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INTRODUCTION

A, DESCRIPTION AND RELEVANCE OF THE STUDY

"Refugee problems demand durable solutions" is the opening

statement of the Principles for Action in Developing Countries,

adopted by the Executive Committee of the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) in October, 1984. without a
durable solution, refugee assistance would have no time
limitation, and international commitments for refugee assistance
could accrue to immense levels. For the past quarter century,
UNHCR has established planned rural settlements for refugees in
Africa as one method of pursuing durable solutions.

This paper is the report of a study conducted by the Refugee
Policy Group of older refugee settlements in Africa through a
grant from the U.S. Agency for International Development. The
ocbjectives of the study were to investigate:

1. The factors and policies which can contribute to, or
hinder, the attainment of self-sufficiency by
organized refugee settlements; and,

2. The experiences of such settlements after achieving
self-sufficiency, particularly in terms of their
ability to reach a durable solution. Such a durable
solﬁtion would include sustained econcmic self-suffi-
ciency as well as political and social integration into
the host country.

The study was prompted in part by the recognition of the

information gap which exists concerning refugee settlements in
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their later years after international attention has shifted to
newer rafugee crises.

The research has included a review of materials contained in
the Resource Center of the Refugee Policy Group, and materials
gathered in Geneva, from the T. F. Betts Archive at the Institute
of Development Studies in Sussex, England, and from field work in
Africa, Interviews were conducted with personnel of UNHCR and of
the main voluntary agencies assisting African refugee settle-
ments. Two field visits to six refugee settlements (Mugera,
Mutara, Muyenzi, Mwezi, Mishamo, and Katumba) in three countries
(Burundi, Ewanda and Tanzania) provided the opportunity to gather
information from host government cfficials, from local people
living near the settlements, and, of course, from the settlement
residents themselves.

Organized settlements are one of twoc main types of settle-
ments for refugees. The other type is what has been called
spontaneous settlement, or self-settlement. The proportions for
each type cannot be exactly known, but a rough estimate would be
that half of all African refugces are spontaneously settled (a
minority of them in urban areas) and about one-qguarter live in
organized settlements. The remainder would be in relief or post-
relief refugee camps where thev are dependent on food rations and
other international assistance., The present study focuses on the
organized type of settlement as they have been the main
recipients of the international aid provided for refugee settle-
ments (although there have been increasing efforts to devise

effective ways for UNHCR to assist spontaneously settled refugees
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as well).

It should also be noted that the study is of rural,
agriculture-based settlements. While a small number of organized
settlements have been created which are not agriculture-based
{such as wage-earning settlements in the Sudan), these exceptions
are few in number and none have yet been declared self-
sufficient. Therefore they are not included in this study.

For purposes of brevity, we have used the term "refugee
settlement” in the body of this paper to refer to organized rural
refugee settlements. Any other type of settlement (i.e. urban,
wage-earner, o0r spontaneous) will be identified explicitly if we
mean to refer to them.

The study is limited to refugee settlements in Africa, as
the overwhelming majority of such settlements world-wide (187 of
111 as of 1982) have been located there.* Among the African
settlements, the primary focus is on the 38 crganized refugee
settlements that were declared self-sufficient between 1966 and
1982, and which are still in operation. Two-thirds of these 30

settlements attained self-sufficiency at least a decade ago. Of

the 3

3]

settlements, 21 have received renewed international

assistance since being declared self-sufficient.

*The starting point for this analysis is a 1982 UNHCR
report (Heidlierxr, 1982) and its accompanying table,"UNHCR-
Assisted Rural Settlements - Situation at the Beginning of
1982." The table lists 1067 settlements in Africa. In order
to be able to deal with a stable sample, we have not
attempted to add any settlements that have been established
in the last few years. Where possible, we will mention
these additional settlements but they are excluded from the
overall statistical analysis.
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Recent conditions have made this study particularly
relevant. Refugee numbers in Africa and elsewhere have greatly
increased and many refugees from recent disputes are not likely
to return home in the near future. Many developing countries
which host refugees have increasingly turned toward planned
settlements rather than allowing refugees to settle spontaneously
among the local population. This may be due in part to the
recognition that organized settlements can serve as é focus for
international assistance, while spontaneously settled refugees
draw little international assistance to meet either the needs of
the refugees or of the areas on which their presence can have
adverse impacts.

Furthermore, many host governments have become more
insistent in requesting levels of international assistance which
they feel are more commensurate with their refugee burdens.

These requests center on assistance to expand and strengthen
their social and economic infrastructures so they may better cope
with this burden. 1In July, 1984, the Second International
Conference on Assistance to Refugees in Africa (ICARA II) had
before it requests for infrastructural assistance costing $362
millien, as well as additional requests for over $19 million to
aid five of the rural settlements that had previously been
declared self-sufficient.

Local integration of the refugees into the host country (of
which organized settlements are the most funded mechanism) is now
widely discussed as the most viable durable solution for refugees

in Africa. This reflects difficulties with the other two durable
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solutions as much as it does the documented success of attempting
local integration. Resettlement in third ccuntries is rare for
African refugees. Voluntary repatriation has become more diffi-
cult in recent years, primarily due to the fact that African
refugees today are increasingly the result of wars between sove-
reign African nations or ¢f internal civil wars, rather than of
wars of independence which could lead to a mass return after

victory.

B. THE COSTS CF SFZKING DURABLE SOLUTIONS

The high costs of operating camps in which refugees receive
care-and-maintenance assistance adds to interest in durable
solutions as a way to turn off the faucet of international
assistance for at least some portion of these refugees.

However, the cost of seeking durable sclutions for African
refugees is also substantial. Approximately 39 to 58 percent of
UNHCR expenditures for Africa from 1982 through 1985 (which
averaged about 5150 million per year) have been allocated for
implementing durable solutions, of which organized settlements
are a major component. Further, other international organiza-
tions such as the World Foocd Program (WFP), the United Nations
Development Progr;% (UNDP), and the International Labor Organiza-
tion (ILO) have sizeable programs or are increasing their in-
volvemant in durable solution efforts, and there are large bila-
teral assistance programs as well.

Regarding organized settlements in particular, a survey of

budget allocations from 1964 to 1979 for 78 settlements in 15
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different African countries indicated that an average of $536 was
required for UNHCR to settle a family of six.* However, if total
costs are calculated including government and voluntary agency
contributions and WFP rations, "the average cost per family would
easily reach U.S. $900" (Diegues 1981). Average costs, of
course, can be misleading. Costs may vary greatly depending on
factors such as climate, quality of soils, quantity of water,
amount of infrastructure to be built, and the length of time
needed to reach self-sufficiency. For example, total UNHCR per
capita costs for an irrigated agricultural settlement in Djibouti
were $1,345 compared to $108 per capita for non-irrigated settle-
ments on Tanzania's savannah.

Over the years, the cost of settlement assistance has risen
greatly. In 1964, UNHCR expended $1.5 million on settlements.
By 1978 this had risen to $12.6 million and, for 1985, $7¢
million is projected for local integration costs, most of which

are for settlements.

C. A BRIEF HISTORY OF EARLY RURAL REFUGEE SETTLEMENTS
International assistance to rural refugee settlements did
not originate with UNHCR's activities in Africa. For example,
assistance to settlements was part of the international response
in Greece to aid Asia Minor refugees in 1922 and in India and
Pakistan after 1948 for refugees resulting from the partition of

the former British colony of India. UNHCR itself had some prior

* All costs quoted in this paragraph reflect cumulative
costs over the life of the settlement.
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acquaintance with agricultural settlements through its aid to the
Indian Government's program for Ticetan refugees after 19589.

Refugee rural settlements first appeared as a form of UNHCR
assistance in the early 1968's. They were developed as a
response to large flows cf African refugees fleeing from
independence and nation-building struggles - "At the end of 1964
UNHCR was faced with a new situation in Africa, characterized by
a large influx of rural refugees estimated at about 400,088,"
(Diegues, 1981).

The earliest of these settlements were for part of the
approximately 14¢,060 Rwandese who had fled to Burundi, Tanzania,
Uganda and Zaire (then the Congo) and who had little prospect of
returning home.

The first UNHCR refugee rural settlement in Africa was Bibwe
in Kivu, Zaire begun in October 1961 for Rwandese refugees. It
was followed in 1962 by two additional settlements (Ihula and
Kalonge) in other parts of Kivu. UNHCR's involvement with
refugee rural settlements grew rapidly in 1963 and 1964. Besides
the three in Zaire, some 14 settlements in three countries (four
in Rurundi, three in Tanzania, and seven in Uganda) were
established. All were for Rwandese refugees and, with one
exception (Kinyara in Uganda), reached self-sufficiency and are
still in existence.

The Rwandese were soon followed by refugees from Zaire,
Portugese Guinea (now Guinea-Bissau), the Sudan, and Mozambique.
From 1961 to 1982, UNHCR opened 197 settlements in Africa,
assisting some 940,000 refugees.
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De REFUGEE SETTLEMENTS IN THE CONTEXT OF NEW LANDS SETTLEMENT

Raefugee rural settlements are a small part of the larger
category of new lands settlements. Within this larger field,
refugee settlements are closest to what Scudder (1984)* calls
"compul sory settlement sponsored primarily by government
agencies.” Such compulsory settlements are usually "a by-product
of larger scale events,” such as dam relocations, "in which the
future settlers find themselves embroiled." (Scudder, 1984)

Overall, the results of new lands settlement "have been
disappointing.” New lands settlements have been marked by many
setbacks, including steadily increasing costs per settler family,
exaggeration of the "capacity of new lands settlements to absorb
pepulation surpluses,® "economic rates of return at least 50
percent below those in project appraisal documents,” and
"multiplier effects [which have] not been impressive." (Scudder
1984) In brief, planned settlements for nationals have been
difficult to implement successfully, even with the full backing
of the government.

The difficulties which new land settlements have encountered
in meeting their economic objectives may nct be directly applica-
ble to organized refugee settlements in all respects, as the
objectives for new lands settlements are often much larger.

These include seeking "to stimulate an ongoing process of inte-

grated area development"” and to produce "major multiplier

*Scudder's report is a comprehensive review of over 100 settle-
ment areas in 35 countries. It involved literature searches,
field studies, and site visits. It is a state~of-the-art evalua-
tion and is thus a basic resource on new land settlements.
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effects™, At the same time, while rural refugee settlements are
more modest in terms of their economic goals, they usually en-
counter other major cbstacles and handicaps that can make their
success and viability even more difficult.

In non-refugee situations, settlers tend toc ke recruited and
selected according to a relatively narrow set of criteria -
"Pioneer families tend to be relatively young, cften with only
one or two small children". (Scudder, 1984) Refugee settle-
ments, however, have far less selectivity and tend to receive an
abnormal proportion of fragmented families and non-productive
members (e.g. elderly, very young, or handicapped persons). Many
refugee settlers may be those who have had difficulties as self-
settlers, or who have been forced into settlements by the
authorities, or who are the weaker parts of families sent to the
settlements while the stronger members remain outside.

While in the early years of a new lands settlement"” it is
not unusual for relatively large numbers of bcth spontaneous and
government sponsored settlers to drop out," (Scudder, 1984) in
some refugee situations those who wish to leave a settlement find
serious obstacles to their being able to do so. Since control of
a refugee population is a frequent motivation for host country
governments to set up a refugee settlement, limits on departure
are common. On the other hand, in refugee settlements
authorities are restricted in their ability to evict unsatis-
factory refugee farmers.

Refugee settlers are in a new socio-physical environment
where their previous know-how may be of little use. Climate, land

fertility, and cropping patterns and techniques may be different
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from those back home. While this is a problem faced by both
refugee and pioneer settlers; refugees also face the special
problem of dealing with a new government without the rights of
citizenship. Participation by refugees in the management of
settlements often remains minimal because of host government
reluctance to allow non-citizens to have a role. Refugee
settlers may alsc have to deal with unfamiliar voluntary
organizations, and with UNHCR, as well as with potentially
resentful neighbors.

For most new lands settlers, their response tc a precarious
new setting is to be risk-aversive and to cling to familiar
persons, such as relatives and former neighbors. Refugee camps
and settlements mix persons from different villages or towns and
from different social groups. This can result in a longer, more
painful adjustment process and in greater difficulties in
regaining a functioning social organization and a sense of
community. Adjustment may be especialiy difficult for those
refugses who are townspeople or middle-class persons. Such
persons are often reluctantly or unwillingly present in rural

refugee settlements.
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This paper is divided into four chapters: Chapter 1I
describes a chronology of events which takes place in a "typical”
refugee settlement over time, and the role ¢f the main institu-
tions involved.

Chapter I1 reviews the track record of refugee settlements
in Africa for attaining self-sufficiency, and analyzes the major
obstacles which the older settlements experienced in seeking to
reach self-sufficiency. It also discusses specific difficulties
which have occurred at handover and afterwards in terms of man-
agement issues as well as in terms of problems regarding abuse of
power and protection for the refugees. Attention is also given
to the question of how durable the inputs into a refugee settlie-
ment prior to handover have turned out to be in the long run, and
to problems which refugees have faced regarding integration into
the host country.

Chapter III begins with a review of the difficulties which
settlements have had in reaching a durable solution, primarily
because of problems regarding integration. This information
suggests that refugee settlements are most realistically viewed
in the context of extended asylum, rather than as durable soclu-
tions. & number of issues regarding post-handover assistance to
settlenents are then discussed, with suggested guidelines for the
types of assistance which should be the responsibility of the
international community versus those for which the host country
should be responsible. The chapter concludes with a review of
the implications of this study for the current discussions of

*refugese aid and development®.
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Chapter IV summarizes the findings of the study and its main
conclusions. The Appendix also contains a substantial amount cof
information about the history of the 30 settlements in Africa
which were self-sufficient as of 1982 and which are the main

focus of this study.
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CHAPTER I:

RFEFUGEE SETTLEMENT PHASES

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
INTRODUGCTION

At the time of a refugee influx, and for some time after-
wards, assistance efforts are of an emergency nature. This
emergency phase usually takes place away from the actual settle-
ment site at some location near the border croussing-point. Its
focus is on meeting the immediate survival needs of the refugees,

While manv of the refugees who eventually become residents
of an organized settlement may come directly from an emergency
relief phase, others may come via an interim care-and-maintenance
phase. In this interim phase they continue to be dependent on
food rations and other assistance for periocds that can stretch
out to many years. Recently, effcrts have been made to develop
programs in this phase which can make the refugees more self-
reliant, usually through some kind of income-generating activity.
Unfortunately, the success of these programs to date has been
very limited. Many of the world's refugees (perhaps a majority)
currently remain in this interim state, awaiting some durable
solution for them while the emergency ghase recedes into the
hast.

It should be pointed out that not all refugee settlements
are begun with the agreed upon goal of attaining a durable solu-
tion for the refugees. In scome cases, most prominently in the
Sudan, host governments may limit the goal of a settlement to

attaining economic self-sufficiency for the settlers, while
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making it clear that it has intention of accepting them
permanently., However, for most of the oclder settlements the
question of whether the refugees would eventually become citizens
of the host country or not was left undecided at the onset,
pending further consideration and negotiation.

In this chapter, we describe the events which should ideally
take place in a settlement as it proceeds from crxreation to an end
peint of full integration into the host country. This will
provide the reader with an overall framework in which to consider
the more limited processes which have occurred in reality.

Conceptually, there are two main phases in the creation of
an crganized refugee settlement scheme: (a) the land settlement
phase to assist the refugees to settle on the 1and and become
self-supporting, and, (b) the consclidation and integration phase
to complete the development of the settlements infrastructure, to
promote a sense of community, and to integrate the settlement
into the larger economic, sccial, administrative, and political

life of the host country.

A. THE LAND SETTLEMENT PHASE

Site selection, one of the most critical decisions which
determines a settlement’'s viability, is done at the very begin-
ning of this phase. A site which has poor scils, or insufficient
rainfall, or cone which lacks adequate drinking water, or one which
placed next to hostile neighbors is going to face tremendous odds
in ever becoming successful. Site selection is often made 4diffi-

cult by the lack of good data on prospective sites. However,
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even the kind of "guick-and-dirty" studies which are possible
have some’cimesnct been done due to a lack of appreciation of the
dire consequencéé of selecting a poor site. Ultimately, site
selection is the perogative of the host country government, al-
though international agencies often play a major role on survey
and selection teams.

Once the site has been selected, the refugees are moved onto
the land allocated by the host country government. The land
normally requires clearing and preparation prior to planting
crops. Most of this work is generally done by the refugees
themselves although they are sometimes assisted by local hired
labor or through the use of tractors or other mechanical
equipment. The refugees are provided seeds, implements, and in
some instances, fertilizer. The goal of this assistance is to
help the refugees tc become self-supporting primarily through
agriculture, animal husbandry and other agriculture-related
income~-generating activities.

The process of putting in the settlement’s infrastructure
also gets under way at this time. This generally includes such
inputs as roads, health and education facilities, administrative
and maintenance centers, and drinking water.

Food rations are typically provided by the World Focod
Program (WFP) in declining amounis over time as the refugees
clear the land and increasingly meet their own food needs. Under
ideal conditicns, WFP assumes that food assistance will be needed
for a period of two years -- "for the agiicultural settlements,
food would be distributed for two years: 12 months full ration,

6 months semi-complete ration, and 6 months partial ration,®
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(Worid Food Programme, 1983). By the end of this time it is
hoped that the settlement will have achieved food self-suffi-
ciency. Some settlements have followed this ideal timetable, but
many have experienced delays for years, while others may never
reach this goal.

Establishment of a rural refugee settlement involves moré
than merely giving the refugees land, a hoe and seeds and then
watching an agricultural community come into being. There are
many design and policy considerations that need to be addressed
at the onset. The following is a list of £ifteen such
considerations that a UNHCR specialist has singled ocut for
attention in the setting up of a refuges settlement (many of
these peoints will be discussed in more detail later in this
report). These include:

a) The fundamental purpose of the settlement itself, the

level of development to be achieved at handover and the

tarcet date for handover to local government
administration,

b) The eccnomic basis of the settlement taking into ac-
count the land, skills available among the refugees, and
marketing potential. As agriculture production, usual-
ly based on food crops, constitutes the basis of the
refugee settlements (at least in the first years),
special attention should be paid tc farming organ-
ization, land clearing, and procedures to maintain or
even increase soil fertility through crop rotation,
intercropping, and use of manure and fertilizers.

c) Secure access to land, which might serve as an
incentive to higher agricultural production and greater
settler satisfaction. Local customs and national laws
on land tenure have to be taken into consideration.

d) Optimum size of the settlement taking into account
management constraints, the experience of local commun-
ities in the area, and the maximum carrying capacity
of the proposed sites.

e) Population growth., Land should also be made available
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f)

g)

h)

3)

1)

n)

to cover the natural growth of the population at a given
planning horizon.

Level of services and their organization (health, water

w——

supply, education, agriculture, extension work) should

be planned in such a way that they can be easily
administered after handover to the government because
they will fit into the existing administrative
framework.

Technology: An unsuitable technological choice can
negatively affect the self-reliance of a rural communi-
ty and even destroy its social, ecnlogical and econo-
mic basis. An appropriate technolcgy, on the other
iiand, should be controlled by the local people (in
terms of repair and maintenance) and should benefit the
whole community.

Participation of nationals in the project. Very often
it is desirable that the surrounding population also
benefit from the facilities provided for the refugees.
The number of nationals benefitting from the project,
and the level of assistance to be provided, should also
be decided upon.

Community development and social organization of refu-
gees. It 1is desirable that refugees participate in the
management of the settlement from the outset, through
committees, cooperatives and specific groups, such as
women's associations, recreation clubs, etc.

The level of material assistance such as clothes, food,
kitchen and farm implements, blankets, hut-building
materials, etc. to be given to the refugees should be
determined.

Implementation of a strict policy of distribution and
termination of the rationing of food and other commodi-
ties should be based on the degree of self-sufficiency
refugees reach after each harvest.

Consideration cf a plan for "matching contributions®™ by
government and refugees, each bearing specific burdens
and responsibilities for project implementation.

Integration of the rural settlement project in regional

development plans. If there are projects in the region

for nationals organized by other UN agencies, ways of
integrating refugee rural settlements with them should
be devised.

The procedures for handover of the settlement, includ-

ing the possiblity of pnased handover of sectors to
BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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local government for operation and maintenance once
initial establishment and installation has been
completed. (Diegues, 1981)

In teims of institutional roles, organized refugee settle-
ments always involve at least two main institutional entities,
and usually a third. The first two are the host countzry govern-
ment and the United Nations High Commisioner for kefugees (UNHCR)
which represents the international community. The third is one
or more of the international Non-Governmental Organizations
(NGO's) .

Responsibility for administration of the settlement lies
with the host government, although in practice a gocd deal of
this responsibility on a day-to-day basis may be handled by an
NGO, if one is involved. The host government may be represented
by either a regular local government official or by a special
settlement head representing the government’s national agency
responsible for refugees (in countries where one exists). Such
officials are responsible for law and order, adherence to any
special refugee legislation, interpretation of government poii-
cies, liaison with local and regional government authorities, and
other duties.

UNHCR, which is basically a non-operationzl agency, funds
and assists settlement schemes through a few standard mechanisms,
The main responsibility for implementing programs in the settle-
ment is normally borne by an agsncy known either as an operation-
al partner or as an implementing agency. The key distinction is
that an operational partner contributes some of its own rescurcss
to the project while an implementing agency is a sub-contractor

working for UNHCR. Implementation may be done either by a unit
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of the host government (which would be considered an cperational
partner due to the governments allocation of land for the
settlement) or an NGO.

A tripartite agreement between UNHCR, the host country gov-
ernment, and the NGO (or an equivalent agreement if only the host
government and UNHCR are involved) is generallvy the basic project
document for a settlement. For most of the recent settlements,
this document serves as the multi-year plan of operations, com-
plete with a time schedule, a budget, and definitions of the main
roles and responsibilities of the entities involved.

Once the initial design decisions have been made, the suc-
cessgful fulfillment of the day-to-day task of bringing them into
being depends heavily on the experience and quality of the pro-
gram implementers. In the early years there was a certain lack of
clarity about what working with settlements actually entailed. A
number of the organizations who were involved in these early years,
such as the International Labor Organization, the League of Red
Cross and Red Crescent Societies, and a number of NGO's, soon
found that this work did not fit well within their institutional
mandates and expertise. As a result, the numbers of organiza-
tions involved soon diminished,

For the 30 self-sufficient settlements that are our chief
concern, program implementation in 21 of them was handled by one
of only three crganizations. A Belgian NGO, Association Interna-
tionale de Development Rural Outremer (AIDR}, was the implement-
ing agency for seven settlements (four in Burundi, one in Rwanda

and two in Zaire)., The Lutheran World Federation {(LWF) has been
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the operating partner for six settlements in Tanzania (through
its affiliate, the Tanganyika Christian Refugee Service) and two
i Zambia (through the Zambia Christian Refugee Service}. Tne
Ugandan Government has been the operaticnal partner for seven
settlements for Rwandese refugees.

Utilizing a few proven agencies has cbvious advantages, such
as being able to build on previous experience. On the other
hand, it also reflects a significant problem for settlements
today, and for longer~term refugee assistance programs in gen-
eral. This problem is the relative lack of agencies with the
interest and competence to take on this kind of work. Most NGO's
who work with refugees are focused on the relief phase, and even
then concentrate on only a few sector areas {most frequently
health care). Settlements work calls for agencies who can make
longer term commitments, and who have staff with the wide variety
of expertise which this exercise in community building reguires.
Recently UNHCR has had some difficulty in finding a sufficient
number of qualified agencies to work with settlements in the

Sudan and in Somalia.

B. THE CONSCLIDATION AND INTEGRATIOH PHASE

Consolidation and integration, the second phase in a settle-
ment's life, has two parts. The first, consolidation, is largely
internal. This refers to achieving settlement self-reliance and a
gense of being a community. The second, integration, is largely
external, and involves the settlement's relationship to the local
population, markets and towns, and to various levels of govern-

ment. While the two parts gensrally take place at the same time,
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problems with integraticn usually remain even after consolidation
has been completed,

Consclidation requires that the settlement be able to stand
on its own. Its eccnomic viability entails not only food
production but also some extra income from cash crops or other
income-generating activities., This allows for marketing and
exchange for basic requirements such as salt and sugar, as well
as the purchase of consumer goecds such as clothing, household
utensils, and agricultural tocls.

During this consolidation phase the basic facilities of the
settlement; such as schools and roads, should be completed.
Perhaps most important, the settiement should become a community
entity with its own leaders, decision-making committees and
councils, and the other attributes that allow it to handle its
own affairs.

No settlement, however, really stands alone. It must depend
on the local government for many of its services and for much of
the upkeep of its infrastructure. To thrive, it must also Le
part of the larger local economy. It is therefore important that
the refugees be perceived as valuable and contributing members of
the regional and national community through participating in
markets, providing goods and services, and paying taxes and fees.

Such integration is directly related to achieving a durable
solution. The settlement should be assimilated into the re-
gion's development plans and administrative framework, and in
order to reach the status of a durable solution, the refugees

should have standing and legal rights equivalent to those of the
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local inhabitants. In both ideal and practical terms, integra-

tion should includz citizenship. "Refugees are aliens, they are
'guests,' they are not voting citizens, and they have little or

no political leverage." (Coat, 1978).

The handing over of a settlement from UNHCR to the host
country government is a key indicator that a major portion of
this consolidation and integraticn process has cccurred,

Ideally, international a.. stance should end at this point as

the settlement's infrast_: ucture is firmly in place, and the host
country government takes over responsibility for the operation of
this infrastructure.

This ideal has not been realized in most instances, and the
term handover itself can therefore be misleading by implying a
completeness and formality to this transition which is not usual-
ly the case. At least 21 of the 3@ core settlements received
renewed assistance after handover, and most have been handed over
informally, and often piecemeal, as international assistance was
phased down as each input was completed.

Given this information, perhaps the term "handover without
phase-out" would be more accurate than "handover"., However, as
handover is the term commonly used, we will continue to use it as
well, with the understanding that it demarcates the (sometimes
blurry) point at which international assistance for the creation
of a settlement has been completed and the host country has

assumed the major responsibility for its ongoing needs.
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CHAPTER II:

REVIEW CF THE EXPERIENCES OF THE OLDER SETTLEMENTS

A. THE TRACK RECORD FOR ATTAINING SELFP-SUFFICIENCY

In this report it has not been possible to independently
evaluate the self-sufficiency of refugee settlements., Instead,
we have relied on UNHCR's standards and reports regarding a
settlement's dependency or self-sufficiency. To the extent that
this introduces socme bias into the analysis, most of those
interviewed in the course of the study felt that it is probably
in the directicn of underestimating the number of self-sufficent
settlements at any time. These persons argue that UNHCR is
more likely to declare a settlement self-sufficient some time
after it has actually acheived this status rather than too early.

The starting point for our analysis of older refugee
settiements is a 1982 UNHCR report (Heidler, 1982) and its accom-
panying table, "UNHCR-Assisted Rural Settlements -~ Situation at
the Beginning of 1982.7 The table lists 107 settlements in

Africa which were in existence between 1961 and 1882. 0Of these:

Table I

21 were closed due to repatriation with 7 being self-
sufficient before being cliosed

2 were abandoned
38 were self-sufficient (but 21 received renewed aid)
54 were not self-sufficient.
ig7 Total BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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While we have collected and analyzed a certain amount of
data on the 84 settlements which were still operating in 1982,
our main focus is on the sub-set of 30 settlements that UNHCR
had declared to be self-sufficient by 1982 or before. For the
most part we have been able to track their status into late 1984,
(See Table 11I, following page. More detailed histories of each
of these settlements are provided in the Appendix.)

Tae fact that 54 of the 84 settlements had not attained
self-sufficiency by 1982 does not seem very encouraging.
However, the Sudan is host to 36 of these 54. By splitting off

the Sudanese settlements from the others, a seemingly blezak

+

picture becomes brighter for the rest of Africa.

Table II
Rest of
Sudan Africa Total
Not self-sufficient 36 13 54
Seif-gufficient 1 20 21
but aid renewed
Self-sufficient 1 8 9
Number of settlements 38 46 84

Of the 38 settlements in the Sudan listed above (the 1384
total was 65), only the two oldest were self-sufficient in 1982.
These two are Rajaf, started in 1970, and the original Qala en
Nahal, begun in 1569. While old Qala en Nahal is not listed by
UNHCR as a recipient of renewed aid, it is so enmeshed with the
aid program at the new settlement that we have added it to the

"renewed aid" group. t has also recently received renewed WFP
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TABLE III:

REFUGEE SETTLEMENTS SELF-SUFFICIENT BY 1982

Host Name of Year of arrival/ Rumber of refugees
Country  Settlement Seif-suff, year and origin Comments
Burundi Muramba 1962-1969 9,900 Rwanda ) 1982 Team finds not fully viable; $773,000 for
" Kayongazi 1962-1969 5,300 Rwanda ) food production & marketing coops, vocational
" Kigamba 1963-1969 11,800 Rwanda ) training, technical exp. cen., school repairs,
" Mugera 1963-1969 18,700 Rwanda ) water pipes. $2.5 m for area hospital.
Tanzania Karagwe 1962-1966 2,500 Rwanda ) No recent aid. Incomplete naturalization
" Muyenzi 1962-1969 5,000 Rwanda ) only issue.
" Mwezi 1964-1971 3,000 Rwanda )
Uganda Oruchinga 1961-1974 4,750 Rwanda ) Major repairs needed due to 1979 Tanzanian
" Nakivale 1962-1974 8,405 Rwanda ) invasion., 1981 request by gov't to cover % of
" Kahunge 1963~1974 9,220 Rwanda ) some recurrent costs, $lm, 1982 attack on
" Ibuga 1964-1974 - 2,350 Rw & Sud) Rwandese in rural areas & on settlements causes
" Rawanwanja 1964-1974 2,820 Rwanda ) > severe damage & overcrowding. New settiement,
" Kyaka 1964-1974 2,230 Rwanda ) o Kyaka II plus repairs to 7 old ones to cost
" Kyangwali 1966-1974 9,465 Rwanda ) (@) $5.3 m in 1983-85,
Zaire Ihula 1561-1970 3,000 Rwanda ) tﬂ 14 years of no aid & Kalonge Tisted as abandoned. ~
" Bibwe 1962-1970 5,000 Rwanda ) 1 ICARA II request for $264,000 for schools & dis~
" Kalonge 1962-1967* 1,190 Rwanda ) E% pensaries not provided before.
Rwanda Mutara 1974-1977 3,100 Burundi - $300,000 for 84-85 to repair & increase water system,
;E build more schools, equip health center.
fanzania Ulyankulu 1972-1980 26,000 Burundi) < $27 m ICARA II request (includes Mishamo) for
! Katumba 1973-14978 74,000 Burundi) - primary coops, agricultural training & research,
‘Iﬁ roads, health delivery, water supply & education,
m  Additional $9 m from UNHCR for primary coops &
health & family planning., Cited serious jeopardy
to progress if preventive measures not taken,
Taire Mutambala 1976-1979 1,700 Burundi Onty educational scholarships since 1980.
sudan Qala en Nahal  1969-1975 34,000 Ethiopia Qala failed immediately after handover due to
water & tractor pool problems., Marginal now only
with NGO aid. Villages near food self-sufficiency.
Plots too smail for iong-term fertility.
)jiboutt Mouloud 1979-1980 90 Ethiopia no news in recent years.
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food rations as a result of the severe drought which is affecting
most of the Sudan. The other 36 settlements begun in 1977 or
later (1977-4, 1978-2, 1979-9, 19806-7, 1981-7, 1982-7) are still
dependent on aid.*

Arguably, part of the reason why these 36 settlements
had not reached self-sufficiency by 1982 might be that they simply
had not had adequate time to do so. However, our review of
information about these settlements indicates that it is unlikely
that any large number of them will reach self-sufficiency even by
1986, and many observers question whether the majority will ever

reach this goal unless they are radically altered.

Achieving self-sufficiency in the Sudan has been made
difficult by three major factors. First, the refugee situation
in the Sudan is not stable. In most years there have been
new influxes of refugees into both of the regions where most ¢f
the refugees are found. In some years these influxes have been
merely large, while in others, such as in 1984-85, they have been
immense. These influxes disrupt ongoing settlement programs by
diverting resources and perscnnel into the relief effort and the
opening of new settlements. Second, the Sudan is experiencing
its own major crises including the overthrow of the government,
civil strife in the south (which has caused its own refugee flow
into Ethiopia) and drought and famine conditions for many Sudan-
ese in seéeral regions. Third, Sudanese-government policies have

- — . — A A — — A — A e . — L — — - — - —— — A — T} D N} S — a2 D Aam W P TP 2 D R S e S o SIS M AT U Wb ST AN WD

* Settlements in eastern Sudan are for Ethiopian refugees and
the ones in southern Sudan care for Ugandan refugees. Generally
the ones in the south are doing better than the ones in the east.
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made matters worse. Several settlement sites in the east were
chosen against the recommendations of international survey mis-
sions. Many settlements in the east have also been provided with
plots of land one-third to one-sixth of the size needed for long-
term viability, while other settlements are hampered by title
disputes (Cree, 1983; WFP, 1983).

Nonetheless, any criticism about the Sudan's failure to
promote settlement self-sufficiency for most of the settlements
on its territory needs to be seriously muted because of its
commendable reccrd of humanitarian support for the principle of
asylum. Ravaged by drought and political instability, %the Sudan
"has opened its doors to a seemingly endless flow of refugees"
(UNHCR, 1985). Clearly this extraocrdinary generosity has had an
impact on its ability to assist refugees to self-sufficiency.
With stricter border controls, the Sudan might have limited its
refugee burden and perhaps achieved greater success regarding
settlement self-sufficiency.

The progress since 1982 of settlements in Africa outside of
the Sudan has been much better. ©Of the 18 settlements which were
not self-gufficient in 1982 (see Table 1IV), two are now "highly
self-sufficient"; eight are at the level of the local poepulation;
three were scheduled for handover by the end of 1985; and five
others expected gradual handover of certain sectors in 19%85. The
reccrd of the rest of Africa standing apart from the Sudanese
program appears to be one of reasonable effectiveness and

progress.
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TABLE IV

Settliements Not Self-sSufficient in 1982 (Other than Sudan)

Host Name Year 1982 Population Comments
Country Creatoed
Angola 1. Cassege 78 1,950 Zairians highly self-sufficient
2. Dongue 79 1,200 Zairians highly self-sufficient
3. Sta Bulalia 31 2,850 Zairians for numbers 3-6:
handover planned for 1984, but
evaluation in '84 decided
"additional relief and self-
sufficiency programmes needed... to
be viable,”
4. Cacanda 81 300 Zairians
P
o
5. Kitola 81 1,760 Zairians 8
11}
3 . J
6. Maua 81 219 Zairians g
=
Botswana 7. Dukwe II 8¢ 650 varied major increase in '83 to 3,700 §
Zimbabweans; 3 year drought; <
partial handover in '85 ItT)
Ll
13 . k3 [] m
Burundi 8, Bukemba 74 5,330 Rwandese conditions similar to other
Rwandese settlements
Swaziland 9., Ndzevane 80 5,200 South handover end '84 put off to 1/1/86

Africans

due to severe drought



Tanzania

Zaire

1d.

11.

13.

14,

15,

16.

}-7%

i8.

Kigwa

Mishamo

Kimbianga

Lundu-Matende

Mfuki

Birindi

Tole

POpo

Adranga

a8

78

78

78

81

81

81

81

70 varied

36,800

8,409

10,000

8,600

80,800

80,000

8Q,600

89,080

Burundi

angolans

Angolans

Angolans

Ugandans

Ugandans

Ugandans

Ugandans

244 refugees; urban self-employment
handover in 1985

for numbers 12-14:
1984 at level of local populaticon
but still need some maintenance aid

for numbers 15-18:

numbers dropping - a total of
45,680 in '84; expect 35,080 in '85
due to spontaneous repatriation;
expect gradual handover in '85
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B. ATTAINING SELF-SUFFICIENCY
This section includes:

2 A review of operaticonal problems in defining self-suffi-
ciency;

o A summary of the older settlements that were either
abandoned or which suffered major populaticn declines in
the process of reaching self-sufficiency, and the specific
factors that caused these problens;

¢ An elaboration of the nature of these various factors;

0 A description of UNHCR's Project Management System for

better design, monitoring, and implementation of settle-
mant schemes,

1. Operaticnal Problems in Defining Self-Sufficiency

UNHCR's own working definition of self-sufficiency has
undergone some modifications over time. In earliexr years, self-
sufficiency was usually only roughly defined by UNHCR. However,
there was a certain consistency in viewing it as more than basic
subsistence. Econcmic health was always considered paramount,
and social services for the settlements (such as health and
education) and ties to the local community were also consistently
promected.

More recently, UNHCR has taken what it calls the Basic Needs
Approach (BNA) towards designing a strategy for promoting self-
sufficiency:

"Basic needs, as the concept is used here,
refers to the minimum requirements essential for
decent human existence, including items of
private consumption (food, shelter and

clothing) as well as certain socially-

provided services (safe drinking, sanitation,
public transport, health and educational
facilities). In addition to these material
needs there are certain non-material needs

[participation, community development,
counseling].” {Bakhet, 1581}
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The Basic Needs Apprcach is a "country specific concept”
with objectives that should be within the host country's "rescur-
ces capacity, socio-economic aspirations and cultural values."”
Usually the aim is "to reach the level of living achieved by the
host communities in the vicinity of any given refugee settle-
ment." (Bakhet, 198l1) It is understood that differences in the
standard of living between host countries means that this level
will vary from country to country.

The Basic Needs Approach tries to provide the tocls to set
realistic targets for settlement viability and to measure and
monitor performance and progress towards these targets. This
usuallyinvolves:

aj selection of a core bundle of basic needs;

b) for each core item, specification of appropriate

indicators or attributes;

c) setting a time-frame for meeting Basic Needs targets;

d) formulating policies to achieve targets;

e) design or programs reflecting desired policies; and,

f) if necessary, monitoring performance and introducing

adjustments.

The Basic Needs Appreoach utilizes indicators to define mini-
mum standards of basic needs. These indicators can then be used
to measure access or lack of access to social services, the
provision and distribution of goods and services, and the levels
of economic output. They can also show which members of the
refugee vopulation are above or below defined minimum standards.

These indicators need to be measurable and easy to construct and
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use over time. However, according to UNHCR, "measurability is
not synonymous with quantification; measurements of changes can
be expresssed in non-gquantifiable forms without any loss of
validity.” (Bakhet, 1981) The Basic Needs Approach is a recent
development within UNHCR, and although it builds on past exper-
ience and practice as well as borrowing heavily from development
research, it will be extremely difficult to fully implement in
many cases.

Another especially practical approach to defining self-
sufficiency, and one that nicely highlights the relationship
between economic self-sufficiency and the broader self-
sufficiency needs of a settlement, comes from the the Sudan:

a) Dura [food] Self-sufficiency - An average refugee

family can produce a sufficient quantity of dura
[basic foodstuffs] off their allocated land to pay for
all costs of production and yet have enough left for
the family's annual consumption.

b) Family Self-Reliance - Dura self-sufficiency and enough
income from other sources to cover the costs for the
minimum household requirements (e.g. clothing and
bedding, fuel, household utensils,; grinding charges).

c) Settlement Self~Reliance -- Family self-reliance plus
an overall income surplus is generated which can cover
the operating costs for the minimum settlement
infrastructure reguirements in administration and
support services, water supply, education, health care
and sanitation. (Cree, 1983)

Clearly the target indicators for having reached self-

sufficiency will vary from one place to another. Nonetheless,
a definition of settlement self-sufficiency can be seen as
including reaching the economic level and general standard of

living of the local community and heing integrated into the

economic life of the area on a sustainable basis. In addition, a
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gsettlement should be able to produce sufficient government
revenues to allow the government to operate its standard set of
services for the residents of the settlement (e.g. health facili-
ties} and to maintain the settlement's infrastructure at a level
consistent with those elsewhere in the country. A settlement
that routinely required international assistance, or that was
experiencing a situation which required external assistance in
large amounts, could not be considered self-sufficient,

Problems have arisen increasingly in recent vears with
instances in which matching the target levels for a settlement's
selfi-sufficiency to the level of the local population may in fact
lead to renewed aid later., If the local level is marginal and
precarious, i.e., if one poor harvest can put people at risk,
then it may be necessary to raise the refugees above the existing

standard if one wishes o aveid renewed 3id. This is because the

[ )

refugees lack the accumulated resources and networks to weather
hard times.

However, raising these levels is fraught with difficulties.
it may create a situation of privileged refugees resented by the
local population that could impede integration efforts. "The
local population without exception takes a very keen interest in
everything done for the refugee group and watches closely for
signs that the outsiders are receiving privileged treatment”

{Holborn, 1975). Thus, assistance beyond the local standard of

l1iving can hardly be done for the refugees alone. This leads to

a dilemma where one must choose between leaving the refugees in
an unsatisfactory condition or engaging in developmental

pate

ass

stance for both refugees and the local population. A middle
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ground between these choices may be to accept that the refugees
will be more dependent on outside assistance than the local
population is, and to be willing toc periodically provide this

assistance as the need arises.

2. Settlements Which Were Abandomed or Which Experienced Major
Population Declines

A guick overview of the older refugee settlements might
give one the mistaken impression that self-sufficiency has been
attained more easily than has actually been the case. While the
clear majority of the older settlements were eventually declared
self-sufficient, it is well to recall the troubles which they
experienced on the way to that status. Half of the 30 self-
sufficient settlements experienced major difficulties and sharp
poprulation declines before reaching a stable level. Further,
another eight settlements were so troubled that they had to be
abandoned.*

The settlements in Burundi of Muramba, Kayongazi, Kigamba,
and Mugera all experienced large out-migrations in their early
vears. In fact, some of the settlements lost as much as 99
percent of their settlers due to poor soils, a desire to be
reunited with family members located in other asylum countries,
resistance to becoming farmers, and a lack of opportunities for

refugees from urban areas.

* Although our primary listing of settlements (Heidler, 1982)
lists only two abandoned settlements, our research indicates at
least six others have alsc been abandoned,
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In Tanzania, Muyenzi declined from 14,000 to 5,008 refugees
as settlers fled authoritarian officials and reunited with
scattered family members. In the late 1878's, Ulyankulu had its
population more than halved as a preventive measure to accomodate
inadequate soil and water resources.

Several settlements in Uganda had major difficulties, and
one was abandoned. In 1965, Kinyara failed and Ibuga had its
Rwandese refugee population leave (although they were replaced by
Sudanese refugees) because of a lack of water and community
facilities. Oruchinga in 1964 had 12,00¢ refugees but land for
only 5,800, and Nakivale peaked at about 30,000 before
stablizing at less than 20,000 settlers. Both settlements were
overcrowded because they were near the border and authorities
kept sending newly arrived refugees to them. Eventually their
excess populations were transferred to new settlements in the
north,

In Zaire, siz settlements - Kakobo, Mamba, Rambo, and
Lemera, Mulenge, Tshaminunu - were abandoned in the mid 1968°'s
when they became involved with the Congo rebellions‘and the host
government ordered that they be closed. Another settlement,
Kalonge, was initially thought to have been abandoned for the
same reason but survived at about one-third of its former size.
Two other settlements, Bibwe and Thula, were attacked by local
residents but survived. However, their combined populaticn
declined from 13,800 to 5,809 refugees. Lastly, Kanyama was
planned for 10,0309 Lumpa refugees but only received 758 as most
decided at the last minute to repatriate to Zambia.

Qala en Nahal in the Sudan virtually failed immediately
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after handover due to overly complex and highly capitalized
designs for provision of water and of tractor services.
Lastly, in Zambia, two settlements, Lwatembo and
Mayukwayukwa, were begun without soil surveys. Lwatembo
eventually was abandoned, and Mayukwayukwa proved viable only

after two-thirds of its population was transferred to Meheba.

3. Key Gbstacles to Attaining Self-sSufficiency

The history cf the oclder refugee settlements in Africa thus
indicates a number of factors which can be major obstacles to the
attainment of sélf—sufficiency by a refugee settlement. While
the following discussion is based primarilv on the experience of
the older settlments, written and interview information on more
recent settlements indicates that these lessons of the past have

considerable validity for more recent settlements as well,

a. &ite Selection

Proper site selection is critical for attaining self-
sufficiency. The three chief characteristics of a suitable site
are good soils, adeguate rainfall (or a source of irrigation
water), and sufficient drinking water. Simply put, these are the
primary and permanent factors that determine self-sufficiency.
211 other factors - such as plot size, overcrowding, refugee
attitudes, etc. - are secondary. If the seccndary factors are
positive, a settlement can speed on its way; if they are
negative, these factors can hinder the development of the
settlement., However, the key attribute c¢f the sgceﬁdary factors

is that they can be changed, improved or gcvercome 1f they are a
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hinderance. If permanent factors can be overcome at all, it is
only at prohibitive expense. If they are available but only in
limited amounts, then these limits will determine the viable
population capacity of the settlement.

In some host countries, "land is abundant...[and] its allo-
cation to refugees is not at the expense of neighboring na-
tionals™ (UN, 1984). However, such unused land may have been
avoided for good reasons, and may be remote or marginal. 1In
other countries, finding unused or unclaimed land may be diffi-
cult. Many of the settlements established in the 1968's were
either in countries with abundant land or those where land in
less populated areas (by local standards) was in the process of
being opened for new settlement. However, the future prospects
for suitable open land for refugee settlements are declining
because of very large population increases in Africa in the last
few decades; and similar increases are projected for the future.
Mors remote or marginal land with little pre-existing infrastruc-
ture may have to be pressed into service. Settlement activities
in eastern Sudan and in Somalia operate under such constraints.

Al though the cheoice of a settlement site rests with the host
government, it is exceptionally important that UNHCR and the
international donors take an active interest in the cecision.

The long-term consequences of a poor site choice can be extremely
expensive in monetary terms and in the labor, energy, and hopes
invested in trying to make a poor site workable,

As the overwhelming majority of refugee settlements in

Africa are based on agriculture, soil quality is of paramount
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importance. 1Into the 197¢0's many settlamenits, even major cnes,
were undertaken without adequate soil surveys. In some, CUrsSory
surveys were made that‘did not uncover all of the important local
variation which existed. 1In others, the expansion of a settle-
ment led into unsurveyed areas.

Soil surveys should be used to determine the limits of a
settlement's population, the size of its plots, and the nature of
its agricultural activities. Marginal soils are especially sus-
ceptible to rapid deterioration, so that good harvests of the
early years often cannot be maintained without measures to ensure
fertility. It may also be necessary to allow for variations in
plot sizes to take intec acccunt individual variations in the
gquality of soils on different plots.

Much cf the above seems obvious to the non-agronomist
authors of this report. Honetheless, it is not clear thet soil
surveys have yet been elavated to priority status. It is under-
standable that at the beginning of an influx, cr in the rush to
begin settlement, soil survevs may be neglected. However, soil
surveys can be deone very early in a settlement’s life, even while
refugees are arriving and plots are being cleared, if they are
considered a top priority.

The 1982 Mid-Term Review of Mishamo, Tanzania, {(conducted
years after problems with scil quality and rainfall led to tens
of thousands of refugees from Ulyankulu settlement being sent to
Mishamo) noted that after three and one-half years of Mishamo's
existence:

One-third of this area has been surveyed at semi-

detailed level, and about another third at reconnais-
sance level. With the exception of soil fertility
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(based on only chemical data), all other land qualities
were extrapolated.

i. The soils of the settlement vary greatly within

short distances and that the utilization of the semi-

detailed solil survey (FAO/NSS, 1978) for implementation

of the preject was not adequate; several villages have

had to be sited on very marginal soils...

ii. ...several families have had to be advised tc move

from their currently impoverished soils to better areas

- an idea that does not seem to be accepted by many.

iii. There seems to be an over-rating of the soil

suitability for some crops... People who have visited

Mishamo will have noticed...hananas ... doing not too

badly. This is fine as far as the first and possibly

the second crop goces... with time...nutrients

(especially potassium) will be depleted... the

crops will die out.” (UNHCR 19824)

If soil surveys at a settlement which received refugees from
another settlement because of soil problems "are not sufficient
to give a proper basis for project implementation,® {(UN 1982 4}
can soil surveys be said to be receiving adeguate priority?

Ragarding rainfall, while it is very difficult to do timely
meteorological surveys, it must be understcod that for rural
settlements, no rain means no crops. If the settlement is not
within an area that has been previously surveyed, cone must rely
on extrapolations from surrounding weather stations and on the
experience of local residents., A pericd of several years is
needed to begin developing harder data on the settlement weather
pattern and its microclimates. However, many settlements are so
clearly within, or beyond, the adequate rainfall zone that
detailed information is not egsential to making a proper site
selection in many cases.

Irrigation is, of course, an alternative to rain. The

complexities and difficulties of irrigated farming are well-known
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and it seems doubtful that a settlement based c¢n irrigation can
meet the operating costs and maintenance requirements without
continuous outside assistance.

Drinking water is likely to be the most immediate problem in
a new settlement and is likely to be addressed even before
investigations of soil and rainfall. Drinking water must be
continuously available for a settlement to function, whereas the
impact of inadequate soils or rainfall is more gradual and long-
term, as soil fertility declines or awaited rains fail to come,
Moreover, WFP rations can delay confrontations with soil and rain
problems.

The quality of drinking water can be a major problem.
Treatment of water or pumping from deep wells can be expensive and
the recurring costs may require repeated external assistance.
Problems with the repair and maintenance of water systems have
been a frequent cause of renewed aid to settlements after hand
over. The availability of drinking water has limited the size of
several settliements, and access toc water has repeatedly been a

point of conflict between refugees and local residents.

b. Relations with the Local Population and Government

While African naticns have often been generocus in providing
asylum to refugees, the record of the older settlements shows
numerocus cases of severe difficulties regarding integration.
Many settlements found themselves embroiled in the ethnic poli-
tics of the houst country, thus diverting energy from economic
activities and delaying self-sufficiency. Inveolvement in local

politics was the major cause for the abandonment ¢f several
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settlements. A number of the settlements which did not experi-
ence difficulties with their neighbor may have done so simply
becauyse their site was so isolated that they had few neighbors to

begin with.

c. aAttitude of the Refugees

Many settlements in their early years experienced refugee
resistence to any activities which might imply thac they were
putting down roots in the new land, rather than planning to
return home. This was especially pronounced in the case of
Rwandese Tutsi's, many of whom sought to forcibly regain control
of Rwanda. One outcome of the international friction generated
by the military activities of some of these Tutsi's was the
establ ishment of a UNHCR policy that refugee camps and settle-
ments should be moved away from border areas.

These Rwandese refugees in particular also experienced dif-
ficulties in changing from being primaxily pastoralists to be-
coming farmers, which many viewed as a lower status occupation.
This problem of changing livelihoods can also be seen in the more
recent settlements for refugees from Ethiopia in Somalia and the

Sudan, and for those from Uganda in southern Sudan.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

42



d. CQvercrowding

Once a settlement has ¢pened there is a great temptation to
continue to send newly arrived refugees (or spontaneously settled
refugees whco have been rounded up), to the site. The plan may be
to expand the settlement, or to use it as a transit center or
holding camp, while planning an additional settlement or hoping
for repatriation. The government is often reluctant to accept
the need for additional settlements, feels constrained by lack of
staff and resources, or is disinclined to go through the search
and negotiations required to provide another settlement site.
Sharp population declines may actually enhance a settlement's
ultimate viability. Overcrowding can be a sign of poor planning,
unrealistic beliefs about a settlement’s viable size or ability
to expand, or a failure to think clearly about a site's
functions. Sharp reductions in size may be needed to bring
available rescurces which ofter. were not surveyed in advance into
balarnce with the number of refugees. This process could continue
over many years if inadeguate provision has been made for mainte-
nance of soil fertility which would lower a settlement's carrying

capacity over time.

e. Agricultural Programs and Pclicies

Agriculture is the cornerstcne of most refugee settlements.
In addition to meeting the food needs of the residents, achieving
an adequate agricultural income is vital tc the development of
refugee livelihood. The sale of crops is a source of cash on
which other activities and employment depend. Many of the agri-

culture~-related problems of refugee settlements are connected
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with larger African problems; Africa is the cnly continent to
suffer declines in per capita agricultural production over the

past two decades.

(1}. Plot Size

A major problem seen in the field trips, and often mentioned
in reports, was that plot sizes have often been too small to
allow the refugees to maintain scil fertility by fallowing or
engaging in crop rotation. In other cases, plot sizes are too
small to allow a family to evaen feed itself, let alone practice
good soil management. This condition is further exacerbated when
some refugees receive plots which are smaller than the specified
size (Rogge, 1985) or when there is great variation in the soil
quality between equal sized plots. Inadequate plots lead to
subsistence farming with no ability to grow surpluses for sale.
Not only does this make for poverty for the family, but it also
reduces the economic locomotive effect that cash produces for the
settlement and the region, and makes it harder for the government
to recover its service costs through taxation and fees.

Small plot sizes can encourage deforestation with problems
of erosion and lack of fuelwcod. People may eventually begin to
strip ever-widening areas of vegetation. However, this appears to
be more of a problem for refugee camps in the emergency or care-
and-maintenance phases than for refugee settlements, as agricul-
tural settlements are usually in a better ecological balance with
their environment than are camps,

Inadequately sized plots make it almost inevitable that

children will have to move off their parents’ land., This may
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reguire moving to a new site, which may be many miles away in
some of the larger settlements, thus dividing the families.
Moving tc a new plot may be difficult if the refugees lack
citizenship, or identity papers, or are restricted to the
settlement. 1In cases in which many young people move away from
the settlement, the long-term viability of the settliement may be

questionable,

(2). Individual Ownership of Land

In Somalia, Tanzania, and Zambia, there have been nany
difficulties when authorities tried to require communal or CoOp-
erative farming, usually as a part of national policies. Like
pecple in general, refugees need incentives to work hard and
produce, and they may see little return through participating in
communal farming. The record appears to show no settlements that
achieved self-sufficiency while practicing collective agriculture
as the predominant farming model, and major increases in produc-
tion when refugees who were formerly forced to farm communally
were allowed to farm their own plots. 1In some settlements in
Tanzania, refugees were at pains to point out how much more
productive they were on their individual holdings than on communal
plots. Unclear title to the land can also discourage refugees

from fully committing themselves to agricultural production,
f. Community Facilities

The late 1%7¢0's saw the beginning of criticism about the

overconstruction of refugee settlements, particularly in Tanza-

45 BEST AVAILABLE COPY




nia., Critics felt this represented an over-emphasis con visible
capital pr@jects as opposed to a concern for ecconomic viability.
However, in the 19%60's, UNHCR was faced with the opposite
concern. I1n the settlements fox Rwan@ege refugees, delays or a
failure to provide community facilities contributed to delays in
the refugees beginning to work energetically towards self-suffi-~
ciency.

Community facilities play several important roles in settle-
ments beyond the obvious provision of health, education, train-
ing, etc. They give a sense cf permanence and acceptance to a
settlement -~ many refugees are not ready to accept their exile 3s
permanent, and a lack of facilities does not encourage putting
down roots. Refugees who leave th2 settlement because of thess
problems can create a burden on host country facilities outside
of the settlements., A related problem is that many ¢f those who
leave for this reason are persons who had been in the upper
socio~economic levels back in the home country. The skills and
leadership abilities which such people often possess can be of

great help to a settlement.

g. Other Factors

A number of other factors have been noted as creating diffi-
culties in attaining self-sufficiency, but have either been less
pronounced in their effects or have only been noted in a limited
number of cases. The ones below stand out in particular as being
likely to cause greater difficulties in the more recent
settlements.

one of these factors has been the lack of refugee participa-
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tion in determining the priority needs which assistance programs
are to address, and of refugee input into the design and imple-
mentation of such programs. This often reflects an attitude by
gsome hoest government officials that refugees are gussts who
should not contrel affairs which cccur in the host country.
However, even NGO's which advocate refugee participation on paper
often fall short of this ideal in practice.

Too often, those who make the key decisions regarding the
operation of settlements see refugee involvement in this process
as & hinderance, nct a help. What is not adequately realized is
that most of the work in a settlement is typically done by the
refugees on their own initiative. In most of the clderx
settlements, the problems with top-down management were nct
intrusive enough to prevent the refugees from getting on with

their own business, but they did represent a wasting of the

i

e

limited resocurces available to refugee assistance programs,

Selecting the proper level of technology for a settlement's
operations, especially regarding agriculture, is an area which is
likely tobe a problem in the more recent settlements. As the
overwhelming majority of the older settlements have relied on
traditional rainfed agriculture, the primary pocint of contention
has been whether fertilizers should be provided to the settlers
or not. However, for settlements in places such as Somalia and
eastern Sudan (and which are often sited on very marginal land),
the guestion of the appropriateness of mechanized, or even
irrigated farming is likely to become mcre contentious. Certain-
ly the experience of Qala en Nahal, which has required the on-

going presence of an NGO {Euro-Action Acord) to assist with its
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mechanized farming scheme, does not give cne optimism about the
sustainability of such programs. As most African host countries
are in the midst of their own economic crises, including the lack
of hard currency to finance out-cf-country procurement, it is
difficult to see how settlements for non-citizens can have their

own procurement needs met by the government or the host country's

private sector.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

48



4. UNHCR's Proiect Management System

Discussing the problems and failures of settlement schemes
in Zambia in the late 1968's and early 1974's, T.F. Betts (1980)
noted:

The causes of these failures ave not hard te [find] -~ the
initial ignorance ¢f UNHCR in the 1968s, and of its field
officers, of rurael living and the detailed requirements of
successful settlement; the hesitancy arising from the expec-
tation of early repatriation; and the inadegquate technical
assessment ¢f the proposed settlement areas.

In the mid-1976's, UNHCR was confronted with majorx
difficulties at two of its largest settlement schemes -~ Qala en
Nahal and Ulyankulu. Qala en Nahal experienced disaster and near
abandonment shortly after handover because local authorities
were late in allocating fuel for mechanized plowing, and because
its sophisticated water system lacked fuel and spare parts.
Ulyvankulu had to have its population more than halved due to
inadaquate water and soil resources. Inadequate technical
assessment, and poor planning and implementation contributed to
the difficulties at both settlements.

As a result of sharp donor criticism of such operations,
UNHCR initiated the Project Management System (PMS) which
had its initial application in 198@8. PMS has four main elements
- project formulation with improved technical input, monitoring
and reporting of progress, formal project evaluation, and im-
proved project implementation.

PMS relies heavily on technical expertise from the UN sys-
tem, NGO's and outside consultants. A Specialist Support Unit

created in 1982 "assists with in-house specialists on planning

and design of rural settlements," (UNHCR, 1983a). Improved pro-
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ject formulation also involves setting specific project obiec-
tives, detailed descriptions of activities, clear budgets, and
accurate time-schedules. "The formulation of indicative multi-
year plans of operation is encouraged, especially for those
projects leading directly to self-sufficiency such as organized
rural settlements," (UNHCR;, 1982a).

PMS also "requires careful monitoring of progress and
financial control through periodic review," (UNHCR, 1984a).
Standardized reporting formats were developed: year-end self-
evaluations by the implementing agency; mid-project reviews of
selected larger, usually multi-year activities to be done by the
implementing agency, and UNHCR headquarters field offices; and
for major programs, end-of-project final evaluations to be
conducted with the assistance of outside expertise.

Lastly, "efforts to improve the implementation of projects
continue to be a major preoccupation. Sometimes, the needs of
refugees outstrip the available implementing capacity,” (UNHCR,
1983a). To assist its implementing partners UNHCR has resorted to
the following methods: financing specific posts in the imple-
menting agency in such fields as accounting, project control and
program monitoring; "reinforcing core government personnel with
seconded or specialized staff"; more training of implementing
partners; and greater use of specialists, experts, and consul-
tants to advise on implementation. "Sometimes, circumstances are
such that UNHCR is obliged to play a more directly operational
role for a limited period of time," (UNHCR, 1983a}.

PMS is an indication that UNHCR learned from its early
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experiences and from itsg critics, However, it is too early to
know if the results of PMS projects will be any hetter. Few of
the settlements in which it has been utilized have had enough
time to reach self-sufficiency. 1In addition, the numerous
problems with the settlements in the Suadan suggest there may be
limitations on what an improved proiject management system can

accomplish.
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C. ISSUES IR THE HARDOVER AND IMMEDIATE POST-HANDOVER PERIOCDS
The following sections examine issues which have arisen in
refugee settlements at the time of handover and in the immediate
post-handover period. These include:
- The timing and criteria for handover; and,
~ Specific management problems and an exploration of
what steps might be taken to help alleviate these

prchklems.

i. The Timing and Criteria for Handover

The timing and criteria for handover have generated consid-
erable tension in a number of situations, and the desire on the
part of some in the international system (and in UNHCR in parti-
cular) to seek more technical, gquantifiable standards on which to
base these decisions,

Part of this tension is prebably an inevitable result of the
differing roles and perspectives of the key players involved,
Donor countries are generally seen as being advocates of an early
handover date, with a concern that ocutside aid not be continued
at substantial levels beyond the time period which is necessary
to put the settlement on a firm footing. Host country govern-
ments are often described as having more of an interest in a
later handover date. Their concerns may include insuring that

they are not stuck with the bills for inputs which should

(1]

have been completed before handover, that the recurring costs ©
b o

the settlement are not geoing toc be a drain »n national rescurce

0

and, on some coccasions, a desire to maintain international as-

sistance (including as a source of hard currency) in times of
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economic decline. In such situations, UNHCR can find itself
caught in the wmiddle, brokering between these two points of view.
In those instances in which a Non~-Governmental Organization (NGO)
is involved, most cbservers tend to see the NGO as supporting a
later date. This may be based in part on concern that the set-
tlement have the best possible chance for success after handover
by insuring that all inputs are in place and functioning before
handover. According to scme, it may alsc reflect an NGO's desire
to continue its own operations in the field.

It is interesting to note that in the instances of handover
which we were able to study, the economic self-sufficiency of the
refugees themselves did not appear to have been a major factor in
determining the timing of handover. In most cases the refugees
nad attained self-sufficiency several years before the actual

handover date., Rather, the focus of discussions primarily

(9]

oncerned the gquantity and quality of the infrastructure of the

“
ettlem

]

]

nt, with the handover date being set to reflect its
completion. The readiness of the host government to assume
functions previously handled by other entities, including
providing government staff for administrative positions and the
existence of financial mechanisms to cover the recurring costs,
was also a factor.

This analysis does not give one optimism that the creation
of more technically-based and value-free criteria for the timing
of handover can easily be accomplished, or would be that useful.
Disagreements principally relate to basic design questions such
as whether the level of inputs to be provided for refugees should

53 BEST AVAILABLE COPY



differ from that provided for the average citizen, the
sustainability of different types of inputs, the question of
whether one can "buffer™ a settlement against a pocst-handover
decline by raising the level of input prior to handover, and many
others,

One positive step in recent years has been UNHCR's efforts
to utilize the PMS system to establish target handover dates and
to identify the requisite infrastructure inputs at the time of
the creation of the settlement. This can at least set general

parameters for these discussions,

2. Management Issues at Handover
a. Lack of Adequate Numbers of Trained Staff at Handover

This is especially likely to be a problem in cases when the
implementing agency in the settlement has been an NGO, which is
now nhanding over its functions to an arm of the host country
government.

One would naturally expect to see some decline in the
efficiency of any oparation when many experienced key staff are
replaced simul taneously by new personnel. For refugee
settlements, this problem is aggravated by instances in which the
new personnel themselves are in greater need of training and
initial support than those of host government staff in other
parts of the government,

Refugee settlements have not always attracted the best qual-
ity host country staff. Few host country perscnnel seek a career
in refugee service. A host country which is short of competent

administrative talent and technicians for its own overwhelming
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development needs will often give low priority to staffing a
settlement for foreigners., Further, many settlements are in more
remote regions, which may have few amenities. Finally, in some
cases, the new staff arrive scant days before, or sven after,
handover, while the contracts of most expatriates expire soon
after handover, if not before.

Suggestions for improving this situation were raised by a
number of those consulted during this studyv. One suggestion was
to extend the contract length of key implementing agency employ-
ees to allow for their presence in the settlement for some months
after handover. This would, of course, reguire that such persons
be able to provide advice and information without seeking to in
effect retain their old positions. Another opticn is the in-
creased use of refugees in mid- and upper-level management posi-
tions. Such persons are likely to remain in the area after
handover and therefore can provide administrative continuity as
well as making it easier for refugees to know of important set-

tlement issues and have a voice in resclving them.

b. Failure to Put Mechanisms in Place Pricr to Handover to

Cover the COperating Costs of the Settlement

During the pre-handover period, the true recurring costs of
running many programs are not always clear. As long as interna-
ticnal assistance is continuing, programs may be subsidized in
ways that do not become apparent until such assistance is
withdrawn.

Recognition of the full extent c¢f these costs often occurs
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after handover. The government must then bear the brunt of
refugee resentment when it begins to impose taxes, user's fees,
etec. due to its lack of funds to maintain these programs.

A related problem can be the lack of a clear understanding
between UNHCR and the host country government about how revenues
collected by the government from the refugees will be used to
benefit the refugees, especially in covering these cngoing costs.
in the cases for which we were able to obtain information, refu-
gees in settlements which have been handed over are paving taxes
and providing other government income {through such mechanisms as
parastatal sale of creps) at a level eguivalent to or above that
of local citizens., However, in some instances a disproportionate
amount of these monies are said to be spent ocutside of the
settlement.

It is reascnable to assume that the government can cover the
recurrent costs for those settlement services which it routinely
provides to its citizens elsewhere as long as refugees are pro-
viding comparable government revenues. For any non-routine ser-
vice, such as for the use of tracters, it would be helpful if the
special funding mechanisms reguired could be instituted priocr to
handover. This may ease the jolt which may now occur after

handover and allow for sufficient time o work out what level of

h

user's fees for example, are required to cover the true costs.
it would be helpful to work through this difficult process while
UNHCE, and any NGO operational partners, still have staff in the

field to offer technical assisgstance.
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Co Attaining a Reasonable Life Expectancy for Eey Egquipment.

4 recurring problem in settlements after handover is the
early demise of equipment such as water pumps and vehicles.

The main source of this problem is the lack of spare parts and of
adequate maintenance (although the improper seizure of these
assets by local authorities has also been a factor in some
cases).

Givan the high costs of c¢reating settlements in which these
pieces of eguipment playacritical role, it may be cost-
effective for UNHCR and donors £o provide some limited post-
handover assistance as a routine measure to address these 248,
Suggestiocns from the field include the ongoing use of an NGO, or
some other c¢rganization with access tc hard currency, to provide
spare parts beyond those provided at handover {as well as concern
that the handover stock be sizable and appropriate). & second
suggestion is the implementation of programs for mechanics
training by a skilled mechanic (and possibly pest-handover

supervision of mechanics in the case of very large settlements).

d. Prevention of the Stripping of Settlement Assets.

Items which can be physically remov¢l from a settlement have
been known to present "targets of opportunity" for local offi-
cials and powerful citizens after handever., In such cases the
refugees themselves are hardly in a position to protest their
actions. The withdrawal of outside staff, and the infreguent
nature of visits by UNHCR staff which has often been the case
post-handover, gives the refugees few channels to register their
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complaints,

Clearer contracts regarding the end-use and disposition of
these items, arrived at in advance of handover and in detail
between UNHCR and the host government, may help tc deter these
actions, and to allow for stronger central government action to

remedy this problem once it has occurred,
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D. ABUSE OF POWER AXD REFUGEE PRCTECTION AFTER HAKDOVER

The handover of a refugee settlement, with all of the pomp
and cerenony which may accompany it, is fregquently seen by out-
siders as a day on which refugees should feel pride at their
accompl ishments in the country of asylium, Too often, however,
this day marks the beginning of a difficult period for the refu~
gees in a number of respects.

Central to these potential difficulties is the fact that
international attention to the needs of the refugees markedly
diminishes after handover. At the same time, there is no cor-
responding increase in their rights and status as residents of
the country of asylum.

Prior to handover, a settlement's administrative personnel
may have included a number cf NGO in important positions,
as well as the occasional presence of a UNHCR staff perscn. Some
cf the better known settlements have also received a stream ¢f
outside visitors, both national and international. This has had
the effect of increasing the extent to which the management of
the settlement has been monitored by outside persons,

aftery handover, the settlement is often le=ft more or less
cn its own, with no NGO staff and, in many cases, no active field
presence by UNHCR. The net effect is to concentrate tremendous
discretionary power in the hands of a few persons, and often to

alsc reduce the numbers of avenues for refugee input into the

[

administrative system, While many persons who come into posi-

tions of power in the administration of a settlement perform

o
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admirably, in th cases where such power is abused,
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there may be little counterbalance or deterrence to such abuse.
As refugees everywhere are well aware, there is a large gap
between the provision of rights on paper and their existence in
the field. Effective protection for refugees is more often a
function of preventing abuses rather than of punishing the guilty
parties after the fact. Unfortunately, this may not be reflected
in the structure of some UNHCR Branch Offices. Most of the work
of a Protection Officer often concerns cases that come to his or

her attention in the capital city. Much less priocrity may be

ot

given to establishing a regular physical presence in the camp or
settlement to see that such abuse does not occcur in the first
place.

A review of some of the problems identified by refugees
themselves may give a clearer picture of the kinds ¢f potential
abuse which may occur. Arbitrary arrest and the threat of expul-
sion of the refugees from the area, if not from the country, were
noted. Corruption through the requirement of paying sizable sums
of money for services which were supposed tc be free was often a
problem., An especially disturbing abuse was the reported predi-
lection of a particular settlement commander for reguiring that
voung girls sleep with him in order to obtain places in secondary
schocls. Examples of problems which relate to the lack of citi-
zenship for the refugees and their lack of political clout in-
clude the inability of refugee primary school graduates to attain

place in the secondary schocl system (one settlement hadn't

o]

o]

laced a student in a2 public secondary school in almost 5 years).

Another problem noted was the lack of refugee input intoc how the
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monies which they paid in local taxes and other government rev-

enues were to be used.

The danger for the refugees lies in the assumption that "no
news is good news" regarding these settliers. Much like in the
case of spontaneously settled refugees, there is a tendency to
assume that because one hasn't heard of problems, things are
probably all right. The reality may simply be that the refugees
lack channels for effectively communicating their concerns to

authorities outside of their local area.
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E. THE DURABILITY OF INPUTS INTO REFUGEE SETTLEMENTS

1. The Durability of Settlement Infrastructure and Services After

Handover

Information about the status of infrastructure and services
in settlements after handover is sketchy at best. For those
settlements which have not experienced some post-handover
catastrophe, visitors with an interest in this question are few
and far between.

It might seem reasonable to 100k at the projects which have
been proposed for a number of settlements after handover to learn
more about post-handover needs. 1In reality, one should be very
careful about drawing conclusions based on these projects.
Refugee assistance programs in general do not do a good job of
designing projects based on systematic needs assessments and
project feasibility studies. 1In reviewing recent proposals for
assistance to settlements after handover (including a number of
ICARA II projects), it was discouraging to note the general
absence of systematic project planning. The usual rationale for
the lack of planning in refugee situations, "We Jjust didn't have
time for it because of the emergency nature of our work," is
hardly avplicable to settlements which in some cases have been in
existence for a decade or more.

Given this lack of information, it may be worthwhile to
review the information and impressions gathered through field
visits to sites in Burundi, Rwanda, and Tanzania, and a review of

the existing literature undertaken as part of this study.
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Vehicles, tractors, and other machinery which require fuel,
maintenance, and spare parts were observed to have relatively
short life expectancies. Lack of trained mechanics, of hard
currency, and of mechanisms for obtaining fuel and spare parts,
all contribute to this problem, as can an attitude of
inattentiveness to the maintenance of public property. As noted
earlier, there have alsoc been instances in which vehicles and
other inputs have been removed from the settlement after
handover, or appropriated for personal use. Taken together,
these factors indicate that those settlements whose future
depends heavily on mechanized farming, or on maintenance of roads
through the use of heavy machinery, are likely to have serious
prokblems which may require renewed aid.

Systems based on the use of diesel or petrol water pumps
face similar problems. It is rare to find examples of drinking
water systems using such pumps which are still functicning long
after handover. In many instances the refugees have reverted to
taking their drinking water from local streams, with all of the
predictable health problems.

Seriocus problems are also experienced with the durability of
those innovative programs undertaken before handover which are
not part of the standard set of sexvices provided by the host
government, Literacy programs, women's groups, day-care centers,
and agricultural field research and extension services seem to
have markedly declined or ended soon after handover. 1In a number
of cases, refugees reported that many of these programs were
desirable and had been effective when in operation, but simply

could not be sustained after handover, primarily because of lack
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of staff. Many felt that such programs were less critical once
the settlement was on its feet than in its early years. Day-care
proarams are a good example of this kind of program. Most women
interviewed in settlements which had had such programs in the pre~
handover phase felt that they were of great help in the first few
years when land clearing and preparation were difficult for women
(who often out-number men in the settlements) to undertake, but
were less needed later. The idea that such innovative programs
would be carried on by the refugees on a self-help basis seems to
have been unrealistic in most cases.

Refugee health care often receives what some have argued is
an inordinate amount of attention in the early years after the
refugees arrive. This may partly reflect the tendency of those
from Western countries to over-emphasize the extent to which
health care is a problem for refugees, based on repeated over-
exposure to fund-raising activities utlizing images of helpless
refugees, Part may also be due to the lack of experience which
many Western medical staff have with the realities and
limitations of medical care in the Third World. 1In defense of
setting standards for refugee health care which are above that of
the host country, it might be argued that refugees initially have
unusually extensive health problems, and that the provision of
such health care may be reassuring to them in a new setting. It
is clear is that the level of health care provided to refugees is

ften a major source of resentment towards refudgees on the part
cf local citizens (albeit much ameliorated when such citizens are

included as recipients of the services themselves).
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The experience of settlements post-handover indicates that
settlement health care facilities are limited by the same
problems which confront the host country in general. Drugs and
equipment are in short supply, as are trained, experienced staff.
Regarding staffing, there are instances where the training of
-refugee health workers before handover has eased this problem
incrementally. The increased emphasis by UNHCR in recent years
on training refugee primary health care workers may help improve
this situation in the more recent settlements. Another
possibility which was raised in field interviews is that the
staffing levels of health facilities in settlements may be raised
by the construction of more durable buildings, and in greater
numbers per capita, than may be the case country-wide. The
explanation given is that host governments often distribute their
available staff into the existing physical facilities., The field
visits and interviews did consistently report that host countries
were staffing refugee health facilities at a level comparable to
those in other parts of the country.

Primary education for refugees is rarely controversial.
Generally this is an area where the host country government is
heavily involved prior to handover, and any subsequent declines
appear to be mostly related to wear and tear on buildings, and to
country-wide problems of lack of furniture, books, and other
teaching materials. As with health care staff, host country
governments generally appear to be providing teachers in numbers,
and of a gquality comparable to elsewhere in the country.

More problematic is the question of post-primary education.

This is an area which consumes a major portion of UNHCR's yearly
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expenditures in many longer-term refugee situations. Scholar-~
ships to secondary sSchools, and even the heavy subsidization of a
college which caters extensively to the needs of refugees in one
instance (College St. Albert in Burundi), are highly visible
inputs. Such assistance has been criticized by some as being too
academically oriented, rather than focusing more on technical
skills., The concern is that this perceived academic focus may
add to the widespread problem in many developing countries of
unemployed persons who insist on white-collar positions while the
country suffers from a lack of skilled labor such as trained
mechanics. Some have also noted a lack of attention to the
compiling of data required in order to measure the proportion of
refugees who are receiving post-primary assistance in comparision
to this ratio for the overall host country population. One
result is that it may be difficult to refute accusations of
favoritism towards refugees.

Whatever its other merits, one may question the value of
post-primary education for the settlements themselves. Informa-
tion collected in post-handover settlements indicated that very
few refugee secondary school students, and virtually none of the
college students, ever returned to the settlement.

Transportation is a key problem for many refugee settle-
ments. As settlements must be placed on available land, which
normally means in the less populated areas of a country, they can
be poorly situated in terms of existing transportation systems.
This can be a problem not only in terms of the isclation which

refugees may feel, but also in terms of their ability to market
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their crops and obtain key inputs, such as fertilizer. The
maintenance of roads and of settlement vehicles declined in most
cases after handover. However, in instances when the refugees
have had a substantial amount éf a desirable commodity to market,
and the transportation obstacles have not been overwhelming,
their ingenuity and energy have cften solved the problem to some
extent,

One observation from the site visits is that refugees in the
main work hard and show initiative for activities which they can
see will be of direct benefit to them or their families, or in
some cases, to scme larger aggregate for which they have a close
affinity (such as other refugees who have come from the same
village back in the home country). Individual land holdings are
worked intensively, and entrepreneurial spirit is much in evi-
dence. What is not evidenced is much enthusiasm for "self-help"
programs that are actually the creation of those in the
assistance and/or government system. These often appear to the
refugees as efforts to coerce free labor for proliects that they
had little wvcice in creating,

A key conclusicn of these site visits is that host country
governments in general have been meeting the staffing and
supply needs of the various services provided in settlements at a
level comparable to elsewhere in rural sections «f the country.
What they have not done as extensively is to assist in the repair
and maintenance of settlement infrastructures. It is impor-
tant to note that this tentative conclusion is based mainly on
the experience of post-handover settlements in Tanzania, Rwanda,

and Burundi - countries which have had especially good records in
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terms of accepting refugees. The conclusion regarding staffing
and supplies might be less optimistic if there were more informa-
tion available regarding post~handover settlements in places

such as Uganda and Zaire where refugees have experienced major

integration problems.

2, The Implications of Post-Handover Decline for Pre-Handover

Assistance

What are the implications of the preceeding information for
considerations of the quantity and type of inputs that should be
provided to a settlement before handover?

One suggestion is that the importance of various inputs may
change as the settlement ages. The examples in our study suggest
that services such as education, health, and safe water supplies
are very important in the early years of a settlement. Refugees
are initially ambivalent about a settlement, often with dreams of
returning home. Education holds a high value for many of themn,
and may help persuade them to remain in the settlement. Health
facilities may be especially necessary to restore a debilitated
exile community to a productive level. Agricultural services and
extension can help convert non-farmers into cultivators and as-
sist experienced farmers to adapt to new crops, climate, and
conditions. However, with the passage of time, the decline or
absence of these services becomes more tolerable because they
have already performed a large part of their function.

The reaction of the refugees to the decline of certain
services and facilities also appears to change over time. Ini-
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tially, with clear memcries of better servicss, the refugees are

dissatisfied by the decline. After some years this view seems to
moderate. Most refugees interviewed in the course of this study

now compare their situation to that of the host country citizens

and appear in most cases to find it satisfactory.

The impact of the kinds of post-handover declines described
earlier appears to have a minimal effect on the economic self-
sufficiency of a settlement., A tentative hypothesis for why this
may be so is that the majority of expenditures for inputs before
handover may often go for items that are only very indirectly
related to the attainment of economic self-sufficiency, if at all,
A preliminary raview of the pattern of expenditures for
settlements in eastern Sudan, for example, concluded that
administrative costs and expenditures for infrastructure such as
education and health services far out-weighed spending for
agriculture, income-generating activities, and other programs
targeted on economic self-sufficiency. Most of those interviewed
in the course of this study, including many UNHCR, host country
government, and implementing agency staff, felt that this might be
true regarding the majority of refugse settlements. However, it
would be necessary to compile information now in pieces in various
locations (mainly within departments of UNHCR) in order to make a
more firm conclusion.

The standards for inputs for refugee settlements appear to
have changed somewhat over time, with a tendency towards becoming
more complex and costly. The frequently stated maxim that “the
level of refugee assistance should not exceed that available to

the local host population” has often been changed in more recent

69 BEST AVAILABLE COPY



settlements to read "not greatly exceed®,

A number of observers noted what they feel is a reversal of
the position of many host governments on this point, The tenden-
cy in earlier vears had been to restrict inputs in order to avoid
resentment of the refugees and to insure that the government
would be able to operate the infrastructure with the resocurces
that were likely to be available tec it. More recently, a2 number
of governments have sought to raise these levels significantly.

Part of the reason may be the desire of the host government
to assist the lowal population via international refugee assist-
ance., Host governments have become more aware of the possible
spill~over affects of the general coperating principle of UNHCR
that services for the refugees should be made available to the
local population as well. One result is that they may now advo-
cate a level which is perceived by the local population as a step
up for its own services. It is also thought that refugee settle-
ments may bring in new resources beycnd those normally aQailable
to the government which may help accelerate the development
process 1in the area around the seittlement.

In some places, refugee settlements have become showplaces
for the government., Government development plans may set target
standards that are simply out of the realm of possibility for
most of the count:ry, especially in these times of economic down-
turn for most of sub-Sahara Africa. Refugee programs often do
nct have the same limitations on funding which develcpment pro-
grams do, and may therefocre end up being held to these higher
standards in spite of their being in existence almost nowhere
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@lse in the country.

An argument freguently advanced in support of higher levels

is what might be called the "buffer thecry.” According to this

[

viewpoint, it is necessary to pitch the level of inputs prior to
handover artificially high (relative to those of the host country

in general) not only to help the refugees get off to a good start

;

in the early years, but also to cushion the settlement agasinst
teo precipiteous a decline after handover The thought is that
the buffer may:

1} slow the process of pest~handover decline, and

2) elevate the level at which a settlement eventually

stablizes after any post-handover decline.

It is very difficult to evaluate the first point. It would
seem that the construction of durable buildings, roads, etc. does
lengthen the time before repairs are needed. Other inputs which
require more continuous attention for theiy sxistence, such as
special programs, decline guickly enough that it is hard to sse
that buffering has bought any additicnal time.

The second point raised in suppeort of buffering reflects a
concern that unless pre-handover levels are raised, the declines
which take place after handover will end up dropping the level of
the settlement's services and infrastruckure below that of the
local population.
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s settlements which we were able toc study seem to
have stabilized in economic terms at a point egual to, or often

above that of the local pogulation. It is not c¢lear that buffer-
ing is the primary zeascn for this, among the many that might be

suggested. As noted earlier, it may well be the case that the
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kinds of inputs which go into a settlement before handover, ang
which therefore constitute the maijor portion of this "buffer®,
are not in the main targeted on economic gelf-sufficiency. Their
importance may be greater in terms of giving the refugees a sense
of community and in generating enthusiasm for remaining in the
settlament than in making the settlement ecenomically more via-
bhle., Economic viability may in fact be more determined by the
energy and commitment of the refugees, by site selection, and by
key policy decisions about such things as land ownership and plot
size than by inputs such as schools and health posts, as long as
these are provided at some minimal level.

An argument ralised against buffering is that it may itself
be the major factor in the creation of a post-handover decline
through setting pre-handover levels at a point where decline is
inevitable. Refugees may then suffer some psychologic and mater-
ial pain as inputs decline to the same point that they would
inevitably have reached anyway, given the limitations of the host
countrvy.

While the effort required te resolve these arguments
concerning "buffering® was beyond the limits of this study, it is
certainly worthy of further research and is likely to remain a

subject of considerable controversy.
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CHAPTER 1II: DISCUSSIOR

&. GRGANIZED REFUGCEE SETTLEMENTS: DURABLE SOLUTION OR
EXTENDED ASYLOM?

Local integration of the refugees into the host country is
often discussed today as the most viable dQurable solution for
refugees in Africa. Organized refugee settlements have
received considerable attention and funding as a mechanism for
attaining such a durable solution. Unfortunately, the hiétory of
African refugee settlements does nct support the view that most
settlements have either attained a durable solution, or are on
the way to doing so. For both the more recent settlements as
well as for the older cones, the view of handover and phase-out
that developed in the 1%6€°'s and earliy 1978°'s ~- UNHCR withdraws,
the host country assumes responsibility, and a durable soluticn
ig acheived -- has not held true., We would conclude that
organized refugee settlements are more accurately viewed as
variations of extended asylum than as a mechanism for attaining a
durable scolution,

Most of the more recent African refugee settlements are
viewed as “temporary” even when the prospect of voluntary repa-
triation is dim ozr nil and the refugees have had sanctuary for a
decade cr more, Scocial and political integration is rejected by
the host goveranment, which offers only temporary asylum and
insists that the refugees will eventually return home. This means
that even aftsr the passage of decades, the refugees and their
children remain aliens, and are still viewed as charges of the

international community by the host country government.

w3
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The clearest cases of such temporary settlements are found
in the Sudan. The Sudan has the largest number of refugee set-
tlements in the world, approximately 65 in 1984. It also ac-
counts for over two~thirds of the African settlements that are
functioning but which are not yet self-sufficient. Not only does
the Sudanese government view the refugees as temporary settlers--
despite the fact that some arrived as early as the 1966's--but it
has also chosen settlement sites known tc have poor prospects for
self-sufficiency.

For the older refugee settlements, there is evidence that
while many have made significant progress towards a durable
sclution, they cannot be said to have attained it fully, in spite
cof all of the time, effort, and experise that has been involved.
One indication is the renewed aid which over two-thirds ¢f them
received after handover. While our conclusion is that this aid
does not reflect any crisis in the economic viability of the
settlements concerned (with the exception of Qala en Nahal in the
Sudan), it does indicate that the transfer of responsibility for
the settlement from UNHCR to the host country government has been
less than complete.

It is in the area of political and legal integration where
these older settlements have most fallen short of a durable
solution. One interesting finding of the review of these settle-
ments in their pre-handover years was how often different settle-
ments faced serious setbacks, or in some cases were actually
abandoned, due to friction with the local population and govern-

ment. Perhaps it shcould not be surprising then that integration
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remains a problem for them todav.

while such integraticon is difficult to measure, a key in-
dicator is the offering of citizenship to the refugees. Our
review indicates that this is happening only in very exceptional
cases. Even in the most widely cited case of successful integra-
tion, that of Tanzania, the field visit noted that only a very
small percentage of the refugees from Rwanda have actually re-
ceived citizenship, and virtually none of those from Burundi.

This was surprising to many perscns even within Tanzania, as the

[z
ped

central government's public offer of citizenship to these refu-
gees several vears ago received wide publicity. In fact, the
reality that this decision had not been effectively implemented
in the £field caught even UﬁﬁCREﬁrsurpgisen and was only dis-
covered as a result of the threatened ezpulsion by the Tanzanian
government of refugees who had arrived from Uganda in 1982. When
UNHCR staff interviewed those persons whom the local officials
had rounded up, they discovered very few recent arrivals., Rather,
the great majority were refugees from the 1968°'s or even earliex
who had never received their citizenship papers, in spite of
repeatad attempts te do so. Whether UNHCR efforts to remedy this
problem in 1985 will be successful remains tc be seen.

Elsewhere in Africa, Botswana has granted citizenship to a
portion of the small number of refugees in its country, and a
limited number of Tutsi refugees in Burundi received citizenship
some years ado (although the Burundi government soon closed this
doocr and has shown little desire to reopen it in the forseeable
future). These few cases represent a small fraction of the

refugees in African settlements.
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In order to know the full significance of this lack of
citizenship for refugee settlers one would have to undertake a
more complete study of the situation in each of the host
ceuntries in guestion than was possible in this study (which has
focussed on questions regarding the attainment of self-
sufficiencyj. It is c¢lear that a major basis for the calls for
renewed post-handover aid is based on the fact that the settlers
remain refugees. However, more study needs to be given to

problems which surfaced in the course of this study such as the
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Yslek:] ck of refugee input into how their tazxes, etc. are
gpent, their zbility tc hold local office or even vote for
positions such as village chairman, possible restrictions on
travel or trade, limitations on the number of refugees which can
be empleyed in particular types of work (or even by refugee
assistance agencies) and their vulnurability to keing pushed out
of the country {as happened to some Rwandese refugees in Uganda
in 1982).

One concern raised by a number of persons interviewed in the
course of this study is that by providing post-handover
assistance, UNHCR may in fact be discouraging a durable solution.
The message may be that international aid can be previded as long
as citizenship has not been granted. Whether one agrees with
this position or not, it would be useful for there to be more
clarity about what kind of post-handover needs UNHCR would, and
would not be willing to address on princinle (as we have
attempted tc do in the following section of this chapterj). &

priority concern would be to try to identify the kKinds of
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assistance programs and policies which could contribute to,
rather than discouraging, attaining a true durable soclution.

Unfortunately, it is 1ikeiy that integration problems will
increace, not decrease, in sub-Sahara Africa in the forseeable
future, and thus make prospects £or reaching a Jdurable sclution
poorer. Two key factors are likely to be the poor economic
situation of most of these countries, and increased pressure on
the remaining uncultivated land resulting from population
explesions,

The eccnomic crisis faced by most sub-Sahaza countries,

while clearly aggravated by drought in manvy cases, has deep

e

roots, and there are few economists who arewilling to predict a
general upturn for at least a decade or more. Simply put, 2
decreasing pie is likely to make the prospect of sharing some
with a newcomer particularly unattractive.

Africa is also experiencing tremendous population increases
which show no signs of slowing in the foreseeable future. This
in turn is cutting dramatically into the amount of uncultivated
arable land. As such land becomes scarcer, the burden which
refugee settlements represent for host countries will markedly
increase and integration and acceptance of refugees in such
circumstances will become more difficult. UNHCR can ocbviously do
little about the decrease of available arable land. However, it
does need toc give more conscious attention now, while time is
available, to the study of how refugees can be ®"wedged in" in the
likely future scenarios in which it will not be possible to find
large amounts of contiguous available land for settlements.

Viewing organized refugee settlements as variations of
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extended asylum rather than as a mechanism for attaining a
durable solutionm is certainly not an encouraging state of affairs
for the international system, with its implicaticons for ongoing
aid. However, the unrealistically cptimistic assumption that 2
durable solution has been reached for refugee settlers ignores

the very real problems which these refugees face,

B. ISSUES REGARDING POST-HANDOVER AID
Introduction

As noted in Chapter I, handover ideally was meant to signi-
£y, among other things, that the host government was accepting
responsibility for the economic and material needs of the refu-
gees, making further outside assistance unnecessary. The reality
of the expsriences tc date with refugee settlements is consider-
ably more complex.

First of all, only 16 of the 30 settlements established
prior to 1982 which have been declared self-sufficient at one
time or another have actually been formally handed over by UNHCR
to the host government. Most have been handed over informally,
and often piecemeal. One result has been a certain lack of
clarity in many cases as to what are the respective post-handcover
responsibilities of UNHCR and the host government (1).

Secondly, (as shown in Table V), at least 21 of these 30

(1} This formal handover procedure may occur in a higher per-
centage of settlements in the future as a result of the
institution of the Project Management System {see Chapter
II). However, PMS may alsoc increase the amount of friction
between UNHCR, donors, and host country governments as
issues which previously could be quietly negotiated, or
ignored, may become subjects for official discussions.
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TABLE V

i - Mo Renewed Aid.

Etscha, Botswana 1,800
Moulard, Djibouti 99
Rajaf, Sudan 5,000
Karagwe, Tanzania 2,508
Muyenzi, Tanzania 5,000
Mwezi, Tanzania 3,000
Kanyama, Zaire 750
Mutambala, Zaire 1,790
Mayukwayukwa, Zambia 1,469

II - Minor Renewed Aid to Provide New Facilities or Repair 01d Ones.

Mutara, Rwanda 3,100
Pangale, Tanzania 5,000
Bibwe, Zaire 3,000
TIhula, Zaire 1,199
Kalonge, Zaire 70@
Meheka, Zambia 11,000

IIT - Major Renewed Aid to Improve or Maintain Economic Viability.

Muramba, Burundi 9,800
Kayongazi, Burundi 5,300
Kigamba, Burundi 11,727
Mugera, Burundi 18,692
Qala en Nahel, Sudan 30,000
Ulyankulu, Tanzania 26,008
Katumba, Tanzania 74,000
Cataractes, Zaire 109,099

IV - Substantial Aid to Restore Settlement to Full Functioning.

Oruchinga, Uganda
Nakivale, Uganda
Kahunge, Uganda
Ibuga, Uganda
Rwanwanja, Uganda
Kvaka, Uganda
Kyangwali, Uganda
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settlements have subsequently received renewed aid (2).

In many cases, renewed post-handover aid is of a relatively
minor scale, and is not regquested for a long time (over a decade
after handover in some cases). Much of this renewed aid in
Category II is for the repairs and upkeep that are needed in a
community as it ages. The intention of handover is that such
expenses ought to become the responsibility of the host society.
Our attention is drawn to the renewed aid not so much by the
nature of the assistance; but by who is paying the bills. If
they were paid by the host out of taxes and fees the settlement
would be judged to have lasting self-sufficiency. 1If paid by the
international community, we ought not proceed to a judgement of
lapsed self-sufficiency.

This category also includes relatively minor aid in order to
add facilities such as health posts which were not originally
part of the settlements but which are now commonly found in other

refugee settlements.

(2) We have not been able to find evidence of renewed aid to
nine settlements, but would not rule out the possibility
that some minor aid may have been provided to one or
ancther of them at some time in the past.

It is worth noting that virtually all of the largest
settlements over 10,000 refugees, are included in category
I1I, settlements needing major assistance toc improve or
maintain economic viability. The reasons for this grouping
are not clear. One might suggest that large settlements are
too complex to administer and sustain. However, discussions
with those familiar settlements and field visits to a number
of them indicated that they are not doing badly. It may
therefore just be that size attracts attenticn and viability

missions -- the squeaky wheel gets the grease ~- and that
these settlements are tco large to ignore or to let deterio-
rate.
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More centroversial are those instances in which renewed aid
is given for reasons related tc the design and functioning of the
settlement itself. For the eight settlements receiving substan-
tial post-handover aid aimed at improving or maintaining their
economic viability (Category 1II), the aid might be seen as
substantial enough to call into question the self-sufficiency of
the settlements themselves.

The aid for the seven Rwandese sattlements in Uganda (Cate-
gory IV) has not been required due to any failure of planning,
implementation or maintenance. Rather, it is due to external
factors. These settlements first were severely damaged in the
1879 Tanzanian invasion, and then fell prey to the violence
carried out against the Banyarwanda people of southwest Uganda
with the alleged actf;e support of government officials. Major
assistance has been required to repair damage to these settle-
ments, and to take care of the new influx of Banyarwanda people
into them. Many of these new residents are refugees formerly
spontaneously settled outside of the official settlements.

In some cases, renewed aid has less to do with the state of
affairs in the settlement than it does with other factors--the
poor conditions of the host economy, or its attitudes towards
integrating refugees, or its relationship with UNHCR and
international donors.

For example, in 1982 in Burundi, a program costing $773,000
for a variety of projects -- cooperatives, workshops, vocatiocnal
training centers, school repairs, and water pipes -- was begun
for four settlements containing an estimated 45,290 refugees.

The impression obtained during field visits to Burundi was that
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these settlements had been successful for many years in economic
terms, but were experiencing resentment by nationals. Many
higher status persons especially were said to resent the Rwandese
refugees as competitors for the better positions in the country.
This resentment, which is said to be an important factor in the
ending of the earlier offer of citizenship to the refugees, may
explain why the government is seeking renewed external aid as

much as any compelling problems within the settlements.

1. Renewed Aid and the Transfer of Responsibility for the

Refugees.

Most post-handover assistance to refugee settlements comes
from either UNHCR or the host government, with the main exception
being some forms of bilateral aid (as may occur for many projects
which are funded through the ICARA II process). All concerned
would agree that handover marks an important point in the trans-
fer of responsibility for the refugees from the international
system to the host country government. An important indication
of how extensive this transfer has been can be seen by looking at
what types of post-handover aid the host government is providing
versus those provided by the international system.

pPost-handover assistance can be one of six types. We have
arranged these types below in order, beginning with the ones for
which we feel UNHCR (and the international donor countries)
should be most responsible, to those for which they should be

least responsible:
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Who is Responsible for Wwhat Form of Post-Handover Aid?
Greatest Responsibility of UNHCR and the International Community

1. Assistance to a settlement which has been severely
damaged by a man-made or natural disaster.

2. Assistance to improve the economic viability of a
settlement.

3. Development-oriented assistance to the settlement
region which is meant to alleviate the burden which
refugees represent for the host country.

4. Installation of inputs which originally were not put in
the settlement but which are found in other settlements.

5. Assistance to deal with population growth in the
settlement.

6. Repairs and maintenance to the settlement.

Least Responsibility of UNHCR and the International Community

As with most orderings, this list is more useful as a dis-
cussion tool than as a perfect ordering of priorities. We feel
more certain at its extremes and expect disagreement regarding
the middle rankings.

For the first category, disasters, there is little disagree-
ment. It is widely assumed that UNHCR and the international
assistance system will cover most of the costs of settlements
which have faced problems such as those that have come under
attack in Uganda and those suffering from drought in the Sudan,
as long as the settlers remain refugees and have not been offered
citizenship. This would also apply to situations in which a new
influx into a settlement takes place (as opposed to a natural

population increase) which would necessitate aid for the needs of

this new group.

At the other end of the continuum, it is our conclusion that
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repairs and operating costs of a settlement ought to be assumed
by the host government in all but the most exceptional cases.
Generally, if international assistance is needed it ought to be
requested through the regular development assistance channels
rather than by tapping the refugee assistance piéeline=

As noted earlier, while most settlements experience some
decline in services and infrastructure after handover, this de-
cline appears to stabilize at a point which is consistent with
levels in the rest of the host's rural areas. Government inputs
for recurrent costs and maintenance and repairs comparable to the
rest of the country may not maintain inputs at pre-handover
levels, but it is not the goal of the international system to
maintain some favoritism towards the refugees. In fact, the
newness of the infrastructure generally does provide a post-
handover time period of reduced costs for maintenance and repairs,

It is assumed that the government shcould provide services to
refugee settlements comparable to services provided elsewhere
as long as they are receiving tax and fee revenues from refugees
comparable to those received from local citizens (as appearred to
be the cas; in the countries wvisited during this study). How-
ever, more attention may need to be given to insuring that the
financial inputs of the refugees are recognized, that a fair
share of these funds are applied to their needs, and that the
settlements in integrated into the regular budgeting and admini-
strative processes of the host country.

It should also be noted that in terms of the use of local
services and facilities, it was more often the case that local

citizens were using facilities provided because of the arrival of
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the refugees than the reverse situation of large numbers of

refugees using pre-existing local facilities. ({Spontaneously
settled refugees, however, are more likely to place a burden on

local facilities.) Where this was not true was in instances in

which refugees utilized facilities outside of the immediate settle-
ment area, such as roads, regional hespitals, and secondary

schools., These kinds of usages are discussed later when we deal with
Category 3, development-~oriented assistance.

Assistance to deal with population growth in a settlement
after handover, Category 5 above, is very similar in nature to
providing repairs and maintenance to a settlemant. Population
growth is as normal and constant as lesking pipes or broken
furniture. If the international community has an cbligation to
repeatedly return toc a settlement to expand its facilities be-
cause of a growing population, the cbligation would be endless.

As the host government provides for its own expanding pepulation,
it ought to provide comparable facilities for the refugee settle-
ments. One might soften this view somewhat by noting that refu-
gee settlements are not always demographically configured along
normal lines. Settlements often have a disproportionately young

population with a high reproductive potential, One-~time assis-

tance to address this anomzly -- family planning programs, expan-
ded social facilities, etc. -- thus might be appropriate.

Category 4 is for inputs which were not originally part of a
settlement when it was established, but which are now commonly

found in more recent settlements. The primary example of this is

the provision of schools and dispensaries for three ¢f the oldest
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settlements in Zaire. The resascning here is that if such inputs
can be provided to refugees in one settlement, isn't it fair to
provide them for earlier cnes as well? This would in fact seem
reasonable, as long as the provision of the inputs is limited by
the ideas of the Basic Needs Approach. It is not a gocal of
raefugee assistance to have identical facilities in all settlie-
ments. Refugee assistance should be countrxy specific, aimed at
bringing the refugees to the level of the nearby local communi-
ties. However, this relative standard is modified somewhat by
the idea cf certain basic needs that ought to be met in an
absolute sense. It is our view that it is appropriate to

return to a settlement to provide additional inputs that satisfy
minimum standards of basic needs, but not to provide facilities

simply because they are found in other settlements.

Category 3 refers to development-oriented assistance to the
region in which the settlement exists. Such aid is meant to
alleviate the burden which refugees represent for the host coun-
try, and is a subject that has received a great deal of attention
recently in the context of the Second International Conference on
Assistance to Refugees in Africa (ICARA 1II). African host coun-
tries viewed the ICARA II process as an expression cf their
concern that donor countries and UNHCR were not sufficiently
aware of the burden which refugees represent for their countries,
They articulated the need for more of this burden to be borne by
the international community, rather than by the host ccuntries,
which are generally among the least economically developed coun-

tries in the world. The kinds of burdens which refugees might
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represent for host countries may be divided into four categories:

1. Impacts on the envizonment,

This may involve overgrazing or the stripping of
vegetation for the fuelwood or construction needs of
the refugees; as well as competition with local
residents for other limited resources such as drinking
water and agricultural land.

2. Impacts on the economy.

Refugees may markedly affect the local economy for
example through altering the local wage structure.

This may result in bonanzas for wealthy land owners who
see wages fall, and hardship for pcor local residents
who cannot compete for wage labor with refugees who are
already receiving free foud rations and can therefore
accept lower wages. International assistance of the
scale involved in major refugee situations may also
have profound effects on the national economy.

3. Strain on the host governmment infrastructure.

This may occur locally as refugees use pre-existing
health posts, schools, etc. as well as through the
drain on the limited number of trained government offi-
cials and staff persons. ©On the national level this
can include additional strains on roads, ports, etc.

4. Issues regarding political and social integration.
Refugees can represent serious problems for a host
country government not only in terme of its dealing
with the country of origin of +he refugees, but also

for matters such as its internal balance of relation-
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ships between ethnic groups. On the local level refu-
gees can become embrociled in friction between groups in
a fashion that may hurt their long-term changes for

integration and may exacerbate pre-existing local problems.

When examining the burdens described above it is necessary
to make a distinction between the burdens caused by refugees in
settlements and camps versus those caused by spontaneously
settled refugees. International assistance is mainly directed
towards official camps and settlements, with little assistance
provided to help a host country deal with problems created by
spontaneously settled refugees. However, our concern here is
only with refugees in official settlements.

It is our conclusion that refugees do create burden for the
host country during the early years of an influx and during the
creation of a settlement. This burden becomes less in the later
years of a settlement's existence, and in many cases, post-
handover settlements may represent a positive impact on balance
for their areas.

Post-handover settlements do nct seem to represent a serious
environmental burden. Competition with the local population for
natural resources was not a problem for most of the 34 settle-
ments, &s they were set up in relatively sparsely popul..ed
areas. This is likely to change in the future as the rapidly
expanding populations of most sub-Sahara African countries makes
the availability of such sites rarer. Already this can be seen
in places such as Rwanda. Here, refugees from Burundl were well

settled in the 1978's, but rscent refugees from Uganda face a
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foreseeable future in refugee camps where little agricultural
activity is possible. This is due in part to the fact that there
is now virtually no decent agricultural land left uncliaimed in
the country.

Most of the settlements by the time they reach the point of
handover have attained a state of reasonable equilibrium with the
local ecosystem. The exceptions are those in which plot sizes
are inadequate, This can lead to burning out of soils, stripping
of vegetation for fuelwood in ever-widening zones around the
settlement, and the need for the settlement to expand its borders
to handle peopulation growth, thus potentially coming into con-
flict with local residents over limited environmental resources.

The impact of refugees in post-handover settlements on the
host country economy appears on balance to be positive. The
major economic dislocations which refugees can cause tend to
occur mostly in the early years after their arrival. Settlements
seem to integrate into the host economy fairly quickly, especial-
1y when contrasted with the slower pace of political and social
integration.

There is nct much evidence of a refugee burden on government
infrastructure after handover. Refugee settlements appear to be
receiving no more than their fair share of government resources
in most cases, and seem to be providing revenues £or the host
country government at a rate equal to or above the norm for
citizens in their areas.

The final possible type of burden, that of integrating the

refugees politically and socially, is the most problematic, as
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discussed in the preceding section.

It isdifficult to determine what kind of changes in assis-
tance could help to improve social and political integration.

The need to avoid stirring up resentment against the refugees by
keeping the level of services available to the refugees compara-
ble to that which exists in the host country, and to include
local citizens as well, has been part of assistance policy for
some time. In those cases in which the refugees are not living
in an area populated almost exclusively by their ethnic kin, one
can find the same kinds of problems of xenophobia that exist
elsewhere in the world. How assistance can help overcome such
problems, as opposed to what steps are necessary to see that it
is not exacerbated, is hard to determine. Lacking such clarity,
UNHCR can be in the uncomfortable position of appearing to buy
acceptance of the refugees through providing extra benefits to
host country citizens which canonly occur as long as the refu-
gees are allowed to remain.

Lastly, renewed assistance to improve the economic viability
of a settlement, Category 2 above, generally ought to be provided
by UMHCR, but with caution. Economic viability is the heart of a
settlement, and there may be little choice if one must choose
between threatened hardship or even abandonment versus continued
existence. Of course the choices may not be so extreme, and the
aid may only be labelled "preventive assistance.” However, under
most circumstances, it will be difficult to neglect a settle-~-
ment’s economic viability. Renewed aid may be given 1) because
of built~-in weaknesses in the original planning or implementation

cf the settlement or 2) due to changing national conditions or
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policies in the host country.

Built-in weaknesses in the original planning or implementa-
tion may arise because insufficient attention was paid to the so-
cial, institutional, and economic background of the refugee group
(e.g. trying to change cattle-raisers or city-dwellers into far-
mers), or to the physical or economic environment of the settle-
ment, or because the initial insertion of inputs, facilities, and
services was faulty or otherwise did not take root. 1If there
were flaws in the original provision of international assistance,
then there is an obligation to remew aid and set things right.

A more difficult situation exists when the d=cline in
economic viability is due to changing national conditions or
pclicies in the host country. 1In many parts of Africa, naticnal
economic conditions have declined severely due to a combinatiocn
of ill-advised national policies, natural calamities, and endemic
turmcil (World Bank, 1981). Such a general decline will often
include refugee settlements. Another situation exists when spe-
cific naticnal policies have an adverse impact on settiements.

[In Tanzania] in the early seventies well-
functioning rural cooperatives were abandoned
in favour of regicnal trading parastatals in
accordance with governrment policy. These
organizations, however, proved less capable
than expected of assuming the roles of the
former cooperatives (and, in the opinion of
many observers, actually hindered rural
economic growth). (UNHCR, 19844)
In either case, one is dealing with soundly conceived projects
that are endangetved by host government actions or omissions.

Here there is a danger that renewed international aid will not

only encourage perpetual dependence but will signal national
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authorities that they are not accountable for mistakes. However,
this danger is offset by the fact that while some refugees may
nave contributed to the problems, the majority had nothing to do
with bringing about the situation. The dilemma is that while
renewed aid may send the wrong signal, it would be cruel to deny
further assistance in such circumstances. It is likely that no
general rules can be generated to deal with such cases and that
the decision on renewed aid will be dependent on the attitude of
the host government, the international community's leverage with
the pbost government, the size of the settlement in jeopardy, and

the magnitude of the settlement's problems.

2. Economic Crisis and New Attitudes Towards Refugees and
Assistance

One limitation of the preceding analysis of who should
provide what forms of post-~handover assistance is that it does
not take 1into consideration the troubled economic, and sometimes
political conditions of most host countries. "Zaire has exper-
ienced an econcomic crisis of greater magnitude than that in most
developing countries." Tanzania's "positive approach" to refu-
gees has been hindered by an "economic crisis, which [has] re-
sulted in a real decline of GDP." "The Sudanese economic situa-
ticn has been aggravated over the past several years...little
real growth over the past five years."” "Burundi is one of the
least develcoped among the developing countries." (UN, 1984Db)
Besides poverty and eccnomic decline, aggravated by drought and
famine in most host countries, two of them, Uganda and the

Sudan, have also had recent changes of government by coup.
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Under such difficult economic and political circumstances,
the host country suffers shortages of trained staff, has diffi-
culties importing spare parts, fuel, fertilizer, etc., and roads,
facilities, and other infrastructure are not repaired or main-
tained. As the entire country suffers under conditions of scar-
city, the refugee settlements will not have a strong position
regarding the allocation of national resources. However good the
host government's intentions may be, it may be beyond its means
to assume settlement recurrent costs or to maintain facilities.
Indeed, the settlement residents may be more fortunate than their
neighbors in having a special relationship to international re-
sources.,

There 1s considerable difference between the 1960's and the
1980's in terms of host government attitudes towards both asylum
issues as well as international assistance. All of the host
governments then were new and inexperienced; indeed, several
received their first influxes of refugees before their own inde-
pendence. But now yesterday's mood of economic optimism has been
replaced with a chronic crisis. An underpopulated, land-rich
continent is now subject to population and land pressures. Tra-
ditional hospitality and solidarity with refugees from indepen-
dence struggles is weaker, but still impressive, as hospitality
is strained by open~ended flows of refugees from now-independent
states. Although the first influx of refugees may be well re-
ceived, concerns about costs and the walfare of host country
nationals arise as the fifth and sixth waves appear. Further, in
the 197¢'s, African host countries witnessed the gresat leap in
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refugee assistance expenditures made on behalf of Asian refugees.
At Arusha in 1978 (the Pan-African Conference on the Situation of
Refugees in Africa) and at ICARA I and II, African host countries
pressed for mére burden-sharing. This reflects a decreased will-
ingness to shoulder post-handover costs and an increased reliance
on the international community.

The danger is that separate accounting for refugees does not
foster eventual integration and a durable solution, but rathey a

view that they are still foreigners.

C. REFUGEE AID AND DEVELOPMENT

A major conclusion of the international meetings convened
regarding refugee aid and development, and of the two
International Conferences on Assistance to Refugees in Africa
(ICARA I and II), was that refugee assistance itself should be
more development oriented. 1In particular, it was suggested that
refugee assistance should help promote the development of the area
where refugees live.

In considering whether refugee ;ssistance itself provided
development benefits for the host population near the older
settlements, it is important to remember that most of these
settlements were created with the objective of having the refu-
gees attain the level of development of the local population, not
a higher one. Thus, while a settlement’s services and facilities
might have made the area more attractive, they necessarily had a
limited effect on raising the overall development level of the
aresa. Scome of the more recent settlements which do seek to reach

standards somewhat above that of the local population, may
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have a stronger effect. The large settlements in Tanzania of
Ulyankulu, Katumba, and Mishamo certainly bear watching in the
future to see if they will be "islands of develoment”, or whether
they will be able to elevate the development of their local areas
as well.

A number of settlements were set up with the conscious
intention of cpening up relatively unpopulated areas for further
development. This was especially true for the settlements in
Zambia and Tanzania of Meheba, Ulyankulu, Katumba, Mishamo, and
Mwezi. The high productivity of most of these settlements has
produced considerable additional crops for sale outside of the
settlements and thus has promoted the overall development of the
area., However, while the settlements are doing well economically,
they have not attracted significant numbers of host country
residents to these areas, or significant amounts of new interna-
tional development assistance (as opposed to aid from refugee
assistance sources). Local residents have benefitted from access
to the settlement facilities, but the relative remoteness of
these sites has meant that such residents are few in numbers.

In Rwanda and Burundi, countries which have very high popu-
lation densities, the refugee settlements were placed in less
populated areas (by local standards) that had not been intensive-
ly cultivated betfcrehand. The refugee settlements were soon
followed by influxes of nationals to the area, which was espe-
cially heavy in Rwanda. It is doubtful that population pressures
would have left the lands so underpopulated for much longer,

regardless of whether or not refugee settlements were created.
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However, as many of the facilities which were originally placed
in the area for the refugees have beenutilized by the new host
country settlers as well, refugee assistance may have been a
factor in facilitating and accelerating the further development
of the area.

The clearest case of nationals benefiting from a settlement
to date would be Qala en Nahal in the Sudan. The local residents
are generaliy described as having been destitute and unproductive
before Qala en Nahal's establishment, and have benefited enormously
from the settlement and its infrastructure. The local population,
constitute only about 10 percent of the total settlement popula-
tion but have about half of its cultivated area. They alsco
control almost all of the surrounding pastures, have been favored
by local authorities in the allocation of resources, and are
producing more than three times the profits of the best refugee
farms. 1In Qala en Nahal's case, however, the refugees have
acheived only a precarious self-sufficiency.

A number of the older settlements were involved in what were
called zonal development plans, notably in Zaire and Burundi,
These had very uneven results. Most of the problems encountered
seemed to relate to difficulties in managing these complex pro-
grams, especially in terms of effectively coordinating the inputs
of all of the different entities which were involved.

There are also difficulties in using a refugee settlement as
the centerpiece of an integrated area development scheme because
of the time constraints involved. Area development schemes are
often years, even decades, in their planning, negotiation and

funding while a refugee settlement proceeds on a timetable of
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weeks, months, or a year to start at most. However, it is possi-
ble that one effect of the attention now being given to more
effectively merging refugee and development assistance will be
that higher priority will be given to funding development pro-

grams in refugee impacted areas.
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CHAPTER IV:

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This research has concentrated on the experiesnce of the
older refugee settlements in Africa, and in particular on the 30
which were in existence in 1982 (the baseline year for the study)
and which had been declared self-sufficient by UNHCR by that
time., While it has alsoc included an extensive review of other
materials regarding refugee settlements, it should be understood
that the lessons learned are heavily based on the experience of
refugees from Rwanda and Burundi in particular, and the
settlements that they live in in the adjoining countries of
Central and East Africa. These settlements were created in the
period stretching from UNHCR's initial involvement with African
settlements in the early 1968's, through the mid-197¢'s.

It is clear that these settlements encountered numerous
difficulties, especially in their early years. Eight settlements
were eventually abandoned, and of the 3¢ settlements which
constitute our core study group, over half experienced major
population declines before eventually attaining self-sufficiency.

Part of these difficulties may be attributed to the lack of
information and experience regarding refugee settlements which
characterized many of the organizations involved in administering
these initial settlements. A number of these organizations soon
withdrew as it became clearer that this work did not fit well
with their institutional mandates and strengths, and that their
original expectation that aid to a settlement would only be
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required for a few years was unrealistic.

A review of the experience of these older settlements
reveals a number of factors which have been major obstacles to
their being able to attain self-sufficiency. These include:

0 Poor sites- Sites with poor soils, or inade-

quate rainfall or drinking water have proven very difficult
to ever make viable, especially at the higher population
densities which many originally had.

o Relations with the local population and government- In
spite of the popular notion that "African hospitality" has
minimized integration problems for refugees on this conti-
nent, the experience shcws many settlements which were ham-
pered by, or even came under direct attack as a result of
becoming embroiled in tribal politics in the host country.

o Attitudes of the refugees towards settlements- A number
of the settlements took many extra years to attain self-
sufficiency because many refugees rejected activities which
might imply their acceptance that they were not going to
return home soocn. This was especially true of Tutsi's from
Rwanda.

o0 Overcrowding- Settlements were often disrupted by the
continued addition of new refugee arrivals, and many became
so crowded that self-sufficiency for the residents was not
possible until the population declined to match the
carrying capacity of the site.

o Harmful Agricultural Policies- The chief problems were
(a) plot sizes which were too small toallow for more than
mere subsistence farming (which would thus eliminate any
economic locomotive effect of agriculture in stimulating the
total settlement economy) and for necesary conservation
measures, and (b) efforts to coerce refugees into communal
farming, which produced considerable resistence and minimal
crop yields when compared to families farming their own
plots.

o Other factors—- A number of other factors appeared to

cause problems in attaining self-sufficiency, but were either
less powerful, or were only noted as critical in a few
instances. One was authoritarian administrators who left
little room for refugee input or participation. Another was
overly complex technologies which could not be sustained
without continued outside assistance (which may be more of a
problem in recent settlements which include mechanized farm-
ing) .

A review of the experience of the more recent settlements
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indicates that, with the major exception of those settlements in
the Sudan. their progress towards self-sufficiency appears to be
smoother than was the case for the older settlements. The
settlements in the Sudan face serious difficulties in ever being
able to attain self-sufficiency, mainly due to a) the disruption
of continued influxes of new refugees; b) drcught, and internal
economic and political crisis within the 5udan, and; c¢) the
government's selection of highly marginal sites for many of the
settlements. For all of the more recent settlements, however,
the attainment of self-sufficiency is being complicated by the
poor economic situation of the sub-Saharan countries.

The study made a special effort to lock into the situation
of settlements after handover, as there is generally littie
information available abcut what happens to settlements in
the long run. Declines in the level of infrastructure and commu-
nity facilities were common after handover. In most cases, with
Qala en Nahal in the Sudan as the major exception, these declines
did not appear to have threatened the settlement's existence.
Sometimes the decline was part of a leveling process bringing the
services in the settlement into balance with those available in
the surrounding region. Information from site visits undertaken
as part of this study indicates that host governments in Tanzania,
Rwanda, and Burundil are maintaining services in the settlements
at a level comparable to that of the surrounding area. The
record suggests a lack of confidence in the continued operatiocn
of facilities and services at pre-handover levels. Our review
also suggests that compensatory measures such as providing a

higher level of facilities as a buffer against the decline may
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buy time, but not prevent the decline. The level of inputs into
a settlement appear to have risen markedly in the more recent
settliements, with host governments generally reguesting these
higher levels of aid.

Refugees in a number of the post-handover settlements vi-
sited as part of this study noted that they have felt virtually
ignored by theose in the international assistance system. Their
coacerns were less about the need for further assistance than
about questions cof protection from abuse of authority by loca
officials, and about equity issues, such as and having scne
input into how the money they pay in taxes, fees, etc., is to be
usead,

We would conclude that integration into the host cocuntry is
a major difficulty facing older refugee settlements and their
residents. As noted earlier, many settlements were either aban-
doned or seriously disrupted prior to attaining self-sufficiency
by becoming involved in local tribkal and political tensions.,
Further, for many of the more recent settlements in particular,
host governments have made it c¢lear that their agreement to allow
the creation of the settlement does not imply any willingness to
integrate the refugees socially or pelitically. Rather, they
view these settlements as temporary, even if the refugees have
been in the country for many years and have little prospects of

being able to return home. Finally, the granting of citizenship

-
O
[
1)

fugees is happening only in the most excepticnal cases.
Even in Tanzania, often cited as the model for such integration,

only a small minority of the refudgees have ever been offered
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citizenship.

We would therefore suggest that organized refugee
settlements are in fact rarely a vehicle for attaining a true
durable solution for African refugees, Rather, such settlements
can be most realisticélly viawed as cases of extended asylum, and
analyzed in this context.

It should also ke recognized that the obstacles facing the
integration of refugees intoc the host country are likely to
increase, not diminish, in the future, Reasons for this include
the continuing decline of host country economies and their swell-
ing populations which are rapidly eliminating the amount of

unclaimed arable land on which refugee settlements could be

The reality that refugees are not becoming citizens of the
host countries, and the concern of African host countries for
more of the burden of assisting the refugees to be borne by the
international community, calls for more thought about which in-
stitutions cught to be responsible for what types of post-hand-

1

over assistance. 3Such thought is necessary in order to basse

£,

decisions about renewed aid in sc far as possible on well-rea-

5

soned principles, rather than on political bargaining,

In summary, the older refugee settlements in Africa have
generally attained economic self-sufficiency (although experien-
cing major problem along the way, including the abandonment of a
number of settlements) but have also fallen short of attaining a
durable solution for the refugeses, The lessons learned from

these experiences have led to improvements in the capacity of the

rzfugee assistance system to more effectively design and adminis-
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ter future settlements. However, these improvements are more
than offset by worsening conditions in the cverall context in
which future settlements are likely to have to operate. This
gives little optimism that future settlements will have more
success than the older settlements did in attaining a durable
solution, and may even have difficulty in reaching an acceptable

state of extended asylum.

In the conducting of this study, it has become clear that
further research is needed in a number of additional areas. These

include:

1. Spontaneous Settliements

Spontaneously settled refugees are arguably a much larger
group than those in official refugee settlements, They also
constitute the major portion of the unmet burden which refugees
can place on a host country, since these refugees, and the
countries which host them, receive little aid in comparison with
refugees in official camps and settlements. In particular, more
information needs to be obtained about the material and assis-
tance needs of these refugees, about their impact on the local
population and resources where they reside, and about their

experience in terms of integrating into the host country.

2. Evaluating the Refugee Burden on Host Countries
Most refugee programs which have assisted host country resi-

dents have not come about based on an analysis of the impact on
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the refugees on these people, but rather as a result of political
concerns. There is a need to better evaluate the major effects
which refugees, and refugee assistance programs, have on host
countries, both pro and con. In addition, more study is needed
concerning who in particular is most harmed by the refugees'
arrival, and what specific kinds of programs can alleviate these

problems.

3. Refugee Participation

Refugee participation may be the concept with the worst
ratio of rhetoric to reality in the entire refugee assistance
system. Improvements in this ratio cculd come from a) a study of

the procedural and policy changes which could be made at various

p=d

evels within the system to advance the state of such participa-
tion, and b) producing written materials based on actual efforts
with using participatory methods in refugee programs in order to
give those in the field more practical ideas about how tc carry

out such work.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY



APPENDIX A:
CASE STUDIES OF THE SELF-SUFFICIENYT SETTLEMENTS
This 3ppendix contains short case studies of the 30 rural
refugee settlements that were listed by UNHCR as being self-
sufficient in 1982. The 30 settlements are listed in a rough
order determined by chronology and country of origin, and back-
ground information on the causes of the exodus of these refugee
groups is also provided:
v * *
** The Backgound of Refugee Movements from Rwanda and Burundi
I. Settlements in Burundi
II. Settlements for Rwandese Refugees in Tanzania
III. Settlements in Uganda
IV. Settlements for Rwandese Refugees in Zaire
** A Summary of Important Points Regarding the Settlements
for Rwandese Refugees
V. The Settlement for Burundi Refugees in Rwanda
VI. Settlements for Burundi Refugees in Tanzania
VII. The Settlement for Burundi Refugees in Zaire
** The Backgrcound of Refugee Mcvements from Ethiopia
VIII. The Settlement for Refugees from Ethiopia in the Sudan
IX., The Settlement for Refugees from Ethiopia in Djibouti
** The Background of Refugees from aAngola ’
X. The Settlement for Angolan Refugees in Botswana
XI. Settlements in Zambia
XII. The Settlement for Angolan Refugees in Zaire

XII1I. The Settlement for Zambian Refugees in Zaire
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X1V. The Settlement for Zairian Refugees in Tanzania

XV. The Settlement for Zairian Refugees in the Sudan

khkkdhhkhkhkhhkkhkhkhkkhrihhkhkhhhkhkhkhhkhhdrhikhkhhhkhkXhhkhkhkhhkkhhkhhhkikhhrhrhdhk

Background - Refugees From Rwanda and Burundi

Rwanda and Burundi in the 1950's were virtually identical

twins but their paths have been drastically different since 1959.
Both are small, landlocked, densely-populated central African
countries of over three million people (in the 1950's) that were
colonies of Belgium. Each is very rural with only one large
town, few villages, and most people living on their own farms.
Before taking different routes, each had two main ethnic groups,
a Hutu majority of some 85% who were dominated by a Tutsi
minority. The Tutsi are tall, slender cattle herdsmen who
several centuries ago came from the North and established
themselves as feudal aristocrats ruling over the smaller Hutu

farmers 1in each country.

In Rwanda, in 1959, a brief but viciocous civil war between
Tutsis and Hutus broke the power of the Tutsi and 1led to the
first small exodus of several thousand Tutsis plus some Hutu
followers. Rwanda gained self-government in 1968 on its way to
independence in 1962. 1In 1961, a Hutu coup d'etat ended the
Tutsi monarchy and subseguent fighting led to an exodus of about
156,966 Tutsis to Uganda, Zaire, Tanganyika, and Burundi.

Tutsi exiles, unwilling to accept permanent exile and loss
of power, formed a guerrilla-terrorist movement called the
Inyenzi. After many months of minor raids, a major Inyenzi

invasion from Burundi and Zaire in late 1963 came close to the
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capital before being defeated. Mass reprisals against those
remaining Tutsis who had supported the Inyenzi led to a further
exodus, Other border incursions continued for several years and
a final major Inyenzi attempt was made in late 1966,

The late 1963 invasion led the host countries to take
efforts to move the Tutsi refugees away from the border. The
host countries also saw that repatriation was unlikely, and put

more emphasis on settlemenc schemes.

Burundi in the 1960¢'s had violent internal politics in which
Tutsi exiles from Rwanda often played a part. While the Tutsi
ruler, the Mwami, tried to play a balancing role between Hutu and
Tutsi, many Hutu leaders and less extremist Tutsis were victims of
assassination. In 1965, a Hutu mutiny failed but killed many
prominent Tutsis. In reprisal, most Hutu military officers and
many other prominent Hutus were killed or imprisoned.

In 1966, the Mwami was deposed, a republic was declared, and
power was taken by Tutsi dedicated to continuing their domination
and superiority.

In late April, 1972, fighting broke out between Hutus and
Tutsis. The Tutsi government response was a savage massacre of
Hutu soldiers, government workers, and educated persons, leaving
the group leaderless. Some estimate that as many as 250,009
Hutus were killed and approximately 200,000 refugees fled the
country, mainly to Tanzania but also in significant numbers to

Zaire and Rwanda.
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* * *
I. Settlements in Burundi

1. Muramba - 9,822 Rwandese refugees. The refugees arrived
in June, 1962, and the settlement was declared self-sufficient in
March, 1969,

2. Kayongazi - 5,392 Rwandese refugees. The refugees
arrived in late 1962, and the settlement was declared self-
sufficient in March, 1969.

3. Kigamba - 11,727 Rwandese refugees. The refugees
arrived in early 1963, the settlement was declared self-
sufficient in March, 1969,

4. Mugera - 18,692 Rwandese refugees. The refugees arrived
in 1963, and the settlement was declared self-sufficient in
March, 1969,

These settlements, and the Rwandese settlements in Tanzania
and Zaire, were UNHCR's first settlements. &All are in Cankuzo
district of Ruyigi Province in northeast Burundi--away from
Rwanda and near Tanzania. The area was less populated than mest
of Burundi, lacked adequate water, and was tsetse-infested but
had high soil potential after drainage (Holborn, 1975).

The first three settlements-Murampa, Kayongazi and Kigamba--
were set up by the International Labour Organization (ILO) with
help from League of Red Cross Societies (LRCS), UNHCR, Oxfam, and
the Belgian, and U.S. governments. While very little attention
was paid initially to the economic viability of the first three
sites, the fourth settlement, Mucera, had more planning work done
in this regard.
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In 1963, a joint ILO mission with UNHCR, FAO, WHO, UNESCO,
and UNICEF established the UNHCR/ILO Integration and Development
Program for the first three settlements, which lasted from 1564
until 1967. It included a $1 million zconal development plan for
the region which encompassed 29,008 locals and 24,000 refugees.
The project's objectives included draining marshes, improving
livestock, providing a ferry boat, and promoting handicrafts.

The results were very uneven, and malaria and drought led to a
large out-migration and the need for renewed food distribution.
The refugees were mainly pastoralists, and many resisted the idea
of being in a settlement based primarly on agriculture. Many
dreamed of invading and retaking Rwanda.

In May, 1965, the Belgian NGO, AIDR took over management of
Mugera. Due to good progress there, in early 1967, AIDR was
given responsiblility for all four settlements. At Mugera, AIDR
sent in planning experts and mapped out 62 villages of 100
families each. They then began tillage, built access roads,
established a water supply, initiated tsetse control, distributed
tocls, and encouraged good farming practices. Sweet potatoes,
beans, coffee, and cassava were grcwn. At the other settlements,

IDR drained marshes to increase the amount of land per family to
above two hectares and introduced cash crops of coffee and
groundnuts. They also built community centers for each
settlement as well as buildings for shops, dispensary, schools,

a social center, administrative buildings, and staff housing.

Consclidation of the settlements began after 19357,

Subsistence was reached, but the refugees had 1little cash economy

or trade. A 1969 UNDP zonal development plan, the "Mosso-Cankuzo
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Integrated Rural Development Project", brought in UNDP funds,
with FAO as the executing agency and AIDR as the subcontractor.
Tne project included the idea of bringing Burundi citizens from
crowded regions of the country to the areas opened up by the
refugee settlements. (Originally there were almost as many
refugees as locals, but tcday they are outnumbered 3:1 to 6:1 by
the locals.) Tensions with the local population, who are mainly
Hutus, have continued in part because the refugees are resented
as the former Tutsi elite of Rwanda. Some refugees, in turn,
resent their lack of integration and representation in local
government, as well as less accessibility to post-primary schools
in comparison to the Burundi Tutsis.

In March, 1969, UNECR transferred responsibility for the
settlements to UNDP and FAQ, rather than to the host country
government. After the handove., there are numercus reports of
renewed aid to the four settlements. In the late 197d's aid
remained at a modest annual level of $65%,608 tc $73,8¢09. The
main expense was for maintenance of facilities for which local
authorities stated that they lacked the necessary funds. These
projects included repairing communal buildings, schools, and
dispensaries, paving certain operating costs, and buying
equipment for vocational tralning centers,

In the mid-1978's the settlements were said to be
deteriorating and steady cutflow to a newer settlement at Bukemba
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Many of these appeared tc be refugees who tried toc leave
settlements and were regularly rounded up and sent back. Others,
however, were able to leave the settlements, avoid round-ups, and
settle among the local popuiation.

In April, 1982, a multi~disciplinary team including
representatives of ILO, WHO, and UNESCO, found that the
settlements were not fully viable. They designed a $773,000
program for:

a) food production and marketing cooperatives at Mugera and

Kigamba;

b} a technological experimentation center at Kigamba;

c} a vocational training center at Mugera for masonry,
simple mechanics agricultural tcools, meat and
agricultural processing;

d) a workshop and vocational guidance center:

2} a vocatiocnal training center at Muramba:

£f) repairs to schoocls at Mugera; and

g) piping water to Mugera and Kigamba.

bt

n addition, $2.5 million for a hospital in Cankuzo was alsc
alliocated.

Burundi reguested $70 million at ICARA I for schools and
social centers and $19% million at ICARA II for roads, schools,
and social~educational centers. None of the prcjects, however,
appeared to attract much interest. Donocrs were wary of the
government's high refugee count {which suddenly Jjumped from
55,8¢¢ in 1981 to 234,600 in 1982), 1its poor performance on
other development projects, and evidence that the refugees did

not appear to need additional aid.
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A field visit to Burundi as part of this study, caite away
with the impression that after major problems in the early years,
the settlements did reach economic self-sufficiency for the
remaining refugees, and that most are doing as well or better
than their neighbors (according to some reports assisted in part
by income gained in smuggling across the nearby Tanzania border).
ironically, however, the success of the refugees within, and
especially outside of the settlements, may have led to a
hardening of feeling, and of policies, against them. It appears
that lack of acceptance of the refugees by the government, rather
than a lack of the necessary financial resources, may have caused
the reliance on UNHCR for payment of maintenance costs. The
minority of refugees who were offered and accepted citizenship in
the 1973's appear to have done guite well, and in fact became
effective competitors to the local ruling elite. This case study
pvoints out the potential conflict between promoting economic
advancement for refugees and facilitating their acceptance by the
host populaticon and government.

The Tutsi refugees in Burundi were very slow to accept the
loss of Rwanda as final, As noted earlier, refugee soldiers
invaded Rwanda on several occasions and Burundi and Rwanda were
reported close to war during the early 1960s. Burundi's support
for the exiles began tc soften after the formation of the
Organization of African Unity (OAU), which encouraged recognition
of Rwanda. In 1967 Burundi finally agreed to disarm the rebels.

Nonetheless, this political activity amongst the exiles

affected the progress of the rural settlements. Many refugees
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hopeful of going home refused to engage in activities that seemed
permanent. Huts were built in a temporary fashion, permanent
crops were not cultivated, and little land was cleared. The
refugees at first were satisfied with subsistence farming because
they believed that their exile was not permanent, Militant
refugees even put pressure on those refugees who seemed
enthusisatic about the settlement project. With a full effort
the refugees might have achieved sulf-sufficiency in twe years or
less, but their acceptance of exile did not come until after the
failure of the invasions and an attitude change by the Burundi

authorities.

Settlements for Rwandese Refugees in Tanzania
5. Karagwe -- 2,500 Rwandese (Tutsi) refugees. The

refugees arrived in 1962, and the settlements were handed over in

6. Muyenzi -- 5,000 Rwandese (Tutsi) refugees. The refugees
arrived in the area in 1960-61, settlement began in 1962, and the
settlements were handed over in 1969.

(Census figures are early 19780s from Holborn, 1975.)

Muyenzi is in the West Lake District near the Tanzania-
Burundi-Rwanda juncture. Refugees entered the area as early as
1959. By 1961, there were 16,090 to 12,860 refugees, of whom
5,080 were completely destitute. At first the Tutsi refugees
were able to convince Tanzanian leaders that they were actually
freedom fighters. (Rwanda had not yet received independence from
Belgium.) This support encouraged the refugees in their hopes cf

return. Inyenzi fighters were active in Tanzania and across the
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berder in Burundi. Most refugees in these early years saw exile
as temporary, and were unwilling to commit themselves to

settlement, Much factional political activity existed amongst

By 1962, Tanzanian leaders had withdrawn support from the
2xiles, mainly due to QAU resolutions, and saw no hope of their
gpatriation. Wanting to end the relief program, the gcvernment
cided to institute a permanent rural settlement program to move
the refugees from near the Rwandian border to Muyenzi, which is
east of the Ruvuvu River and further away from Rwanda.

The first refugees into Tanzania had come from nerthern
Rwanda. Later this clan was outnumbered by the arrival of a clan
from cgntral Rwanda whose leadership then became dominant amongst
the refugees. At the time of the cross-river move to the
settlement, the smaller clan appealed to be allowed to move to
the Karagwe district further north, near to Uganda. Permission
was granted and 4,000 refugees moved. At first these refugees
were scattered amongst the local population. The refugees then
petitioned to be allowed to form a settlement, and their wish was

granted. Refugee leaders participated in the selection of the

The Karagwe settlement (which had two centers, at Kimuli and
Nkwenda) thus began through the refugees’® own initiative. it was
sufficiently isoclated to be relieved of Inyenzi pressures. It
had effective leaders who had traditicnal ties with some of the
local population. Further, because the Tanzanian government had

acceded o their wishes, the refugees had a certalin confidence in

the intentions of their hosts. ith these favorable attitudinal
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factors, the Karagwe refugees from the beginning concentrated on
agricultural pursuits.

By 1966, UNHCR assistance to Karagwe ceased, and in 1967 the
refugees began to pay Tanzanian taxes and the local district
council *"o%k over medical and water supply services. The
settlement received limited assistance from the Tanganyika
Christian Refugee Service (TCRS), the local arm of the Lutheran
World Federation (LWF), which assisted with agriculture. Two
Danish volunteers who had played an important role in the
evolution of the settlement had a limited role by 1967.

The refugee plots were in a continuous block, concentrated
around the water points of a system built by government water
engineers, assisted by the Danish volunteers. TCRS provided
seeds, and the refugees were earning a substantial amount of cash
from vegetable gardening by 1966. TCRS also provided dispen-
saries in Kimuli and Nkwenda, and continued its presence in
Karagwe into 19€9.

The general atmosphere of ambitious cooperation served the
refugees well. Self-help activities included an access rocad
system and construction of a cooperative shop and community
center. Not all of the refugees, however, stayed with the
settlement. Between 1962 and 1966 the population declined from
4,800 to 2,508, although in the late 1969°s some 89¢@ refugees
moved back to the vicinity.

Muyenzi, meanwhile, had a drastically different development.
- The politicised refugees rejected permanent settlement and

fused to plant permanent crops. They built grass huts, cleared

o
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only part ¢f their plots, and many treated those refugees who
became involved in settlement activities as traitors,

The government, which was paving for the settlement by
itself, reacted to the refugees' political plotting and refusal
to cooperate with a heavy authoritarian hand. It arrested 5¢
refugee leaders, withheld rations, and closed sclools. The lack
of confidence between government and refugees, and fears of
possible forced repatriation to Rwanda, led to a mass exodus to
Burundi in 1963. Burundi refused to accept the refugees and they
were forced to return to Muyenzi. Faced with total disaster in
its settlement program, Tanzania turned to the UNHCR.

In August, 1963, the League cf Red Cross Societies (LLRCS),
at UNHCR request, stepped in with an 11 month settlement program.
Local government pclitical interference ceased. The Red Cross
regrouped the scattered refugees into about 29 villages of 540
families each. Refugee leaders were released from jail, which
helped to restore the refugees' confidence in the program.
Increasing cultivation began, bringing the refugees close to food
self-sufficiency, and a water system was built,

In mid-1964, LRCS felt that the emergency had ended and
ceased providing rations. However, a devastating drought soon
struck and in 1965, TCRS provided rations for 5,008 refugees. Ry

1966, there was again enough successful cultivation to bsgin

W
o3

nother phase-out of rations. However, UNHCR estimated that 35
percent of the refugees were pocrly settled, 41 percent were

1

na

+3

sufficiently settled, and 24 percent were doing very well.
main problem of the settlement remained the refugees' resistance

to permanent exile,
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With TCRS encouragement and assistance, Muyenzi improved and
stabilized after 1966. Refugees lived on their own plots of
about ten acres. Land was easily available, but refugees wanted
to be close to one another in order to prevent destruction of
crops by wild animals. A water system was installed. The 1964
drought indicated that the area had uneven rainfall which
sometimes meant very poor harvests. Health care and community
centers were provided by TCRS, while schools were supported by
other aid agencies. By the time the government took over the
settlement in 1978, the population had declined to 5,000 from a
peak of 10,906 in 1963. 1In 1972, TCRS ceased funding entirely.
In 19275, there was a mass exocdus to Burundi from Maleboc village
in Muyenzi when the Settlement Commandant ordered the village to
move £to a new site as part of his vision of the government's
Ujamaa policy.

information from a field visit to Muyenzi undertaken as part
of this study, as well as discussions with refugees familiar with
¥Xaragwe, indicate that the two settlements continue tc have

different fates. The main differences seem to be in the econcmic

e
"
<

>ductivity of the sites and in their relations with locati
authorities., Karagwe's rainfall is more reliable than Muyenzi's,
and the land is also considered better. Karagwe appears szlf-
sufficient and has successful cash crops of bananas and veget-
ables, whereas Muyenzi has more uneven harvests and lacks cash
crops., Muyenzi does make up for thiswithanability to smuggle
cattlie intoc Burundi for six times the Tanzania price. Young
people reaching adulthood were reported to be clearing land and
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staying in Karagwe, while less than half were reported staying at
Muyenzi. Muyenzi is in an area whose inhabitants are part
of the larger Hutu group, and thus relations with the locals have
never been good. Karagwe's local elite, on the other hand, is
Tutsi-related and friendly, althcugh the rest of the local

population 1s not as well-disposed towards the refugees.

7. Mwezi -- 3,000 Rw=ndese (Tutsi) refugees resettled from
Zaire. The refugees arrived in November, 1964, and June, 1965,
and the settlement was handed over in 1971.

Tanzania's acceptance of these refugees from Zaire was the
first case of refugee resettlement between African countries of
asylum 1in Africa.

The settlement area, the Mwezi Highlands, was remote, under-
populated, and earmarked for development by the government. Site
preparation required an access road from the market town of
Mpanda, which is 75 miles away. Settlement isonaplateau at
an elevation of 6,090 feet. Eight villages were set up for a
total of 100 families, each situated on hills near streams. The
hilltops were relatively clear of the tsetse fly and have good
grazing. However, as the refugees were flown into the area from
Zaire, they came without cattle and did not acquire any for
several vears. TCRS was the operational partner.

Th> Rwandese refugees in Zaire had been in danger because of
the general turmoil of the civil war in Zaire, and specifically
pecause the Inyenzi had become involved in it. They were
informed in advance of conditions of the Mwezl site and upon

arrival were pleased with the location because it reminded them
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of Rwanda, although the climate was cooler.

TCRS did extensive pre-planning for settlement and generally
had a staff of six on location. Very good progress was made from
1965 to 1967. Although the refugees received rations, they began
to grow sufficient crops for themselves and produced a tiny
surplus in spite of the fact that many of the refugees apparently
had been either pastoralists or officeworkers rather than
cultivetors. By the end of 1967, TCRS had completed a fairly
elaborate infrastructure including schools and a community
center. Refugee teachers ran the schools, adjusting to the
Tanzanian curriculum and teaching in Swahili and English.

Problems emerged in 1967 regarding settlement self-
sufficiency and refugee attitudes. It was necessary at this
time to develop cash crops in order to raise the settlement above
subsistence. Without cash crops there would be no taxes and the
government would not be willing to take over communal facilities
such as clinics, schools and rcads. Cash cropping was inhibited
by the location (75 miles from the market town), by heavy rains
which lasted for six months at a time, damaging crops and leaving
the road impassable, and by the refugees' inexperience as
farmers.

Strained relations between the refugees and Tanzanian
authorities also hampered the achievement of self-sufficiency.
in 1967, about half of the refugees refused to accept Tanzanian
identification cards (not citizenship), because they felt it
would make their exile permanent. As a result of this refusal,
some went to jail. Further, the refugees, as a former elite

ruling class, were not enthusiastic about the egalitarian gocals
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of Tanzanian society. Lastiy, the refugees resented the
cessation of rations and other assistance. Holborn (1975) notes:
"The Tutsi are ungquestiovnably a very proud people with a well-
developed sense of the rights and privileges due them."

In 1969, instead of going ahead with an Oxfam-World Bank
pilot scheme to achieve self-sufficiency, the government decided
to use the Mwezl infrastructure for other purposes. It moved up
to 10,099 Chagga tribesmen from the overpopulated Kilimanjaro
regicn to the Mwezi Highlands. Their settlement was near the
refugees and they used the facilities at the refugee sesttlement.
The initial success of the Chagga settlement seems to have
stimulated the refugees, and some cash crops were grown in 1974.
The new settliers brought cattle with them, giving the refugees an
opportunity to augmeﬁt the cattle received in later years via
TCRS.

In July 1971, the Tanzanian government took over operation
of the refugee settlement.

A field visit to Mwezi in 1985, undertaken as part of this.
study, indicated that after handover medical serv.ces declined
somewhat, electricity ended, bus service and post office
facilities were closed, and the cocmmunity center was converted
into a courtroom. Most ¢of the Chagga are rzported to have left
the area long ago because of poor relations with the refugees and

an inability to grow familiar crops. Although it is widely

th
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believed that the refugees have received citizenship, only a
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]
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actually receivad certificates several years agc. ow the co

of a certificate is 1,889 Tanzanian shiilings, and refugees would
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like UNHCR to pay the fee as they had agreed to do when the offer

wasg fivsi made some years ago. No UNHCR visit had occurred for

7]

®

several year
Nonetheless, the refugees report that they are doing well.
In general, there are few problems with local residents, perhaps
because there are few such residents. Refugees operate busines-
ses, including driving lorries to the market in Mpanda. They
also grow bananas, yams, sweet potatces, and millet, and are
attempting to grow coffee. In addition, the refugees sell
substantial amounts of beans and maize to the government which

Itas recently consgtructed a warehocuse in Mwezi to handle these

{1

rops. Cattle now exist in substantial numbers, and there is

0

lenty of available land. Besides the issue of citizenship, the

efugees note difficulties in getting their children into

rt

secondary schocls, in finding adegquate numbers of vehicles for
trarsportation, and with the maintenance of the road to Mpanda.
At Muyenzi, Mwezl and Karagwe Settlement Commandants have
been a repeated source of difficulty. These difficulties
reportedly increased greatly after the departure of expatriates.
Resides an authoritarian attitude towards the refugees, some
Settlement Commanders are accused of diverting relief and
construction funds to their own use and, in one case, of taking
advantage of young girls seeking entrance to secondary school,
In one instance, UNHCR had been told that schools and staff
housing at Mwezi had been completed when instead the officiail
responsible had disavpeared with the funds. As a result, the
buildings were never built. Unfortunately, it appears that

several of the Commandants, after service at these settlements,
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have moved on to cther settlements.

This high-~handed approach* also appears in reports of: 1)
government officials using and 1living in building originally
meant f£or the settlements, 2) the failure of a tractor service
at Karagwe due to "bad accounts™ and the eventual transfer of the
tractor to the District Council, and 3) a government official's
transfer of the Karagwe lorry to Muyenzi, leading to the collapse
of the Kimuli communal vegetable farm because it could not market
its produce. Some local officials reportedly responded to
refugee requests and other problems with threats to throw the
refugees out of the country. Although this has not happened, and
while such a threat may lose some of its sting after many repeti-
tions, it could hardly have benefitted refugee relations with
officials in the early fearful years. In general, refugee
participation in matters affecting them has not been encouraged.

Citizenship for the Rwandese refugees is ancther problem. A
1978 program to provide naturalization certificates gave citizen-
ship to only a few refugees, although international reports
erroneously indicate that a significant number were naturalized.
The fee 1s now 1,000 shillings and naturalized refugees will not
automatically receive voting rights.

Without voting rights, refugees are not allowed to speak up

in local politics, or even to serve as their own village chairmen

*Gasarasi (1984) states that "I however feel that the Refugee
(Control) Act of 1965 has been adequate as the legal instrument
in force. The spirit of the Act has predominantly been a disci-~
plininc one, and as a result it has in most cases produced
authoritarian Setitlement Commandants who have cften developed
antagonistic relationships with the refugees.”
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in Muyenzi. In 1976, a UNHCR official recommended that Rwandese
settlements be re-visited without "the company of any Ministry of
Home Affairs official." Refugees, however, reported long gaps
between visits by UNHCR officials.

Despite these difficulties, the settlement refugees appear
to be doing at least as well economically as the local inhabi-
tants. Many of the problems of maintenance of roads and facili-

ties are shared by Tanzanian nationals in the area.
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II. Settlements In Uganda

The first Rwandese Tutsi refugees began to arrive in 1959,
and their numbers grew to 35,000 by 1962. In 1963, an invasion
by Tutsi militants failed and an increased exodus fol lowed,
building eventually to some 72,000 refugees. About 28,000 were
in six settlements and the remainder were settled spontaneously.

Uganda has consistently insisted that the refugees will
eventually repatriate. Thus, more than any other African country
of asylum, Uganda has been unwilling to accept measures aimed at
the consolidation and integration of refugee settlements
(Holborn, 1975). Settlement progress toward self-sufficiency was
very slow because capital expenditures were kept to a minimum,
crops for immediate subsistence were emphasized, and cash crops
were not promoted. Community facilities such as water supplies,
health and education were not provided, and this contributed to
refugees leaving the settlements to settle spontaneously. Even
as late as 1967, every refugee settlement in Uganda still
required WFP rations.

Uganda's restrictive policies were born cut of its troubled
circumstances in the 1964's. Besides the Rwandese refugees,
Uganda also received refugees from civil wars in the Congo and
the Sudan. Independent itself only in October, 1962, Uganda was
relatively prosperous but ridden with internal political,
religious, and tribal splits that have murderously troubled it to
this day. Not only did the Uganda government fear that the
rafugees might combine with friendly or kinship groups in Uganda,

it was also greatly disturbed by refugee involvement with
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militant guerrilla movements which compromised Ugandan security
and embroiled it in controversies with its neighbors.

The view of the settlements as temporary had other effects
as well. The sites were chosen less with an eye to viability and
more with a concern to avoid 1and disputes with local peocple.
Thus, they were scattered 2080 to 580 miles from the L.rder. Pre-
planning was neglected and this contributed to many setbacks in
the settlements, including the abandonment of cone and the virtual
abandonment of another.

It should be noted that the Ugandan view of the settlements
as temporary was welcomed by many refugees, particularly the
leaders. The refugees' dream of retaking Rwanda was strong and
only dimmed in the late 15%68°'s, Viewing their exile as
temperary, the Tutsi were not inclined to overcome their longheld
resistance to a settled agricultural 1life.

In 1967-68 UNHCR indicated that the end of assistance was
approaching. Thus, Uganda faced the prospect of takinag over the
entire burden of settlements which, although technically self-
supporting, would continue to function precaricusly due to the
lack of facilities appropriate for long-term settlement.

Al though not wavering in its view that the refugees would
eventually repatriate, Uganda permitted some consclidation
assistance.

UNHCR assistance from 1968 was aimed at promoting the
economic success of the settlements. Projects to improve
community facilities began. More land was made available, cash
crops were introduced, and tsetse fly control was increased. The

government and the YMCA began a government agricultural
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assistance project in each settlement to improve crop guality and
marketing., More refugee children were allowed to go to Ugandan
schools, and four secondary schools were expanded to accept
refugees. Self-help primary schools in the settlements were
replaced with permanent buildings.

In 1974, the refugees reached economic parity with the local
rural population. Major international assistance began to be
phased out. The government administered the settlements and
assumed responsibility for completing infrastructure consclida-~

tion programs. No new UNHCR funding was planned. By 19

-._,.J

3, the
maijoerity of the refugees were growing their own food, growing
cash crops successfully, and paying taxes. By 1984, it was
reported that "Many of them are virtually integrated into the
Ugandan economy and society. They are found in a variety of
professional occupations... The refugees move freely around the
country and are given the same opportunities as nationals.® (UN,
1984Db)

Cther than some long-delayed repairs to the Nakivale water
system, UNHCR had little concern with the settlements until 1979.
The Tanzanlan invasion of that year caused 14,840 Rwandese
refugees to flee north from Oruchinga and Nakivale. Qver the
next two years, fighting, discrder, and the general decline ¢f
the Ugandan ecconomy created serious prcecblems and very ssvere
damage at the settlements. A lack cf spare parits and maintenance
caused boreholes and water systems to fall into disuse. The
health facilities at Nakivale and Oruchinga were affected, and

owing the transfer of

pd

services at Kyangwalil were strained fol
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raefugees from other settlements.

At ICARA I, in 1981, Uganda noted that for years 1t had
borne salaries and other administrative costs of the settlements
at a cost of $1 million per year. Considering its troubles, it
asked the international community to assume half c¢f those costs
for two years. It was noted that prior to the events of 1979,
most of the refugees were well-integrated socially and
economically. Now major repalirs were neeced but ware not
possible because of the generally unsettled conditions in the
country.

Unfortunately, the events of 1979 were followed by further
problems in 1982. On October 1, the youth wing of the ruling
Uganda Peoples Congress and some police attacked the homes of
Rwandese refugees, immigrants and Ugandan citizens. Those
Ugandan citizens who were attacked were mainly pre-independence
migrants from Rwanda as well as ethnic Rwandese who were
inceorporated into Uganda due to a colonial period border change.
Many people fled to kRwanda, and thousands fled to Nakivale and
Cruchinga which collectively almost doubled in size from 27,8¢0
to 53,080 refugees. All told, some 31,000 refugees with 50,000
head of cattle moved into the Rwandese settlements in Uganda. A
new settlment for 17,806 refugees and their 22,0060 cattle was
opened at Kayaka II,

The settlements had achieved self-sufficiency in the 1%7¢'s
but they were extensively damaged in the 1979 war and its
aftermath. The internaticnal assistance that resumed then nas
now had to be upgraded urgently to cope with the aftermath of£f the

1982 attack.
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In the last two years, UNHCR activity in Uganda has centsred
on strengthening and improving the existing settlements, particu-
larly at Nakivale and Orvchinga, and on the establishment of a
new settlement at Kyaka II. Due to local conditions -- this is
an area rife with rebellion particularly since the overthrow of
the Obote government -- assistance needs in the Mbara region have
been greater than expectad, and repairs and improvements to
infrastructures have been unsatisfactory. Major repairs in Ibuga
have not taken place as planned and other activities are behind
schedule. UNHCR has given implementation of Kyaka II to the UN
Center for Human Settlements and is arranging to transfer
implementing responsibility for the seven older settlements to
the ILO. At ICARA II, the Ugandan government requested almost
$19 million for seven projects in the southwestern and western
regionsg, but only one, for marketing cooperatives, directly

concerns refugees,

8. Oruchinga -- 4,750 Rwandese (Tutsi) refugees. (a1l
census figures for the Ugandan settlements are for 1971, from
Holborn, 1975.) The settlement was begun in November 1961, and
was declared self-sufficient in 1974. Originally, 11,000
Rwandese and several thousand cattle were moved by the government
from locations on the border with Rwanda to a valley away from
the border because of attacks intoc Rwanda. The area soil was
fertile but subject to rapid decline due to poor, unreliable
rainfall. A water crisis had occurred in the mid-1968's when

the river cut a new course to Lake Victoria and the wvalley dried

\O

6

=

up. At this time, UNHCR and an NGO drilled wells. In 1

L4
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there were 12,000 refugees in the area but cnly enough land for
5,99¢. Communal farming was tried at first, but was soon
abandoned. The settlement shifted to the use of individual plots
and crop rotation to protect the soil. The site was constantly
disrupted by its use as a reception center for new arrivals, and
20,300 refugees passed through it from 1964 to 1967. Oruchinga
was thus overcrowded until the refugee population was reduced in
1966. Between 1964 and 1966, Oruchinga and Nakivale had several
outflows of refugees being sent to the newer settlemenis of

Kahunge, Ibuga, Rwanwanja, Kyaka, and Kyangwali.

9. Nakivale -- 8,495 Rwandese (Tutsi) refugees. The
settlement was begun in 1962, and was declared self-sufficient in
1974. Originally, Nakivale was very overzcrowded, with 9,060
families and 17,000 cattle. As the areaz was not far from border,
it was also disrupted by its use as a reception center for new
arrivals near Lake Nakivale. The area was infested with tsetse
fly until sufficient bush was cleared. 1In 1964, the settlement
dam burst and refugees had to use an uncsafe distant marsh for
water. In 1968, UNHCR developed an inadequate system of seven
deep wells and four tanks, which was finally fixed in 1970¢. The
refugee population was reduced in 1966, as refugees were sent

north.

19. Kahunge -- 9,220 Rwandese (Tutsi) reifugees. The
settlement was beqgun in 1963, and was declared self-sufficient in
1974. The Kahunge settlement originally took several thousand

rafugees from Oruchinga, and in 1966 took several thousand from
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the failed settlement at Kirnvara. The first refugee group
quickly achieved crop subsistence and introduced a second group

to viable agriculture. In 1976, the Norwegian Refugee Council

built a vocaticnal training center.

11. Ibuga -- 2,353 Sudanese refugees and a few hundred
Rwandese (Tutsl) refugees. The settlement was begun in 1964, and

T,

wa

%
i

declared self-sufficient in 1974, Originally, Ibuga
consisted of 90¢ Rwandese refugees with 1,600 cattle who were

moved from the border to a site 200 miles to the north. The

{0

Rwandese were part of a new influx, resulting from the failed
1%63 invasion. A rapid population decline occured as refugees
left the settlement for other settlements or settled spontan-
eously because Ibuga lacked community facilities and drinking
water, In 1857, 2,8¢@ Sudanese were moved to Ibuga from the

north and did well. The settlement’'s water problems were solved

in 1974.
12. Rwanwanja -- 2,820 Rwandese (Tutsi) refugees. The
refugees arrived in 1984, and the settlement was declared self-

sufficient in 13974. The site is 288 miles north of the border,
and 32,800 refugees and 5,00¢ cattle trekked to the settlement

after the failed 1963 invasion of Rwanda. Dalzy marketing was

13. Kyaka -- 2,230 Rwandese (Tutsi) refugees. The refugees
arrived in 1964, and the settlement was declared self-sufficient
in 1974. Kyaka originally consisted of 2,88¢ refugees and 3,700

cattle who trekked 2088 miles north after the failed 1963
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invasion.

14, Kyangwali -- 9,465 Rwandese (Tutsi) refugees. The

settlement was begun in late 1966, and was declared self-
sufficient in 1974, Kyangwali is located almost 500 miles north
of the Rwanda border on a favorable site with good scil near Lake
Albert. The settlement was established to take the overload from
Oruchinga, and also to take refugees and equipment from the
failed settlement at Kinyara. Established after the hope of
repatriation had dimmed, Kyangwali got off to a fast start. A
self-help primary school was developed with 24 volunteer
teachers, and cash crops of cotton, tea, and tobacco were
produced. The refugees faced the problem of destruction of their

crops by wild animals. In 1978, a health center was built.

IV. Settlements for Rwandese Refugees In Zaire

15. TIhula -- 3,000 Rwandese (Tutsi) refugees. The settle-
ment was opened in October 1961, and international assistance

ended in 1974.

16. Bibwe -~ 5,000 Rwandese (Tutsi) refugees. The
settlement was begun in 1962, and international assistance ended

in 1978@.

17. Kalonge -- 1,190 Rwandese (Tutsi) refugees. The
settlement was begun in 1962, and was listed as largely abandoned
in 1967. (Note: All above are 1984 population figures - UN,
1884.}

Between 1959 and 1961, approximately 60,000 Rwandese, mainly
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Tntsis but with some Hutus as well, fled to many varts of Kivu
province, Zaire., Some brought cattle with them, but by 1.:2,
some 35,000 refugees were considered destitute, The cothers had
self-settled, found employment, or were aided by the numerocus
Rwandese immigrants who were already in the area. Unfortunately,
these immigrants had already generated supstantial local
resentment and this soon attached itself to the refugees.

In mid-1961, many refugees were forced out of tne town of
Goma in nerthern Kivu. They were assisted by UNHCR in moving
further north to set up a settlement on a very fertile, heavily
forested site at Bibwe. A Congolese rural settlement agency
already familiar with the area, the Mission des Installations des
Populations (MIP), assisted with the settlement. At first there
were 2,000 ra:fugees who cleared forest, built huts, and planted
crops on four hectare piocts., Approximately 58 refugees died from
lack of food. UNHCR's role was still unofficial and conditions
in the area were unsettled,.

In 1962, the League of Red Cross Societies took responsi-
bility for Bibwe and four other settlements., Bibwe was enlarged
and a second settlement was opened nearby at Ihula., Refugees
were given five hectare plots of fertile land and were assisted
by MIP and Caritas. Three other settlements were established in
southern Kivu in the vicinity of the town of Bukavu. Xalonge was
assisted by the Norwegian Protestant Mission, and it had very
small plots of 1/1¢ to 1/20 of a hectare. The refugees, who
viewed thelr stay as temporary, planted only guick harvesting
crops. Lemera and Mulenge were assisted by a Swedish Mission,
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refugees.

In 1963, more Rwandese refugees arrived by way of Burundi
and many Rwandese were expelled by Zairian authorities from urban
areas., Four more settlements -- Kakobo, Mamba, Rambo, and
Tshaminunu -- were opened south of Bukavu for 12,0080 refugees.

As they did in Uganda, Burundi, and Tanzaﬁia, many of the
Rwandese Tutsi became active in the militant guerrilla movement,
the Inyenzi, to trv to regain control ¢f Rwanda. Besides its
impact on the willingness of refugees to undertake settlement
activities in Zaire, these military activities embroiled the
Rwandese in deep pclitical trcuble. The Congo was descending
into civil war, rebellion, and chacs. Several times the refugees
got caught between sides or involved with the losing side.

For example, Bibwe and Thula in the north at first worked
impressively. The refugees avoided the Inyenzi, grew crops,
built and staffed schools with self-help, and, by 1963, did not
need rations. However, they became a focal point for local
hostile feeling which really involved grievances against the
Zasirian government. In 1963, an extremist politician lad efforts
to drive the rafugees out, the settliements were constantly
harassed, and MIP staff were beaten. Many refugees fled to
Uganda and the population at Bibwe and Ihula dropped from 13,80¢
to 5,009.

Even worse, in 1964, because of Inyenzi involvement with
the rebels, the government began to treat the refugees harshly.
This was at the height of the Congo rebellion. In August, 1964,
mass arrests of refugees began. Then the UNHCR representative

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
137



and the ILO representative were murdered by rebels, Finally,
still in August, the government ordered the expulsicn of all
refugees, an Qrder that was not lifted until the end of 1966%,

Contact was lost with the settlements. Part of Kalonge
survived with 1,508 out of an original 3,088 refugees, The other
southern settlements ceased operations. Fortunately, Bibwe and
Ihula in the north were ocut of the trouble area and doing very
well with their crops. However, estimates were that only 28,060
of original 66,006 Rwandese refugses remained in Zaire.

From 1964 to early 1967, UNHCR administered a heolding opera-
tion in Zaire while waiting for the 1lifting of the expulsiocon
order. Although the goal was only to maintain subsistence at the
settlements, Bibwe and Ihula made good progress. Some refugees
moved 1n, bringing Bibwe to 5,906 and Ihula te 2,88§. Good
relations developed with the local population, and the crops on
terraced hillsides (beans, maize, potato, cassava, ground nuts)
produced a surplus. Tea and tobacco provided cash, Timber was
developed and a carpentry cooperative produced furniture., 8Six

self-help schools were built and staffed. The site was rich; "no

=1

more favourable natural conditions existed in Africa.” (Holborn,
1975}

Kalonge merely held on for those three years. Then in 19587,
just as aid was to resume in full, a mutiny led by white mercen-
aries broke out arcund Bukavu. The settlement was badly affected
and the refugses scattered. The program thus had to be
abandoned. Only the settlements in the Bibwe-Ilhula zone had

managed to survive political conditions in Zaive, and only one=-

i

-
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third of the original 6,088 rsfugees remain
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The final consclidation assistance to Bibwe and Ihula
concentrated on medical assistance, education, and community
development., ILO assisted with consolidation of cooperatives
invelving both refugees and locals. The refugees achieved an
equal economic footing with the local population, and in 19748
assistance ceased.

Between 1974 and 1984, there is virtually nec mention of
Bibwe and Ihula in UNHCR reports, and Kalongs was simply listed
as largely abandoned as a result of events in Kivu in 1967,
However, at ICARA II, Zaire (through UNHCR) requested additiocnal
assistance of $264,86% to build and equip dispensaries and
schools at the three settlements. A primary and secondarv schoeol
for Bibwe, a secondary school for Ihula, a primary school at
Ealonge, dispensaries at Bibwe and Ihula, and an all-terrain
vehicle for Ribwe were requested. In addition, eguipment for a
Protestant mission dispensary at Kalonge was reguested. The
installations were to be available to the local Zairian popula-
tion as well. It was indicated that the Rwandese refugees are
self-sufficient but have not been naturalized although UNHCR has
made a demarche to that effect., Continued aid has been Jjustified
cn the grounds that "earlier UNHCR programmes for these refugees
did not include the construction of dispensaries or schools for

refugess settled at Bibwe, Ihula and Kalonge.”™ (UNHCR, 1984b)
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A Summary of Important Points Regarding the Settlements for
Rwandese Refugees

Of the thirty self-sufficient settlements which had been
declared self-sufficient by UNHCR by 1982, fully 16 are for
refugees from Rwanda (primarily Tutsis) who fled in the late
1950's and early 196@'s to Burundi, Tanzania, Uganda, and Zaire.
These settlements were the learning ground (often through trial
and error) for the UNHCR, FAO, and other international organiza-
tions, as well as for NGOs such as the League of Red Cross
Societies, AIDR, and Lutheran World Federation.

In the settlement of the Rwandese refugees during the early
1960's, UNHCR played a more limited role than it does today. At
the beginning of the Rwandese exodus in 1959, and for several
years afterward, UNHCR had no branch offices in sub-Sahara
Africa., It plaved a minor or non-existent role in much of the
relief phase of assistance. During the settlement establishment
phase, UNHCR worked through implementing agencies, and in several
cases settlements began without UNHCR involvement. UNHCR was
only invited into the settlements after the host's rescurces were
strained or other difficulties emerged. 1Initially, UNHCR knew
little of rural African life and the reqguirements for a succes-
sful settlement, and failed to take a strong stand con site
selection, farming techniques, size and function of the settle-

ments. Also, UNHCR appeared to leave most of the settiements

e

very soon after subsistence or food self-sufficiency was

achieved, or as soon as the host government was willing to assume
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responsibility. Hence, most of the conscolidation and integration
of the settiements toock place after UNHCR's withdrawal. Host

governments did not appear Lo have been insistent abcout levels of

&)

aid, and with a few exceptions, most of the settlements received
minimal infrastructures in the form of schools, medical
facilities, and other community facilities,

The Rwandese Tuitsi refugees were a difficult first settle-

4]

ment experience for UNHCR. As an exiled elite, they are often
described as being acutely aware of the rights and privileges due
them. Their sense of superiority frightened and alienated many
of their new neighbors, and their negative attitude towards
settlements delayed their progress toward self-sufficiency. As
many were pastoralists, they rejected cultivation, and as
militant exiles hoping to retake their homes, thev rejected the
permanence of settlement, The refugees' view of their esxile as
temporary was often shared by the host governments, who expecting
raepatriation, gave little thought to site selection and saw no
reason 6 invest heavily in infrastructure for such temporarily

resident aliens. Lastly, the militant and vioclent activities o

21}

many of the Tutsi through the Invenzi guerillias involved them

[
o3

dangerous forays into the internal peolitics of three of their
host countries.

Part of the legacy the Rwandese Tutsi refugees can be
seen in today's poelicles concerning moviag refugees away from the
border, limiting refugee political activities; and viewing the
granting of asylum as a non-hostile action. The legacy shows
also in UNHCR's concern abouit promoting friendly relations with
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local inhabitants and giving due attention to the econcmic

54_‘1

viability of settlements. A further lesson learnsd has been the

need to provide infrastructure and comuunity facilities early in

fu

gettlement’s life. Infrastructure provides a message that the
gettlement 1s permanent, and it encourages those refugees who
value education and other services to remain at the settlement
rather than to settle spontaneocusly.

ks pastoralists, the Tutsi were forced to make a major
adjustment to a new 1ife as cultivators. They were quite
fortunate to enter countries such as Zaire and Tanzania that
still had vast tracts of open 1and, and to receive land that was
still relatively underutilized in Burundi. Although most of the
Rwandese settlements had a lengthy and difficult transition to
self-sufficiency, most of them today (with the obvious exception

of the settlements in Uganda) are doing at least as well economi-

cally as their neighbors.

V. The Settlement for Burundi Refugees In Rwanda

18. Mutara -- 3,166 Burundi refugees (Heidler, 1982}.

UNHCR reports that the refugees arrived in 1973 and that handover
occured in 1976, but other reports indicate that refugees did not
reach the site until 1974, and that handover to the host
government was in 1977.

Rwanda is a land-locked least-developed country with the
hichest population density in Africa and a very high rate of
populaticon growth.

Mutara iIs located in the northeast, at the furthest point

from Burundi. Refugees criginally were concentrated at Bugesera
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in the south central area and in the southwest corner and were
moved away from the border to Mutara in a two-stage move lasting
over one year. Before settlement, the Mutara area was mainly a
Tutsi grazing area that was relatively unpopulated after their
flight. Soils were good, partly because most c¢f the area had not
been farmed previously.

Refugee settlement was the leading edge of the overall
settlement of this area, with many Rwandese moving into the area
gfter the refugee settlement was established. 2 government
agency known as OVERPAM assisted Rwandese settlement. The
refugees may have been a majority at first but are now outnum-
bered abeut 8:1 in the administrative jurisdiction in which they
live.

AIDR was the implementing agenc?, establishing the infra-
structure (a water system, access roads, primary schools, and
health centers) and dividing and allocating land for agriculture.
Each family received aplot of one to two hectares along an
access road. AIDR allowed the refugees to arrange themselves so
as teo maintain family and friendship units. The fact that the
refugees and the local residents shared a common language and
culture eased relations. Rations were provided for twe years by
WFP through AIDR, with distribution largely handled by the
refugees. There was a one-time distribution of tools and seeds,
mostly for familiar crops. Catholic Relief Services {(CRS) also
aided agricultural development.

By January, 1976, the settlement was virtually self-
supporting and the government assumed responsibility for it.

Land titles were issuesed to the refugees, the government staffed
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the medical center, and the qualifications of refugee teachers
were recognized. However, UNHCR program support was not
concluded until 1979 and was then resumed in 1981-1982. By 1978
the settlement was considered self-sufficient but there was a
problem with a group of unemployed refugees for whom no land was
available. in 1981, aid was resumed for certain individual
refugee needs for housing and medical care and it was noted that
economic difficulties had become more acute in the Mutara region.
Since then, renewed UNHCR assistance has built and repaired water
distribution stations and schools.

UNMHCR, through AIDR, established the original water, school,
and health systems for the refugees. While these facilities have
suffered from wear and tear and lack ¢f maintenance, a major
problem has been that of strain from the very large influx of
Rwandese nationals into the area. For example, the water system
(gravity-fed from hills 20 kilometers away) has been cvertaxed by
Rwandese settlers using the system as it passes through their
avea to the refugees. Although it is probably still sufficient
(if maintained) for its original refugee population, the refugees
have resorted to using local streams and water sources.

Although UNHCR aid has resumed, the field visit undertaken
during this study noted the general impression that the refugees
are better off than many Rwanda nationals in the area. This may
be because the refugees are the oider residents of the area and
the aid which they received allowed them to incur fewer debts in
the course of becoming established.

There is some concern for the future of the area because the
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influx of Rwandese nationals is leading to a shortage of
agricultural land. Refugee plots of one to two hectares are too
small to allow for fallowing or to subéi?ide for children,
Although this aiso affects naticnals, the problem is more acute
for refugees who must remain in the settlement zrea. Overall,
however, the area is still productive due to the newness of the
soil, and it is even considered a food basket area for Rwanda.

The refugee settlement is administered by the local
government as part of its regular administrative system. The
refugees are involved in the mandatory Saturday communal work
program and pay all taxes and fees. However, as foreigners they
are not allowed to vote, or hold cffice, There are some restric-
tions on formal employment, although they can and do operate
licensed small businesses. Refugees can travel freely but are
not permitted to settle elsewhere,

Citizenship rules are unclear but there seems to be a
requirement of a ten-year wait. Although some refugees might be
eligible by now, the question has not been pushed by UNHCR or the
bulk of the refugees. It has been reported that a few refugees
have applied for citizenship but were hampered by local
officials. At the very beginning of the settlement, however,
some of the richer and better-educated refugees were able to get
citizenship. There were no reports of the refugees being badly
treated.

A problem existed for those refugees *“rying to get into
secondary schools but this was ameliorated by a generous UNHCR
scholarship program. There were also some reports that lately

refugees were having difficulty being employed as teachers.
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Rwanda submitted ten projects toe ICARA II but none were for

this settlement.

Vi. Settlements for Burundi Refugees in Tanzania

19. Ulwvankulu -- 26,08¢ Burundi (Hutu) refugees. (all
census figures are from ICARA II documentation - UN, 1984b). The
refugees arrived in 1972, and the settlement was handed over in
June 1984,

20. Katumba -- 74,000 Burundi ({Hutu) refugees. The
refugees arrived in August, 1973, and settlement was handed over
in June, 1984¢.

Mishamo -- 32,300 Burundi (Hutu) refugees. Established in
1978 for the transfer of 24,000 refugees from Ulyankulu and
2,000 spontaneously-settled refugees from the Kigoma region.
Handover took place in mid-1985. (Mishamo is not part of the
group of 230 self-sufficient settlements, but it is included in
this narrative because of its close link with the other two
settlements for assistance to the Burundi refugees.)

In the Spring of 1972, Tutsi massacres of Hutu's in Burundi
led to a massive exodus of Hutu refugees to Rwanda, Zaire, and
Tanzania, The Kigoma region of Tanzania was familiar to the
refugees, who are related to its inhabitants and speak the same
language. Emergency relief began early with the involvement of
the Tanzanian government, UNHCR, WFP, and TCRS. Planning also
began immediately for a more durable solution,

Ulyankulu, with 1,800 sguare kilometers of relatively flat,

thinly forested land some 85 kilometers northeast of Tabora,
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opened in 1972 and had 6,300 refugees by year's end. This grew
to 22,569 in 1973, 46,500 in 1974, 54,0069 in 1975, and a peak of
60,000 in 1976 and 1977. As the influx continued and Ulyankulu
filled, a decision was made to establish a second permanent
settlement. Katumba, 1,000 square kilometers of rolling country
criss~-crossed by perennial small rivers and streams, began in
August, 1973, and grew rapidly to Ulyankulu's size by the end of
1974. By 1977, both settlements were on half-rations and rapidly
approaching self-sufficiency. However, a Viability Mission
requested by UNHCR found that Ulyankulu's peopulation was too
large for sustained self-sufficiency. Although rainfall was
adequate on average, it was extremely variable, with frequent
one~year droughts. The soils were found to have pocor to very
poor fertility, and were liable to degenerate in a very short
period of time if intensively cultivated. The Viability Mission
recommended that half the refugees be transferred elsewheres so
that water resources would be sufficient for the remaining
refugees and soil fertility could be maintained.

The Viability Mission accepted the fact that it had been
necessary to choose a settlement site for the Burundi refugees
quickly, but criticized the failure to conduct ongoing surveys
after the initial surveys had been completed or to do adequate
planning., The mission indicated that:

Some ability toplaninacrisis should be
developed... Within a reasonable time it should
become possible to conduct the studies and
complete the planning necessary to develop a
suitable area into a viable, self-sustained
settlement. (BRetts, 1981)

The action taken to reduce Ulyankulu's population was
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preventative; disaster loomed but had not struck. However, the

mistakes at Ulyankulu meant that 24,000 refugees who had already
achieved food self-sufficiency had to begin their efforts anew at
Mishamo, and had to be provided again with food and other inputs.

Mishamo, physically the largest of the three settlements
with 2,000 square kilometers, opened in late 1978 after a good
deal of preparatory work. It was planned from the start as one
of the first settlements established under UNHCR's new Project
Management System (PMS). The system, which was partly a response
to the Ulyankulu experience, includes a detailed project agree-
ment, a plan of operations, and a regular monitoring system.
About 1,088 refugees arrived in late 1978, and another 24,000
from Ulyankulu, and 2,090 self-settl=ad refugees from Kigoma
brought the population to 27,800 by late 1979.

At Ulyankulu and Katumba, refugee families were given 3.5
hectare plots which were 1aid out on a grid, or block pattern,
along access roads. Refugees lived on their plots, as was
traditional in Burundi, rather than grouping their huts.
Ulyankulu was divided into 13 villages (since reduced to ten),
and Katumba was divided into 15 villages. The Viability Mission
seriously criticized this layout, feeling that the subdivisions
were an administrative convenience but were not villages in the
true sense of the word. The villa;es were contiguous with no
fringe for expansion or fuel supply, and no community center to
provide for cohesion., Further, the villages were very large,
averaging 720 plots at Ulyankualu and 550 plots at Katumba.

TCRS, the implementing partner for all three settlements,

provided refugees with seeds and tools to clear their land and
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build a home. Agriculture extension service workers, demonstra-
tion plots, fertilizer, nurseries, livestock programs, milling,
and marketing services were part of the effort to promote self-
sufficiency. Refugees were expected to clear almocst one hectare
of land in the first year and plant maize, beans, cassava,
cowpeas and banana suckers. By two years, two hectares were to
be cultivated with the additicn of rice, sweet pctatoes, ground
nats, and soya beans. Tobacco, particularly at Ulyankulu, was an
effective cash crop. The third year it was hoped that foocd self-
sufficiency weuld be reached, together with an increasing surplus
to earn cash. WFP provided food rations during this period of
increasing cultivaticn, planning full rations for two seasocons and
one-half or one-quarter rations for an additional season.

By 1677, bcocth Katumba and Ulyankula had an estimated 60,0090
refugees each, (a census prior to the transfer in 1978, however,
showed only 47,558 persons in Ulyankulu) and both were considered
self-sufficient in foed. However, while Katumba was fortunate in
having perennial water sources and moderately fertile soils,; the
judgment toc reduce Ulvyankulu's population was firm.

Mishamo, reflecting the experience 0f the other settlements
and the Viability Mission report, is 1aid out on a more village-
oriented pattern. There are 16 villages, with a capacity to
increase to 2§ villages. Although a grid pattern with houses on
individual plots is used, the villages are smaller 48§ five-
hectare plots with 375 occupied initially. Also, there is more
non-agricultural land between the villages. In additicn, there

4

has been greater attention to placing community facilities such
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as first aid stations, cooperatives, schools, and demonstration
plots in each village to promote cohesion.

Mishamo is a very large settlement, approximately the size
of the island of Zanzibar. The remoteness of the site makes it
difficult to recruit and retain staff. The original water plan
was based on a system of shallow wells, but 1,568 trizls have
produced only 43 wells. In 1981, the tripartite partners agreed
that deep borehole drilling would be necessary. A disagresment
over the numb2r of boreholes to be drilled impeded handover.
Government representatives wanted 394 wells drilled {(the highest
number recommended by one of several consultants) while the other
partners believe 175 wells will be sufficient.

"Refugees in all three settlements have, for the most part,
attained minimum self-sufficiency as farmers and have produced
modest surpluses for sale outside the settlements. Sustained
econcmic growth at criginally anticipated rates, howsever, has not
been possible in the settlement due largely to the increasingly
depressed economic situation in Tanzania as a whole., Indeed,
ecconomic gains achieved in Katumba and Ulyankulu by the time of
their hand over are now in sericus jecpardy. The same situation
is 1likely to ocur in respect of Mishamo after hand cver if

certain preventive measures, including additional infrastructural
inputs are not provided.® (UNHCR 19844)

The "serious Jjeopardy” that the settlements now confront is

in part an outgrowth of problems first identified in the 1878%s.
The Viability Mission and other visitors to¢ Ulyankulu and Katumba
criticized several other features of the settlements; besides the
proplems with the water supply and the lack of follow-up studies.
These criticisms included the reliance on fertilizers supplied by
the implementing partner wnich might give an appearance of

fertility and self-sufficiency that may prove illusocory if

stpplies were withdrawn; the need to recognize and emphasize the

crucial importance of agricultural development as the basis of
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refugee livelihood and the source of cash for purchases on which
other employment depends; and the need to diversify sources of
income and the economic base by encocuraging non-agricultural
employment opportunities., Another problem areaz identified was
the functioning of the settlement primary cooperatives which were

3 -

aid to be too narrowly based, not innovative, had management who

had received no special training, and were vulnerable because the

[

main demand for their services came from the implementing agency.

ad

()

itional problems included the poor guality and maintenance of
road works; self-reliance activities {daycare, building of

schools and reads) which involved refugese s
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refugee initiative or participaticn; and a fear that social
service considerations (dispensaries and schools in particular)
might overshadow economic needs. (Mote: Robert Chambers,
paraphrased by Betts (1981): “the construction of buildings had
been a maior precccupation for refugee settlements in Africa, and

while many had been completed and used, many others were too

[

often under-utilized or abandoned.™)

H

In additicn to the above difficulties, the three settlements

were placed in virgin territories that initially lacked an

4]

elementary level of public ssrvices. Given its own national

e

economic difficulties, Tanzania has been unable to provide the
rafugee areas with the infrastructure reguired -- health, roads,
education, water, etc. At ICARA II, in 1984, Tanazania turned to
the international ~ommunity with an extensive list of reguests,

costing some $36 million. ({Nect all of the reguescs were solely

for che three settlements, but their requirements covered the
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lion's share of the costs.)
The ICAR2Z Il projsct list addressed many of the same

ifficulties identified in the late 197%°'s. The list includes:

£

are to provide agricultural inputs; $2.8 million to sxpand two

7
i
s
ot
£

uitural training institutes and $646,9088 tc establish an
agricultural research substation at Mishamo; $9 million for
emergency rehabilitation of roads connscting the settlements o
commercial towns; $1.5 miillion for rural development comnunity
centers and daycare centers; $7 million for health and family
iznning to address the extremely high rate of population growth
in the ssttlements and 53.5 million to improve health delivery
services; §4,5 million to construct a College of National

Education to¢ prepare refugees to be teachers; and 55.4 million to

*h

improve water supply in the settlements. 8Some of the aid
requested is not due to probliems in the settliements but is
intended to bring the infrastructure up to the standard of the
Tanzanian Master Plan, itself an ideal level that is not attained
in much c¢f the country.

Many of the problems addressed by ICARA II projects were
noted in the course of a field visit undertaken in this study to
Mishamo and Katumba. The primary cooperatives have been given a
prominent role in providing agricultural inputs and in the
marketing, processing and transportation of agricultural commodi-
ties, However, the field visit noted sericus, longstanding
complaints about the primary cooperatives, including their
domination in one setlement by a few refugee businessmen, their

limited services, and their lack of financial and inventory
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control, Many refugees have not been educated in the purpose and
procedures of ccoperatives, Further, it was noted that after
handover, problems worsened., Unfortunately, the newly funded
project appears to mainly supply eguipment, and has only a very
modest training component.

2

'he sheer size of these settlements (which are the three

3

largest in Africa) ceontributes in some ways to their
difficulties. Rapid population growth has greatly strained their
facilities. Such growth, however, is a longstanding problem in
sub-Sahara Africa. At 1,800 square kilometers {(Ulyankulu and
Katumba} and 2,000 square kilometers {(Mishamo} they are vast.
There is space on the periphery of each for additional villages,
but this fails to meet the desire of young pecople to stay near
their families.

Given the many new projects planned for the three settle-~
ments, it is clear that the settlements are experiencing handover
without phase-ocut of international assistance. Ulyankulu and
Katumba have been self-sufficient for a number of yvears but have
clearly experienced declines in services and other secktors since
handover. Much of this is attributable to the economic crisis in
Tanzania but some may alsc be blamed on the behavior of certal
settlement administrators and on certain ili-advised national

policies interferring with well-functioning enterprises.

¥ii. The Settlement for Burundl Refugees in Zalre

21. Mutambala -~ 1,798 Burundi (Hutu) refugees {(Heidler,

>

1982). The refugees arrived in late 1376, and the settlement was

handed over tc¢ the government at the end of 19795,
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In 1872, approzimately 24,000 Hutu's fled from the massacres
in Burundi to Kivu Province in Zaire. The scil in the area is
good and many refugees were able to self-settle with marginal
UNHCR assistance for seeds, tools, schools for refugees and
local residents vocational training, and mobile health teams.
Howaver, many refugees remained on relief and received only
marginal settlement aid while awaiting a decision by the
government of Zaire on whether the refugses could stay
indefinitely.

In 18376, the government decided that the refugees could
stay, and planning for a settlement began. With AIDR as the
implementing agency, Mutambala cpened in late 1976 as a mixed
farming and fishing community. The three villages of the settle-
ment are on Lake Tanganyika, south of Bukavu., Due to substan-
tial veoluntary repatriation, a second movement from the Ruzizi
plain in 1977 was smaller than planned, By the end of 1977, the
number of refugees in Kivu dropped to 11,3006 as many Hutu's
voluntarily repatriated or moved elsewhere. AIDR provided perma-
nent schoocls, wells, a rocad to the lake for the re-established
fishermen, and agricultural assistance. The farming was qgulickly
successful., AIDR construction work was delayed by a lack of
cement for communal facilities and of fuel for vehicles, but by
April, 1979 it was able towithdrawwithonly some work cn wells
to be finished., At the end of 1979 the rasfugees at Mutambala
were self-sufficient, as were the self-settled refugees, and the

settlement was taken over the government. Facilities at the

n

ettlement are open to Zairians,
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Since 198¢, the only assistance to the Burundi refugees has

been scholarships to keep approximately 108 to 208 students in
lower secondary schools, 200 in higher secondary schools, and

several dozen in university.
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Background of Refugee Movements from Ethiopia

Ethicpia is the largest single socurce of refugees in Africa
and has produced refugees in various ways. The primary refugee
£lows have been a result of the fellowing: a struggle for
autonomy in Eritrea; a similar struggle in Tigray; a rebellion
anongst the Cromo peoples (the largest single ethnic group in
Ethiopia); and fighting in the Ogaden region, which is primarily
populated by ethnic Scmali's, with the intention of joining that
area with Somalia, In addition, since the 1974 overthrow of
Emperor Halle Selassie, Ethiopia has had a Marxist-Leninist
government whose suppression of cpposition groups, such as the
“red terror™ of 1977-1978, has produced many political refugees.
Lastly, Ethiopia has been continually beset with drought and
famine which have caused massive dislocations of people.

Ethiopia is a multi-national state dominated by the Amhara
ethnic gronp. As a growing empire in the last century, the
Amhara's have extended their control over several areas that are
now in varying stages of rebellion. The revolutionary government
is dominated by Amharas and is determined to protect Ethicpia's
territorial integrity.

Eritrea is a former Italian colony which was federated with
the Ethiopian empire after World War II. 1In 1962, the Emperor
moved ko annex Eritrea. Although the Eritrean struggle %0 regain
autonomy began immediately, substantial refugee flows did not
occur until 1%66-1967, when clashes between guerrillas and the

military drove more than 30,0088 refugees into the Sudan.
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Ethiopia then was dominated by the Coptic Christian Church, while
Eritrea contains many Moslems. By the late 1970's, the Eritrean
liberation movements, aided by the turmoil of the revolution,
seemed on the verge of victory. Massive Soviet arms shipments,
and the lack of unity among the liberation fronts, allowed
Ethiopia to regain much lost territory. Since then, fighting has
seesawed in Eritrea and each new offensive has produced new waves
of refugees into the Sudan. The recent famine in this area, with
relief complicated by politics, has greatly exacerbated the
situation. There are almost one million Ethiopian refugees,
mostly Eritrean and Tigray, in eastern Sudan.

Somalia seeks to annex the ethnic Somali Ogaden region. 1In
1977 and 1978, the Western Somalia Liberation Front, backed by
Somali troops, took advantage of revolutionary turmoil and almost
seized the region. Massive Soviet and Cuban assistance helped
defeat this effort, and caused hundreds of thousands of refugees
te filee to Somalia and 30,000 to flee to Djibouti. The border
conflict continues to this day. In 1983 and 1984, the majority
of the refugees in Djibouti repatriated to Ethiopia. 1In Somalia,
the government announced in 1983 its intention to settle those
refugees who wished to stay in Somalia, but 1little action has

been taken to date.

VIII. The Settlement for Refugees from Ethiopia in the Sudan

22. Qgala en Nahal -- 34,800 Ethiopian (Eritrean) refugees

(Rogge, 1985). The refugees arrived in 1969 and 1970, and the
settlement was handed over in 1975. The refugees are Moslems,

and most speak Arabic.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

158



SUDAN

area
Estimated population
Population denSItY «.eeeienreeeecncanscnncccans

R@iNy SS8SOI ¢vesreseecetoraasassoscsoscnocanscos

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

page 93

2,505,813 sq.km.
19,800,000 (mid-82)

Approx. 7.9 per sqg.km.
Past: July - October
South: Arril - October

H KHARTOUM

& Capital
® Towm or village

Settlement of refugees
or displaced parsons

\\ Ragion comprising a population
Yniof refugees or displaced persc

oot

Irrigacion

v
Torem schens

= Road

PRESIDENTIAL

s Bailway

UGANDA




There was a massive influx of Ethiopian refugees into the
Kassala area in March, 1967. By year's end there were 28,608
refugees plus 12,000 camels and other animals. An initial
settlement effort 200 miles to the south planned by UNHCR, FAO,
and UNDP had Sudanese approval but had to be abandoned because a
survey showed that the site was not viable.

A new site, Qala en Nahal, 60 kilometers scuth of Gedaref,
was chosen in 1968. The site was on a rail line and had rich
soil, but had little drinking water and limited rainfall.
Overall the site was marginal: most nationals tended to avoid
this region and most of its inhabitants lived in abject poverty.

With the government of the Sudan as the operational partner,
the site was prepared for approximately 24,000 refugees in six
villages ranging from 2,300 to 5,600 refugees each. The settle-
ment scheme had 103,000 feddans {(one feddan is slightly more than
an acre) of land, of which 74,000 feddans were useable. The
government divided the area into 12 feddan plots, giving one to
each of approximately 5,080 refugee families and one to each
Sudanese individual. (This genercsity was to compensate the
local residents for their loss of land rights.)

Water is provided by a 21 mile, eight-inch pipeline from the
Rahad River. There are two huge reservoirs near the river which
are filled during its six months of £low and four other
reservoirs near the six villages. Large diesel pumps 1ift and
move the water. This system has been a scurce of major diffi-
culties due to a lack of maintenance and occasional fuel
shortages.

A pilot group of several hundred refugees were moved to the
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first village, Sagata, in 1969, They were given huts and
expected to assist with land clearance, the water project, and
with building huts for new arrivals. This effort went slowly
because the refugees refusedtto work without substantial
incentives. (This lack of cooperation had not been typical of
UNHCR's experieﬁces with other settlements.)

Movement to the settlement began in earnest in 197¢; 10,000
refugees were moved by rail and 3,600 others came on their own.
The villages of Salmin and Burush began in 1978, Zarzur and
Adengrar in 1%71, and Duheima in 1972. By 1973, 24,500 refugees
were reported at Qala en Nahal. Refugee homes were grouped in
the trelitional Sudanese style with the fields surrounding the
villages. Each village was given schools and dispensaries were
provided in each by the Swedish Red Cross.

Land clearance was slow. The first major harvest, in 1972,
was on only 12,300 feddans ocut of more than 537,000 allocated.
The main crops are sorghum (dura), sesame, and cotton. Although
most of the Eritreans had had little experience with cultivation,
Qala en Nahal is based on modern agricultural methocds. The
settlement is part of a larger World Bank supported sesame mech-
anized farming regional development project. Cultivation thus
depends on the functioning of a tractor pool. Until very
recently the tractor pool had been run for the refugees with cnly
limited refugee participation in its management. Its true costs
have also not been passed on to the refugees. Maintenance has
been a problem, and in 1976, UNHCR had to rent tractors "pending
the repair of settlement equipment." (UNHCR, 1977)
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To a certain degree, Qala en Nahal has been used for
attempting innovations. Modern agriculture has required the
semi~-nomadic refugees to adjust and adapt to a radical change in
lifestyle. Further, "the schools at Qala en Nahal are a radical
departure from those seen in the average Sudanese rural villages
as they were "designed to serve a number of auxiiary purposes:
community centre and meeting place, cinema, theatre, adult
education and vocational training centre, dispensary if
necessary, and so on." (UNHCR, 1972).

In July, 1975, the Sudanese government took over the settle-
ment. However, infrastructural consolidation continued into 1976
with a $259,800 UNHCR allocation for school construction,
tractors and spare parts, agricultural equipment, and the estab-
lishment of a market gardening scheme.

After the government took over, a precipitous decline
occurred that almost caused the abandonment of the settlement.
Poor maintenance and a lack of spare parts and fuel severely cut
the capacity of the complex water system. Further, for two
planting seasons, 1975 and 1976, local authorities were late in
allocating fuel for the tractor pool, resulting in greatly
reduced planting and poor harvests. From over 28,800 refugees at
handover, the settlement declined to 13,080 by late 1376. Some
accounts suggest that the population may have declined to as few
as 7,999 to 8,000 refugees (Rogge, 1985).

2 lack of settler cooperation exacerbated problems. Rogge
(1985) quotes a 1972 settlement report which stated:

528 familes ... refused to clear land under

the impression that refugees all around the
world were not supposed to work and that
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their status of refugees gives them the right
to be maintained as long as they continue to
be refugees,

Aid had to be resumed, and Qala en Nahal was repopulated
with refugees recently arrived in the Sudan. In‘l977, 2,600
refugees were transferred; in 1978, 2,706 more, in 1979 ancther
2,500 were moved; and a final 6,300 refugees were transferred in
1980. Recently the population was officially listed as 34,000
refugees. The new arrivals have added greater diversity to the
mixture of Eritrean groups. Many of the new arrivals cultivate
less than the 10 feddans of farmland deemed necessary to achieve
self-reliance. 1Indeed, in 1981, 47 percent cultivated 5 feddans
or less (Rogge, 1985).

Although the more than 14,000 transferred refugees were
placed in the same six villages that housed the original
refugees, UNHCR makes a distinction between the 0ld and new
settlements. In reality, old Qala en Nahal does not stand
separately. The distinction refers to the levels of aid and
services that the refugess are eligible to receive. Organically
there is one Qala en Nahal, and it is not self-sufficient.

In 1981, Euro-aAction Acord, an NGO, became actively involved
with assistance to the settlement. At that time the settlement
was at a level of severe poverty. Euro-Action Acord's efforts
have been widely praised. A WFP Interim Evaluation indicated
that Qala en Nahal was "being assisted very effectively by a
veluntary agency (Euro Actiocn Acord)," and that it had become
self-sufficient in food production.

A 1983 mission for UNHCR (Cree, 1983) surveyed the six
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villages and found that "four of the Qala en Nahal settlements
approached dura (food) self-sufficiency"” and the others were
close to, but below that level. The best of the six villages had
a profit level of only about one-third that of the neighboring
Sudanese farmers. The refugee farmers were as productive as the
Sudanese but their limited land aliccatiocn severely limited their
income. The Sudanese farmers had an average plot of 31.25
feddans, whereas the refugees, at most, had ten feddans. Lack of
sufficient land to allow for fallowing will harm the refugees’

long-term yields., This lack of land also liimits their abilit:

g

to diversify their crops, and although many of the semi-ncmadic
refugees arrived with livestock, grazing disputes have caused the

numbers of animals to be restricted.

IX. The Settlement for Refugees from Ethiopia in Diibouti

23. Mouloud ~- 99 Ethiopians and leccazls. The settlement
began in 1979, and became self-sufficient arocund 198¢.

Within the context of a mass influx of Ethiopians into tiny
Djibouti, a pilot irrigated farming scheme for a dozen refugee
families and an equal number of locals was established at
Mouloud. A French voluntary agency (Association Francaise des
Vclontaires du Progres) supervised vegetable production,
construction of a warehouse and dwellings, and establishment of a
cooparative. Due to poor scils, the harsh climate, and persis-
tent drought, the per capita cost was high -- $1,343 -- and 1t
was not possikle to repeat the effort cn a large scale.
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Background of Refugees from Angola

Angola is a maior source of refugees, with two distinct
periods of excdus -- before independence in 1975, and afterwards,
Independence came after fourteen yvears of fighting against
Portuguese cclonial rule, with the struggle producing almeost a
half million refugees, Most fled to Zaire, bubt some alsc went to
Zambia and Botswana. In the initial vyears of the liberation
struggle, fighting was concentrated in the west and northwest of
Angola, and in the Cabinda enclave. Approximately 158,86¢
refugees f£fled to Zaire at the start of the conflict, and this
figure rose to 450,007 by independence. During this period there
were ebbs and flows of spontanecusly repatriating refugees or new
excduses as the pace of the conflict varied.

After Zambian independence in 1964, several liberation move-
ments began to operate in the Angolan provinces, which adjoin
Zambia. Arcund 1965, refugeses began to flee into Zambia, and in
1968, some fled to the south intc Botswana. Besides fleeing the

fighting, many refugees fled forced movements into aldeamentos,

Portuguese-controlled fortified villages.,

Most of the refugeas were ethnic kin of their hosts in
Zaire, Zambia, and Botswana and were able t0o settle spontan-
eously. Only a few settlements were established: Lwatembo,
Mayukwayukwa, and Meheba in Zambia, and Etscha in Botswana.

2t independence in November, 1975, the hcoped-for massive
repatriation of all the Angoclan refugees did not occur, due to
centinued fighting between the three main liberation movements.

Control of the new government was taken by the Popular Movement
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for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA) with the aid of Cuban troops
bxought in by a Soviet airlift. The other forces, however, have
continued to fight.

Most of the Angolans in Zambia and Botswana did not
repatriate at independence and the settlements have continued to
cperate. The movements of the 506,990 Angolans whe were in Zaire
around the time of independence are unclear. Apparently, most
@ither repatriated spontaneously or were forced home by Zaire and
the liberation movements in anticipation of independence, The
returnees were soon replaced by wave after wave of new arrivals
who were loyalists of the losing liberation movements. By 1977,
the refugees in Zaire totalled an estimated 5¢0,3%0 persons.

Since independence, angola has been continually beset with
civil war as well as by repeated invasions of southern Angola by
Scouth African troops. As events have fluctuated, there have been
many partial repatriations and new flows, but the overall trend
has been a decrease in the number of refugees. In 1984, there
were several hundred thousand internally displaced persons,
83,060 refugees in Zambia, plus an officially estimated 225,000

refugees in Zaire,

X. The Settlement for Angolan Refugees in Botswana

24, Etscha (Etsha) -- 1,880 Angolan refugees (Heidler,
1983). The refugees arrived in 1968, and the settlement was
declared self-sufficient in 1975. Some refugees nave been
naturalized. The World Council of Churches {(WCC) was the

implementing agency in tripartite agreement with the Government

P
N
~

BEST AVAILABLE COPY



A/4C.96/577
rage 9

BOTSWATA BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Area O 8B O I PODO SO E LS PSS E PE P EO SO eS eSS 600’372 sq. ma
Estimated populatlon s 000000 e0RNsEEsLIGOCO 790,000 (mld°79}
Population desnity .cecveveececccccesaeses 1.3 per sq. k.

Rainy Season c.cessecescscccrsasscsnsssseass Apporox. Cetober - April

| ZAMEIA {/ﬁ !

ANGGLA

¥ Etsha
{ZIVIBABYVE)

OKAVANGDO SWAMPS

Oulswe Y

NAMIBIA

Francistawn 2%

BOTSWANA
Sefeb! Pikwe 2

HALAHAR! DESERT

Mosetsanamontie Jr

ZABGRONE S

SOUTH AFRICA

100 2% 300 <00
' B Capial 4 Sotilement of
retugees or displaced persons.

Km.



of Botswana and UNHCR.

Work on the settlement began in mid-19689 at the settlement
location picked by the government. The area had been previously
farmed, but was fallow due to tsetse fly infestation, which had
just been cleared so land was available for the refugees. The
government of Botswana and the WCC constructed roads, and
provided storage facilities, administrative blocks, dispensary,
and schocls. Each family received two hectares, tools, seeds,
and donkeys. The settlement is on a river with good fishing.
The government provided extension services, and the World Focod
Programme supplied fcod rations.

The total refugee influx numbered about 4,888, and as the
same tribe 1ived on both sides of the border, the refugees were

uite familiar with the area. Aabout 13 villages were built along

Ne

traditional styles. The refugees were able to retain the social
groupings that had existed in Angocla, which helped create a
positive and energetic approach to settlement.

1869 -- Refugees arrive, good start but severe drought

n

ruined fizrst harvest.

197¢ -- Harvest produces surplus estimated sufficient for 2
YEELS.
1871 -- Seccond good harvest,; refugses buy cattle.
~- Refugees recesive residence permits allowing them to
diversify economic activities.
~- UNHCR sets up schools. Phase out of assistance
begins.
1972 -- 3,780 refugees at settlement but some voluntary

repatriation to Angola.
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1974 -- Refugees processed for citizenship.
1975 -- Many refugees receive citizenship. UNHCR program
ends,
In recent years, it has been reported that most of the
refugees have repatriated, and others haved moved to the Dukwe II

settlement, a more recent settlement in Botswana.

XI. Settlements in Zambia

25, Mayukwayukwa -- 1,400 Angolan refugees (Heidler, 1982),

Established in January, 1967, and handed over to the Zambian
Government in June, 1973.

Mayukwayukwa is located in Zambia's Western Province, some
distance from the border, and has ninety sguare kilometers of
very mixed quality soil near the Luene River. The province also
has approximately 10,800 spontaneously-settled Angolan refugees,
who make up about 12 percent of the total population.

Large numbers of Angolan refugees began to openly arrive in
Zambia in 1966. The refugees were already familiar with the
area, having strong kinship relaticonships with the local pecpula-
tion and long being accustomed o migrate or travel across the
border. The first settlement for the Angolans, Lwatembo, was
opened in 1966 without a soil survey, and was closed in 1571,
when its population was transferred to Meheba. It had quickly
baecame overcrowded and a second settlement, Mayukwayukwa, was
cpened. Mayukwayukwa is on a site selected by the government,
again without a survey. It had difficulties from the day of its

inception. The settlement was opened for an initial 1,300

H

refugees, but only 452 arrived in January, 1967, as the others
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refusad to leave their cattle at the border. This sort of
problem with the number of refugees present as opposed to the
number in the plan continued until the settlement stabiiized in
1372.

in late 1967, 1,798 refugees were transferred from the over-
crowded Lwatembo settlements bringing the population in
Mayukwayukwa to 2,268. During 1968, an additional 1,500 refugees
from Angola and Namibia were sent to the settlement, many of whom
had no huts and had to sleep in unfinished communal facilities.
Al though Mayakwayukwa thus began 1969 with almost 4,008 refugees,
it was down to only 3,000 by mid-year as many drifted away. A
round-up of "defectors" by the government brought the settlement
up to 3,789 by early 1978. At the end of 1978, a new influx of
Angolan refugees brought the settlement up to 5,000 refugees. By
mid-1271 over 1,099 had drifted away. At the end of 1971, much
of the population was transferred to the new settlement at
Meheba, leaving Mayukwayukwa with only about 1,000 refugees.

The population fluctuations, which greatly disrupted the
settlement, were the result ¢of several problems. Farming at

Mavuwavukwa was communal, which many refugees disliked. Further-

(1)

more, as the later decision to reduce the settlement population
confirmed, the s0il was inadequate to suppcrt so many refugees.
The government added to the problem by using the settlement as a
handy place to hold newly arrived refugees, Lastly, many
refugees after 1970 knew of the plans for establishing Meheba and
did not wish tc put effort into & settlement that was not to be

their permansnt home.

In January, 1968, the Zambian Chrisitan Refugee Service
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{ZCRE), an affiliate of the Lutheran World Federation (LWF), took
over as operational partner at Mayukwavukwa. (ZCRS was set up by
LWF at the invitaticon of Zambian gcovernment and UNHCR to repli-
cate the pattern already being used in Tanzania.} Foilowing the
government's plan of communal farming, ZCRS gave each refugee
onnly a one-~guarter acre plot while expecting all refugees to
spend most of their time and effort on the communal lands, WFP
provided the refugees with full rations which were used along
with free blankets and clothing to encourage the refugees to do
the communal work. Most refugees, however, worked con their cwn

plots or went off to hunt,

Iin 1%68, ZCRS also built a very large school (the second

largest in the district) as well as a clinic, a community hall,
staff housing, storshouses, administrative c¢ffices, and latesr, a

-~

water tower, and wells. Refugees were induced toc do some of the
work through small cash payments or in exchange for clothing.
Many of the facilities were open to the lcocal population and the
school was taken over by the government in 1971. As part of the
censtruction program, many refugees were trained in mechanics,
carpentry, bkrickmaking, and other skills. Most of these skilled
refugees left in 1971 to help build Meheba.

ZCRS provided the refugees with agricultural assistance by
means of an extension service, the provision of tools and seeds,
and directicn of the communal farm. A successful small livestock
pregram of poultry and rabbits was introduced. The main
problems, however, were the refugees’ lack of interest in
communal farming and the lack of good land to support 4-%,000
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refugees. Irrigated land near the river that was cleared and
worked communally showed good results in maize, groundnuts,
potatoes, cowpeas, and vegetables.

The transfer of two-thirds of Mayukwayukwa's refugees to
Meheba in late 1971 greatly changed the settlement. The
remaining 15¢ families were given private plots of five acres
each. These refugees clearly benefitted from all of the land
clearance and other work done by those who were transferred.
Communal farming was ended and the refugees were productive on
their private plots growing maize, sugarbeans, cassava, and
vegetables. They were almost immediately self-sufficient in food
and earned cash from sales of maize. The remaining refugees also
benefitted from an.infrastructure designed for a larger group.

International aid ended ir 1973, and Mayukwayakwa was handed
over to the government in June, 1972. Little has been heard of
the settlement since then. The current population is officially
1,400 refugees. They have Zambian identity cards "to enhance
their mobility," and no special aid has been requested for them.
The area in which they 1ive has been struck by drought and
famine, but no special assistance has been given to the

settlement.

26. Meheba -- 11,066 refugees (from ICARA II documentation
- UN, 1984b). Approximately 92 percent are Angolans, five
percent are from Zaire, and the rest are from Namibia and South
Africa. Opened in 1970, with handover in April, 1982.

Meheba is a very large settlement (580 square kilometers) in

Zambia's Northwestern Province. It was established to take
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refugees from both the abandoned settlement at Lwatembo and the
overcrowded Mayukwayukwa settlement. The site was inspected and
approved by a 1969 FAC mission, which fodnd thick brush,
perennial streams, good rain patterns, and good soils in a
virtually uninhabited area.

Work began in 1970 when 780 able-bodied refugees, plus some
Zambian local labor, cleared brush in preparation for larger
numbers of refugees., By 1972, there were 6,300 refugees on 1,590
family plots of 5 hectares each. Some spontanecusly settled
Angoclans were also brought to Meheba, as were 788 Namibians.

By 1975, the settlement had over 8,060 refugees. After
Angolan independence in 1975, about 50@ refugees left, but the
fighting in Angola led to major new influxes in subsequent years.
In 1976, 4,000 Angolans arrived. 1In 1977, there were major
fluctuaticns as more Angolans arrived, as did 400 refugees fronm
the fighting in Shaba, Zaire. 1In 1978, 3,000 refugees came from
Shaba, bringing the settlement to 15,080 refugees. Later, in
1978, most of the Zaireans and 2,7@9 Angclans repatriated to
their respective homelands. This brought Meheba's population
down to under 19,800 refugees. Since then, there have been only
small flows of refugees in and ocut of Meheba. At handver in
1982, the population was 18,5¢03. Since then it has increased
slightivy.

Due to the large fluctuations in Meheba's size throughout
the 1970's and the helding period at the time of Angolan
independence, no new capital investments were made during that
period. As a result, this inaction greatly slowed the

settlement's efforts towards stability and self-sufficiency.
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Each of the new influxes required WFP rations for a couple of
years and many refugees, unsure about permanent exile or
repatriation, deferred activities that might have led them beyond
sabksistence,

The Zambian Christian Refugee Service was the operating
partner for Meheba. At first the settlement was laid out with
roads one kilome-er apart and inplots ¢f 100 meters by 500
meters. Initially the settlement was decentralized into three
sections, each having a field officer and an agricultural
extension agent., In 1988, it was reorganized into seven villages
to encourage greater refugee participation.

With relatively good rainfall (although there were droughts
in 1973 and 1984) and abundant land, agriculture at Meheba has
been productive. Maize, beans, sweet potato, cassava,
groundnuts, vegetables, and tobaccoc as a cash crop, have been
grown. The arriving refugees were given a low level of inputs;
each adult received a bucket, ax, and hoce and two items of
clothing and a blanket. WFP food rations generaily held to the
two-year schedule. Refugees also received free seeds and
fertilizer for two years. To enccurage good agricultural
practices, only those refugees whose plots were well-tended were
eligible for cash jobs on roads and buildings. The abundant
ground water resources and swamps allowed development of many
fish ponds and irrigated vegetable plots. Meheba is ncw
described as the main supplier of vegetables to Solwezi which is
72 kilometers away. ZCRS alsoc ran a tractor pocol ona full fee

in advance basis that had more takers than there was available
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tractor time.

Construction of educational facilities began early. By
1973, there were 24 classrooms and 12 teacPrers' houses. Students
also worked on é poultry and duck scheme and on a vegetable and
fruit scheme. 1In 1974, the Zambia Education Ministry took over
responsibility for education. 1In 1977, a secondary schocl for 50
students was established.

ZCRS community development activities included courses and
workshops in carpentry, blacksmithing, bicycle repair, and
tailoring. A clothes-for-work scheme encouraged refugees to work
on wells, latrines, and roads. This program was ended, however,
because of corruption and other difficulties. In the late 1979's
ZCRS encouraged a variety of secondary economic activities such
as a bakery run by urban refugees, maize mills, charcoal
production, and timber and carpenter cooperatives. The carpenter
cooperative produced furniture for the schoocls through a contract
with the Ministry of Education. The timber cooperative was
successful in the early years but illegal timber cutting stripped
the area of large trees. As a result, this activity diminished
rapidly.

There was a long delay in beginning primary cooperatives at
Meheba. This was due to government officials resisting the idea
that non-citizens could form a cooperative. Once it began in
1988, however, refugees reportedly spent most of their meeting
time in issues of who had spent how much for what and not on
guestions such as marketing, getting a license to be able to
officially sell outside of the settlement, etc., which were more

important to the long-term future of the endeavor.
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The National Marketing Boazd has a depot in the settlement
to buy the refugees' surplus produce. However, its slow payment
for crops led many refugees Lo take their produce directly to
Solwezi. By the late 197@sZambia‘s econocmic difficulties also
affected Meheba, particularly through a lack of fertilizer.

Once the settlement population stabilized in 1979, Meheba
made substantial progress towards self-sufficiency. The refugees
are gocd farmers and water and soils are adequate., WFP rations
ended in 198@. Handover tock place in April 1982. 1In 1984,
there was a serious drought in the area, but no renewal of aid.
At ICARA II, Zambia requested $3 million for a secondary school,

health center, and fish ponds for Meheba.
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XIXI. The Settlement for Angolan Refugees in Zaire

27. Cataractes -~ 100,000 to 158,000 Angolan refugees.

Refugees arrived in 1976, possibly earlier. UNHCR's integration
program began in 1978; major aid ended in 1981 when refugees were
"now considered to have reached the same level as the local
population." (UNHCR, 1982a)

Cataractes is not an ocrganized rural settlement. It is
better described as an assisted self-settlement with UNHCR
providing "marginal assistance towards spontaneous local integra-
tion." (Betts, 1987) Howevar, because it is included in the
list of "UNHCR-Assist=d Rural Settlements" it is described
here.

From 1961, until November, 1975, there were increasing
numbers of Angclan refugees who fled due to the struggle for
independence from Portugal. Eventually they totaled an estimated
460,08¢ exiles. Independence produced a massive but incomplete
voluntary repatriation, as the three liberation movements fought
for control of the new state. The result was new waves of
refugees which began to flow from northern Angola into the
Cataractes sub-region of Bas-Zaire and into other parts of Zaire.

It is suggested (Betts, 1988) that many of those who fled
after late 1975 were not the same peoples who had repatriated
earlier, but rather were those who had been in Angola supporting
the two defeated liberation movements. There is a "welter of
irreconcilable figures" (Betts, 1988) for the Angolan refugse
movements of this period. Part of the confusion concerns

refugees who never repatriated and whose status is unclear.
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However, in Cataractes' sub-region UNHCR was concerned with
approximately 20,009 refugees 1in 1976, with an influx of perhaps
60,009 new arrivals by early 1978, and a total of 169,000
refugees by 1979, At ICARA II in 1984, 150,008 Angolan refugees
were reported to be in Cataractes.

The rapidly changing refugee situation in Cataractes caused
UNHCR to make major revisions in its assistance plans. Initial-
ly, in 1877, thé plan was to settle 5,000 in organized settie-
ments assisted by AIDR during 1978. This was adjusted after the
first massive influx in late 1977 to settlements for 15,009
refugees who would need assistance for only two harvests. The
next influx upset these plans. Coupled with an earliy 1978 report
from a joint WFP-UNHCR mission, which found most refugees were
women and children and most were totally destitute, new plans
were formulated. UNHCR's Local Integration Program emphasized
"marginal assistance towards spontaneous local integration™ for
160,088 refugees, {Betts, 19849)

Spontanecus settlement had provided for almost all cf the
Angolan refugees before independence. 1It, toco, would have been
relied upon for the bulk cf the post-independence refugees even
if the organized settlement program had gone forward. Both
refugees and local inhabitants are members of the Bakongo tribe,
who share a strong tribal identity and familiarity with one
another because of high levels of migration across the artificial
international boundary. The local people did nsot view the
refugees as foreigners, but since there had been extensive
suffering in the first spontaneous settlement, it was likely that

129,308 to 158,800 refugees would be a major burden on the
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approximately one million local inhabitants,

From 1976 to 1979, UNHCR and WFP provided relief to the
refugees with AIDR, and a network of missions in the area
assisting also. However, AIDR, which had become involved due to
the plans for organized settlement, pullied out when the assisted
szlf~-settlement program was beginning because the new tactics did
not fit into its resources. Instead, the program--both relief
and local integration--was conducted by a joint team of Swiss
volunteers and Medicins Sans Frontieres (MSF). A drought in 1978
and 1979 caused acute difficulties for the refugees.

The marginal assistance toward local integration included
construction of classrooms, dispensaries and wells, along with
WFP provision of domestic utensils, agricultural tools and seeds.
Many schools in the area were underutilized due to shortages of
materials and equipment. Zairian chiefs provided land to the
refugees who planted maize, sorghum and cassana.

In 1978, it was hoped that a crash planting program in the
fall would allow rations to be quickly reduced. The drought,
however, continued and there were delays in getting tools and
seeds to the refugees. This was repeated in the fall of 1979, but
the program was "too grandiose to administer." (Betts, 1988)
There was too little transport to deliver seeds and cuttings to
103,008 scattered refugees (many refugees integrated into Zairian
villages or founded new villages where either refugees or
nationals might be the majority).’-UNﬁCR was forced to assume
that the refugees would be able to get agricultural aid from
their tribal kin.
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In 1986, major seed and tool distribution and other aid was
ending and, for the most part, ceased in 1981. While medical and
education assistance continued, the refugees were considered to
nhave reached the level of the local populaticn by 1981,

However, "for the past decade, Zaire has experienced an
economic crisis of greater magnitude than that in most developing
countries.” "It is currently one of the poorest countries in the
world with a dismal short-term economic cutlocock.," (UN, 1%84b)

The standard of living of the local population is hardly
satisfactory. Furthermore, the assistance program from 1%78 to
1981 concentrated on agriculture and on putting an end to ration
provisions. Although the aid effort fell short of its targets for
delivering resources, the refugees were nonetheless food self-
sufficient by 1981. Unfortunately, this represented a rather
incomplete sense of self-sufficiency.

Zaire's ICARA II request for the Cataractes sub-region
indicates some of the refugees' unmet needs: reconstruction of
3580 kilometers {(out of 2,600 kilometers in the entire sub-region)
of feeder roads that mainly serve the refugees to stimulate
marketing of agricultural produce; rehabilitation of 58
dispensaries in Cataractes, plus the establishment of three
central zorie health offices used to supervise and train health
personnel and encourage preventive medicine; two social develop-
ment centers to train refugees to be technicians, clerks, and
craftsmen and to train women in handicrafts and sewing; and, an
agricultural training center to produce extension workers.
According to ICARA II documents, the present agricultural exten-

sion program is extremely inadequate and witnout groper advice
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the refugees ars likely to exhaust the scil, deforest the land,
and cause widespread erosion. Zaire listed the 1984 Cataractes
pepulation as 4%,808 adult men, 54,409 aduli women, 35,000

adolescents, and 25,080 children.

XIII. The Settlement for Zambian Refugees in Zaize

28. FKanvama - 758 Lumpa Church refugees from Zambia
(Holborn, 1975). The refugeses arrived in July 1971, and the
settlement was self-sufficient by the end of 1972.

After mid-~-1%64, fighting between Zambian authorities and
members of the Lumpa Church, followed by the banning of the sect
and jailing of its prophetess; led to an excdus of Church members
to Zaire, especially to the scuthern Katanga Province in Zaire
where they had ethnic kinfolk. By late 1967, 15,06¢ Lumpa were
in exile.

Subsequently, the two governments tried to coorverate on a
peaceful return and, in 1968, some 2,00¢ Lumpa refugess volun-
tarily repatriated to Zambia. UNHCR was asked toc assist and,
after a survey of the remaining refugees, found that most were
willing to move to other parts of Zaire, away from the border. A
1969 UNHCR, ILO, FAO, and AIDR mission selected a site at Kanyama
some 420 miles away in northwest Katanga. The settlement was
planned for 10,002 to 13,989 refugees and the International
Organization for Rural Cevalopment (ICRD) was selecited as copera-
tional partner. (IORD is connected to AIDR.)

After long delays by the Zairian government, in 1871, the
first refugees (183 families), moved to Kanyama. The remainderx

suddenly decided to return to Zambia. A settlement planned for
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16,200 refugees was left with only 750 settlers.

Ranyama settlement has two villages, Kamvunu and Katwishi,
which guickly became szelf-sufficient. Food rations were provided
for two harvests., The refugees planted maize, groundnuts, paddy,
sova and cassava on the good so0il. Some refugees brought live-
stock and poultry with them from the border.

Permanent schools were built in 1971 and taken over by Zaire
in 1%72. Refugees use the local health services, and about 34
percent of the overall population are local inhabitants.
Ralations were good, with both groups cooperating on self-help
projects and sharing the schools, A Catholic Mission in the area

also assisted the refugees. Assistance ceased at the end of

XIV. The Settlement for Zairian Refugees in Tanzania

29. Pangale - 700 refugees, most from Zaire. Begun in
1966, and handed over in 1971.

Pangale was set up near Tabora, Tanzania in 1966 for
refugees fleeing rebellion in the Congo in 1964, 1965, and 1966,
The refugees were mostly from Congo border tribes. When the
settlement was opened, most repatriated rather than move inland.
The Government of Tanzania was the implementing partner with aid
from UNHCR and TCRS. The refugees have Jgrown cash crops and
produced charcoal. The settlement has served as a combination
agricultural settlement and transit center. It was used by
Burundi refugees on their way to Ulyankulu.

There is a small ICARA II request for a rural-development

community center.
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XV, The Settlement for Zairian Refugees in the Sudan

39. Rajaf - 5,000 refugees from Zaire. Arrived in 1970,
self-sufficient in 1977.

in 1967, the Sudan, working with UNHCR, tried to repatriate
4,702 former Simba rebels to Zaire. The effort failed. 1In 1968,
2,399 more refugees arrived, followed by 50¢ more.

Iin July, 1968, the government of the Sudan agreed to
establish a settlement. Progress was slow because the first site
selected was unsatisfactory. The initial plan was for 5,000
refugees to settle with an equal number of Sudanese while the
government was held respcensible for half of the costs. The
government was unenthusiastic and moved slowly., Eventually, the
refugee transit location itself was surveyed and a decision made
to go ahead. The site is in the eastern Nile region below Juba.
Although planned for 10,800 people about 2,008 Congolese and a
few hundred Sudanese joined the settlement. In 1976, the

government of the Sudan took responsibility for the settlement,.
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