advocacy and policy development. Certainly, refugees and refugee-led 

organizations, particularly those led by refugee women, need to be brought into consultations 

and negotiations toward the Global Compact on Refugees now, and then specifically 

included in development, implementation, and oversight of the outcomes. This could be done 

through the inclusion of a ‘Refugee Major Group’ in the global platform. 

Most important is the meaningful integration of women’s experiences. Forced migration is 

gendered right from the start. Conflict and persecution are exacerbated by how gender 

interacts with poverty, violence, exploitation, climate change—and power. Refugee women 

are often subject to discrimination and violence, as women but also as refugees and due to 

other elements of their identities, whether race, ethnicity, real or perceived sexual orientation, 

age, or disability. Together, these factors can constrain the ability of women to take decisions 

and to be able to act in their own best interests.  

Perhaps just as dangerously, these factors can create a perception that women do not have 

the ability, agency, or authority to take decisions and actions to improve their own 

situations—relegating them to a passive role as victims and excluding them from participation 

in the creation of law, policy, and practice approaches. Women should be at the center of 

such discussions. 

The capacity of women, and their families and communities, to cope with and to escape 

cycles of displacement hinges on women’s ability to gain full access to their rights: including 

education, decent work, healthcare, and sexual and reproductive rights.  

Much greater efforts should be made to more clearly understand the socio-economic 

characteristics and backgrounds of female refugees in terms of education, skills, work 

experience, the ordeals they have been through, and what they need and want for the future. 

Representation mechanisms for refugees and host communities are often lacking, and 

therefore people are often not involved in the design and implementation of programs and 

policies that affect them.  

The Global Platform proposed would specifically include women’s rights organizations, 

refugee-led organizations and local leadership in the Refugee Major Group. While this is not 

enough to ensure that the whole diversity of experience and identity are sufficiently 
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represented, we would recommend that the Refugee Major Group have the same access to 

decision making as governments and other institutions, to be developed alongside the 

platform’s broader stakeholder committee. Organizations led by refugee women should be 

prioritized as this Refugee Major Group is developed. 

REFUGEE CHOICES AND REFUGEE RIGHTS 

In an ideal world, the wishes of all refugees in terms of residence during exile would be 

respected and realized. The current reality is that human rights and refugee law does not 

make the fulfilment of their choices of residence mandatory. However, whenever possible, 

refugees’ preferences for resettlement and relocation should be respected. Policies and 

practices aimed at reuniting families should be a priority. And a refugee’s desire to be 

resettled in a specific country or region, regardless of pre-existing links, should be a core 

consideration in determining their destination, when needed. Refugees and their families are 

best equipped to determine where they are most likely to succeed in exile. This may take into 

account family links, language, and cultural similarities, or it may be based on an entirely 

different and personal analysis. It is vital that refugees can exercise their own best 

judgments.  

5 What Next? 

There is no ‘one size fits all’ approach to delivering the right policy framework and program 

interventions for every conflict and crisis across the world. Each state and region has its own 

complex mix of social, economic, and political challenges—ranging from fragility to 

demographic challenges, from ethnic tensions and internal conflicts to weak economies, 

corruption, and a lack of accountable state structures.  

While this reality presents complex challenges, each person has fundamental rights that do 

not change depending on when and how they move, and these rights must be promoted and 

protected. The Global Compact on Refugees is an unprecedented opportunity to finally meet 

this challenge; to do so, countries will need to agree on an equitable and predictable 

mechanism for sharing responsibility and a new and independent body dedicated to 

supporting countries in the delivery of these responsibilities. As we move into the final nine 

months before delivery of the Global Compact on Refugees, we urge countries to robustly 

discuss and debate these proposals among others, and develop workable approaches out of 

those debates. This is a shared effort. Let us begin in haste. 

Towards a Global Compact on Refugees that is fit for the future 

The Global Compact on Refugees 

• The proposed Responsibility Sharing Model (RSM) in the Programme of Action is a 

model that could be applied transparently, predictably, and equitably to each member 

state including a fair share of responsibility for refugees and host communities. The model 

outlined in this paper is presented as a beta model, for debate and discussion, and is 

offered in order to support this discussion and stimulate the necessary debate to realise a 

concrete mechanism which all can agree on. 

• In addition, a fully funded mandate for the establishment of a Global Platform in the 

Programme of Action is proposed, which would be responsible for operationalizing and 

implementing the Global Compact on Refugees and developing new policy and common 

positions through the three focus areas, with a fully staffed Office of Monitoring, 

Oversight, and Accountability. Again, the Global Platform presented in this paper is 



 

offered for debate and discussion rather than as a definitive model  

Gender justice at the center of the Global Compact on Refugees68:  

• incorporating existing agreements under international law regarding the human rights, 

empowerment, and protection of women and girls;  

• ensuring that it has measurable indicators, including on gender and age, so that progress 

can be assessed;  

• recognizing that gender considerations must be addressed at every point in the 

displacement cycle—from initial flight, during protracted displacement, through to durable 

solutions—and that intersecting factors such as geographic location, age, disability, 

ethnicity, religion, and real or perceived sexual orientation also have impacts on 

opportunity and vulnerability; 

• being grounded in the understanding that effective refugee responses require 

partnerships with refugee women and girls as leaders and contributors; 

• ensuring that it requires the collection and use of sex- and age-disaggregated data 

(SADD) at all stages of the refugee response to better inform planning and programming. 

 

The Global Compact on Refugees should commit states to improving and/or change 

national and regional policies and practices: 

• respecting people’s right to seek asylum, and reducing barriers to accessing asylum; 

• increasing the number of resettlement places and alternative pathways to at least 10% of 

their fair share, including through family reunification, private sponsorships, work, student 

and humanitarian admissions;  

• ensuring the local inclusion of refugees and access to basic services, including quality 

education as soon as possible for children and young people, healthcare, vocational 

training, and decent work opportunities;  

• providing predictable and adequate humanitarian assistance as well as development 

funding to support displaced people and the communities hosting them. 

The Global Compact on Refugees should incorporate the voices of refugee, women-

led and gender-focused organizations: 

• at all stages of consultation, negotiation, and implementation of the Global Compact, 

refugee-led and women’s organizations be specifically included in unfolding discussions 

and in the development of policy positions and in crafting practice based on its 

implementation (whether the CRRF or the Programme of Action). 

Consistent with the commitments made in the New York Declaration, the Global Compact 

could also commit states to developing a protection and support strategy within two years 

of its passage, which should include legal recognition and status for people forced to cross 

borders due to natural hazards and disasters.  
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ANNEX 1: DETAILED METHODOLOGY OF THE 
RESPONSIBILITY SHARING MODEL 

Short summary 

The authors designed a Responsibility Sharing Model (RSM) which assigns a percentage of 

total responsibility for refugee protection to each country in the full list of UN Member States 

(193 countries). This approach takes the gross domestic product (GDP) and population of 

each nation as the primary measures of that state’s ability to receive, protect, and assist 

refugees and host communities and to contribute funding to the reception and care of 

refugees regardless of their location.  

The model can then be utilized to convert the percentage of responsibility into a number of 

total refugees that each country should accept or, alternatively, should provide funding for 

other countries to accept and support those refugees. The authors explored whether a base 

‘cost’ could be assigned to a refugee anywhere in the world, but ultimately concluded that 

this was not a sound approach, for two reasons. First, given the significant differences in 

economic, social, and political contexts of nations around the world, the ‘cost’ of hosting a 

refugee cannot be fixed as a monetary unit. More importantly, the authors believes that every 

nation has the obligation both to receive refugees who are in need of protection and to 

support the ability of other states to receive, protect, and support refugees regardless of their 

location. With a fixed ‘cost’ assigned to each refugee, some nations might agree only to 

meeting their fair share by providing financial support, thereby shifting part of their 

responsibility by ‘buying’ it out and making refugee protection a transactional event. This 

raises ethical concerns, may reinforce xenophobic tendencies among some elected officials 

and members of the public, and may also be legally suspect. 

The model attempts to combine hard numbers (e.g. GDP and population) and to modify 

these, based on the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), through further development 

indexes, specifically the Human Development Index and the Fragile States Index.  

This section describes in detail the principles behind the RSM, the methodology used to 

construct it, and the many data sources that have been considered in the process. 

MODEL CONSTRUCTION 

Goal 

The goal of the RSM is to create a transparent, equitable, and predictable model that assigns 

a percentage of total responsibility for accepting the world’s refugee population, both current 

and future, or for providing, in combination, adequate funding to support other countries to 

accept and protect the funding country’s quota of refugees. The result is a percentage value 

assigned to each country (the sum of which values represents 100 percent of the total 

refugee population), and which can be converted to a number of total refugees assigned to 

that country.  
  



 

Participating countries and components  

The RSM was constructed first by taking the full list of 193 UN member states. Hard 

components incorporated into the model were:  

GDP (current US$)  

Official definition: GDP at purchaser's prices is the sum of gross value added by all 

resident producers in the economy plus any product taxes and minus any subsidies not 

included in the value of the products. It is calculated without making deductions for 

depreciation of fabricated assets or for depletion and degradation of natural resources. Data 

are in current U.S. dollars. Dollar figures for GDP are converted from domestic currencies 

using single-year official exchange rates. For a few countries where the official exchange rate 

does not reflect the rate effectively applied to actual foreign exchange transactions, an 

alternative conversion factor is used. 

Source: World Bank National Accounts Data (2016)69 

Population  

Total population is based on the de facto definition of population, which counts all residents 

regardless of legal status or citizenship.  

Source: World Bank National Accounts Data (2016)70 

The model identified GDP and population as the starting point for our analysis. The use of 

GDP places emphasis on national wealth, so that the richer the country, the larger its fair 

share of responsibility. In the case of population, it is implied that the larger the population, 

the less impact arriving refugees would have on current social, economic, and political 

dynamics (the per capita concept). This has been the primary starting point in most 

discussions of responsibility sharing models.71 But while the authors used this as a starting 

point for the model, we did not assume this was the only way to approach fair share, and 

explored a variety of different approaches before settling on the approach put forward in this 

paper. After exploring a variety of different ratios, the authors settled on a 75% weight on 

GDP and a 25% weight on population. This baseline number was then multiplied by that are 

weighted differently, then multiplies them by key context-specific dynamics that work together 

to assess the capacity of states (as discussed below).  

Development indexes applied 

Because the authors believed it was important to account for nations’ efforts toward progress 

on the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development in determining a fair share for each 

country, it explored how to take into account access to education, healthcare, inequality, 

density, gender equality, and wealth. These data points enhance the methodology.  

In 2015, nations adopted the 2030 Agenda, which includes 17 SDGs that would ‘leave no 

one behind’ by ending extreme poverty and prioritizing policies and investments that have 

long-term, transformative impacts on communities and nations. Exceptional efforts are under 

way across communities, nationally, and internationally for the achievement of the SDGS by 

2030. It makes sense that a mechanism for refugee responsibility sharing would both 

consider and be inclusive of these goals. 

Indeed, the arrival of tens of thousands of refugees can create stresses on already 

overloaded public utilities and institutions, including water and sanitation, housing, and 

education. This in turn may create greater challenges for the development of national action 
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plans consistent with the SDGs and may diminish the ability of host communities and 

refugees benefiting from these advances. Second, every refugee has the right to protection, 

education, healthcare, and livelihood opportunities, among other rights, and so a fair share 

mechanism should include an assessment of the state’s ability to fulfill these rights, including 

the exercise of women’s and girl’s rights equal to those of men and boys.  

The authors studied a variety of indexes and measurements (e.g., the Oxfam Commitment 

to Reducing Inequality Index,72 the Gini coefficient, the Gender Inequality Index, and 

density and GDP per capita, among others) and finally settled on the Human Development 

Index because it is: 

• widely legitimized 

• calculates almost all the countries (188 out of 193) 

• measures clear aspects of personal and social development, life expectancy (health 

parameter), expected years of schooling (education parameter), and gross national 

income (GNI) per capita in PPP terms (wealth parameter). 

Human Development Index (HDI) 

The HDI is a summary measure of average achievement in key dimensions of human 

development: a long and healthy life, being knowledgeable, and having a decent standard of 

living. The HDI is the geometric mean of normalized indices for each of these three 

dimensions. 

The health dimension is assessed by life expectancy at birth, while the education dimension 

is measured by mean years of schooling for adults aged 25 years and more and expected 

years of schooling for children of school entry age. The standard of living dimension is 

measured by GNI per capita. The HDI uses the logarithm of income, to reflect the diminishing 

importance of income with increasing GNI. The scores for the three HDI dimension indices 

are then aggregated into a composite index using a geometric mean.  

Figure 1: The dimensions measured by the HDI 

 

Source: United Nations Development Programme (2016)73 

Fragile States Index 

The authors also explored a variety of ways to account for the experiences of refugees, for 

example by considering global human rights surveys, but ultimately decided that fragile 

states, by definition, are already in a state of emergency and so it would not make sense to 

add the responsibility for supporting refugees to the volatility of their situations.  

The rankings in the Fragile States Index are based on 12 indicators of state vulnerability, 

grouped by category: social (four), economic (two), and political (six). The scores are 



 

obtained via a process involving content analysis, quantitative data, and development review. 

In the content analysis phase, millions of documents from over 100,000 English-language or 

translated sources (social media are excluded) are scanned and filtered through the Fund for 

Peace's Conflict Assessment System Tool (CAST), which utilizes specific filters and search 

parameters to sort data linked to indicators, and assigns scores based on algorithms. 

Following CAST analysis, quantitative data from sources such as the United Nations, World 

Health Organization, Transparency International, World Bank, and Freedom House are 

incorporated, which then leads to the final phase of development reviews of each indicator 

for each country. 

Considered together in the index, these 12 indicators are a way of assessing a state's 

vulnerability to collapse or conflict, ranking states on a spectrum of categories labeled 

‘sustainable’, ‘stable’, ‘warning’, and ‘alert’. A state that is fragile has several attributes, and 

such fragility may manifest itself in various ways. Nevertheless, some of the most common 

attributes of state fragility may include: the loss of physical control of territory or a monopoly 

on the legitimate use of force; the erosion of legitimate authority to make collective decisions; 

an inability to provide reasonable public services; and the inability to interact with other states 

as a full member of the international community. 

The authors determined that states already at a level of ‘alert’ (90 points on the index or 

higher) would not be included in its fair share analysis. That said, we found that 35 fragile 

states are currently hosting refugees. 

Source: The Fund For Peace (2017). http://fundforpeace.org/fsi/ 

Weighting and standardization 

The model takes the full list of data for GDP and population for each of the 193 UN member 

countries, and converts it into a percentage of the total (% of total GDP in current US$, and 

% of total population).  

Example: Brazil 

% of world’s GDP:     2.41%  

% of world’s population:    2.80%  

Then a weight of 75% is applied to the GDP percentage value for each country, and a weight 

of 25% to the population percentage value for each country. This results in the model giving 

a new combined modified weighted percentage value for each country, with the total list still 

adding up to 100%.  

% of world’s GDP:     2.41% x 75%  =  1.81% 

% of world’s population:    2.80% x 25%  =  0.70% 

Total                   =  2.51% 

With the goal of modifying this GDP/population percentage value for each country to account 

for progress toward the 2030 Agenda, the authors incorporated the HDI into the model by 

multiplying each country’s weighted percentage value by the corresponding HDI percentile 

ranking, which resulted in a new quotient.74 

Brazil’s HDI: 0.754; percentile ranking of HDI = 0.58 (based on full list of 188 countries in the 

HDI) 
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Finally, the authors incorporated the Fragile States Index, and in every country with more 

than 90 points (which is considered an ‘alert’ condition) multiplied the previous value by zero, 

eliminating the responsibility sharing portions for those countries. All other nations were 

assigned a multiplier of 1, thus maintaining their previous results.   

Brazil’s RSM: 68.20 → 68.20<90 = multiply by 1 

We then normalized the final values, creating final percentages of responsibility sharing for 

the remaining countries. 

Again, applying this to Brazil: 

% of world’s GDP:     2.41% x 75%  =  1.81% 

% of world’s population:    2.80% x 25%  =  0.70% 

Total                  =  2.51% 

Brazil weighted % value x HDI (percentile ranking) x 1 (<90 FSI)  

2.51 x 0.58 (HDI) x 1 (fragility) = 1.46 

Normalized result (which is completed after all the RSMs are determined) = 2.13% 

→ |2.51% 𝑥 0.58 𝑥 1|  =  2.13% 

  



 

ANNEX 2: FAIR SHARE CALCULATION FOR EACH 
NATION BASED ON THE RSM 

Findings of the Responsibility Sharing Model  

The table below shows the overall global RSM results for each of the 193 members of the 

United Nations.  

 

Country Fair share normalized 

Afghanistan 0.00% 

Albania 0.02% 

Algeria 0.24% 

Andorra 0.00% 

Angola 0.00% 

Antigua and Barbuda 0.00% 

Argentina 0.77% 

Armenia 0.02% 

Australia 1.85% 

Austria 0.54% 

Azerbaijan 0.06% 

Bahamas, The 0.01% 

Bahrain 0.04% 

Bangladesh 0.30% 

Barbados 0.01% 

Belarus 0.08% 

Belgium 0.66% 

Belize 0.00% 

Benin 0.01% 

Bhutan 0.00% 

Bolivia 0.04% 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.02% 

Botswana 0.01% 

Brazil 2.13% 

Brunei Darussalam 0.02% 

Bulgaria 0.08% 

Burkina Faso 0.00% 

Burundi 0.00% 
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Cabo Verde 0.00% 

Cambodia 0.03% 

Cameroon 0.00% 

Canada 2.28% 

Central African Republic 0.00% 

Chad 0.00% 

Chile 0.36% 

China 12.19% 

Colombia 0.33% 

Comoros 0.00% 

Congo, Dem. Rep. 0.00% 

Congo, Rep. 0.00% 

Costa Rica 0.07% 

Cote d'Ivoire 0.00% 

Croatia 0.07% 

Cuba 0.12% 

Cyprus 0.03% 

Czech Republic 0.29% 

Denmark 0.46% 

Djibouti 0.00% 

Dominica 0.00% 

Dominican Republic 0.07% 

Ecuador 0.12% 

Egypt, Arab Rep. 0.39% 

El Salvador 0.03% 

Equatorial Guinea 0.01% 

Eritrea 0.00% 

Estonia 0.03% 

Ethiopia 0.00% 

Fiji 0.01% 

Finland 0.33% 

France 3.54% 

Gabon 0.01% 

Gambia, The 0.00% 

Georgia 0.02% 

Germany 5.37% 



 

Ghana 0.05% 

Greece 0.29% 

Grenada 0.00% 

Guatemala 0.06% 

Guinea 0.00% 

Guinea-Bissau 0.00% 

Guyana 0.00% 

Haiti 0.00% 

Honduras 0.02% 

Hungary 0.18% 

Iceland 0.03% 

India 3.03% 

Indonesia 1.06% 

Iran, Islamic Rep. 0.62% 

Iraq 0.00% 

Ireland 0.43% 

Israel 0.46% 

Italy 2.62% 

Jamaica 0.02% 

Japan 7.24% 

Jordan 0.06% 

Kazakhstan 0.20% 

Kenya 0.00% 

Kiribati 0.00% 

Korea, Dem. People’s Rep. 0.00% 

Korea, Rep. 2.12% 

Kuwait 0.14% 

Kyrgyz Republic 0.01% 

Lao PDR 0.02% 

Latvia 0.04% 

Lebanon 0.06% 

Lesotho 0.00% 

Liberia 0.00% 

Libya 0.00% 

Liechtenstein 0.01% 

Lithuania 0.06% 
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Luxembourg 0.08% 

Macedonia, FYR 0.01% 

Madagascar 0.02% 

Malawi 0.01% 

Malaysia 0.41% 

Maldives 0.00% 

Mali 0.00% 

Malta 0.02% 

Marshall Islands 0.00% 

Mauritania 0.00% 

Mauritius 0.02% 

Mexico 1.28% 

Micronesia, Fed. Sts. 0.00% 

Moldova 0.01% 

Monaco 0.00% 

Mongolia 0.02% 

Montenegro 0.01% 

Morocco 0.11% 

Mozambique 0.01% 

Myanmar 0.00% 

Namibia 0.01% 

Nauru 0.00% 

Nepal 0.00% 

Netherlands 1.17% 

New Zealand 0.28% 

Nicaragua 0.02% 

Niger 0.00% 

Nigeria 0.00% 

Norway 0.57% 

Oman 0.09% 

Pakistan 0.00% 

Palau 0.00% 

Panama 0.07% 

Papua New Guinea 0.01% 

Paraguay 0.03% 

Peru 0.24% 



 

Philippines 0.38% 

Poland 0.71% 

Portugal 0.27% 

Qatar 0.19% 

Romania 0.27% 

Russian Fed. 1.92% 

Rwanda 0.00% 

Samoa 0.00% 

San Marino 0.00% 

Sao Tome and Principe 0.00% 

Saudi Arabia 0.88% 

Senegal 0.01% 

Serbia 0.06% 

Seychelles 0.00% 

Sierra Leone 0.00% 

Singapore 0.45% 

Slovak Republic 0.12% 

Slovenia 0.07% 

Solomon Islands 0.00% 

Somalia 0.00% 

South Africa 0.27% 

South Sudan 0.00% 

Spain 1.76% 

Sri Lanka 0.14% 

St. Kitts and Nevis 0.00% 

St. Lucia 0.00% 

St. Vincent and the Grenadines 0.00% 

Sudan 0.00% 

Suriname 0.00% 

Swaziland 0.00% 

Sweden 0.74% 

Switzerland 1.00% 

Syrian Arab Republic 0.00% 

Tajikistan 0.02% 

Tanzania 0.07% 

Thailand 0.51% 
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Timor-Leste 0.00% 

Togo 0.01% 

Tonga 0.00% 

Trinidad and Tobago 0.02% 

Tunisia 0.06% 

Turkey 1.03% 

Turkmenistan 0.03% 

Tuvalu 0.00% 

U. Arab Emirates 0.43% 

Uganda 0.00% 

Ukraine 0.20% 

United Kingdom 3.85% 

United States 27.17% 

Uruguay 0.07% 

Uzbekistan 0.11% 

Vanuatu 0.00% 

Venezuela, RB 0.43% 

Vietnam 0.30% 

Yemen, Rep. 0.00% 

Zambia 0.03% 

Zimbabwe 0.00% 

 
  



 

ANNEX 3: APPLICATION OF THE RSM TO DETERMINE 
THE PERFORMANCE OF INDIVIDUAL STATES 

The table below shows the overall application and analysis of the RSM to 158 UN Member 

States (excluded are the 35 fragile states, which drop out based on the analysis). States whose 

performances are in the green section are over 100% of their fair share. States in blue are 

between 50% and 100% of their fair share. States in pink are under 50% of their fair share.  

 

Country  

Fair share 

normalized 

 Fair share 

number of 

refugees  

Number of 

refugees 

currently 

hosted 

Gap between fair 

share quota and 

current refugee 

population 

% 

performance 

(hosted/fair 

share) 

Afghanistan 0.00%                   -                59,899  

                              

(59,899) Fragile 

Angola 0.00% 

                            

-    

                              

45,698  

                              

(45,698) Fragile 

Burundi 0.00% 

                            

-    

                              

61,082  

                              

(61,082) Fragile 

Cameroon 0.00% 

                            

-    

                           

378,666  

                           

(378,666) Fragile 

Central African 

Republic 0.00% 

                            

-    

                              

12,419  

                              

(12,419) Fragile 

Chad 0.00% 

                            

-    

                           

393,160  

                           

(393,160) Fragile 

Congo, Dem. Rep. 0.00% 

                            

-    

                           

453,283  

                           

(453,283) Fragile 

Congo, Rep. 0.00% 

                            

-    

                              

53,132  

                              

(53,132) Fragile 

Cote d'Ivoire 0.00% 

                            

-    

                                

1,683  

                                

(1,683) Fragile 

Eritrea 0.00% 

                            

-    

                                

2,350  

                                

(2,350) Fragile 

Ethiopia 0.00% 

                            

-    

                           

793,595  

                           

(793,595) Fragile 

Guinea 0.00% 

                            

-    

                                

5,176  

                                

(5,176) Fragile 

Guinea-Bissau 0.00% 

                            

-    

                                

9,295  

                                

(9,295) Fragile 

Haiti 0.00% 

                            

-    

                                      

10  

                                      

(10) Fragile 

Iraq 0.00% 

                            

-    

                           

273,346  

                           

(273,346) Fragile 

Kenya 0.00% 

                            

-    

                           

494,863  

                           

(494,863) Fragile 

Korea, Dem. 

People’s Rep. 0.00% 

                            

-    

                                       

-    

                                         

-    Fragile 

Liberia 0.00% 

                            

-    

                              

18,999  

                              

(18,999) Fragile 

Libya 0.00% 

                            

-    

                              

38,547  

                              

(38,547) Fragile 
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Country  

Fair share 

normalized 

 Fair share 

number of 

refugees  

Number of 

refugees 

currently 

hosted 

Gap between fair 

share quota and 

current refugee 

population 

% 

performance 

(hosted/fair 

share) 

Mali 0.00%                     -                17,801                        (17,801) Fragile 

Mauritania 0.00% 

                            

-    

                              

74,735  

                              

(74,735) Fragile 

Myanmar 0.00% 

                            

-    

                                       

-    

                                         

-    Fragile 

Nepal 0.00% 

                            

-    

                              

25,321  

                              

(25,321) Fragile 

Niger 0.00% 

                            

-    

                           

166,158  

                           

(166,158) Fragile 

Nigeria 0.00% 

                            

-    

                                

1,834  

                                

(1,834) Fragile 

Pakistan 0.00% 

                            

-    

                        

1,357,416  

                        

(1,357,416) Fragile 

Rwanda 0.00% 

                            

-    

                           

320,145  

                           

(320,145) Fragile 

Somalia 0.00% 

                            

-    

                              

24,368  

                              

(24,368) Fragile 

South Sudan 0.00% 

                            

-    

                           

264,352  

                           

(264,352) Fragile 

Sudan 0.00% 

                            

-    

                           

437,518  

                           

(437,518) Fragile 

Syrian Arab 

Republic 0.00% 

                            

-    

                           

559,047  

                           

(559,047) Fragile 

Timor-Leste 0.00% 

                            

-    

                                       

-    

                                         

-    Fragile 

Uganda 0.00% 

                            

-    

                           

982,715  

                           

(982,715) Fragile 

Yemen, Rep. 0.00% 

                            

-    

                           

278,880  

                           

(278,880) Fragile 

Zimbabwe 0.00% 

                            

-    

                                

8,378  

                                

(8,378) Fragile 

Jordan 0.06% 

                  

14,395  

                        

2,897,303  

                        

(2,882,908) 20127% 

Djibouti 0.00% 

                        

177  

                              

25,744  

                              

(25,567) 14547% 

Lebanon 0.06% 

                  

15,160  

                        

1,476,671  

                        

(1,461,511) 9740% 

Burkina Faso 0.00% 

                        

613  

                              

32,676  

                              

(32,063) 5330% 

Gambia, The 0.00% 

                        

265  

                                

7,940  

                                

(7,675) 2996% 

Nauru 0.00% 

                           

27  

                                    

757  

                                    

(730) 2781% 

Tanzania 0.07% 

                  

17,892  

                           

290,037  

                           

(272,145) 1621% 

Turkey 1.03%                                                                 1193% 



 

Country  

Fair share 

normalized 

 Fair share 

number of 

refugees  

Number of 

refugees 

currently 

hosted 

Gap between fair 

share quota and 

current refugee 

population 

% 

performance 

(hosted/fair 

share) 

261,096  3,115,376  (2,854,280) 

Malawi 0.01%              2,666  

                              

30,415  

                              

(27,749) 1141% 

Mozambique 0.01%            1,608              17,651                        (16,043) 1098% 

Togo 0.01% 

                     

1,396  

                              

13,274  

                              

(11,878) 951% 

Iran, Islamic Rep. 0.62% 

                

156,841  

                           

979,526  

                           

(822,685) 625% 

Senegal 0.01% 

                     

3,671  

                              

17,803  

                              

(14,132) 485% 

Belize 0.00% 

                        

504  

                                

2,431  

                                

(1,927) 482% 

South Africa 0.27% 

                  

67,885  

                           

309,942  

                           

(242,057) 457% 

Zambia 0.03% 

                     

7,523  

                              

32,669  

                              

(25,146) 434% 

Armenia 0.02% 

                     

4,210  

                              

17,968  

                              

(13,758) 427% 

Ecuador 0.12% 

                  

30,281  

                           

127,390  

                              

(97,109) 421% 

Bangladesh 0.30% 

                  

75,106  

                           

276,208  

                           

(201,102) 368% 

Papua New 

Guinea 0.01% 

                     

3,091  

                                

9,553  

                                

(6,462) 309% 

Egypt, Arab Rep. 0.39% 

                  

99,365  

                           

263,407  

                           

(164,042) 265% 

Serbia 0.06% 

                  

14,788  

                              

36,652  

                              

(21,864) 248% 

Malta 0.02% 

                     

3,838  

                                

8,850  

                                

(5,012) 231% 

Bulgaria 0.08% 

                  

19,996  

                              

33,856  

                              

(13,860) 169% 

Sweden 0.74% 

                

189,152  

                           

313,267  

                           

(124,115) 166% 

Swaziland 0.00% 

                        

682  

                                

1,113  

                                    

(431) 163% 

Algeria 0.24% 

                  

61,644  

                              

99,944  

                              

(38,300) 162% 

Cyprus 0.03% 

                     

7,281  

                              

11,572  

                                

(4,291) 159% 

Venezuela, RB 0.43% 

                

110,200  

                           

172,957  

                              

(62,757) 157% 

Namibia 0.01% 

                     

2,373  

                                

3,432  

                                

(1,059) 145% 

Malaysia 0.41% 

                

103,432  

                           

148,574  

                              

(45,142) 144% 
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Country  

Fair share 

normalized 

 Fair share 

number of 

refugees  

Number of 

refugees 

currently 

hosted 

Gap between fair 

share quota and 

current refugee 

population 

% 

performance 

(hosted/fair 

share) 

Panama 0.07% 

                  

17,445  

                              

21,821  

                                

(4,376) 125% 

Austria 0.54% 

                

136,591  

                           

169,659  

                              

(33,068) 124% 

Greece 0.29% 

                  

73,262  

                              

86,413  

                              

(13,151) 118% 

Sierra Leone 0.00% 

                        

606  

                                    

690  

                                      

(84) 114% 

Ghana 0.05% 

                  

13,735  

                              

13,236  

                                      

499  96% 

Germany 5.37% 

            

1,365,599  

                        

1,256,828  

                              

108,771  92% 

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 0.02% 

                     

6,044  

                                

5,324  

                                      

720  88% 

Gabon 0.01% 

                     

3,285  

                                

2,840  

                                      

445  86% 

Thailand 0.51% 

                

129,049  

                           

111,457  

                                

17,592  86% 

Tajikistan 0.02% 

                     

4,330  

                                

3,160  

                                  

1,170  73% 

Montenegro 0.01% 

                     

1,749  

                                

1,056  

                                      

693  60% 

Botswana 0.01% 

                     

3,646  

                                

2,173  

                                  

1,473  60% 

Albania 0.02% 

                     

4,872  

                                

2,890  

                                  

1,982  59% 

Benin 0.01% 

                     

2,018  

                                

1,023  

                                      

995  51% 

Russian Fed. 1.92% 

                

489,536  

                           

232,029  

                              

257,507  47% 

Norway 0.57% 

                

144,023  

                              

67,078  

                                

76,945  47% 

Switzerland 1.00% 

                

253,735  

                           

113,481  

                              

140,254  45% 

Costa Rica 0.07% 

                  

17,918  

                                

7,826  

                                

10,092  44% 

France 3.54% 

                

900,752  

                           

367,317  

                              

533,435  41% 

Belgium 0.66% 

                

167,790  

                              

66,279  

                              

101,511  40% 

Georgia 0.02% 

                     

6,285  

                                

2,437  

                                  

3,848  39% 

Israel 0.46% 

                

117,766  

                              

44,623  

                                

73,143  38% 

Netherlands 1.17% 

                

296,724  

                           

112,155  

                              

184,569  38% 



 

Country  

Fair share 

normalized 

 Fair share 

number of 

refugees  

Number of 

refugees 

currently 

hosted 

Gap between fair 

share quota and 

current refugee 

population 

% 

performance 

(hosted/fair 

share) 

Italy 2.62% 

                

665,341  

                           

247,291  

                              

418,050  37% 

Denmark 0.46% 

                

117,217  

                              

39,846  

                                

77,371  34% 

Finland 0.33% 

                  

84,322  

                              

24,001  

                                

60,321  28% 

India 3.03% 

                

770,864  

                           

207,070  

                              

563,794  27% 

Morocco 0.11% 

                  

29,041  

                                

6,733  

                                

22,308  23% 

Canada 2.28% 

                

580,778  

                           

121,267  

                              

459,511  21% 

Luxembourg 0.08% 

                  

20,845  

                                

4,259  

                                

16,586  20% 

Macedonia, FYR 0.01% 

                     

3,337  

                                    

658  

                                  

2,679  20% 

Ukraine 0.20% 

                  

51,051  

                                

9,875  

                                

41,176  19% 

Hungary 0.18% 

                  

45,620  

                                

8,161  

                                

37,459  18% 

Moldova 0.01% 

                     

3,024  

                                    

517  

                                  

2,507  17% 

United Kingdom 3.85% 

                

979,337  

                           

165,779  

                              

813,558  17% 

Australia 1.85% 

                

471,289  

                              

71,778  

                              

399,511  15% 

Nicaragua 0.02% 

                     

4,398  

                                    

665  

                                  

3,733  15% 

Kyrgyz Republic 0.01% 

                     

3,733  

                                    

459  

                                  

3,274  12% 

United States 27.17% 

            

6,911,438  

                           

815,608  

                          

6,095,830  12% 

China 12.19% 

            

3,101,168  

                           

317,923  

                          

2,783,245  10% 

Peru 0.24% 

                  

59,872  

                                

6,041  

                                

53,831  10% 

Azerbaijan 0.06% 

                  

15,495  

                                

1,423  

                                

14,072  9% 

Ireland 0.43% 

                

110,431  

                              

10,053  

                              

100,378  9% 

Belarus 0.08% 

                  

21,468  

                                

1,881  

                                

19,587  9% 

Lesotho 0.00% 

                        

551  

                                      

48  

                                      

503  9% 

Poland 0.71% 

                

180,683  

                              

15,178  

                              

165,505  8% 
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Country  

Fair share 

normalized 

 Fair share 

number of 

refugees  

Number of 

refugees 

currently 

hosted 

Gap between fair 

share quota and 

current refugee 

population 

% 

performance 

(hosted/fair 

share) 

Brazil 2.13% 

                

541,574  

                              

45,153  

                              

496,421  8% 

Bolivia 0.04% 

                  

10,028  

                                    

792  

                                  

9,236  8% 

Liechtenstein 0.01% 

                     

2,345  

                                    

183  

                                  

2,162  8% 

Spain 1.76% 

                

446,622  

                              

33,349  

                              

413,273  7% 

Lithuania 0.06% 

                  

15,739  

                                

1,175  

                                

14,564  7% 

Dominican 

Republic 0.07% 

                  

18,987  

                                

1,388  

                                

17,599  7% 

Czech Republic 0.29% 

                  

73,057  

                                

4,419  

                                

68,638  6% 

Chile 0.36% 

                  

91,716  

                                

4,960  

                                

86,756  5% 

Indonesia 1.06% 

                

269,975  

                              

14,405  

                              

255,570  5% 

Trinidad and 

Tobago 0.02% 

                     

6,271  

                                    

318  

                                  

5,953  5% 

Kuwait 0.14% 

                  

34,831  

                                

1,762  

                                

33,069  5% 

Latvia 0.04% 

                     

9,859  

                                    

497  

                                  

9,362  5% 

Tunisia 0.06% 

                  

14,390  

                                    

682  

                                

13,708  5% 

Suriname 0.00% 

                        

995  

                                      

47  

                                      

948  5% 

Slovenia 0.07% 

                  

16,613  

                                    

781  

                                

15,832  5% 

Croatia 0.07% 

                  

18,396  

                                    

861  

                                

17,535  5% 

Iceland 0.03% 

                     

7,492  

                                    

340  

                                  

7,152  5% 

Romania 0.27% 

                  

69,549  

                                

2,979  

                                

66,570  4% 

Estonia 0.03% 

                     

8,692  

                                    

365  

                                  

8,327  4% 

Uruguay 0.07% 

                  

17,051  

                                    

683  

                                

16,368  4% 

Argentina 0.77% 

                

196,599  

                                

7,284  

                              

189,315  4% 

Bahrain 0.04% 

                  

10,313  

                                    

371  

                                  

9,942  4% 

Cambodia 0.03% 

                     

6,829  

                                    

243  

                                  

6,586  4% 



 

Country  

Fair share 

normalized 

 Fair share 

number of 

refugees  

Number of 

refugees 

currently 

hosted 

Gap between fair 

share quota and 

current refugee 

population 

% 

performance 

(hosted/fair 

share) 

Sri Lanka 0.14% 

                  

35,110  

                                

1,180  

                                

33,930  3% 

Slovak Republic 0.12% 

                  

31,700  

                                

1,028  

                                

30,672  3% 

Oman 0.09% 

                  

21,808  

                                    

683  

                                

21,125  3% 

Paraguay 0.03% 

                     

7,783  

                                    

237  

                                  

7,546  3% 

Portugal 0.27% 

                  

69,830  

                                

2,052  

                                

67,778  3% 

Monaco 0.00% 

                     

1,158  

                                      

32  

                                  

1,126  3% 

Mexico 1.28% 

                

326,804  

                                

8,849  

                              

317,955  3% 

New Zealand 0.28% 

                  

70,226  

                                

1,724  

                                

68,502  2% 

Guatemala 0.06% 

                  

15,647  

                                    

302  

                                

15,345  2% 

Korea, Rep. 2.12% 

                

540,192  

                                

8,668  

                              

531,524  2% 

Kazakhstan 0.20% 

                  

51,103  

                                    

790  

                                

50,313  2% 

Guyana 0.00% 

                        

746  

                                      

11  

                                      

735  1% 

U. Arab Emirates 0.43% 

                

110,606  

                                

1,507  

                              

109,099  1% 

Japan 7.24% 

            

1,842,779  

                              

21,315  

                          

1,821,464  1% 

Bahamas, The 0.01% 

                     

2,696  

                                      

31  

                                  

2,665  1% 

Cuba 0.12% 

                  

30,014  

                                    

343  

                                

29,671  1% 

Madagascar 0.02% 

                     

5,967  

                                      

55  

                                  

5,912  1% 

Fiji 0.01% 

                     

1,484  

                                      

12  

                                  

1,472  1% 

Colombia 0.33% 

                  

82,682  

                                    

644  

                                

82,038  1% 

El Salvador 0.03% 

                     

6,964  

                                      

46  

                                  

6,918  1% 

Qatar 0.19% 

                  

49,133  

                                    

319  

                                

48,814  1% 

Philippines 0.38% 

                  

95,813  

                                    

622  

                                

95,191  1% 

Jamaica 0.02% 

                     

4,440  

                                      

24  

                                  

4,416  1% 

Honduras 0.02%                                                                                              0% 
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Country  

Fair share 

normalized 

 Fair share 

number of 

refugees  

Number of 

refugees 

currently 

hosted 

Gap between fair 

share quota and 

current refugee 

population 

% 

performance 

(hosted/fair 

share) 

6,105  26  6,079  

Turkmenistan 0.03% 

                     

8,465  

                                      

27  

                                  

8,438  0% 

Mongolia 0.02% 

                     

4,042  

                                      

11  

                                  

4,031  0% 

Uzbekistan 0.11% 

                  

28,456  

                                      

27  

                                

28,429  0% 

Saudi Arabia 0.88% 

                

223,704  

                                    

190  

                              

223,514  0% 

Andorra 0.00% 

                     

1,092  

                                       

-    

                                  

1,092  0% 

Antigua and 

Barbuda 0.00% 

                        

450  

                                       

-    

                                      

450  0% 

Barbados 0.01% 

                     

1,478  

                                       

-    

                                  

1,478  0% 

Bhutan 0.00% 

                        

554  

                                       

-    

                                      

554  0% 

Brunei Darussalam 0.02% 

                     

4,020  

                                       

-    

                                  

4,020  0% 

Cabo Verde 0.00% 

                        

461  

                                       

-    

                                      

461  0% 

Comoros 0.00% 

                        

196  

                                       

-    

                                      

196  0% 

Dominica 0.00% 

                        

142  

                                       

-    

                                      

142  0% 

Equatorial Guinea 0.01% 

                     

1,551  

                                       

-    

                                  

1,551  0% 

Grenada 0.00% 

                        

296  

                                       

-    

                                      

296  0% 

Kiribati 0.00% 

                           

57  

                                       

-    

                                        

57  0% 

Lao PDR 0.02% 

                     

3,945  

                                       

-    

                                  

3,945  0% 

Maldives 0.00% 

                        

820  

                                       

-    

                                      

820  0% 

Marshall Islands 0.00% 

                           

67  

                                       

-    

                                        

67  0% 

Mauritius 0.02% 

                     

4,053  

                                       

-    

                                  

4,053  0% 

Micronesia, Fed. 

Sts. 0.00% 

                           

82  

                                       

-    

                                        

82  0% 

Palau 0.00% 

                           

93  

                                       

-    

                                        

93  0% 

Samoa 0.00% 

                        

239  

                                       

-    

                                      

239  0% 

San Marino 0.00% 

                        

375  

                                       

-    

                                      

375  0% 



 

Country  

Fair share 

normalized 

 Fair share 

number of 

refugees  

Number of 

refugees 

currently 

hosted 

Gap between fair 

share quota and 

current refugee 

population 

% 

performance 

(hosted/fair 

share) 

Sao Tome and 

Principe 0.00% 

                           

98  

                                       

-    

                                        

98  0% 

Seychelles 0.00% 

                        

435  

                                       

-    

                                      

435  0% 

Singapore 0.45% 

                

114,468  

                                       

-    

                              

114,468  0% 

Solomon Islands 0.00% 

                        

218  

                                       

-    

                                      

218  0% 

St. Kitts and Nevis 0.00% 

                        

251  

                                       

-    

                                      

251  0% 

St. Lucia 0.00% 

                        

379  

                                       

-    

                                      

379  0% 

St. Vincent and the 

Grenadines 0.00% 

                        

199  

                                       

-    

                                      

199  0% 

Tonga 0.00% 

                        

130  

                                       

-    

                                      

130  0% 

Tuvalu 0.00% 

                           

13  

                                       

-    

                                        

13  0% 

Vanuatu 0.00% 

                        

184  

                                       

-    

                                      

184  0% 

Vietnam 0.30% 

                  

75,721  

                                       

-    

                                

75,721  0% 

 
 
 
 
 
 



52    

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 
This paper was written by Sarnata Reynolds and Juan Pablo Vacatello. Charlotte Greener 
contributed extensive research and documentation of past and current proposals and 
debates on responsibility sharing mechanisms. We also received valuable input and insight 
from Kim Manning-Cooper, Evelien van Roemberg, Fionna Smyth, and Josephine Liebl. 
Many thanks to Oxfam, which supported a three-day workshop in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia on 
development of the RSM and Global Platform, and which included 18 Oxfam staff, 11 civil 
society organizations, and five refugees representing these organizations. We benefited 
enormously from the excellent exchange of ideas and testing of this methodology at the 
workshop, which included: 
 
1. Sigal Rozen, Hotline for Refugees and Migrants (Israel) 
2. Evan Mitchell, Asia Pacific Refugee Rights Network (APPRN) 
3. Tabitha Kentaro Meberatu, All African Conference of Churches (AAAC), African Union  

Liaison Office (Ethiopia) 
4. Emily Arnold and Brian Rawson, Asylum Access (Global 
5. Osama Salem and Shaza Alrihawi, Network for Refugee Voices (Global) 
6. Migration Research Centre, Koc University (Turkey) 
7. Liepollo Lebohang Pheko, Trade Collective & Four Rivers Trading (South Africa) 
8. Wies Maas, Consultant to Oxfam Novib (Netherlands) 
9. Tesfa Addis, International Council of Voluntary Agencies (ICVA) (Global) 
10. Nunu Kidane, Priority Africa Network (Ethiopia) 
 
The proposals and views in this paper don't necessarily represent the views of any of those 
who generously provided time and thoughtful analysis to the development of them, and we 
want to acknowledge their valuable contributions and perspectives.  

NOTES
 

1  The United Nations Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees (1951) was created after the 
Second World War to address the issue of the large numbers of displaced persons in Europe. In 1967, 
an Additional Protocol was adopted to expand the scope of protection to the entire world. There are 
145 state parties to the two documents. 

2  This does not mean that some countries do not attempt to avoid their responsibilities. Indeed, the fact 
that some actively attempt to justify pushbacks, refoulement, and mass deportations as exceptions in 
specific circumstances demonstrates the general acceptance of refugee rights to access other 
countries and receive protection. 

3  As the UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Filippo Grandi, noted in early 2017, ‘most refugees stay 
in the countries neighboring their war-torn homelands’. For instance, since the beginning of the Syrian 
crisis in 2001 thousands of Syrians have been accommodated in Jordan, Lebanon, and Iraq. Only 
recently, Bangladesh has accepted over 600,000 refugees fleeing over its border with Myanmar. Nor 
is the protection of neighboring countries a new phenomenon: Tanzania and Uganda, for instance, still 
provide protection to people who fled conflict in their neighbouring home countries in the 1960s, 
1970s, and 1990s. 

4  UNHCR. Resettlement Data Finder (RDF). http://rsq.unhcr.org/#l6HV 

5  Speaking to Elena Sánchez-Montijano of the Barcelona Centre for International Affairs (CIDOB) in 
2016. 
https://www.cidob.org/en/news/issues/migrations/meeting_at_cidob_with_spyros_galinos_lesbos_maj
or 

6  See R. Shilav (2017). Beyond Fortress Europe: Principles for a humane EU migration policy. Oxfam., 
This outlines some of the costs of European migration policies that aim to prevent people from arriving 
irregularly in Europe. https://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/file_attachments/bp-principles-
humane-eu-migration-policy-111017-en.pdf; and Amnesty International (2012). In Hostile Terrain, on 
human rights violations in immigration enforcement on the US–Mexico border. 
https://www.amnestyusa.org/files/ai_inhostileterrain_final031412.pdf 

7  See Human Rights Watch (2017). Pakistan Coercion, UN Complicity: The Mass Forced Return of 
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Afghan Refugees, which details the ‘mass refoulement’ of Afghan refugees. 
https://www.hrw.org/report/2017/02/13/pakistan-coercion-un-complicity/mass-forced-return-afghan-
refugees 

8  UNHCR (2015). South-East Asia: Mixed Maritime Movements, April–June 2015, p.4. 
http://www.unhcr.org/53f1c5fc9.pdf 

9  His Excellency Mr. Ali Naci Koru, Turkey Mission, statement on July 10, 2017. 
http://www.unhcr.org/59885f777.pdf 

10  Mr. Anil Kumar Rai, India Mission, statement on July 10, 2017. 
http://pmindiaun.org/pages.php?id=1509 

11  http://www.unhcr.org/events/conferences/5968bff37/statement-saudi-arabia-first-thematic-discussion-
10-july-2017.html. 

12  The Paris Agreement, an agreement under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change (UNFCCC), provides that each party will make commitments to take steps to keep rises in 
global temperature to below 2ºC above pre-industrial levels. Somewhat unexpectedly, states agreed to 
pursue efforts to limit the temperature increase even further, to 1.5ºC. As of November 2017, 195 
UNFCCC members had signed the agreement, and 170 had become party to it. 

13  According to IOM Needs and Population Monitoring, as of 5 November roughly 609,000 new arrivals 
had been reported in Bangladesh since 25 August, adding to more than 200,000 Rohingya refugees 
already in the country. 
https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/system/files/documents/files/171105_weekly_iscg_sitrep_final
_1.pdf 

14  At the UN Summit on Refugees and Migrants, hosted by the UN General Assembly in New York on 
September 19, 2016, the New York Declaration was unanimously adopted by all 193 Member States 
(Resolution 71/1). It was a milestone in that 193 governments reached consensus on global solidarity 
and refugee protection at a time of unprecedented displacement (yet, migration overall has held 
steady at about 3 percent of the world’s population over decades, despite what might be suggested by 
recent media attention). The Declaration is intended to improve the way in which the international 
community responds to large movements of refugees and migrants, including protracted refugee 
situations. http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/71/L.1 

15  Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees, 1951, preamble. 

16  For example, in 2001 UNHCR launched a process of global consultations, culminating in the UNHCR 
Agenda for Protection, which had as one of its six protection goals, ‘Sharing burdens and 
responsibilities more equitably and building capacities to receive and protect refugees.’ In an attempt 
to generate concrete action based on the goals identified in the Agenda for Protection, UNHCR 
launched the Convention Plus initiative in 2003, aiming both to reinforce the relevance of the 1951 
Refugee Convention and address its ‘gaps’, including responsibility sharing; unfortunately, however, 
the Convention Plus was largely unsuccessful in bringing about much real change. 

17  For instance, the International Conference on Central American Refugees, 1987–1994 (CIREFCA) 
and the Comprehensive Plan of Action for Indo-Chinese Refugees, 1989–1997 (Indochinese CPA), 
while not perfect, are both seen as relatively successful examples of regional cooperation and 
responsibility sharing in relation to refugees. The attempts to find more comprehensive and 
sustainable solutions for displaced persons shown by African states, in the form of the OAU 
Convention Governing the Specific Aspects of Refugee Problems in Africa, and in Central America 
through the Cartagena Declaration on Refugees also demonstrate the potential for cooperation at a 
regional level. 

18  See, for instance, the models for more predictable and equitable responsibility sharing suggested by 
academics such as Hathaway and Neve, as long ago as 1997. 
(http://repository.law.umich.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2621&context=articles), and Milner in 2016 
(https://www.cigionline.org/sites/default/files/documents/Refugee%20Paper%20no2web_3.pdf). 

19  See Civil Society Committee on the UN High-Level Summit on Refugees and Migrants 2016. 
http://refugeesmigrants.un.org/summit. In particular, see the civil society response and scorecard for 
the New York Declaration. http://refugees-migrants-civilsociety.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/0685-
HLD_Act-Now-GB-DIGI-03_04-October.pdf; and Amnesty International (2016). The Global Refugee 
Crisis: Genuine Responsibility Sharing—Amnesty International’s Five Proposals. 
https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/ior40/4380/2016/en/. 

20  See paragraph #2 of the concept paper at: http://www.unhcr.org/59dc8f317.pdf. 

21  Djibouti, Ethiopia, Uganda, and the United Republic of Tanzania have each agreed to apply the 
CRRF. It will also be applied to the situation in Somalia, which will require the involvement of the 
country’s government and its neighbors in a regional approach. Countries in the north of Central 
America, namely Costa Rica, Guatemala, Honduras, and Mexico, are also applying a ‘comprehensive 
regional protection and solutions framework’ to address forced displacement issues in the region. 
UNHCR. Comprehensive Refugee Response Framework. http://www.unhcr.org/comprehensive-
refugee-response-framework-crrf.html 

22  In 1994, the San José Declaration extended protections in the regional Cartagena framework to IDPs. 
In Colombia, for example, there are particular protections for IDPs under the country’s 2011 Victims 
and Land Restitution Law. 

23  The Convention for the Protection and Assistance of Internally Displaced Persons in Africa (the 
Kampala Convention) was the first international treaty to specifically address IDPs. 

24  IDPs were included in discussions at the World Humanitarian Summit (WHS) held in Istanbul in May 
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2016, but the WHS was not a state-led meeting resulting in an outcome document by consensus, but 
rather sought individual commitments. 

25  The New York Declaration, 2016, Article 20. 

26  Based on the Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre (IDMC)’s dataset for Disaster-Related New 
Displacements in 2016. http://www.internal-displacement.org/database/ 

27  See Oxfam (2017). Uprooted by Climate Change: Responding to the growing risk of displacement, 
p.25. https://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/file_attachments/bp-uprooted-climate-change-
displacement-021117-en.pdf. Specifically, the report recommends that the CRRF should be applicable 
to people displaced across borders by sudden-onset disasters, including extreme weather events 

28  For more detail on the methodology, see the Annexes. Further information on the database is 
available from the authors. 

29  For more detail on the methodology, see the Annexes. 

30  Most of the provisions relating to employment, self-employment, and welfare under the Refugee 
Convention state that refugees shall be given ‘the most favourable treatment’ accorded to other non-
citizens ‘in the same circumstances’. Restrictions on the employment of non-citizens must not be 
applied to refugees who have been in the country of refuge for over three years, who are married to a 
national of the country of refuge, or who have children possessing the nationality of the country of 
refuge. In addition, in respect of housing and education, other than elementary education, refugees 
are again to be granted ‘treatment as favourable as possible and, in any event, not less favourable 
than that accorded to aliens generally in the same circumstances’. In relation to elementary education, 
public relief and assistance, and the rationing of products in short supply (where a rationing system 
exists), refugees are to receive better treatment. The UN Refugee Convention provides that refugees 
are to get ‘the same treatment as nationals’ in these areas. 

31  Data available on the World Bank Open Data website: https://data.worldbank.org/ 

32  United Nations Development Programme (2016). Human Development Report 2016: Human 
Development for Everyone. 
http://hdr.undp.org/sites/default/files/2016_human_development_report.pdf 

33  United Nations. Transforming Our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld 

34  The Fragile States Index ranks 178 nations based on their levels of stability and the pressures they 
face, according to the Fund for Peace’s proprietary Conflict Assessment Tool (CAST). Scores are 
given to each country based on 12 key political, social, and economic indicators, with over 100 sub-
indicators, indicating its level of stability. For more details, see http://fundforpeace.org/fsi/data/.  

35  The higher a country’s score on the Fragile States Index, the more unstable it is. Countries with a 
score of 90 or above are categorised as ‘alert’ (e.g. Timor-Leste at 90.5 and Burundi at 98.9), those 
above 100 as ‘high alert’ (e.g. Ethiopia at 101.1 and Chad at 109.4), and those above 110 as ‘very 
high alert’ (e.g. Sudan at 110.6 and South Sudan with the highest score of 113.9). These figures are 
taken from the 2017 Fragile States Index. 
https://issuu.com/fundforpeace/docs/951171705_fragile_states_index_annu 

36  See Annex 3. Roughly 7.6 million refugees were recorded as being hosted in states that scored above 
90 on the Fragile States Index in 2016.  

37  An overview can be found at: http://popstats.unhcr.org/en/overview 

38  See: https://www.unrwa.org/sites/default/files/content/resources/unrwa_in_figures_2016.pdf 

39  Jordan, for instance, is the highest-performing country according to this mechanism. However, Human 
Rights Watch reports that 80,000 Syrian children in Jordan had no access to education in 2016, and 
between January and June restrictions on freedom of movement left thousands of asylum seekers 
stranded in harsh conditions with limited access to food, water, and medical assistance. 
https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2017/country-chapters/Jordan. Lebanon, which is the third highest 
performer, has strict residency regulations that restrict refugees’ access to work, education, and 
healthcare, and which put them at risk of detention. https://www.hrw.org/news/2017/02/14/lebanon-
new-refugee-policy-step-forward 

40  For example, Portugal, which fulfilled only 2% of its fair share, supports refugees on many of their key 
rights, including the provision of temporary free housing, language classes, and the ability to work 
while claims are processed. Argentina hosted 3,293 refugees in 2016, also only 2 percent of its fair 
share, but it recognises migration as a right, provides social assistance to refugees, and provides 
access to healthcare and education to foreigners under the same conditions as nationals, regardless 
of their migration status.  

41  The detailed methodology is provided in Annex 1.42  The UNHCR Population Statistics 
Database records figures for all populations of concern to UNHCR, and can be accessed at: 
http://popstats.unhcr.org/en/overview 

43  See Annex 3: Application of the RSM to determine performance of individual states. 

44  See UNHCR’s Population Statistics Database for information on all persons of concern to UNHCR. 
http://popstats.unhcr.org/en/overview, 

45  Table 2 is limited to countries hosting at least 50,000 refugees. 

46  The authors decided to include only those identified as refugees for the purposes of this analysis. 
Some countries, such as Germany, also have hundreds of thousands of asylum seekers recorded, but 
because recognition for these people and their ability to remain are dependent on a legal status that 

 

http://www.internal-displacement.org/database/
https://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/file_attachments/bp-uprooted-climate-change-displacement-021117-en.pdf
https://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/file_attachments/bp-uprooted-climate-change-displacement-021117-en.pdf
https://data.worldbank.org/
http://hdr.undp.org/sites/default/files/2016_human_development_report.pdf
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld
http://fundforpeace.org/fsi/data/
https://issuu.com/fundforpeace/docs/951171705_fragile_states_index_annu
http://popstats.unhcr.org/en/overview
https://www.unrwa.org/sites/default/files/content/resources/unrwa_in_figures_2016.pdf
https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2017/country-chapters/Jordan
https://www.hrw.org/news/2017/02/14/lebanon-new-refugee-policy-step-forward
https://www.hrw.org/news/2017/02/14/lebanon-new-refugee-policy-step-forward
http://popstats.unhcr.org/en/overview
http://popstats.unhcr.org/en/overview


 

 
has not been determined, including them in the totals would be misleading. The authors acknowledge 
the extensive support and assistance provided by Germany and other nations to asylum seekers while 
they undergo the asylum process. 

47  Countries that contributed more than $1m in 2016. 

48  UNHCR 2016: http://reporting.unhcr.org/sites/default/files/donor_ranking/2016%20-
%20UNHCR%20Donor%20Ranking%20by%20Country.pdf. UNRWA 2015: 
https://www.unrwa.org/sites/default/files/2015_donors_ranking_overall.pdf 

49  OCHA’s Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) and its Country-Based Pooled Funds (CBPFs) 
provide, respectively, a global fund and country-based pooled funds which can be used to rapidly 
provide initial funding at the onset of a humanitarian crisis, and which can provide support for poorly 
funded humanitarian response operations. 

50  The European Commission’s Directorate-General for European Civil Protection and Humanitarian Aid 
Operations (ECHO) primarily provides humanitarian aid from the EU through the funding of partner 
organizations that deliver to beneficiaries, including the UN, the Red Cross/Red Crescent Movement, 
and NGOs. The Commission's Directorate-General for International Cooperation and Development 
(DG DEVCO) works with other Commission services, as well as with the European External Action 
Service (EEAS) and Commission services, on external action to facilitate cooperation and ensure the 
coherence of development and thematic policies. 

51  These compacts are mutual commitments made between the EU and Jordan and the EU and 
Lebanon respectively. They aim to fulfill pledges made at the London conference on supporting Syria 
and the region in February 2016, in order to improve the living conditions of refugees and vulnerable 
host communities in Jordan and Lebanon. The commitments include financial contributions by the EU 
(including humanitarian aid, macro-financial assistance, and bilateral assistance), in return for which 
Jordan and Lebanon have agreed to improve conditions and services for refugees living within their 
borders. 

52  The results of underfunding in 2016 can be demonstrated by just a handful of concrete examples from 
hosting countries. In Lebanon, for instance, funding of only 75 percent of need meant that 120,000 
refugees were unable to renew their UNHCR refugee registration certificates. In Ethiopia, at 70 
percent of required funding, no practical solution could be implemented for the energy shortages faced 
in most refugee camps. In Iran, at 54 percent of required funding, UNHCR was able to support the 
construction of only 16 of the 30 schools it had planned to build. In Pakistan, with funding at 40 percent 
of need, an estimated 20,000–40,000 refugee children were unable to access education. And in 
Turkey, at only 36 percent of required funding, UNHCR’s cash assistance was able to cover less than 
2 percent of the non-Syrian caseload and the backlog of refugee status determination cases continued 
to increase. For country-by-country outlines, see: http://reporting.unhcr.org/operations 

53  See: www.refugeeworkrights.org 

54  http://reporting.unhcr.org/sites/default/files/donor_ranking/2016%20-
%20UNHCR%20Donor%20Ranking%20by%20Country.pdf 

55  https://www.unrwa.org/sites/default/files/donor_ranking_with_un_agencies_overall.pdf 

56  This was recently tested by CSOs, through a lawsuit challenging US President Trump’s Executive 
Order excluding refugees purportedly on the basis of nationality. The ban was initially struck down by 
federal courts as an impermissible restriction based on religion, before being partially allowed by the 
Supreme Court in June 2017. However, the ban continues to face legal challenges in various US 
courts, including two as recently as October: one in Maryland, where a district court judge held that it 
could not be enforced on people with close family or business ties to the United States, and one in 
Hawaii, where a federal judge halted the ban for nationals of a number of the named countries. See: 
https://www.oxfamamerica.org/explore/stories/oxfam-joins-lawsuit-against-trumps-order-to-ban-
refugees-and-immigrants/; and https://www.npr.org/sections/thetwo-
way/2017/10/18/558501163/federal-judge-in-maryland-blocks-trumps-latest-travel-ban-attempt 

57  UNHCR estimates that roughly 10% of refugees require resettlement based on particular needs that 
cannot be addressed in the country in which they have sought protection, including those requiring 
special legal and physical protection or medical attention, survivors of violence and torture, women at 
risk, children and adolescents and the elderly, and those in need of family reunification or who lack 
prospects for local integration. Unfortunately, while more than a million refugees were identified as 
being in need according to these criteria in 2015, less than 1% were resettled in that year; clearly, 
there is a need to provide physical protection for these refugees as a very minimum standard that is 
not currently being met. See, for instance the UNHCR report on resettlement requirements and figures 
for 2015 . http://www.unhcr.org/protection/resettlement/559ce97f9/unhcr-refugee-resettlement-trends-
2015.html. 

58  While poverty reduction in all countries both at home and abroad is important, categorizing domestic 
spending as part of ‘development funding’ risks ‘aid inflation’, as well as the increased chance that 
funds will not go towards genuine development activities. Development assistance should contribute to 
poverty eradication, with regard to Agenda 2030, and focusing on domestic refugee resettlement risks 
impeding the development of this policy framework and undermining the aid effectiveness principles. 
For more on the misapplication of development funds in the areas of migration and displacement, see 
Oxfam’s November 2017 report, An Emergency for whom? The EU  Emergency Trust Fund for Africa 
– migratory routes and development aid in Africa. 
https://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/file_attachments/bp-emergency-for-whom-eutf-africa-
migration-151117-en_1.pdf; and Concord Aidwatch (2017) EU Aid Uncovered: How to reach the target 
on time. https://concordeurope.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/10/CONCORD_AidWatch_Report_2017_web.pdf?1fdb40&amp;1fdb40 

59  The Principle of Non-refoulement is a founding principle of the 1951 Refugee Convention, which 
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prohibits a state from expelling or returning a refugee ‘in any manner whatsoever’ to the frontiers of 
territories where his/her life or freedom would be threatened on account of her race, religion, ethnicity, 
political opinion or membership in a particular social group. The principle is also embedded in human 
rights law, which prevents, for instance, the return of persons to a place where they would be subject 
to torture or other cruel or inhuman treatment. The principle is widely considered part of customary 
international law (see, for example, http://www.refworld.org/docid/437b6db64.html) and thus must be 
respected by all states, regardless of whether they are parties to the relevant conventions.  

60  The right to protection of family life is enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Article 
16(3) and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Articles 17 and 23(1), as well as in a 
number of regional human rights instruments and in the domestic laws of many nations. In the Human 
Rights Committee, 39th Session, 1990, General Comment 19 on Article 23, paragraph 5, the 
Committee noted that if the members of a family did not have a right to live together, there would be 
no family to protect. This was upheld in practice in, for example, the case of Winata v Australia (August 
16, 2001) where the Human Rights Committee found that deporting the parents of an adolescent 
Australian resident would have been in violation of the international law guarantees providing for family 
life. The International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, 1966, article 10(1) states: 
‘The widest possible protection and assistance should be accorded to the family…’ [emphasis added]. 
The African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights, 1981, article 18(2), states: ‘The State shall have 
the duty to assist the family…’. See also the Convention on the Rights of the Child, 1989, 5th 
preambular paragraph. 

61 These economic improvements can be attributed to increased trade, economic activity and the 
availability of aid money. There are also cases reported where the influx of a large group of refugees 
leads to rising prices, competition over scarce jobs, and wage depression (see Loschamann, Biligili 
and Siegel’s 2017 paper, Considering the Benefits of hosting refugees: Evidence of refugee camps 
influence labor market activity and economic welfare in Rwanda. 
https://www.wider.unu.edu/sites/default/files/LOSCHMANN%20et%20al_paper.pdf  

A study on the impact of Congolese refugees in Uganda found evidence of a small economic gain and 
increased consumption for locals living in areas with high numbers of refugees. Nevertheless, these 
locals felt that they were worse off because of the presence of refugees  (See Merle Kreibaum’s 2015 
report, Their Suffering, our Burden? How Congolese Refugees Affect the Ugandan Population. 
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2630933)   

62  In 2015, officials from the Saudi Ministry of Foreign Affairs were cited as stating that the country had 
issued residency permits to 100,000 Syrians, although the kingdom had ‘made a point not to deal with 
them as refugees’ (https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/sep/12/saudi-arabia-says-reports-of-its-
syrian-refugee-response-false-and-misleading). In a statement submitted to the UNHCR Thematic 
Discussion One on the Global Compact on Refugees, on July 10, 2017, Saudi Arabia stated that it had 
hosted roughly 2.5 million Syrians since the beginning of the crisis, and ‘has considered as visitors the 
Yemeni brothers who sought refuge in Saudi Arabia’. 
http://www.unhcr.org/events/conferences/5968bff37/statement-saudi-arabia-first-thematic-discussion-
10-july-2017.html 

63  In the same statement, Saudi Arabia stated that it ‘will spare no effort to continue to work with 
international organizations and States that believe that collective effort is the best way to achieve 
international peace and security as well as the welfare of humanity. The Kingdom is continuing to play 
its humanitarian, political and economic role with a sense of responsibility, moderation and fairness…’. 
Ibid. 

64  The 2016 World Humanitarian Summit (WHS) identified the need for a ’New Way of Working’ (NWoW) 
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