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Executive Summary

By the end of 2014 the total worldwide displaced population of concern to UNHCR stood at an
unprecedented 57.7 million persons, and of these 19.5 million were refugees and 38.2 million internally
displaced persons (IDPs). Significant in the context of the present study is that the number of refugees
under UNHCR’s mandate had increased by 23 per cent on the previous year, 45 per cent of the refugees
are in a protracted displacement situation, and 86 per cent of the world’s refugees are hosted by
developing regions. Moreover, in 2014 only 126,800 refugees returned to their country of origin, a thirty
year low and significantly lower than even one year earlier.

Objective: The aim of this study to identify the conditions that influence the decisions by refugees in
protracted displacement regarding return to their home country - when, why, and by whom are decisions
on return or other coping strategies made, and how are these decisions affected both by life in exile and
by the situation in the country of origin.

Audience: The primary purpose of the study is to inform the World Bank’s country and regional
strategies, as well as its operational approaches on ways to address forced displacement by showing that
well thought out development actions that are responsive to the circumstances of specific displacement
situations can contribute to the sustainable return and reintegration of the displaced people. In addition to
the World Bank, the wider audience for this analysis is the community of development and humanitarian
actors together with the governments of refugee origin and refugee hosting countries. All these actors
need to better take into consideration the development dimension of displacement and return, as well as
the concerns and coping strategies of the refugees themselves both while in displacement and upon return
in order to promote sustainable solutions.

Methodology: Using a desk study method, the analysis has drawn on the existing literature on refugee
decision-making regarding return together with examination of eight country return cases - Afghanistan,
Angola, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Burundi, Cambodia, Iraq, Liberia, and South Sudan. Analysis of this
evidence illustrates the widely varying situations under which refugee return has taken place as well as
the varying approaches of the international community to assist the return and reintegration.

Methodologically, the study has examined the contexts that influence refugee decision making and
identifies who returns first, who returns later, and who never returns, as well as the extent to which
refugee decisions and return trends are affected by how they have been treated while in exile, and whether
international assistance has facilitated lasting return.

Structure of the study: The study is divided into five chapters followed by two annexes and the eight
country case studies.

* The first chapter on the search for durable solutions discusses the three so-called durable
solutions to refugee situations - voluntary return, local integration in the host country, or
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resettlement to a third country - envisaged by UNHCR and the international community, and
assesses the conceptual and operational adequacy of this paradigm as a guide to address the
realities of contemporary displacement situations and the coping strategies of refugees and
returnees.

* The second chapter examines what can be learned from the available literature and the case
studies about the when, who, and why of return, and the role of international assistance —
including that provided by the World Bank in the eight case study countries - in facilitating
refugee return and reintegration.

* Drawing on the analysis in the two preceding chapters, the third chapter discusses the way
forward and suggests that innovative responses and strategies for sustainable ‘development-led’
return have to recognize that return is a process and not an event, that it is not to the status quo
ante, that it needs to be based on both regional and local approaches, and that the increasing
movement in both exile and return situations to urban locations constitutes an urgent development
challenge. As described in the previous chapter, such innovative responses and strategies are
increasingly becoming embedded in the World Bank’s approach to dealing with fragile and
conflict affected situations. They are also increasingly part of the broader international
community’s agenda as illustrated by the UN’s Policy Decision on Durable Solutions for
Displaced People of October 2011, and the Solutions Alliance launched in April 2014 with
involvement of governments affected by forced displacement, civil society organizations,
research institutions, the private sector, UN agencies, and the World Bank.

* Chapter four outlines the key policy and strategic lessons drawn from the analysis, while chapter
five draws together a set of detailed general operational lessons from the case studies that are
applicable to future development interventions aiming at supporting the lasting return and
reintegration of refugees, whether supported by the World Bank, other development actors, and
the governments of countries of refugee origin.

* Two subjects with a bearing on the theme of the study are dealt with in separate annexes, namely
that of institutional and legal regimes for refugees and IDPs, and that of the relationship between
the migration, forced migration and development.

Trends of return movements in protracted refugee situations: While formal peace agreements or
other political arrangements expected to end conflicts in countries of origin have provided the over-all
context for refugee return, the actual return has mostly taken place to areas that were far from being
peaceful and stable, or in a trajectory of overall post-conflict recovery. This notwithstanding, in some
displacement situations ‘spontaneous’ unassisted returns involving substantial numbers of people have
taken place to such areas. Afghanistan, Angola, Liberia, South Sudan and to a lesser extent Iraq all
provide examples of situations where early spontaneous returns preceded the establishment of assisted
voluntary return schemes, and where the overall number of spontaneous returns at least initially exceeded
those assisted through such return schemes.

At the same time, subsequent assisted voluntary return schemes - often to the same areas - have not
always resulted in ending the displacement of refugees, even when accompanied by reintegration
assistance. Moreover, such assisted voluntary return schemes have often partially or fully forfeited the
‘voluntary’ dimension of the return, and instead involved provision of logistical and other support to
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refugees who were reluctant to return, but were subjected to an increasing range of measures ‘pushing’
them to leave the host country as was most noticeably the case with the Cambodian refugees, but also
affected those from Bosnia-Herzegovina, some of the Burundian refugees in Tanzania, Liberian refugees
in Ghana, and since the early nineties Afghan refugees in Pakistan and Iran.

Who return first and why? The access of refugee households to livelihood assets and opportunities in
the country of origin together with the prospects for recovering these is a key factor that influences their
decisions regarding return. For refugees from rural areas, the ability to reclaim their land or obtain access
to land elsewhere is central to their prospects of reestablishing livelihoods, and appears to have been an
incentive for both the substantial ‘spontaneous’ and assisted returns by Afghan refugees in the early
nineties, by Angolan refugees from 2002 onwards, and by refugees returning after the Comprehensive
Peace Agreement (CPA) in 2005 to what became South Sudan. At the same time, it is important to
recognize, that the kind of overall country level trends that could be observed in Afghanistan and South
Sudan obscure the influence that variations in local conditions such as ethnic discrimination and conflict
may have on return. Where such processes unfold at the national level as in Iraq and also in Bosnia-
Herzegovina through the confiscation of property as part of a process of spatial segregation along ethnic
and sectarian lines, they have contributed to critically block return and successful reintegration.

In addition to reclaiming land, other assets in areas of origin, both financial resources and social networks
play an important role for the ability of returnees to reintegrate and reestablish livelihoods. The extent to
which life in exile provides space to pursue livelihoods and build up assets can therefore be critical for the
ability to reintegrate and reestablish livelihoods upon return as illustrated by the Liberian refugees
returning from Ghana and some of the Cambodian refugees returning from Thailand. Importantly for the
latter, the process of capital accumulation was often rooted in the circumstances of flight and camp
residency, well before repatriation took place.

Who return later and why? Return is an ‘iterative’ process, and ‘staggered’ or ‘cyclical’ return is
widespread. Often displaced families or whole communities divide themselves up before return, sending
some members of the family or community to explore conditions, establish entitlements, and forge or
explore the basis for a permanent return for the family or community in the country or area of origin. One
such adaptation, which is frequently pursued, involves some family members going back earlier to re-
establish livelihoods and housing, while others remain in exile until these goals are accomplished.
Another, pursued by both Afghans and South Sudanese, involves temporary or permanent geographical
dispersal of family members between exile and return locations to maximize access to livelihoods,
services, or other priorities for family wellbeing in different locations at the same time. Moreover, in
many refugee situations mobility and ongoing and circular migration are key livelihood strategies that
contribute to sustainable solutions and reconstruction, and that often draw on transnational networks
which predate the conflicts that caused the displacement.

Poverty constrains the ability to return. Yet, it is important to note that in some cases poverty may also be
a driver of return, a feature of Iraqi spontaneous return from Syria in the period 2007-2010.



Women may face particular challenges both during displacement and regarding return since they
generally have fewer opportunities, fewer resources, lower status, and less power and influence than men.
Returning often entails new hardships for women and girls, many of whom are not given a real choice
about the decision to return. Once home, female-headed families face particular difficulties in securing
livelihoods and accessing housing, land or property, education, and other essential services.

Who never returns and why? The case studies as well as the literature on return clearly indicate that the
four key conditions that may encourage, but do not necessarily ‘guarantee’ that refugees return —
including both the poorer and the well-established and more affluent — are security, access to adequate
services, housing, and livelihood opportunities. Without these conditions in place in the countries of
return, protracted displacement situations are unlikely to be resolved through voluntary repatriation as is
the case with the large remaining refugee populations from Afghanistan, Iraq, South Sudan, and Somalia.
The counterpoint are the Cambodian refugees in Thailand, many of the Burundian refugee in Tanzania,
and the Liberian refugees in Ghana who did return, but only because they were not given the option to
choose whether to stay based on their own assessment of conditions in the country of return.

How are return trends and refugee decisions affected by their treatment in host countries? The
argument has been made that repatriation can be induced by a general deterioration of living conditions in
countries of asylum, resulting from increased insecurity, reductions in the level of international assistance,
and declining economic opportunities. The case studies reveal a more complex picture, where the
decision to stay or return is informed by a comparison of conditions in exile and in the country of origin.
This may result in refugees attempting to remain in exile despite an increasing ‘push’ from host countries
to leave, and in developing the coping strategies described above.

Perhaps counter intuitively — and not definitively corroborated by the cases examined in this study - the
study indicates that local integration does not necessarily work against the decision of refugees to
repatriate, and that education, employment, and training in the country of asylum may help equip refugees
to undertake sustainable return. What the case studies do suggest is that opportunities for integration in
the host country strengthen the ability of refugees to make adaptations involving either a staggering of
their return or a geographical dispersal of family members that maximize access to livelihoods, services,
or other priorities, and which thereby contribute both to ensure family wellbeing in the medium term, and
to undertake a return if and when they deem that conditions in the country of origin are conducive.

Increasing urbanization of displacement is a feature of contemporary forced displacement situations,
and more than half the world’s refugees and IDPs now live in urban areas. Examples of cities whose
growth is significantly driven by the influx of refugees, returnees, and/or IDPs are Kabul in Afghanistan -
where some 70 per cent of the population may be returnees and/or IDPs - Juba in South Sudan, Khartoum
in Sudan, Monrovia in Liberia, Luanda in Angola, Nairobi in Kenya, Abidjan in Coéte d’Ivoire,
Johannesburg in South Africa, Bogota in Colombia, Sana’a in Yemen, and Peshawar and Karachi in
Pakistan

The case studies show that while some of those seeking refuge in urban areas also fled from cities and
towns, most came from the countryside, and many of these do not — as expected in the planning for
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assisted voluntary return schemes and reintegration — go back to the rural communities they hailed from.
If they do return, it is largely to urban environments in the country of origin. The implication of this is
that the high rates of displacement-related urbanization in both host countries and countries of origin are
not temporary phenomena that subside when conflicts end, but represent protracted or permanent
settlement.

What attracts increasing numbers of displaced/returnees to cities and towns is the expectation of better
security along with access to services and economic opportunities, notwithstanding that these are
generally severely scarce or lacking. While many of the problems that affect refugees, returnees, and
IDPs also affect the general urban poor, additional challenges often confront those fleeing to or returning
to urban environments. They can be further disadvantaged by virtue of the trauma of displacement, lack
of required documentation, limited support networks, and restrictions on rights to work and enter markets.
They also often face protection threats deriving from harassment or discrimination based on legal status
or ethnicity, and weak rule of law.

Most of those displaced to or returning to urban areas live alongside other urban poor in slums and
informal settlements where housing is frequently poor and tenure insecure, services inadequate and
overstretched, livelihood opportunities few and marginal, and where the physical environment is often
unfit for human habitation and vulnerable to natural hazards. The primary driver of vulnerability
affecting the majority of the displaced/returnees as well as the non-displaced urban poor is the
development crisis stemming from the failure to invest in basic services, urban infrastructure, housing,
and livelihoods in the slums.

The reality of both the scale and the protracted nature of the move of displaced and returnees to urban
areas underline the urgency of addressing this development crisis, while also recognizing that it will be
difficult to bring about. National governments and urban authorities may be unwilling or may be
overwhelmed and lack the capacity or means to embark on the development needed to improve the
quality of life in the informal settlements and slums that most of the displaced and returnees share with
other urban poor. To the extent that urban planning has attempted to engage in such development
activities, the presence and particular vulnerabilities and needs of displaced and returnees have been
overlooked. Moreover, authorities may, as has at least until recently been the case in Kabul, oppose the
provision of any form of assistance which might attract displaced populations and encourage them to
settle permanently in informal and illegal settlements, and for that reason restrict the assistance that
international actors are allowed to provide

Is it ‘integration or return’ or ‘integration and return’? The situation of displaced populations is not
static. An important feature of protracted displacement situations is that the livelihood strategies pursued
by the displaced often result in their integration, to a greater or lesser extent, into the economy of the host
country. While this study concerns return and not integration, a review of the evidence on integration
points to some significant conclusions about the prospects for return.

The research suggests that integration is achieved largely without assistance and often despite host
country resistance, and overall results in a positive contribution to the host economy. At the same time,

xii



the integration of refugees into the host economy is accompanied by economic diversification and
inequality among the displaced. Somali refugees in Nairobi, Afghan refugees in Pakistan, and refugees
from different African countries in Uganda provide illustrations of these dynamics.

Probably the most notable example of gradual change towards a durable solution is the Palestinian
refugees in Jordan and, until the civil war started in 2011, in Syria, who - due to the generous conditions
and favorable protection environment they found in both countries — have over two generations managed
to integrate into the urban society and economy in both Amman and Damascus. A contrasting situation is
provided by the Iraqi refugees in both these cities. Jordan has also received the Iraqi refugees under
generous conditions and has granted them access to public health and education services regardless of
their legal status or registration. However, they faced a crucial constraint compared to the earlier
Palestinian refugees, since they are unable to legally access jobs in the formal economy in line with their
skills and education. Similarly in Syria, until their subsequent ‘re-displacement’ and return as a result of
the civil war, Iraqi refugees were required a work permit and only a few managed to obtain these: thus,
the majority including middle class urban professionals were compelled to find low-skilled work in the
informal sector.

This evidence points to some clear implications for refugee return. Integration is contingent on two
interacting sets of dynamics. It takes place because, as we have seen, the socio-economic conditions, and
sometimes a supportive protection environment, in the host country favor this outcome. But, it also
occurs for reasons related to the potential, or rather the lack of potential for return. The literature and case
study evidence suggests that integration takes place (a) most obviously where return is impossible in the
short or long term (e.g. Palestinians), or (b) where protracted exile diminishes the impetus for return
(Somali refugees), or (c) where return is possible but less preferable than the socio-economic conditions
in host countries (the case with many Afghan and South Sudanese refugees). In this sense the ‘failure to
return’ can be the self—fulfilling, though usually unintended, outcome of integration.

There are two important caveats. By no means all refugees integrate even where the two sets of dynamics
point to this outcome: thus while some Afghan and South Sudanese refugees integrated, many did not and
returned. Second, even where large scale integration appears to have occurred, the vast majority of
refugees may still return home if the conditions are right even after decades in exile. The Angolan
refugees in Zambia the large numbers of Afghan refugees returning from Iran and Pakistan, and South
Sudanese refugees returning from Sudan and Uganda are cases in point.

What the literature shows is central to the decision-making of refugees about return has been whether the
four priorities of safety, livelihoods, services, and housing could be achieved upon return to the country of
origin. However, since refugee decision-making regarding achievement of these four priorities may result
in strategies that can include either returning, or staying in exile, or, indeed a temporary or permanent
combination of the two, they should not merely be viewed as ‘reintegration priorities’, but as the
overarching priorities for family wellbeing which refugees strive to optimize through different adaptations
responding to the circumstances in which they find themselves. Both exile and return are therefore better
understood as processes involving adaptations that represent the attempts by refugees to achieve their own
versions of ‘durable solutions’.
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Development-led responses to displacement and return: The increasing significance of innovative,
development-led responses to refugee and IDP crises, complementing the humanitarian assistance, is
noted in the study. However, sustainable return is a challenge which also requires support for
development and recovery activities at the macro- and micro- economic levels. These development-led
challenges of return have not been systematically addressed to date: they require innovative approaches
from the international community and hosting and return country governments that respond to the varying
needs for development assistance to support refugee return.

Has international assistance facilitated lasting return? The record of assistance is very uneven — even
within particular countries at different period or in different regions — and overall the case studies indicate
limited application of important lessons learned from earlier return situations. Key issues that have
affected international assistance for lasting refugee return concern the inability to address the thorny issue
of land rights and property restitution, the politically driven focus on repatriation which has diverted
attention and funding from the reintegration of returnees, and the need for planning that recognizes the
reality that both refugees in exile and returnees increasingly settle in urban environments. Other
important recurring issues have involved problems of coordination and donor alignment around
reconstruction and reintegration strategies and the sometimes poor synchronization of these programs
with the return process, short attention spans by the international community and governments that left
support for reintegration incomplete, the problematical sustainability of some of the outputs of
reconstruction and reintegration activities, and inadequate information to returnees on the conditions in
areas of return and prospects for assistance.

Lessons from the World Bank’s engagement on displacement: The World Bank’s engagement in the
eight case study countries support the following five main lessons, which highlight critical areas where
the approach to address displacement needs to be reconsidered and strengthened:

1. There is a lack of consistency in the way country strategy documents address the issue of
reintegration of IDPs and returning refugees, and this lack of consistency has been unrelated to
the scale of displacement in particular countries.

2. Even when country strategy documents describe specific operations as aiming at promoting
reintegration, their implementation approaches do not, mostly, include clear targeting
arrangements to ensure that IDPs or returnees are included among the beneficiaries or consulted
about options.

3. Across the eight country cases, there has been a near universal absence of attention at both the
country strategy and project levels to the outcomes that World Bank supported activities may
have had for IDPs and returning refugees, and to monitoring indicators that could capture these
outcomes.

4. The case studies also illustrate a relatively short attention span to the development challenges of
return and reintegration of displaced, something that may be a reflection of the absence of robust
outcome monitoring on the extent to which World Bank activities did support sustainable
reintegration of returning refugees and IDPs.
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5. Finally, the case studies reveal the need to consistently incorporate disaggregated data on
displaced and returnees in poverty assessments.

In addition to the five lessons above, another important finding from a review by the GPFD of the broader
World Bank engagement from the 1980s till the end of FY09 is that of 84 World Bank supported
operations addressing forced displacement within this period, more than 90 per cent involved support for
return and reintegration, while less than 10 per cent addressed the development needs of IDPs or refugees
in protracted displacement situations. Moreover, all of these activities were focused on particular
countries. Over the past couple of years, the World Bank’s approach to forced displacement has changed
with regard to both of these characteristics. Interventions to address the development dimensions of
displacement are now recognized as often requiring regional approaches that include IDPs and refugees in
protracted displacement along with their hosts. This is evidenced by the recent initiatives in Africa
regarding the Great Lakes region, the Sahel, the Horn of Africa, and lately also the Lake Chad Basin, as
well as that regarding displacement from Syria and mitigation of impacts in the neighboring refugee
hosting countries. Addressing the regional impacts of the Syrian displacement crisis is now, as a first for
the World Bank Group, becoming a central theme in its new strategy and work program for the Middle
East and North Africa Region.

Key policy and strategic lessons: Among the three so-called durable solutions to refugee displacement,
return is considered the optimal solution by both hosting countries and the international community. The
findings of this study show that return has mostly been only partial and reintegration in countries of origin
beset with problems. At the same time, the findings also suggest that key characteristics and challenges
of displacement can be addressed in ways that provide opportunities

* Forced displacement situations are likely to be protracted, and responses to emergencies
need to anticipate this. These responses need to go beyond only addressing humanitarian and
protection concerns, and also ensure that the development needs arising from the presence of
displaced populations (whether refugees or IDPs) are factored in from the start, so that the burden
on hosts is mitigated, and the longer term needs of the displaced and their host communities are
addressed. This requires inter alia addressing issues of expanding service delivery and
infrastructure to cope with the needs arising from refugee presence in host communities, along
with support for local and national development plans and budgets.

* Since most forced displacement situations are protracted, refugees manage better if they
have opportunities to enhance self-reliance through participation in the economy of the host
country. Central to this is that displaced are provided the freedom (and for some the assistance)
to participate in the labor market and economy of the host country in order to reduce their
dependency on long-term aid and transition from being a burden to becoming contributors to the
economy of their hosts as illustrated by research on refugees in Uganda, Jordan, and Syria. While
the study finds that not all refugees who have been able to enhance self-reliance in exile go back
when conditions permit, those with assets and skills who chose to return do so faster and
reintegrate more sustainably than returnees who have lost or depleted their assets and have
marginal or eroded capacities.
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Both displacement and return is increasingly to urban areas. More than half the world’s
refugees and IDPs now live in urban areas, and a high level of this displacement-related
urbanization represents protracted or permanent settlement which also conditions the expectations
of returning refugees. While urban displacement raises a number of significant humanitarian and
protection needs, it is also a development challenge, which calls for a paradigm shift involving
new ways of responding to vulnerabilities in urban areas, undertaken within a long-term
development framework that addresses the needs of both displaced and the non-displaced urban
poor. Likewise for returning populations, the majority of whom now chose urban locations
irrespective of whether they originated from rural areas or cities, urban policies and programs that
address their needs and aspirations are essential for achieving sustainable reintegration that
alleviates poverty.

Forced displacement situations often have broader regional impacts. Regional approaches
are required that take into account the importance of tailored responses to the different impacts
that refugees have on the wider society and economy of different host countries, as well as the
different needs that refugees are likely to have in specific hosting situations. Such broader
regional approaches should be paralleled by recognition of the importance of understanding the
dynamics of displacement and return at the local or micro-level, since conditions within countries
of origin may vary considerably between localities providing different opportunities and
constraints for return.

Comprehensive and durable return require related repatriation, reintegration,
rehabilitation, and reconstruction processes that take place within an overarching
framework of institutional collaboration between humanitarian, development, government
and private sector actors. More than ten years after this fundamental strategic principle was
articulated in UNHCR’s Framework for Durable Solutions for Refugees and Persons of Concern
from 2003, it has only been achieved to a limited extent, and a much stronger commitment and
engagement is required by the three key actors to bring about the collaboration required to plan,
fund, and implement comprehensive and durable refugee return and to involve the private sector
centrally in this process.

Refugees are ‘purposive actors’ and the decision to return is typically made after
comparing information about conditions and prospects in the host country with those in the
country of origin. The study finds that while large numbers of refugees do return, and many do
so ‘spontancously’ without assistance from repatriation schemes, return is not an event but an
often long-drawn process, which is highly subject to the refugees’ own decision making. Refugee
strategies can include either returning, staying in exile, or a temporary or permanent combination
of the two. Incentives for more comprehensive return are dependent on the extent to which
international actors succeed in supporting authorities in return countries to bring about conditions
that meet refugee priorities. Along with peace-building and safety, development activities that
support livelihoods, services, and housing are central in achieving this. At the same time, there is
a need to recognize that both in displacement and return situations, mobility and ongoing
migration are key livelihood strategies that contribute to sustainable solutions, and in return
situations they can yield incomes that contribute to recovery.
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1. The search for durable solutions

1.1 Introduction: aims, objectives, and audience

Refugee return is one of the three so-called durable solutions to refugee displacement envisaged by
UNHCR and the international community.1 The objective of this study is to identify the conditions that
influence the decisions by refugees in protracted displacement regarding return to their home country -
when, why, and by whom are decisions on return or other coping strategies made, and how are they
affected both by life in exile and by the situation in the country of origin. The focus on refugee decision-
making constitutes an innovative approach to understanding the dynamics and probability of this durable
solution.

The primary purpose of the study is to inform the World Bank’s country and regional strategies, as well
as its operational approaches on ways to address forced displacement by showing that well thought out
development actions that are responsive to the circumstances of specific displacement situations can
contribute to the sustainable return and reintegration for displaced. In addition to the World Bank, the
wider audience for this analysis is the community of development and humanitarian actors together with
the governments of refugee origin and refugee hosting countries, who all need to better take into
consideration the development dimension of displacement and return as well as the concerns and coping
strategies of the refugees themselves both while in displacement and upon return in order to promote
sustainable solutions.

Using a desk study method, the analysis has drawn on the existing literature on refugee decision-making
regarding return together with eight country return cases. The study assesses both the conditions of life in
asylum and those in the country of origin including activities to support reconstruction and development
by governments and development actors including the World Bank, that have influenced whether, and to
which extent, refugees were able to return in a durable manner or have adapted in other ways to
opportunities and constraints in places of exile and origin.2 While the focus of the study is on refugees,
many of its findings, including those of the case studies, also apply to internally displaced persons (IDPs).

Sustainable refugee return is viewed here as a process or set of processes that re-establish former refugees
in the country of origin in either the place they fled from, or elsewhere, in a way that provides the
returnees with adequate conditions regarding safety, housing, livelihoods and access to services that
reduce the likelihood of secondary involuntary movement within the country of origin (i.e. as IDPs) or
displacement back to asylum countries.

There is a general assumption that refugees fleeing from violent emergencies will mostly return
voluntarily, be that spontaneously or in an organized manner, once the conditions precipitating their flight
have ended. This assumption is grounded in frameworks that focus on conflict resolution, the interests of
the international community as well as those of the governments of host countries and the country of

' The other two durable solutions are local integration in the host country, or resettlement to a third country (UNHCR 2013). For IDPs, the three
durable solutions defined by the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) are sustainable reintegration in place of origin, sustainable local
integration in areas where IDPs take refuge, and sustainable integration in another part of the country (IASC 2010).

? The eight case studies that form part of this paper were selected to cover diverse return situations and comprise Afghanistan, Angola, Bosnia-
Herzegovina, Burundi, Cambodia, Iraq, Liberia, and South Sudan.



origin, and the mobilization of internationally organized programs of repatriation. The institutional and
legal framework that specifically governs refugee return is elaborated in Annex 1.

However, these frameworks do not fully take into account the micro-level complexities of refugee
decision-making regarding repatriation, the wider concerns that people may have for security or other
needs upon their return, or the particular — and often changing - historical and cultural contexts in which
their exile and possible return are embedded. The fact that many refugees do not return, or do so at
different times of their choosing, is therefore a challenge to hosts aiming to end refugee situations on their
territories and to internationally supported repatriation programs. It is also a challenge to protection since
this process often involves pressure on refugees to return (or stay away) at times that they do not agree are
safe or appropriate.3 Notwithstanding the principle of non-refoulement, which protects refugees from
being returned to places where their lives or freedoms could be threatened, such pressure can be exerted
less overtly by host governments attempting to push refugees back by degrading their circumstances in
exile. In addition, if it is deemed that the circumstances have ceased to exist under which refugees were
recognized as such, UNHCR can invoke the cessation clause under international refugee law, which
permits a hosting country to return the refugees against their will.?

Once the physical movement of return occurs, the challenge then is of supporting sustainable
reintegration. This is a complex process. Return is conditioned by humanitarian precepts comprising
protection, security, dignity of return, logistical support etc. This paper will make the case that to assist
return to become sustainable, it is necessary to also address development challenges affecting both the
returnees and those who remained, and these cannot be met alone through short-term humanitarian efforts
alongside political, social, peace building, and security considerations. Moreover, in protracted
displacement developmental responses are also required in the countries of asylum to address the needs of
both the displaced and their hosts, and to better equip the refugees for lasting return or for local
integration when that is an option.

While the specifics differ between situations, protracted displacement and sustainable return constitute a
three-fold challenge of (i) political resistance to long term settlement in the host country (or third
countries) due to increasing and ramifying social, political, economic and fiscal impacts, (ii) the often
continuing insecurity and vulnerability in the country of origin, and (iii) the reconstruction and
developmental needs in the country of origin that are a challenge to a lasting return. However, as argued
below, some of the key characteristics and challenges of displacement can be addressed in ways that
provide opportunities for both the displaced and those hosting them.

1.2 Overview of refugee return

By the end of 2014 the worldwide total displaced population of concern to UNHCR stood at an
unprecedented 57.7 million persons, of whom 19.5 million were refugees (14.4 under UNHCR’s

‘Zimmermann 2012: 45. References in this summary paper are only on sources in the literature review that are not referenced in the attached case
studies, unless specific documents are referred to, mentioned or quoted in the text.

* Most recently, the cessation clause was invoked for Rwandan refugees on June 30, 2013. Yet, many of the about 100,000 remaining Rwandan
refugees are unwilling to return, citing fear of persecution by the government (IRIN 2013).



mandate, an increase of 23 per cent on the previous year) and 38.2 million were IDPs.” Significant in the
context of the present study is that some 6.4 million refugees (45 per cent) were in a protracted situation
of displacement by the end of 2014.° and protracted displacement is also rising in parallel with the overall
displacement figures.

As the literature review and the case studies suggest, as the volume of forced displacement rises, so too
there is an increasing gap between the aspirations of the refugees themselves and the capacity of the
international community to deliver the three ‘durable solutions’: voluntary repatriation, local integration
in the host country, or resettlement to a third country as the only possible solutions to the rising
phenomenon of protracted displacement.

Firstly, voluntary repatriation is minute in comparison to the number of refugees, and highly episodic - as
described in the case studies. In 2014 only 126,800 refugees returned to their country of origin,” a thirty
year low and significantly lower than even one year earlier in 2013.* As the UNHCR notes ‘(i)n general,
the immediate past decade has witnessed a significantly lower number of refugee returns (5.2 million)
than the preceding decade (13.0 million)’.” As regards third-country resettlement, which is always a
lower number than return, developing regions host 86 per cent of the world’s refugees,'® but resettlement
in developed regions (the main resettlement option)is currently inaccessible for the vast majority of
these.!" That it offers a durable solution to only a small proportion of the refugee population is reflected

in the resettlement statistics for 2014 when only 105,200 refugees were admitted for resettlement in 26

> UNHCR 2015: 8. This total includes refugees, IDPs displaced by conflict, Palestinian refugees under the UNWRA Mandate (5.1 million), and
returnees. Using a slightly broader definition of forced displacement including, for example asylum seekers as well, the 2014 worldwide total
was 59.5 million, the highest since World War II.

S UNHCR 2015:11. Note that the UNHCR uses a rather prescriptive definition of protracted refugee situations — at least 25,000 refugees in exile
for five years or more.

7UNHCR 2015: 20

¥ Only in 1983 was a lower number recorded of 103,000 refugees returned during that year.

Y UNHCR 2015: 20 which is also the source for the figure below on refugee returns between 1995 and 2014.

' UNHCR 2015:2.

""Omata 2013: 1294; Crisp 2003; Long and Crisp 2009; UNHCR EPAU 2000.



countries in the ‘North’ (this is barely 0.84 per cent of the refugees in the ‘South’ or 1.6 per cent of the
6.4 million refugees in protracted displacement).'” For the 38.2 million who were estimated worldwide
by the end of 2014 to be internally displaced by conflict and violence, the patterns and figures for return
or other solutions are harder to establish as there is little or no reliable information to indicate the extent
to which people may have achieved durable solutions."”

Secondly, to achieve the goal of durable return, the voluntary repatriation or ‘home-coming’ model is
ideally supposed to comprise related repatriation, reintegration, rehabilitation and reconstruction
processes that that take place within an overarching framework of institutional collaboration between
humanitarian, development, and government actors in the planning and implementation of return and
reintegration opelrations.14 However, as documented in the case studies, in the actual political-economy
contexts of return, the commitment to and ownership of these processes and the principle of collaboration
by the different actors involved or supposed to be involved have often been inadequate to yield the
intended outcome of comprehensive and durable return.

Thirdly, each of the three solutions is based on the idea that durable solutions are found when movements
stop — they are in other words a finite event. However, both in displacement and return situations,
mobility and ongoing migration are key livelihood strategies that contribute to sustainable solutions for
displaced, and in return situations they can also yield incomes that contribute to recovery."

Fourthly, the voluntary repatriation model also underplays the fact that refugees are ‘purposive actors’,
and gives very little scope for independent, rational decision-making about their future and for their new
opportunities, values and visions fostered during exile.'® There is a practical operational need to
recognize that the refugees’ own notions of return, or indeed of the other two durable solutions, may
contrast with policy driven perspectives, and these concepts must be taken into account when planning
assisted return. Such evidence may be used to help achieve more durable and satisfactory solutions, since
it highlights what kinds of conditions may be needed to assist and encourage refugee returns and to
respond to their needs and interests both while in exile and upon return.'’

Finally, just as there is a strong and well-established inter-linkage between voluntary migration and
development — migration can drive development and vice versa — so too there is increasing appreciation
that there are close links between forced migration and development. Annex 2 explores these linkages in
more detail. Although the scope of these links and the potential they offer in situations of refugee and
IDP displacement and return have yet to be fully realized, the study emphasizes the importance of
development-led strategies that can support sustainable return.

The eight case studies suggest that in the complex realities of return situations, the overarching
framework for institutional collaboration envisaged by UNHCR (elaborated in Annex 1), and other actors

'2 UNHCR 2015:21.

B IDMC 2015 7

" UNHCR 2003a: 18.

Monsutti2005; IFRC 2012: 224-228; Long and Crisp 2010.
"Turton2003: 12; Omata 2013.

17 Zimmermann 2012.



to facilitate comprehensive and durable return has usually only been incompletely realized for a variety of
reasons deriving from the larger political-economy context and largely outside the control of UNHCR
itself. In response, refugees have developed their own strategies to optimize their living conditions and
safety, and these often do not conform to the underlying assumption that repatriation is primarily a single
course of action in one direction where refugees leave exile, cross a border, return to their homes, and
reach a basic level of reintegration.

Methodologically, this study has attempted to examine the contexts that influence refugee decision
making and identify who returns first, who returns later, and who never returns, as well as the extent to
which refugee decisions and return trends are affected by how refugees have been treated while in exile,
and whether international assistance comprising peace building, reconstruction, and development has
facilitated lasting return. Research on refugee perspectives along with the findings of the case studies
suggest that what is central to their decision-making about return has been whether the four priorities of
safety, livelihoods, services, and housing could be achieved upon return to the country of origin.18
However, since the decision-making by refugees regarding achievement of these four priorities may result
in strategies that can include either returning, staying in exile, or a temporary or permanent combination
of the two, they should not merely be viewed as ‘reintegration priorities’, but as the overarching priorities
for family wellbeing which refugees strive to optimize through different adaptations responding to the
circumstances in which they find themselves. Both exile and return are therefore better understood as
processes involving adaptations that represent the attempts by refugees to achieve their own versions of
‘durable solutions’.

Host and return governments as well as the international aid community needs to recognize this
complexity and fluidity and to realize that their relatively narrow conceptualizations of durable solutions
as sequential, mutually exclusive and permanent have been too inflexible and rigid to capture what has
been happening on the ground.

2. Findings from case studies and literature review —
What can be learned about return: when, who, why, and the effectiveness
of international assistance

Both the literature on refugee decision-making19and the eight case studies bear out that the refugees —
unless the return is coerced - are the main actors and decision makers concerning spontaneous/voluntary
repatriation, and that decisions regarding return can take place individually, at the household or
community levels, or be made by political entities. Accurate and timely information is critical to decisions
about return and the notions of voluntariness. The decision to return is typically made after comparing
information about conditions and prospects in the host country with those in the country of origin, as well

"E.g. DACAAR, IRC, Madera 2002 and UNHCR 2012 regarding Afghanistan; Bennett et.al.2010 regarding South Sudan; Grayson, Epstein, &
Coles 2012 regarding Somalia; and Black, Koser, &Munk2004 regarding refugees in Britain.
“Stein & Cluny 1994: 174; Black et.al.2004; Omata 2013: 1292.



as information about policy interventions that constitute extra incentives or disincentives to stay or
20
return.

2.1 Trends of return movements in long lasting refugee situations

While formal peace agreements or other political arrangements expected to end conflicts in countries of
origin have provided the over-all context for refugee return, the actual return has mostly taken place to
areas that were a long way from being peaceful and stable, or from being in a trajectory of overall post-
conflict recovery. This notwithstanding, in some displacement situations ‘spontaneous’ unassisted returns
involving substantial numbers of people have taken place to such areas. At the same time, subsequent
assisted voluntary return schemes - often to the same areas - have not always resulted in ending the
refugee situations, even when accompanied by reintegration assistance. Moreover, such assisted voluntary
return schemes have often partially or fully forfeited the ‘voluntary’ dimension of the return, and instead
involved provision of logistical and other support to refugees who were reluctant to return, but were
subjected to an increasing range of measures ‘pushing’ them to leave the host country.

Another significant feature of protracted refugee situations is that refugees are increasingly drawn to
urban centers both in exile and in the country of return. In exile, urban areas often provide spaces with
more opportunities (e.g. regarding livelihoods/jobs and services) than camp or rural environments.
During asylum, the exposure to urban life often changes the aspirations of refugees who originally hail
from rural areas, and as a result the preferred option becomes return to urban areas. In addition, going
back to rural areas of origin may be constrained by various adverse conditions such as insecurity or
inability to reclaim property which render the move to urban areas the only feasible option.

‘Spontaneous’ returns: Afghanistan, Angola, Liberia, South Sudan and to a lesser extent Iraq all
provide examples of situations where early spontaneous returns preceded the establishment of assisted
voluntary return schemes, and where the overall number of spontaneous returns at least initially exceeded
those assisted through such return schemes. The spontaneous returns to Afghanistan, Angola, South
Sudan and Iraq resemble each other insofar as they took place against the background of conditions that
could not have been less conducive to return. Long drawn out military conflicts had left the countries
economically and socially devastated, with the infrastructure destroyed, and with governance structures
and rule of law almost totally absent. Yet significant numbers of refugees returned spontaneously, leaving
behind conditions of peace, security, and — particularly in the case of returnees to Angola, but also
applicable those returning to Afghanistan and South Sudan - some measure of socio-economic stability.

Large scale spontaneous return to Afghanistan took place following the withdrawal of Soviet troops from
the country in early 1989. UNHCR estimates that by the end of 1991 at least 550,000 refugees had
returned, all from Pakistan and mostly to the largely devastated rural areas under opposition control, and
of these more than 55 per cent were spontaneous returnees. A later wave of spontaneous returns
comprising an estimated 300,000 refugees took place following the fall of the Taliban and the
establishment of the Afghanistan Interim Authority in late 2001. Similarly in Angola, the Luena Accords
of April 2002, which brought an end to nearly 30 years of devastating civil war, were followed by rapid

“Black et.al.2004: 12; Dolan 1999;Koser1997.



and large scale refugee return. Within three years of the end of the civil war, almost 335,000 Angolan
refugees had returned, constituting about three quarters of the documented total of 470,600 refugees, and
over two-thirds of the returnees had repatriated spontancously. In Liberia too, the majority of the
refugees in Ghana returned on their own despite the repatriation programs when the civil war ended in
2003. Return to southern Sudan (now South Sudan) following the Comprehensive Peace Agreement
(CPA) in 2005, is estimated to have comprised more than 2 million refugees during the CPA period, with
the vast majority being spontaneous and having arranged their own transport and resources. While the
Dayton Peace Agreement (DPA) in November 1995 anticipated large scale return to Bosnia-Herzegovina,
less than 10% of the displaced population had gone back one year after the DPA and of those who
returned the majority did so spontaneously without logistical and financial assistance from UNHCR.*!
Subsequently a large number of refugees and IDPs benefitted from massive international and government
assistance for return through housing reconstruction and protection. For Iraqi refugees, spontaneous return
from Syria has been less marked, given the continuing turbulence within Iraq, but still it was a feature
prior to the outbreak of the civil war in Syria in 2011, and a distinctive characteristic of the return process
up until this point was its incremental and cyclical nature.

It is important to recognize, that such overall country level trends obscure the influence that variations in
local conditions may have on return. For example in Afghanistan, ethnic discrimination in otherwise
politically relatively stable areas in the north of the country prevented the return, whether spontaneous or
assisted, of large groups of refugees to these areas. In contrast, despite the fighting that erupted from
1992 over Kabul and areas to the north of the capital, returns continued to the comparatively stable rural
areas in the east and south of the country. Notwithstanding the large scale return to what is now South
Sudan, tribal and ethnic conflict has continued to displace large numbers of people. By 2010 an estimated
10 per cent of those returning to rural communities have suffered secondary displacement since returning,
due to a combination of factors ranging from difficulties in accessing land to lack of livelihoods,
infrastructure, water, schools and health services, or local conflict.

Assisted voluntary return schemes comprising transport, food or cash, and sometimes other assistance
to facilitate the return have been implemented by UNHCR and partners, often under very challenging
conditions, in all of the eight return cases examined. Notwithstanding the logistical proficiency with
which these return schemes were managed, two features stand out which weaken the extent to which they
were able to contribute to the lasting return of those who were assisted.

(i) Politically driven return planning: In all the return cases examined, except for Iraq, the
establishment of assisted voluntary return schemes came on the heels of political agreements expected to
end the conflicts. Together with other politically determined arrangements such as an election or
population census, or the desire by host countries to see refugees leave, this gave emphasis to the solution
of return over other options, and imposed an urgency on the return process that did not leave enough time,
and also often insufficient resources, to properly plan and implement reconstruction and reintegration
activities in the countries of return. Thus, in facilitating the mass return of refugees through the assisted
voluntary return schemes, UNHCR was responding more to the political interests of its donors and host

*'Phoung 2000.



governments, than it was to the actual interests of the majority of its ‘persons of concern’. Notable
examples are Cambodia, South Sudan, and Bosnia-Herzegovina.

The return to Cambodia of refugees in Thailand was governed by agreements that called for the voluntary
return of all Cambodians in time for them to participate in the national elections scheduled for May
1993.%* This political agenda of rapid return to support the democratic process in Cambodia took little
account of the concerns of those returning, which had more to do with securing a livelihood.

In southern Sudan, involvement of the international community started with the Joint Assessment Mission
(JAM) process in 2004-05, which emphasized community based reintegration programs and urban
planning in Juba. However, political pressures to launch a major organized and logistically challenging
return process obscured the focus on reintegration. For the government the priority was return, driven by
the political incentive to ensure that as many as possible of the displaced would be back in time for the
census in 2008. The result of this shift in focus from reintegration to assisted return was a piecemeal
approach to assistance with different agencies emphasizing different interventions (e.g. service provision
versus protection), and with few developing a longer-term and more holistic approach towards reinforcing

the absorption capacity of communities.”

In the case of Bosnia-Herzegovina, the Peace Accords were fundamental to the return process, although
not immediately successful in delivering that objective. However, also instrumental was the political
agenda of European countries such as the UK and Germany, who had provided temporary protection to
hundreds of thousands of refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina, and who were anxious to precipitate the
return of the refugees. In Angola, the dynamics were rather different. Here, the return process took place
spontaneously but alongside the Peace Accords, rather than levered by the political interests that
promoted the Peace Accord.

(ii) Voluntary assisted return is not always ‘voluntary’: The political context, and the urgency this
imposed on the return process, has also contributed to put limitations on the ‘voluntary’ dimension of the
return, though more so in some cases than in others. The return of Cambodian refugees from Thailand, of
many Burundian refugees from Tanzania, of Liberian refugees from Ghana, and Bosnian refugees all
illustrate situations where the refugees did not have the option of choosing whether to return or stay based
on their own assessment of conditions in the country of return. While the Afghan refugees in Pakistan
were not subjected to the same kind of direct push, the support they received up until the collapse of the
Communist regime in Kabul 1992 was gradually phased out and replaced by increasing restrictions
culminating in 2001 with eviction from camps, but not from Pakistan itself. In Iran restrictions on access
to services and freedom of movement were also imposed after 1992 culminating in outright deportation of
about 490,000 Afghans in 2007-08.%*

* Ballard 2002.

*Pantuliano et.al.2008: 2.

** The first forced repatriation of Afghan refugees (not migrant laborers) from Iran took place in the summer of 1993 despite protests from
UNHCR (UNHCR 1994: 2).



In the case of the Angolan refugees, the politics surrounding their return played out differently. While
there is no evidence to suggest that they were pressured to return, donor attention and funding had almost
dried up within four years of the start of the assisted voluntary return scheme leaving about 131,000
refugees, among whom 55,000 wanted to return, in limbo. In 2012, UNHCR invoked the cessation
clauses to the Angolan refugees, and while some host countries — Namibia, South Africa and Zambia —
have provided temporary residence arrangements to the remaining Angolan refugees, others such as
Botswana cancelled their refugee status in 2013 and gave them three months to return home.

As noted above, in the case of Bosnian refugees, political pressure was exerted, alongside the DPA, to
encourage return. While in the case of Iraqi refugees low level political pressure in Jordan and in Syria
(before the civil war) did not produce significant return movement.

Increasing urbanization of displacement is a feature of contemporary forced displacement situations,
and more than half the world’s refugees and IDPs now live in urban areas.” Examples of cities whose
growth is significantly driven by the influx of refugees, returnees, and/or IDPs are Kabul in Afghanistan -
where some 70 per cent of the population may be returnees and/or IDPs - Juba in South Sudan, Khartoum
in Sudan, Monrovia in Liberia, Luanda in Angola, Nairobi in Kenya, Abidjan in Cdéte d’Ivoire,
Johannesburg in South Africa, Bogotd in Colombia, Sana’a in Yemen, and Peshawar and Karachi in
Pakistan.*®

The case studies show that while some of those seeking refuge in urban areas also fled from cities and
towns, most came from the countryside, and many of these do not — as expected in the planning for
assisted voluntary return schemes and reintegration — go back to the rural communities they hailed from.
If they do return, it is to urban environments in the country of origin. The implication of this is that the
high rates of displacement-related urbanization in both host countries and countries of origin are not
temporary phenomena that subside when conflicts end, but represent protracted or permanent
settlement.”’

Thus, when the Liberian refugees returned from Ghana, most did not go back to their original villages and
hometowns. Instead, the majority of returnees settled in Monrovia, in order to access economic and
educational opportunities in the capital. During the civil war in southern Sudan between 1983 and 2005,
more than two million people predominantly from rural areas fled to Khartoum. While half have
remained in Khartoum, many of those that returned (along with IDPs) have moved to Juba and other
towns in what is now South Sudan rather than to their rural areas of origin, since security, services, and
economic opportunities, even if marginal, are viewed as better there. As a result, the population of Juba
had by 2011 more than doubled since the signing of the CPA.*® While most of the Afghan refugees
returning from Pakistan during the nineties came from and returned to the rural areas, this was not the
case with a large proportion of the returnees after the fall of the Taliban in 2001. UNHCR reports that an

3 Of 9 million refugees for whom location data are available, 56% resided in urban areas (UNHCR 2014: 37). Across 22 of the countries IDMC
monitored in 2013, more than 60 per cent of IDPs were living outside camps, some in rural and others in urban areas. I n 13 countries, the
IDPs living outside of camps made up 95 to 100 per cent of the displaced population (IDMC 2014: 13).

% Crisp et. al. 2012; Mosel & Jackson 2013

*7 Crisp et. al. 2012: 25; MoF (Denmark) 2013: 8.

*Ppantuliano, S. et.al. 2011.



estimated 75 per cent of the returns from Pakistan after 2002 were from urban locations, and that 42 per
cent of those returning including both refugees originating from urban and rural areas moved to urban
locations in Afghanis‘can,29 where they joined large numbers of IDPs from rural areas.

What attracts increasing numbers of displaced/returnees to cities and towns is the expectation of better
security along with access to services and economic opportunities, notwithstanding that these are
generally severely scarce or lacking. While many of the problems that affect refugees, returnees, and
IDPs also affect the general urban poor, additional challenges often confront those fleeing to or returning
to urban environments." They can be further disadvantaged by virtue of the trauma of displacement, lack
of required documentation, limited support networks, and restrictions on rights to work and enter
markets.?! They also often face protection threats deriving from harassment or discrimination based on

legal status or ethnicity, and weak rule of Jaw. >

Most of those displaced to or returning to urban areas
live alongside other urban poor in slums and informal settlements where housing is frequently poor and
tenure insecure, services inadequate and overstretched, livelihood opportunities few and marginal, and

where the physical environment is often unfit for human habitation and vulnerable to natural hazards.”

Research indicates that urban settings may provide better livelihood opportunities, even if this is often
only marginally so, than the rural areas people were displaced from. Thus, IDPs in Nairobi reported that
unlike the rural areas they fled from, they were generally able to find sufficient work to feed themselves
and their families in the city, and for IDPs in Afghanistan’s major cities longer periods of settlement were
usually found to be linked with an improvement in economic conditions — though both groups were still
living in abject poverty.34 In both situations, the primary driver of vulnerability affecting the majority of
the displaced as well as the non-displaced urban poor was found to be the development crisis stemming

. . . . . . . . . . 35
from the failure to invest in basic services, urban infrastructure, housing, and livelihoods in the slums.

2.2 Who returns first and why?

The access of refugee households to livelihood assets and opportunities in the country of origin together
with the prospects for recovering these is a key factor that influences refugee decisions regarding return,
which appear to have triggered substantial ‘spontaneous’ returns. In addition to land, both financial
resources and social networks play an important role for the ability of returnees to reintegrate and
reestablish livelihoods. The extent to which life in exile provides space to pursue livelihoods and build
up assets can therefore be critical for the ability to reintegrate and reestablish livelihoods upon return.

Access to land and property: For refugees from rural areas, the ability to reclaim their land or obtain
access to land elsewhere is central to their prospects of reestablishing livelihoods. The socio-cultural and
political contexts where these processes have played out vary profoundly: agricultural land held as private

*UNHCR 2004.

A detailed comparison of the conditions and vulnerabilities of displaced and urban poor in three cities of Afghanistan is provided in World
Bank & UNHCR 2011.

3 Crisp et. al. 2012: 24.

MoF (Denmark) 2013: 4.

BCrisp and Refstie 2011; Pantuliano et.al. 2012.

*Metcalfe et.al. 2011: 17-18;World Bank & UNHCR 2011: 7.

*Metcalfe et.al. 2011: 33; Metcalfe et.al. 2012: 36.

10



property together with increasingly pronounced land scarcity due to population growth along with land
grabbing in a context of weak or corrupt local governance in Afghanistan; land scarcity in Burundi along
with laws that gave precedence to long-term encroachers when former users returned from exile;
dependence on local patronage networks in Cambodia where increasing land scarcity combined with the
introduction of a private property regime had put an end to the ancient right to land through cultivation;
the revival of customary rights providing fairly open access for returnees to relatively abundant fertile
land for agriculture and foraging in Angola; and the confiscation of property as part of a process of spatial
segregation along ethnic and sectarian lines blocking return in Iraq.

These variations have provided for very different circumstances when refugees with either rural or urban
backgrounds returned and intended to resume their previous lives. However, the planning of and support
for return and reintegration have generally not taken much account of how such variations would impact
the return process and its outcomes. Where attempts have been made by governments and international
actors to address the constraints to accessing land or housing by returnees, whether previously owned or
in new locations, they have generally not been very successful as illustrated by experiences from
Cambodia, Burundi, and Afghanistan. The result has been that returnees have mostly been left to fend for
themselves when trying to reclaim their previous property or find alternative land, something that
becomes increasingly difficult particularly in situations where population pressure on land that precedes
the conflict has become more pronounced during the protracted displacement as in Afghanistan and
Burundi, or where de facto ethnic and sectarian separation has been established as in Iraq, parts of
Afghanistan, and in Bosnia-Herzegovina.'36

Thus, in rural Afghanistan land ownership is both central to livelihoods and to identity and status. A key
incentive for decisions underlying both the spontaneous and assisted returns from Pakistan in the early
nineties—which were usually made by the elders of villages and tribal groups - was to regain possession of
the land the refugees had left. This overshadowed the fact that the return was to areas where political
rivalry was pronounced, security marginal, and infrastructure, housing, and services largely absent. What
informed this incentive and gave it its urgency was the threat of land grabbing that has impacted
individual households, whole villages, or as in northern Afghanistan an entire ethnic group, and forced
most of those affected to remain in exile or return to urban areas without prospects of being able to restore
their property upon return.

In Burundi, where land is scarce and also significant to social identity, it has long been a source of inter-
group tensions. The refugees who fled from Burundi to Tanzania comprise two groups, of which the first
comprising around 300,000 fled in 1972, while another group estimated to comprise 340,000 was
displaced to Tanzania from 1993 onwards. Following the Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreements
in August 2000, refugee return to Burundi began. Studies of the return and reintegration of the 1993
cohort have found that their reintegration had been successfully achieved to the extent that the returnees
had the same livelihood conditions and health status as those who had stayed in the country. However,
another study which included the 1972 cohort found that among the many challenges they faced upon

" The case of Bosnian return is complex: initial return was slow and, although it picked up and was ‘successful” in terms of numbers, in reality
many returnees have not reoccupied their property but sold or let it, preferring not to live in ethnically mixed neighborhoods.
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return, the most critical was accessing ancestral land. Under Burundian law, the 1972 returnees no longer
had legal rights to their ancestral land since they had been outside the country for over 30 years, which is
the cut-off for court claims against encroachers. The inability to resolve land disputes between the
returnees and those who now occupy their land through either formal or informal mechanisms is viewed
as a danger for sustainable peace as long as it is not appropriately addressed within the framework of
reparations.’’

In the case of Angola, the repatriation should be understood in the context of broader historical processes
of population mobility and adaptive settlement which predates colonial boundaries and contemporary
post-colonial states. Communities have been moving between what are modern day Angola and Zambia,
motivated by the relative productivity of the land for agriculture and hunting, escape from local wars, or
from colonial rule.”® When people fled the Angolan civil war, they followed the patterns of migration set
out by former generations and many came into Zambia and joined their kin who had arrived in earlier
times. At the end of the conflict, the refugees determined when it was safe to return largely based on their
own information networks and sorties into Angola. As in Afghanistan, the Angolan refugees returned to
a devastated country where, in contrast to Burundi, their reintegration appears to have depended primarily
on informal structures of authority and association. Examples are traditional local mediators (sobas) who
played a role in re-distributing land to returnees, resolving neighbor and community-level conflicts, or
presiding over traditional ceremonies, and churches which provided space for the returned and stayee
communities to come together, socialize and share their experiences of the recent traumatic past.

A different scenario was evident in the very much more limited return of Iraqi refugees. Cyclical return
was evident between 2007 and 2010, with refugees ascertaining whether they could return to their
property and whether longer-term local security in Iraq had improved given the episodic nature of the
civil war. Other refugees returned less because of conditions in Iraq but because they had exhausted their
resources in exile.

Financial resources and social networks: For Liberian refugees those who were more ‘proactive’, and
those from higher socio-economic groups could more easily and successfully repatriate compared with
those from poorer socio-economic backgrounds. The former group had normally maintained a foothold in
Liberia which facilitated return if other options, such as resettlement to third countries or integration in
Ghana, did not work out. For the latter group, and/or those whose family unit was broken up before and
during displacement, repatriation was less attractive or feasible. For returning Angolans, local social
networks and the ability to access land were significant factors in easing the return process.

In the Cambodian context where the capacity of the government to provide services was weak, and where
there were gaps in the scope and scale of services provided by UNHCR and its collaborating partners, the
most successful returnees were those who had access to alternative sources of assets with which to invest
in agricultural production and small business start-ups.39 Importantly, the process of capital accumulation
was often rooted in the circumstances of flight and camp residency, well before repatriation took place.

"Binder and Murithi 2013: 8, 13.
*The then British colony of Northern Rhodesia.
* Ballard 2002.
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Moreover, those returnees who had more extensive domestic and overseas connections with family and
clan members who provided cash remittances and outlets for handicraft sales tended to do better than
those who lacked such connections. However, the majority of the returnees were rice farmers who had
acquired few new skills in the camps. In many cases they were not able to regain land in their villages of
origin, they did not have the resources to obtain land elsewhere, and they had difficulties in accessing the
social networks of patronage which governed access to land. While not conclusive, research suggests that
three out of four returnee families ended up being landless, and returnees from the first assisted return
operation in 1992-93 represent a substantial proportion of the rural landless who migrate both internally
and across neighboring borders in search of land and/or employment.40

2.3 Who returns later and why?

Return is an ‘iterative’ process, and ‘staggered’ or ‘cyclical’ return is widespread.” Often displaced
families or whole communities divide themselves up before return, sending some members of the family
or community to explore conditions, establish entitlements, and forge or explore the basis for a permanent
return for the family or community in the country or area of origin. One such adaptation, which is
frequently pursued, involves some family members going back earlier to re-establish livelihoods and
housing, while others remain in exile until these goals are accomplished. Another, pursued by both
Afghans and South Sudanese, involves temporary or permanent geographical dispersal of family
members between exile and return locations to maximize access to livelihoods, services, or other
priorities for family wellbeing in different locations at the same time. Moreover, in many refugee
situations mobility and ongoing and circular migration are key livelihood strategies that contribute to
sustainable solutions and reconstruction, and that often draw on transnational networks which predate the
conflicts that caused the displacement. Finally, for a range of reasons when return takes place, it is often
not to the former home in the country of origin. Increasingly refugees including those from rural areas
seek sanctuary in urban environments, and during exile many with a rural background change their
preferences and no longer want to return to their villages of origin, for reasons that may include lack of
job opportunities, absent or inadequate services, inability to reclaim their property, or insecurity in their
place of origin due to changes in local power relations.

Staggered return: The Afghan farming communities returning during the nineties would often first
dispatch armed men to secure their land, after which more men followed to reestablish agriculture and
rebuild houses before the rest of the household returned from the refugee camps. Staggered return has
also been common in South Sudan, where households often split up temporarily with the male household
head returning first in order to find a place to live and establish a livelihood before bringing the rest of the
household back. Both Afghans and South Sudanese also apply strategies to maximize livelihood and
other opportunities in which households split on a long-term or permanent basis between exile and the
country of origin. Although not one of the case studies, cyclical return is well documented in the case of
Somali refugees.42 A similar picture of staggered or cyclical return was noted in the case of Iraq.
However, here the incentive for return was security considerations as much as livelihood needs.

“Eastmond 2002.
“Marsden 1999; Stepputat 2004: 2; Lindley 2011: 2-22.
# Lindley 2013.
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The pursuit of educational opportunities and the completion of education while in exile acts as a strong
incentive to stagger or not consider return at all. For South Sudanese displaced to Khartoum and even
more so for those exiled to Uganda the pursuit of educational opportunities has influenced decisions to
postpone their return or remain in exile.

Poverty constrains the ability to return, and among the returnees to Liberia, the households in the poorer
economic categories tended to remain longer in exile in Ghana, and those who returned with a meager
asset profile struggled most to secure the minimum needs for survival. Their vulnerability was
exacerbated as a consequence of their repatriation. To some extent, the same applies to Afghan refugees
in Pakistan, where an estimated 70 per cent of the returnees since 2002 have been landless.*? Yet, it is
important to note that in some cases poverty may also be a driver of return, a feature of Iraqi spontaneous
return from Syria in the period 2007-2010.

Women may face particular challenges both during displacement and regarding return since they
generally have fewer opportunities, fewer resources, lower status, and less power and influence than
men.** The conflicts that displace people often exacerbate these inequalities, and even when it becomes
possible to return, women and adolescent girls have fewer opportunities than men to participate in peace
and reconstruction processes.45 Experience has shown that, although war changes the roles of women and
men, many of these changes are subject to reversals in the aftermath of the conflict. Men often seek to re-
establish themselves as the decision-makers in the public arena and as the main providers and ultimate

authority within the home while women return to the domestic sphere.46

Returning often entails new hardships for women and girls, many of whom are not given a real choice
about the decision to return. Once home, female-headed families face particular difficulties in securing
livelihoods and accessing housing, land or property, education, and other essential services.”” This has
been the case with returnee widows in Afghanistan and South Sudan. Similar constraints have been
described for female headed households returning to Mozambique at the end of the civil war in the
1990s.**

Because of their status in society and their gender, women are exposed to sexual and gender-based

violence, which is one of the defining characteristics of contemporary armed conflict. For both Liberian

and Bosnian female refugees, a significant factor inhibiting return was the perception of potential

insecurity after repatriation related to their experiences during the conflicts. Moreover, while in exile
. : 49

they are often forced to resort to transactional sex as a coping strategy.

“UNHCR 2004.

* Women and girls made up 49 per cent, and children under 18 years of age (both girls and boys) constituted 50per cent of the world’s refugees
in 2013 (UNHCR 2014: 36)

“ UNHCR 2008a: 6-7

“TIbid. 12

“71bid. 151

“Dolan 1999

“Crisp et.al 2012: 30.
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Migrant labor straddles the category of those who return later and those who never return. Evidence
regarding Somali refugees in Europe indicates the complex and ambiguous role that remittances may play
in return processes — on the one hand underpinning and sustaining longer term household development
opportunities in the country of origin or places of exile, but at the same time creating dependency and
perpetuating the need for the remitting refugees to remain displaced to sustain the remittance flows.”"
Both in the case of Liberia and Afghanistan, remittances from family members abroad have served as an
important cushion for reducing the transition costs of repatriation and provided an initial capital for new
income-generating activities. In Afghanistan, moreover, migrant labor to both Iran and Pakistan predates
the conflict, and even before the war Afghan migrant workers in Iran were estimated to number between
500,000 and one million. Migration has continued throughout the conflict and also involved male
members of families who had returned from exile. In South Sudan, however, only very few appear to
receive remittances from family members abroad despite the livelihood strategy of splitting households
on a long-term or permanent basis between exile and the country of origin.

2.3 Who never returns and why?

The case studies as well as the literature on return clearly indicate that the four key conditions that may
encourage refugees to return — including both the poorer and the well-established and more affluent — are
security, access to adequate services, housing, and livelihood opportunities. Without these conditions in
place in the countries of return, protracted displacement situations are unlikely to be resolved through
voluntary repatriation, as documented by a number of assessments of refugee opinions on return as
summarized below.

In 2011, UNHCR conducted a large-scale population profiling comprising 135,452 Afghan refugee
households (corresponding to a population of 974,961 persons) in camps and urban settings in Pakistan.”’
It found that only 16 per cent of the households expressed an intention to return to Afghanistan, while 84
per cent did not, and these households had no time frame in mind regarding an eventual return. Factors
that would encourage return were improved security (37 per cent), employment opportunities (34 per
cent), and access to housing (23 per cent), none of which have emerged to an extent that encourages

return as indicated by the extremely low return during 2013 and 2014.>*

A multi-donor evaluation of assistance to South Sudan from December 2010 found that there was a
remarkable consistency in how both returnees and local residents perceived the priorities for return and
reintegration.53 The top priority was security, with services a close second to cope with a rapidly
expanded population and very limited infrastructure. The third priority was economic and other support to
livelihoods. Since little has been delivered till now on these three priorities, it is not surprising that of the
more than 2 million who fled to Khartoum during the civil war, only half were estimated to have gone
back by the end of 2010 despite the marginal existence most face in Khartoum, and despite the attempts
by the government of South Sudan to encourage return.

** Hammond 2010; Lindley 2010; Zimmermann & Zetter 2011
*'UNHCR 2012.

*2 During 2013 only 33,000 refugees had returned by September.
53 Bennett et.al.2010; Pantuliano et.al. 2008.
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Interviews in 2012 with several hundred Somali refugees in camps in Kenya and Ethiopia revealed that
given the choice, nearly half of the refugees would prefer to move to a third country, a third would return
to Somalia, and small numbers would prefer to integrate locally. Yet, if conditions of lasting stability and
security emerged in Somalia, more than half would consider returning, and it was suggested that at that
time, aid agencies could help communities prepare for sustainable repatriation by contributing to improve
quality and access to basic services, building infrastructure, enhance food security, support livelihoods
and skills training, and initiate activities aimed at restoring and consolidating peace and security.54

Finally, Iraq presents a case in which the scope and modalities of return remain in as high a state of flux
and uncertainty as they have since the start of the crisis. From the beginning of the US-led invasion in
2003 through to the current period, Iraqi refugee movement — both exile and return - has defied
conventional wisdom, predictions and expectations. The invasion did not create the anticipated mass
exodus of refugees, for which the international community had made preparations.55 Instead, the Iraqi
refugees began arriving in large numbers three years later as a result of a civil war —a consequence of the
invasion - dominated by extreme ethnic and sectarian violence. Likewise return has not, in the main, been
predicated on the conventional drivers and characteristics. Instead, to the extent that return has taken
place it has been overwhelming spontaneous. A 2008 UNHCR study found that almost 90 per cent of the
respondents were not planning to return: over 60 per cent feared return under the direct threat to life in
Iraq, almost 30 per cent did not want to return because of the generalized insecurity in the country, and
almost 10 per cent could not return because their house had been destroyed or occupied in Ilraq.56 A study
from 2011 of the prospects of unlocking the protracted exile of Iraqi refugees found that a main constraint
was the confiscation of property and segregation of neighborhoods along sectarian and ethnic lines.”’
The internal displacement that this has generated dominates contemporary Iraq underscoring the failure of
both spontaneous and assisted voluntary return movements and constituting the main indicator of the
volatile and complex sectarian and ethnic divisions that are now seemingly ingrained in the country. The
spatial separation of previously mixed sectarian and ethnic populations has rendered internal displacement
a semi-permanent feature within Iraq, while those refugees who have returned to Iraq, encounter homes
which are destroyed or occupied by others. Perversely, it is another violent regional war — in Syria where
the majority of Iraqi refugees fled - which has precipitated, even forced, a significant Iraqi refugee return
home as the least worst option.

24 How are return trends and refugee decisions affected by how the refugees have been
treated in host countries?

The argument has been made that repatriation can be induced by a general deterioration of living
conditions in countries of asylum, resulting from increased insecurity, reductions in the level of
international assistance, and declining economic opportunities.58 The case studies reveal a more complex
picture, where the decision to stay or return is informed by a comparison of conditions in exile and in the
country of origin. This may result in refugees attempting to remain in exile despite an increasing ‘push’

** Grayson et.al.2012: 5, UNHCR 2015.

*Including, ironically a 2003 UNHCR Plan - Preliminary Repatriation and Reintegration Plan for Iraq - for the return of Iraqi refugees who had
left Iraq in the years preceding the invasion (UNHCR 2003).

**UNHCR 2008b.

*’Chatty and Mansour 2011.

*Crisp 2003: 172.
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from host countries to leave. Perhaps counter intuitively — and not definitively corroborated by the cases
examined here -the literature on return indicates that local integration does not necessarily work against
the decision of refugees to repatriate, and that education, employment and training in the country of
asylum may help equip refugees to undertake sustainable return.”” What the case studies do suggest is
that opportunities for integration in the host country strengthen the ability of refugees to make adaptations
involving either a staggering of their return or a geographical dispersal of family members that maximize
access to livelihoods, services, or other priorities, and which thereby contribute both to ensure family
wellbeing in the medium term, and to undertake a return if and when they deem that conditions in the
country of origin are conducive.

As described above, the return of Liberian refugees from Ghana and of Cambodian refugees from
Thailand took place under conditions where they did not have the option of choosing whether to return or
stay based on their own assessment of conditions in the country of return. In contrast, the Afghan,
Angolan, Bosnia-Herzegovina and South Sudanese refugees represent cases where they were able to
exercise choices regarding whether to return or stay, even though these took place under increasing
constraints imposed by the host countries. While a majority of the Angolan refugees chose to voluntarily
return, the other cases represent more complex situations where the circumstances in exile and the
prospects in the country of origin prompted some to return while others chose to remain in exile. The
Burundian refugees in Tanzania represent a unique case insofar as those who had arrived from 1993
onwards were pushed to leave, whereas those who had arrived in 1972 were given the option to become
citizens of the host country. The only other comparable case is Zambia, which has committed to integrate
some 10,000 long-staying Angolan refugees on its territory.

The large majority of the refugees fleeing to Tanzania in 1972 - around 220,000 out of 300,000 - were
settled in three planned villages, often called the ‘Old Settlements’, in the sparsely populated western part
of the country, where each family was allocated about five and some up to ten hectares of land. Initially
the refugees received financial assistance from UNHCR, and core infrastructure was established with
assistance from the international community. Material assistance by UNHCR and its partners ended in
1985 by which time the refugee settlements had become agriculturally independent and were returning
significant taxes to the host districts, which in turn continued to provide basic services such as health care
and education. Assisted repatriation of the refugees who had arrived from 1993 onwards had started in
2002, but only in 2007 was the Tanzania Comprehensive Solutions Strategy (TANCOSS) developed to
deal with the originally 162,000 refugees in the ‘Old Settlements’. They were given the choice to either
return home or apply for citizenship, but the naturalization process was halted in 2010, and only resumed
in 2014. UNHCR estimates that around 200,000 Burundian refugees and their children will benefit from
this exercise, which is ‘... the first time in UNHCR’s history that naturalization has been offered to such a

large group of refugees in a first country of asylum.”®

Since the fall of the Communist regime in 1992, Afghan refugees in both Iran and Pakistan have been
exposed to pressure to leave. Despite these increasing restrictions, a UNHCR assessment from 2004 of

*Dolan 1999; Black et.al.2004: 41; Stepputat 2004: 7.
S UNHCR 2015: 22. But not the first time in history, as illustrated by majority of the Palestinian refugees in Jordan, who have since long been
granted Jordanian nationality.
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challenges to return found a clear link between motivation to return and the length of exile, with far fewer
long-staying and well-established refugee communities choosing to repatriate. During their long period
of exile, those continuing to reside in the refugee camps/villages had adapted to a new way of life and to

living conditions which they viewed as difficult or impossible to replicate in Afghanistan.61

A comparable situation applies to South Sudanese in Khartoum. Of the two million South Sudanese
exiled to the city during the civil war, about half have chosen not to return, despite the hardships they face
there. Most depend upon a range of marginal activities in the informal sector, including daily labor and
petty trade, and live in informal settlements, where half are estimated to have been forced to move by the
authorities at least once since they arrived in the city.

Most persuasive is the evidence from Angolan refugee return from Zambia. Challenging all the
assumptions that local integration and generally benign treatment by the host country would limit the
propensity to return, well over 300,000 refugees returned spontaneously when peace was restored in
Angola. These findings are significant. They indicate that development—led responses to protracted
refugee displacement, which are desirable to support refugee self-sufficiency, their potential contribution
to the host economy and to sustain dignity, may not reduce the wish of refugees to return home if the
conditions are right for them. As noted above, their return and ‘reintegration’ was facilitated by the fact
that they had retained links with their home country and local authority and social structures.

2.5  Isit ‘integration or return’ or ‘integration and return’?

The situation of displaced populations in Nairobi and Afghanistan’s major cities indicates that their
situation is not static, something that also applies to the displaced in rural settings. An important feature
of protracted displacement situations is that the livelihood strategies pursued by the displaced often result
in their integration, to a greater or lesser extent, into the economy of the host country. Thus the
counterpoint to the trends in the patterns and processes of return discussed above is that increasing
numbers of refugees remain in their countries of asylum for protracted periods and may eventually
integrate — one of the three durable solutions — even if it is usually de facto and not de jure integration.
Whilst this paper concerns return not integration, a review of the evidence on integration points to some
significant conclusions about the prospects for return.

The research suggests that integration is achieved largely without assistance and often despite host
country resistance, and overall result in a positive contribution to the host economy.62 At the same time,
the integration of refugees into the host economy is accompanied by economic diversification and
inequality among the displaced.63 Depending on the opportunities and constraints they encounter in exile,
and the skills and assets they may have brought with them, some displaced are able to improve their
economic situation, and in some cases to the extent where they manage to achieve their own durable
solutions.

S'UNHCR 2004.
027 etter. 2014: 5-6.
%Metcalfe et.al. 2011: 1; Betts et.al. 2014: 5.
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Somali refugees in Nairobi, Afghan refugees in Peshawar, and refugees from different African countries
in Uganda provide illustrations of these dynamics. Despite an adverse protection environment, Somali
refugees in Nairobi have transformed a Nairobi suburb — Eastleigh — from a primarily residential area in
the 1990s into a vibrant commercial and business centre drawing on regional trade networks. However,
not all refugees in Nairobi have managed equally well, and other refugees from Ethiopia, Congo, Sudan,
Uganda, and Rwanda rely mostly on casual labor, petty trade, overseas remittances, and social support
networks, as is also the case with many of the Somali refugees. Moreover, the commercial success of the
Somali refugees came at a cost insofar as their expansion pushed out many Asian businesses.” Afghan
refugees in Peshawar have become an integral part of the urban economy, and have contributed

significantly to the host economy.®

Among the Afghan refugees a fairly small well-off segment is
engaged in skilled professions or larger businesses (notably transport and large-scale import—export
businesses between Afghanistan and Pakistan), while the majority along with most IDPs and the non-
displaced urban poor derive their livelihoods from unskilled and irregular wage labor. An important
factor in generating the pronounced economic diversity appears to have been the assets some refugees
were able to bring with them, as well as their links to social networks in the city.” In Uganda, research
comprising Congolese, Somali, Rwandan, and South Sudanese refugees in both Kampala and rural
refugee settlements (Nakivale and Kyangwali) found that they are economically integrated both at the
local, national, and trans-national levels. While many refugees in the rural refugee settlements receive
humanitarian assistance, most are more dependent on other social relationships, and in many cases create
sustainable livelihood opportunities for themselves and others including Ugandan employees. Their
contribution to the host state economy is exemplified by this creation of employment opportunities for
Ugandan nationals and the significant volume of trade between refugees and Ugandan nationals. As is
the case with the refugees in both Nairobi and Peshawar, those in Uganda are economically diverse and
have significant levels of internal inequality.®’

Probably the most notable example of gradual change towards a durable solution is the Palestinian
refugees in Jordan and Syria, who - due to the generous conditions and favorable protection environment
they found in both countries — have over two generations managed to integrate into the urban society and

. 68
economy in both Amman and Damascus.

Until the civil war, Palestinian refugees in Syria, three-
quarters of whom lived in Damascus, had long been treated as de facto citizens, and were allowed to
work, use public services, own businesses and property, and access public sector jobs. When displaced in
1948, the refugees were accommodated in seven refugee camps across Damascus. Since then these have
grown into informal settlements serviced with water and electricity, and by 2002 only 28 per cent of
registered UNRWA (United Nations Relief and Works Agency) refugees in Syria were still residing in
camps. As the Palestinian refugees moved out of the camps, migrant workers, other refugees, IDPs, and
low- and middle-class Syrians have moved in. In Jordan, where the majority of the Palestinian refugees
have since long been granted Jordanian nationality, they now dominate the private sector and, according

to some estimates, account for half of Jordan’s middle class.

*“Ppavanello, S et.al.2010: 21-23.

% UNHCR 2012: 13. Investments in Pakistan by refugee businesses are estimated to range between 18 to 25 billion Pakistani Rupees.
%Mosel & Jackson 2013.

" Betts et. al. 2014.

%Haysom and Pavanello 2011; Pavanello and Haysom 2012.
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A contrasting situation is provided by the Iraqi refugees in both Amman and Damascus. Jordan has also
received the Iraqi refugees under generous conditions and has granted them access to public health and
education services regardless of their legal status or registration. However, they face a crucial constraint
compared to the earlier Palestinian refugees, since they are unable to legally access jobs in the formal
economy in line with their skills and education.”” A third of the registered adult Iraqi refugees in Jordan
have a university degree, and 38 per cent were in professional occupations in Iraq (while only 13 per cent
had been manual laborers), but as a result of the employment restrictions only few have been able to find
jobs in the formal economy corresponding to their professional background. Instead, between 40 and 60
per cent of the Iraqi refugees have been forced to find work in the informal sector, and this is poorly paid,
irregular, and exploitative.70 Similarly in Syria, where Iraqi refugees require a work permit and only few
have managed to obtain these, the majority including middle class urban professionals have been forced
to find low-skilled work in the informal sector. While many of the first wave of Iraqi refugees who came
in 2003 arrived with savings, a survey conducted in 2007 indicated that as a result of these restrictions, 37
per cent of Iraqi refugees in Syria were living primarily off their gradually depleting savings, and 24 per
cent were relying on remittances.”’ The situation of the Iraqi refugees in Jordan and Syria suggests that
restrictions on the ability of refugees to access the labor market in host countries critically affects their
prospects for using their skills to achieve viable livelihoods, and by implication also reduces the
contribution they would likely be able to make to the economy in the hosting countries.

This evidence points to some clear implications for refugee return. Integration is contingent on two
interacting sets of dynamics. It takes place because, as we have seen, the socio-economic conditions, and
sometimes a supportive protection environment, in the host country favor this outcome. But, it also occurs
for reasons related to the potential, or rather the lack of potential for return. The case study evidence
suggests that integration takes place (a) most obviously where return is impossible in the short or long
term (for example Palestinians), or (b) where protracted exile diminishes the impetus for return (Somali
refugees), or (c¢) where return is possible but less preferable than the socio-economic conditions in host
countries (the case with some Afghan refugees). In this sense the ‘failure to return’ can be the self—
fulfilling, though usually unintended, outcome of integration.

There are two important caveats. By no means all refugees integrate even where the two sets of dynamics
point to this outcome: thus while some Afghan refugees integrated, many did not and returned. Second,
even where large scale integration appears to have occurred, the vast majority of refugees may still return
home if the conditions are right even after decades in exile. The Angolan refugees in Zambia are a case

in point.

2.6 Has international assistance facilitated lasting return?

The record of assistance is very uneven — even within particular countries at different period or in
different regions — and overall the case studies indicate limited application of important lessons learned
from earlier return situations. Key issues that have affected international assistance for lasting refugee

“Pavanello and Haysom 2012: 12.

"As a result, many Iraqi refugee families do not have the economic means to make use of their formal access to health and education services.
Ibid: 14, 15.

""Haysom and Pavanello 2011: 11-12.
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return concerns the inability to address the thorny issue of land rights and property restitution, the
politically driven focus on repatriation which has diverted attention and funding from the reintegration of
returnees, and the need for planning that recognizes the reality that both refugees in exile and returnees
increasingly settle in urban environments, all of which have been described above. Other important
recurring issues have involved problems of coordination and donor alignment around reconstruction and
reintegration strategies and the poor synchronization of these programs with the return process, short
attention spans by the international community and governments that left support for reintegration
incomplete, the problematical sustainability of some of the outputs of reconstruction and reintegration
activities, and inadequate information to returnees on the conditions in areas of return and prospects for
assistance.

Problems of coordination and alignment of reintegration assistance characterize some of the return
situations examined including two of the largest that have ever taken place, namely Afghanistan and
South Sudan.

To prepare for relief and reconstruction activities after the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan in early
1989, a coordinator was appointed, and a special office (UNOCA) created to bring together the efforts of
the different UN agencies, NGOs, and involved donor countries. However, the specialized UN agencies
found it difficult to accept the coordinating role of UNOCA, and since donors allocated a considerable
part of their pledged funds directly to specialized UN agencies like UNHCR, UNDP and UNICEF, and
not to UNOCA, this also limited its ability to back its attempts to coordinate with real authority.

In South Sudan, a multi-donor evaluation from 2010 found that despite the establishment of donor
coordination mechanisms, these tended to be limited to sharing information rather than promoting a joint
donor approach based on shared analysis and consensus.” As a consequence, geographical coverage had
been inconsistent. Moreover, while aid efficiency was expected to be enhanced by the extensive use of
pooled funds and multilateral programs (including the World Bank administered MDTF), shortcomings
on delivery and flexibility led many donors to bypass them, channeling increasing amounts of resources
bilaterally. The World Bank’s own assessment of the MDTF, which it administered, concluded that ‘The
Bank failed to fully internalize the scale of task it had taken on, resource it adequately in the early years,
or manage the expectations that had followed. Donor alignment and coordination became dysfunctional
and discordant, thus defeating a major purpose of multi-donor trust funds — harmonization.””*

Lack of coordination has also affected NGO activities. Thus, while the international NGOs involved in
the reconstruction and reintegration effort in Afghanistan from the early nineties onwards formed a
coordination agency, they were never able to able to agree on the distribution of the available assistance
in relation to needs in the areas that could be reached within the country, nor regarding matters of aid
policy and approach. A similar lack of coordination characterized Bosnia-Herzegovina where
international shelter NGOs were involved in providing housing for returnees, a central element in the
strategy of ethnic re-mixing in areas of return. Here the criteria used to determine whether to rebuild war-

:ZUNOCA comprised the United Nations Humanitarian and Economic Assistance Programs relating to Afghanistan.
"Bennett et.al. 2010.
*World Bank 2013a.
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damaged property and what building components would be funded were inconsistent between the
different NGOs, the NGOs competed with each other and the volume and location of housing
construction was uncoordinated; moreover, housing construction took place with little regard to wider
spatial planning requirements. The coordination of the overall reconstruction and development effort was
also problematic. The World Bank’s Progress Report for the Country Assistance Strategy (CAS) for
FY00-01 noted that ‘... donor coordination needs strengthening’ since ‘conflicting messages in some
donor programs have been a source of frustration, confusion, and, sometimes, an excuse for inaction”.”
Yet, despite revised donor coordination structures,76 the CAS for FY05-07 reported that donor
coordination continued to be a challenge since ‘... the authorities have yet to assume full leadership of the

process of reconciling donor interests and managing competing development agendas.’77

Short attention spans and inadequate assistance have both affected support for return and reintegration
operations by reducing available funding for what are inherently long-term processes of recovery and
reintegration. The return to Angola provides one example described above of the often short attention span by
international aid agencies to reintegration assistance to returnees, alongside the lack of a coordinated program for
recovery. Another example is the failure to provide continued support to Liberian returnees after their
repatriation and to support the different phases of return, not just when the majority went back. The level of
support for the returnees was already being phased out when the 2008 and 2009 repatriates arrived in Liberia.

In the early nineties, the UN established the CARERE (Cambodia Area Rehabilitation and Regeneration Project)
project to provide quick impact projects to communities to which refugees and IDPs were returning. The program
largely bypassed local government structures to deliver benefits to the local population. This changed in 1996,
when CARERE 2 was established as a support project to a set of government development activities, themselves
organized through the Seila (‘Foundation Stone’) program. What also changed was the provision of emergency
relief and infrastructure delivery for returnees, which was replaced with experimentation in decentralized local
development and reconciliation. With the transition from CARERE 1 to CARERE 2 and the shift in focus away
from reintegration of returnees, it is also unclear to which extent the Seila program has benefitted this group,
which as described earlier appear to have been a long way from successful reintegration when targeted assistance
ended.

The composition of the assistance committed has also impeded the potential efficiency of some of the return and
reintegration operations. This was the case with the reconstruction and reintegration effort in Afghanistan in the
early nineties, since major donors withheld their pledged funding pending clearer evidence of significant refugee
return. In addition, most of the pledges were for aid in kind primarily for the WFP, and only limited non-
earmarked cash contributions were available. Both of these issues seriously impaired the ability of the UN to
react with the necessary flexibility to the needs in Afghanistan. Moreover, from the mid-nineties, UN’s annual
consolidated appeals were less successful in raising the necessary funds.

Quick Impacts Projects (QIPs) have been a central element in the effort by the UN to support the
reintegration of refugees after their return to their home country, in part to address the failure of

” World Bank 2002: 10
% Ibid. 18
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development agencies to ensure that community-based rehabilitation and longer term development were
provided early on to support the return process.78 QIPs have comprised rehabilitation of access roads,
construction of schools along with teacher training and distribution of school kits and uniforms, primary
and preventive health services, drinking water supply, and support for resumption of agriculture.

An assessment of the QIPs in Cambodia found that while they contributed to provide local infrastructure
and services, their very nature as interim bridging measures meant that the sustainability of the facilities
created was not covered by UN funding, but depended to a large extent on the ability of the implementing
partners (mostly NGOs) to mobilize funding to continue the operations in the absence of timely programs

to address this by development agencies.79

The conclusions by both a multi-donor evaluation and the UN itself regarding QIPs in South Sudan were
along the same lines.*® It was found that there were sustainability risks of health and education facilities
since UNHCR do not cover recurrent costs, and in the absence of other partners willing to take this on or
capacity on the part of the Government of South Sudan to play an effective role, basic services had a
tenuous future. Moreover, insufficient attention had been paid to livelihoods, in particular for young
people. To address this, an assessment of the lessons from the UNDAF program cycle from 2009 to 2011
recommended that UN should focus on only a handful of transformative programs that could be done at
scale in order to have impact and durability.81

The importance of information for refugee decision making on return: Unfortunately, the information
provided to returnees and sometimes also to stayees about the assistance that would be provided to
support reintegration or about conditions in the country of return has often been misleading. Unfounded
expectations were a problem in the encounter between returnees and stayees in Burundi. Returnees were
expecting to receive their ancestral land upon return, whereas stayees were expecting that returnees would
be accommodated on government land. Moreover, when the repatriation began, the stayees had no
information that returnees would be coming.

The significance of information networks to the return process is widely noted and the case of return to
Bosnia-Herzegovina is no different, especially for those receiving temporary protection outside the
country. Whereas official sources in the countries of temporary protection (governments, UNHCR,
NGOs) promoted a positive picture of possibility of return, the main sources that the refugees relied on
were information from friends and relatives in Bosnia. That official sources underplayed the knowledge
which refugees had of the fragility of both the amnesty and the protection of human rights in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, meant that these sources were treated with suspicion and limited the scale of return in the
early post-war period.82

For Afghanistan, the case has been made, that while the refugees returning after the fall of the Taliban in
2002 knew about conditions in their home areas, they had misplaced expectations about the level of

"personal communication, Ann Davies, UNDP, 2 June 2014.
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assistance they would receive upon their return, since they had been ‘... bombarded with ... encouraging
messages, relayed by the BBC’s Pashto and Dari services and by the Iranian and Pakistani press, T.V. and

radio ... about huge amounts of aid that would soon be flooding into Afghanistan’.83

Conversely, the case studies demonstrate that refugees use their own informal information networks to
assist their decision making. These tend to provide more up to date and, for the refugees, more reliable
information on the security conditions and other factors that mediate their return, as opposed to the
‘official’ channels. For example Iraqi refugees in Syria used their local sources to guide decisions about
return — whether permanent or circular, whether to return the whole household or not. Likewise for
Angolan refugees, amongst other factors it was reliance on their local information that helped to
precipitate their rapid, spontaneous return.

Operational lessons suggest that two important steps to support lasting refugee return to countries of
origin involve (i) demand driven community or area based projects that engage both returnees and stayees
in participatory planning, and (ii) transformative programs that can be delivered at scale in order to have
impact and durability as recommended by the assessment of lessons from UNDAF programs in South
Sudan. Conversely, the absence of these initiatives in the case of Angola retarded the speed of recovery,
though not the return process itself.

(i) Demand driven community or area based rehabilitation projects: NGO projects undertaken in
Afghanistan in the early nineties provide an example of an approach that proved effective in assisting
lasting return of rural communities through demand from refugee or return communities, along with their
involvement in planning. It assisted whole communities comprising both returnees and stayees with a
package of sequentially implemented activities which responded to their specific recovery (and
development) needs. The approach allowed a staggered return process, where men from the refugee
communities left the camps to repair irrigation systems, plant crops, rebuild houses, and rehabilitate local
roads and schools in their villages before the rest of their households returned. The activities involved
labor intensive public works providing an income that could help sustain the households during the
rehabilitation phase.

(ii) Transformative large scale programs: Three such programs in which the World Bank was involved,
and which potentially could serve both to align the government in the return country along with donors
and involved NGO implementing partners in a common community driven development type (CDD)
approach to support recovery in a post-conflict situation, and to support the reintegration of displaced
have been the Seila program in Cambodia, the National Solidarity Program (NSP) in Afghanistan, and the
Local Government and Service Delivery Program (LGSDP) in South Sudan. While the Seila program did
not pay attention to reintegration of returnees, and the NSP did so in its targeting and implementation
arrangements but not in its results monitoring,84 the LGSDP, which became active in February 2014, is
designed to do so by targeting whole communities, and requiring specific efforts to ensure benefits to

“Turton & Marsden 2002

#World Bank 2003.An assessment of the impact of NSP on the reintegration of refugees and IDPs found that NSP’s ‘whole-community
approach’ helped facilitate reintegration and general development within communities which benefited returnees and IDPs, but that there was
too little flexibility to assimilate an influx of returnees or IDPs once the block grant project cycle was initiated (Barakat et.al. 2012).
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frequently marginalized groups such as women, ethnic minorities, ex-combatants, and displaced persons
and returnees. Like the NSP in Afghanistan, the LGSDP provides recurrent block grants for local
development and supports an inclusive planning process regarding the use of these grants at the local
level facilitated by contracted NGOs. Unlike the NSP, the LGSDP innovatively links this process with
activities to build and strengthen the capacity of local governments (and not just communities) in the
planning, implementation and oversight of local development activities, and by establishing a financing
instrument that aims to align aid to the local level through the government transfer system.85

Neither the Seila program nor the NSP have had significant poverty reduction impacts, and it is still too
early to assess whether the LGSDP would achieve such outcomes on its own. However, experiences
suggest that support for access to services and livelihoods are likely best done through distinct but
mutually reinforcing operations. While participatory community based processes are well suited to
planning and provision of public goods (e.g. community infrastructure for health and education services)
and some club goods (e.g. hand pumps or irrigation repair), support for livelihoods (other than labor
intensive public works programs) involve private goods which require different delivery arrangements
(e.g. training, access to credit, saving and self-help groups), and the efficacy of such support may be
enhanced if backed by broader development interventions that inter alia promote transport,
communications, trade, and banking. To help provide livelihood support in South Sudan, a
complementary Safety Nets and Skills Development Project, that became effective in November 2014,
will provide access to income opportunities and temporary employment for the poor and vulnerable
through the participatory arrangements at the local level that are also used by the LGSDP.*®

By contrast, in Iraq, despite the scale of the international donor-driven reconstruction program this has not
had a transformative impact on the return process, neither regarding the scale of return nor its
sustainability. Continuing conflict has undermined the potential for such transformation to take place.
This example, like the case of Bosnia-Herzegovina, highlights how the political context determines the
feasibility and potential scope of these two operational priorities -demand driven projects and
transformative programs. In the case of Bosnia-Herzegovina, the international community’s determination
to reintegrate previously warring ethnic/religious groups was certainly not ‘demand’ driven although the
interventions were aimed to be ‘transformative’ in the sense of encouraging the two groups to transcend
the conflict dynamics that had divided the society. The limited success of these priorities here, and in
many of the other case studies, indicates the scale of the political challenge to achieve sustainable return,
and why much more creative operational thinking is needed in each return situation to address them.

2.7  Lessons from the World Bank’s engagement on displacement

In addition to the lessons suggested by the three large scale programs described above, the World Bank’s
engagement in the eight case study countries support the following five main lessons, which highlight
critical areas where the approach to address displacement needs to be reconsidered and strengthened:

$World Bank 2013a
%World Bank 2013b
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There is a lack of consistency in the way country strategy documents address the issue of
reintegration of IDPs and returning refugees, and this lack of consistency has been unrelated to the
scale of displacement in particular countries. Even in the initial phases of reengagement some country
strategy documents have fully or largely ignored the development challenges of reintegration (Cambodia,
Iraq, South Sudan), and even those that do recognize this as a critical issue (Angola, Liberia, Burundi,
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Afghanistan) are characterized by a disconnect between this recognition and the
scarcity of operations that explicitly aim at promoting reintegration. Significantly, the consultations to
inform the drafting of country strategy documents mostly appear not to have involved IDPs or returning
refugees.

Even when country strategy documents describe specific operations as aiming at promoting
reintegration, their implementation approaches do mostly not include clear targeting arrangements
to ensure that IDPs or returnees are included among the beneficiaries or consulted about options.
An example is the Social Action Fund Project (FAS-I) in Angola which became effective in March 1996

B

and aimed to ’... assist Angola in its transition from war to peace, targeting in particular the people
impoverished by the military and economic crisis.””’ This notwithstanding, the implementation
arrangements simply stated that ‘...FAS focuses its interventions in established communities. Internally
displaced persons and refugees are not targeted specifically by FAS. However, if they live within a stable
community, they will benefit from FAS financed activities,”™ an approach or rather lack thereof to
targeting and engaging returning IDPs and refugees that was followed in the two succeeding FAS
projects. The same absence of clear targeting and consultation arrangements can be found in the projects
undertaken at the municipal and community level in Bosnia-Herzegovina to create employment, improve
service delivery, and engage communities in decision making on budgeting and prioritization of
development activities. Exceptions to this general state of affairs are the Community Empowerment
Project in Liberia which considered the needs of returning refugees, IDPs, and ex-combatants in the
selection of beneficiary communities, the NSP in Afghanistan, which used the scale of displacement as a
criterion for the initial selection of districts and which also defined mechanisms for inclusion of returnees
in decision making on the use of block grants, and the LGSDP in South Sudan which focuses on
vulnerable groups including IDPs and returnees.

Across the eight country cases, there has been a near universal absence of attention at both the
country strategy and project levels to the outcomes that World Bank supported activities may have
had for IDPs and returning refugees, and to monitoring indicators that could capture these
outcomes. None of the project performance indicators for specific projects that aimed at or could
potentially benefit reintegration of IDPs and refugees define disaggregated data on displaced (as done
with regard to gender), and where beneficiary assessments have been undertaken, they do in most cases
not consider whether activities benefitted returning refugees and IDPs.*’  Th