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Summary

This thesis analyses the situation of refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina that arrived in
Britain as part of an organised programme. It represents a contribution towards the
theoretical understanding of refugees, and develops and refines the theories of other

authors.

The author used field research methods based on techniques developed in ethnographic
studies to gencrate empirical evidence on the social organisation of Bosnian refugees in
Britain. Throughout the thesis it is argued that the situation of the refugees can only be

understood through an examination of the influences affecting the refugees, before,

during, and after their arrival in Britain.

At every stage of the refugees’ experience, control over the course of their lives has been
taken away from the refi ugees. The war that took place in Bosnia-Herzegovina became
constructed as an ethnic conflict, although there was no strong Muslim identification
before the war. The programme removed options over country and place of residence,
and created a measure of dependency. Longer term policies of community development,
originally designed to meet the perceived needs of labour migrants, have been directed
towards the refugees and imposed a model of organisation. Combined with temporary
protected status, this has removed control from the refugees and prevented the formation

of a new collective or individual positive life project.

Refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina represent a new type of refugee in Joly’s typology.
This is a type of refugee that had no collective project in the country of origin, and also
no collective project in the country of exile, and that is unable to make a decision on

return because of the constraints around them.




Chapter 1: Introduction

The outbreak of war in Bosnia-Herzegovina in April 1992 produced the largest flow of
refugees and displaced persons in Europe since the Second World War. Thousands of
people fled outwards and sought safety in other European countries, but although there
was some public sympathy for their plight, the large numbers involved were a matter of
concern for many European governments. In a pattern which has emerged with other
refugee flows, the reaction of many governments, including the British government, was
to impose visa restrictions in order to make it more difficult for persons from Bosnia-
Herzegovina to travel to those countries and seek asylum.

The discovery by journalists of concentration camps eventually led to the closure of those
camps, which in turn created a new humanitarian emergency. Some of the ex-detainees
were able to join family members in safer parts of Bosnia-Herzegovina, but many were
brought to camps in Croatia, as there was nowhere else for them to go. UNHCR appealed
for governments to accept some of these ex-detainees, and suggested that offering
temporary protection would be a humanitarian solution. Many countries did accept some
of the refugees, and set quotas for the number of ex-detainees they would admit. Britain
was reluctant to accept a quota at first, but eventually on November 5™ 1992, the same
day that visa restrictions were introduced, an announcement was made that a quota of ex-
detainees would be admitted to Britain under temporary protected status.

In Britain a programme was quickly established for the reception of this quota, organised
by voluntary organisations and funded by the Home Office. This programme became

known as the Bosnia Project, and was responsible for the reception and housing of all



those that came as part of the programme. The refugees on the programme were housed
in various parts of the country in what were called cluster areas after a stay in a reception

centre, and were given support and advice by Bosnia Project workers. However, many of
the cluster areas had not seen significant refugee arrivals before, and there were few other

sources of support. In one area, there were concerns raised with the city council that the
Bosnia Project workers were unable fo cope with the volume of work, and local advice
agencies and volunteers were struggling with the extra demand this created for them. In
response, the council agreed to establish a post for a special worker whose role was to
assist and support all refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina that were housed in that city.
Thus began my involvement with refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina, as | was appointed
to the post of Bosnian Refugee Resettlement Officer between July 1994 and June 1996.
No other local authority made such an appointment, making it a unique post. The work
involved considerable overlap with the work of the Bosnia Project, and required a degree
of co-ordination and agreement between myself and Bosnia Project workers. This gave
me a unique perspective, being among the workers of the Bosnia Project but not actually
a member of the Project, from which to view the workings of the various organisations
within the project and the interaction with the refugees.

During the time [ held this post, | began to formulate ideas about the strengths and
weaknesses of the programme as it applied to the refugees. This is an important topic,
since it is only by fully evaluating the programme and its effect on the people 1t was
supposed to help that we can understand the refugees’ situation. It also seemed to me at
the time that although the refugees were arriving in the city and not moving on elsewhere,

they could not be described as settled. They appeared to be waiting for something, though
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whether that something was the end of the war, the arrival of a relative, or an
employment opportunity was not clear. Both the refugees and others that came into
contact with them frequently asked how long they would be in Britain for, a question to
which I was unable to give an answer. Through interaction with the refugees, I became
aware that they were a diverse group, with widely different views on the future for
Bosnia-Herzegovina, and displaying a wide range of attitudes towards each other.
However, the main focus of support for refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina seemed to be
encouraging the formation of community groups, and assumed that there was some form
of ‘community’ of refugees.

This apparent contradiction between my experiences of the refugees and the expectations
of those working with them provided the starting point for this research. I originally
intended to focus upon the Bosnia Project, and address whether it had empowered or
disempowered the refugees. However, it soon became apparent that a hypothesis based
upon notions of empowerment or disempowerment by the Project would have little value.
Firstly, empowerment is too nebulous a concept, and has been so widely interpreted that
it has become almost meaningless (Ward & Mullender 1991). Secondly, the deeper I
investigated the more apparent it became that the focus of this research could not be
solely the Project and its effects on the refugees.

Using a grounded theory approach and utilising theories from sociology and social
policy, it emerged that for a full understanding of the situation of the refugees, their
interaction with British society, and not just the Project, was a more meaningful topic of
research. It was also apparent that the situation of the refugees was dependent to a large

extent on their situation in Britain, and the policies surrounding refugees and minorities
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in Britain, but also on the background of the refugees themselves, as suggested by the
theories developed by Kunz (1973, 1981) Zolberg (1989) and Joly (1996b).

Tlhis thesis therefore begins with an examination of existing theories on refugees. These
suggest that in order to understand the situation of refugees in the country of exile,
consideration must be made of the situation of the refugees in their home country and
their attitudes towards it in exile. | suggest, though, that in addition a consideration needs
to be made of the relationship between the refugees and the country of exile. Although
refugees and labour migrants are different in law, and have different backgrounds and
reasons for entering a country, they are often considered together when issues of
settlement are discussed. Policies of community formation and encouragement of
community associations and self-help organisations were originally intended to assist
labour migrants and later minority ethnic groups in Britain, in line with the model of
multi-culturalism developed in Britain. As the number of refugees in Britain increased,
there was little discussion of settlement issues, and these policies were repeated for
refugees groups. In this chapter 1 question the applicability of these policies for refugee
groups, and the ability of refugee groups to form communities. However, refugee groups
do form community associations, and I suggest that among refugee groups this can lead
to the formation of ‘contingent communities’, which are consciously constructed as a
response to policies and practices in British society.

Chapter three sets out the methodological basis for this study and the methods used. As
will become clear from this chapter, 1 have drawn on my experiences working with
refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina in this study. I have also used field work methods

including interviews and participant observation, and the processes are described. In
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order that this research goes beyond the actors’ own accounts | have analysed the
empirical evidence using a grounded theory approach. Together with the theoretical basis
of this research, this pointed to an analysis that includes the situation of the refugees
before and during the conflict, the policies of the Bosnia Project, and the policies of
settlement that pertain in Britain, in order to understand the way that the refugees interact
with British society.

The history of Bosnia-Herzegovina is described in chapter four. This includes an
examination of the history of the country from the time of the invasion by the Ottoman
Empire until the present day. This shows that the history of Bosnia-Herzegovina is one of
repeated domination by outside powers, and also of co-existence of members of difterent
religious beliefs. The circumstances leading to the war are briefly outlined, and an
analysis of the causes of the war is made.

This is followed by an examination of the Bosnia Project in chapter five, including both
the policies and the way those policies were implemented. The operation of the
programme is described, and an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses is made.
Chapters six and seven focus on the refugees themselves. Chapter six looks at the
refugees as individuals, and the way that their attitudes towards themselves and others
has been affected by their experiences. Where possible, comparisons are made between
refugées that came on the programme and those that came on relief convoys and
remained outside the programme. The extent to which the refugees were able to control
their own destiny is discussed, and the way that this has affected their attitude towards
employment, language learning, and return. Chapter seven looks at the refugees as a

group, and the linkages between the individual refugees. I begin by examining the
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question of whether they form a community, and what kind of networks exist if there is
no real community. 1 then go on to look at the community associations formed by
Bosnian refugees, including their origins and their functioning. I discuss the difficulties
that refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina have in forming community associations, and
suggest that these might be better understood as being contingent communities, a theory
developed in chapter two.

Chapter eight summarises the results of this research and the conclusions that can be
drawn about the interaction of Bosnian refugees with British society.

Finally, [ need to cxplain some of the terminology and spellings used in this thesis. First
of all, | am examining refugees from the state of Bosnia-Herzegovina. This is the full
name of the state, but as can be seen from the bibliography it is sometimes referred to as
Bosnia-Hercegovina, the hyphen may be absent, or the Bosnian name of ‘Bosna i
Hercegovina® is used. [ have used Bosnia-Herzegovina throughout, although the others
are also correct. Yugoslavia refers to the whole of the state of Yugoslavia when referring
to the situation before 1992. The exception to this is where informants have used Bosnia
instead of the full title and [ have used a direct quotation. | refer to those from Bosnia-
Herzegovina as ‘Bosnians’, since the term Bosnia-Herzegovinian is both rarely used and
clumsy.

The phrase ‘former Yugoslavia’ refers to all that territory which used to be part of
Yugoslavia. When the situation post-1992 is discussed, Yugoslavia refers only to that
part of the former Yugoslavia which remained within the federation, that is Serbia,

Kosovo, Montenegro and throughout the war in Bosnia also included Macedonia.

- 14 -



The language which those from Bosnia-Herzegovina professed to speak when they first
began arriving in Britain was called Serbo-Croat. Later it became known as Bosnian, and
[ refer to it within this thesis as Bosnian. The language utilises accents and letters that are
not used in English, and for ease of writing these have been omitted or anglicised as
appropriate.

[ refer throughout to refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina, and by this I mean all those that
sought or were given international protection, including those on the programme.
Although they were given temporary protection and did not enter the asylum
determination procedures, and so do not strictly qualify as refugees, they refer to
themselves as refugees and were assisted by refugee organisations.

Some authors writing of Bosnian Muslims use the term ‘Bosniacs’. This came into
common usage around 1995, and is the term preferred by many international
organisations. However, | have preferred to use the terms used by the refugees
themselves, and none of the people that | had contact with used the word ‘Bosniac’ to
describe themselves. | therefore refer to those from Bosnia-Herzegovina that describe
themselves as Muslim as being Bosnian Muslims. Those that consider themselves
Catholic or Orthodox Christians who are Bosnian are referred to as Bosnian Croats and
Bosnian Serbs respectively, which are the terms they use themselves. Where Croat or

Serb is used without Bosnia at the beginning, it is referring to someone from either

Croatia or Serbia, and not from Bosnia.



Chapter 2: Theory and literature review

Introduction

This chapter sets out the concepts and theories used in this thesis. The central question of
this thesis was the nature of the interaction between refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina
and British society, and this required an approach which was broad and encompasses the
diverse nature of the refugee experience.

[ begin by examining the need to distinguish between labour migrants and refugees, since
refugees have a different legal status in the host country, and have different motivations
for migration. | then examine the situation in Europe for refugees at the time of the
conflict in Bosnia-Herzegovina, and the origin of the temporary protection policies that
were developed in response to the refugee flow. These policies were predicated on the
notion that refugees would return at the end of the crisis, and so did not require the
evolution of policies towards their settlement and integration. However, many of those
given temporary protection remain in Western Europe, and so questions of settlement and
integration have become relevant.

In Britain refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina were met by policies originally designed to
meet the perceived needs of labour migrants, which focussed on communities and self-
help. As | establish in this chapter, refugees are different from economic migrants, but
policies on their settlement have not developed separately. The effectiveness of these

policies for refugees depends to a large extent on the formation of communities by
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refugee groups, and their abilities to form effective community associations which refiect

the needs of the group.

The need to distinguish between refugees and labour migrants

The settlement of in-migrants to a country is affected by many factors, but one significant
factor is the background of the migrant (Joly 1996b, Kunz 1973). Since refugees and
labour migrants may have different motivations and backgrounds, it is important that the
differences are understood and defined theoretically in order that their settlement can also
be understood.

Most states use the United Nations definition to define what is meant by a ‘refugee’,
although this is not the only definition in use. This legal differentiation between refugees
and other migrants is based on the belief held by the international community that there is
a fundamental difference between the two, and a facet of this difference is that refugees
are given privileged access to a country on the grounds of their need for protection.
Understanding the difference between refugees and other migrants is important, not just
as an academic exercise but to the individual, since their classification as one or the other
may determine whether they gain entry to a country and once there determines their
access to benefits, settlement rights and future family reunification. (Kay & Miles 1992).
The difference between refugees and labour migrants has been overlooked by many
authors (Joly 1997). Eisenstadt (1954), for example, in analysing the settlement of in
migrants in Israel, fails to make a distinction between the two. kovacs and Cropley’s
(1975) work on immigrants to Australia draws on psychological theories to study the

relation between immigrants and the receiving society, but although it claims to be a
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study of immigrants it states in the preface that the persons studied were receiving
assistance from the International Refugee Organisation. The dearth of theoretical work

differentiating between refugees and labour migrants has been noted by Joly and Cohen

(1989). Some attempts have been made, however, and these shall be discussed.

Most Marxist theories of migration focus on economic pressures and their impact on
migration. Within an economic analysis, however, it is difficult to locate refugees except
as an extreme form of economic migrant. Marxist theories, and non- Marxist theories
focusing on economics, therefore tend to neglect the difference between refugees and
other migrants (Kay & Miles 1992).

UNHCR recognises that as far as migrants are concerned there are a multitude of reasons
why people migrate, but that what separates refugees from other migrants 1s the need for
international protection. They recognise that there may be a variety of reasons behind
departures, and economic, political ethnic, environmental or human rights pressures may
be important factors, but that the specific cause for departure may be difficult to discern.
Spencer (1994) suggests that migration flows into and out of Britain can be divided into
three types, settlement, temporary labour, and asylum seekers, but that these are often
difficult to distinguish. Understanding the difference between asylum seekers / refugees
and other in migrants is also important if the settlement process of those refugees 1s to be
considered, stnce it has been accepted by many writers that an individual’s future as a
settler is affected by their background prior to arrival, and the difference in background
and circumstances leading to arrival in a third country is the distinction between refugees
and immigrants (Kunz 1973, 1981). This difference n settlement according to

background is hardly surprising, since though we may be tabula rasa at birth subsequent
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events are carried around with us, and cannot simply be left like luggage at international

borders.

Refugee status

A major difference between refugees and economic migrants is in their immigration
status. A refugee in international law is someone who:

“..owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion,
nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion, is outside the
country of his nationality and is unable or unwilling to avail himself of the protection of
that country, or who, not having a nationality and being outside the country of his former
habitual residence as a result of such events, is unable or owing to such fear, is unwilling
to return to it.” (UNHCR 1951)

International laws have been developed over time which regulate and control the
movement of refugees, and whilst individual states can refuse to admit economic
migrants if they wish, those that are signatories to the UN Convention Relating to the
Status of Refugees (the Convention) must provide protection to refugees on their territory
(Smyser 1987, Tuitt 1996). The Convention was initially intended to address the refugee
problems that arosc after the Second World War, although later Protocols removed its
geographical and temporal limits. As well as providing a definition of a refugee, the
Convention contains provisions to prevent ‘refoulement’. States may not expel or return
(refouler) a refugee to the frontiers of territories where their life or freedom would be
threatened on account of their race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular

social group or political opinion. However, despite the existence of UNHCR guidance on
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the interpretation of the Convention (UNHCR 1979, 1992), which is generally considered
to be authoritative (Sztucki 1999), the procedures for applying for asylum and the
decisions on individual cases are the responsibility of individual states. The institution of
asylum is therefore partly dependant on the willingness of states to accept responsibility
(Rudge 1998).

The Convention is being continually analysed and interpreted in the courts, and the exact
meaning of the terms used and the circumstances to which they apply are the subject of
much legal and academic discussion (Goodwin-Gill 1996, Goulbourne 2000, Hathaway
1991). It has been argued that the way the Convention is interpreted in Britain, and in
Western Europe as a whole, restricts the refugee definition to a small section of asylum
seekers, and does not provide protection in all circumstances (Harvey 2000). According
to Tuitt (1996), the 1951 Convention was not formulated solely for humanitarian
purposes. She interprets its overriding aim as being the reduction of the costs to third
countries of refugee producing phenomena such as civil wars. Tuitt argues that asylum
law restricts the recognition of refugees to the Convention definition, and that this denies
them their individual identity. Developing this criticism, she argues (Tuitt 1999) that one
of the problems with the Convention is that it seeks to impose a single identity on a
diverse range of experiences, while in reality there are a large number of p-eople who

might consider themselves as refugees but who do not meet the strict Convention

definition.
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Refugees in Western Europe

Since the mid 1980s there have been significant changes in the asylum regimes of
European countries, with increases in restrictive measures (Berkowitz 1999, Shah &
Doebbler 1999). At the same time that these changes have been occurring, there has been
pressure for harmonisation of laws and policies from European Union institutions (Bloch
et al. 2000). This has led to the introduction of some European measures on aspects of
asylum, such as procedures for dealing with manifestly unfounded claims and asylum
seekers who have travelled through safe third countries (Care 1995, de Jong 1999, Joly et
al. 1997). Some authors argue that the asylum regime in Europe has fundamentally
changed, and it is now marked by restrictionism, non-integration, selective harmonisation
and temporary protection (Bunyan & Webber 1995, Joly 2001 forthcoming, Levy 1999).
European states wished to severely restrict immigration, and to rctain sovereignty over
their own borders, and this could only be achieved through harmonisation (Joly 1999,
2002 forthcoming-b). Although these were initially directed towards the restriction of
immigration and thus should not in theory have affected asylum seekers and refugees,
sovernments and parts of the media have portrayed asylum seekers as economic migrants
seeking to avoid immigration restrictions (Ferris 1993). Immigration restrictions have
made it more difficult for economic migrants to enter the European Union, but the
number of asylum seekers entering the EU increased dramatically throughout the 1980s
and early 1990s (Joly et al. 1997). Whilst this has been interpreted by governments as

resulting from an inflow of economic migrants in disguise, this overlooks the fact that in
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the past some economic migrants could have been refugees, but had no need to make a
claim for asylum because they were able to enter without making a claim (Joly et al.
1997). However, the perception that asylum seekers were subverting immigration

controls led to measures which also affect asylum seekers. European states were unable

to prevent the admittance of all asylum seekers and refugees because they had signed the
Convention, but instead they could limit its scope through restrictive interpretations and a
combination of national and European measures which restrict or regulate entry (Boswell
2000, Collinson 1995, de Wenden 1994, 1997, Fernhout 1999, Joly 1999). It has been
argucd that the liberal approach to asylum that the Convention represents is under threat
in Europe, and the rising number of asylum applications in Europe has been met by a
retreat from liberal universalism by governments (Boswell 2000). Although many of the
measures proposed at a European level have been broadly in line with British government
policy, the government in Britain has been reluctant to co-operate fully with European
proposals, and instead has continued to develop its own policies and regulations on

immigration and asylum (Marshall 1996).

Refugees In Britain

Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, Britain introduced measures which reduced the
numbers of primary immigrants arriving in thc UK, and by the beginning of the 1990s
primary immigration had virtually ended (Layton-Henry 1992). Politicians in Britain
have claimed that Britain has a history of favourable treatment of asylum seekers and

refugees (Ghose 1996, Stevens 1998). In fact, several researchers have argued that a close
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examination of the history of asylum in Britain shows that this is not true. Asylum policy
has been based on the needs of the state rather than the interests of the refugees, with
humanitarian protection being given a lesser priority than tight border controls and the

deterrence of asylum seekers (Stevens 1998). Policy on asylum tends to be restrictive

(Kaye 1995, Schuster & Solomos 1999), and also reactive, responding to flows of asylum
seekers as they happen and developing ad hoc responses (Bloch 2000, Bloch et al. 2000,
Joly 1996b, Spencer 1994).

In 1987 Britain introduced the Immigration (Carriers’ Liability) Act, which introduced
fines on commercial carriers for each passenger arriving without the correct
documentation. It imposed a statutory duty on carriers to inspect the documentation of all
passengers, and made no distinction between ordinary passenger and those that might
seek asylum on arrival in Britain. In effect it limited the admission of asylum seekers,
since many who flee genuine persecution are not in possession of the necessary
documentation (Cruz 1995, Nicholson 1997, Shah 2000).

Visa restrictions, especially when combined with carriers’ liability legislation, also can
limit the number of asylum seekers gaining entry to Britain (Harvey 2000). A
requirement for entry visas for nationals of a particular country may be introduced
whenever the government considers them necessary, but research has shown that they
tend to be introduced in response to an increase in asylum applications (Guild 2000, Shah

2000). For example, the number of asylum seekers from Sri Lanka increased in 1984, and

continued to rise in 1983. In response, the government introduced visa restrictions for all

Sri Lankans secking to enter Britain (Shah 2000).
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Numbers of asylum applications in Britain continued to rise, however, and although the
years 1984 to 1988 saw around 4,000 applications annually, in 1989 the number jumped

to over 11,000 and in 1991 there were almost 45,000 applications for asylum in Britain
(Home Office 1996, Joly et al. 1997). A bill was introduced in 1991 which aimed to

address this rise in applications, which the government considered to be fuelled mainly
by a large increase in the proportion of ‘bogus’ or unfounded applications. The bill had to
be dropped when a general election was called, but the measures in the bill were
reintroduced after the government was re-elected and formed the basis of the 1993
Asylum and Immigration Appeals Act. This Act can therefore be considered as setting
out the government’s opinion on asylum and asylum seekers in 1991 and 1992. The 1993
Act was not entirely negative, since it introduced the 1951 Convention into British law
for the first time and introduced an in-country right of appeal for all refused asylum
seekers. However, it also contained measures which made it more difficult for asylum
seekers to gain access to the asylum determination procedures. The safe third country
principle was introduced, which allows the removal of an asylum seeker without
consideration of their claim if they had travelled through a safe country prior to arriving
in Britain. Cases could also be classed as manifestly unfounded by the Home Secretary,
and appeals would then be via a fast track procedure. Several authors have commented
that the intentions of the 1993 Act were based upon a restrictive 1deology and were an
attempt to limit the number of asylum applications made in Britain, regardless of the
genuine or ‘bogus’ nature of the claim (Grenier 1996, Justice 1997, McKee 1999, Randall
1994). Tuitt (1996) argues that the 1993 Act was part of a general process whereby

refugees became rcclassified as the lowest form of migrant, and whilst their refugee
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situation should give them privileged access to countries in order to escape persecution,
this reclassification means that those genuinely in need of protection find that protection

much harder to obtain.

Refugees from former Yugoslavia

At the same time that attitudes towards refugees were hardening in Britain and the other
Western European states, the nature of asylum applications in Europe was changed by the
conflict in former Yugoslavia. For the first time since the Second World War, there was a
massive movement of refugees in Europe who were of European origin. The break-up of
Yugoslavia, which began with the secession of Croatia and Slovenia in 1991, created a
flow of refugees from Yugoslavia towards the rest of Europe, who made a major
contribution to the increase in asylum applications for Europe .as a whole in 1991 and
1992. Those fleeing former Yugoslavia arrived in ‘Western Europe at a time when, as
discussed above, the attitude of governments was hardening towards asylum seekers. By
the end of 1992, almost two million pcople had been displaced from their homes in
Yugoslavia, and whilst most remained within the territory of former Yugoslavia, rising

numbers were seeking asylum in the rest of Europe. In Britain, the government claimed
that it was responding effectively to the ‘Yugoslav problem’ (Hansard 1992a), although it
was reluctant to accept proposals from Germany for sharing the burden of asylum
applications (Marshall 1996). Britain’s reluctance to accept refugees from former
Yugoslavia became more apparent on November 5" 1992, when visa restrictions were

announced, to become effective the next day. This effectively ended legal entry to Britain
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for refugees from former Yugoslavia (Kushner & Knox 1999, Shah 2000). Under
pressure from UNHCR, the government agreed that it would accept a quota of refugees,
but instead of entering the normal asylum determination procedures, these refugees were

given a new status, temporary protection.

The emergence of temporary protection

Although the concept of temporary protection had been discussed in the 1980s as a
possible response to mass refugee outflows (Smyser 1987, UNHCR 1980, 1981), 1t did
not appear as a specific policy proposal until the crisis in Yugoslavia (Goodwin-Gill
1996, Kalin 1996). It emerged as a formal proposal from UNHCR in the context of a call
by UNHCR for a response which was both humanitarian and comprehensive (Joly 1998b,
Koser & Black 1999). UNHCR had to respond to the refugee emergency which was
developing, whilst remaining aware that governments within Europe were unwilling to
accept large numbers of refugees, and temporary protection offered the ‘least worst’
solution (Joly 1998b). In the case of former Yugoslavia, it was also presented as an
opportunity for states to admit people in need of protection without increasing the burden
on their determination procedures, since in many states including Britain the recent
increase in asylum applications had led to increases in delays and backlogs of
applications (Luca 1994). UNHCR and some states argued that giving temporary

protection instead of a permanent status would avoid accusations that they were

contributing to ethnic cleansing (de Wenden 1997, UNHCR 1993).



Many states responded to the request from UNHCR, and although many utilised the
concept of temporary protection (Thorburn 1995), it came to have a difterent meaning in
each state. The rights it afforded, the length of time for which protection was oftered, and

the options at the end of the temporary period varied widely (Albert 1996, Joly et al.

1997, "Survey on the Implementation of Temporary Protection” 1994).

Temporary protection has been described as the cornerstone of a new asylum regime In
Europe (Joly 1999), since it brings with it the right of states to repatriate refugees when a
crisis is over, unlike refugee status, and so enables governments to meet their
humanitarian responsibilities whilst obviating the need for development of integration
and settlement policies (Goodwin-Gill 1996, Hathaway 1997, Joly 1999). In the context
of states that are unwilling to differentiate between economic migrants and those in need
of protection, temporary protection enabled a few to receive protection. However, it also
enabled states to avoid confronting the way that they had begun to label all asylum
seekers as economic migrants, when a distinction between refugees and economic
migrants remained both in law and in practice. It also avoided the need to discuss issues
of integration and settlement, since those given temporary protection were supposed to
remain only whilst the conflict continued. Unfortunately, the conflict in former
Yugoslavia lasted several years, and the majority of thosc admitted to Western kurope
under temporary protection measures remain outside former Yugoslavia (Black et al.

1998). Since the first refugees to be given temporary refuge arrived in Europe in 1992,

questions relating to their settlement and integration need to be addressed.



Settlement

There have been several studies of the settlement of migrants, some of which include
refugees or people who could be considered refugees. Sociology began by considering
that migrants would gradually become assimilated into thc new country, eventually
becoming just another citizen. Studies have shown, however, that this is often not the
case.

Gold (1992) compared the settlement of Soviet Jewish and Vietnamese refugees in the
United States in order to further understand factors affecting the settlement of refugees in
general. He found there were some common factors between the two groups, but also
important points of departure. He found that the existence of mutual assistance networks
was important for the long term well being of refugees, but that the formation of these
networks was not always facilitated by the services available to the refugees. He suggests
that where there is a chain of migration, these networks are developed more easily, but
that in the absence of chain migratioﬁ networks of mutual assistance develop slowly, if at
all. He suggests that this is due to the lack of authority figures amongst new arrivals and
to a lack of social ties within a group. He found that refugees tended to restrict their
patterns of social association to a small network of family and close friends. He suggests
that at a later date these small networks may unite and form a larger community.

Gold’s research is wide ranging, and a criticism that can be made of it is that it goes into
so many aspects of the refugee settlement experience that it fails to fully account for any
individual aspect. None the less, this is a valuable work since it illustrates three important
areas. Firstly, it shows that the nature of the settlement policics enacted around a

particular group affect their settlement. Secondly, it shows the importance of networks
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and community associations for the well being of refugees. Thirdly it shows that the
background of the refugee, both individually and in terms of their country of origin,
affects their pattern of settlement.

Hansen and Oliver-Smith (1982), in a study of involuntary migration and resettlement,
suggest that compulsory relocation of whatever type is a stressful experience for the
individual. This stress can be divided into three components, physiological,
psychological, and sociocultural. Physiological stress has never been thoroughly studied,
but they suggest that it occurs and is evidenced in increased rates of morbidity and
mortality as compared to before relocation. Psychological stress in refugeeé 1s likely to
take the form of trauma at the circumstances surrounding relocation and guilt at surviving
or escaping while knowing that others have suffered a far worse fate. There is also likely
to be grief for the loss of their original home, and anxiety about the future. They suggest
that this is likely to induce depression amongst those who are forcibly relocated, and that
the psychological strain of voluntary migrants will be much less severe and so far less
likely to lead to depression. The third component of stress, they suggest, is soctocultural
stress. This is connected to the economic, political and cultural effects of relocation, and
is affected by the lack of effective community leadership. This will be due to either the
leaders who were in place before relocation being left behind or lost in the migration, or
due to their becoming discredited for their failure to prevent the relocation. (This lack of
leadership was also noted by Gold, above) Sociocultural stress is also caused by the
dissonance between the original culture and way of life and the new one. They suggest

that after relocation refugees will follow a conservative strategy, whereby they seek to

change as little about themselves as possible. One way of doing this is by ensuring they
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are close to kin. Hansen and Oliver-Smith suggest that governments and planners should
be aware of this desire to be close to kin, since those refugees who are placed away from
kin for policy reasons will try to relocate themselves again in order to recreate their

previous close kinship relationships. They suggest that there will be a period of transition

between the time of arrival at the new location and the time when the individuals can be
sald to have been successfully resettled. This period, they suggest, is rarely less than two
years and can be much longer. Though they admit there is no generally accepted
definition of when successful resettlement can be said to have occurred, there are some
indicators which can be used, relating to economic activity and initiative.

“People still supported by food relief or welfare are obviously still in the transition stage,
no matter how long they have been living on the new site. In terms of initiative, [an
indicator is] ...when the conservative stance and closed-system behavior are replaced by
at least a prerelocation degree of risk taking.” (Hansen and Oliver-Smith, 1982, p 280)

A further possible indicator is whether the refugee “feels at home” (p280). Though this is
a difficult notion to assess, one possible indicator of it is whether community leaders
have emerged to support the interests of the community. Another facet is the re-
establishment of prerelocation rituals and customs, such as house decorations, traditional
handicrafts, language and dance.

In their summary of the policy implications of their work, they suggest that:

“during the transition stage, the emphasis should be on attempting to alleviate the stress

of removal in as numane a fashion as possible without creating a dependency

relationship between the relocatees and the resettlement authority.” (Hansen & Oliver-

Smith 1982 page 286)
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McFarland and Walsh (1989) studied the settlement of refugees in Strathclyde, and found
that two major difficulties faced by refugees were the attitude of the government towards
refugees and asylum seekers, and the lack of co-ordination between local government,
central government, and the voluntary sector, which is the result of the absence of a
national settlement strategy. They note that the policy of dispersal (discussed further in
chapter five) meant that in many cases refugees arrived in areas where support services
were inadequate, which in turn meant that there was often poor language training
provision and long term unemployment was chronic. They also report high levels of
stress related ill health and psychological problems. Despite this, they suggest that the
stereotypical view of refugees as victims should be avoided, since the individuals
themselves often held potential, though this potential appears to have been rarely
fulfilled.

The rejection of the image of refugees as victims is also a theme of Preis’ work (1996).
Preis draws on a diverse range of work, and suggests that the issues of compassionate and
humanitarian action is by its very nature problematic, and even more so when the focus
of the action, refugees, have themselves been defined as victims. Comparing the
settlement of Tamil refugees in Britain and Denmark, Preis notes the valuable role played
by the pre-existing Tamil community in Britain in assisting the scttlement of refugees.
She also suggests that the policies of the host country have an important effect on the
settlement process, policies in terms of both legal status and settlement policies. Preis
(1996) suggests that the victimhood status of refugees affects the attitudes of those that

assist them. Action which is decmed by the actor to be compassionate and humanitarian
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is in itself, according to Preis, problematic, especially when that action is directed
towards groups such as refugees who have been deemed to be victims.
McFarland and Walsh (1994) studied the responses to Bosnian refugees in Glasgow.

They found that the multi agency approach adopted in Glasgow, in part as a result of their

earlier study, resulted in a better level of co-ordination between agencies than was seen
with Vietnamese refugees. However, there were still gaps in provision and some of the
blame for this they lay at the feet of central government due to their lack of support for
refugee initiatives.

If the differences between refugees and migrants can be understood, and a theoretical
conception of the refugee developed, it may be possible to better understand the

settlement process of refugees (Kunz 1973). This has been attempted by some authors,

notably Joly (1996b), Kunz (1973) and Zolberg et al (1989).

Home country factor theories

Many theories on refugees focus solely on the mode of and motivation for departure from
the country of origin, and whether this was forced or voluntary, and what were the
immediate pressures for departure, in order to draw a distinction between refugees and
migrants. These theories have been termed push - pull theories, and at their most basic
level distinguish between labour migrants and refugees according to the degree of ‘push’
from the home country. Refugees, in this model, are characterised by the absence of

‘pull’ towards the host country.



Richmond (1994) has criticised those theories which speak of migration in terms of push
and pull factors and which seek to locate the difference between refugees and other
migrants in the issue of whether their departure was forced or not. He says that though

refugee movements are usually represented as forced, “they are only an extreme case of

the constraints that are placed upon the choices available to an individual in particular
circumstances” (Richmond 1994 page 53).

Kunz (1973, 1981) has attempted to take into consideration factors preceding and
succeeding flight, and has described a typology of refugees which he calls a kinetic
model. The type of refugee, in Kunz’s classification, depends upon whether an individual
Is reacting to or anticipating events, and also whether they are identified with the majority
or not, and their attitude towards displacement. Kunz suggests a basic division in the
different types of refugee into reactive fate groups or purpose groups, according to their
attitudes to displacement. Members of these groups can also be divided into majority
identified, events alienated, and exiles. Majority identified refugees believe their
opposition to events is shared by the majority of their fellow nationals. Although they
identify themselves with the nation, they do not identify themselves with its government
necessarily. Events alienated refugees are those who originally desired to be part of the
nation, but events proved to them that they have been rejected, cither by the whole nation
or by a sectton of its citizens, and an example would be German Jews in the second world

war. Exiles are those that have no wish to identify themselves with the nation, and whose

departure is a logical result of their alienation. Reactive fate groups are typically refugees
of wars and sudden revolutions, and tend to be mainly majority identified refugees.

Within the group there may be a proportion of events alienated refugees, but the common
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factor within the group is that they flee because they are reacting to a situation which they

perceive to be intolerable.
Purpose group members are very different, and at times the members of this group may
be termed voluntary migrants. They may be divided into self-fulfilling purpose groups

and revolutionary activists. Self-fulfilling purpose groups are usually composed of:
“...people who became alienated because of their insistence on the over riding
importance of a certain facet of belief, dogma, or their passionate pursuit of a form of
sociely which derives its framework from minority ideologies inconsistent with those
current in the home country. Whether they can be considered refugees or voluntary
migrants depends on how much their ideologies clashed with those of their home country
and whether théir actual departure was caused by harassment and fear of prosecution or
by their wish to start on the desired way of life” (Kunz 1981 page 43)).

Revolutionary activists are those who, once in exile, focus their energies on trying to
engineer a revolutionary change in their homeland, and sometimes the whole world.
These different types of refugee have different characteristics and Kunz suggests that it is
possible to discern patterns, for example anticipatory refugees will tend to be well
educated, whereas civilian evacuees displaced by force as part of an acute refugee
movement will contain few of the highest strata of educational attainment. The different
refugee waves will also contain different patterns of ages and family groupings. These

characteristics will then have a bearing on the settiement patterns of the different cohorts

of refugees.
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International factor theories

Zolberg et al (1986) suggest that it is important to look beyond factors in the country of
origin of refugees, since international factors will impinge upon the conditions leading to
the creation of a refugee flow both directly and indirectly. In any theoretical definition of
refugees, these international factors must therefore be taken into account. Zolberg et al
(1989) further developed their theory on the causes of refugee flows, and they describe
this work as “the first attempt to provide a comprehensive, theoretically grounded
explanation of refugee flows.” (Zolberg et al. 1989 page v). They suggest that refugee
producing factors need to be understood in order that patterns of refugee formation can be
determined, to contradict the commonly held notion that the processes which lead to the
creation of refugee flows are random, chaotic, unpredictable and therefore unavoidable.
They suggest that it is not enough to look at factors solely within the country from which
the refugee flow originates, as external factors also play a very large part. They affect the
emergence and continuance of conflict in the home country, and also affect the
emergence of refugees by their border control policies. They use the analogy of a bus to
explain the importance of understanding refugee producing factors.

“For example, as of 1987 the refugee ‘bus’ contained only 46,000 Vietnamese, because
nearly all of the several hundred who came aboard in 1975 and 1979 had been
permanently resettled. But it contained over two million Palestinians, a majority of whom
were the children and grandchildren of those who originally fled in 1948. Why some
refugees got off the bus more easily whereas others linger on for so long can be

explained mostly by why they got on the bus to start with.” (Zolberg et al 1989 page 229)
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Their analysis of contemporary refugee flows leads them to develop a three fold
sociological typology of refugees, whereby refugees can be distinguished instead of being
viewed as a homogenous huddled mass. These types of refugee are:

. The activist, dissenters, and rebels, whose actions contributed to the conflict from

which they flee;

2. The target, that 1s individuals who have been singled out for violent action because of
their membership of a particular group;

3. The victims, who are randomly caught in the conflict or are victims of generalised
viclence. |

Zolberg et al suggest that the moral claims to protection of each group are equ‘ally valid,
but that as the international community narrows its criteria for the acceptance of refugees
the third type of refugee, the victim, has been increasingly seen as an illegitimate refugee.
Zolberg also suggests a typology of conflicts, and shows that international factors as well

as national factors are important in the production of refugee flows.

Refugee perspective theories

Joly (1996b) has suggested that although Kunz has considered the situation of the refugee
in the country of origin, in flight, and in the country of asylum, he does not adequately
address the 1ssue of those groups who “may not be majority identified but nonetheless
display more of the characteristics of majority identified refugees rather than alienated

refugees.” (Joly 1996b page 12).
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Joly suggests that when the adaptation and settlement of refugees is under consideration,
the attitude towards the country of origin is important for understanding the situation in
the country of extle (Joly 1996a). An important factor is the presence or absence of a

collective project of return. Those refugees with a collective return project see their exile

as temporary, and intend to return to their original country. Through the formation of
community associations and political activity this return project ideal can be maintained.
Those retugees without a collective project in the country of origin, or who have forsaken
that project, do not intend to return to their original country. This leads to one of two
responses: the refugees may have a more positive attitude to their host country; or the
refugee may feel a double alienation, first from their home country and secondly from
their host country. The outcome for those refugees without a return project is, according
to Joly, largely determined by host country related factors. These categories are not fixed,
and an individual may be seen to belong in a different category at different times, as their
attitude changes or factors concerning either the host or home country change.

This 1s an important note, since often those theorising about refugees focus solely on

factors prior to their arrival in the host country, and fail to acknowledge the role the host

country plays in the settlement of refugees.

The need for a theory encompassing host country factors

From these different theoretical perspectives, some clear notions emerge. It can be seen
from Kunz’s work that labour migrants and refugees are different, and these differences

between them, and between cohorts of refugees, will be evidenced in their settlement.
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From Zolberg et al’s work it is clear that the circumstances which lead to the creation of
refugee flows are not solely contained within the country of origin, and to fully

understand the causes of refugee formation attention must be paid to international factors.
Joly’s (1996a, 1996b) work suggests that the perspective of the refugee themselves must

be understood and analysed, since their settlement in the host country will be affected by
the presence or absence of a project of return held by the individual refugee. However, it
Is argued by Joly (1996a), and also emerged during the course of this research, that an
understanding of the influence of the host country was also necessary, since the nature of
policies and the society in the host country affects many aspects of refugee settlement.
Joly argues that for a full understanding of the refugee situation the circumstances
preceding and following exile, and the events in between, must be examined. In Britain
in particular, policies designed originally to accommodate economic migrants have been

used towards refugees, and these policies need to be examined.

Multi-culturalism and community

Policies on the settlement of migrants in Britain have not remained static, but since the
late 1960s Britain has adopted a broadly multi-cultural stance. Before then, policy had
been assimilationist in nature, with an expectation that a minority group would over time
absorb the values and behaviour of the majority population, and eventually become
indistinguishable from the majority. Assimilationist theories are associated with the work
of Robert Park, who developed a model of assimilation that he called the race relations

cycle. Park’s model suggests that migrant’s initial contact with the majority is economic,
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and there 1s very little interaction between the groups. Later, competition develops
between the groups and this gives rise to conflict as they compete for resources within
society. Eventually the groups agree some rules regulating the relations between them,
and they tolerate and accept each other’s presence, a phase Park calls accommodation.

Finally acceptance becomes such that the groups no longer see members of different
groups but instead see individuals, and assimilation has occurred (Park 1950, Park &
Burgess 1929). Park’s model has been criticised as not reflecting the reality of American
society, where questions of ethnicity continue to be salient for minority groups (Glazer &
Moynihan 1963). Assimilationist theories were the predominant discourse in Britain in
the early post-war period, when it was expected that migrants would assimilate into
British society eventually, and any racism that they encountered was the result of the
migrants’ strangeness and would eventually disappear (Anthias & Yuval-Davies 1992),
However, racism did not slowly disappear, in the manner predicted by assimilationist
theories, and different theories had to be developed to cope with the reality that was
emerging (Rex & Tomlinson 1979). One alternative approach is to consider the
Incorporation of migrants as proceeding via acculturation, a process which is thought to
describe the process of contacts between different cultures, and also the outcome of those
contacts. It sees migrants as altering their culture over time until it is closer to that of the
majority, but also the culture of the majority is affected and changes, and eventually the
two are so close as to be indistinguishable (Abercrombie et al. 1988). Like theories of
assimilation, acculturation theories find it hard to account for the continuation of
difference, but also fail to explain how the process of acculturation occurs. Refugee

groups in particular often retain links with their country of origin, and maintain ideas of
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return, and so cannot be considered as likely to become acculturated. Multi-cultural
theories propose that individuals can maintain their individual identity, and their
membership of a minority group, whilst at the same time becoming part of the wider
society. These theories became popular in Britain from the 1960s onwards, and were
adopted as the dominant political model for the incorporation of migrants into British
soclety (Abercrombie et al. 1988, Anthias & Yuval-Davies 1992, Rex & Torﬁlinson
1979). Multi-culturalism recognises that different cultures can exist within one soclety,
but that individuals at the same time are equal to each other. A multi-cultural society
therefore 1s one which is equal in the public domain, but where diversity is encouraged in
private or communal matters (Rex 1996). Implementation of multi-culturalism can take
place in different ways (Alund & Schierup 1991, Favell 1998), and in Britain the model
of multi-culturalism that has been adopted places great emphasis on the role and
existence of ‘communities’. It is assumed that all individuals will be members of a
community, which is culturally defined and has clear boundaries (Anthias & Yuval-
Davies 1992, Goulbourne 1991). This assumption has some advantages for minorities,
since it allows the expression of cultural values and behaviour, but assumptions on
communities have been challenged by some authors. Divisions can occur within minority
groups, and the preoccupation with community can obscure these differences (Werbner
1991). In addition the assumption of a community brings with it an assumption that there
can be community leaders who can represent that community, although these leaders are
rarely elected or democratically chosen (Anthias & Yuval-Davies 1992).

As the number of refugees in Britain increased in the 1980s, no new policies were

developed to assist their settlement. Instead, the existing policies of multi-culturalism
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were extended to cover refugee groups as well as immigrant groups, and assumptions of
community were made of refugees (Wahlbeck 1999). These policies already emphasised
selt-help, and the role of communities and their formal associations in providing services

tailored to the needs of ethnic communities (Candappa & Joly 1994, ECRE 1998, Majka

1991). When directed towards assistance for refugees, they merely transferred the focus
to refugee communities. Only one government department directly funds work with
refugees, and this is.the Voluntary Service Unit (VSU). This provides funding to
voluntary organisations and community associations, both directly and indirectly through
other agencies, in order that they can provide services for refugees (Carey-Wood et al.
1997). Many local authorities also contribute to the community orientation of work with
or for refugees. Political representation at a local level can often be obtained via local
forums such as community relations councils and religious councils, but this route is only
open to formally constituted groups. Local authorities often make grants of funds or
services to established community groups, including refugee groups, and so play an

important role in the creation and maintenance of formal associations.

The role of community associations

The role of associations in the settlement of immigrants and the incorporation of ethnic
minorities has been examined by many authors and found to have many positive aspects.

Rex (in Rex et al. 1987) found that community associations have four main functions:
overcoming isolation, providing material help to community members, defending the

interests of the community, and promoting the community’s culture. In addition, it has
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been suggested that through networking and information sharing, associations can play an

important role in assisting the adaptation of the community members to the host society

(Joly 1996a).

As with immigrants and minority ethnic groups, the formation of refugee community

associations can perform many useful functions. They can help to rebuild and reinforce a
sense of belonging for people whose lives have been disrupted by exile, and they can play
an important role in empowering the members of the community (Salinas et al. 1987).
The benefits of community association formation are well known to the different
agencies involved in work with refugees, and organisations such as Refugee Action
devote a considerable proportion of their time to community development work.

The focus on association formation by various refugee agencies reflects an agreement
with Rex’s assessment of the functions of associations, but fails to take into account the
idea that rather than being a ‘natural’ process, it may be a reflection more of British
society than of immigrant inclinations. It has been suggested that the basis for group
formation may lie in the way British institutions create spaces for the recognition of
groups rather than individuals (Joly 1996a), and individuals need to form themselves into
an association in order to enter into dialogue with the state (Favell 1996). There is also a
failure to consider whether the needs of the group are best met by a formal association, or
indeed whether there actually is a community. The effectiveness of refugee community

associations 1s dependant on the extent to which refugee communities can be said to exist

and retlect the needs of their members.
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The Community

The term community is widely and loosely used, and a careful definition is needed if the
term is to have heuristic value. ‘Community’ is used without being defined by both civic
authorities and minority groups, and has become an important feature and rationale for
ethnic mobilisation (Vertovec & Peach 1997). It has been suggested that its use is now so
widespread that its meaning has become elusive and vague, and that community has
become a term largely without specific meaning (Abercrombie et al. 1988). However, as
long as notions of community arc used within social policy, the term must be engaged
with and its meaning investigated.

There are two themes existing at the same time within the common sense notion of
community. The first implies both a warmth and interconnectedness between members of
the group, giving community strongly positive connotations. The second implicitly
assumes that all the members will share values and goals (Alund and Schierup 1992:
Vertovec and Peach 1997). Both of these themes can be seen within social policy towards
ethnic minorities, for whom ‘community’ is considered to be the best way of organising
and who are assumed by policy makers and funding organisations to have much in
common with each other.

The question of what constitutes a community has been debated throughout the history of
sociology. In the nineteenth century, Tonnies (discussed in Nisbet 1967) described two
types of human collectivity, gemeinschaft and gesellschaft. Gemeinschaft is very close to
common sense notions of community. In gemeinschaft relationships, there exists a

complex web of traditions, habits and affective states. In contrast, gesellschaft relations

contain a high degree of individualism, impersonality and contractualism. These relations

- 43 -



arise from volition or interest, whereas those of gemeinschaft have a deeper origin and
cannot be conceived in such simple terms. Gemeinschaft is based upon three pillars:
Kinship, neighbourhood and friendship, whereas gesellschaft is based upon rationality and
calculation.

“The theory of the gesellschaft deals with the artificial construction of an aggregate of
human beings which superficially resembles the gemeinschaft insofar as the individuals
live and dwell together peacefully. However, in gemeinschaft they remain essentially
united in spite of all separating factors, whereas in gesellschaft they are essentially
separated in spite of all uniting factors. In the gesellschaft, as contrasted with the
gemeinschaft, we find no actions that can be derived from an a priori and necessarily
existing unity; no actions, therefore, which manifest the will and the spirit of the unity
even if performed by the individual; no actions which, insofar as they are performed by
the individual, take place on behalf of those united with him. In the gesellschaft, such
actions do not exist. On the contrary, here everybody is by himself and isolated, and there
exists a condition of tension against all others.” (Nisbet 1967 page 75)

For Tonnies, then, members of a gemeinschaft form of collectivity are held together,
though Tonnies does not explain how or what forces keep them together. The implication
of Tonnies work is that a gemeinschaft collectivity has always been together and unless
there a major societal changes it will always be together. This may have appeared to have
been the case at the time Tonnies was writing, but his work was based on observation of
the effects of a move from a village based society to a town based society, and the effects
of modernisation. The two types of organisation he describeé are therefore of only limited

relevance when considering present day forms of collectivity. Despite this, the positive

- 44 -



connotations of gemeinschaft relationships are echoed in the common sense notion of
community.

Weber further developed a sociological understanding of community in his work on
community and association. Weber proposed these as ideal types rather than absolutes.

They differ in the motivation to action of the members of the two types of collectivity,
and the role of emotion in the action. A relationship is associative when the actions of the
individual in maintaining the association are based upon a rational calculation of interest,
or on the will of the individual to perpetuate the association. In contrast, a communal
relationship exists where there 1s a subjective feeling amongst the persons involved that
they belong together, there is an emotional identification of the individual with the other
parties in the relationship.

For Durkheim (1933), the members of a society or community have a totality of beliefs
and sentiments which are common to the average members of the society. This totality
can be considered as having its own existence, and he calls this the ‘collective
consciousness’.

Though Weber, Tonnies and Durkheim establish a definition of community or communal
relationships, their work 1s based upon a consideration of society that was changing, in
that 1t was moving through the process of modernity. Their works contain an evaluation
of the changes taking place in society at that time. There was a process of urbanisation,

and a movement of people from villages to towns and cities, industrialisation, and a move

away from the localised rural community towards the looser relationships of the town and

city (Plant 1974). Though Tonnies, Weber, and Durkheim differ in their interpretation of
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community, they have In common some features, and from these a definition of
community can be drawn.

Community has been defined as a form of relationship:

“...characterised by a high degree of personal intimacy, emotional depth, moral

commitment, social cohesion and continuity in time.” (Nisbet 1967 page 47).

Other definitions of community are possible, but an important feature of definitions of
community 1s the notion of the community as a form of collective. There is something
that the members of the community feel they have in common, and which provides a link
between members of the community. This commonality can take many forms, and may
be real or imagined (Jenkins 1996). Because of the feeling of interdependence and mutual
Intcrest, communities are able to act in unison in order to defend the rights of the group.
The origin, for those in the community, lies within the community itself. “People
construct community symbolically, making it a resource and repository of meaning, and a
referent of their identity.” (Cohen 1985 page 118). For Cohen, the individual members of
a community do not consclously creatc that community, instead the notions of
community and interconnectedness are transmitted through the group via that groups’
culture. The group-conceives of itself as a community when its culture impinges on the

culture of another group. The evidence of difference then strengthens the notion of

community.

Different types of community can be identified, including ethnic communities,

transnational communities, and diasporas or scattered communities. These different

typologies have been created to try to account for both the continuing salience of notions
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of community in the context of migration, and the different ways in which migrants adapt
after migration.
The usage of ‘community’ within social policy concerning minority groups is usually

referring to an ‘ethnic community’, and this ethnic community is assumed to be a

bounded and easily identifiable entity (Inglis 1994). For an ethnic community, the sense
of belonging together comes from a belief in a shared ethnicity. In this respect an ethnic
community 1s similar to Barth’s (1969) ‘ethnic group’, which he defined as having four
characteristics. The group is largely self- perpetuating, it shares certain fundamental
cultural values, it forms an identifiable field of communication and interaction, and
finally the group defines itself as being a distinct group and is considered by those
outside the group to be distinct. Ethnic communities have been associated with many
positive traits. They are considered to be of positive value to the community members,
both socially and economically (Gold 1992). As previously stated, the usage of
‘community’ within social policy concerning minority groups usually refers to an ethnic
community, and this ethnic community is assumed to be a bounded and easily identifiable
entity (Inglis 1994).

The concept of a transnational community was developed as a result of observations that
many migrants retained extensive links with their country of origin after migration. In
response to globalisation, people have created “communities that sit astride political
borders and that, in a very real sense, are ‘neither here nor there’ but in both places
simultaneously.” (Portes 1998). The social relations and economic activities of members
of transnational communities are not confined to any one nation state. Rather, they exist

across borders a multiplicity of involvements is maintained (Basch et al. 1994). Although
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originally the term transnational was applied to labour migrants, its use has widened
somewhat and other groups of migrants, such as refugees, have been considered as
transnational communities (Al-Ali 1999, Al-Ali et al. 2001). Al-Ali et al compare the
transnational characters of refugees from Bosnia and Eritrea, and argue that although the
populations display some transnational practices, they cannot as yet be considered to
form transnational communitics. This suggests that theories on transnational communities
will be of only limited use in understanding the situation of Bosnian refugees in Britain.

The concept of ‘diaspora’ was originally only used to describe the situation of a few
groups, who have been scattered as a result of traumatic historical events (Cohen 1995b).
More recently its use has been associated less with victimhood, and it has become used to
describe scattered communities. Members of a diaspora identify with co-ethnics in other
countries, as well as those in the country they reside in. The classic diaspora differs from

a transnational community in that the homeland is either non-existent or is not available
to the community, whilst the transnational community retains links with the homeland.
As the term diaspora has become more widely used, however, it has been applied to
groups with a long history of migration without necessarily losing the link with a
homeland. They do, though, strive to maintain intergroup networks, and their ethno-
national identity. One definition of diaspora lists six features common to all Qiaéporas:
there will have been a dispersal from one original region to two or more different places:
a collective memory or myth of origin will be maintained, even if the dispersal took place
one or more generations ago; they feel a degree of 1solation and alienation from their host
society, and may not be fully accepted; they consider the site from which they were

originally dispersed as the place to which they or their descendants should ideally return,
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and feel that they should as a group seek to create conditions in the homeland so that
return will be possible; finally, they continue to relate in some way to the homeland, and
the homeland continues to be a defining feature of group solidarity and group identity
(Safran 1991). Wahibeck (1997, 1999) considered that the concept of diaspora was useful
for understanding the situation of Kurdish refugees. However, for these theories to be of

use in understanding the situation of refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina, it would need to

be shown that there was some measure of group solidarity and group identity.

Questioning community

The 1dea that groups of refugees will form a community has rarely been challenged.
Research on refugees often looks at one or more refugee ‘communities’, and more
recently groups of refugees have been considered as transnational communities (Al-Alj
1999) or as diasporas, that is scattered communities (Wahlbeck 1999). I suggest that
before taking this step, consideration should first be made as to whether a particular
group of refugees can be described as a community.

Gold’s (Gold 1992) study of two refugee groups in the United States examined the
settlement of refugees from the Soviet Union and from Vietnam. The study found that
refugee populations are often highly internally diverse, and the creation or recreation of a
group identity can take a considerable time. With some groups, it is better to talk of
communities rather than a community, since although localised groups may appear to be

becoming communities an identification with the rest of the group is absent.

- 49 .



The internal construction of community is of paramount importance. For all types of

community, the prime defining feature is that the members believe themselves to be
linked to the other members. If this linkage is based on ethnicity, then it is not important

whether that ethnicity is real or imagined, only that the members of the community

believe it to be real.

Community formation among ethnic minorities has been questioned by some writers.
They have questioned whether the communities which have been formed are
collectivities which will endure and which are based upon ethnic solidarity, or whether
they arc a response to external forces within society such as racism and discrimination
(Inglis 1994). If community can be questioned for ethnic minorities, it must be examined
even more carefully when considering refugees, whose experiences in the conflict that
they have sought refuge from may mean that there is no political unity, and there may be
strong ditferences within the group (Wahlbeck 1999). If the existence of communities is
being questioned, then the effectiveness of policies towards refugees based upon

assumptions of community and encouraging the formation of refugee community

associations must also be questioned.

Problems of refugee community association formation

When considering the associations formed by refugees it must be remembered that there
are important differences between refugees and members of minority ethnic groups, and

these differences may adversely affect the nature and functioning of those associations.
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One of the differences between refugees and minority ethnic groups, who in the British
context were initially labour migrants, is that for labour migrants there is often a pattern
of chain migration. This is where new arrivals are following in the steps of earlier
arrivals, and gain support and advice form those people. This has been described by Shaw
in a study of Pakistani immigrants in Britain (Shaw 1988). The immigration of Pakistanis
to Britain began with the arrival of a few single men or men who came without their
tamilies. The primary motive was cconomic. Those that came were predominantly from a
few particular areas of Pakistan. These early arrivals sent back remittances to assist those
left behind, but also to enable another person to come to Britain. Those later arrivals
would in turn support the migration of someone else, a relative or someone from the same
village. The carlier arrivals would assist those that came later to find work and
somewhere to live. Because of this chain of migration, there often exists a kinship link
between Pakistanis living in the same area in Britain. These kinship or personal links
were also influential in determining the initial pattern of chain migration from the
villages in Pakistan. These pre existing links between those who have migrated to Britain
have meant that community formation has not been difficult, since the emotional link
between the members of the group has already been established. The combination of
chain migration and the pattern of settlement in areas close to others from the same
country has created conditions which favour the formation of communities (Candappa &
Joly 1994).

For those that come to Britain as refugees, the same pattern of chain migration is not
evident. Refugees tend to arrive in Britain as a result of a sudden upheaval in their

country of origin. They frequently arrive without knowing anyone in the country and
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kinship links with other members of the group are often absent. The formation of an
association can be very difficult for those who arrive en masse as opposed to groups who
arrive through chain migration (Gold 1992). This is an important difference between
refugee groups and other minority groups, as chain migration is far more common among
labour migrants than refugees.

Not all refugee community associations will be the same. Joly (1996b) has suggested that
the nature of association that 1s established will depend to a large extent on the
orientation of the refugees to their homeland. Two broad types of refugee settlement can
be distinguished: refugees who nurtured a collective project in their country of origin and
take this project with them into the country of exile; and secondly those who did not have
a collective project in the country of origin or who have given up that project. Patterns of
group formation and interaction with the society of settlement will be different for the
two groups. Those who held a strong collective project in the society of origin and have
maintained their orientation towards the homeland, for example Chilean refugees, are
likely to reproduce this in the associations they form. Associations formed by Chilean
refugees were highly politicised and aimed to perpetuate the home-orientation of Chilean
refugees in Britain. In contrast, Vietnamese refugees had little or no collective project
and did not seek to orient themselves towards the homeland. Instead their associations
aimed to improve the settlement of Vietnamese in Britain, and did not undertake
campaigning work atmed at Vietnam. In addition those who did not have a collective
project in the country of origin are less likely to have the organisational skills necessary

to form a formal organisation, and are therefore prone to marginalisation (Joly 1996b).
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Belief in a shared ethnicity 1s of itself not enough to produce an organised cdmmunity
(Gold 1992).

A factor influencing the formation of associations among refugees is the availability of
support services. Generally, when refugee organisations are formed, they are organised in .
order to attempt to meet a specific need of the community (Salinas et al. 1987). The very
existence of support services can be a disincentive to the formation of an association,
since the provision of services takes away one of the main motives for forming an
association (Gold 1992). An example of the effect of support services is given by
Wahlbeck (1999) in his study of Kurdish refugees in Britain and Finland. He found that
associations were formed in Britain in order to overcome problems associated with the
lack of support services available to them, whereas Kurds in Finland, where there was a
range of practical support available, formed associations with an orientation more
towards social and cultural activities.

Among refugee groups there is often little group-wide organisation, and a typical feature
1s factionalism and segmentation (Gold 1992). There are often divisions within refugee
groups based upon differences in class, politics, religion, and so forth (Salinas et al.
1987). This factionalism can inhibit attempts to create a formal association, or where an
association 1s formed 1t may be unrepresentative.

Lack of famiharity with the working of a society can hamper attempts at organisation,
especially for newly arrived groups. If this is combined with an internally divided and
economically disadvantaged situation, then there will often be considerable difficulty in

forming and maintaining community based organisations (Dorais 1991, Gold 1992,

- Griffiths 1998).
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If what exists cannot be termed a community, then what is it? To describe this, I use the
term ‘contingent community’. For me, a contingent community is a group of people who
will to some extent conform to the expectations of the host society in order to gain the
advantages of a formal community association, but the private face of the group remains

unconstituted as a community.

Contingent communities

Refugees are not merely objects of policy, but are social actors in their own right. As
such they are affected by the policies around them, but since they remain social actors
and individuals, their responses may differ. One way that refugees may respond to the
particular form of multi-culturalism in Britain is through the formation of contingent
communities. This is a concept [ have developed through this research, in order to try to
account for the apparent contradiction in the research findings, that therc are formally
constituted refugee community associations, yet there appears to be no refugee
community on which they are based. A contingent community is one that appears from
the outside to be a community, and to reflect the interests of that community a formal
association is formed or an attempt is made at its formation. However, the interests that
are articulated are not the common interests of the group, but rather their like interests.

Conformity is apparent rather than actual, and among the members of the group there is
no strongly held belief that they are interlinked and interdependent. Whilst there are

benefits to be gained from constituting themselves as a formal community, then the group
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may strive to appear as such. What is viewed from the outside as a community, may in
fact be a construction from the outside.

A contingent community enables members of a group to gain some of the benefits that
British sbciety gives to communities, such as financial and practical support, when the
internal construction of a community is not present. However, the lack of an internally
‘constructed community means that the continuance of the contingent community is
dependant on the presence of a strong leader or leadership, and the suppression of
differences between members of the group. It is also dependant on the accrual of benefits
to the community, since its formation is in response to the perceived benefits of
community formation.

At a later stage, the members of the contingent community may develop an informal
community, and feelings of interdependence and interconnectedness may emerge. In that
case, a community may form and it will no longer be contingent. Without true
community formation, though, the continuance of a contingent community will require
consistent input and support from both those who take on the task of leadership, and of
outside agencies.

The notton of a contingent community rests on a particular notion of human action, since

it is describing the way that social actors can respond to structures and policies in society.
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Conclusion

The conflict in former Yugoslavia occurrcd at a time when the climate in Europe had
changed for refugees. Refugees and asylum seekers were being perceived by
governments and sections of the media as economic migrants seeking to circumvent the
usual migration controls. The response of Western governments, including in Britain, was
to seek to limit the protection that they gave tb refugees from former Yugoslavia. For
those that were originally from Bosnia-Herzegovina, access to Britain was limited by the
imposition of visa regulations and the introduction of safe third country rules to the
determination procedures. In order to meet some of the humanitarian needs, Britain and
other countries agreed to admit some refugees, but instead of accessing the normal
asylum determination processes these refugees were given temporary protection,
Temporary protection has several advantages for states, since it allows them to meet
humanitarian objectives without creating long-term obligation, since the refugees can be
returned when the crisis is over.

The use of temporary protection also obviates the need for policies of settlement and
integration. This leave a policy vacuum, which in the absence of new policies has been
filled by the policies used for the settlement and integration of labour migrants. In
Britain, these policies are based on notions of muilti-culturalism, and place emphasis on
the role of communities and community organisations. Refugee groups face particular

problems in community formation, and consequently they may also face difficulties with
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community association formation. However,- In the absence of alternative integration
policies, refugees have to adapt to the policies that exist. This means that although there
may be problems of community formation, community associations may still be
developed.

o accommodate this apparent conundrum of community associations without
communities, [ have developed the concept of a ‘contingent community’, whose
existence is strongly related to the policies in British society. However, this concept alone
cannot account for the situation of refugees, since as other authors have shown the factors
which created a refugee flow, the nature of the conflict, and the orientation of the
refugees towards the country of origin affect the situation of the refugees and also affect

the extent of community formation.

Thus any study of refugees in the host society needs to take into account these diverse
factors, of the refugees’ experience, but also must consider the policies of the host

country and their impact on the refugees themselves.
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Chapter 3: Methods

Introduction

This research investigates the way that Bosnian refugees are settling in Britain, and the
factors affecting that settlement. I am trying to discover the way that the policies that
were developed around the refugees affect the refugees themsclves. | am interested in the
amount of control that the refugees had over their own situation and their lives, and the
effect that any lack of control may have had on them. | am also interested in the way that
Bosnian refugees are incorporated into Britain, both from a group perspective and from
an individual perspective. This means that as well as the views and experiences of the
refugees, it is important to understand the development and operation of the policies
surrounding them. I have used field research methods, involving both interviews and
participant observation, in order to generate data (Burgess 1984, Schatzman & Strauss
1973). In order to go beyond description and develop a theoretical understanding of the
interaction of policies with the refugees themselves, I have analysed the research findings
using grounded theory modes of analysis (Strauss 1987), whereby the data which is
obtained 1s not merely collected and ordered, but the ideas contained are analysed,

compared, and used to develop a theory grounded in the data (Glaser & Strauss 1967).
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Choice of research methodology

The choice of methodology for any research follows on from that which one is trying to
investigate, and depends on the field of study and the research question. A grounded
theory approach, as developed by Glaser and Strauss (1967), i1s a methodological
approach which is not committed to particular forms of data or theoretical interests, but
instead is a style of analysis that tries to ensure conceptual analysis (Strauss 1987). It
enables a researcher to go beyond description of social life and to develop theories
(Strauss 1987).

[t also depends upon the ontological and epistemological positions of the researcher.

Questions of ontology determine what the researcher considers to be social reality. In this
case, I consider social reality to be meaningful interaction between social actors, rather
than a collection of social facts. This leads to the use of research methods which do not
impose categories on social action, but instead inveétigate the actors’ own interpretations
and perceptions. In this case, 1 am examining the policies and structures around the
refugees from the perspective of the refugees. The methodology used during this research
was determined by two factors. Firstly there was my own theoretical perspective of
knowledge and the social world, which is broadly an interpretive approach (Rubin &
Rubin 1995). For me, what is important about social life is not quantification and the
search for immutable social laws, but the meanings of social life, how these meanings are
constructed, and the differences that can be found in meanings and values. This requires a

research process that can elicit the views of the participants and gain an understanding of
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the way that they experience and interpret social life. Secondly, there is a shortage of
demographic information on refugees in general, and on Bosnian refugees in particular,
and therefore a statistical or quantitative approach would have been extremely difficult.

Methodology in the social sciences can be broadly divided into two main types,
quantitative and qualitative, and each has its own strengths and suitability. Quantitative
methods have been characterised as placing emphasis on objectivity and the
reproducibility of research (Silverman 1985). One branch of quantitative research,
positivism, gives explanations of human behaviour in terms of causes and effects. It
assumes that there are social facts which are in the social domain, waiting to be
discovered. Research data is collected in order to test the accuracy of theory. In another
form of quantitative research, empiricism, theory is generated from the data, and so the
philosophical perspective of empiricism and positivism are slightly different. However
both share a view of the world in which there are social facts that can be discovered
through social research. They assume that there is a social world which can be analysed
objectively, and is independent of people’s interpretations of it (May 1993). Whilst there
is a place within sociological research for quantitative research, there is a limit to the
information that can be obtained. Qualitative methods arose in part as a reaction to the
qualitative methodological assumption that individuals exist as subjects or objects whose
behaviour i1s determined by structures and facts within society. Some researchers have
argued that the basis of quantitative methods, their objectivity, i1s not possible within the
social sciences (Winch 1958). Social reality, which is the subject of sociological research, .
1s pre-defined and pre-constituted by its participants, including social researchers, and it
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