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Executive Summary

This study examined, in a comparative way, the situation of refugees settled in Italy and the
Netherlands. It was empirically focused on a close and in-depth analysis of how refugees
themselves perceived their circumstances and conditions relating to the two contrasting
‘models’ of integration, how they define integration success and develop strategies to achieve
their goals. Carried out at the Refugee Studies Centre, Queen Elizabeth House, University of
Oxford, the following Report’s aim is to inform policy development by helping to develop a
concept of integration which is sensitive to the experiences, concerns and cultural background

of refugees themselves and yet capable of cross-cultural comparisons.

The study is qualitative in nature, based on in-depth interviews with 60 refugees from former
Yugoslavia as well as semi-structured interviews with a number of government officials, non-
governmental and community organisations’ representatives conducted during extensive
fieldwork research in Rome and Amsterdam. The author emphasises that despite limitations
associated with this type of study and methods of research, the report offers a number of
valuable indications of the problems refugees have integrating within these two policy

contexts, both in terms of economic and social inclusion.

The report is divided in eight chapters outlining conceptual, methodological and policy
frameworks of analysis, as well as examining different stages of migration cycle and aspects
of integration. The report documents that integration, as it is perceived and desired by the
refugees themselves, is about its functional aspects and social participation in the wider

society.

The discussion has documented that the Dutch model of reception and integration of refugees
is based on a number of measures and interventions by the state intended to meet the
immediate needs of refugees and to facilitate gradually their further structural and institutional
integration in Dutch society. These policies and resources are targeted at the instrumental
level and essentially approach integration as a one way assisted process, which turns refugees
into policy objects, rather than approaching them as a vital resource in the integration process.
As it has been argued in this research, although these policy interventions address many of the
requirements self-identified by refugees as important for integration to happen, they do not in

themselves make refugees feel integrated as they do not provide a strategy for wider social



inclusion. Rather, they are experienced as the state measures that often do not correspond to
their needs and integration goals, to which refugees, nonetheless, are required to conform

because of the lack of power and “voice’ in the process of integration.

The study has also indicated considerable problems of the refugees in Italy, primarily in
achieving a minimal financial security and in integrating in the labour market due to the lack
of any integration policy. Nonetheless, the author argues that disadvantages involved in the
lack of an organised programme of assistance for refugees in Rome, although profound, also
entailed potential advantages because it permitted and enhanced personal agency of refugees
in reconstructing their lives. The absence of reception and integration programmes meant that
refugees did not have to confront the structural limitations inherent in the encounters between

the helpers and recipients, based upon unequal power and authority.

The report also indicates that personal satisfaction and assessment of integration success goes
beyond simple, measurable, indicators, such as individual occupational mobility and/or
economic status, and includes indicators, such as quality and strength of social links with the

established community.

The emphasis on the importance of providing refugees with a framework for an active
reconstruction of life, as the author points out, should not be understood as an apologia for the
absence of a strategy for integration. Rather, the argument is that a desirable and successful
integration policy should provide refugees with a legal, financial and institutional framework
within which they are given space for agency and the functional adjustment of their attitudes
and skills necessary for entering the receiving society as social actors. Such a framework
should also provide a certain degree of flexibility and allow for differentiated strategies for
integration of refugees of different age, gender, and educational and cultural backgrounds.
Furthermore, successful policies and accompanying resources have also to address the issues
of integration in community and promote a notion of social and individual belonging

grounded in social interaction between refugees and the established community.



Chapter 1 - Introduction

1.1. Background to the project

In the past decades, countries of the industrialised world have been struggling with the
question how to facilitate settlement of the growing number of refugees and how to enhance
their participation in new societies. Even the terms absorb, assimilate, incorporate or integrate
refugees, used to describe this process suggest complexity, ambiguity, and contention
surrounding the issue. The problem how to approach the settlement issues is both conceptual
and practical. Not only researchers in the field define ‘integration’ differently, but also those
who define and develop policies relating to refugee settlement approach the issue in different
ways.

The reception and integration policies of European states vary widely, from the highly
centralised state-sponsored programmes of the north European countries to the minimal social
assistance provided by the countries of the southern Europe. Measures of integration
commonly employed by governments of receiving societies include access to re-training and
education to enhance employment opportunities, health and other social services and, in some
cases, the ability to participate in local decision-making processes. The level and character of
these forms of assistance depend on the character of welfare systems of receiving societies,
which tend to influence policies of integration. Welfare states, such as Scandinavian or Dutch,
provide welfare system of assistance to refugees. The south European countries, such as Italy,
which have relatively underdeveloped welfare systems, tend to have underdeveloped and
often ad hoc measures of assistance for individuals granted asylum.

It is not clear to what extent these policies help or hinder the settlement of refugees,
particularly from the point of view of refugees themselves. Empirical studies about problems
of refugee settlement have tended to adopt a ‘top-down’ approach to the concept of

‘integration’ and, therefore, to focus on structural and organisational aspects of the integration



‘system’, commonly in a single country. This lack of empirical research, and specifically of
comparative research on the social conditions experienced by refugees in receiving societies,
which focuses on the ‘voices’ of refugees themselves, rather than solely on structural and
organisational aspects of integration, inspired this research project. It was conducted at the
Refugee Studies Centre (RSC), University of Oxford, and funded by the Lisa Gilad Initiative
and the European Commission through the European Council for Refugees and Exiles
(ECRE), as well as The British Council, The Heyter Travel Fund, and The Oppenheimer

Fund.!

1.1.1. Summary of the project and research aims

This study analyses the social conditions of refugees and explores their experiences of
integration. By focusing on exile communities from former Yugoslavia in Italy and the
Netherlands the research examines in a comparative way their social conditions in the two
states. It analyses the two policy contexts and their relation to the needs and expectations of
the studied population and explores the socio-economic and cultural characteristics of both
the refugees and the receiving societies and how they affect the assessment of refugees
concerning their situation in exile. Given that this research acknowledges that every phase in
refugee experience is importantly gendered (Indra 1999), the analysis continuously focuses on
the role gender plays in these processes.
Within this general framework, the research aims to clarify:

¢ the nature of choices available to refugees in the two country and policy contexts;

¢ the ideas of ‘successful integration’ desired by refugees themselves;

! The Lisa Gilad Initiative is a charitable trust, set up in 1998, to commemorate the life and work of the late Lisa
Gilad, an anthropologist and founding member of Canada Immigration and Refugee Board.



¢ the limitations refugees experience in the two receiving societies.

These aims of the project provide a basis for determining the parameters of governmental
settlement programmes that will acknowledge refugees as “social actors” (Miles, 1993).
Hence, the objective of this project is to help develop a concept of integration which is
sensitive to the experiences, concerns and cultural background of refugees themselves and yet
capable of cross-national comparisons.

Italy and the Netherlands have been chosen for comparison, because of their different
migration histories as well as because of their different policy contexts. With respect to the
latter, the two countries represent contrasting ‘models’ of reception and integration. It was
considered that an exploration of experiences of integration of a population from a single
country of origin would provide an insight into the ways in which different policy contexts
and broader country contexts influence how refugees develop their strategies for integration.

Refugees from former Yugoslavia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina in particular, provide a
recent example of mass forced migration of population in Europe. Even after peace
agreements in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, it is unlikely that the majority of these
refugees will return to their countries of origin. With the exception of refugees from former
Yugoslavia in Germany, most of these people are not forced to repatriate, but have been
granted permanent residence rights in the countries of their exile. It is, thus, important to
assess social conditions of this mass population of refugees in Europe, as well as the
inclusionary and exclusionary mechanisms involved in the process of their settlement.

Given the focus on ‘refugee voices’, data for this study were gathered through
qualitative interviewing and observation during several months of fieldwork in Rome and
Amsterdam, the two study-sites with a considerable concentration of refugees from former
Yugoslavia. During fieldwork every effort was made to assure, as far as possible, that the

researcher lived amongst the refugees themselves.



Because of the use of qualitative methods in this research, the number of refugees
contacted, observed and interviewed for this research is not large. This, however, does not
undermine the relevance of the ‘voices’ of refugees in this study for researchers, practitioners
and policy makers. The empirical relevance of this research, and the analysis of the situation
of 60 refugees in exile in Italy and the Netherlands is enhanced by its comparative nature and
its focus on the experiences of refugees from a single country of origin in two different
country and policy contexts. The studied population in both contexts is of a similar
background in terms of their social upbringing embedded in the shared socio-economic
system of their country of origin, educational system, system of social values, and some
elements of shared traditions and culture. Thus, refugees from former Yugoslavia bring to the
receiving societies similar “cultural capital” (Bourdieu, 1984). The ways in which this
accumulated set of conditions of life position the refugee in particular relation to others
depend to the large extent on the policy and country contexts of the receiving societies.
Although this study acknowledges that integration is individualised, it also understands
settlement to be contextual and culturally determined, as will be discussed later in this report.
Hence, this exploration of the experiences of integration of a population from a single country
of origin provides an empirically grounded insight into how different policy contexts, as well

as broader country contexts influence the development of refugee strategies of integration.

1.2. Outline of chapters

Chapter 2 provides a discussion of the main methodological issues of the study, as well as of
the process of the research. Issues of the time span concerning the process of integration, and
the unit of analysis, are considered. It also addresses the issue of how theoretical
considerations influenced the choice of research methods used in this study. Discussion of

three sources of data is followed by an introduction of the group of refugees on whose



experiences the analysis in this study is based. Further, the Chapter describes the process used
in organising data and analysing the experiences of the studied population.

Chapter 3 sets the conceptual and policy frameworks of the study. It offers an
overview of the main conceptual considerations of the research and working definitions of the
terms used in this report. It defines integration as relative and culturally determined, two-way
process affecting both the refugees and the receiving society. Integration understood as a two-
way process also implies that integration is not a singular, stage-sequential and regularly
paced process. Rather, it consists of sets of overlapping processes related to different spheres
of societal participation and have different pace and variable outcomes. The Chapter also
provides a discussion of the Italian and Dutch policies pertaining to integration, as well as an
overview of the numbers and legal status of refugees from former Yugoslavia in the two
countries. It examines the way in which the histories of migration of the two countries and
their social protection and welfare systems affect admission, reception and integration
policies, and points to the main characteristics of the two contrasting ‘models’ of reception
and integration.

Chapter 4 discusses the patterns of flight of the studied population, reasons for choosing their
final destination, and addresses the problem of blurred boundaries between economic
migrants and refugees. Data gathered in this study show that this longstanding division
between the field of refugee studies and the study of migration no longer reflects the reality of
patterns of migration. The report documents that while people may leave a place of their
origin because of the conflict, their subsequent movement and destination is often determined
by other kinds of motivation. Although the discussion in this Chapter attests to the increasing
difficulty in distinguishing refugees from what was termed voluntary migrants, it also
emphasises that some aspects of force involved in the movements of people in this research

often made degrees of choice for them extremely limited. A distinct character and nature of



problems and needs of those forced to flee without any or very little preparation, and often
without a possibility to return, is documented and discussed in the consecutive chapters.

Chapter 5 discusses the issues relating to incorporation of refugees into systems and
structures of receiving societies. When receiving societies develop strategies to promote
integration, the primary target of their policies is access to services such as language
training/learning, re-training and/or recognition of prior skills and experience, opportunities
for housing and other services until able to be self-sufficient, and access to employment. The
extent to which the Italian and Dutch governments have intervened in these areas of
integration are different. The Chapter examines how refugees themselves experienced these
different ‘modes’ of assistance and discusses the quality of their functional integration via
acquisition of language skills, housing, education and employment.

Chapter 6 examines the role of social networks in the process of integration and the
issues of wider societal participation of refugees in the receiving society. By exploring the
social relationships within their own ethnic group, as well as often neglected social links
among refugee and indigenous and other established groups, the Chapter addresses the issue
of inclusion in community, which should be at the core of the idea of integration understood
as a two-way process. Comparison between the experiences of refugees from former
Yugoslavia in the two different country contexts also opens up the space for discussion of the
role of cultural compatibility in the process of integration and how it affects the assessment of
refugees concerning their situation in exile. The Chapter discusses the character and
importance of social networks of the studied population established within their own ethnic
group, and their role in the process of integration. It also reveals the need for social
communication with the established community of the receiving society and its centrality in

shaping refugee notions of their integration success.



Chapter 7 discusses the question of return; the issue that has been equally intriguing
for those forced to leave their countries of origin, for practitioners and governments of the
receiving societies, as well as for researchers. The discussion in the Chapter reveals that the
question of return involves a complex set of intervening variables and thus represents a
process that can be very long or even never completed. It documents that the structural and
organisational opportunities for integration, such as the presence or absence of developed
integration programmes in the receiving society, do not play the central role in refugee
attitudes towards return. The discussion indicates, however, that attitudes towards return
affect the process of integration and the individual desire to participate in the wider society.

Chapter 8 concludes the report by way of a brief summary of the main findings and
arguments throughout the study, as well as by outlining policy implications that can be drown

from the arguments made in the report.



Chapter 2 - Methodology and methods of research

This Chapter discusses the main methodological issues of the study, as well as of the
process of the research. Issues of the time span concerning integration, and the unit of
analysis, are considered. It also addresses the issue of how theoretical considerations
influenced the choice of research methods used in this study. Discussion of three
sources of data is followed by an introduction of the group of refugees on whose
experiences the analysis in this study is based. Further, the Chapter describes the
process used in organising data and analysing the experiences of the studied

population.

2.1 Methodological considerations

For the purposes of carrying out this research study it was important to clarify the
time span concerning the process of integration. Integration defined as a process
implies a long and unspecified period of time during which individuals and groups
interact and change. Often, the process can take as long as a lifetime. Consequently, it
is vital for purposes of research about integration to specify the time span to be
examined. This study, for the most part, examined the situation of refugees from the
post-Yugoslav states who arrived in Italy and the Netherlands between 1991 and
1995. These years mark the beginning of the first war in the region and the end of the
armed conflict in Bosnia-Herzegovina, respectively. It was considered that after 6 to
10 years in exile, these people had been able to come to terms with some of their
loses, to refine their perception of their situation in Italian/Dutch society, and to
formulate their goals. The analysis included, however, discussion of the situation of a

few refugees who fled to the Netherlands after 1995. This exception was made to



gather data about experiences of those who have been admitted in the country after
the new, integration of newcomers policy had been introduced.

Although the process of integration involves adjustment of individuals and groups,
this research primarily focused on individuals. The choice of the unit of analysis in
this research is based on the approach that considers refugees to be agents.
Consequently, the study seeks to clarify how individuals respond to various social
mechanisms that either constrain or permit their participation in the receiving society.
It was envisaged that the analysis of individual cases would point to the factors that
facilitate or hinder inter-group interaction and its role in the process of settlement as
defined by individual refugees who are not necessarily involved in refugee
community organisations.

The choice of qualitative methods of research used in this study is centrally related to
the objectives of the research project defined as a critique of a “top-down’ approach to
integration. The refugee situation is generally framed, in Indra’s words (1993: 763),
by an asymmetry of power and voice between the state, on the one hand, and the
refugees on the other. Qualitative interviewing is an important way of learning from
refugees because it permits fuller expression of refugee experiences in their own
terms. Further, as Robinson argues (1998: 122), “since integration is individualised,
contested and contextual it requires qualitative methodologies which allow the voices
of respondents to be heard in an unadulterated form.” This study, therefore, did not
aim to produce ambitious generalisations. Rather, it aimed to provide insights into the
complexity of the process of integration based on a more intimate knowledge of a
smaller ‘slice’ of reality. These close insights into the experiences of the studied
population can reveal the complexities involved in the refugee settlement and the

process of creating a meaningful social ‘space’ within the receiving societies. This in-



depth knowledge about the realities of lives of refugees involved in this research
brings to the attention of researchers, policy makers and the wider public the opinions
and ‘voices’ of those whose settlement has been ‘managed’ in different ways by
governmental institutions, the NGO sector and other agencies.

This method of data gathering was appropriate for the research because of its
acknowledgement of gendered dimensions of refugee settlement. Unequal gender
relations of power in the family (the private domain) as well as in society and within
the state (the public domain) have often silenced women’s voices. As Indra (1993:
763) argues, the asymmetry of power and voice between the state and the refugees is
gender specific, since those who are both refugees and women may be subjected
simultaneously to two overlapping silencing processes. One is embedded in the
private and the other in the public domain.

Qualitative research methods were also valuable in the case of this research
because they better address the problem of inequalities in power between the
researcher and the respondents. Many researchers have been conscious of the
exploitative tendency of unequal relations of power embedded in the research process.
One of the ways to reduce the potential of treating refugee subjects as ‘data-
generating objects’ is the use of qualitative interviewing to secure their active
involvement in the construction of data about their lives.

2.2 The three sources of data

This research is based on three sources of data gathered from individuals, the
NGO sector, governmental and community organisations. Observation notes written
immediately after each interview served as an important additional source of

information for this study. Furthermore, a review of relevant literature and empirical



research about integration of refugees and other migrants provided a broader
conceptual framework for this research.

Interviews with representatives of governmental and non-governmental
organisations provided information about the policy contexts in Italy and the
Netherlands. The list of organisations contacted in the two countries is given in
Appendix 1. Interviews with leaders of the community organisations in Rome and
Amsterdam focused on formal community positions regarding the integration issues
as well as on programs which assist refugees in their efforts to start new lives in Italy
and the Netherlands. In-depth interviews with refugees provided information about
socio-economic and migration-related data as well as data concerning specific needs,
concerns and expectations of refugees, future plans, and their notions of ‘home’. The
list of community organisations contacted in Rome and Amsterdam, as well as the
information about refugees interviewed for this research is given in Appendices 2 and

3, respectively.

2.3 Access to the refugee communities of nationals from the post-Yugoslav states in

Rome and Amsterdam and selection of interviewees

In planning this research, it was envisaged that contacts with the NGO sector
and community organisations in Italy and the Netherlands would assist in identifying
refugees for interviewing. Given the differences between the two country and policy
contexts, however, the way of getting access to refugee communities from the region
of former Yugoslavia was somewhat different in the two study sites. In Rome,
informal contacts of the researcher with members of refugee communities of nationals
from former Yugoslavia were almost exclusively the source of information in

identifying interviewees for this study. The research revealed that refugees from the



region have been clients of local NGOs and community organisations only in
exceptional cases. In Amsterdam, given the well-developed NGO sector and their
essential role in implementing integration policy and in assisting refugees during the
first stages of their settlement, all interviewed have been clients of these
organisations. Community organisations, the Bosnian Association in Amsterdam in
particular, played an invaluable role in establishing first contacts with their members.
Thus, access to refugee communities of nationals from the post-Yugoslav states in
Amsterdam was gained through local NGOs, community organisations and informal
contacts of the researcher.

Informal contacts of the researcher with the refugees in the two study sites,
which facilitated the process of identifying subjects for this research, were an
advantage because they enhanced the establishment of a relationship of trust between
interviewees and the researcher for reasons explained by Moussa (1993). She notes
that the experience of exile can make refugees intensely suspicious of institutions,
government(s), and individuals representing these bodies, including researchers
(Moussa 1993: 36). However, in developing a relationship of trust, the fact that the
researcher is originally from the region, speaks the language of the interviewees,
shares their cultural background as well as their experience of life a long way away
from ‘home’, was crucial.” The fact that the researcher did not share the ethnic-
national background with many of the interviewees proved not to be a problem among
the population in this study.

Although the researcher’s experience of ‘voluntary’ exile and of the loss of
‘home’ were important in developing a mutual understanding with the refugees, the

life circumstances of the researcher and the refugees were substantially different.



These differences were aggravated in those cases in which socio-economic
background and education between the researcher and the research subject were
radically different. Edwards (1993: 18) argues that factors such as race, class and
other social characteristics "place™ both the researcher and the subject within the
social structure and therefore are relevant to all social research. In order to reduce the
problems in understanding that were embodied in these different locations, the
researcher often repeated to the refugees, in her own words, what they had said during
the interviews, to see if they agreed with the interpretation. This way, the effort was
made to overcome barriers in understanding words of the interviewees because of a
"lack of shared cultural norms for telling a story, making a point, [and] giving an
explanation” (Kohler Riessman 1987: 173).

This procedure was also critical for interviewing refugees with whom the
researcher did not share an ethnic-national background. The researcher’s location and
experience regarding the problems with ethnic-nationality in the context of a conflict
involving ethnic division were radically different from the experiences of
interviewees who were minority population in their places of origin. However, the
research process revealed that the fact that the researcher and the research subjects
shared, in a way, a system of values rooted in their social upbringing was important
for the development of the mutual understanding during the interview process.

Initial contacts established during short, exploratory, visits to Italy and the
Netherlands, in the summer and autumn of 1999 and the autumn of 2000, were
gradually expanded through the ‘snowball’ sampling technique during fieldwork in
Rome, from January to May 2000, and Amsterdam, from November 2000 to February

2001. The selection of actual interviewees in the two study sites was, however, based

% The researcher is Serb, born and brought up in Belgrade. She left Yugoslavia in 1992, went first to



on a ‘strategy’ of a "theoretical sampling", as described by Armstrong (1987). The
primary concern of this type of sampling, according to Armstrong, is not
representativeness, but rather identification of conceptually relevant cases that
through a comparison can contribute to development of theory and concepts.

In introducing the research to refugees in Rome, the practical outcome of this
study was emphasised at first. It was pointed out that although the study is an
academic endeavor it also had a practical, policy oriented, side to it. The strong EU
based NGO link of this research was stressed (i.e. ECRE), as well as the research’s
aim to contribute to NGO efforts in lobbying the governments of member states for
better integration policies. The reactions to an introduction of the research stressing
this aim were less than enthusiastic and people openly expressed their unwillingness
to participate in the research on this basis. Refugees from former Yugoslavia in Rome
were not at all interested in helping this kind of research because of a very critical
attitude towards the NGO sector, in Italy and elsewhere. They felt that the majority of
the work done by the NGO sector was a “waste of money”, a kind of ars gratia artis
approach that actually benefits those who work for such organisations and their
governments, regardless of a seeming tension between the two. This bitterness, as the
research revealed, was based on their experience in Italy where they were left to their
own devices. Since the success of the fieldwork was seriously threatened, the way of
introducing the research had to be altered. Its academic side was emphasised. The
importance of documenting refugee voices was accentuated and the need for analyses
of specific situations that could lead to influencing public opinion in favour of refugee

issues. This change in emphasis did help in getting people to agree to meet.

England and later to Canada where she took Canadian citizenship.



In introducing the research to refugees in Amsterdam, the practical and
academic aspects of research were equally emphasised, and people were agreeing to
meet and participate in this research without any problem. Only a 19 year-old Bosnian
Muslim woman who came to the Netherlands in her early teens, after witnessing
killing of several family members in the war and after experiencing a very difficult
flight, had decided to pull out of the research before the formal interview took place.
She explained her decision as her need to protect herself from emotional distress that
might have been caused by the interview in which she would have to talk about the
reasons of her flight.

2.4 Gathering data

Interviews with representatives of government and non-government
organisations in Italy and the Netherlands were made during short field visits to the
two countries. Interview notes as well as reports and publications concerning the work
of these organisations provide the core information about the policy contexts
presented in this report.

During the fieldwork in Rome and Amsterdam, around 180 informal contacts
with refugees from former Yugoslavia were established (around 120 and 60 informal
contacts respectively). These contacts were useful for collecting general information
about their situation in exile and the people they knew. These gatherings were usually
not one-to-one contacts and, therefore, not suitable for collecting more personal data
and accounts of their life in exile. For these reasons, 40 individuals in Rome and 20 in
Amsterdam were chosen for formal, in-depth, interviewing. These interviews were
taped, and were each approximately 80 minutes long. Each interview situation,

however, lasted approximately three hours, taking into account the time to get the



conversation going and to wrap-up the interview. The interviews were first edited and
then transcribed and translated into English. Additionally, data were collected during
several meetings in Rome, with three children between eight and 12 years of age, and
with a girl of 16 years of age. Notes were made after each of the informal meetings.
Interviewees were guaranteed anonymity and confidentiality, and assured that the
names of places and institutions that could identify them in either of the contexts (i.e.,
the place of origin or Rome/Amsterdam) would be omitted. Therefore, the names that

appear in the study are pseudonyms.

2.5 Characteristics of the sample

The principal concern in selecting interviewees for this study was to ensure
they come from different social networks in order to cover a variety of refugee
situations. Further, a special attention was given to interviewing refugees of different
age, gender, ethnicity, marital status, parental status, education, region and place of
residence before flight. However, the actual profile of the group of people interviewed
depended on the characteristics of the refugee population from former Yugoslavia in
the two cities. Consequently, the group of 40 refugees interviewed in Rome, consisted
overwhelmingly of relatively young (80 percent of interviewed were between 20 and
40 years of age), urban, and well-educated individuals, predominantly single or
cohabiting, without children, overwhelmingly from Bosnia-Herzegovina (63 percent).

Table 1 shows the social characteristics and legal status of the group.



Table 1: Social characteristics and legal status of the interviewees in Rome

Characteristics N %
Age
20to 30 15 375
31to 40 17 425
411050 7 175
over 50 1 2.5
Total 40 100
Gender
Female 21 52.5
Male 19 475
Total 40 100
Marital status
Single 19 475
Married 10 25.0
To ltalians 4
To their compatriots 6
Cohabiting 10 25.0
With Italians 2
With their compatriots 8
Divorced 1 25
From Italians 0
From their compatriots 1
Total 40 100
Parental status
Single with children 0
Married with children 6
Cohabiting with children 0
Divorced with children 1
Total 7 out of 40 or 17.5 out of 100
Educational level acquired
in the home country
Elementary level 0 0
High or Secondary level 7 175
University degree 16 40.0
Interrupted by war 17 42.5
Education continued or
vocational training taken 13
Did not continue 4




Table 1: Social characteristics and legal status of the interviewees in Rome

(continued)

Characteristics N %

Time of arrival

1991 9 22.5
1992 17 42.5
1993 12 30.0
1994 0 0
1995 2 5.0

Total 40 100

Legal status

Humanitarian status 22 55.0
Work permit 13 325
Italian citizenship or permit

to stay for family reasons 5 125
Total 40 100

Current labour market status

Employed 28 70
Work and study 7 175
Only study 5 125
Unemployed 0 0
Total 40 100

The group of 20 refugees interviewed in Amsterdam comprised of a high percentage
of younger individuals (60 percent of interviewed were between 20 and 40 years of
age) as well as of older and elderly individuals (40 percent of interviewed were 41
years of age or older). Over half of the group were married individuals with children
from urban areas. Approximately 50 percent of the interviewed were from semi-urban
settlements. In terms of education, interviewees in Amsterdam were well-educated,
with 35 percent of those with a university degree, and with an equally high percentage

of individuals with a secondary or high school degree. The group consisted almost



exclusively of individuals from Bosnia-Herzegovina (95 percent). Table 2 shows the
social characteristics and legal status of the group.

Table 2: Social characteristics and legal status of the interviewees in Amsterdam

Characteristics N %
Age
20to 30 6 30
31to040 6 30
41 to 50 4 20
over 50 4 20
Total 20 100
Gender
Female 9 45
Male 11 55
Total 20 100
Marital status
Single 6 30
Married 11 55
To Dutch 0
To their compatriots 11
Cohabiting 0
Divorced 3 15
From Dutch 0
From their compatriots 3
Total 20 100
Parental status
Single with children 0
Married with children 11
Cohabiting with children 0
Divorced with children 3
Total 14 out of 20 or 70 out of 100
Educational level acquired
in the home country
Elementary level 0 0
High or Secondary level 7 35
University degree 7 35
Interrupted by war 6 30
Education continued or
vocational training taken 6
Did not continue 0

Total 20 100




Table 2: Social characteristics and legal status of the interviewees in Amsterdam
(continued)

Characteristics N %

Time of arrival

1991 1 5
1992 3 15
1993 7 35
1994 3 15
1996 3 15

1997 0 0

1998 3 15

Total 20 100

Legal status
Convention (‘A’) status 0 0
Humanitarian (‘C’) status 2 10
Provisional permit to stay (‘F’ status) 1 5
Dutch citizenship 17 85
Total 20 100
Current labour market status

Employed 8 40
Casual contracts 2 10
Study 5 25
Unemployed 5 25
Total 20 100

Tables 1 and 2 do not include information of ethnic background of the
refugees in this research. It is important to note here that the country of origin, i.e.,
citizenship, of nationals from the post-Yugoslav states does not necessarily indicate
their ethnic background. For example, the ethnic background of a citizen of Bosnia-
Herzegovina can be Bosniak, Croat or Serb, as well as numerous combinations of
mixed ethnic backgrounds.®> Tables 3 and 4 show the ethnic background of

interviewees in Rome and Amsterdam.

® The use of term Bosniak refers to Bosnian-Muslim. This is the official term used by the government
of Bosnia-Herzegovina.



Table 3: Ethnic background of the interviewees in Rome

Bosnia-Herzegovina N %
Bosniaks 7 28
Croats 1 4
Serbs 4 16
Mixed background 13 52
Total from B-H 25 100
Croatia N %
Croats 2 25
Serbs 5 62.5
Mixed background 1 125
Total from Croatia 8 100
FR Yugoslavia

Montenegrins 1 14.3
Serbs 5 714
Mixed background 1 14.3
Total from FRY 7 100
Total no. of interviewees 40

Table 4: Ethnic background of the interviewees in Amsterdam

Bosnia-Herzegovina N %
Bosniaks 7 36.8
Croats 0

Serbs 5 26.4
Mixed background 7 36.8
Total from B-H 19 100
Croatia

Croats 0

Serbs 1 100
Mixed background 0

Total from Croatia 1 100
FR Yugoslavia None
Total number of 20
interviewees




Of the 40 refugees interviewed in Rome, 95 percent fled their homes between 1991
and 1993 and 43 percent after experiencing the armed conflict in their hometowns for
up to two years. Over one-third of the people who fled the territories directly affected
by the war had a close family member or a relative killed or seriously wounded in the
recent conflict. Among the interviewed, two men had themselves been subjected to
severe physical suffering and torture either at the front or in one of the concentration
camps in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Immediate or close family members of 30 percent of
the interviewed were refugees in one of the post-Yugoslav states or in one of the EU
states. Over one-third of people who fled the territories directly affected by the arm
conflict had their houses or apartments destroyed or taken by internally displaced
persons or refugees in the region.

Of the 20 refugees interviewed in Amsterdam, 55 percent fled their homes between
1991 and 1993 and 60 percent fled their homes after experiencing the armed conflict
in their hometowns for up to 3 years. Over two-third of the people had a close family
member or a relative killed or seriously wounded in the recent conflict. Among the
interviewed, two men and two women had themselves been subjected to severe
physical suffering or were wounded at the places they lived before flight. Immediate
or close family members of almost all of the interviewed were also refugees in the
Netherlands. Over half of interviewed had their houses or apartments destroyed or
taken by internally displaced persons or refugees in the region.

As the characteristics of the people interviewed show, the interviewees in
Amsterdam were older, of moderately lower educational level than those interviewed
in Rome. Most importantly, however, practically all refugees in Rome were earning
their income, except for a few young adults still living with their parents.

Furthermore, refugees in Rome were overwhelmingly single or cohabiting, without



children, and without immediate or close family members in Italy. In Amsterdam,
parents or siblings of the overwhelming majority of those who were single, were also
refugees in the Netherlands. Additionally, while intermarriage or cohabitation with
natives was present in Rome, it did not exist among the refugees interviewed in
Amsterdam. Finally, the overwhelming majority of interviewees in Amsterdam had
Dutch citizenship, while the majority of those interviewed in Rome still had

temporary, humanitarian, refugee status.

2.6 Data preparation and analysis

The first step towards data analysis was their preparation and identification as
well as coding of "bibbits" used later in the analysis. Kirby and McKenna (1989)
define a "bibbit" as:

a passage from a transcript, a piece of conversation recorded on a scrap

of paper that can stand on its own but, when necessary, can be
relocated in its original context. (1989: 135)

The process of identifying bibbits by reviewing and re-reading the interview
transcripts made data not just manageable, but also 'understandable’ in a sense that it
allowed the beginning of the process of making comparisons and understanding the
relationships between groups of data. Kirby and McKenna (1989) emphasise that:
To do analysis, the data must be divided into portions that are
manageable. The continuous process of comparison and linking of
bibbits helps researchers to understand the specific and overall

properties, patterns and relationships between data and between groups
of data. (1989: 135)

During the process of organising data, bibbits that were similar to each other were
picked out from the transcripts. It seemed most appropriate to classify the data into
categories or themes that emerged throughout the interviews. Using different coloured

markers related themes were highlighted in the same colour. For example, phrases



such as: “becoming a refugee”, “notions of home”, “attitudes towards receiving
society”, “political participation”, and "meanings of membership in receiving society"
were helpful in defining some of the categories. This long process of comparing
bibbits that seemed to pertain to similar phenomena helped in identifying categories
emerging from the interview data.

Once the categories were identified, it was possible to go back to the data filed
on computer, and to remove bibbits or parts of bibbits from the transcribed material
and put them in separate files under the appropriate category headings. This document
consisted of lists of category headings and related bibbit bits. In order to keep the size
of the document manageable only key phrases were included or a small part of the
bibbit as a reminder about its content. This was the document used in this study to
identify the links between categories. Coding scheme was used to locate the actual
interview and the context out of which the category and the bibbit arose.

Kirby and McKenna (1989) describe the process of conceptualising such links
as "hurricane thinking". In this research, the process started by identifying categories
that seemed to be dominant in the data. One of the themes referred to a more general
category of victimisation and loss, such as violence, harassment, mistreatment, the
control, lack of choice, which stems from the experiences of refugees with the
conflict, flight and exile. A second prevailing theme refers to the way in which such
phenomena are confronted on an individual level, concerning the process of
formulating short-term and longer-term plans and strategies in exile. A third dominant
theme refers to the way in which these individualised responses to victimisation, loss,
and control are transformed into social action of the interviewed refugees in their

effort to tackle structural and other barriers in the receiving society and realise their



plans. Further analysis in this report aims to articulate adequately a way of explaining

these clearly linked themes and phases of the experience of exile and integration.



Chapter 3 - Conceptual and policy frameworks

This Chapter offers an overview of the conceptual framework of the research
and working definitions of the terms used in this report. It defines integration as a
relative and culturally determined, two-way process affecting both the refugees and
the receiving society. The Chapter also provides a discussion of the main
characteristics of the Italian and Dutch histories of migration and policy contexts, as
well as an overview of the numbers and legal status of refugees from former

Yugoslavia in the two countries.

3.1 Conceptual considerations

Research and policies on integration are based on a set of assumptions and
concepts that are multi-layered and complex, and often lack explicit definition of the
term ‘integration’. As Robinson (1998: 118) suggests, integration is a vague and
“chaotic” concept. The two main theoretical frameworks within which ‘integration’
has been conceptualised and examined are race relations and minorities literature, and
that of the refugee studies.

In the first context, ‘integration’ is used to describe the process of change that
occurs when two groups of different cultures are in some way forced to co-exist in
one society. Researchers in the field agree that the process by which migrant groups
adjust to different cultures, termed acculturation, is multidimensional. They
understand integration as a process by which individuals and groups of newcomers
maintain their cultural identity while actively participating in the larger societal
framework. Hence, research about integration within this body of literature is
concerned with issues such as identity, belonging, recognition and self-respect (e.g.

Berry 1997, Phinney 1996, Roger et al., 1991).



In the second context, ‘integration’ is primarily concerned with practical or
functional aspects of settlement. This is embedded in the fact that ‘refugee’ as a
category of newcomers implies the right to special protection. This right extends to
provision of social protection and access to social services to facilitate integration of
refugees. Assistance in housing, language training, education and re-training, and
access to the labour market have become areas of government concern with regard to
managing refugee settlement in the receiving societies. Research about integration of
refugees tends to follow this concern and is primarily centred on the exploration of
practical aspects of settlement, with an emphasis on the labour market participation
and social mobility, as well as rights and access to social services (e.g. Bloch, 2000;
Brink, 1997; Robinson, 1993). These functional aspects of integration have been to a
lesser extent linked and explored in relation to other aspects of social integration, such
as wider societal interaction and participation in socio-cultural and civil/political
spheres.

In order to bridge the gap between these two different approaches to
integration, and consider integration as a complex process of structural and social
adjustments and relationships, this study is based on the understanding that refugee
settlement and adjustment are relative and culturally determined (Kuhlman, 1991).
Consequently, integration has to be examined and assessed relative to the situation in
the receiving society, as well as relative to the culture of refugees and of the
established community. It impacts upon both the refugees and the established
community and, thus, requires the willingness of both groups to adjust. This,
however, does not imply that ‘integration’ is abandonment of roots and native
cultures, rather it is a process of building bridges and shaping identities to

accommodate the transnational realities of the modern world. The suggested meaning



of the concept of integration is becoming increasingly important in a world in which
transnational mobility is continuously growing and creating a situation that throws
into question previous political, cultural and ethnic boundaries.

In understanding integration as a two-way process that is affecting both the
newcomers and the receiving society it is important to remember, as Baubock (1996)
and Van Hear (1998) remind us, that this process of mutual adaptation is
interdependent. VVan Hear (1998: 55) further argues that the process of adaptation is
not symmetric because “[n]ewcomers’ choices [in the process of seeking ways to
recompose their lives and become active members of the new society] are more
constrained than the range of options for the established community, but the latter are
by no means free to choose who they accommodate.” He further states that many of
the populations accommodating refugees are in a sense “forced accommodators” of
migrants (Van Hear 1998: 56). Following these considerations VVan Hear points to the
related problem of terminology. The term “host” community or society is debatable,
as he notes, because “it suggests a welcome that is not always present” (Van Hear
1998: 55). To avoid this terminology problem, he adopts Bach’s term “established”
community (Bach 1993). These terminology clarifications are important in helping
understand the complexities of the encounters between refugees and the receiving
society examined in this research.

Integration understood as a two-way process, also implies that integration is
not a singular, stage-sequential and regularly paced process (Castles et al. 2001: 25).
Rather, as Castles and associates (Castles et al. 2001: 25) argue, integration should be
recognised as an umbrella term suggesting a set of possible and overlapping processes
and shapes. These processes in particular spheres, as the authors go on to suggest,

entail different velocities as well as variable outcomes(Castles et al. 2001: 25).



Conceptual problems relating to ‘integration’ go beyond these theoretical
considerations and extend to the questions of who is defining the term. In the current
EU context, refugees are not given a “voice’ in the process that determines their well-
being and life choices. The problem of power and voice relating to the process of
defining ‘integration’ is apparent in disagreements between governments of the
receiving societies, on the one hand, and refugees, practitioners and researchers, on
the other, about the effect of the asylum process on the process of integration. The
former usually support approaches and policies that deny integration programmes
during the determination procedure, while the latter advocate access to such
programmes immediately after the asylum claim had been made. It is argued in this
study that the process of integration/settlement and asylum are intrinsically linked,
both conceptually and practically, because if the refugee is excluded from ‘integration
services’ during often lengthy determination procedure, this has a highly detrimental
effect on long-term settlement/integration.

The suggested meaning of integration implies that the refugees are understood
to be agents, who have a range of skills and choices, albeit restricted, in finding ways
of becoming members of the receiving society. As McSpadden (1999: 244) points
out, refugee situations and choices are typically shaped and constrained by
governmental policies and cultural norms of the receiving society. The current policy
contexts and structures of the receiving societies constrain agency of refugees in
different ways. The disadvantages of their position and the limitations they face in the
process of settlement are related, first, to a general tendency of the European Union
states to move further towards policies and practices of exclusion (Muus 1997).
Second, they are connected to different reception systems and integration policies in

the EU states (ECRE 1998) and therefore to different life opportunities and choices



available to refugees. Third, the social and cultural aspects of their disadvantaged
position in the receiving societies are related to the gender dimension of migration
because the refugee experience in all its phases is importantly gendered (McSpadden
and Moussa 1993, Indra ed. 1999). This research examines the Italian and Dutch
policy contexts and explores how and to what extent they constrain or permit agency
of refugees.

‘Refugee’ is also a legal construct that affects the lives and well-being of
refugees settled in the EU states in fundamental ways, because different types of
‘refugee’ in legal terms, imply different sets of rights. These differentiated rights
affect important aspects of refugee settlement ranging from legality and duration of
residence, access to assistance, services and the labour market, to possibilities for
family reunification. In order to examine different mechanisms of social inclusion and
exclusion experienced by refugees this research defines them in a broad sense. It
targets different legal categories of forced migrants, those with convention and
humanitarian status. This differentiated approach to the category ‘refugee’ helps
reveal how these legal constructs affect integration, because each legal status implies
different life choices and opportunities for individual refugees. The issue of definition
of the term ‘refugee’ is particularly important for research focusing on displaced
people from the post-Yugoslav states, because the majority of them have been

initially granted temporary, humanitarian, refugee status in the EU.



3.2 Policy contexts

How a state formulates its admission, reception and integration policies is
influenced by its history of migration as well as its social protection and welfare
systems. The following sections outline the main characteristics of the Italian and
Dutch reception systems and the policies pertaining to integration, as well as the
specific situation of refugees from former Yugoslavia who have been granted asylum

in the two countries.

3.2.1 The history of migration and social welfare system in Italy - consequences for
the policy context

Italy has long considered itself as a country of emigration and as a transit
country. Traditionally a country of emigration with a continued massive outflow of
emigrants that ended only in the 1970s (Delle Donne 1997), Italy became a country of
transit where refugees were received temporarily whilst awaiting resettlement in a
third country. From 1952 until 1990, UNHCR assisted refugees from countries
outside Europe, whom Italy refused to recognise citing a geographical restriction
clause the country adopted when signing the Convention in 1954. The geographical
restriction meant that only refugees fleeing Europe, that is, Eastern Europe, were
recognised in Italy. This restriction remained valid until 1990, when a new
immigration law was adopted. The only exception to this rule was the protection
given to Vietnamese refugees who were picked up by the Italian navy in the Yellow
Sea in the 1978-1979. Approximately 1,000 Vietnamese refugees, after family
reunification totalling 3,000 persons, were dispersed in northern Italy, Venice and
Parma for example, and the Caritas organisation was made responsible for assisting

them.



It is only recently that the Italian authorities have acknowledged the change in
migration patterns resulting in a rapid transformation of Italy into a country of
immigration. As Pittau (1999) documents, during the 1970s the foreign presence in
Italy was as low as 300,000 persons. In 1990, when the so-called Martelli Law went
into effect, named after the then Minister of Justice who drafted it, there were 780,000
foreigners in Italy. The “Martelli Law” introduced a policy of planned immigration
and the provision of yearly immigration quotas. The quotas were to be established by
governmental decree after reviewing a variety of social and economic factors. 1990
can therefore be considered the year when Italy declared itself as being an
immigration country in principle. However, as Hein (1998: 36) points out, “the
policy was never really implemented up to now and the quotas tended to be at zero
level, since it was felt that a major effort first had to be made to recognise and
integrate those foreigners who were already present on the territory.”

This research indicates that how a state ‘imagines’ itself, that is, either as a
country of emigration or a country of immigration, affects how the legal and
institutional frameworks for immigrants and asylum migrants are developed. Recent
social and institutional memory about its history that has made Italy into a transit
country has led to insufficient legal and institutional provisions to meet needs of
asylum migration in the country. Moreover, how the state treats its citizens, that is, the
established population, shapes its approach to the protection of those seeking or
granted asylum. Italy spends less than the EU average on social protection and
welfare system, and does not have a developed public housing or welfare system for
its citizens. In Italian society informal networks and church organisations are the key

providers of basic social assistance services for vulnerable individuals.



The underdeveloped social protection and welfare systems in the country have
led to a corresponding approach to assistance for asylum seekers and refugees: the
assistance is minimal and commonly does not cover even basic needs such as the
provision of shelter and food. It is assumed that those in need will be assisted
primarily through self-help systems established within refugee and migrant
communities, which encourage them to become self-sufficient and independent
(obtaining shelter and employment that provides enough for rent and a modest diet) in
a short period. Such an approach to reception and integration reflects the surviving
perception that Italy is not a country of permanent settlement regardless of its
declaration 1990 that it has become a country of immigration.

The lack of any integration strategy at the national level, supported by a
corresponding financial and institutional structure, means that NGOs involved in
refugee work in Italy continually deal with emergencies and try to meet at least some
of the basic needs of the recently arrived. In such circumstances, their often
innovative integration initiatives aimed at employment and/or educational needs of
refugees in Italy, for example, remain only small projects that are inadequate to meet

the needs of a growing refugee population in the country.

3.2.2 Italian policy context — numbers, status, and assistance provided by the
government and the NGO sector

By the end of 1998, there were 1,250 241 foreigners in Italy, making it the
fourth country within the EU by the number of resident foreigners, after Germany,
France and the UK (Pittau, 1999). It is not surprising, therefore, that a new
Immigration Law in Italy was enacted in 1998. However, the new Immigration Law

has not yet been followed by corresponding legislation regarding asylum and



temporary protection status.* In absence of an organic legislative framework that
corresponds to a global social plan the legal status of asylum seekers is currently
defined by a number of decrees.

For example, decree No. 136 of March 1990 still regulates the refugee
determination process. Asylum seekers have the right to present their cases to the
Central Commission for the Recognition of Refugee Status (Eligibility Commission),
which is an inter-ministerial body responsible for making the first decisions in the
determination process. The law foresees no legal assistance before the Commission,
and thus it is not possible for asylum seekers to be assisted or represented by a lawyer
before the Commission. A significant number of asylum applicants never appear at
their hearing because many apply for asylum at the first Questura (the local police
headquarters) which they reach upon their arrival in Italy, but then move elsewhere
and information about the hearing never reaches them.’ If the applicant does not
appear at the hearing, the decision is based solely on the police report made when the
asylum application was submitted. In such cases, the decision is usually negative.
Under the1998 Immigration Law, in a case where asylum cannot be granted under the
Geneva Convention and the asylum seeker cannot return to his/her country of origin,
the Eligibility Commission recommends to the local police authorities to issue a
permit on humanitarian grounds, temporary status. However, this has no binding
effect and the local police could refrain from issuing or renewing the permit to stay at

their discretion.

* The Draft Law on asylum and humanitarian protection, covering convention as well as humanitarian
status has been published by the government and is pending in Parliament. It is difficult to foresee,
however, when it will be adopted. Given the results of the latest regional elections, in April 2000, there
is a fear among interviewed government and NGO representatives that the law will ever be adopted.

® The interview with the UNHCR representative in Rome.



The Italian Ministry of Interior granted 77,000 humanitarian permits to stay to
persons fleeing former Yugoslavia between 1992 and 1997. Those arriving after July
1997 could no longer be considered displaced persons and consequently could not be
granted a permit to stay on humanitarian grounds. Those with such a permit, however,
were allowed to remain in Italy after 1997. Their humanitarian permits to stay have
been either renewed on yearly basis or changed into regular work permits valid for
one or two years, provided the holder had proof of regular employment. This research,
however, indicates that application of this legal provision depends on the way the
local police headquarters interpret it. In other words, among the population in this
research many had regular work and still hold humanitarian permits because the local
police headquarters was not willing to issue them work permits to stay in the country.

This large number of de facto refugees from former Yugoslavia in Italy
seemingly contradicts the fact that Italy has a relatively small number of asylum
seekers. The number of asylum seekers and convention refugees in Italy in the past
decade has been on average 2,000 persons per year with a percentage of recognised
cases under 10 percent.® The above mentioned regulations concerning the refugee
determination process explain the small percentage of recognised cases in the country.

Regardless of these relatively small numbers of asylum seekers and recognised
refugees, the real scope of the problem relating to the need of a systematic protection
system in Italy becomes transparent considering that the country does not judicially
recognise de facto refugees, but refers solely to the Geneva Convention.
Consequently, the numbers mentioned above refer only to persons who applied for
convention status. Populations fleeing the general violence and armed conflicts of the

1990s, for example Albania and former Yugoslavia, were granted temporary resident

® Data provided by the Ministry of Interior during exploratory research visit in September 1999.



permits, so-called humanitarian permits to stay, based on specific government
decrees, and their numbers are not included in the category of asylum seekers. This
temporary status was usually granted without any lengthy determination procedure
and was generally renewable on a yearly basis, with the right to work and study. For
those fleeing former Yugoslavia, for example, it was usually sufficient to prove that
they came from one of the former republics of the war-torn country in order to obtain
a temporary right to stay, work and/or study in Italy.

Asylum seekers and convention refugees in Italy receive limited support by the
government. Although the immigration law of 1998 states that asylum seekers are to
be accommodated at the government-run reception centres, few such centres were
established at the time of this research, two years after the law was enacted. Asylum
seekers not accommodated at reception centres are entitled to financial assistance
provided by the government in a form of a modest daily allowance for a period of 45
days. During the determination procedure, asylum seekers do not have the right to
work. Considering that the legal procedure lasts between one and two years on
average, the scope of the problem of asylum seekers in Italy becomes clear. The
fortunate ones get shelter provided by one of the church organisations or NGOs,
usually available for up to three months. Church organisations also offer free meals
(one per day) to the destitute in general. They also provide language courses for
refugees and immigrants. All these types of assistance offered by church organisation
and the NGO sector are scarce, particularly accommodation, which contributes to the
fact that asylum seekers are often forced to sleep on the streets of the towns and cities
where they wish to settle.

Convention refugees are entitled to financial assistance during the first 90 days after

their status acknowledgement in the form of a modest daily allowance, as well as to



financial assistance for those who would like to start small family run businesses. This
research documents that even this limited assistance is very hard to obtain because of
the bureaucratic procedure for applying and decision-making. Consequently, it is
common for resources allocated by the government for this type of assistance to
remain unspent at the end of a fiscal year.

The vast majority of the 77,000 persons from former Yugoslavia granted temporary
permit to stay in Italy have received no assistance and were left to find their own way
into Italian society. The government did establish 15 reception centres for those
fleeing the region, primarily in the north of Italy; the first opened in November 1991
following the beginning of armed conflict in Croatia. Their gradual closure began at
the end of 1995 when the government declared that the need for assistance had
declined. At the time of this research, all of the 15 centres were closed.’

The centres could accommodate up to 2,000 persons at a time. The exact
number of those accommodated at these centres was not available. Research initiated
by the International Organisation for Migration office in Rome indicates, however,
that over 30 percent of people accommodated at these reception centres stayed for
over two years, what indicates that there was no significant fluctuation of population
accommodated at the centres (Losi, 1994). Therefore, it can be safely argued that the
number of persons assisted in these centres was not significant when compared with
the total number of refugees from former Yugoslavia in Italy.

Canna’s (1997) research documents that assistance consisted of shelter and
food and no money. Although refugees had freedom of movement, most remained
confined in the camps because they had no knowledge of the language and no money

for public transport and so forth (Canna 1997). According to Losi’s (1994) research

" All data provided by the Ministry of Interior during exploratory research visit in September 1999.



mentioned above, the vast majority of those accommodated at the centres were from
Bosnia-Herzegovina, from rural areas or small towns, predominantly single-parent
families headed by women.

The assistance offered to refugees from former Yugoslavia in Italy,
characterised as emergency-assistance based on ad hoc measures set by the
government, is not specific only for this particular refugee population, as the above
discussion reveals. This approach adopted by the government has its roots and causes
in the Italian history of migration as well in underdeveloped social security and
welfare systems in the country. The above discussion outlined the context of
integration in which only the most resourceful individuals may be able to find their

way into Italian society.

3.2.3 The history of migration and the development of integration policies in the
Netherlands

Unlike Italy, the Netherlands has a long history of immigration, as well as
developed social protection and welfare systems for its citizens. These historic and
socio-economic characteristics of Dutch society have influenced a different approach
to integration of refugees and other immigrants in the country.

The first wave of immigrants after WWII came in early 1950s from the former
Dutch East Indies (present day Indonesia) following its independence. This group of
immigrants mostly consisted of people of mixed Dutch-Indonesian decent, and was
offered only a basic scheme for reception and accommodation (Muus, 1998). The
group that came as the second wave of immigrants, in the 1960s, consisted of so-
called *“guest workers” from the south of Europe, Turkey and Morocco. These
immigrants were regarded as ‘temporary settlers’ and, therefore, no integration policy

was developed for them (Muus, 1998). In the mid 1970s, however, when the



recruitment of foreign workers ceased due to the oil crisis, it became clear that these
immigrants were there to stay, and to bring their families to the Netherlands, too. In
1975, the country experienced an additional and sudden influx of immigrants from
Surinam, following its independence. It was only after these migration flows that the
Dutch government acknowledged that the Netherlands is a country of immigration.
Consequently, as Lechner (2000) and Muus (1998) argue, despite its relatively long
history of recent immigration, the Dutch integration policy started late, at the
beginning of the 1980s. The relatively late acknowledgement that the Netherlands is a
country of immigration was followed by the Ethnic Minority Policy introduced in
1983, and by the Integration of Newcomers Act enacted in 1998.

The introduction of the Ethnic Minority Policy intended to improve the social
position of immigrants in the fields of labour, income, education and housing. The
main aim was to incorporate immigrants via emancipation understood as diminishing
social disadvantage (Lechner 2000). It advocated the creation of a tolerant multiethnic
society in which immigrants have considerable legal and political rights as well as
organisational rights relating to their religious and cultural backgrounds. The policy
was successful in areas in which the Dutch government has a decisive influence, such
as social security, housing and education (Pennix 1996). However, it was rather
ineffective in decreasing high unemployment rates among immigrants because the
Dutch government has only marginal power in directing labour market developments.
It was also not effective in providing efficient Dutch language training for
newcomers, because it was organised on a voluntary basis and provided by
volunteers. Therefore, a number of first-generation immigrants developed poor
language skills and when rising unemployment hit they were first to lose their jobs

without a real chance of regaining employment. Yet another weakness of this policy,



according to Muus (1998), relates to its focus on immigrants as members of targeted
ethnic groups and not as individuals. The problem with such a focus, as he argues, is
that it presupposes an internal group structure that is hard to define clearly and,
consequently, the policy resulted in numerous subsidised immigrant activities without
any indication as to whether immigrant associations represent anything more than a
few members (Muus 1998). Consequently, the position of immigrants had not
improved greatly, and social isolation had become a greater threat. These problems
with the Ethnic Minorities Policy, compounded by rapid changes in the composition
of the immigrant population led to a development of the Integration of Newcomers
Act, enacted in 1998.

This policy represents a shift from the previous one because it stresses the
importance of the responsibility of the individual immigrant as regards to integration.
The main goal of the new integration policy, aiming to realise “activating citizenship”
(Lechner, 2000) on the part of individual immigrants, is to enhance individual
immigrants to exercise responsibility involved in membership/citizenship in Dutch
society. The new integration policy is based on a contractual relationship between the
newcomer, that is, refugee and/or immigrant, and the government/municipality. The
contract guarantees the rights and obligations of both parties. The
government/municipality is obliged to: i) organise the integration program; ii)
maintain a sufficient supply of language courses and vocational courses; iii) start the
program within four months, on the basis of an interview with the immigrant. The
newcomer has a right to such services and is obliged to: i) apply at the local/municipal
office for an interview within six months of status acknowledgement; ii) enrol in an
educational institution; iii) follow the program actively, including 500 hours of Dutch

language courses; iv) to take a Dutch language test within a year after starting the



program; v) to complete the program within six weeks after the test is completed. If
the newcomer fails to meet these requirements, the government may reduce his/her
social security benefits or fine those who receive income from other sources. Also, the
established population is expected to support the implementation of a law requiring
ethnically conscious proportional hiring by private employers and, more generally, to
accept the multicultural society (Lechner 2000).

The government’s intention to emphasise the responsibility of individual
newcomers concerning integration is a sound solution to the problems experienced
with the Ethnic Minorities Policy. However, there is a problem with this policy
concerning the opportunities it can open for women. The policy is gender-blind
because it does not guarantee provisions/services to accommodate the different needs
and situations of newcomers concerning their culturally and socially constructed
gender roles. A lack of provision of childcare services leaves women, whose roles are
primarily defined in terms of care-giving and care-taking, with unequal opportunities
of integrating into Dutch society. The unavailability of childcare services may force
women to postpone their enrolment into language and orientation courses. This may
result in a lack of language skills and information that facilitate the process of
integration.

The way in which the Dutch government approached integration issues is
related to the characteristics of the welfare system in the Netherlands. The country has
a well- established and developed social protection and welfare system for its citizens
and consequently, the Dutch policy of integration of refugees and immigrants builds
on this system providing a considerable level of social protection services for them.

However, the need to protect such a welfare system urged the government to



introduce restrictive admission and reception policies, which has affected the process
of integration of newcomers.

3.2.4 Dutch policy context — numbers, status, and assistance provided by the
government and the NGO sector

The number of asylum applications in the Netherlands started to increase
significantly at the end of 1980s and reached its peak in 1994 with around 52,000
asylum requests (Doomerik et al., 1997:31). According to data provided by the
Ministry of Justice, from 1995 to 1997 the number of asylum seekers in the
Netherlands decreased to 30,000 persons seeking asylum per year. Doomerik and
associates (1997:33) argue that this is due to a number of restrictive measures
introduced by the Dutch government rather than to reduced migration pressure.
Between 1992 and 1999 the percentage of approved asylum requests was roughly 40
percent and since 1999 it has decreased to between 20 and 30 percent.

Until 1985, as Muus (1998) reports, there was no government-organised
reception for spontaneous asylum seekers, but only for refugees invited to resettle in
the Netherlands. The reception policy for the latter was centralised and implemented
in reception centres under the assumption that the duration of stay in these reception
centres would be six to nine months. Between the late 1970s and 1981, the Dutch
Refugee Council gave assistance to invited refugees with the financial support of the
government. In 1981, due to the increased number of invited refugees, the
responsibility for the implementation of the reception policy for these refugees was
passed on to the then Ministry of Culture, Recreation and Social Work (now the
Ministry of Health, Welfare and Sports). The maximum length of stay in reception
centres was intended to be three months, after which period as it was anticipated,

refugees would be accommodated in private housing in municipalities when the local



authorities would become responsible for the continuation of the reception policy, that
IS, integration.

Spontaneous asylum seekers were commonly lodged in boarding houses, often
in poor condition, and were entitled to apply for a social security benefit. An increase
in numbers of asylum seekers dependent on social security benefits, which began in
1985 with the arrival of Tamil refugees, led to the introduction of a new “Regulation
on the Reception of Asylum Seekers” (ROA) in 1987. The aim of the regulation was
to provide accommodation for asylum seekers in municipalities in so-called ROA-
houses and to limit access to welfare payments. Consequently, the ROA no longer
gave access to such payments. Instead, municipalities were granted government
funds, based on the number of asylum seekers they accommodated, for housing costs,
social and cultural activities, as well as for a modest allowance (DFL 445 monthly or
approximately 200EUR) for personal expenses including food and clothing of asylum
seekers. ROA had no provisions directed at integration into Dutch society. Asylum
seekers were offered only Dutch language courses and recreational facilities and were
not allowed to work or to enter public education during the legal procedure. Muus
(1998) argues that ROA was introduced not only because of growing housing and
financial problems, but also with the intention of preventing the Netherlands from
becoming an attractive reception country.

The increased number of asylum seekers in the 1990s, consisting primarily of
populations fleeing war and general unrest in their country of origin, prompted the
government to introduce new measures. Under the arrangements valid at the time of
my research in the Netherlands, that is to January 2001, the admission and reception
model is based on an obligatory stay of all asylum seekers in an investigation centre

(OC) in order to determine the nature of their asylum claim. Those with apparently



well-founded requests for convention or humanitarian status are housed in asylum
centres (AZCs) until a decision has been taken on their cases. Such a decision can
take several months, with appeals included a final decision can take several years.
Those with apparently unfounded requests are to stay in the investigation centres
(OC), with the right to appeal a decision and if refused, they have to leave the
Netherlands. All asylum seekers have the right to legal advice and an interpreter.
Those with accepted applications for asylum are provided language training and
orientation in Dutch society at asylum centres (AZCs), but their right to work is
limited to up to 12 weeks of seasonal work in one year, for example in agriculture. If
the decision on an application is positive, the asylum seeker is given assistance in
finding subsidised public housing, with the obligation to continue language and
orientation courses in the municipality of his/her residence. The responsibility for
admission and initial reception is accorded to the Ministry of Justice. The
responsibility for the continuation of the reception policy, that is, implementation of
the Integration of Newcomers Act, is accorded to the Ministry of Interior.

Asylum seekers who are accepted can be granted one of three statuses: i) ‘A’
or convention refugees status with no time limit attached; ii) ‘C’ or humanitarian
status for individuals whose claim does not meet the convention criteria but who
cannot be expected to return to his/her country of origin. The main difference between
this and ‘A’ status is that it gives a limited right to family unification, condition to the
required income level including reasonable housing (measured by Dutch standards);
iii) “‘F’ status or provisional permit to stay, for people fleeing more generalised forms
of violence or insecurity in the country of origin who on an individual basis are not
judged to fall into one of the previous categories. The latter status is valid for one

year, can be extended twice for further one-year periods, and is particularly employed



for people coming from select countries, including Bosnia-Herzegovina. After three
years, if return to the country of origin is impossible, this status cannot be extended
but changed into unconditional humanitarian status. The ‘F’ status is particularly
important for this study because it judicially recognises temporary protection,
originally created to regulate the influx of spontaneous arrivals from former
Yugoslavia due to the conflict.

According to the Aliens Act, as revised in 1994, a person cannot apply for ‘F’
status; rather, it is one of the options for the decision-maker that can result from the
asylum application. Those considered “displaced persons”, for example those fleeing
Bosnia-Herzegovina and therefore eligible for ‘F’ status, are interviewed briefly to
ascertain proof of nationality and that a safe third country was not transited, and then
‘F’ status is granted instantly. The status implies a fixed program of integration,
including DFL 410 (approximately 190EUR) per month exclusive of housing.

During the first year of status acknowledgement persons with such a status
have access to language and orientation courses as well as basic education, but access
to other types of education, including vocational training is limited. Although the
original legal document did not attach a right to employment to this status in the first
year, legal provisions were made in April 1995 allowing 12 weeks of employment. In
the second year, access is given to vocational education, together with permission for
temporary employment. If the permit is not withdrawn within a period of three years,
due to the changes in the country of origin creating a possibility for return, a full
humanitarian, ‘C’, status is granted. Only after receipt of a full resident permit,
implied in “C’ status, full social assistance is permitted.

By providing a gradual increase in the rights of persons granted temporary

residence permit, the government intended to facilitate a phased integration of a



considerable number of newcomers in the Netherlands. This intention has been
criticised by Dutch NGOs, which would like the persons with ‘F’ status to have the
full Convention rights for a limited period.® Although the NGOs involved in refugee
work in the Netherlands have had little impact on creation of this policy, they are very
much involved in its implementation, that is, in organising and providing programs of
care and counselling. The scope of the concern regarding the notion of phased
integration of individuals granted ‘F’ status becomes transparent considering the
number of persons granted such a status continues to raise even after 1995 when the
crisis with the refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina in the Netherlands was over.
According to data provided by the Ministry of Justice, their number in 1994 was
approximately 3,500, almost 4,500 in 1995 and approximately 7,500 in 1996.
Therefore, representatives of the Dutch Refugee Council expressed their concern that
the government is becoming rather restrictive in applying the law concerning
convention or humanitarian status, largely aiming to limit the attractiveness of the
Netherlands as a destination for asylum seekers.

The first massive arrivals of refugees from former Yugoslavia in 1992 were
met by the adoption of an ad hoc regulation allowing for the admission and reception
of persons fleeing the war-torn region who were permitted to remain in the
Netherlands on temporary basis. This program of protection, known as TROO -
Temporary Arrangement for the Reception of Displaced Persons - provided recipients
a place in a reception centre or funding for their hosts if they were staying with
relatives and friends. Until April 1993 this initial scheme was opened for the
temporary protection of people fleeing all the republics of former Yugoslavia. With

the new Aliens Act of 1994, which introduced a legal basis for temporary status in the

® Interviews with representatives of the Dutch NGO sector.



Netherlands, people from Bosnia-Herzegovina who arrived after April 1993 would
still be covered by the TROO program, while all others fleeing the region had to enter
the regular procedures. All those who entered the Netherlands during 1992 and before
14 April 1993, and applied for asylum, were granted ‘A’ status.

Persons from Bosnia-Herzegovina with *‘F’ status were commonly
accommodated in houses provided by municipalities, rather than in large reception
centres. According to Van Selm-Thoburn, this measure intended, among other things,
to prevent possible tensions that can arise between different national groups, as some
are perceived to have a greater chance of achieving recognition of their refugeehood
than others (Van Selm-Thoburn 2000: 438).

There is evidence that the admission of persons fleeing conflict in former
Yugoslavia was not particularly restrictive, especially in the case of those fleeing
Bosnia-Herzegovina. According to data provided by “Lize”, the Umbrella
Organisation for South Europeans in the Netherlands, there were 13,500 asylum
requests from persons from former Yugoslavia in 1993. Two-thirds of these asylum
seekers were from Bosnia-Herzegovina, and most of them were granted ‘A’ status.
Approximately 80 percent of the originally rejected cases, that is the first decision,
eventually did get ‘A’ status, and others were granted asylum on humanitarian
grounds, or ‘C’ status (Sittrop 1996). Doomernik and associates (Doomernik et al.
1997:36) indicate, that “the highest proportion receiving recognition among the
people who nowadays submit applications for asylum is found with those from the
former Yugoslavia, especially from Bosnia-Herzegovina.” Van Selm-Thoburn reports
that among persons from Bosnia-Herzegovina who applied for asylum in 1994, almost
a half received convention, ‘A’, status and only one-third were granted temporary,

‘F’, status (Van Selm-Th