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WEEK 6 WORKSHOP 

 
Logistical notes 

 
Mid-semester feedback 
 
We are now almost half-way through the semester. This has been a learning process for all of 
us. I am keen on tweaking the second half of the class to try and make it even better.  
 
To that end, I have created a survey form (link also on Wattle under Week 6) to provide you 
an opportunity to provide some constructive feedback. Every year I get some really 
thoughtful and useful feedback from students, and I look forward to hearing from you.  
 

My survey: https://forms.gle/aUbjLEE9rhyGtSwF6  
 
I also want to highlight that we have three great class representatives. They will be meeting 
with the university and student union representatives in the coming weeks, and they are keen 
to also get your feedback to aggregate and pass along. You can find their contact details on 
Wattle on the upper-right hand part of your screen. They have also created their own student 
survey. 
 

Class representatives survey: https://forms.gle/ZshmyYu2NfyQf6X39  
 
Literature reviews 
 
I hope to have them graded by the end of teaching break. I will email all students when they 
are ready.  
 
Lecture and workshop activity deadline 
 
Because of your literature reviews (and other assessment) are likely to take extra time this 
week, I have extended the deadline for lecture and workshop questions to 20 September at 
11:59pm. 
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Zoom breakout group activity (~50 minutes total) 

  
One of this week’s videos is of the UN Secretary General speaking on the 2019 World 
Refugee Day. In this video he calls for “re-establishing the integrity of the international 
protection regime.” 
 
One of this month’s most provocative non-fiction books is Matthew Yglesias’ One Billion 
Americans (an excerpt can be found at https://nymag.com/intelligencer/2020/08/one-billion-
americans-by-matthew-yglesias-book-excerpt.html) argues for the relaxation of immigration 
policies due to the benefits that would accrue to the destination country (the USA in this 
book). 
 
One of this week’s readings (Gleditsch et al. 2007: 10) ends with a call for a special session 
of the United Nations Special Assembly to address climate-induced migration. 
 
One common refrain I have seen in some media outlets in recent months is the economic and 
personal costs of drastically reduced immigration flows during the pandemic. 
 

• Australia (https://www.sbs.com.au/news/coronavirus-has-halted-immigration-to-
australia-and-that-could-have-dire-consequences-for-its-economic-recovery) 

• USA (https://www.nytimes.com/2020/05/04/world/americas/coronavirus-
migrants.html) 

• UK (https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/uk-visa-delay-coronavirus-
pandemic-immigration-a9636531.html)  

• Europe (https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/27/business/coronavirus-farm-labor-
europe.html) 

• Yemen (https://www.iom.int/news/migration-africa-arabian-gulf-decreases-risks-
facing-migrants-increase-countries-grapple-covid ) 

 
These four disparate observations overlap in several interesting and important ways. Today, 
you will be exploring some of them. 
 
Group activity overview 
 
For this week’s workshop, groups of three-four students will be playing different, equally 
important roles in a simulated (and drastically simplified) UN General Assembly conference 
on restarting migration after either therapeutics or vaccines make international travel possible 
again. 
 

1. A developing country (your choice) representative arguing in favor of re-
establishing the integrity of the international protection regime and dramatically 
expanding the number of migrants (being sure to include environmental migration). 
 
2. A developed country (your choice) representative arguing against the motion tabled 
by the first actor. 
 
3. A neutral middle country representative who will listen to the arguments of both 
sides, come up with several explicit criteria for making what will be the decisive vote. 

  



POLS3033 Week 6 workshop   || 3 

SIMULATION STRUCTURE 
 
10-15 minutes—plan your approach and individually (and privately) complete Table 1. 
20 minutes—the two actors make their cases, up to ten minutes each with the neutral party 
keeping time. 
10 minutes—The neutral party will evaluate both sides’ arguments, decide which way to 
vote, and justify their decision. 
5-10 minutes—write up your after-action takeaways, aggregate your groups’ responses into 
one document, and upload one copy of Table 1 and one copy of Table 2 to Week 6’s 
workshop forum per group (with students’ full names so that you get credit for participating). 
 

Table 1. Initial planning 
Element Your response 
  
Actor arguing in favor  
Chosen country 
 

 

Reasons for reestablishing refugee and IDP protection 
regime 
 

 

Evidence to support your reasoning (articles or cases) 
 

 

Reasons to increase migration 
 

 

Other issues you want to mention 
 

 

  
Actor arguing against  
Chosen country 
 

 

Counterargument for refugee regime 
 

 

Evidence supporting counter argument 
 

 

Reasons to not increase migration 
 

 

Other issues you want to mention  
  
Neutral party  
Chosen country 
 

 

What criteria will you use to evaluate protection regime 
arguments? Why? 
 

 

What criteria will you use to evaluate arguments for and 
against increasing migration? Why? 
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Table 2. After-action report 

Element Your response 
  
Actor arguing in favor OR Actor arguing against  
To what extent was your reasoning and selected evidence shaped 
by your country choice? 
 

 

To what extent was your reasoning and selected evidence given 
by the academic research or case studies? 
 

 

In retrospect, if you could make your arguments again would 
you adjust your approach? If so, how? 
 

 

Did you try and anticipate the arguments made by the other side? 
Why or why not? 

 

  
Neutral party  
What were the most important elements shaping your decision? 
 

 

Were they normative, strategic, structural, or self-interested? If 
so, how? 
 

 

In retrospect, would you develop different decision criteria? 
Why or why not? 

 

  
 
 
 

LOGISTICAL NOTES 
 
Choosing roles 
It is up to your group to decide who plays what role. If you cannot decide yourselves, let me 
know and I will assign roles myself using a decision rule I have developed but will not share 
now to maintain a Rawlsian veil of ignorance (theoretically) conducive to collaboration. 
 
If you are doing this activity on your own, chose either the developing or developed country 
and plan out what you would argue and the likely responses by the other actors. 
 
If you have more than three people in your group, two people should together (in a likely nod 
to reality) play the actors arguing against the motion, one person for the motion, and one 
person against.  
 
Types of reasoning and evidence 
 
The goal of this exercise is to marshal to the extent possible the existing arguments and 
evidence in the literature we have read, other literature you may be familiar with or can find, 
and cases you are familiar with and find.  
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Bringing the group together (~10 minutes)  
  


