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INtroDuctIoN

A rEsEArch 
oN forcED mIgrAtIoN 
to ActIvAtE cIvIl socIEty 
IN EuropE

The research is part of the project “OPEN DOORS, Social Inclusion and the 
construction of European identity”, funded by the European Commission 
through the Action 2 - Active Civil Society in Europe of the Europe for 
Citizens programme. 

The project is carried out by four branches of Service Civil International 
(SCI) – SCI Greece, SCI Catalunya, Utilapu Hungary, SCI Italy –, Cyprus 
Youth Council (CYC), Laboratorio 53 and Ambasciata dei Diritti Marche. 

Service Civil International (SCI) is an international volunteer organisation 
dedicated to promoting a culture of peace by organising international 
voluntary and raising awareness projects and inititaives. The organisation 
consists of 44 branches and an ever growing number of partner 
organisations (Cyprus Youth Council is one of them). 

To provide EU citizens, policy makers and public opinion of an insight of the social inclusion 
of forced migrants in Italy, Greece Spain, Hungary and Cyprus.

To raise awareness on needs for improving social inclusion of forced migrants in Europe. 
The research, therefore, must be placed in the above described background, which is not 
an academic one, and understood as the basis for the development of awareness-raising 
material that will be presented and spread during public events in the partner and, hopefully, 
in other countries.

the main objectives of the project are: 
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Forced migrants are defined as people, who were coerced to flee their 
home country by conditions unalterable by them and that threatened 
their basic human rights and therefore they need the protection of the 
country they arrived to. Their social inclusion is a highly relevant yet 
unresolved issue in contemporary European societies. 

Countries at the borders of the EU face a massive flood of forced migrants 
arriving to their countries and while there is good reason to believe that social 
integration of these people needs the efforts of both the governments and 
societies, the situation of forced migrants has been largely neglected both by 
the public and the governments. Another alarming fact is that recent trends 
in European politics raise serious concern whether European countries are 
heading towards greater inclusion, particularly due to the emergence of 
popular radical right parties that often take advantage of the situation of forced 
migrants and use them for their political motives often relying on populist and 
racist propaganda. These facts highlight the importance of our research. A 
better understanding of social inclusion of forced migrant is an inevitable step 
both towards contributing to an improvement of the situation of forced migrants 
and reducing the social tensions in our societies.  

This research offers a contribution to the literature on social inclusion 
of forced migrants by providing a new conceptualization of the term 
forced migrants, by analyzing government policies on forced migrants 
and finally by shedding some light on both the patterns of inclusion 
of migrants, as well as on the societies’ willingness and readiness to 
contribute to this process.

 
 
1. thE stAtE of thE fIElD

The study of forced migration is linked to research on economic migration, but has its 
own specific research topics, methodological problems and conceptual issues (Castles 
2003). Forced migration – including refugee flows, asylum seekers, internal displacement, 
development-induced displacement – has increased considerably in volume and political 
significance since the end of the Cold War. Because forced migration situations are often 
physically dangerous and politically complicated, estimates of these populations are often 
difficult to make. According to the data released by the United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees (UNHCR) and some other agencies there should be approximately 40 million 
uprooted people all over the world. Only 25.9 million are under the protection of UNHCR 
and only 10 million out of them are “de facto refugees” i.e. under the Geneva Convention 
(UN General Assembly 1951).
  
To complicate the picture even more, the upsurge in forced migration coincided with the 
end of the long economic boom (marked by the Oil Crisis of 1973), and the beginning 
economic restructuring, deindustrialization, privatization and deregulation resulting from 
globalization. In this situation, immigrants, refugees and asylum seekers appeared as the 
physical embodiment of the external threat to jobs, living standards and welfare. The result 
has become the politicization of migration and asylum, marked by heated public debates 
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and competition between the parties to be the toughest on “illegal” (Castles 2003). The 
construction of the threatening Other as a legitimation for public order measures and 
as a diversion from fundamental economic and political problems has been in the focus 
of  many papers (Balibar and Wallerstein 1991; Vasta and Castles 1996; Wrench and 
Solomos 1993).
 
Furthermore, studies on forced migration often focus on limited aspects, such as first 
reception, basic necessities, emergency aid, legal process, refoulement, detention, etc. 
Many of them also absorb - more or less consciously - the perspective that migration 
is a temporary phenomenon on the periphery of society to be managed according to 
the logic of the emergency. The concept of “humanitarian emergency” has come to be 
largely synonymous with contemporary refugee situations. Drawing especially upon the 
work of Giorgio Agamben and Peter Nyers, the research intends to critically explore the 
connections between the categorization of refugees as an “emergency” situation and the 
way in which “humanitarianism” has come to constitute a hegemonic discourse in which 
academics, policy-makers and NGOs formulate their arguments and actions (Nyers 1998). 
 
 
2. thE proJEct DEscrIptIoN

Our research consists of two main parts: an analysis of the policies on forced migrants in 
the participating countries and the exploration of the main dimensions of social exclusion 
and the relationship between them. Beside this, in the second part we also attempt to 
investigate the possible means of overcoming exclusion.  This two-sided analysis of the 
issue will allow us to have an insight about the effect of policies on social inclusion.
 
 
 2.1 thE subJEcts of stuDy

The first stage in any empirical investigation is precisely determining one’s subject of study. 
There is, however, no single right definition of “social inclusion” and more surprisingly nor 
of “forced migrants”, which together constitute the subject of the present research.
 
The expression “social inclusion” origins within the European tradition of thought. It 
emphasizes the importance of social solidarity, community and equity. It is a relativistic and 
normative concept, which places emphasis on the individual’s right of having life associated 
with being a member of a community. In our research social inclusion is meant as a long-
term process that requires changes in social attitudes and power relations. Differences 
between social inclusion and social integration go beyond semantics. Integration could be 
referred to as an outcome while inclusion is a process. 
Inclusion places higher value on the different characteristics and rights of individuals 
than integration (United Nations Development Program - UNDP). Social inclusion is here 
approached and defined as a process by which forced migrants engage with, and become 
part of their resettlement society (adapted from Breton 1992). Social inclusion is, thus, 
conceptualized as a process of participation in key societal spheres and activities and 
cannot be confused with assimilation, which is the complete merging of the resettling 
groups into the majority society in a unidirectional process of absorption (Weil and Crowley 
1994; Schnapper 1991).
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As far as the the term “forced migrants is concerned, we believe it is fortunate for several 
reasons. 
First of all, it is parsimonious: it covers both asylum seekers and refugees, the two 
distinguishable group within my observatory unit. Secondly, the use of this term settles an 
on-going debate both on the level of policy making and academia about the status of the 
so called economic migrants. In the heart of the debate is the question whether this special 
group of migrants rather counts as migrants or as refugees. In some cases it is hard to tell 
them apart for multiple reasons. If we take the most wide-spread definition of refugees, 
the one provided by the 1951 Geneva Convention, only those people are considered 
refugees who, “owning to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, 
religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group, or political opinion is outside 
of the country of his nationality, and is unable to or, owning such fear, is unwilling to avail 
himself of the protection of that country…” (UN General Assembly, 1951). This somewhat 
technical definition does not address the realities of latest trends in migration that, in fact, 
most of the asylum seekers arriving to the coast of for example Italy and Greece left 
their countries for economic reasons. In the discourse these migrants are referred to as 
economic migrants and are not entitled to receive a refugee status (but they usually can 
apply for it). However, from a practical point of view, their situation is not very different from 
that of the refugees. Usually they both come from extreme poverty and are traumatized, 
undertake a long and dangerous journey to arrive to Europe, and going back to their home 
countries is not a real option, since if not persecution, then the lack of employment and 
material resources is threatening their lives. In addition, they face the same problems and 
are excluded for the same reasons in the receiving country. Therefore we assert that using 
the term forced migrants is more accurate, because these people were forced to live their 
country by the circumstances.
 
Nevertheless, there are a few problematic points with this term from the research point of 
view.
First, by introducing the economic dimension, the line between forced migrants and 
migrants becomes thinner than the line between migrants and refugees. Which economic 
migrant is a forced one and which is just a migrant, who left the country for economic 
reasons? How to conceptualize the difference between a migrant peasant from Somalia 
and a migrant doctor from Lebanon?  The International Association for the Study of 
Forced Migration (IASFM), in line with the definition of the International Organisation for 
Migration, addresses this problem by enlisting the possible causes of forced migration 
and determines types of forced migration accordingly. These types are: conflict-induced 
displacement, development-induced displacement (e.g. if one’s house/field was destroyed 
by a project aimed at the developing the country, such as the construction of a dam, an 
airport etc), disaster-induced displacement. This categorization, especially if combined 
with the Geneva Convention’s definition is useful because it significantly broadens this 
latter, but the mere listing of circumstances resulting in a status is never good enough 
for defining something. The miseries of the world are endless, and even the most well-
informed researchers can fail to identify every single possible cause of a certain condition. 
We are convinced that there are countries not suffering from wars or disasters, and 
development related project do not even arise, still, it is completely possible that someone 
– who is neither persecuted for his/her race, conviction, sexual identity, etc - finds his 
or her situation hopeless, without any perspective of positive change and sees no other 
option to live a decent life then fleeing his or her country. It is not hard to imagine such 
situation for example in the failed, nearly anarchic states of Sub-Saharan Africa.
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To reach a conclusion, who are considered as “forced migrants” in the present research? We 
believe that the most beneficial conceptualization of forced migrants would be to introduce 
necessary and sufficient conditions of being a forced migrant, because any other type 
of definition would lead to conceptual chaos or omission of cases. There are two criteria 
that allow us to conceptually distinguish forced migrants within the entire phenomenon 
of migration. The first is the need for protection. Forced migrants find themselves unable 
to address the government or state institutions to obtain protection, even if imperfect, 
for their own rights and physical safety, since they seek asylum from an oppression that 
the state is powerless to prevent, while in many circumstances their flight is caused by 
abuses committed by the state itself.  The second distinguishing criterion is that for forced 
migrants the return to their home is not a real option, because there it was and seemed to 
remain impossible to live a decent, dignified life. We suggest defining forced migrants as 
people, who were coerced to flee their home country by conditions unalterable by them 
and that threatened their basic human rights and therefore are in need of protection from 
their host country itself, or certain members of groups of it.
 
Another conceptual novelty of this research, also stemming from the broad observatory 
unit, is the inclusion of asylum seekers to the research. It is not very common in the field 
of refugee-research to include asylum seekers to the analysis, as strictly speaking asylum 
seekers are not refugees, they don’t have the refugee status. However, following from the 
peculiarities of the legal process of asylum granting, asylum seekers can also spend years 
in the country where they asked for refugee status and they do not necessarily spend all 
this period in a camp. They also start to integrate to their new country, but because of their 
pending status, they are in a more delicate situation. In addition, generally they are not 
entitled to certain services refugees have access to. For these reasons, including asylum 
seekers to my analysis will increase the variation in the levels of inclusion and also in the 
pathways from exclusion to inclusion.
 
 
3. mEthoDs

The hypotheses and research questions described above are being scrutinized applying 
five methods of inquiry. They are: (1) analysis of government policies on refugees and 
forced migrants, (2) survey of forced migrants, (3) expert survey of people working in fields 
related to forced migrants, (4) public opinion survey, (5) case-studies. In the following 
pages each method is discussed briefly and it is explained which part of the research it 
contributes to.
 
The goal of the analysis of government policies is twofold. On the one hand it seeks to 
apply content analysis of the laws and regulations concerning forced migrants. This is 
essential to understand the intentions of the policy makers, but might result in a misleading 
picture if not supplemented by a careful analysis of the social and political realities as 
well. Hence, on the other hand, the analysis of the implementation of these laws and 
regulations and of the conditions and problems of forced migrants in light of the goals set 
in the official policies is necessary. Contrasting official objectives of the national and EU 
level with real life experience should not only increase our knowledge about the policy 
making mechanisms, but provide good foundations to empirically underpinned criticism of 
current governments.
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The analysis of government policies is complemented by the results of the expert (social 
workers) survey. More precisely, the expert survey asks respondents to assess both the 
situation of forced migrants, as well as the effectiveness, strengths and weaknesses 
of government policies. The policy-analysis and the expert survey together are aimed 
at providing an understanding of the traits and motivations of government policies. 
Furthermore, the expert survey will also allow us to compare the supply and demand of 
inclusion assistance. Do experts have a good understanding of which dimensions are 
the most important for forced migrants? Do these parties have an agreement on what 
factors are most important to ensure the well being of forced migrants, or the parties are 
completely out of harmony? 
 
Similar questions will be asked from the general public as well, with the aim of especially 
testing the hypothesis whether higher interaction with forced migrants in fact leads to 
higher acceptance and openness towards these migrants. 
 
Data from all three of our surveys are used to explore the dimensions of social inclusion. 

The most common dimensions taken into account are: housing, employment, access to 
health services, to education and to political and social life.
   
   Housing is measured by the presence of a stable, secure accommodation, that 
remains accessible all day long, that is heated in the winter, and where there is continuous 
access to water and electricity. The lack of any of these conditions is to be considered a 
deprivation in all the participating countries, and hence a source of exclusion.
 
   Employment is measured by the presence of a regular workplace, the average hours 
spent with paid work a week, and by the average wages earned.  We then compare the 
averages of the forced migrants to that of the majority of the respective country.
 
   Access to health services can be captured by the presence of a social security 
number or any other similar official declaration of the eligibility to national health service. 
Beside this legal aspect we should also measure the practical reality of access to health 
services.  This can be done by asking the respondents whether they know where to go if 
they are sick, whether they can communicate with the doctor and whether they can afford 
to buy medicines.
 
   Access to education can be measured by the presence of language courses, free 
job-training courses, university courses accessible to the forced migrants, and by the 
possibility of recognition of qualifications achieved in the country of origin. If the migrant is 
of school age, the access to public education and to language support is to be addressed.
 
   Access to social life is measured by the presence and volume of meaningful social 
ties which a person can rely on and also by the leisure activities the majority of the society 
is engaged in, e.g.: sports, meeting with friends, going out, participating in religious 
activities etc. The averages of the majority will be obtained from the public opinion survey, 
the results of which will be compared to other available databases. Forced migrants and 
the members of the public will be asked the same questions about their social life. Then, 
the results from the public opinion survey will be the reference point to establish whether 
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forced migrants have weaker social ties and if they are excluded from the usual leisure 
activities.
 
In the case of forced migrants we have to highlight the importance of social ties with 
the majority. Therefore in the questionnaire we will also ask question about the quantity 
and quality of the relationships a forced migrant has with members of the host society. 
Exploring social ties is also an appropriate method to somehow measure the cultural 
inclusion of forced migrants: e.g. if they are married to someone from the majority or if 
they are willing to marry someone form the majority that indicates a certain level of cultural 
integration.
 
   Access to political life is problematic as forced migrants by definition are excluded 
from politics due to their nationlessness. Still, the right to vote in both national and municipal 
elections as well as levels of political participation should give us an idea about these 
dimensions of social exclusion. The level of political participation might be measured both 
by the interest and level of information of the migrants about local and national politics of 
the local country, and by the participation in activities of associations, NGOs and other 
groups that move on a political ground.
 
Each dimension is weighted in three ways. First, according to the importance the forced 
migrant respondents attribute to each dimension on a 7-point scale. This inquiry is aimed 
at showing what forced migrants think about their own inclusion, what are the most crucial 
things they would like to achieve to feel as parts of their host society The base of the other 
weighting method is the expert survey, in which we ask the respondents how important 
they think each dimension of inclusion is, then we weight them accordingly. Finally, 
inclusion items can be weighted by the average importance the public attributes to them. 
 
The statistical inquiry is complemented by a qualitative analysis carried out in the form of 
national case-studies.
 
 
 3.1. WEAKNEssEs AND strENgths

Statistical generalization involves inferring the results from a sample and applying it to a 
population. 
To do this, the sample must be selected randomly and be representative of the population. 
If the sample is too small, the likelihood of having sampling bias is high. That is, in a small 
sample, outliers will pull the mean into one direction and skew the results. Nevertheless, 
the statistical results of the present research are mainly based on relatively small sample 
size, primarily because of the difficulty of reaching the target-groups. This applies to 
forced migrants – especially those living in governmental institutions whose access has 
been usually prevented by the authorities and those suffering from the most acute forms 
of exclusion. But is also applied to social workers, with special regard to those employed 
by the respective governments and, more broadly, to all those who did not want to express 
their views on the topic. The latter consideration is valid also in relation to the public 
opinion.
  
The sample size also impacts the standard deviation. “Standard deviation” is the statistical 
term that measures the amount of variability or dispersion around an average. A low 
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standard deviation indicates that the data points tend to be very close to the mean, 
whereas high standard deviation indicates that the data are spread out over a large 
range of values. When standard deviation is high, that tells us that the responses of the 
participants are more dispersed, which may serve as a measure of uncertainty. A properly 
taken larger sample will, in general, be a more reliable estimate of the standard deviation 
of the population than a smaller one. This idea is based on the law of large numbers:  the 
more data we collect for something and then average out the sum, the closer this average 
goes to the true average of the distribution - and not just for a specific distribution, but for 
any distribution. In other words, more information about a process (higher sample) should 
by most means give us more certainty about where we would most likely expect the mean 
to lie (because variance shrinks). In conclusion, having high variability also poses a 
threat to generalizability. 
 
Despite we fully acknowledge the limits of our research in terms of statistical generalizability, 
we also claim that formal generalization is overvalued as a source of scientific development, 
whereas ‘‘the power of the good example’’ is underestimated. Accordingly, in the research 
pride of place is granted to case-studies, as important complements to the quantitave analysis.  

Looking up “case study” in the Dictionary of Sociology as a beginning, we find the following 
in full citation: 

Case Study. The detailed examination of a single example of a class of phenomena, a 
case study cannot provide reliable information about the broader class, but it may be 
useful in the preliminary stages of an investigation since it provides hypotheses, which 
may be tested systematically with a larger number of cases. (Abercrombie, Hill, & Turner, 
1984, p. 34). 
 
This description is indicative of the conventional wisdom of case-study research, which if 
not directly wrong, is so oversimplified as to be grossly misleading. It is correct that the case 
study is a “detailed examination of a single example,” but it is not true that a case study 
cannot provide reliable information about the broader class. It is also correct that a case 
study can be used “in the preliminary stages of an investigation” to generate hypotheses, 
but it is misleading to see the case study as a pilot method to be used only in preparing the 
real study’s larger surveys, systematic hypotheses testing, and theory building. Ultimately, 
here it is assumed that the generalizability of a single case depends upon the case one 
is speaking of, and how it is chosen. This applies to the natural sciences as well as to the 
study of human affairs. For example, Galileo’s rejection of Aristotle’s law of gravity was not 
based upon observations ‘‘across a wide range,’’ and the observations were not ‘‘carried 
out in some numbers.’’ The rejection consisted primarily of a conceptual experiment and 
later on of a practical one (critical case). The ‘‘generalizability’’ of case studies can be 
increased by strategic selection of critical cases - having strategic importance in relation 
to the general problem (Flyvbjerg 2003) - and, accordingly, this is what the research has 
attempted to do.
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cyprus AND ImmIgrAtIoN
 
 
In the past many Cypriots used to immigrate in the search of a better life, especially in 
the 1950’s and right after the Turkish invasion of 1974. Also, Cyprus used to be a middle 
station for immigrants from Africa and Asia. Only recently, since the 1990’s, the island 
became a destination country for immigrants.
  
The immigration official state policy until 1990 was too restrictive and allowed only a very 
few non-Cypriots to live and work in Cyprus. In 1990, when labor shortages started to 
emerge, some restrictions were revoked. The first group of foreigners who came to Cyprus 
after the partial lifting of restrictive measures were domestic workers from Sri Lanka and 
the Philippines, who were employed to take care of families and seniors.  Soon citizens of 
other countries followed, who came to Cyprus to work in various fields, including the tourist 
industry, construction, and other areas where there was no available domestic workforce.
 
Generally, the immigration policy of the Cyprus government is based on the model of "a 
temporary worker", which provides the alien a right to stay and work for a limited amount 
of time. The aim of this policy is to address specific gaps in the domestic labor market 
provided that these aliens will return back to their home countries after the expiration of 
their employment contracts.
  
At the same time, along with other groups of foreign nationals,  asylum seekers started to 
arrive on the island. The asylum system in Cyprus is very recent. In 2000 the Refugee Laws 
was enacted, and in 2002 the Republic of Cyprus began to examine asylum applications. 

couNtry brIEf
cyprus
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By 2002, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) were responsible 
for examining asylum applications at the request of the Republic of Cyprus. In 2004 the 
Asylum Service was established with the amendment of the Refugee Laws of 2000.
 
The last decade and especially after the accession of Cyprus in the European Union, the 
island witnessed a mass influx of asylum seekers. While the number of asylum seekers 
was relatively small until 2002, in 2003 Cyprus started to receive large numbers of asylum 
applications. Specifically 1343 applicants applied in 2002, whereas in 2003 the number 
increased to 5037. The upward trend continued in 2004, when 9906 people applied. In 
2005 there was a significant drop compared to 2004 (7770 newcomers asylum seekers), 
a trend that continued in 2006 during which only 4286 people applied for asylum. In 2007 
there were 6789 applications, while in 2008 3922 persons applied.  In 2009 there were 
3199 applicants, in 2010 2882 were filed and in 2011 the number of application was 1518.
Today in Cyprus about 12000 asylum seekers await a final decision on their application. 
Most asylum seekers come from Syria, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Pakistan, Georgia, India 
and Iran.
 
The process to be recognized as a refugee may take up to three years or more. This 
long duration creates several problems for asylum seekers regarding work and residence. 

 
Who cAN Apply for Asylum IN cyprus?   

   Any person who cannot, or does not want to return to their country because of fear of 
being persecuted due to reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular 
social group, gender or political opinion;

   Any person who cannot, or does not want to return to their country because they (will) 
may suffer serious and unjustified harm, such as:  

 • Death penalty or execution

 • Torture, or inhuman, or degrading treatment, or punishment

 • Serious and systematic human rights abuses

 • Threat to their life, security, or freedom because of armed conflicts, or massive   
   violations of human rights  

has the right to apply for asylum.

An asylum seeker has the right to reside in the Republic of Cyprus until the time the 
final decision in regards to his/her asylum claim is taken.  In case of address change the 
asylum seeker must inform his/her District Immigration Office immediately and no later 
than three days, otherwise the procedure regarding the examination of their claim will be 
discontinued. As a result their file will be closed and/or their application will be rejected. 
Therefore, he/she will be subject to arrest and/or deportation.   
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rIghts AND oblIgAtIoNs of thE Asylum sEEKErs
 
As mentioned in the ‘Guide for asylum seekers and beneficiaries of international protection 
in Cyprus’ (published by the Asylum Service, department of the Ministry of Interior) once 
a person applies for asylum and until a final decision is made by the Asylum Service and 
in case of appeal by the Reviewing Authority, he/she has the status of an asylum seeker 
with the following rights and obligations:
 
 a. rights
 
   To legally stay in the Republic of Cyprus.
 
   To move freely within the Republic of Cyprus.
 
   To apply for a job after six months from the date of the application. Asylum seekers 
are referred to available jobs based on current guidelines. The sectors are pointed by the 
Employment Office of the Ministry of Labor and Social Welfare.  The right to employment 
remains during the appeal procedure at the Refugee Reviewing Authority.
 
   To public allowance by the Social Welfare Office in case he/she is not hosted in a 
reception centre, or is not employed.  
 
   To free medical care, in case of not being able to cover the expenses. The person 
can apply for a medical card at the Ministry of Health or at their district General Hospital 
by presenting their Confirmation Letter. First aid treatment is provided under any 
circumstances. The Ministry of Health might need to check if the person’s file with the 
Asylum Service is still open, before proceeding with issuing a medical card. 

   To public education institutions for minor asylum seekers and/or asylum seekers’ children. 
Access to education for minors: Minor applicants and minor children of asylum seekers 
have the right to public education under the same conditions that apply for nationals, 
directly upon their application and by no means later than three months. Minors’ right to 
education remains also after their adulthood in case they haven’t completed the secondary 
level of education.
 
   The right to have a lawyer or legal counselor on their own expenses during the asylum 
procedure.

 b. obligations
 
The asylum seeker has to respect and follow the laws and regulations of the Republic of 
Cyprus.
 
The person must not leave Cyprus without the permission of the Director of the Civil 
Registry and Migration Department. If he/she leaves Cyprus without such permission, the 
person may not be allowed to return and the procedure regarding the examination of their 
claim will be discontinued. Therefore, their file will be closed. In case the person urgently 
needs to travel for humanitarian reasons, he/she can apply to do so and a relevant travel 
document can be issued.
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As mentioned above, the person must inform their District Immigration Office immediately 
and no later than three days in case of change of address, otherwise their file will be 
closed or their application will be rejected. Therefore, the person will be subject to arrest 
and/or deportation.
    
The person must respond to the letters addressed to him/her by the Asylum Service. If 
not ,their file will be closed or their application will be rejected. Therefore, he/she will be 
subject to arrest and/or deportation.  
 
The asylum seeker must present himself/herself whenever requested to do so by the 
Asylum Service, or the Refugee Reviewing Authority or the district Immigration Offices.
 
The person must assist in the best way possible the Asylum Service and the Refugee 
Reviewing Authority in the verification of the facts of their claim.

mINors

The Social Welfare Services are responsible regarding minor applicants and becomes 
the Guardian for them. The child’s best interests are the overall aim of the Service always 
in accordance to relevant national laws. The Commissioner for Children’s Rights acts as 
soon as possible as the representative of the minors during all stages of examination of 
their application for international protection.
 
a. unaccompanied minors:
 
The Social Welfare Office provides hospitality either with:
   
• Adult relatives
 
• Foster family
 
• Hospitality Center for minors and any other Centre appropriate for minors
 
• Person accompanying the minor at the time of departure from the country of origin
 
b. unaccompanied minors at the interview phase:
 
The Asylum Service reiterates the right to demand the presence of the unaccompanied 
minor during the interview regardless the presence of his/her representative. The Asylum 
Service may use medical examinations to define the age of the unaccompanied minor 
as part of the procedure, since the procedure to be followed is explained. Refusal of the 
unaccompanied minor to be subjected to such medical examination does not necessarily 
entail the rejection of the application.
 
rEcEptIoN of Asylum sEEKErs
 
Perhaps the main problem of the refugees living in Cyprus is housing. As there are no 
specific programs that provide housing for refugees, the majority of asylum seekers find 
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their own place to live in the private sector, even though high rents make this difficult, 
especially in the towns. Thus they end up spending much of their salary in rent, while their 
salary in most cases is already very low. The cost of rent may be up to 50 percent of their 
salary so the rest might not be enough to cover their basic needs. The Social Welfare 
Services help some asylum seekers to find a place to live and, in a few isolated cases, 
accommodate applicants in hotels. 
  
The Reception Centre in Kofinou Used to be the only centre in Cyprus and its capacity is 
limited to approximately 80 persons. Due to the limited capacity of the centre, the Asylum 
Service decided that priority would begiven to vulnerable groups, (i.e. families with small 
children, single women or women with children) when referring people at the centre.  There 
are currently two new reception centers in the stage of preparation for the accommodation 
of asylum seekers. The total capacity of both is 140 persons.
     
socIAl WElfArE AssIstANcE
   
Asylum seekers are entitled to government benefits on the basis of the same criteria and 
in the same amount as Cypriot citizens.
   
mEDIcAl AND phArmAcEutIcAl trEAtmENt
 
As far as medical and pharmaceutical treatment is concerned, asylum seekers are 
entitled to free medical and pharmaceutical care at all national health hospitals if they 
have not sufficient funds. All asylum seekers are subject to certain compulsory medical 
examinations as soon as they file an application and this procedure is necessary in order to 
complete the application. These examinations are carried out at national health hospitals.   
 
vulNErAblE groups
 
Identification of vulnerable groups such as pregnant women, elderly people is usually the 
work of Social Welfare Services where applicants are sent following the submission of 
their application. As mentioned above, unaccompanied minors are immediately upon the 
submission of their application usually at the Aliens and Migration Departments and Social 
Welfare Services immediately informed and take the minors under their custody. Victims 
of torture are usually identified during the interview before the Asylum Service, and are 
referred to a doctor.
   
However, according to a report prepared in 2012 by the NGO Future Worlds Center, in 
reality asylum seekers face many problems in Cyprus, a situation which has led many 
asylum seekers to leave the island on their own decision during the last two years. As 
mentioned in the report ‘the Government of Cyprus took over its responsibilities from 
UNHCR in 2002 and although the asylum procedures have been in place since then, the 
relevant authorities still lack standard operations procedures on a number of issues’.  For 
example ‘at present there is no screening process, or other process in Cyprus, by which 
to identify vulnerable persons upon application or at an early stage in the procedure. The 
majority of cases are identified during the interview for the examination of the asylum 
claim which takes an average of 1.5 -- 2 years from application. Due to this any special 
provisions provided in the law for such persons cannot be applied or are applied with great 
delays. Having in mind that these persons include unaccompanied minors, minors who 
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have suffered violence, abuse or torture, victims of torture and trafficking and persons 
with special needs it is crucial that they receive the necessary support and treatment the 
soonest. However even if the authority receiving asylum applications, which in Cyprus is 
the police, identifies such a person there are no adequate procedures in place to refer 
them to the proper authorities, for social, medical, legal or other assistance’.
 
Moreover, asylum seekers face many problems relating to their reception conditions. As 
the report mentions ‘asylum seekers are not permitted to work for the first 6 months from 
application. After this period they are limited to jobs in specific areas such as agriculture and 
farming, were there are extremely limited vacancies. In addition employment for asylum 
seekers is problematic due to the insufficient structures, systems and methods used by 
the authorities and this has become worst with the current economic crisis striking Cyprus 
and the unemployment level being at its highest ever. The alternative, welfare payments, 
remains dysfunctional, with asylum seekers needing to wait 6 months to start receiving a 
payment, with the payments being interrupted at any moment, with special needs being 
refused consideration in the calculation. Difficult access to employment, delayed, erratic 
and incomplete welfare payments leave IC destitute and indebted’.
  
 

rEfErENcEs
 
1.Guide for asylum seekers and beneficiaries of international protection in Cyprus. 
2012. Published by the Asylum Service, department of the Ministry of Interior. 
 
2.Report on the Asylum Procedure in Cyprus – 2012: Comments on the Asylum Procedure 
in Cyprus prepared by the NGO Future Worlds Center.
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The Cypriot team composed by activists of the Pool of Trainers of the Cyprus Youth 
Council administered 43 questionnaires to forced migrants in Nicosia, Limassol, 
Larnaca and Paphos.
 
Linguistic difficulties have been faced in different ways: the language used was mostly 
English, but when a question was not fully comprehended by the interviewees the 
assistance of their fellow countrymen, who were more fluent in English, was requested. 
 
 
DEmogrAphIc DAtA
 
The interviewees who stated their gender were 19 (45,2%) women and 23 (54,8%) men. 
One of the interviewed people did not wish to state his or her gender (see Diagram 1). In 
follow, the participants were asked to name their country of origin. In total 19 participants 
(44,2%) came from Africa, 18 forced migrants (41,9%) came from Asia and 6 (14%) came 
from Europe. Three of the interviewed forced migrants did not wish to reply. Among the 
forty interviewed participants which answered the questions, 10 (25%) came from Iraq, 
6 (15%) came from Turkey, 5 (12,5%) participants originated from Iran, 4 people (10%) 
came from Nigeria, 3 (7,5%) were from Cameroon, 3 (7,5%) participants came from Ghana 
and the rest came from Egypt (2 participants – 5%), Indonesia (2 participants – 5%), Sierra 
Leone (2 participants – 5%), Algeria (1 forced migrant – 2,5%), Niger (1 forced migrant – 
2,5%) and Syrian Arab Republic (1 forced migrant – 2,5%).

Diagram 1: Gender of the participants

cyprus - DAtA ANAlysIs
forcED mIgrANts
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The oldest interviewed was born in 1966 and the youngest in 1999. The average age was 
30,95 years old. Sixteen (37,2%) forced migrants were between 14 and 25 years old, 9 
(20,9%) participants were between 26 and 35 years old and 18 (41,9%) participants were 
over 36 years old (see Diagram2).

Diagram 2: Age of the participants
Among the interviewees 22 (51,2%) 
were married, 15 (34,9%) were single,  
4 participants (9,3%) were unmarried 
and living with a partner  and 2 (4,7%) 
participants were divorced.

The participants were asked to 
indicate their current legal status. Two 
of the interviewees did not wish to 
reply. Among the 41 who answered 19 
(46,3%) were international protection 
seekers, 8 (19,5%) had appealed to 
the Court after denial of the refugee 
status, 5 (12,2%) had acquired refugee 

status, 5 (12,2%) were granted subsidiary protection status, while 2  participants (4,9%) 
were on temporary or humanitarian protection status (see Diagram 3). 

Diagram 3: Legal status of the participants

Twenty-nine participants had already received a reply from the Commission. They were 
asked how long the Commission took to assess their request for asylum since they had 
applied for the first time. The maximum period of waiting for a reply by the Commission 
was 18 months and the minimum period was 3 months, while the average period was 
7 months (see Table 1). From the 14 participants who had not yet received a reply, the 
average time for waiting was 7,43 months. The maximum time of waiting was over 3 years 
(40 months).
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?
Question
How long did the 
commission take to 
assess your request 
(since you applied the 
first time for asylum)? 
[IN MONTHS]

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

3 18 7,05 3,566

Table 1: Period of waiting for receiving answer for asylum application

The participants were asked to state how they had learned about the possibility of seeking 
international protection. Two interviewees did not reply. Among the 41 participants who 
answered the question, 14 (34,1%) had found out by word of mouth, 13 (31,7%) were 
informed on this possibility in the reception center where they were guests, 8 (19,5%) were 
told by members of NGO’s or associations dealing with forced migrants and 6 (14,6%) 
were informed by the Police (see Diagram 4). Regarding the difficulties faced in getting 
information about the procedure to submit their asylum application, the general feeling 
was that gaining access to this information was quite easy (in a scale from 1 to 7, the 
average answer was 2,2).

Diagram 4: Sources of information on asylum application procedure

The interviewees were asked how long they had been staying in Cyprus. Only 26 out 
of the 43 participants wished to answer this question. Between the 26 participants,  10 
(38,5%) had stayed in Cyprus for more than 5 years, 7 (26,9%) had lived on the island 
over one year but under two years, 6 (23,1%) had lived in Cyprus between 2 and 5 years 
and 3 (11,5%) participants had lived in Cyprus for less than a year. Twenty seven out of 
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the twenty nine participants stated that they were planning to stay in Cyprus and live on 
the island for some years, while two participants expressed the will to leave Cyprus.

Almost all forced migrants who participated in the research considered having a stable 
accommodation very important. The participants were asked to describe their housing 
situation. This question was answered by 37 interviewees. Between them 28 (75,7%) 
forced migrants rented a flat, 5 (13,5%) were a friend’s guest, 3 (8,1%) lived in a flat 
granted by the social services and 1 interviewee was guest in a reception center. 

The participants were asked to give a description of their homes. Thirty six out of forty 
three replied. The living conditions of the forced migrants regarding their accommodation 
seem to be satisfying, as all of them stated that they had beds, canalization, electricity, hot 
water and heater in their homes. One of the interviewees stayed alone, while 25 (69,4%) 
shared their accommodation with their family and 8 (22,2%) replied that they stayed with 
people from their country. None of the participants stated that lived with Cypriot people, 
an answer that reflects the Cypriot reality. Indeed it is highly uncommon for Cypriots to 
share their accommodation with people who do not belong in their family or close circle 
of friends, consequently hosting a forced migrant is quite rare for them. Also, none of the 
interviewees had lived in the streets, which is consistent with the Cypriot reality, as there 
are almost no homeless people in Cyprus.

At this point it has to be mentioned that all forced migrants who were interviewed for the 
purpose of this research were people who did not live in a reception center at the time. 
Even though an effort was made by the researcher’s team to acquire the government’s 
permission to enter a reception center and conduct interviews with forced migrants, 
confidentiality reasons did not allow this. Therefore, the team approached exclusively 
forced migrants who lived in their own spaces. Obviously this fact consists a limitation of 
this research.

The interviewees were asked to grade how comfortable they felt in their houses. Forty 
participants answered this particular question. In a scale from 1 to 7 (1 – very uncomfortable, 
7 – very comfortable) the mean was 4,33. Consequently, it can be concluded that the 
interviewees are not completely satisfied with their place of accommodation. This could 
be related with the fact that their house is shared by many people in most of the cases. 
Twenty-four out of thirty-eight participants (63,1%) stated that they shared their house with 
3-4 people. Eight participants (21,1%) lived with 5 other people, while one forced migrant 
replied that he/she had to share the house with 14 more people. The average number of 
people living in a house was 4.78 whereas the mean on the number of the rooms their 
houses had was 2.67, thus the accommodation conditions can be quite uncomfortable for 
forced migrants. On Table 2 it can be observed that forced migrants who rent a flat feel 
more comfortable that migrants who live in flats granted by the state. We can assume that 
choosing their own accommodation can better suit their own needs and preferences than 
having a house selected for them by state services.
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?
Question
Do you feel confortable in your house?
[1 VERY UMCONFORTABLE - 7 VERY COMFORTABLE]

What is your housing situation? Mean N Std. Deviation

I rent a flat 4,57 28 1,773

I live in a flat granted by the social 
services

2,67 3 1,528

I am a friend's guest 3,80 5 2,280

Total 4,31 36 1,864

Table 2: Level of content with accommodation

 WorK

The participants in the research were asked whether they worked in their country before 
leaving. Between the 41 interviewees who replied, almost half of them (21 participants - 
51,2%) worked, while the rest (20 participants - 48,8%) did not. There was a large variety 
of occupations they used to exercise, but the majority worked in services related to the 
tertiary sector of economy (education, transportation, food services, accountancy etc.).

Having a job in the local country appears to be quite important for forced migrants, as 
90% of the participants answered accordingly, while only 2 interviewees (5%) said that 
working was not at all significant for them (mean 6,27 in a scale from 1 to 7) (see Table 
3). This result confirms the will of the forced migrants to exercise an occupation and it is 
opposite to the general impression of the locals that most forced migrants prefer not to 
work and collect state benefit instead. When the interviewees were asked to explain why 
they considered  having a job important, 19 (44,2%) answered that they needed a job 
mostly for everyday needs, such as buying/renting a house, buying a car and in general in 
order to live a life similar to the life of the locals. Eleven participants (28,2%) said that they 
wanted a job to integrate in the local society and economy, while 5 (12,8%) participants 
said that they needed to earn money to survive in Cyprus and pay the trip to their next 
destination. Finally, 4 (10,3% ) participants stated that they needed to earn money to send 
to their families back home, who obviously depended on their contribution.

?
Question
How important is it for 
you to have a job in the 
local country? 
[1 NOT IMPORTANT - 
7 VERY IMPORTANT]

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

1 7 6,27 1,484

Table 3: Importance given to having a job in the local country
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A bit over half of the participants (52,9%) had worked in Cyprus in the past or at the 
present moment. Among those who had not worked, seven (58,3%) did not believe that 
there was a real chance to find a job in Cyprus. This belief was related to the fact that 
they had failed to find a job in the past. In their opinion the economic crisis and the rise 
of unemployment in Cyprus would hinder their chances furthermore. Only four of the 
unemployed participants  had applied for a job during the past month, a fact which possibly 
reflects their disappointment regarding their possibility of being hired. At the time when the 
interviews were conducted, only 15 (34,9%) participants were working and 11 of them did 
not possess a regular contract. Regarding the salary the participants received, 28 (65,1%)
were unemployed, therefore did not have a salary at all,  8 (18,6%) received between 
200 – 500 euro and 7 (16,3%) were paid over 500 euro per month. It has to be noted that 
the minimum monthly wage upon recruitment in Cyprus is 870 euro, while the minimum 
monthly wage for employees who have completed a six month period of employment at 
the same employer is 924 euro (valid since 1st of April 2012 according to the official page 
of the Ministry of Labour and Social Insurance). In conclusion, the forced migrants have 
quite little chances to find employment in Cyprus. But even if they manage to get a job, it 
is quite possible that they will not have a regular contract and therefore will be vulnerable 
to fraud by their employer or they will receive a significantly lower salary than the minimum 
wage as defined by the state.

hEAlthcArE

Healthcare appears to be quite significant for the forced migrants. When asked to evaluate 
the importance of having free health service in Cyprus, 92,3% of them stated that it was 
very important to them (mean 6,9 in a scale from 1 to 7). Between the 43 participants in the 
research, 29 (74,4%) had a health services number, 36 (87,8%) were assisted in public 
hospitals or ambulatories when they needed healthcare and 37 (94,9%) were informed on 
the health care services they were entitled to as forced migrants. However 17 participants 
(43,6%) in one or more cases needed medicines they could not afford, even though the 
majority of medicines were granted freely by the state.

EDucAtIoN

The participants’ level of education when they had left their country was sought. Among the 
41 forced migrants who replied, 13 (31,7%) graduated Middle school, 8 (19,5%) graduated 
High school, 8 (19,5%) attained a university degree, 6 (14,6%) had professional training 
courses, while 6 (14,6%) had graduated Primary school. Opportunities for education in 
Cyprus are highly valued by forced migrants. In  total, 33 out of 41 participants (80,5%) 
stated that having access to trainings, courses, schools and universities are very important 
to them. However, only 14 interviewees (32,6%) had attended school classes in Cyprus 
while just 2 (4,7%) had attended university courses. Moreover 1 participant (2,3%) had 
attended a professional training course and none attended a postgraduate course. When 
asked to justify this fact, the participants noted that the language barrier was the main 
obstacle. Indeed only 18 (43,9%) of the participants had taken the opportunity or were 
given the chance to attend Greek language courses. Consequently, a percentage 70,7% 
of the migrants (29 participants) did not feel that they knew the local language well. English 
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is widely spoken in Cyprus, nevertheless the knowledge of the local language is quite an 
important factor regarding the employment field. 

 
socIAl lIfE

Building a strong social life is a factor of stability and support for the forced migrants. For 
the majority of the participants in the research (24 people – 60%) maintaining relationships 
with local people is highly valued, while only one interviewee stated that he/she did not 
find it to be important. Most of the participants (86%) had friends from their own country, 
60.5% had friends migrants originating from other countries and 55.8% had Cypriot 
friends. Regarding the relationships they keep with their co-workers, it appears that forced 
migrants do not feel completely comfortable with the Cypriots who work with them. As 
observed in the following table, in a scale from 1 to 7 the average answer was 4,34 (see 
Table 4).

?
Question
Do you trust, in general, 
people from the local 
country? 
[1 I NEVER TRUST THEM - 
7 I ALWAYS TRUST THEM]

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

1 6 4,34 1,196

Table 4: Level of trust towards locals

In their free time, 34.9% of the participants stated that they like going out with friends, 
53,5% surf the Internet, 18.6% do sports, 11.6% take part in activities organized by NGO’s 
or associations, 11.6% pray with other people and 48.8% spend their time by themselves 
reading books, listening to music etc. 

When it comes to dealing with daily problems, 85.4% of the participants said that they 
address NGO’s for general bureaucratic issues. Forced migrants turn mostly to state 
institutions for health care (90,2%), educational needs (61%) and asylum applications 
(90,2%). Their answers vary when it comes to who they address regarding their housing 
and job seeking, as they turn either to institutions, NGO’s, their fellow countrymen, Cypriot 
friends or themselves. The majority of the interviewees (51.2%) deal with their clothing 
needs themselves.

polItIcAl lIfE

As many forced migrants had to leave their countries due to political reasons, a number of 
them expressed disappointment in politics and prefer to be absent from the political life of 
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Cyprus. It has to be noted, however, that the current economic crisis has led the majority of 
the Cypriot society to feel  bitterness towards the politicians. The difficult living conditions 
that the forced migrants face in Cyprus results to low expectations from the state and 
unwillingness to participate in public issues. Although 30 participants (73,2%) felt that it 
was important for them to be informed on laws, regulations and politics in Cyprus, only 
19 (44,2%) stated that they would like to participate in the political life of the island. The 
vast majority (72,5%) had spent time reading the news in the past week in an effort to 
stay updated on the local and international news, however less than half (44,7%) were 
willing to vote in the elections. Only two participants were members of an association or an 
organization, five interviewees belonged to a sport team and 3 were members of religious 
groups. The percentage was higher when it came to political parties: 11 forced migrants 
(25,6%) were enrolled in a party.

The unwillingness to participate in the public life of the island could also be related to the 
way the forced migrants feel they are treated by the Cypriot society. Almost half of the 
participants (21 interviewees – 48,8%) stated that they were treated differently than locals 
when they had to deal with governmental services or at school and 20 (46.5%) felt so at 
their workplace. One of the participants said that he rather not deal with an issue at all 
when it involved addressing the government, because he felt that the majority of the public 
servants who had served him in the past were very negative towards him. The situation 
appears to be better in other occasions and sceneries: 27.9% (12) of the participants said 
they felt to be treated differently than the locals in the street, 20.9% (9) in public transport 
and 16.3% (7) in public events. Generally, when the interviewees were asked to evaluate 
the level of their integration the Cypriot society, the average answer was that they felt 
quite excluded (see Table 5), while the general attitude of local people towards them was 
estimated rather positive. It seems that forced migrants who spent less than two years in 
Cyprus feel rather excluded (mean 2.31), but the things slightly improve when they stay 
longer among the Cypriot society (mean 3.25) (see Table 6).

?
Question
Do you think you are 
"included" in the local 
society? 
[1 NO - 7 FULLY]

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

1 6 2,95 1,548

Table 5: Level of inclusion in the Cypriot society



cy
pr

us

OPEN DOORS

27

R
Report
Do you think you are "included" in the local 
society? 
[1 NO - 7 FULLY]

How long have you been staying 
in this country? Mean Std. Deviation

Less than 1 year 2,33 2,309

More than 1 but less than 2 years 2,29 1,380

2-5 years 3,50 1,225

More than 5 years 3,00 1,764

Total 2,85 1,592

Table 6: Level of inclusion in the Cypriot society according to the period of stay

The participants were asked to give their own interpretation of the term ‘social inclusion’. 
Almost all of them stated that in their opinion this included the knowledge of the local 
language (93%), having a stable accommodation (93%), having a job (90,7%), having a 
verified local status (90,7%) and having access to public health services (88,4%). Having 
enough money (83.7%), having access to education (81,4%), knowing the laws and 
political events of the country (74,4%) being entitled to civil, social and political rights 
(72,1%) were evaluated as quite less significant, while the lowest importance was given to 
the knowledge of the local culture (60.5%).

Finally, all the participants seem to place high importance to the role of the European 
Union regarding the reception and the social inclusion of refugees and asylum seekers in 
Europe. Among the 40 interviewees 16 (40%) stated that the EU should set higher common 
reception standards, in order to facilitate the conditions of the forced migrants acceptance 
in a European state. In addition 24 participants (60%) said that the EU should set higher 
standards in term of social inclusion and cohesion in all the member states. Having in mind 
that the participants drew from their own experiences, these views should be taken under 
serious consideration. In a time when one after another the European states refuse to take 
in more forced migrants or take austerity measures which obstruct their social inclusion, 
perhaps it is high time we considered taking a totally different direction.
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The Cypriot research team interviewed forty social workers. All of them were employed 
or worked voluntarily for NGO’s dealing with force migrants, as a special governmental 
authorization was required for conducting interviewees with social workers employed by the 
Social Services or other governmental departments. Even though many efforts were made 
by the team to obtain this permission, it was not succeeded due to confidentiality reasons. 
Therefore the population of this research involved exclusively employees in NGO’s. 
 

DEmogrAphIc DAtA
 
Between the thirty eight social workers 
who were interviewed for the purposes of 
this research, 76.3% (29) were female and 
23.7% (9) were men (see Graph 1). Two of 
the participants did not wish to state their 
gender.

Graph 1: Gender of the  interviewed social workers
 
 QuAlIfIcAtIoNs
 
The interviewed social workers came mainly from Cyprus (32 participants – 84.2%). Two 
interviewees (5.3%) were French, two were Greeks and two other participants came from 
Romania. Two participants did not wish to state their country of origin. All but one could 
speak Greek (39 participants – 97.5%). Thirty three social workers could speak English 
(83.5%), 6 could speak French (15%), two spoke Romanian (5%), two could speak 
Spanish (5%), one could speak Turkish, another participant spoke Italian and only one 
interviewee could speak Arabic.
  
Regarding their qualifications, 22 participants (57.9%) had a postgraduate degree, 8 
(21.1%) had already graduated university, 1 was enrolled in a postgraduate degree at the 
time and 7 (18.4%) were attending university. Two participants did not reply. Between the 

cyprus - DAtA ANAlysIs
socIAl WorKErs
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thirty eight interviewees, 25 (65.8%) had attended specific training courses about force 
migration in the past, whereas 13 (34.2%) had not.
  
Twenty participants (55.6%) had worked in their organizations for 0-2 years, 13 social 
workers (36.1%) had been working between 3 and 5 years and just three interviewees 
(8.3%) had worked for over five years. The average period of working was 2.55 years. 
Four participants did not state the period they had worked for their organization.
 
pErcEptIoNs rEgArDINg forcED mIgrANts

 
The participants were asked to give their own estimation in regards with the average level 
of crime rate among forced migrants living in Cyprus (see Table 1). Fourteen participants 
(43.8%) replied that they considered the forced migrants’ crime rate below or well below the 
national average crime rate. Twelve social workers (37.5%) replied that they considered 
the two rates to be equal, while 6 participants (18.8%) believed that the forced migrants’ 
crime rate was above the national average. Eight participants did not reply.

?
Question
What do you think the average level of crime rate 
among refugees and asylum seekers living in our 
country is? 

Frequency Percent Valid 
percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Valid    
Well below our national average
Below our national average
About the same as our national 
average
Above our national average
Total
 
Missing
System
 
Total

3 
11

12
6
32

8
 

40

7,5
27,5

 
30,0
15,0
80,0

 

20,0

100,0

9,4
34,4

 
37,5
18,8
100,0

 

9,4
43,8

81,3

100,0
 
 

Table 1: Perceptions of the social workers regarding the forced migrants’ crime rate
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Subsequently, the social 
workers were given a number 
of statements and were asked 
to state to what extent they 
agreed with them in a scale from 
1 to 7 (1 – totally disagree, 7 – 
totally agree). Table 2 presents 
the descriptive statistics of 
the participants’ replies. As it 
can be observed, the social 
workers appear to reject almost 
completely the statement 
‘Asylum seekers and refugees 
take away the jobs of Cypriots’. 

They also appear to disagree almost completely with the position that forced migrants 
mean a threat to the national security of Cyprus or to the national culture of the island. 
Finally, the social workers reject the position that Cyprus should not allow forced migrants 
to settle in its grounds.

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation

Asylum seekers and refuge-
es are subjects whose rights 
are not recognized in their 
country of origin and might 
be not recognized also in the 
host country 
 
Asylum seekers and refu-
gees take away the jobs of 
Cypriots 
 
Asylum seekers and refugees 
mean a threat to the national 
security of Cyprus 
  
Asylum seekers and refugees 
mean a threat to the national 
culture of Cyprus 
 
Cyprus should not allow any 
asylum seekers and refugees 
to settle in our country

40 

40 

40 

40 

40

1 

1 

1 

1 

1

7 

5 

3 

3 

7

4,85 

1,55 

1,53 

1,33 

1,73

2,167 

,904 

,784 

,616 

1,840

Table 2: Perceptions of the social workers regarding forced migrants
 
orgANIZAtIoNs DEAlINg WIth forcED mIgrANts IN cyprus
 
The social workers were asked to give some specific information on the organizations 
where they work and which deal with forced migrants in Cyprus. The first organizations 

Graph 2: Perceptions of the social workers regarding the 
forced migrants’ crime rate
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are active since 2006, while some organizations commenced their function in 2012. Thirty 
one social workers (86.1) worked for NGO’s or associations, while 5 interviewees (13.9%) 
worked in charity foundations. Four participants did not reply.
  
The interviewees were asked to give the number of employees and volunteers who worked 
in their organizations at the time being. The minimum number of employees was 3 social 
workers and the maximum was 20. The average number of employees per organization 
was 6.79 workers. As for the number of volunteers working in the organization, the 
average mean was 4.96 social workers per organization with 1 volunteer as minimum 
number and 20 volunteer social workers being the maximum number. According to the 
interviewees, NGO’s and associations tend to employee more social workers (mean 
7.70) than charity organizations (mean 3.50 employees). On the contrary,  the number of 
volunteers in charity organizations appears to be higher (mean 5.80 volunteers) than in 
NGO’s and associations (mean 3.58). Regarding the number of users per organization in 
a year, the average was 141,67 forced migrants per organization. However, the answers 
varied to a great extent, as the minimum number of users given was 15 forced migrants, 
while the maximum number was 500 (see Table 3). According to the interviewees, NGO’s 
and associations offer services to an average number of 148,70 forced migrants yearly, 
whereas charity organizations support 112,50 refugees and asylum seekers per year.

Graph 3: Number of employees in relation with the  Graph 4: Number of users in relation 
type of the organization    with the type of the organization
 

As regards to the type of services offered to forced migrants by the organizations, all of the 
interviewees (40 p. – 100%) stated that social and psychological assistance is provided, 
52.5% (21 p.) of the interviewees replied that their organization offers legal assistance, 
25% (10 p.) stated that dormitory and/or food are provided, 10% (4 p.) answered that 
housing is provided, 10% (4 p.) said that health care is offered, 17.5% (7 p.) stated that 
counseling for training and job is given,  12.5% (5 p.) replied that their organization offers 
basic services (canteens, showers, clothes etc.) and 5% (2 p.) stated that language 
courses are provided.
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The interviewees were asked to evaluate the services of their organization. More specifically, 
they were asked whether – in their opinion – the services of their organization are able 
to fulfill the needs of the forced migrants for which they were created. Eleven participants 
(29.7%) replied positively, 2 participants (5.4%) stated that the services are adequate, 
but sometimes the number of clients is too high, 13 interviewees (35.1%) answered that 
the services cover the forced migrants’ needs only partially, 4 social workers (10.8%) 
characterized the services as inadequate but in the state of improving and 7 participants 
(18.9%) replied that the services are not fulfilling the purpose for which they were designed 
(see Table 3). Consequently, it can be assumed that the general impression of the social 
workers is that the forced migrants’ needs are not met to a satisfactory extent by their 
organizations’ services.

?
Question
In your opinion, are the services of your 
organization able to fulfill the needs they were 
created for? 

Frequency Percent Valid 
percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Valid    Yes, they are 11 27,5 29,7 29,7

Yes, they are but someti-
mes the number of clients 
is too high

2 5 5,4 35,1

They cover them partially 13 32,5 35,1 70,3

They are still inadequate 
but they are improving 4 10 10,8 81,1

No, they aren't 7 17,5 18,9 100

Total 37 92,5 100
 

Missing System 3 7,5
 

Total 40 100
 

Table 3: Evaluation of the services provided by the organizations according to the social workers 



cy
pr

us

OPEN DOORS

33

Graph 5: Evaluation of the services provided by the organizations according to the social workers

In follow, the participants were asked whereas they had noticed any disservices in the 
organization for which they worked or volunteered. Twenty six social workers (65%) 
replied negatively, 11 interviewees (27.5%) answered positively, while 3 participants 
did not know or  did not wish to answer. The social workers who replied that they had 
noticed disservices in the past stated that these involved delays due to heavy load of 
work, shortage of the length of period during which the services were provided to forced 
migrants, inadequacy of funding or employees and lack of expertise by the supervisors. 
 
The interviewees were also asked to state to what extent they agreed with their organization’s 
policies. These policies included the way the forced migrants were dealt with, the quality 
of the services provided, the financial management applied etc. In a scale from 1 to 7 
the mean was 5.33 stating that the social workers tend to agree with their organization’s 
policies. As it can be seen in Table 4, the social workers who worked or volunteered in 
charity organizations agreed in a slightly higher extent with their organization’s policies 
than the participants who worked for NGO’s or associations. Some of the social workers 
who stated that they agreed to a high extent commented that their organization offered 
its services in the best possible way, even though it was generally acknowledged that the 
means are limited. Others added that perhaps things could be done in a more efficient way 
if the staff was asked beforehand for suggestions. One of the interviewees added that the 
guests are always welcome and addressed with respect, whereas appropriate assistance 
is offered upon request by the forced migrants.
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R
Report
To what extent do you agree with the 
policies of your organization (the way 
guests are dealt with; services provided 
and their quality, financial management, 
etc.)?

What kind of organization is it? Mean N Std. Deviation

NGO, association 5,3 30 1,44 

Charity 5,6 5 0,89 

Total 5,34 35 1,37 

Table 4: Type of the organization in correlation with the extent of agreement with its policies
 
As regards to the networking of the organizations, 25 social workers (62.5%) 
stated that their organization participated in national networks, 14 (35%) replied 
that their organization was a member of international networks, whereas two 
participants said that their organization did not take part in any kind of networks. 
Between the forty interviewees, 19 (47.5%) were volunteers while 21 (52.5%) were 
workers. Most of the volunteers (86.7%) believed that their tasks could not be carried out 
by paid staff, while 13.3% replied positively. The majority of the paid workers (61.9% - 13 
social workers) did not feel that their compensation was proportional to the amount of work 
they did. One in three interviewees (33.3%) however believe that the compensation was 
satisfactory, whereas one participant refused to answer.

socIAl INclusIoN of forcED mIgrANts
 
As social workers have contacts with forced migrants on a daily basis, they are in the 
position of having a clear view of their inclusion in the Cypriot society. According to their 
opinion, the services provided to forced migrants by governmental and non-governmental 
organizations do not promote the forced migrants’ social inclusion to a satisfactory grade 
(mean 2.85 in a scale from 1 to 7). The interviewees considered the knowledge of the 
local language, legal employment, having social and civil rights, being the beneficiaries of 
emergency help, having free access to education and training and having proper health 
care as very important factors of achieving social inclusion as a forced migrant.  Following 
the habits of the social culture was considered as the less important factor. Moderate 
value was given to tax payment, to financial support and  to active citizenship (see Table 
5).
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In order to be socially included 
asylum seekers and refugees 
should:

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation

Learn the local language 40 2 7 5,68 1,61

Follow the habits of the local 
culture 

40 2 7 3,33 1,4

Get a legal job 40 2 7 5,53 1,8

Pay taxes 40 1 7 4,95 1,8

Be an active citizen 40 1 7 4,88 1,84

Be entitled to civil and social  
rights 

40 2 7 6,48 1,09

Be the beneficiaries of emergen-
cy help 

40 3 7 6,07 1,16

Be the beneficiaries of compas-
sion and charity 

40 1 7 5,32 1,77

Get free access to education and 
training 

40 4 7 6,35 1,17

Get financial support 40 2 7 4,78 1,58

Get proper health care 40 4 7 6,6 0,87

Table 5: Factors of forced migrants’ social inclusion
 

The overall impression of the social workers was that the governmental funding regarding 
force migration is not managed in an efficient manner, as in a scale from 1 to 7 the mean 
was 2,53. According to some of the interviewees, everything is being done in a superficial 
level, while the applications of the asylum seekers are not carefully or individually examined. 
Many of the social workers commented that the funding is given only fir a short period of 
time, not adequate for meeting the migrants’ needs. Others added that the funding is not 
always allocated properly for the people’s needs. Programs and services, said, are offered 
too late in most of the cases, while EU funds are not completely absorbed by the state of 
Cyprus. In general, better all interviewees appear to agree that better management could 
lead to much more efficient programmes for forced migrants.
 
In addition, the social workers rejected some of the stricter policies inflicted on forced 
migrants throughout Europe. The majority of the interviewees disagreed with the policy 
of the rejection of asylum seekers at the borders (mean 1.97 in a scale from 1 to 7), 
while many disapproved the expulsion of asylum seekers (mean 2.21). The social workers 
agreed to a higher level with the policy of detention of asylum seekers in dedicated centers, 
yet 50% stated that they disagreed on a high level (mean 2.98).
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?
Question
To what extent do you agree with the following 
governmental provisions?
[1=TOTALLY DISAGREE - 7=TOTALLY AGREE]

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation

Detention of asylum seekers in 
dedicated centers 40 1 7 2,98 1,915

Expulsion of asylum seekers 38 1 5 2,21 1,339

Rejection of asylum seekers at 
the borders 40 1 7 1,97 1,732

Table 6: Approval of the policies regarding forced migrants according to the social workers 
 

The social workers were asked to give their general assessment of the governmental 
policies applied in the field of forced migration (see Table 7). The social workers appeared 
to disagree to a high extent, as the mean was 2.72 (in a scale 1-7). When asked to justify 
their evaluation, many  of the participants pointed out that the examination process of the 
asylum application takes too much time. Others observed that the staff in governmental 
services which deal with forced migrants lacks training or does not empathize with them.

These opinions were shared by many of the forced migrants who participated in the 
interviews for the purpose of this research (see forced migrants’ questionnaire analysis). 
In addition, some social workers expressed their concerns regarding the receptions center 
for forced migrants. According to them, the centers are inadequate, not well equipped and 
can take in only a small number of guests. Indeed, at the time only one reception center 
functioned (in Kofinou village) and it could host up to 80 guests. Until 2012 a few hotels 
were financed by the social services to host forced migrants, however the agreement fell 
through and the forced migrants were notified that they had to leave the hotels within a 
week.

?
Question
How do you generally 
assess governmental 
policies in this field? 
[1 NEGATIVE - 
7 POSITIVE]

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation

39 1 6 2,72 1,15

Table 7: Assessment of governmental policies regarding forced migrants
 
 
Subsequently, the participants were asked to express their opinion whether the economic 
crisis  that Europe currently experiences should downsize the governmental standards 
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of reception and inclusion of forced migrants. Twelve participants (30%) did not have an 
opinion or did not wish to reply. Twenty one (52.5%) replied negatively, while 7 interviewees 
(17.5%) agreed.

?
Question
Do you think that the 
economic crisis we 
are currently experien-
cing in Europe should 
downsize gover-
nmental standards of 
reception and inclusion 
of forced migrants?

Frequency Valid Percent

Valid Yes 7 17,5

No 21 52,5

Don’t know/ 
don’t want to 
answer

12 30

Total 40
 

Table 8: Affect of the economic crisis
 
Finally, the social workers were asked to give their expectations regarding the role of 
the European Union on forced migration. The wide majority (65.4%) believed that the 
EU should set out higher standards in term of social inclusion and cohesion in all of its 
member states, while 30.8% stated that the EU should set out higher reception standards 
in Europe. Only one interviewee replied that the EU should take more proper measures 
to secure its borders. If we compare these results with the corresponding results of the 
forced migrants’ questionnaire, it can be observed that the percentage of forced migrants 
who believe that the EU should set out higher standards in term of social inclusion and 
cohesion in all of its member states (60%) is quite similar to the social workers’ percentage, 
whereas the percentage of forced migrants who believe that the EU should set out higher 
reception standards in Europe is significantly larger (40%).

Frequency Percent Valid 
percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
It should set out higher 
reception standards in 
Europe

8 20 30,8 30,8

It should set out higher 
standards in term of 
social inclusion and 
cohesion in all the states 
of the EU

17 42,5 65,4 96,2

It should take more pro-
per measures to secure 
the EU borders

1 2,5 3,8 100

Total 26 65 100
 

Total 40 100
 

Table 9: The role of EU according to social workers
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Frequency Percent Valid 
percent

Cumulative 
Percent

Valid
It should set out higher 
common reception stan-
dards in Europe

16 37,2 40
40 

It should set out higher 
standards in term of 
social inclusion and 
cohesion is all the states 
of the EU

24 55,8 60
100 

Total 40 93 100
 

Table 10: The role of EU according to forced migrants
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In this research 231 Cypriot interviewees took part. The questionnaires were filled either 
in person, by email or through the project’s official website. The language used was 
mostly Greek, the official language of Cyprus. The participants could also complete the 
questionnaire in English if they chose, however all the interviewees selected the Greek 
version as they spoke Greek more fluently.
  
 
DEmogrAphIc DAtA
 
Between the participants 133 (58,3%) were female and 95 (41,7%) male (see Graph 1). 
According to the Cyprus’ Statistical Service at the end of 2011 there were 419 000 male 
(48,6%) and 443 000 (51,4%) female citizens in Cyprus. Therefore, the percentage of 
male and female participants in the research is considered quite representative of the 
reality of the Cypriot society. The oldest interviewee was born in 1942 (71) years old 
whereas the youngest participant was born in 1997 (16 years old). The average age of 
the interviewees was 38,6 years old. Almost half of the participants (108 people – 47,8%) 
stated that they lived in a big city, 27% (61) said that they lived in the suburbs or the 
outskirts of a big city, 16,8% replied that they lived in a town or a small city, 7,1% reported 
that they lived in a country village and 3 participants (1,3%) said that they lived I a farm 
or a house in the countryside (see Graph 2). At this point it should be noted that there are 
no big cities in Cyprus as the biggest city in population which is Nicosia, the capital of the 
island, has approximately 250 000 inhabitants, therefore is considered a town and not 
a city. The participants who stated that they live in big cities refer to Nicosia, Limassol, 
Larnaca or Paphos, who are the towns of the non-occupied part of Cyprus. Regarding the 
education the participants received, 210 interviewees stated that they had been educated 
for an average of 13,23 years.

cyprus - DAtA ANAlysIs
publIc opINIoN
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Graph 1: Gender of the participants

The interviewees were asked to state their occupation during the past month. Between the 
230 participants who replied,  131 (57%) were students, 23 (10%) were employed in a paid 
occupation, 18 (7,8%), were actively looking for employment, 26 (11,3%) were looking for 
employment but not actively, 19 (8,3%) were doing community work, 5 (2,2%) could not 
work due to health issues, 3 (1,3%) were doing housework and one participant was retired 
(see Graph 2).

Graph 2: Employment of the participants

pErcEptIoNs of thE INtErvIEWEEs rEgArDINg forcE mIgrANts

According to the public opinion perception, the main countries of origin of forced migrants 
in Cyprus are Syria (73,5%), Iran (62,6%), Iraq (58,7%), Pakistan (54,8%), Bangladesh 
(47,4%), Nigeria (42,2%), Philippines (40,9%), Afghanistan (38,3%), Georgia (30%), 
Turkey (29,1%), Vietnam (26,1%), Somalia (21,7%), Ghana (20,9%), Albania (18,8%), 
Russia (18,3%), Serbia (16,5%), Algeria (10%) and Ivory Coast (9,6%).
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Table 1: Country of origin of forced migrants according to the perceptions of the local public opinion

The participants were asked to give an estimation of the number of forced migrants 
who arrive to Cyprus in one year. One in three participants (73p. – 36,9%) believed that 
1001 – 5000 forced migrants reach the island every year, 67 (33,8%) estimated that the 
number was less than one thousand, 27 participant (13,6%) thought that their number 
was between 5001 – 10000, 24 interviewees (12,1%) believed that the number of forced 
migrants was between 10001 – 25000 and 6 participants (3%) believed that the number 
was somewhere between 25001 and 50000. In reality, approximately lived
in Cyprus at the moment the interviewees were conducted.

Table 2: Number of forced migrants receiving protection  in one year according 
to the perceptions of the local public opinion

The interviewees were asked to state what was the average level of education the forced 
migrant living in Cyprus. According to 32.9% (69 participants) the level of education of 
forced migrants is well below the equivalent Cypriot national level, while 50,5% (106) 
believed that the forced migrants’ level of education was below the educational level in 
Cyprus. Only 34 participants (16,2%) replied that the forced migrants’ level was about the 
same as the national level and just one participant thought that it the level was higher. 
Therefore, it can be concluded that the majority of the local people consider forced migrants 
to be less educated than themselves (see Graph 3).
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Graph 3: The level of education of forced migrants according to the perceptions of the local public 
opinion

Moreover the participants were asked to evaluate the average level of crime rate among 
the forced migrants living in Cyprus in comparison with the national crime level. Almost 
half of the participants (106 p. – 48,9%) stated that the forced migrants’ level of crime 
rate was above or well above the national average level. One in three participants (68 
p. – 31,3%) replied that the two crime rate levels were about similar, while 43 participants 
(19,9%) believed that the crime rate level among forced migrants was lower than the 
equivalent percentage among the locals (see Graph 4). 

Graph 4: The level of crime rate among forced migrants according to the perceptions of the local 
public opinion
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The participants were given various statements and were asked to state in what extent 
they agreed in a scale from 1 to 7 (1-completely disagree – 7- fully agree). Table 3 presents 
the statements that were given and the average mean of the participants’ answers. As it 
can be observed in the table, the interviewees’ opinions regarding the statements seem 
to be quite moderate. The participants supported more strongly statement 1, which said 
that asylum seekers and refugees are subjects whose rights are not recognized in their 
country of origin and also might not be recognized in the host country. The interviewees 
disagreed mostly with statement 5 which stated that the government should not allow any 
asylum seekers and refugees to settle in Cyprus. However their opinions in relation to this 
statement lied once more somewhere in the middle.

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation

Asylum seekers and refugees 
are subjects whose rights are 
not recognized in their count-
ry of origin and might be not 
recognized also in the host 
country

227 1 7 4,74 1,615

Asylum seekers and refugees 
take away the jobs 228 1 7 3,79 1,941

Asylum seekers and refugees 
mean a threat to the national 
security

228 1 7 3,37 1,957

Asylum seekers and refugees 
mean a threat to the national 
culture

228 1 7 3,48 2,096

Government should not allow 
any asylum seekers and refu-
gees to settle in our country.

228 1 7 3,45 2,018

Table 3: Perceptions of the local public opinion regarding force migrants

In addition, the level of acceptance of forced migrants by the participants in a more 
personal level was sought. The interviewees where asked to state how they would accept 
forced migrants in their lives under various circumstances. The results can be observed in 
Table 5. As we can observe, the participants were most willing to accept forced migrants 
as visitors in Cyprus (mean 5,79 in a scale from 1 to 7), as their neighbors on the same 
street (mean 4,95) as their co-workers (mean 4,89) and as citizens of Cyprus (mean 4,81). 
On the contrary, they are less willing to welcome forced migrants as  members of their 
family (mean 4,31) or to have them as bosses and work under them (mean 4,41).
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N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation

As close relatives by marriage 229 1 7 4,31 1,983

As my close personal friends 229 1 7 4,7 1,85

As neighbors on the same 
street 229 1 7 4,95 1,812

As co-workers in the same 228 1 7 3,48 2,096

As your boss at your workpla-
ce 229 1 7 4,41 2,226

As your doctor 229 1 7 4,62 2,021

As citizens in my country 229 1 7 4,81 1,966

As visitors in my country 228 1 7 5,79 1,515
Table 4: Acceptance of forced migrants by the public opinion

Most of the participants (53.3%) had already had contact with forced migrants, however 
many of the interviewees (46.7%) had never met a refugee or an asylum seeker in person. 
We can therefore assume that their perceptions are shaped from what they have heard 
from word by mouth or in the media. The interviewees who had already met forced migrants 
replied that they had done so under various circumstances: 18.6% had been introduced by 
someone they knew, 17% had met forced migrants while the latter were working, 17% had 
worked together, 5.7% had forced migrants as classmates in their school and 14.3% had 
met forced migrants during public events organized by civil organizations. The interviewees 
who knew forced migrants appeared to be more willing to accept them in their lives than 
the participants who had never had contacts with forced migrants (see Table 5). 

Table 5:  Correlations between having contacts and acceptance of forced migrants

Have you ever met someone who you know is a 
refugee or asylum seeker?

As close relatives by 
marriage

As my close personal 
friends

As neighbors
 on the same street

As co-workers in the 
same occupation

As your boss
 at your workplace

As your doctor
As citizens in my 

country

Yes Mean 4,95 5,39 5,61 5,47 4,91 5,22 5,42

N 114 114 114 114 114 114 114

Std. Dev. 1,923 1,758 1,733 1,859 2,228 2,003 1,95

No Mean 3,92 4,14 4,38 4,36 3,67 4,1 4,29

N 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Std. Dev. 1,79 1,706 1,734 1,92 2,07 1,941 1,849

Total Mean 4,47 4,81 5,03 4,95 4,33 4,7 4,89

N 214 214 214 214 214 214 214

Std. Dev. 1,927 1,84 1,834 1,964 2,239 2,048 1,982
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Consequently, we are lead to the conclusion that personal contact can raise some of 
the negative stereotypes against forced migrants and creates the condition for stronger 
acceptance by the locals.

The interviewees were asked to state the extent to which they believed that it is important 
that persecuted in their home country are able to receive protection from the Cypriot  
government. The average was 4.86 in a scale from 1 to 7, which shows that local people 
appear to understand the importance of receiving protection being a forced migrant, but 
not to a full extent. As above, the people who had met forced migrants gave greater 
importance to the forced migrants’ need for protection than the locals who had not met 
refugees or asylum seekers. Once more personal contact seems to create stronger 
conditions for understanding and empathy towards forced migrants (see Table 6). 

R
Report
To what extent do you agree with the following 
statement? „It is important that people persecuted 
in their home country be able to receive protection 
from our government”

Have you ever met someone who 
you know is a refugee or asylum 
seeker?

Mean N Std. Deviation

Yes 5,11 113 1,938

No 4,58 99 1,738

Total 4,86 212 1,862

Table 6: Correlation between acknowledging the importance of granting protection 
to forced migrants and having contact with them

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation

As close relatives by marriage 229 1 7 4,31 1,983

As my close personal friends 229 1 7 4,7 1,85

As neighbors on the same 
street 229 1 7 4,95 1,812

As co-workers in the same 228 1 7 3,48 2,096

As your boss at your workpla-
ce 229 1 7 4,41 2,226

As your doctor 229 1 7 4,62 2,021

As citizens in my country 229 1 7 4,81 1,966

As visitors in my country 228 1 7 5,79 1,515
Table 4: Acceptance of forced migrants by the public opinion

Most of the participants (53.3%) had already had contact with forced migrants, however 
many of the interviewees (46.7%) had never met a refugee or an asylum seeker in person. 
We can therefore assume that their perceptions are shaped from what they have heard 
from word by mouth or in the media. The interviewees who had already met forced migrants 
replied that they had done so under various circumstances: 18.6% had been introduced by 
someone they knew, 17% had met forced migrants while the latter were working, 17% had 
worked together, 5.7% had forced migrants as classmates in their school and 14.3% had 
met forced migrants during public events organized by civil organizations. The interviewees 
who knew forced migrants appeared to be more willing to accept them in their lives than 
the participants who had never had contacts with forced migrants (see Table 5). 

Table 5:  Correlations between having contacts and acceptance of forced migrants

Have you ever met someone who you know is a 
refugee or asylum seeker?

As close relatives by 
marriage

As my close personal 
friends

As neighbors
 on the same street

As co-workers in the 
same occupation

As your boss
 at your workplace

As your doctor
As citizens in my 

country

Yes Mean 4,95 5,39 5,61 5,47 4,91 5,22 5,42

N 114 114 114 114 114 114 114

Std. Dev. 1,923 1,758 1,733 1,859 2,228 2,003 1,95

No Mean 3,92 4,14 4,38 4,36 3,67 4,1 4,29

N 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Std. Dev. 1,79 1,706 1,734 1,92 2,07 1,941 1,849

Total Mean 4,47 4,81 5,03 4,95 4,33 4,7 4,89

N 214 214 214 214 214 214 214

Std. Dev. 1,927 1,84 1,834 1,964 2,239 2,048 1,982
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In follow, the participants were asked to define the meaning of social integration of forced 
migrants in the Cypriot society. As it can be observed in Table 7, the locals gave greater 
value to the forced migrants’ knowledge of the local language (mean 6.23), to their 
participation in tax payments (mean 6.53) and to their legal employment (mean 6.03). 
The locals felt that having financial support (mean 3.76) was the least important condition 
for promoting the forced migrants’ social inclusion. Indeed, it is a common perception 
among the locals that forced migrants receive too much financial support by the Cypriot 
government, a perception which has lead to the amendment of the migration policies 
during the last month (see also the Cypriot case study).

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation

Learn the local language 229 2 7 6,23 1,073

Follow the habits of the local 
culture 229 1 7 5,11 1,796

Get a legal job 229 1 7 6,03 1,52

Pay taxes 229 1 7 6,53 0,985

Be an active citizen (e.g. to 
participate in politics, vote etc.) 228 1 7 4,97 2,069

Be entitled to civil and social 
rights 228 1 7 5,35 1,805

Be the beneficiaries of emer-
gency help (food, dormitories, 
canteens, clothes)

229 1 7 5,4 1,741

Be the beneficiaries of com-
passion and charity 228 1 7 5,12 1,965

Get free access to education 
and training 228 1 7 5,4 1,845

Get financial support 228 1 7 3,76 2,037

Get proper health care 229 1 7 5,5 1,718
Table 7: Dimensions of social integration of forced migrants in the Cypriot society 
according to the local public opinion

The interviewees appeared to believe that governmental and non-governmental services 
promoted the social inclusion of forced migrants to an average extent (mean 4,18 in a 
scale from 1 to 7 – see Table 8). Some of the participants gave their own arguments on 
the subject: ‘The government has not established a good structure for hosting migrants, 
everything is done in a superficial way. It takes very long time for asylum seekers’ 
applications for protection to be examined, which results to people living in Cyprus without 
support or protection for years’. Another participant replied: ‘The government offers many 
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programmes for facilitating the forced migrants’ social inclusion and some NGO’s cover 
the difference if it is needed’. Other interviewees felt that the Cypriot government offers 
too much to the forced migrants: ‘The government gives them too much money and now 
they don’t want to leave the country. On the contrary, they bring more people from their 
countries here’. ‘The government provides too many services to them – and for free!’. The 
economic crisis appears to have affected the opinion of many locals: ‘The Cypriots are 
in a very difficult position now. All these benefits should be given to the locals and not to 
foreigners’. Another participant commented on the issue: ‘The economic crisis is hindering 
the financial support of forced migrants and the insufficient information given to the public 
leads to racism and xenophobia’.

Apparently, the economic crisis affects the locals opinion regarding the state policies on 
force migration. The participants were asked to give their point of view whether the financial 
crisis currently experienced in Europe should downsize the governmental standards of 
reception and inclusion of forced migrants (see Table 8). The general tendency was that 
this indeed should apply (mean 4,62 in a scale from to 1 to 7). Once more many of the 
participants replied that in such difficult times the state should ‘take care of its own citizens 
and limit the assistance provided to aliens’.

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation

According to your opinion, 
to what extent do services 
(governmental and non 
governmental) in your country 
promote social inclusion of 
forced migrants?

223 1 7 4,18 1,672

Do you think that the econo-
mic crisis we are currently 
experiencing in Europe should 
downsize governmental stan-
dards of reception and inclu-
sion of forced migrants?

224 1 7 4,62 2,139

Table 8: Perceptions regarding the governmental policies for forced migrants’ social inclusion

Subsequently, the interviewees were asked to give their opinion on some of the stricter 
measures and policies inflicted on forced migrants throughout Europe. The participants 
gave rather moderate replies. They appeared to lean slightly towards the disagreement 
with the rejection of asylum seekers at the borders (mean 3,89 in  a scale 1-7), but were 
more supportive of the idea of detention of asylum seekers in dedicated centers (mean 
4,46). The general opinion on the expulsion of asylum seekers was neutral (mean 4,02) 
(see Table 9).
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What should be the role of the 
European Union regarding 
asylum seekers and refugees?

Frequency Valid percent Cumulative 
Percent

It should set out higher reception 
standards in Europe 60 27,4 27,4

It should set out higher standards 
in term of social inclusion and 
cohesion in all the states of the EU

71 32,4 59,8

It should take more proper measu-
res to secure the EU borders 65 29,7 89,5

Other 23 10,5 100,0

Table 9: The role of the European Union regarding asylum seekers and refugees according to the 
local public opinion

Finally, the participants were asked to state the role which they believed that the European 
Union should have regarding force migration in Europe. The opinions were split in almost 
three equal groups. Sixty interviewees (27.4%) replied that the EU should set higher 
reception standards in Europe, 32,4% (71 p.) believed that the EU should set out higher 
standards in terms of social inclusion and cohesion in its states and 29.7% (65 p.) said that 
the EU should take more proper measures to secure its borders (see Graph 5).

Graph 5: The role of the European Union according to the local public opinion

When the same question was posed to forced migrants, the percentage of the interviewees 
who believed that the EU should set higher standards in terms of social inclusion and 
cohesion in its states was 60%, almost twice as high in comparison with the public opinion. 
The percentage of the forced migrants who replied that the EU should set higher reception 
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standards was 40%, once more much higher than the equivalent percentage of the local 
public opinion. None of the forced migrants believed that EU should secure its borders 
(see Graph 6).

Graph 6: The role of the European Union according to forced migrants
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cyprus - cAsE stuDy
thE ImpAct of thE 
EcoNomIc crIsIs oN 
thE lIvEs of forcED 
mIgrANts IN cyprus

March of 2013 proved to be an extremely critical time for the Republic of Cyprus.  A 
major financial crisis was threatening the state with “disorderly bankruptcy", as president 
Nikos Anastasiades had stated during his speech in the Cypriot Parliament. This crisis 
emerged from the exposure of the Cypriot banking sector to overleveraged local property 
companies and to the Greek debt, the downgrading of the Cypriot economy to junk status by 
international rating agencies, the consequential inability to refund its state expenses from 
the international markets –and -up to a point - the reluctance of the previous government to 
restructure the troubled Cypriot financial sector. In June 2012 the government requested a 
bailout from the European Financial Stability Facility or the European Stability Mechanism. 
Responding to this request, representatives of the Troika (the European Commission, 
the International Monetary Fund and the European Central Bank) arrived to Cyprus in July 
2012 to investigate the island’s economic problems.
  
After a long period of negotiations and financial instability, on 25 March 2013, 
the Eurogroup, European Commission (EC), European Central Bank (ECB) and International 
Monetary Fund (IMF) agreed a €10-billion financial assistance package for Cyprus. In 
return the state settled to a crippling haircut on major bank deposits. The government 
agreed to close the island’s second largest bank, the Cyprus Popular Bank (also known as 
Laiki Bank), collecting all uninsured deposits there, and possibly around 40% of uninsured 
deposits in the Bank of Cyprus (the Island's largest commercial bank).
 
Following the Eurogroup decision the government of Cyprus announced new austerity 
measures concerning almost all financial and social sectors. These measures were called 
the ‘restart’ of Cyprus’ economy. In April 19, 2013 President Anastasiades presented  his 
economic recovery plan at the presidential palace in Nicosia. The president unveiled a first 
batch of measures he said are designed to boost growth in economy. Among others, he 
referred to changes regarding the state policies which concern the refugees and asylum 
seekers in Cyprus. Anastasiades spoke of radical changes in government policy on 
benefits. He announced that the subsidy scheme covering the needs of asylum seekers 
and other foreigners would be modified and the benefits would decrease significantly, 
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whereas for their clothing and food needs they would be given coupons, instead of money. 
Asylum seekers and foreigners would be staying in places owned or rented by the state, 
and the rent would be paid directly to the owner of the said premises. They would be denied 
any state benefit if they rejected a job offer. ‘Within the framework of the rationalization of 
Cyprus’ social policies, the Government proceeds to change the system grants to cover 
the needs of asylum seekers and other foreigners so that Cyprus will stop being a paradise 
for migrants. The financial aids are reviewed with a significant decrease while the amount 
of money available for food or clothing will be replaced with concession coupons. In this 
way, the treated hitherto abuse while ensuring that social aids be used in such a manner 
as to assist our economy as well. At the same time, the coverage of the basic needs of the 
recipients will be ensured, without deviating from our obligations arising from our status as 
a Member State of the European Union’, he announced.
 
But was Cyprus indeed a paradise for forced migrants, as the president said in his 
proclamation? In April 2013 a statement from migrant support group KISA reported that 
the crisis had led the majority of refugees to unemployment, poverty, racist discrimination 
and social exclusion. ‘In their majority, they live in abject destitution and no longer have 
access to the necessary resources for housing and food,’ KISA said. W., a recognized 
refugee from Nigeria residing in Cyprus for the last twelve years, gave a devastating 
description of his fellows’ psychological state during the last months: ‘In our discussions, 
people are very disappointed with the difficult situation we are going through, many people 
are homeless with lots of stress and despair. The moral of people is very low. Our people 
are really suffering. I honestly hope and pray that something good will come out soon’.
 
The situation is now becoming more and more difficult for some of the most marginalized 
groups in the country including refugees and asylum seekers. Their employment 
is very problematic, as an article in the bulletin of the ECRE (European Council on 
Refugees and Exiles) reports on May 17, 2013: ‘As employment opportunities diminish 
in the sectors where asylum seekers are permitted to work (agriculture, livestock, 
fisheries), most have become dependent on the volatile welfare system. Similarly, 
recognized beneficiaries of international protection, who are legally permitted to work 
freely in all sectors, are trapped in the same dependency cycle because the Labour 
Office appoints them to seek employment in these limited fields, while Cypriots 
are prioritized more than ever, followed by EU nationals, in better-paid sectors’. 
The housing is yet another important problem for asylum seekers. In the last months 
only one of the three reception centers continues to function, while the other two centers, 
mainly financed by the European Refugee Fund (ERF), have abruptly suspended their 
operations. Hundreds of residents were given just one week’s notice prior to their removal 
to arrange alternative accommodation and the Social Welfare Office did not give them 
access to emergency support. It is still unknown when these people will be given access to 
welfare benefits ensuring their right to adequate living conditions. But while the closure of 
reception centers has severely affected the lives of those who used to reside there, it has 
also affected all new asylum seekers arriving in the country (ECRE bulletin, 17 May 2013). 
 
Adding to the abovementioned situation, in December 2010, after pressure from right 
winged politicians and the media and in view of the upcoming parliamentarian elections, 
the parliament decided to monitor the release of any funds granted from Welfare Services 
to asylum seekers and refugees on a monthly basis.  According to the new policy, 
competent parliamentary committee must receive the payment instructions prepared 
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by Welfare Services and decide each and every month whether money will be released 
or not. As reported in the Report  on the Asylum Procedure – 2012, this decision has 
deteriorated the quality of the services even more and has increased the existing delays, 
while the electricity discount, which was given by the Electricity Board to forced migrants’ 
households, is terminated. On the whole it has led to a much stricter approach in the 
provision of benefits to the refugee population.
 
Furthermore, the economic crisis appears to have turned the local public opinion against 
the forced migrants, who are treated as scapegoats for our community’s ills.
 Many of the Cypriots blame the social benefits that were given to the asylum seekers 
for the current financial state of the island. ‘Asylum seekers are treated like gods in 
Cyprus. They are given everything for free: food, health services, education, clothes… 
you name it. This situation has to end today’, said M., a 35-year-old driver. ‘Cyprus 
cannot sustain anymore asylum seekers and refugees. I am not sure what the policies 
concerning them were until today, but I know for certain that this is the time for Cyprus 
to start taking care of its own people’, noted A., a 44-year-old private employee.  
Many on the Parliament members, attached mostly to the right-wing  and the centrist 
parties, seem to share this opinion. Themistocleous, a MP of the right wing,  stated 
that the lack of asylum policy leads to racism and that Cyprus is far too small to sustain 
migration waves of millions of people. Prokopiou, a centrist MP, said that the existing 
policy is coming to an end, as Cypriots are facing unemployment and poverty. He added 
that asylum seekers who  received social benefits did not give any positive contribution to 
Cyprus, whereas Cypriot citizens are now obliged to put their homes in mortgage and to 
return the aid they were provided by the state.
   
As a result, the limitations on the social benefits have led to the decrease of asylum 
applications, while many recipients have left Cyprus. According to the authorities, 159 
families (around 500 people) of asylum seekers and 7 families under subsidiary status are 
receiving state benefits today.
 
Following the announcement of the new austerity measures, the government prepared a 
draft bill, an amendment of the Refugee’s Law of 2000 - 2013. The draft bill was deposited 
for approval to the Parliament, which was due to enact laws linked to the country’s 
obligations stemming from the international bailout. According to the authorities, the bill 
had to be passed urgently during the last scheduled meeting of the plenum before its 
summer recess. The meeting took place just one week before the upcoming visit of a 
‘troika’ team to review the country’s compliance so far with the loan agreement. Thus, the 
draft was not sent beforehand to the concerned social agents for consulting. In July 11, 
2013 the bill was passed unanimously.
 
The plenum approved the slashing of benefits for asylum seekers for persons with refugee 
status or subsidiary protection status. It was decided that  after the enactment of the law, 
beneficiaries will receive just €40 monthly (plus €10 per dependent) and the rest of the 
aid in food stamps and coupons. For non-EU nationals not staying in reception centers, 
the state will pay the rent for other accommodation, but instead of giving the allowance to 
the beneficiaries, the state will pay directly the property owners. The government stated 
that ‘a change in policy was overdue’.
 
However, in May 2013 the United Nations’ refugee agency UNHCR had asked the European 
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Parliament and the European Commission to make mandatory for the state to consult civil 
society and non-governmental organizations when it comes to programmes relating to 
asylum seekers, refugees and migrants. UNHCR said that with Cyprus in dire financial 
straits, authorities should make better use of substantial EU funding available to member 
states to address the needs of asylum seekers, refugees and migrants across Europe.

 ‘One way of making better use of sources of funding available to Cyprus is by consulting 
CSOs and NGOs’, UNHCR said. The UNHCR had previously stated that Cyprus, as an 
EU member state facing serious financial difficulties, was now entitled to receive 95 per 
cent of the cost of providing appropriate reception facilities for asylum seekers from EU 
Refugee Funds. Furthermore,  in its latest Cyprus report, Amnesty International said that 
authorities continue locking migrants up in poor conditions without considering alternatives. 
Moreover, since March the government expressed its inability to accept refugees and 
asylum seekers. On June 21, 2013 the Interior Minister, Socratis Hasikos, stated that 
Cyprus cannot sustain any more asylum seekers. He was speaking at an event held at the 
EU House focused on the lives of political refugees in Cyprus. Outside, refugees protested 
about the conditions they were living in and against, what they claimed to be, the policy 
aiming to force them to leave the island. When he was informed that he was jeered by the 
group, he replied that asylum seekers must understand and show consideration. ‘They 
must realize that this country has its own problems, which are big and many, especially 
now with the economic crisis and rampant unemployment. Cyprus cannot sustain any 
more asylum seekers and I wish we manage to handle the ones we have here’, Hasikos 
said. The Minister urged the EU and the UN to provide assistance. ‘They must first help 
Cyprus financially so that it would be able to handle the asylum seekers currently on 
the island. The EU and the UN must also understand that Cyprus cannot take any more 
asylum seekers’, he added.
  
Amidst the economic crisis, we have not yet fully witnessed its overall effect on the lives 
of forced migrants in Cyprus. However, it is already evident that their living conditions are 
deteriorating day by day.
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ABSTRACTS from UNHCR briefing on Greece 2012
http://www.unhcr.gr/fileadmin/Greece/News/2012/positions/2012_Migration___Asylum_EN.pdf
 

Is It possIblE to DIstINguIsh bEtWEEN rEfugEEs AND mIgrANts WhEN thEy 
ENtEr grEEcE?
  
At the point of arrival in the Greek territory, it is not immediately possible to distinguish 
between the two categories of persons. Refugees as well as migrants use, today, the 
same routes of transit and entry, often resorting to the same smuggling networks in order 
to avoid increased border controls and to reach countries of destination (which, for most, 
is not Greece). This is why we are speaking of „mixed migratory movements. In their vast 
majority, those who arrive in Greece do not have legal documents (such as passports, 
visas or other identification documents), something which is making it difficult to establish 
their identity, their country of origin, or their need for international protection when they 
cross the borders. It is only if they seek asylum and able to access the relevant procedure, 
and only if the asylum procedure is fair and efficient, that it will be possible to determine, 
by the end of the procedure, who is and who is not a refugee.
 
WhAt Is thE Asylum sItuAtIoN IN grEEcE?
  
The situation has been extremely problematic for several years and, in a number of areas, 
continues to be so.
First of all, unimpeded access to the procedure is not guaranteed for asylum-seekers, 
particularly at the entry points, where there is a lack of interpreters, a lack of information 
and legal aid, and where practices have been observed, which discourage new arrivals 
from filing an asylum application, namely because of prolonged periods of detention of 
those who file an asylum application, compared to those who do not apply for asylum. 
Similar problems of access to the asylum-procedure have also been observed in other 
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Police Directorates of the country, to which asylum seekers go to file their claims. The 
most characteristic example is the Attica Aliens Directorate (Petrou Ralli), where, today, 
the possibility of access in order to register an asylum application and to receive a 
date for an asylum interview at the first instance are extremely limited: Only 20 to 30 
persons are admitted to register their asylum applications once per week, of the hundreds 
queuing outside the premises and waiting since the day before - a situation which causes 
tensions and in some cases, results in serious incidents among the many waiting for 
their "chance" to register their asylum-application. The risks, such limited access poses is 
obvious: Without access to the asylum-procedure, asylum seekers risk being arrested as 
“undocumented” third country nationals and returned to their countries of origin or habitual 
residence, where their life may be in danger.
  
Secondly, the asylum procedure was, for many years, characterized by a lack of essential 
procedural guarantees, including a lack of qualified interpretation during interviews, poor 
quality of interviews and interview records and poor quality of decisions as well as an 
extremely low recognition rates (of close to zero percent at the first instance), despite the 
composition of asylum-seekers, including many from countries of origin, facing serious 
human rights situations or conflict. The second instance of the asylum-procedure (which 
is the final administrative decision-making instance, in the event of an appeal against the 
first instance decision) has been through successive changes and “adventures”, until it 
reached the configuration and regulation of today's Appeals Committees. Another serious 
problem was the delay in examining asylum-claims and in reaching a final decision, which 
resulted in thousands of people living in a state of uncertainty for many years. At the end of 
2010, a backlog of some 47,000 asylum applications were pending examination at second 
instance, having accumulated over many years. While the processing and examination 
of these pending asylum-application has started in early 2011 and is underway, large 
numbers of cases still need to be managed.
The problematic functioning of the asylum system resulted in a situation, which continues 
today, in which many refugees and others in need of international protection are not able to 
or do not seek asylum in Greece, not having faith in the asylum-system and hope to reach 
another country in Europe, with better prospects of being granted protection, if identified in 
need of such protection. By contrast, many third country nationals who arrived in Greece 
for economic reasons only, make every effort to apply for asylum as the only means to 
legalize their stay in the country temporarily and until their claim is rejected, which may 
take years. An indication of this can be found in the statistics of asylum applications, some 
9.311 in 2011. Of this number of applications, 24,80% were filed by Pakistanis, 12.04% 
by Georgians, 6.84% by Afghans, 6.61% by Bangladeshis, 4.36% by Chinese, while other 
nationalities follow.
 
Why Is thE NEW Asylum sErvIcE A bEt WhIch stIll hAs to bE WoN?  
 
The new Asylum Service was established by Law 3907/2011. It is an autonomous 
civil service in the Ministry of Citizens Protection, the operation of which will move the 
examination of asylum-applications out of police responsibility. The establishment of the 
Asylum Service is the result of long term engagement and advocacy, at the national and 
international level, and avails of the support of the European Union, in the framework of the 
National Action Plan for Migration Management and Asylum Reform which was submitted 
by the Greek government in summer 2010 and establishes the basis for Greece's national 
strategy and its commitment to the necessary reforms.
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The legislative framework for the new Asylum Service provides for the establishment 
of Regional Asylum Offices, in up to 13 locations across Greece, which would permit 
the immediate receipt of asylum applications, their prompt examination by the qualified 
personnel, the provision of adequate interpretation, and fair and fully reasoned decisions. 
With this system, a chronic wound is going to heal. This wound has not only been painful 
for refugees, but has also exposed Greece internationally.
A precondition for the successful and effective operation of the Asylum Service is that it 
will be properly resourced, in particular that it will be staffed with adequate and properly 
trained personnel. In this respect, however, the Asylum Service faces, today, huge 
difficulties due to the “freeze” and limitations in recruitments in the Public Sector, due to 
the administrative reforms envisaged in the Memorandum of Understanding. The official 
launch of the operation of the Asylum Service, which was initially foreseen for the end of 
January 2012, has been therefore postponed for six months, mainly due to the lack of the 
necessary personnel. The support of the new Asylum Service from all the political and 
social forces of the country is a pressing need, in order to win, in practice, the bet of finally 
moving fully away from the problematic and ineffective asylum system of the past.
  
WhAt Is IN EffEct uNtIl thE NEW Asylum sErvIcE bEcomEs opErAtIoNAl? 
 
Today, the transitional phase of the asylum procedure, established and regulated by 
P.D. 114/2010, is in force. The first instance remains the competence of the police, while 
the second instance is the responsibility of independent Appeals Committees, in which 
UNCHR participates with a representative as one of three voting members. Progress 
was achieved over the course of the last year in the quality of the procedure (interviews, 
interpretation, reasoning of decisions), especially at the second instance. Furthermore, 
recognition rates, for refugee status and subsidiary protection as well as for humanitarian 
status have significantly increased, particularly at second instance, which is an indication 
of general progress, considering the countries of origin of asylum-seekers.
  
According to data communicated by the Ministry of Citizen Protection, in 2011, the 
recognition rates at first instance (for all three forms of status, including humanitarian 
status) ranged between 1.65% and 2.05% (depending on whether renewals are included 
in the calculation or not), in 8.685 claims examined. At the second instance (where, mainly 
appeals pending for many years were examined), the recognition rate for refugee status 
increased to 15.6%, while the overall rate (for all three forms of status) ranged between 
28.2% and 40.62% (depending on whether renewals are included in the calculation or not) 
in 1.007 claims examined.
  
Other than the crucial issue of the start of operation of the new Asylum Service, challenges 
related to access to the asylum procedure as well as the more efficient clearing of the 
backlog of appeals need to be addressed as a matter of priority.
 
WhAt ArE thE rEAsoNs for thE EscAlAtIoN of thE mIgrAtIoN IssuE ovEr 
thE lAst yEArs?
 
It is known that Greece is, today, a main entry point to the European Union for thousands of 
migrants and refugees who enter the country without legal documents in mixed migratory 
movements. It is assumed that for most, the intended final destination is another European 
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country with better employment and living prospects, or with a better asylum system. 
Given their inability to exit Greece by legal means, many are „trapped‟ on Greek territory, 
where they remain without a legal status. This situation, in combination with the economic 
crisis, which the country is experiencing today, leads to an increase of marginalization and 
destitution for large numbers of third country nationals, while it creates social tensions, 
as well as a climate of growing discontent with the presence of foreigners in general. At 
the same time, a situation in which many third country nationals are trapped in Greece, 
also provides fertile ground for racist behavior and indiscriminate violent incidents by 
extremist groups. The existing problems of the degradation of areas that record a high 
concentration of "undocumented" foreigners, jobless, homeless and destitute persons, 
coupled with the limited integration prospects in Greek society (in terms of law as well as 
in terms of practice) of third country nationals, are aggravating the problem further. They 
are also providing the ground for the operation of networks of human trafficking and other 
criminal activities. 
 
hoW mANy ArE thosE Who ENtEr thE couNtry IrrEgulArly?
 
The phenomenon of “mixed migratory movements” has increased dramatically during 
the last years, especially from 2006 onwards. According to official data published by the 
Greek authorities (Police and Coast Guard), in 2011, there have been 99.368 arrests of 
persons, having irregularly entered and stayed in Greece (132.524 in 2010, 126.145 in 
2009, 146.337 in 2008, 112.364 in 2007, 95.239 in 2006, and 66.351 in 2005). These 
numbers cannot accurately reflect the number of those entering irregularly each year, as 
they include arrests which took place in the interior of the country and concern persons 
who entered the country in the past and do not include those who entered without being 
apprehended and arrested by the authorities. According to FRONTEX data, 90% of the 
arrests which took place in the EU during 2010 due to lack of legal documents, took place 
in Greece.
  
The Greek-Turkish (sea and land) border is of particular interest as it constitutes, today, 
the main entry route to Greece, exceeding in numbers of arrivals routes across the Greek-
Albanian border. This border is the main passage not only for migrants, but also for 
refugees who need international protection. In 2011, 56.000 people were apprehended 
while crossing this border and 53.000 in 2010. Between 2007 and 2009 the main focus 
was on the Greek-Turkish sea border (and the North-Eastern Aegean islands). Since 
2010, a drastic shift in new arrivals to the land borders (and the Evros region) has been 
observed: 47.00 persons were apprehended in the Evros border area in 2010 and 55,000 
in 2011. According to official data for the first four months of 2012, the increase of arrests 
in the Evros region was continuing (+30.75% arrests in comparison to the first four 
months of 2011). For the same period in 2012, there was also a documented increase of 
21,91% arrests throughout the country. This development, in combination with the lack of 
suitable reception facilities has caused serious problems in the Evros region. UNHCR has 
described the situation as a “humanitarian crisis”.
 
WhAt Is thE totAl NumbEr of thosE Who lIvE “WIthout pApErs” toDAy IN 
grEEcE? Is thEIr rEgIstrAtIoN usEful?
 
It is not possible to provide close to accurate estimates for the total number of third country 
nationals who are present in Greece without legal documents and who are collectively 
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referred to as “illegal migrants”. This would require a serious and coordinated effort to 
register and identify these persons. What should be stressed is that they do not constitute 
one uniform group. The group of persons who have entered or stay in Greece in an 
irregular manner, comprises completely different and distinctive categories of people, with 
distinct characteristics, different needs and different rights which, consequently, results 
in different obligations for Greece and requires different approaches in the way in which 
to treat them. Among those “without papers” are asylum seekers who could not file their 
applications (with the most characteristic example of the problem being the limited access 
to the asylum-procedure in Petrou Ralli), refugees who have not sought asylum (not 
trusting the problematic system), persons with special needs such as victims of torture, 
victims of trafficking, unaccompanied children, or migrants who were unable to regularize 
their stay or renew their stay permit due to administrative and bureaucratic obstacles.
  
The heterogeneity of the population lacking legal documents calls for the registration and 
identification of this population. This requires a coordinated and systematic effort which 
cannot comprise of the mere application of repressive measures. The registration of this 
population is therefore the first step to be able to identify who belongs to which of the 
distinct categories and, subsequently treat them, according to the applicable law and 
policy, taking into account the characteristics of each category. Different approaches and 
measures are needed for migrants whose stay permit expired or who cannot regularize 
their stay due to obstacles in the Greek bureaucratic system; those who have, or do not 
have, established links and livelihoods in the country; those who have, or do not have, 
opportunities for social inclusion; those who can be deported or those whose deportation 
is temporarily impossible; those who are implicated in criminal networks or are victims 
of trafficking; as well as other distinct categories. Registration will permit to identify who 
belongs to which specific category. This will help extract large numbers of persons from 
an irregular situation that now contributes to tensions and insecurity, including in areas 
of central Athens. Obviously, in order to deal with the existing and complex problems 
of security and public order, parallel measures are needed in order to address criminal 
networks, in combination with interventions at the social policy level to upgrade impacted 
areas and alleviate the challenges faced by local residents.
  
ArE thE «closED AccommoDAtIoN cENtrEs» ANNouNcED rEcENtly A 
solutIoN to thE problEm?
 
The answer to whether “closed accommodation centres" are a solution to the problems, 
depends on what the objective of these centres is. The related public announcements 
focused on the crack-down on criminality and the relief of the centre of Athens, through mass 
arrests and transfers of irregular migrants to 30 new detention centres (and not «reception» 
centres as they were refered to). However, it is questionable whether the transfer away 
from public view of a small (compared to the total) number of third country nationals in an 
irregular situation will effectively address, in the longer term, issues of delinquency (issues 
which, in any case, are not caused by third country nationals, by virtue of their lacking 
legal documents), without establishing any parallel measures to address social exclusion 
and other challenges, which are at the root of, inter alia, the delinquency problem.  
It is important to bear in mind that administrative detention is only permissible on grounds 
prescribed by law (such as, for example, a risk of absconding or reasons of national 
security), in the event that less onerous measures cannot be applied (e.g. regular visits of 
the individual to the authorities, obligation to reside in a specific area etc.), and for periods 
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prescribed by law. This requires an assessment in each case.
Administrative detention for the purpose of removal from the country due to the lack of 
legal documents (6 months with the possibility to extend for 12 months) is permissible only 
in cases in which such removal can be effected within this period. Therefore, detention as 
an end in and of itself is neither permissible by law nor an effective measure. 
For UNHCR, the announced measures raise questions on the criteria, the conditions 
and terms under which the police operations of mass arrests will take place, especially if 
among those "without papers" are refugees who have not been able to register their claim, 
due to problems with the access to the asylum procedure. Finally, particular efforts are 
needed in order to ensure that living and hygiene conditions in place in detention facilities 
comply with minimum standards of detention and human rights, especially if the facilities 
are intended to be used to the maximum of their capacity (1,000 detainees).
 
WhAt Is thE DIffErENcE bEtWEEN “INItIAl rEcEptIoN cENtrEs” AND 
DEtENtIoN cENtrEs? ArE thErE opEN AccommoDAtIoN fAcIlItIEs for thIrD 
couNtry NAtIoNAls toDAy IN grEEcE?
  
The "Initial Reception Centres" have as their objective the improved management of 
persons arriving in mixed migratory movements (migrants and refugees) at the country's 
entry points. These centres are intended to enable the initial registration of new arrivals, as 
well as their screening (profiling and assessment of needs), to identify asylum applicants, 
perform medical examinations and provide the appropriate care where needed. For 
these purposes, it is, by law, foreseen and required that new arrivals remain in these 
facilities for a short period of time. The next step foresees their referral to other facilities: 
support and reception facilities for those who need them, or detention facilities for those 
who are subject to removal from Greece. A precondition for the efficient functioning of 
Initial Reception Centres is their staffing with sufficient and adequately trained personnel 
of various functions, as well as functioning referral procedures of new arrivals to other 
facilities, depending each time on the characteristics of the new arrival, as soon as the 
registration and screening procedures are completed. To date, the Initial Reception 
Service has been set up under the Ministry of Citizen Protection, and we are expecting the 
establishment of the first Initial Reception Centres at one of the main entry points.
The purpose of centres for the administrative detention of foreigners is the confinement 
of third country nationals who have illegally entered or stayed in Greece with a view to 
their removal. Their detention is limited in time by law for 6 months, with the possibility to 
extend detention for up to 12 months. If during this time their deportation is not possible, 
or if due to reasons of space and pressure by new arrivals, there is no possibility to keep 
them in confinement, then they are released upon issuance of a service note by which 
they are requested to leave the country within 30 days. Detention is therefore directly 
linked to the ability to implement deportations. Today, detention occurs automatically upon 
irregular entry to the country, despite the fact that the law stipulates the extraordinary 
nature of detention as a measure and requires an individual assessment of the grounds 
for detention in each case. In view of the lack of Initial Reception Centres, asylum seekers 
are also detained, until their asylum application is examined and their status (granting or 
rejection of their asylum application) decided upon. 
Finally, the status of open reception, or hospitality centres is different. These facilities 
are intended for the shelter and care of unaccompanied children or asylum seekers 
who do not have sufficient means to cover their needs (until a final decision on their 
asylum-application is issued). Such centres are, at present, mainly funded by the 
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European Refugee Fund and come under the responsibility of the Ministry of Health and 
Social Solidarity. Their management has been assigned mostly to non-governmental 
Organizations (NGOs). These centres are today facing a serious challenge of 
sustainability due to insufficient or delayed funding, while their capacity in terms of the 
number of persons who can be accommodated is significantly lower than actual needs.  
 
Why hAs grEEcE bEEN INtErNAtIoNAlly crItIcIZED for thE EXIstINg 
coNDItIoNs of DEtENtIoN?
  
Greece has been internationally criticized, because it has been repeatedly found to violate 
minimum international standards of human rights, particularly regarding the conditions 
of detention.. This criticism related both to significant shortcomings in material detention 
conditions (unsuitability of facilities, hygiene conditions, lack of yarding etc.), as well as to 
the lack of guarantees and respect for the rights of detainees with regard to availability of 
interpretation, information about their rights, access to legal aid as well as lack of access to 
the asylum-procedure. Therefore measures have to be taken immediately to significantly 
improve the conditions of administrative detention of third country nationals, who have 
entered or stayed in Greece irregularly, especially in the detention facilities which operate 
today in the region of Evros.
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This project is realized by a team of SCI-Hellas activists around Greece. Three 
different questionnaires are utilized. Each questionnaire focuses on three different 
samples; forced migrants, social workers and the public opinion. Quantitative 
data are gathered, while some are being compared to national data of Greece.  
The interviews were realized at the cities of Athens and Thessaloniki as well as 
the islands of Chios and Samos near the Greek-Turkish sea borders, between the 
months March-July 2013. All interviewees kept their anonymity for security reasons. 
During the whole process the team faced a series of difficulties. Special permissions from 
the Ministry of Employment and Social Protection were necessary in order to conduct 
the interviews. The process of issuing the special permissions demanded massive 
bureaucracy and at least 2 to 3 months, while in some occasions the permission was 
never issued. Furthermore, lack of trust and confidence from the interviewees’ side was 
a major obstacle in order for this research to be conducted. A large number of forced 
migrants, due to linguistic issues and the fact that a research as such is not practically 
helping them, did not accept to participate.
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sAmplE (DEmogrAphIc INDIcAtors) IN grEEcE

The sample taken during this research is consisted of 72 forced migrants, in which 13 are 
female and 58 are male. One person did not state his/her gender.

     (Open Doors sample)           (source: eurostat2012)
 
The interviewees are between the age of 15 and 61. Almost half of the sample (50,8%) 
is up to the age of 30. The majority of the sample (95,2%) is not older than 47 years old.
The main countries of origin are Afghanistan (30,4%), Congo (11,6%), Cote d'Ivoire 
(11,6%), Syrian Arab Republic (7,2%). Furthermore, large proportion of the interviewees 
(37,5%) consider themselves part of an ethnic group. Kurdish (12,6%) , Hazara (9,7%), 
and Tajik (7%) are the three largest groups regarding our sample. The largest proportion 
of the participants come from Africa (55,6%) while the rest from Asia (43,1%) and Europe 
(1,4%). Finally, 2 out of the 72 have a different country of origin than their nationality.

Among the interviewees 34 are single, 25 are married, 3 are divorced and 3 co-live with 
their partner without having been married. 7 of the interviewees did not want to answer the 
question related to their marital status. 
All the interviewees, apart from one, live in Attica Province. 72,2% live in Athens and 
23,6% live in the Reception Center of Lavrio. By can be explained by two main facts. The 
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first one is that the team in charge of the research ws based in the capital and didn't have 
opportunities to get in contact with organizations in other cities, apart from Lavrio with 
which we cooperate regularly. The secondly, Athens is actually the main destination of 
forced migrants when they enter Greece. Indeed, being, and from far, the biggest city of 
Greece, Athens offers them better chances to apply for asylum, and to get in touch with 
compatriot and obtain some support from there as well as from non-profit organizations. 
Regarding the Refugee center of Lavrio, it's the only center of this type in Greece. It's 
funded by the state and run by the Greek Red Cross. There, the applicants are hosted with 
their families waiting for decisions or appeal.
During the interview the participants were asked their current legal status. According to the 
results, 71,2%  of the forced migrants are international protection seekers, 6,1% appealed 
to the Court after denial, only 9,1% has a refugee status, 1,5% has a subsidiary protection 
status and 7,6% has a temporary or humanitarian protection status. The rest 4,5%  has 
none of the above-mentioned statuses. This sample illustrate the greek situation regarding 
asylum seeking. A lot of people apply but only a few receive positive response due to 
heaviness, slowness and reserve of the authorities to deliver papers to asylum seekers.

A Eurostat study1 about the same topic and on more spread sample gives much more 
accented result. On a total of 11195 decisions, only 95 were positive – 30 for refugee 
status, 35 for Subsidiary status and 20 for humanitarian status - when 11095 of the 
applications were rejected in first instance, that is to say 99,1% of the requests.
With regards to the asylum application, the results show that 71,0% of the sample waited 
up to one year so as the commission to assess their request. 19,4% got a reply within the 
first month, however 6,5% have waited 60 months to receive an answer.

tImE-frAmE to rEcEIvE A lEgAl stAtus

From the total sample 33 have already received an answer, while 39 are still pending. 
25,6% were waiting for up to 6 months, 30,8% for 7-12 months and 23,1% had to wait a 
period of 13-24 months. Finally, 20,5% pended for an answer more than two years.

1 Eurostat, 2012. Asylum Information Database.
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From the 39 participants that their request has not yet been assessed, 56,4% has been 
waiting for up to 12 months. In addition, 10,3 % has been pending for 60 months, while 
one 1 interviewee for 84 months.
Over half of the sample (52,3%) learned about the possibility of seeking asylum protection 
by the word of mouth. In addition, 29,2% and 15,4% got informed by NGO’s and the police 
respectively. Only 2 out of 65 interviewees that answered this question claimed that they 
found out about the asylum seeking option from the reception centers they were hosted.
The majority of the asylum seekers (59,4%) admitted that they found very difficult to 
get any kind of information related to the asylum seeking process. Nevertheless, 17,2% 
considered very easy to get information regarding the procedure for submitting their 
asylum application.
At this point, it would be important to add that only 7,5% of the sample is illiterate while 
17,9% has a degree. Although, the largest proportion (31,3%) of the participants finished 
High School when they left their country.
Out of the 61 interviewees that answered the question regarding their period living in 
Greece, 20 of the participants addressed that they have been living 2-5 years, 18 for 1-2 
years, 12 for less than a year and 11 for more than 5 years. On the question of whether 
they plan to stay or leave the country, 30 participants (46,9%) claimed they are planning 
to stay, while 34 (53,1%) are planning to leave.

WhErE Do forcED mIgrANts lIvE:

Most of the forced migrants (80,9%) consider the fact of finding a place to live in Greece 
as very important. On the contrary, 8,8% do not find it important at all.
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?
Question
What is your housing situation?

Frequency Percent

I’m the owner of my flat 2 3,2%

I rent a flat 26 41,3%

I live in a flat granted by the social ser-
vices 13 20,6%

I’m a friend’s guest 9 14,3%

I live in a squat 5 7,9%

I’m a guest in a reception center 8 12,7%

Total 63 100%

Out of 72 interviewees, 9 live in other conditions than the above: 8 of them are being 
hosted by volunteer organizations and 1 is moving out very often. 
More than half (55 out of 72 ) of the interviewees are living in a flat. Only 12,7% of them 
are not sharing their house. The rest 18,2% stay with their family, while 36,4% shares a 
flat with people from their country of origin. Just 1,8% is living with Greeks. 
Out of 55 forced migrants, who live in a flat, only 52,7% have beds in their houses. 38,2% 
does not have canalization, 32,7% has no electricity and the 74,5% has no heating. Half of 
the sample (50,9%) has hot water at home, which means that only 18,2% of the participants 
are living in a properly equipped house and 45,5% in a very ill-equipped environment. 
Most of the forced migrants share their accommodation with more than one person. 15,4% 
of the participants lives with 2 more people and 10,3% with 6. 10, 12 and 18 people are 
living together sharing a common percentage (7,7%) of our sample. What is more, there 
is one case of 25 people sharing one flat.  However, sometimes the flats that are chosen 
can have up to 17 rooms. Less than half a room corresponds to 70,3% of the interviewees, 
18,9% though is having at least one room. 
As far as the perspective of the interviewees is concerned with regards to their 
accommodation in a scale from 1 (very uncomfortable) to 7 (very comfortable), we reached 
to the result that 45,7% feels very uncomfortable and 17,4% very comfortable.
Furthermore, 25 forced migrants are living in a reception center. 10 of them are staying in 
an emergency reception center, 7 in an identification center of international seekers, and 
8 in a residential center for asylum seekers. In addition, there are 4 forced migrants that 
live in a volunteer “guest house”/reception center. 92,9% of the centers are open during 
the whole day but 7,1% are closing for some hours during daytime. 
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Only in 12,5% of the centers forced migrants have access to books, computers, sports 
equipment and internet. In 25% of them, people can use telephone and television. None 
of them provide a place to pray and a children’s area. Half of the centers are having an 
outdoor space. 
Just 8 forced migrants accepted to answer the question about their comfort in the centers 
and the support from the staff. 75% of interviewees felt that they are getting very poor 
support, while no one feels fully supported. 62,5% feels very uncomfortable in the reception 
center. 
Work
With regards to work, a sample of 69,4% migrants stated that they used to work while living 
at their home country. The majority of the participants worked in manual jobs. Furthermore, 
on the question of how important is to have a job at the host country, the largest part of 
the sample (75,4%) considers it as very important. 37,5% claims that having a job at the 
host country helps the forced migrants integrate in the local economy and society. 21,4%  
considers it an important source of money, sent most of the times back home. 30,4%  
would like to work in order to earn their livelihood and gather money in order to be able to 
pay their trip for the next destination. 
Out of 67 interviewees, 47 admitted that they have never worked in the host country. 33 
addressed that there is no chance to find a job in Greece while 19 stated the opposite. In 
addition, on the question of whether they have applied for any job vacancies within the 
previous month, 30 out of 52 said they have not. From the whole sample, only 21 have 
a job, where most of them (10) work for 8 hours and the rest, except for one who works 
6 hours, work from 9-12 hours. From the people working, 12 have not a regular contract, 
while 8 have. The amount of the money earned, vary from 300 euro up to 700 where 4 
out of 14 interviewees earn 450 euro and 3 earn 600. Office and administrative support 
occupations, as well as food preparation and serving occupations are the kinds of jobs that 
more than half of the participants are being employed at (52,6%).

Less than a year More than one and 
less than two 2 – 5 years More than 5 years

Have a job 0,00% 11,80% 47,10% 41,20%

 
As we can see in the table above,  the longer a forced migrant stays in Greece the best are 
his/her chances to find a job, even if, as our sample reminds it very well, it's very difficult 
for a forced migrant to find a job in Greece. Concerning the level of education, people 
who finished high school  are the biggest group among the workers (40%) followed by the 
graduated people (25%), then come the forced migrant who have never been to school 
(15%) and the persons who finished primary school and middle school (both 10%). The 
quantitatively poor sample though makes difficult a generalization.

hEAlth

In relation to health, 62 out of 70 participants underscored that they consider as very 
important to have free health care services in the host country. 43 of the interviewees do 
not have any kind of document that gives them access to the Greek health care system, 
while on the contrary 22 have a health care number, card or another eligible document. 



grEEcE

OPEN DOORS

68

On the question of whether they have even needed health assistance or not, 38% out of 
71 interviewees either never needed it (11,3%) or needed it but could not have access 
to any kind of assistance (26,8%). On the other hand, 60% was either assisted by the 
public health care system (ambulance, hospital), an NGO or another local association. 
Moreover, the statistics depict that out of 66 participants 46 are aware of which health 
services are entitled to as international/asylum seekers. Finally, out of 69, 35 were at least 
once in need of medicines that they could not afford. 

EDucAtIoN 

With regards to education, 47 out of 68 interviewed, highlight the importance of having 
access to the educational system of the host country. From the whole sample, only 2 have 
attended school classes and only 2 university classes. None has followed any postgraduate 
courses and only 5 have attended classes related to job-orientation. In addition, 1 has 
attended English courses and one, another professional course. Only 7 participants from 
the above-mentioned have received a certificate. 
On the question of how well they speak the Greek language, the results vary. 38,8% do 
not understand or speak the language at all and only 9,0% understands it perfectly and 
speaks fluently. From the aforementioned, 30 have attended Greek language courses, 
22 never had the access to them and 12 stated that they never needed. Only 9 of the 
interviewees that have followed Greek language courses received a certification.
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socIAl lIfE

Most of the interviewees – a 65,2% - out of 69, consider very important the fact of having 
social relationships with Greeks. 
The statistics show that on the total sample of 72 interviewees, 17 live with their partner, 
16 with their children, 2 with their parents, 1 with friends, another 1 with siblings and 2 with 
other immigrants.
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79,2% of the participants have friends coming from their home country, 59,7% are friends 
with migrants coming from other countries and only 20,8% has Greek friends. 
As far as the working environment is concerned, an 11,1% works with migrants coming 
from the same country of origin and the same amount of interviewees works with migrants 
from other countries. Finally, 13,9% works together with Greek nationals. 

Regarding trust, 23 out of 66 participants stated that they never trust Greeks, while only 
12 always trust them. 12 is also the number of people that shows trust to Greek nationals, 
although with some hesitation.
When the interviewees were asked what they do during their free-time, 35 out of the whole 
sample addressed that they go out with friends, 27 uses the internet, 16 is doing sport 
activities, 12 takes part-into activities in NGO’s or other associations and 14 pray with 
other people. Other activities were also stated by some interviewees, such as household, 
watching TV, walking at the park.
On the question of whom do you address in order to solve bureaucratic problems, almost 
half of the interviewees claimed that they ask assistance from NGOs or other associations 
(50,8%). Others address institutions (18,6%), Greek friends (3,4%) or try to solve an issue 
by themselves (18,6%).
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Exactly half of the sample stated that it is very important to receive information about 
regulations, laws and the political situation in Greece. Out of 70 interviewees 41 said that 
they spend time reading the news. However, 64,7% out of 68 participants declared that 
they are not interested in participating at Greece’s political life. Nevertheless, 33 out of 64 
would like to vote in the elections.
From the whole group of interviewees 64 underscored that they are not part of any 
association or sport team, 65 not part of any organization or religious group, while 68 that 
have not any relations with any of the Greek political parties.

DIscrImINAtIoN

We asked forced migrants to evaluate in a scale from 1 (equal) to 7 (very differently), 
how differently they feel that they are being treated by Greeks than their co-citizens. 
56,7% feel that they are treated totally different than Greeks and only 4,5% feel that they 
are treated equal to Greeks. 76,4% feel this discrimination on the streets, 59,7% in the 
public transportation, and 48,6% in public events. A low percentage of 18,1% face this in 
workplace. 2,8% are being treated differently in NGOs, police, and public administration, 
while 1,4% is feeling this discrimination in super markets, and in their contact to their 
housekeepers. 
In a scale 1 (negative), 4 (neutral), 7 (positive), 58,7% of the interviewees believe that the 
general attitude of Greeks towards refugees and asylum seekers is negative, 12,7% find 
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their behavior neutral and only 3,2% think that Greeks are treating them positively. 
70,8% of the interviewees believe that important factors of social inclusion and integration 
are the ability of speaking the local language and having a job in Greece. 62,5 % consider 
that in order to be included in the Greek society should have access to free education, 
know laws and be aware of the political events of the country. 65,3% finds very important 
to have local friends in order to feel part of this society, while 66,7% cannot consider 
themselves as part of the Greek society if they have no verified legal status. In addition, 
68,1% need to have access in public health, and 55,6% to have stable accommodation 
and satisfying financial resources. Moreover, 54,2% of forced migrants believe that they 
should be entitled in civil, social and political rights and 52,8% feels that they should know 
the Greek culture to become part of it. Finally, only 6,3% of forced migrants feel included 
in Greek society, while 57,1% feel totally excluded. 82,5% of our sample has evaluated 
their inclusion up to number 4, which shows that most of the participants have a radical 
feeling of exclusion. 
Then, we asked the interviewees to evaluate in a scale from 1 (not really) to 7 (a lot), 
while 4 is neutral, some factors that obstruct their social inclusion: 45,2% think that Greek 
language could help a lot, while 19,4% don’t find language that important. 53,6% of the 
forced migrants don’t think that dietary habits can keep them excluded however, while 
56,3% estimate up to 4 Greeks’ prejudices. 20% believe that finding a job would not really 
help them to become social included, but 56,7% disagree and find the fact of job very 
significant. 43,3% think that a stable accommodation would make them feel included, 
while 23,3% totally disagree. 46,7% of the sample feels that the difficulties they face in 
establishing meaningful relationships with Greeks make them feel excluded, while 16,7% 
don’t believe that this fact is really obstructing them from social inclusion. 72,4% evaluate 
up to 5 their understanding of the Greek way of life and local customs, while 55,2% find 
that lack of helpfulness in public institutions is keeping them excluded. Only 31% sees 
very obstructing the lack of access in education, while 25,9% are sure that their lack of 
willingness has nothing to do with their radical feeling of exclusion. However, there is a 
percentage of 18,5% which has no willingness and they openly confess that. 

thE rolE of E.u.

With regards to the E.U. regulations and standards concerning the forced migrants, 44,8% 
of our sample believes that E.U should set out higher common reception standards. The 
same proportion (44,8%) finds that E.U. should set out higher standards in term of social 
inclusion and cohesion in all states of E.U. The rest 10.4% think that European Union 
should take more proper measures to secure its borders. 

lIst of rEfErENcEs

Eurostat, 2012. Asylum Information Database. [Online] 

Available at: http://www.asylumineurope.org/reports/country/greece/statistics
[Accessed 26 09 2013].
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grEEcE - DAtA ANAlysIs
socIAl WorKErs

In Greece we interviewed 28 social workers, 6 male (21,4%) and 22 female (78,6%), the 
main origin countries are Greece (67,9%) and United Kingdom (7,1%), Denmark (7,1%), 
France (7,1%). The most of the interviewed speak at least one foreign language (mainly 
English), Among the interviewed 92,6% are attending university or have a degree or a 
postgraduate degree. 20 attended a specific training on forced migrants. 91,3% of the 
interviewed answered to the question “what do you think is the average crime rate level 
among forced migrants?” saying that they think it's similar or under the Greek crime rate 
level,  while the others think that it's higher. The most of the interviewed think that forced 
migrants don't steal jobs to the local population are not a threat for our national security 
and for our culture.

19 social workers are working/volunteering for recent organizations, born between 2005 
and 2013, while 19 are part of older organizations (50%), None works for institutions, 20 
for NGO, none in reception centers, 8 for charities. 9 people work for organizations with 
less than 12 workers, 6 with between 12 and 99 workers, and 8 between 100 and 500.



grEEcE

OPEN DOORS

74

5 interviewees are part of an organization with less than 10 volunteers, 10 with 10 to 29 
volunteers, 9 with 30 to 500 volunteers,

2 people work for organizations with less than 80 users for year, 5 with 81-500 users for 
year, 5 with 501-1500 and 3 with 1500-10000. 

2 social workers think that their organization is not able to cover the needs they were 
created for, 12 think that their organization is able to cover the needs it was created for.

4 noticed disservices in the organization and 19 didn't, 6 didn't want to answer.

The main disservices are related to bad organization, more people than available 
resources, housing and legal assistance.

20 social workers approve almost completely the policies of their organizations. And there 
not significant difference between NGO and Charity organization. Indeed, among the 
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18 social workers who answered the question working in NGOs all of them agree very 
strongly to the policy of their organization, when 6 over 7 social workers working in charity 
organizations agree as strongly. Unfortunately we couldn't interview social workers from 
governmental institutions.

10 social workers are part of organizations in net with other services for forced migrants on 
national level, 14 on international level. 18 interviewed are workers, 9 volunteers. 68,4% 
of the workers think that their income is proportional to the work they do, the other 31,6% 
don't. 
A lot the interviewed (15) think that governmental and non-governmental services in our 
country are doing enough to promote social inclusion.

According to the social workers, in order to be socially included asylum seekers and 
refugees should:

Know the local language 93,30%

Follow the habits and the local culture 30,10%

Get a legal job 93,30%

Pay taxes 79,90%

Be an active citizen 90,00%

Be entitled to civil and social rights 93,30%

Be beneficiaries of emergency help 90,00%

Be the beneficiaries of compassion and charity 60,00%

Get free access to education and training 93,30%

Get financial support 80,00%

Get proper health care 93,30%

12 think that governmental funding are not well invested in this sector. Because of bad 
management, incorrect policies, low budget, political choice and corruption, no funding 
in the system, no existing structure for inclusion, not only the economic crisis is making 
things worse, but there is also not even an effort to make people aware of the issues 
regarding refugees, the governmental funding is used for other things

14 social workers totally disagree with restraining forced migrants in specific centers.

10 people think that due to economic crisis we should downsize the reception 
governmental reception standards of forced migrants.

40% think that the role of EU should be to set higher standard in term of social inclusion 
and cohesion in all the member states.
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grEEcE - DAtA ANAlysIs
publIc opINIoN

According to the public opinion in Greece the main forced migrants countries of origin 
are:

Countries Percents 

Pakistan 75,90%

Albania 63,60%

Afghanistan 58,30%

Bangladesh 48,70%

Nigeria 42,50%

Syria 35,50%

Somalia 32,90%

Iraq 32,90%

Iran 27,20%

Philippines 25,40%

Russia 22,80%

Georgia 21,10%

The sample has clear different opinions about the amount of new forced migrants arriving 
in Greece every year. The 22,4% answered “between 1001 and 5000”, 19,7% “between 
5001 and 10000” and 15,8% “ between 10001 and 25000”. 
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This kind of information seems indeed quite difficult to get, given the big confusion between 
the forced and non-forced migrants coming to Greece and because the forced migrant 
don't or/and can't  register to the Greek authorities.

Almost half of the people who answered the questionnaire – 49% - estimates that the 
government grants a formal protection to 1 to 5% of the forced migrants.

Opinion of interviewed people about forced migrants' educational level and crime rate:

As the graphs show, the interviewed people think that forced migrants generally reached 
a lower level of education compared to the national level. But the average level of crime 
rate among the forced migrants is considered for an important part to be about the same 
as the national average.
The 78,1% of the interviewees think that the forced migrants do not steal jobs from the 
nationals. In this sense, though in a slight lower measure, the public opinion and the social 
workers agree on this question.

Greek interviewed people are ready to accept refugees and asylum seekers as relative by 
marriage (67%), boss (67,2%), doctor (67,9%), personal friend (71,3%), neighbor (78,3%), 
college (79,1%), and citizen in the country (79,1%). That is to say a quite high majority 
of the interviewed people are opened to have refugees and asylum seekers in their close 
interpersonal environment. 

The 70,6% of the participants affirm having met a refugee or an asylum seeker, mainly 
while the latter were doing their jobs (28,1 %), but also at the people's workplace (21,5%), 
during public events (20,2%) and at school (9,6%). The 18,4% were introduced personally 
by someone to refugees or asylum seekers. 

The table below sum up the answers to the question “How close is your relationship with 
this person ? The most significant one”:
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Relationship Percent 

Acquaintance 48,20%

Friend 14,90%

Close friend 6,10%

Don't want to answer / missing 30,70%

43% of the interviewed persons declare having met a refugee or an asylum seeker the 
last month.

For 63,2% of the participants, it is important that people persecuted in their home countries 
could be able to find protection from the Greek government. Moreover, about the same 
share (65,9%) estimates that the situation of refugees and asylum seekers is an important 
problem in Greece.
For 86,9% for the interviewees governmental and non-governmental services do not 
promote enough social inclusion of forced migrants. The main reasons put forward are 
the followings. 
First, there is not a good enough organization in both governmental and non-governmental 
services to efficiently promote social inclusion. Moreover, for a lot of interviewees  most of 
the work is done by NGO, though with limited resources, not only because social inclusion 
of forced migrants is not felt as a priority for the authorities due to lack of means but 
also because of racism, discrimination spread in the government. Finally, several people 
pointed out that there is no clear distinction between migrants and refugees.
On the same question, the social workers have globally the same opinion, though in 
a lower share: 76,6% of them estimates that the governmental and non-governmental 
service are not doing enough for forced migrants' social inclusion.

In the table below are exposed the main factors for social inclusion of forced migrant 
according to the interviewed people, in the decreasing order:

Factors Percents 

Get free access to education and training 88,70%

Get a proper health care 88,70%

Get a legal job 86,40%

Be the beneficiaries of emergency help (food, dormitories, 
canteens, clothes) 84,30%

Be entitled to civil and social rights 82,00%

Pay taxes 80,30%

Learn the local language 76,40%
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Factors Percents 

Be the beneficiaries of compassion and charity 72,80%

Get financial support 67,10%

Be an active citizen 61,50%

Follow the habits of the local culture 24,00%

The participants interviewed strongly disagree at 54,2% with the idea of detention center 
dedicated to asylum seekers, the 73,7% of them with expulsion and the 69,3% with 
rejection at the borders.

The crisis is not perceived as a good reason to downsize standards of reception and social 
inclusion by 75,1% of interviewees in Greece and by 53,3 % of the social workers who 
answered the question. 
According to 54,9% of  the Greek sample the role of the European Union should be to set 
higher standards in term of social inclusion and cohesion in all the states of the EU.
In the table below is exposed the different answers from the public opinion, social workers 
and forced migrants.

Public Opinion Social Workers Forced Migrants

Higher standards 11,90% 18,80% 44,80%

Better social inclusion 54,90% 75,00% 44,80%

Secure 11,40% 6,30% 10,40%

Other 19,30%

DEmogrAphIc DAtA

Our public opinion interviewees were between 19 and 85 years old with a average of  37 
years old. They live in big cities or suburbs at 86%.

The 14,9% of our sample finished high school, the 28,1% graduated at university and 31% 
obtained a higher title.

The table below sums up the activities of the interviewees in the decreasing order:
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Activity Percents 

Students 45,60%

Unemployed, wanting a job but not actively looking for it 13,60%

Workers 11,40%

Actively looking for a job 10,50%

In community or military service 9,20%

permanently sick or disabled 3,90%

Housework, looking after children or other persons 2,20%

Retired 1,80%
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INtroDuctIoN

In 1991 Greece enacted for the first 
time aliens legislation that referred 
specifically to asylum. Until then the 
rare applications for asylum were 
treated under an old law of 1929 “on 
foreigners”. Nevertheless, it should 
be pointed that since 1949, in Lavrio, 
Attica, the sole Asylum Seekers 
Centre operates - originally with 
refugees from former communist 
countries that arrived in Greece after 
the end of WWII. Obviously, the 
pressure from the collapsing Eastern 
European regimes led to passing of 
asylum legislation in 1991 that was 
completed in 1993. 
In the decade 2000-2010, coupled 
with the obligation to implement 
relevant EU legislation, the Greek 
asylum legislation was reformed 
with the issuance of a number of 
Presidential Decrees on the issue, 
most importantly PD 114/2010 
“on the establishment of a single 
procedure for granting the status 

grEEcE - cAsE stuDy
thE NEW Asylum 
procEss: lEss polIcE, 
morE polIcINg?
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of refugee or of beneficiary of subsidiary protection to aliens or to stateless persons in 
conformity with Council Directive 2005/85/EC on minimum standards on procedures 
in Member States for granting and withdrawing refugee status”. The said decade was 
characterized by a sharp increase in the influx of forced migrants in Greece especially 
from Iraq, Afghanistan, Somalia and other war-torn countries and the passing of the 
infamous 2003 “Dublin II” Regulation (Regulation 343/2003) establishing the criteria and 
mechanisms for determining the Member State responsible for examining an asylum 
application lodged in one of the EU Member States. 
Before 2011 (when Law 3907/2011 passed) the policy of Greece towards asylum was that 
of a “police” issue whereas its policy towards asylum seekers practically a “non-policy”. It 
is not surprising that the European Court of Justice ruled in late 2011 that Dublin II cannot 
apply in Greece since “the Member States, […] may not transfer an asylum seeker to the 
‘Member State responsible’ within the meaning of Regulation No 343/2003 where they 
cannot be unaware that systemic deficiencies in the asylum procedure and in the reception 
conditions of asylum seekers in that Member State amount to substantial grounds for 
believing that the asylum seeker would face a real risk of being subjected to inhuman or 
degrading treatment within the meaning of Article 4 of the Charter [of Fundamental Rights 
of the European Union]”, which practically means that Dublin II cannot operate at all, 
bearing in mind that 90% of the arrests of “sans papiers” in the EU take place in Greece.

thE “olD school” (prE-2011) ApproAch

In Greece, until 2011, the law for asylum in Greece was giving the right to third country 
nationals to apply for asylum at the points of entrance in the country or at other state 
authorities; however the procedure itself started from the police stations or the Aliens’ 
Directorate of the Police. Many regional stations all over Greece existed, both at the border 
and inland.  Nevertheless, in practice, there were not many applicants for the following 
reasons:

   The police was not informing people about the asylum process

   Often people were not allowed to apply without apparent reason

   There was no interpreter available for informing or asking people if they intend to apply

   The majority of people who visited a police station either:

 left without any papers or 

    were equipped only with a service statement saying that the said person wishes  
       to apply, or 
	    stating that they have to leave the country within a limited period of time, or
    they were told orally to go and apply in Athens

   Various official, unofficial and imaginary obstacles were put by policemen in order to 
deter the people applying like ‘there is no trained policeman at the moment’ or ‘there are 
not enough application forms’ etc.
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As a consequence, the procedure was extremely hard, if not impossible and created a 
number of issues and problems, most notable of which was the infamous “Petrou Ralli 
Queue” phenomenon.

thE “pEtrou rAllI QuEuE” phENomENoN

As a consequence of the systematic passing of the asylum process by the police at the 
entrance points of Greece to Athens, the majority of foreigners in Greece indeed gathered 
in Athens. Therefore the majority of asylum applicants in Greece applied in “Petrou Ralli” 
i.e. the Aliens’ Directorate of the Police in Athens named “Petrou Ralli” because of the 
name of the street by the same name that it is located, in the Athens neighborhood of 
Votanikos.
“Petrou Ralli” was accepting 15-20 applications/week only on Saturday, a ridiculous 
number. From Friday a queue of hundreds of people is formed to get the receipts of the 
magic 15-20 numbers early in the morning of Saturday. The situation was exploited by 
some people with the right connections to make profit. (selling receipts, selling places in 
the queue etc.) 
The “Petrou Ralli Queue”, July 2012
Despite the fact that – in theory – the process is free of charge and should be followed by 
the asylum applicant in person, the irrational situation described above was exploited by 
lawyers and other professionals with access to the police to make money.
As a result, the above described situation led to huge unfairness, since people would have 
to wait months, even years, just to apply, being in the meantime “sans papiers”.

…AND AftEr thE “pEtrou rAllI QuEuE” WhAt?

Having spent months or years just to apply, the waiting time for the first interview took 
equally long time. Including the time for the issue of the issuance of the Decision of the 
First Instance Committee, people have waited 10-15 years from the moment of application 
to the Decision of the above Committee. A spectacular 99,2% of applications was rejected 
by the Committee and only 0,8% were approved, those being of very few people with 
international recognition or well recorded and known cases. At present 47.000 appeals are 
pending before the Second Instance Committee whose rates of approval of applications 
is more reasonable, approving approximately 15% of the appeals, the reason –most likely 
being – that the First Instance Committee was comprised of policemen and the Second 
Instance Committee of lawyers, officers of the UNHCR and officials of the Ministry of 
Public Order. Was this situation reflecting a policy? Most certainly yes. A policy of attrition 
and exhaustion of the foreigners that – eventually- “will give up and go home”. Surprisingly 
enough a substantial number of forced migrants in Greece has never bothered to apply 
for asylum and lives underground for decades. On top of that, dealing with the issue with 
police measures stricto sensu resulted in the decision and construction of a 12,5 km long 
barbed wire fence in the Evros area practically blocking entrance from that part of the 
country. The presence of the fence (and 1800 policemen patrolling the areas) is diverting 
people to either crossing the Evros river or approaching Greece by sea, both dangerous 
option resulting in endangering the life of forced migrants. The first five months of 2013 
in Evros there were 348 arrests of sans papiers while last year in the same period there 
were 15.878 arrests. In the Eastern Aegean islands respectively the arrests were 3.223 in 
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2013 and 188 in 2012.

WhAt Is thE profIlE of forcED mIgrANts IN grEEcE?

First of all, forced migrants arrived and arrive in Greece in huge waves since Greece is the 
gate of Europe towards the Middle-East. No one’s ultimate goal is to stay in Greece but 
to go to other EU or third countries. There is not a clear policy on asylum and immigration 
both by national government and the EU. In practice the law whether national or European, 
it is not implemented and enforced. “Dublin II” Regulation has made things even harder 
for forced migrants. Migration is treated reactively in Greece, and every decade a law is 
passed that normalizes migrants that have settled in the country until then. Therefore, since 
there is no formal way to apply for immigration, foreigners that immigrate in Greece abuse 
the asylum process in order to get a temporary legalization in waiting for the next future 
blanket retrospective legalization. Interestingly enough, a large number of immigrants has 
never presented to the authorities either! It is evident from the above that a legally binding 
plan to face the issue of migration is nonexistent in Greece.

thE NEW Asylum sErvIcE

From 07 June 2013 the asylum process in Greece is undergoing a remarkable change. 
Optimists see in the “New Asylum Service” a turning point in Greece’s attitude towards 
asylum seekers; i.e. from a “police issue” to a civil and human rights’ issue. However, 
despite the absence of policemen’s involvement in the process, sophisticated policing 
methods now in use may undermine its success depending on the response of its users; 
asylum seekers themselves.  
Theoretically, since 07 June 2013 a new approach to the issue of the asylum process 
started with the operation of the Asylum Service, an authority, for the first time independent 
from the police. 

thE hQ of thE Asylum sErvIcE IN AthENs, JuNE 2012

Following a few days of operation, the Service is accepting 50-70 applications per day, 
promising that the procedure will be completed in 3 months. Every interested foreigner 
that visits the Service is informed by an interpreter in their language and receives printed 
information material in their language. The Service has been visited by thousands of 
people in the first days of its operation who have been professionally and responsibly 
informed about the asylum process.
The system is not without defects. Presently only the Regional Office of Athens operates 
and 1 point at the border, in Fylakio, Evros, whilst the law provides for regional offices 
all over Greece. It is worth mentioning that the Greek Authorities managed to set up a 
center in Evros when the number of forced migrants in that area is declining while in the 
Eastern Aegean Sea islands the reception services are deplorable. Asylum seekers can be 
accommodated for 25 days in the so called “Centres of First Reception” where apart from 
medical exams, rehabilitation and humanitarian assistance, their fingerprints are taken 
and inserted in a pan-european database in accordance with Dublin II Regulation. It is not 
yet known what will happen after the 25 days. Full and proper application of L.3907/2011 
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provisions will result in elementary conditions of living standards for asylum seekers in 
the Greek detention centers, a situation that will unblock the application of Dublin II and 
most probably reverse the incoming of forced migrants, this time not from their countries 
of origin, but from the other EU countries. 
In waiting for the decision on the application, asylum seekers may be detained for up to 18 
months in special Detention Centres. Apparently, the authorities anticipate that in cases 
of negative decisions on the application, those will be issued immediately and the people 
will be deported right from the detention centre. Nevertheless, among the “sans papiers” 
refugee community the new system is more sophisticated than the previous one that was 
simply…chaos. Fingerprints, European databases, detention centres, are good reasons 
for people continuing going underground out of fear. Time will prove the sustainability and 
effectiveness of the new approach.
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couNtry brIEf
ItAly

Never ending Emergency
Asylum in Italy: context, precedure, numbers and services.
Data and statistics from UNHCR' Global trends 2012, CIRDI, CIR, Eurostat

coNtEXt AND lAW

Italy has for a long time been a transit country for immigrants heading for Europe from 
Africa, the Middle East, and Asia. During the 1990s, the country started to accept non-
European asylum seekers. The asylum procedure was disorganized and the social 
conditions were poor. Therefore, most of the asylum seekers travelled onwards to other 
European countries. The number of registered asylum applications was modest in 1992–
1997, it varied between 680 and 2590 per year. 

On 1st September 1997 the Dublin Convention became operational, establishing the 
principle that only one Member State is responsible for examining an asylum application, 
since then the number of applications increased from 1890 to 13100 (1997-98). In 2008 
more than 30000 applications were registered. In 2009, the total number of applicants 
returned to Italy was 2658. 

With the North Africa emergency (2011) the number of applications rised considerably 
with 34120 applications, but many applicants already left the country due to the hard 
conditions they were  living. The emergency has been particularly bad managed with 
negative consequences on the lifes of the asylum seekers.

In 2012  just 15.710 applications have been submitted, -54% than 2011. Many asylum 
seekers at the moment hope to cross italy without being fingerprinted so they can apply in 
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countries where the living conditions are better.

The main countries of origin in 2012 are: Pakistan, Nigeria, Afghanistan, Tunisia, Ghana.

In the last 20 years while the number of applications was increasing, the italian reception 
system remained unvaried: based mainly on emrgency cases, Italy provide just 3700 
places in SPRAR, the program for integration of Refugees and Asylum Seekers, 5000 
places in CARA (center for identification of asylum seekers, which doesn't provide any 
service related to inclusion) and 1170 places in primary assistance (with even less services 
than CARA). 
There also municipal reception centres but the whole system doesn't cover the needs of 
the applicants as many end up living in the street or in squats, few lucky ones manage to 
rent a house or to be hosted by friends.

In Italy today live 58.000 recognized refugees, a tiny amount compared with 571700 living 
in Germany, unexpectely does not exist a national program for integration of refugees 
and asylum seekers as in many other european countries and not organic law related 
to international protection but fragmentary implementation decrees from the European 
directive.

ItAly IN thE globAl frAmE

With 34.115 asylum application in 2011, Italy was the fourth country for applications 
in the world (10.050 applications in 2010) reciving the 8% of the total applications. In 
2012 became the 15th hosting country after US, Germany, France, Sweden, UK, Swiss, 
Canada, Belgium, Austria, Turkey, Australia reciving* just the 3% of the applications. 
Among 24.150 requests examined in 2011, 16.995 were rejected and 7.155 were approved 
(1.805 asylum status, 2.265 subsidiary protections, 3.085 umanitarian protections). 

ItAlIAN procEDurE: thE stEps

1. The intention to apply for asylum can be stated to the border police or at headquarters 
of the territorial state police, the Questura. 
Usually, applicants have to visit the Questura several times before being able to register 
at all. Asylum seekers do not receive any financial support during this period. They face 
many difficulties in daily life, have to find food and shelter and are amongst other issues 
forced to use public transportation without valid ticket. 

2.The identity and the nationality of the asylum seeker have to be verified. Upon application 
for asylum, fingerprints and photographs are taken, and an application containing all 
relevant personal information is completed. 

3.The fingerprints are checked for matches in EURODAC and the national database AFIS. 

4.The asylum seeker is invited to a new appointment for the formal registration and 
receives a document confirming the first registration, called «cedolino». 
The period between the first and the formal registration can vary from a few weeks up to 
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two months, depending on the capacity of the Questura. In 2008 and 2009, the waiting 
time could be up to six months. 

5. Asylum seekers who arrive without papers are normally taken to a CARA, where they 
stay while they are identified. (According to the law maximum 35 days, in reality can be 
up to one year).

6. Assesment. Since 2008, ten Territorial Commissions have been in charge of processing 
the asylum applications. Each commission consists of four members: 

-A representative of the Prefecture who presides over the Commission, 
-a higher functionary of the state police, 
-a representative from the local municipality, 
-one member elected by the UNHCR. 

In most of the cases just one member of the commission is interviewing the applicant, then 
all the members discuss together and decide the outcome. 

7. The decision of the commision. The Commission outcome can be: 

-refugee status (5 years), 
-subsidiary protection (3 years), 
-permit on humanitarian ground (1 year), 
-application rejected (appeal is allowed). 

The 50% of the appeals bring a positive result. The decision of the commission is very 
arbitrary, often people with very similar stories have completely different outcomes. 

ItAlIAN sErvIcEs

rEcEptIoN

Italian governmental reception structures can be classifies as the followings:

-Emergency Reception centres (CDA), 
-Identification centres for asylum 
   seekers (CARA), 
-SPRAR (Asylum seekers and refugees 
   protection system). 

Asylum seekers who are not retained in CARA get a temporary residence permit (3 
months) that is renewable till the end of the procedure of recognition of the interntional 
protection status. With this permission is not possible to leave the country. 
There is not a structured reception system and there are not enough places available 
anyway, therefore many asylum seekers lives in Municipal reception centres. In Rome 
there are some specific ones for forced migrants but in other cities there are just structures 
for homeless people. Many asylum seekers and refugees, especially in big cities live in 
train stations, street and occupied buildings (in Rome around 1700 people, in Florence 
150). On february 2013, when the fundings for the North Africa Emergency (lasted for 2 
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year, since february 2011) ended up, many reception centers closed down and the guests 
became homeless after reciving 500 euros for “good exit” from the Italian Mininster of the 
Interior.

hEAlthcArE AssIstANcE, socIAl WElfArE, WorK 

Non-Eu citizends with residence permit for asylum, asylum request, subsidiary protection 
and humanitarian protection can register to the national healthcare system (SSN). The 
registration is free of charge and grants the same treatment as the italians have (exemption 
included). 
Asylum seekers right after the submission of the application are allowed to study six 
months later they can start to work but they don't get any kind of support till they get the 
recognition of the international protection. Then they should access social services as any 
other italian citizen.
The truth is that italian associations run most of the services that support asylum 
seekers and refugees: public canteens , legal support , healthcare support (explaining 
how the system works and how to access it) , housing , social and jobseeking support , 
italian language schools, qualifications conversion , etc covering the lacks of the italian 
government. 

From the end of 2011 several judgements of the German courts started to uncover the 
shameful living conditions of refugees in Italy and consequently they denied the transfer of 
asylum seekers in our country because “there are serious doubts about the ability of the 
Italian republic to offer sufficient guarantees to people seeking international protection”.
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ItAly - DAtA ANAlysIs
forcED mIgrANts

The Italian team composed by activists of SCI-Italy, Laboratorio53 (Rome) and Ambasciata 
Diritti (Ancona) administered 216 questionnaires1 to forced migrants in Rome, Palermo, 
Cagliari, Ancona, Arcevia, Turin, Bologna, Milan between February and June 2013.
It has been a quite hard and variable job as in every city there are different living conditions 
and services for forced migrants and sometimes it’s hard to reach them and meet them 
in a friendly and relaxed environment as often their lives are really complicated in Italy 
too and many of them don’t trust strangers, especially if they turn up in the street asking 
strange questions about their lives. 
Luckily in some cases we had the support of local organizations that helped us to introduce 
ourselves and the project to the interviewees and in other we met very open minded people 
who decided to answer to our question even if they didn’t know us and our organizations. 

forcED mIgrANts IN ItAly: our sAmplE

The interviewees are 26 females and 167 males. Relating to gender our sample is similar 
to the national data, in fact in 2012 in Italy asylum seekers were 86% male and 14% 
female.

         Open doors sample                                                          National data    

1 Please note that in the data analysis the sum may not reach the total of 216 as we gave the possibility to 
the interviewed to not answer to the question they didn't want to. So the charts refer to the valid percentage.
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The main origin countries are Pakistan (17,6%), Nigeria (11,7%), Sudan (9,8%), 
Afghanistan (5,9%), Senegal (5,4%), Guinea (4,9%). The sample is similar to the national 
data (see the chart below referred to asylum applicants in 2012) with the only difference 
related to Sudanese refugees, as they have been in Italy for long time they don’t appear 
in charts anymore. Unfortunately there aren’t data related to long term refugees in Italy 
because they often changed permit of stay (converting it in one for work) or they became 
italian citizens. Also refugees relatives arrived to Italy with family reunion procedure aren’t 
mentioned in the official statistics.
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The oldest interviewee was born in 1954 and the youngest in 1996. The average age is 
31,4. The majority is between 14 and 35 years old, indeed they have to be strong and 
young to survive a very hard trip to escape their countries. By the way also older people 
arrive to our countries, most of them didn’t have any other choice than leaving and decided 
to escape anyway, even if the risk for them is higher.

Among the interviewees 62 are married, 
127 are single, 3 are divorced, 3 are 
unmarried living with a partner and 2 
widowed. Among the married ones only 23 
live with the partner, this can also be seen 
as a consequence of the difficulties related 
to family reunion procedure and to the hard 
living conditions that don’t facilitate families 
as the most of the reception centers are not 
set up for family units but for individuals.
The following chart is showing the legal 
status of the interviewee, the slice 
representing “others” include people under 
Dublin II procedure, potential refugees 

who didn’t apply for asylum and other people who made their position regular with other 
procedures.

We must keep in mind that in Italy not all the potential refugees get a kind of protection 
even if they should be able to apply for it: some of them don't know about this possibility, 
some have other kind of permits of stay (for example permit of stay for work), some others 
didn’t have access to it as not always the procedure is transparent as it should be. We 
can suppose that this preponderance of refugees among the inverviewees is related to a 
higher sense of security that having already the status gives, asylum seekers feel more 
vulnerable and are often scared about the meeting with the commission, so they are 
unwilling to speak about themselves. 

hoW loNg DoEs It tAKEs to gEt A stAtus?

The 57% of the interviewed had an outcome in less than 7 months and the 24% had it in 
8-12 months, 16% in 13-24 months and 3% in 36 up to 60 months. So the minimum time 
to an outcome from the commission is 1 months and the maximum is 60 months, with an 
average of 9,3 months.
Among the interviewed who didn’t have an outcome yet, 30,4% applied less than 3 months 
ago, 21,7% applied 3-6 months ago, 32,6% applied 7-12 months ago, 10,9% applied 13-
24 months ago and 4,3% applied more than 2 years ago.
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?
Question
How long have you been 
staying in this country?

Frequency Percent

less than 1 year 46 21,6

1-2 years 38 17,8

2-5 years 71 33,3

more than 5 years 58 27,2

total 213 100

The Italian law let asylum seekers work 
from 6 months after their application, 
but in the most of cases it’s really 
hard to got a job before getting the 
refugee status as the employers don’t 
like the uncertain position of asylum 
seekers. It is also psychologically very 
stressful to wait for the interview at the 
commission, so asylum seekers tent 
to be anxious and to have difficulties 
to concentrate, to study and to sleep. 
So the less it takes to get an outcome 
from the commission, the better it is 
for forced migrants social inclusion. 
Unfortunately in our country the procedure is often really slow and complex and public 
offices don’t have interpreters, so it’s really hard for people to carry on all the bureaucratic 
tasks by themselves.
According to the data, the sources of information about asylum request have been most of 
all word of mouth and police, the most of the interviewed expressed a serious difficulty to 
get information about the procedure.
Only 22 forced migrants among the interviewed didn't express the wish to live in Italy, 168 
wish to live in our country but many of them just if good living conditions (job, house, etc) 
would allowed it.

WhErE Do forcED mIgrANts lIvE?

The following chart shows the different housing situations: the main accommodation is 
reception center, followed by rented flat.
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?
Question
What is your 
housing situation? 

Frequency Percent

I rent a flat 37 20,3

I live in a flat granted by 
the social services

13 7,1

I am a friend’s guest 8 4,4

I live in a squat 9 4,9

I’m guest in a reception 
center

115 63,2

Total 182 100

Many forced migrants experienced being homeless especially at their arrival in Italy, as 
very often even after they submit their asylum application they have to wait for weeks or 
even months to access the reception system, by the way, this is a very sensitive topic to 
talk about, so only 58 people on 216 answered “yes” to the question “Did you ever lived 
in the street?”.

?
Question
How long did you 
live in the street 
for? 

Number of people

less than 6 months 45

7-12 months 9

more than 12 months 4

total 58

Among the people who live in squats, rented flat or are hosted in friends houses 8 don't 
have water canalization and electricity, 20 don't have heather, 24 people don't have a 
contract for the flat they rent.
Only 4 people among the 48 that live in a house share the flat with italians, the others live 
with countrymen, familiy or people from other nationalities. Only 3 live alone. 15 share 
their room at least with other 3 people, 16 with one person and 24 have at least one room 
for themselves. 

114 people live in reception centers or houses given by the social services. To understand 
how equipped the reception centers are we asked if they provide the following items: 
books, computer, internet, telephone, television, sports equipment, place to pray, children 
area, outdoor space.
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The majority of the 
reception centers are 
very poorly equipped or 
moderately equipped, on 
one side this stimulate 
forced migrants to move 
to the city to look for 
services as libraries, 
NGO’s, etc, on the other 
side if the center is located 
far away from the closest 
city or town (the majority 
of the italian reception 
center are placed very 
far away from cities and 
villages,even more than 

1 hour away by public transports) this lack can increase the feeling of isolation, cause 
apathy and introversion, make some very simple needs hard to fulfill as communicating 
with families and friends and keeping updated about what is going on in they home 
countries and in Italy.

The staff of the reception centers plays a very important role as well, as we can see from 
the following line charts, forced migrants feel mostly uncomfortable in reception centers 
but they think the staff support them. This picture very well the italian refugees reception 
system: involving many good willing people but lacking of financial and material resources.

Do forcED mIgrANts WorK?

The majority of the interviewed worked in their country (64,%), the main job sectors are: 
construction   and repairing, tertiary sector, trade, crafts, farming and breeding, driving, 
catering sector, engineering, health-care, domestic work, accounting, arts.
The jobs are the most various from dancer to lawyer from doctor to journalist from driver 
to farmer from tailor to welder, this is surprising if compared with the information given by 
media, often mixing up forced migrants with economic migrants.
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Obviously work in the forced migrants self perception is very important for social inclusion, 
as a way to live as any other person lives, to afford to rent a house, to buy a car and do 
shopping. It is interesting to note that 25,9% think that work is a way for integrating in the 
local society. As you can see in the following chart the majority of the interviewed express 
a need to find stability in the hosting country.

?
Question
Why is it important 
for you to have 
a job in the local 
country? 

Frequency Percent

To integrate in the local 
society and economy

56 30,4

To earn money to send 
to my family in my 
country

17 9,3

To earn money to survive 
here and pay my trip to 
the next destination

8 4,3

To buy/rent a house 
here, buy a car, do 
shopping and live as the 
other people live here

103 56,0

Total 184 100

96 interviewee already worked in Italy, at the time of the interview 77 had a job and 139 
not, among them the 80% work up to 8 hours a day and 20% more than 8 hours. Only the 
55% of them have a regular contract. 
In the following chart we can see in which job sectors forced migrants work.
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According to the data the educational level doesn’t influence the possibility to find a job but 
the time spent in the hosting country does (See table below)

c
Crosstabulation
Do you have a work now?
How long have you been staying in this country. 

Less than 
one year 1-2 years 2-5 years more than 5 

years Total

Yes 3 3 27 43 76

% 6,5 7,9 38 74,1 35,7

No 43 35 44 15 137

% 93,5 25,5 32,1 25,9 64,3

hEAlthcArE 

In Italy the most of forced migrants think that to be entitled to the healthcare system is very 
important and had at least once health assistance in a public structure, by an NGO or a 
the reception center (160, while 7 people needed it but didn't have access to it), 32 on 217 
don't have national healthcare system card that can be required for free by any asylum 
seeker or refugee but in particular situation it’s difficul to get (for example under Dublin 
II procedure). 81 people had at least one time prescriptions for medicines that couldn't 
afford.

EDucAtIoN AND trAININgs

Among the interviewees 30 have a degree, 61 have a diploma and only 16 are illiterate, 49 
attended middle school, 21 primary school and 10 professional training courses.
50 attended school classes in Italy, 6 got a degree at Italian Universities and 59 attended 
at least one job oriented training course and 1 post-graduated courses. It seems to be 
easy for forced migrants to access education in Italy, even before obtaining the refugee 
status. 
The main training courses attended are: pizza maker, HCCP, chef helper, first aid, security 
man, barman, cultural mediator (interpreter), caretaker.  

According to the interviewees perception, 44,7% evaluate his/her knowledge of the italian 
language 4 or less on a scale from 1 to 7 where 1 means “I don’t know the language” and 
7 means “I speak and understand perfectly” and 55,3% evaluate it from 5 to 7. 158 people 
attended at least an italian language course in Italy.
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socIAl lIfE

For most of forced migrants is very important to have relationships with local people, only 
7 of our interviewee think that it's not so important.
23 live with the partner, 21 with their kids, 5 with their parents. This data enlighten that in 
Italy family nets are very weak. 169 people in Italy have friends among countrymen, 152 
among migrants of other nationalities, half of the interviewees have friends among local 
people. 
Crossing data between the questions “Do you have a work now?” and “Do you have 
friends among the local people?”, it comes to the eye that the majority of the interviewed 
(>40%)  don’t have Italian friends neither a job, while less than 30% have Italian friends 
and a job

50 people work together with italians, 46 together with other migrants, 39 with countrymen.
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Looking at the chart we can see the level of trust to Italians is quite high, nevertheless 
there is also a remarkable amount of interviewees who have a neutral attitude (not trust, 
neither mistrust).

In their free time 68 people like to go out with friends, 77 do sports, 36 take part in the 
activities of some association, 60 like to pray with other people and 117 like to stay alone, 
reading books, listening music, studying, praying, resting, the latter data involve the 54,2% 
of the interviewed, showing a tendency to introversion, characteristic to forced migrants, 
especially to the ones who arrived to our country recently.

gEttINg hElp

We asked to forced migrants whom do they address to solve different issues, to understand 
to role of institutions, NGO’s and other people in the answer to their needs. We can notice 
from the chart the preponderance of NGO’s in all the areas, excepted health (in Italy the 
national health care system works quite well and everyone can access it) and housing, as 
NGO’s are not economically able to cover this services. Institutions cover mainly health, 
housing and primary needs but in the most cases are not able to provide a service for the 
total amount of the request, NGO’s try to cover in all the areas the lack of the institutions 
but still there are people who are not covered by any service. We also notice in many 
cases forced migrants refer to face off by themselves some needs especially job seeking, 
primary needs and trainings.
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polItIcAl lIfE

This section of the questionnaire have been one of the hardest to investigate: for some 
people it's too early to answer as they arrived in Italy very recently and don’t know much 
about the country yet, for others there are so many things to think about that politics come 
at last. There is also a percentage of forced migrants who had to leave their countries 
due to political reasons and they prefer not to talk about this topic. Nevertheless 90 
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interviewees are very interested in participating in Italian political life (answer 6, 7) while 
96 are not interested at all. 128 red the news in the past week and 121 would like to vote 
at the elections.
20 people are part of a team, 27 are members of an association or organization, 25 of a 
religious group, 12 of an Italian political group.

DIscrImINAtIoN

The most of the interviewees think Italians are indifferent toward refugees, another relevant 
part feel they are treated equally. Looking at the chart we can see a growing line from 2 to 
7 of self perception of discrimination, going from minimum to extreme.
59 interviewed felt discriminated in the street, 33 at work, 55 on public transports, 24 
during public events. 

We asked to forced migrants to select from a list the most important factors that could 
increase their social inclusion, the following chart enlists them in order of importance.
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Factor N° People

to have a job 185

to know the local language 153

to have stable accomodation in the country 115

to have a verified legal status 111

to have access to education 106

to have friends the local people 103

To have access to public health services 100

to be entitled to civil, social and political rights 98

to know the local culture 92

to have satisfying monetary resources 91

to know the laws and the political events of the country 50

A very relevant part of the interviewed feel completely excluded by the local society: there 
is a high concentration of answers 1, while very few people answered 2 or 3, this seems 
to show that who doesn’t feel included have a radical feeling of exclusion. While who 
feel included chose different 
range of answers from 4 to 
7, there is also a remarkable 
percentage of people who 
answered 7, this means they 
feel fully included and this 
is optimistic result for our 
research.
As we can see from the 
charts below, people who 
have been in Italy longer 
feel more included but 
the average level of self-
perception related to social 
inclusion is very low, even 
after five years remain less 
than 5 on 7.
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thE rolE of Eu

19,4% of the interviewees think that the role of the European Union regarding refugees 
and asylum seekers it should be to set out higher common reception standards in 
Europe, 38,4% think that it should set out higher standards in term of social inclusion 
and cohesion in all the states of European Union and only 4,6% think it should take more 
proper measures to secure the EU borders.
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ItAly - DAtA ANAlysIs
socIAl WorKErs

The Italian team interviewed 83 social workers, 25 male (30,5%) and 57 female (69,5%), 
this perfectly reflects the national situation, with a majority of female social workers and 
male forced migrants.
The main origin country is Italy (75,9%) but we also interviewed individuals from Tunisia, 
Nigeria, Sudan, Senegal, Ukraine, Spain, France, Congo, Bangladesh, Algeria and other 
countries.  
The most of the interviewed speak at least one foreign language (mainly english or french), 
it is interesting to enlighten that foreigners social workers often speak more than two 
foreign languages and dialects. Among the interviewed 81,2% are attending university or 
have a degree or a Ph.d,  68,4% attended a specific training on forced migrants.

93,2% interviewed answered to the question “what do you think is the average crime rate 
level among forced migrants?” saying that 
they think it's similar or under the Italian 
crime rate level,  while the others think that 
it's higher. The most of the intervieweees 
think that forced migrants don't steal jobs 
to the local population, are not a threat for 
our national security and for our culture.

58 social workers are working/volunteering 
for recent organizations, born between 
2006 and 2013, while 18 are part of older 
organisations (1967-2005), 9 work for 
institutions, 39 for NGO, 27 in reception 
centers, 7 charities.
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28,4% people work for organizations with less than 8 workers, 28,3% with between 10 and 
20 workers, 23% between 21 and 70 workers and 19,4% between 100 and 250 workers.

46,8% of the interviewed are part of an organization with less than 7 volunteers, 19,2% 
with 10-20 volunteers, 21,2% with 21-50 and 12,8% with 100-400.

23 people work for organizations with less than 90 users for year, 35 with 100-650 users 
for year, 12 with 900 and 36000.

63,7% of the social workers think that their organization is not able to cover completely the 
needs they were created for because the number of users is too high, while 36,3%  think 
that their organization is able to cover the needs it was created for.

34 noticed disservices in the organization and 38 didn't, 10 didn't want to answer. The 
main disservices are related to a lack of working in a net, internal organizational ability, 
lack of resources (materials and staff).

87,5% social workers approve almost completely the policies of their organizations, this 
result seems to us falsified as this questionnaire was sent to the workers trough their 
employers. Anyway the policies of an organization can not coincide with the real services 
offered to forced migrants. according to the explanations of the social workers considering 
the emergential context in which they operate, the results are satisfying and they identify 
themselves with the mission of their organization (social inclusion of forced migrants).

61 social workers are part of organizations in net with other services for forced migrants 
on national level, 11 on international level, only 3 don’t work in net with others at any level. 
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59 interviewed are workers, 22 volunteers. 42,4% of the workers think that their income is 
proportional to the work they do, the other 40,7% don't, 16,9% don’t want to answer.
65,4% think that governmental and not-governmental services in our country are not doing 
enough to promote social inclusion.
According to social workers, the most important things for forced migrants social inclusion 
are:

Factor Percent

learn the local language 98,6%

get a proper healthcare 96,1%

get free access to education and training 95%

get a legal job 95%

be entitled to civil and social rights 92,3%

be an active citizen (e.g. to participate in politics, vote, 
etc)

84,1%

pay taxes 82,1%

be the beneficiaries of emergency help 50,6%

get financial support 42,1%

follow the habits of the local culture 22,1%

be the beneficiary of compassion and charity 21,3%

Comparing this table with the corresponding one in the forced migrants questionnaire we 
can see that social workers have of social inclusion is very similar to the forced migrants 
one. The answers “be the beneficiaries of emergency help” and “be the beneficiary of 
compassion and charity” shows us that there is still part social workers who think that 
forced migrants social inclusion is related to help and assistance and not to a long term 
intervention. Anyway the majority of the answers focus on the achievement of autonomy 
and a relevant part underline the importance of civil and social rights and active citizenship.

57 think that governmental funding are not well invested in this sector. The reasons are: 
because of emergential way to solve issues, lack of planning, little promotion of forced 
migrants autonomy, services don't correspond to the real needs of refugees, waste of 
money,  lack of transparency of the subcontracts that government gives to the organizations 
that manage the services, not real effort to social inclusion, lack of active participation of 
forced migrants and lack of attention to real needs of forced migrants.
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?
Question
How do you generally assess 
governmental policies in this field? 
[1 NEGATIVE - 7 POSITIVE]

Percent

1 27,5

2 22,5

3 30,0

4 12,5

5 7,5

Total 100,0

18 social workers agree with restraining forced migrants in specific centers.
64 don't agree with the governmental policies in this field because they are restrictive, they 
don't take care of the human rights but of protecting the borders and they are in contrast 
with international and European law, there are very different way the law is implemented 
in different regions, is emergential, lack of planning.

Only the 15% of the interviewee think that due to economical crisis we should downsize 
the governmental reception standards of forced migrants while 76% think that the role 
of EU should be to set higher standard in term of social inclusion and cohesion in all the 
member states.
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ItAly - DAtA ANAlysIs
publIc opINIoN

According to the public opinion perception, the main forced migrants countries of origin 
are:

Countries Percent

Somalia 59,6 %

Bangladesh 43,9 %

Nigeria 29,8 %

Pakistan 29,8 %

Tunisia 29,8 %

Afghanistan 28,6 %

Albania 28,1 %

Siria 26,3 %

Kosovo 26,3 %

Iraq 24,6 %

Iran 22,8 %

Algeria 22,8 %

The interviewees seems well informed about the major origin countries of refugees, surely 
this data reflects what media says about migrations and wars in the world  (e.g. the first 
refugees from Kosovo and Albania in 1999, the Iraq and Afghanistan war, the recent 
Tunisian mass migration to Italy, etc).  
As we said for the forced migrants analysis, it is very hard to get data about long term 
refugees as they often converted their permit of stay or got citizenship. The data related 
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to the number of applications in Italy in 2012 show as main countries of origin: Pakistan 
(2365 applicants), Nigeria (1515), Afghanistan (1365), Senegal (940), Tunisia (895), 
Ghana (845), Somalia (805), Mali, Eritrea, Ivory Coast1.

To the question “How many forced migrants do you think arrive to Italy every year?” the 
majority of the interviewees answered “between 5001 and 10.000” or less, while in 2012 
Italy received 17.350 applications, in 2011 more than 37.000 and in 2010 12.000. The 
majority of the interviewees also think that the italian government gives a formal protection 
to less than 10% of the applicants while in 2012 the 38% of the applications have been 
rejected, so a formal protection (refugee status, humanitarian or subsidiary protection) is 
given to the 62% of the applicants. According to the public opinion answers the forced 
migrants issue seems to be underestimated.

The chart below show us that the majority of public opinion has a high consideration 
of forced migrants: the majority of the interviewee think that they have about the same 
educational level of italians and a crime rate below our national average.
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As for the social workers the most of the interviewees think that forced migrants don't steal 
jobs to the local population, are not a threat for our national security and for our culture.
To all the questions related to possible relations with migrants, including close relations, 
the interviewees showed themselves open to accept migrants as close relatives by 
marriage, close personal friends, neighbours, co-workers and even boss at the workplace 
or doctors.

To the question “Did you ever met a refugee or asylum seeker?” the 67,3% answered 
“yes”, among those the 28,1% was introduced to him/her by somebody else, the 19,3% 
met him/her while they were working (many refugees and asylum seekers in Italy work in 
contact with the public. waiters, pitchmen, retailers, interpreters, etc), 8,8% at workplace, 
3,5% at school, 33,3% at public events.
To whom know a refugee we also asked: “How close is your relationship with this person 
(the most significant one)?”, the table below displays the answers:

Relationship Percent

acquaintance 72,7

friends 24,2

close friends 3,0

total 100

The 44,1% of the public opinion met a forced migrant in the last month.

For the most of the interviewees it is important that people persecuted in their home country 
could be able to receive protection from our government and they think the situation of 
refugees is a very important problem in our country.

96,2 % think that governmental and not-governmental services in our country are not doing 
enough to promote social inclusion. The most of the interviewees think that the government 
is not working for forced migrants social inclusion but only no-profit organizations and 
charities are doing this without sufficient resources, the majority of the activities are aimed 
to assistance rather than integration, there is not a strong political and cultural willingness 
to facilitate inclusion, there is not knowledge related to forced migrants whom are not 
distinguished from economic migrants.
According to Italian public opinion interviewees, the most important factors for forced 
migrants social inclusion are:
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get free access to education and training 100%

be entitled to civil and social rights 100%

get a proper healthcare 96,2%

get a legal job 90,2%

pay taxes 89,8%

learn the local language 88%

be the beneficiaries of emergency help 76,5%

be an active citizen (e.g. to participate in politics, vote, etc) 75%

get financial support 68,7%

be the beneficiary of compassion and charity 41,3%

follow the habits of the local culture 33,3%

We can notice that the percentage of public opinion thinking that compassion and charity 
are needed is higher than the social workers one. This can be a consequence of the 
development of the idea of “help”, as people involved forced migrants issues, especially 
in the last years are starting to distance themselves from assistentialism as they are 
experiencing the bad consequences that can bring. 
91,8% of the interviewee disagree with restraining forced migrants in specific centers, 
96,1% disagree with expulsion of asylum seekers and 98% disagree with rejection of 
asylum seekers at the borders. This seems to be against the tide as in Italy several political 
parties are explicitly racists and ask to fight immigration in any possible way (see Lega 
Nord, Forza Nuova, etc).

The 22,4% of the interviewees think that due to economical crisis we should downsize the 
governmental reception standard of forced migrants while 94,2% think that the role of EU 
should be to set higher standard in term of social inclusion and cohesion in all the member 
states.

thE sAmplE

The public opinion interviewees are between 20 and 70 years old, the average age is 37,8 
years and live mostly in small cities and towns.

14% have and high school diploma and 79,1% have a university degree or higher title. The 
10,5% are workers, 22,8% is unemployed, 52,6% is student, 1,8% is a housewife.



It
Al

y

OPEN DOORS

113

hIstorIcAl coNtEXt

Italy is in the centre of the 
Mediterranean Sea, its southern 
coast being not far away from Africa 
and relatively easy to be reached 
from there. In the last decades it has 
been one of the main ways to access 
Europe, and the migrants flow has 
been increasing in recent years, 
especially from Northern Africa.
During August 2008, the Libyan 
and Italian governments signed the 
“Treaty on Friendship, Partnership 
and Cooperation” (ratified at the 
beginning of the following year by 
both Countries). According to this 
treaty, Italy was committed to pay a compensation for the military occupation of Libya that 
took place from 1911 and 1943, whereas Libya had the task of contrasting illegal emigration 
from its coasts1. After this agreement, the control of Libyan coasts and international waters 
has increased and the conditions of refugees detained in Libyan prisons have become 
increasingly tough2. 
In 2011, the Jasmine Revolution in Tunisia was followed by popular struggles in several 
countries of Northern Africa and Middle East, leading to the so-called “Arab Spring”. The 
civil war in Libya had been extremely violent and the UN intervened by bombing through 
French fighter-bombers3. 
In this period, controls over the territory and the coasts decreased due to the weakening 

1 Source: website of the Institute for Foreign Affairs (Istituto Affari Internazionali),  
 http://www.iai.it/pdf/DocIAI/IAI0909.pdf
2 Amnesty International 2009 annual report on Libyan human rights violations: 
 http://www.amnesty.org/en/region/libya/report-2009
3 CenSEI report, february 2013:  
 http://www.scribd.com/doc/90470593/The-CenSEI-Report-Vol-2-No-6-February-13-19-2012#outer_page_23

ItAly - cAsE stuDy I
thE “EmErgENZA NorD 
AfrIcA” proJEct
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of the Institutions4 and from the 
beginning of 2011 to the end 
of July 2011 52,000 refugees 
departed from Northern African 
coasts, leaving their countries 
to Italy. Among them, 27,000 
departed from Libya and most of 
the others from Tunisia5.

Nevertheless, the number of 
asylum applicants on the Italian 
territory during 2011 was not 
much above the average of the 
preceding few years, in contrast 
with the expectations (see figure 
1).

2. thE ENA proJEct 

 2.1. Early steps

 On the 12th of February 2011 the Italian Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi declared 
the “state of emergency” concerning the increased flux of migrants coming from Libya, 
and on the 18th the Prefect of Palermo Giuseppe Caruso was entrusted the role of 
Deputy Commissioner to manage the first reception of the refugees6. On the 13th of April 
a new decree7 of the Prime Minister assigned the role of Deputy Commissioner for the 
management of the whole reception strategy to the Chief of the Civil Protection Department, 
Franco Gabrielli. The project that included the strategies to face this emergency was 
named “Emergenza Nord Africa” (ENA).

According to the initial plan developed by the Civil Protection Department, the reception 
strategy was divided into three steps8:

   initial reception - includes first aid medical assistance and food;

4 “L'impatto delle primavere arabe sui flussi migratori regionali e verso l'Italia”, Observatory for 
 International Politics, http://www.parlamento.it/application/xmanager/projects/parlamento/file/
 repository/affariinternazionali/osservatorio/approfondimenti/PI0059App.pdf
5 Source:  UNCHR - http://www.unhcr.org/4e4a505f9.html
6 Opcm. #3924, February the 18th, 2011
7 Opcm. #3933, April the 13th, 2011
8 Decree #2 of the 3rd of May 2011 of the Deputy Commissioner for Emergenza Nord Africa, 
 http://www.protezionecivile.gov.it/jcms/it/view_prov.wp?facetNode_1=f4_4_3&prevPage=p
 rovvedimenti&toptab=2&catcode=f4_4_3&contentId=LEG24662#top-content
 The guidelines of the reception strategy are summed up in the document entitled “Piano per 
 l’accoglienza dei migranti”, which is an annex of the aforementioned decree.
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   “even distribution” of the migrants on the Italian territory, with the maximum number
 of people to be assisted in the reception facilities of each Region being proportional to the 
total population of the Region itself;

   assistance of the migrants in reception centers and other facilities located on the Italian 
territory, in conjunction with local governments, charities and voluntary organizations.

The part of the strategy which is most relevant for the scope of this study is the third one, 
which will be described thoroughly in what follows.

 2.2. reception centers and facilities

To realize the ENA reception, the Civil Protection Department (CPD) needed an adequate 
network of facilities that could host and feed the expected number of refugees. The 
responsibility to find such facilities was passed to the Implementing Bodies (Soggetti 
Attuatori) chosen in each Region, being in most cases the local directors of the Civil 
Protection offices or the vice Prefects9. The reception standards in these facilities were 
required to meet those of the CARAs (Centri Accoglienza Richiedenti Asilo) as defined in 
a previous decree of the Ministry of the Interior10, and included in particular:

   the presence of cultural and linguistic mediators;

   legal support and information about the rights of immigrants and international protection 
seekers in Italy;

   social and psychological support, especially for people belonging to vulnerable 
categories such as victims of torture, unaccompanied children, mentally disabled people, 
etc.;

   transport service to/from public sanitary structures if needed.

The following table11 summarizes the number of received refugees per Region as of 19th 
December 2012:

9 The entrustment of the Implementing Bodies was made through a sequence of decrees of the De-
puty Commissioner, starting from REP 2090 of 2nd May  2011, http://www.protezionecivile.gov.it/jcms/it/
view_prov.wp?facetNode_1=f1_1&prevPage=provvedimenti&facetNode_3=f4_4_3&facetNode_2=emer
genza_nord_africa&toptab=2&catcode=f4_4_3&contentId=LEG24657#top-content
10 Annex B and C of the decree of 21st November 2008 of the Ministry of the Interior.
11 Source: official site of the Civil Protection Department - dossier summarizing the main of-
ficial information about the ENA project -  http://www.protezionecivile.gov.it/jcms/it/view_dossier.
wp?contentId=DOS24974
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Region Received refugees as of 
19th December 2012

Maximum estimated 
capacity

Piemonte 1,358 3,819

Valle d'Aosta 20 108

Liguria 488 1,367

Lombardia 2,424 8,557

Provincia Autonoma di Trento 161 452

Provincia Autonoma di Bolzano 121 430

Veneto 1,069 4,270

Friuli Venezia Giulia 355 1,057

Emilia-Romagna 1,509 3,846

Toscana 972 3,221

Umbria 298 787

Marche 419 1,345

Lazio 1,709 4,892

Abruzzo 10 0

Molise 122 260

Campania 2,075 4,728

Puglia 1,182 3,300

Basilicata 164 476

Calabria 887 1,643

Sicilia 1,130 4,093

Sardegna 371 1,350

TOTAL 16,844 50,000

A complete census of the facilities and reception centers that were selected to host these 
nearly 17,000 refugees has never been made available to the public; nevertheless, we 
obtained a short document from the Substitute Vice Prefect of Milan which reports the 
number and type of reception facilities in Lombardy, the Region that hosted the biggest 
number of refugees belonging to the ENA. According to this document, the facilities were 
divided into two categories:
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   hotels

   reception centers run by municipalities, tertiary sector, NGOs

In Lombardy, the hotels were 43 and they hosted 700 people; the other category had 
243 facilities, and hosted a total of 1724 people. This means that almost one third of the 
refugees in Lombardy (700 over 2424) were hosted in hotels, that hardly could meet the 
aforementioned reception standards, especially if not supported by external partners such 
as NGOs or charities. In section 3 we will get some more insight on this issue.

 2.3. financial aspects

 The management costs of the reception facilities were refunded by the CPD each 
month12, following a simple accounting procedure that required the filling in of excel forms 
by the staff of the hosting facilities. All costs up to 40€ per refugee per day were refunded 
with no other accounting, while costs up to 46€ per refugee per day needed an additional, 
more detailed accounting.

 Assuming that all the facilities were refunded 40€ for each refugee, for each day of 
the ENA project (that lasted from the 18th of February 2011 until the 28th of February 
2013), using the official number of 16,844 refugees we estimate roughly 500,000,000€ 
spent for these refundings only. We emphasize that this is a lower bound on the estimated 
costs, being 16,844 the number of refugees that were hosted in the facilities as of 19th of 
December 2012 and doesn’t include those who were repatriated and those who abandoned 
the facilities in between.

3. ImplEmENtAtIoN of thE rEcEptIoN strAtEgy

 3.1. Interview to the substitute vice prefect of milan, vittorio Zappalorto

On the 5th of June 2013, two volunteers of SCI Italy obtained an interview with the 
Substitute Vice Prefect of Milan, Vittorio Zappalorto, who explained the “Emergenza Nord 
Africa” from his point of view. We reproduce here a transcript of the interview, that depicts 
quite clearly the difficulties and issues in the implementation of the reception strategy.

Q#1. How many refugees have been hosted in Milan and in the Lombardy region?

A: the exact number of ENA refugees received in Lombardy is 3690.

Q#2. Why this number differs from the one published on the official site of the Civil 
Protection Department?

12 A circular sent by the CPD on the 16th of May 2011 contains all the information on the refunding  
 procedure. 
 It can be found at: http://www.protezionecivile.gov.it/jcms/it/view_prov.wp?facetNode_1=f1_1&
 prevPage=provvedimenti&facetNode_3=f4_4_1&facetNode_2=emergenza_nord_africa&catcod
 e=f4_4_1&contentId=LEG24724
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A: it is probably due to some migrants having been transferred to other Regions during the 
project, or maybe the official numbers don’t take into account the refugees coming from 
Tunisia, who received a different treatment.

Q#3. How many facilities hosted the refugees? How were they chosen?

A: we first contacted all the organizations belonging to the tertiary sector and the 
municipalities, which have the right infrastructures and employ people with experience; 
sadly, some municipalities refused categorically to host any refugee. We had to look for 
other solutions, so we decided to call the owners of some hotels and ask them the effort 
to accommodate some refugees (some of them even offered themselves spontaneously). 
We always tried to have social workers from the Red Cross, the Caritas or other NGOs 
to give support and additional services to the refugees hosted in the hotels. When the 
number of refugees diminished, we tried to move them all to the facilities of the tertiary.

Q#4. Which services were provided to the refugees?

A: according to the project, we were only required to provide food and accommodation. 
In Lombardy, though, we entered into agreements with the facilities to provide additional 
cultural mediators, language courses and basic health assistance (provided for free by the 
local health units).

Q#5. How did you communicate with the refugees?

A: we communicated through the staff of facilities that accommodated them. Sometimes we 
visited the facilities ourselves to see the situation and to talk with the refugees personally.

Q#6. Did the ENA directives contain any indication about how to promote the 
social inclusion of the refugees? Was there any real implementation? Are there 
documented results?

A: no, the whole ENA project was based upon a humanitarian approach and was always 
managed in an emergency fashion. In my opinion, the “emergency” should have lasted 
until the first six months, after which an approach based on social inclusion should have 
been adopted. To do this, though, we would have needed the support of the European 
Union: it is unfair to leave the most exposed States (like Italy or France) dealing alone with 
such a difficult task.

Here in Lombardy, some of the better-organized organizations like Caritas managed to 
help in the placement of some refugees through grants and internships, but it has been a 
very limited phenomenon.

Q#7. How did you manage the provision of “pocket money” for the refugees? Who 
was responsible for the disbursement? How did you verify that it was actually 
delivered?

A: the Civil Protection Department was peg away on the pocket money delivery issue: 
they absolutely didn’t want cash to be put in the refugees’ hands. The CPD thought they 
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were fools and would have spent that money badly, so they insisted on prepaid cards, 
tickets or any other alternative to cash.
But the number of refugees and facilities was too big and heterogeneous, so we ended up 
with each facility deciding its own strategy. We asked them to verify the actual presence of 
the refugees in the facilities day by day, and we didn’t provide the reimbursement (2,50€ 
per day) for days of unjustified absence. At the end of each month, each facility was 
required to give us signed declarations by the refugees certifying that they received their 
pocket money.

Q#8. How were the costs of the facilities covered?

A: the organizations running the facilities paid the costs in advance, then at the end of the 
month they received 46€ per day per refugee as a refunding. During the early months 
of the ENA no limit was set for the refunding and some facilities reached 55€ per day 
per refugee, but soon the 46€ limit was set. After the extension of the ENA on the 1st of 
January 2013, this limit was lowered to 35€.

Q#9. Were there quality checks of the reception standards in the facilities? Do you 
think the standards were good? Did you find any specific irregularity?

A: the CPD set up a task force for the quality checks, but it visited Lombardy just once 
during the whole project. So we decided to set up our own task force, and we performed 
random checks without prior notice. In some cases, we found degraded situations.

Q#10. Did all the refugees obtain some residence permit?

All the refugees that came from Libya in 2011 applied for asylum. About the 20% obtained 
the refugee status, the 8% obtained the subsidiary protection, the 22% obtained the 
humanitarian protection and the remaining 50% was denied any form of protection. By the 
end of 2012, the Ministry of the Interior “insisted” for the reassessment of the denials, that 
ended up with the recognition of the 1 year humanitarian protection to all the remaining 
refugees. In Milan, the Prefecture made all the efforts to deliver the residence permits to 
every refugee before the 31st of December 2012, which was the official date for the end 
of the project. It eventually turned out to be a waste of energies, because the ENA was 
extended until the 28th of February 2013.

Q#11. The “exit strategy” at the end of the project was unclear until the last minute, 
leading many refugees and social workers to confusion. What happened?

A: there has been no actual “strategy”. Everything was decided in a final rush: we had a 
meeting with the Municipality of Milan to work out a strategy, and we concluded that the 
only thing we could do was to give some money to the refugees for them to be autonomous 
for the first months after the end of the ENA project. We asked the hosting facilities to save 
the 35€ per day per migrant funds to accumulate a “bonus” to be given to the refugees 
when they left the facilities. During the last days of the project, the Ministry of the Interior 
decided to fund this “bonuses” by itself, so the money our facilities saved remained to 
them.
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Q#12. How many refugees were given a “travel document”?

A: the travel document allows the refugees to move inside the Schengen area. International 
laws don’t allow us to provide this document to those who can obtain a passport from the 
embassy of their own country, so we gave this document only to those refugees who could 
demonstrate that it was impossible for them to obtain a passport from their embassy.

Q#13. What was the effectiveness of the protests undertaken by some organized 
groups of refugees on the definition of the “exit strategy”?

A: the protests didn’t have a significant role in the definition of the “exit strategy”. In my 
opinion, the protesters’ reasons were almost always right, and they were always respectful 
in their way of demonstrating. But we couldn’t do anything more.

Q#14. What is your evaluation of this project?

A: the ENA project was doomed to the creation of new illegal immigrants. In some months, 
all the residence permits will expire, and the refugees will turn into illegal immigrants: to 
survive, they will have no other choice than black work or crime. Maybe we could try to 
repatriate some of them, but if they decided to migrate once, probably they will do it again. 
The European Union should issue new directives to enhance social inclusion strategies in 
all the States of the Union.

Though some of the answers might be partly unclear or leave some unsolved doubt, this 
depiction of the implementation shows many of the main issues of the ENA project as 
described by many other sources, such as NGOs dealing with human rights13.

Emphasis should be put on the arbitrariness of many decisions undertaken during the 
project, with the alibi of the emergency, that resulted in the wide inhomogeneity of treatment 
of the refugees, in the lack of controls on reception quality and money management, in the 
almost total absence of long-term planning and forecasting of the results of the adopted 
policies.

 3.2. Interview to the Adjoint vice prefect of cagliari, Ettore businco

Many similar insights emerge from the interview to another person involved in the 
implementation of the ENA reception strategy, the Adjoint Vice Prefect of Cagliari 

13 A complete list of articles and publications that point out different issues concerning the 
 ENA is hard to reproduce. We will just cite some examples in arbitrary order:

 http://vimeo.com/54512261 - a short documentary Rita Maralla and Alberto Valli;

 http://www.luleonlus.it/2013/03/vi-raccontiamo-i-quasi-due-anni-di-impegno-della-
 lule-a-pieve-emanuele-per-emergenza-nord-africa/ - an article about the personal ex
 perience of a volunteer working with refugees from the ENA project, hosted in a hotel in 
 Pieve Emanuele, Lombardy;

 http://firstlinepress.org/i-rifugiati-nelle-strutture-alberghiere-italiane-cosa-succede-
 intervista-ad-un-mediatore-culturale-operativo-nel-centro-di-amantea/ - an interview to 
 a social worker in a reception center in Amaltea, Calabria.
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(Sardinia), Ettore Businco. The interview was again realized by volunteers of SCI Italy.
According to Businco, the Sardinia region received a smaller number of refugees with 
respect to Lombardy: 540 (once again, this figure outnumbers the official 371 refugees 
reported by the CPD); the facilities hosting these refugees were 15, some of them being 
hotels: the average number of refugees per facility was 36, much higher than the average 
in Lombardy.

The main issues reported by Businco were similar to those pointed out by Zappalorto in 
Lombardy, including:

   lack of controls on the quality of the reception and on the actual provision of services 
and pocket money;

   very low level of social inclusion of the migrants at the end of the project;
anything beyond basic accommodation and feeding of the refugees had to be provided by 
NGOs, charities and other third party organizations;

   protests were undertaken by the migrants because of poor housing conditions;

   degraded situations were found during controls inside some of the facilities.

4. coNclusIoNs

Many witnesses of the ENA project, including ourselves, agree on the fact that the social 
inclusion of refugees in the project was widely ignored and even hampered in some cases. 
The high costs, as roughly estimated in section 2.3, make this ineffectiveness even more 
impressive. Many of the refugees that were part of this project are now reported to live in 
the streets, or tried to pass the borders towards Europe in order to find a job in another 
Country, being often transferred back to Italy by the local authorities due to the Dublin II 
Regulation14.

We thus conclude that the “humanitarian” approach which is subtended by this kind 
of reception policies, that treat refugees as “suffering bodies” in need for food and 
accommodation and completely neglects their autonomy (actual or possible), generally 
leads to the complete dependence of the refugees on the services provided and to their 
subsequent inability to be included in the social and economical context.

We also want to stress that the number of refugees that arrived in Italy during 2011 was 
not much above the preceding years averages, as shown in section 1. This makes the 
emergency approach adopted by the CPD very difficult to justify, turning the lack of 
planning and the inhomogeneous treatment of the refugees into a product of negligence, 
rather than emergency.

14 See, for example: http://www.repubblica.it/solidarieta/immigrazione/2013/05/29/news/emergenza_nord_afri-
ca_effetti_di_una_cattiva_gestione-59918066/
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ItAly - cAsE stuDy II
rEfugEEs 
sElf-orgANIZAtIoN 
INItIAtIvEs AND gooD 
prActIcEs IN romE

INtroDuctIoN

Doctors, teachers, salesman, journalists, drivers, graphic designers, engineers, sportsman, 
managers, farmers. Surprisingly among the big mass of forced migrants interviewed in the 
last months almost nobody was unemployed in his/her own country. Even more surprising 
is that many of them had a high school diploma or a degree and some spoke English 
better than me. Lots of them attended one or more training courses in Italy, several spoke 
Italian very well and red the italian news everyday. Some probably knew more about 
italian history and culture than any average italian does. 
This is already very far from the picture that the media give us of forced migrants, most of 
the time represented as poor, illiterate, dangerous. 
As Occidentals we enjoy experiencing freedom of travelling and buying cheap goods 
from all over the world, thanking technology and globalization for this huge increase of 
knowledge and communication, giving us the possibility to know instantly what is going 
on on the other side of the world. Somehow it is difficult for us to imagine that in Dakar or 
in Karachi some people may live more or less like we do and that once they are forced to 
move to our countries, they will strive for fair standard of living, and they will not accept 
just to be our cleaners or being exploited for guaranteeing us low cost goods and services 
forever.
Any average italian would answer me “There is the crisis, many italians are unemployed, 
why should we let immigrants take our jobs?”.
Because we signed an international convention (Geneva Convention, 1951) that ratify Italy 
is going to protect people who are in danger of life because of personal persecution due to 
political, religious, ethnic, national reasons. Because an italian application of a European 
decree allows asylum seekers to work starting from 6 months after they submitted their 
asylum application in our country. 
So the first and simple reason why refugees and asylum seekers aren't able to find a job 
and integrate in our country is related to ignorance: in Italy there is still a lot of work to 
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do to rise awareness about this issue. The average italian doesn't have a clue about the 
difference between a refugee and an economical migrant and about italian obligations in 
the european human rights framework.
The second reason is a bit more complicate and it is related to money. Have a look to 
the following chart showing italian national and european funds invested for contrasting 
immigration in the last 8 years.

1.668.713.84711 euros spent for securing, controlling, contrasting illegal immigration. This 
policies are not just very complex and ineffective as we can see from new everyday arrivals 
to our ports and airports but also very dangerous, causing thousands of deaths every year 
in our seas (more than 500 in 20122) and along our borders, where FRONTEX is active.
The European Fund for Refugees (FER), that is funding social inclusion initiatives for 
refugees, terrifyingly is part of the same plan of action but its budget is just 21.016.926,30 
euros for 2008-2013, nothing compared to the budget examined before.
So, numbers show clearly that Italy and the European Union itself, at the moment are more 
committed in keeping people out from our borders (and in case send them back to their 
countries) than in trying to focus on what to do with people who reached our countries, 
received our formal protection (asylum status) and are forced to live in our countries due 
to another international convention (Dublin II). This is clearly visible in the emergential way 
the italian government deal with any issue related to migrations in our territory (the last 
one was the North Africa Emergency3) and the lack of social policy or any organic policy 
related to asylum.
In practice this became a limbo for refugees and asylum seekers who are parked in 
reception centers in many cases without any real attempt for social inclusion (as help in 
job seeking, trainings, italian classes could be). This is a real waste for our country too 
because instead of appraising skills and talents that could have a positive impact on our 
culture and economy, we treat refugees and asylum seekers as burdens. Consequently 
forced migrants feel debased, they fall in apathy and depression. They spend months and 
years, waiting, stucked in our bureaucratic system, travelling around the country looking 
for jobs, attending useless training courses, doing endless internships, being exploited, 
risking their lives for a small salary.

1 Inhuman costs. The public expenses for contrasting illegal immigration. Lunaria, Roma, 2013.
2 http://www.unhcr.it/news/dir/22/view/1524/mediterraneo-oltre-8-mila-persone-arrivate-via-mare-in-italia-e-a-
malta-nei-primi-sei-mesi-del-2013-152400.html
3 The North Africa emergency started in 2011 with the immigration wave caused by the Arab Spring. 17.000 
asylum seekers recived humanitarian protection in Italy and have been hosted in temporary reception centers for 2 
years without any attempt to create a real path to social inclusion. In 2013 the Emergency has been declared closed 
and the guests of the reception centers have been invited to take 500 euros as a measure to accompany exit and 
leave the centers. To learn more about it visit: http://strugglesinitaly.wordpress.com/2013/05/05/2567/
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I met so many refugees and asylum seekers that could be a proper treasure for us, if they 
could have the possibility to enlighten their skills. And I met, luckily, also refugees, asylum 
seekers and italians, who were tired to wait to find a job, a training course, a governmental 
funding and one day decided to do  something themselves. I think in this very complex 
historical and economical moment self-organization could be a very powerful tool to get 
out from a system that is making our lives and our work every day harder and harder.
Often this kind of projects are underestimate as they are fairly small and sometimes they 
don't look so appealing as the “mainstream” ones, some of them don't have a website or a 
blog and they don't advertise themselves so it's even hard to get to know them.
Below I'll write about some projects I personally visited, focusing on how this projects 
where born, how they keep on existing and how they are planning to develop. 

bArIKAmA yogurt

Date of birth: March 2011 
Location: via Prenestina, CSOA exSNIA, Rome.
Number of people involved and status: 4, holders of humanitarian protection, migrants 
and refugees
Type of project: Organic yogurt production and sale. 
Aim: Create an income for the project members to solve small economical problems 
independently from governments and organizations.

 Description

Barikama is a project started in 2011 from a group of africans and an italian girl. After 
Rosarno's revolt4 many migrants who were working in the vegetables harvesting in the 
south of Italy came to Rome and created together with the roman social movements an 
assembly to reclaim more human working conditions and permit of stay for the workers.
Some of them were hosted in a small occupied building part of the exSNIA, one of the 
oldest social centers in Rome. The proposal to start producing yogurt came from Ilaria, an 
italian girl who already produced and sold yogurt to collect money for a friend who wanted 
to go studing to USA but couldn't afford it. The people involved have been four from the 
beginning (some of them left and arrived during the years) and they started to go to local 
markets together with Ilaria, who was helping them to communicate with the customers. 
After one year they also started to sell yogurt to the GAS5 and to participate to several 
different markets and events at the same time. Last summer they won a competition set 
up by Ben&Jerrys's, an american Ice Cream company that was going to reward with 2.000 
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euros the best project related to yogurt or Ice cream. After that they bought an electric bike 
to go to buy organic milk from the producer and deliver yogurt around the city. 
Nowadays they're thinking about looking for a fifth person to help them because they have 
too much work to do.
S. and C., both part of the project, in their countries were farmer and biology student but 
they both would like Barikama to become their main job. At the moment they also have 
a second job in restaurants as cooks and cook helper. They said the project also helped 
them to activate on the local territory when they arrived to Rome. This is very important 
because many asylum seekers feel depressed and powerless especially when they first 
arrive to the country as they cannot work for the first 6 months (but also after the chances 
to find a job are really low), they have difficulties to integrate in the local society and learn 
the language. Barikama project members gain regularly a small income that helps them 
cover some expenses and feel independent and self-confident.
The production starts on Monday morning, when they meet to clean pots in the kitchen of 
exSnia. Some friends of them help them collecting glass pots to store yogurt, then they 
wash them and sterilize them. On Tuesday they get organic milk from a local farmer and 
make yogurt, sometime they also meet new GAS to promote their project and find new 
costumers. During the week they deliver yogurt to the GAS and in the weekend they join 
local markets and different events to sell their yogurt.

 project capacity 

The average income for each member is around 300 euros per month. The project is 
reaching an increasing number of single costumers and GAS and the project team is happy 
about the present situation and hope Barikama will grow. There is a strong solidarity and 
friendship between the project members which makes work and accounting as lot easier. 
The possibility to use a space for free helps them to minimize the expenses.

 self organization level

The only external support they have is from Ilaria from time to time to speak with GAS 
about very specific things like sterilization and conservation of the products and for public 
relations with very formal institutions. She sometimes join them at the markets and during 
the events.



ItAly

OPEN DOORS

126

 Ngo's, institutions, government help level

No one. 

 social impact on the participants

Independence, increase of the self esteem, increase of knowledge of the local territory 
and his inhabitants,  useful skills  for future works, increasing self-organizational skills. At 
a psychological level it has a positive impact as very often migrants at their first steps in 
Italy fall in apathy because they find really hard to find a job or they end up working in very 
hard condition (e.g. black workers).

 social impact on the public 

One more local, independent and organic producer. Possibility to interact with people from 
a different culture and country. This project it also shows that it possible to create jobs for 
migrants and asylum seekers without any governmental or european support.

 future steps/prospects 

Project members would like to see Barikama grow to become a full time job and possibly 
involve more  people.

rEfugEE scArt

Link: www.refugeescart.org 
Date of birth: 2011
Location: Piazzale caduti della Montagnola: Polo della solidarieta', AMA, Rome.
Number of people involved and status: 10 asylum seekers and refugees
Aim: Giving back dignity to forced migrants helping them to earn a small income and do 
something useful for the local community.
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 Description

Refugee ScArt is a project born from an idea of Marichia Simick Arese, an italo-californian 
woman, founder of Spiral Foundation, an NGO that operates in Nepal, Vietnam and Italy. 
The activities of the foundation in the three countries are pretty similar: once Marichia 
decide where to locate a new project she moves to the country, individuates scrap materials 
that can be easely found and recycled, invents techniques to create beautiful objects and 
teach them to people who need to have an income for different reasons. Then together 
with this people open a craft workshop and start to create a network to sell their products.

Mariachi decided to start a project in Italy when she saw on TV news about asylum seekers 
arriving in Lampedusa, walking on a huge mountain of trash. Few weeks later she was 
in Roma Termini (Rome main train station) looking for asylum seekers and refugees to 
involve in her project. She put together a group of ten people and then they decided to 
use plastic bags to create a colorful fabric, good for creating bags, wallets, necklaces and 
so on.
The project became quickly famous thanks to the contacts of Marichia, who was inviting 
TV and music stars, writers, ministers and politicians to visit the workshop.
The former major of Rome, Gianni Alemanno and the president of AMA, the company 

that manage waste in Rome gave to the project a space inside the offices for the waste 
management in Rome, they called it “Solidarity Pole”.
At the moment they are selling their craft at many markets and events in Rome, to UNHCR 
and other foundations and NGO's and they're participating in many events and workshops 
as trainers, teaching to other people how to recycle plastic.
Their income is still very variable from 300 to 700 euros per months, they work from 
Monday to Friday, morning and afternoon and they also go to sell to the local markets and 
different events. The timetable is not so strict, they are free to attend trainings, medical 
examinations or bureaucratic tasks during working time. Different people are leaving and 
joining the project so they're not such a close group. 
The project was born on a humanitarian base and is conceived to give a small income 
and activate people in their arrival phase in our country, as an intermediate step to 
independence.
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 project capacity

The whole earnings from the project go to the forced migrants who work in it. There are 
several volunteers helping them to find contacts, go to markets and events, keep books, 
speak with the institutions. The possibility to have for free a big space for working and 
selling their products and the availability of raw materials for free and in unlimited quantities 
helps them to keep the expenses very low. On the other side due to its complexity the 
project requires to have constant external help.

 level of self organization 

As Marichia said, this is a humanitarian project, so the main aim is to help forced migrants 
in their first steps in their arrival country. After some time they should become independent 
and find another job, meanwhile newcomers should join the project. For some people it 
really worked, but unfortunately some very skilled members, didn't manage to find another 
job yet (after 2 years) or to create their own small business.  
I also noticed the constant overprotective presence of volunteers may inhibit some 
project members who tent to avoid speaking during public events or getting involved in 
organizational tasks as contacting institutions or authorities.

 level of help from Ngo's, institutions, government, etc

The project has the patronage of UNHCR and is partner of Laboratorio536 and Centro 
Astalli7.

 social impact on the participants

Independence, increase of the self-esteem, increase of knowledge of the local territory and 
his inhabitants, acquisition of skills useful for future works, increasing self-organizational 
skills. As the project members arrived in Italy very recently it is also a good chance for 
meeting other refugees and asylum seekers, get out from the reception center and keep 
busy during one of the hardest steps of the asylum procedure.

 social impact on the public 

Refugee's scArt crafts are 100% handmade, ecological and very beautiful. The project 
have a positive impact on the local community as helps to recycle plastic and project 
members also run workshops to teach to other people how to recycle in a creative way.

A vEgEtAblE gArDEN IN thE cIty

Date of birth: 2011
Location: Tor Vergata, Rome
Number of people involved and status: an asylum seeker and his wife
Aim: Creating a small income and providing vegetables for the couple
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 Description

If you walk in Tor Vergata, a peripheral residential neighborhood in Rome close to a very 
big highway, you may discover a very special corner. H. and E., a couple from Bangladesh, 
started few years ago to retrain a little corner of an hidden field behind their house and 
created a beautiful vegetable garden. H. had to wait 8 years before his wife could come to 
Italy, he knew she grew up in a very wild area of their country and she was used to live in 
contact with plants and animals. So when she finally had her documents to come to Italy, 
he looked for a house to rent near a green area.
Before their arrival this land was crossed  just as a shortcut to the supermarket and in the 
night it was a meeting point for drug addicted. The soil was very hard and it was full of 
rubbish but H. and E. didn't give up and slowly slowly they created their own little paradise. 
They asked to their friends to bring some seeds back from their trips all over the world 
so they have a very big variety of plants. Very recently they joined a collective that runs 
a local market in Rome and they started providing vegetables to local GAS and social 
centers in Rome. They are also part of a ethnic cooking group called Mak‟, so from time 
to time they cook Bangladeshi food from their own vegetables. They don't use chemicals 
so they can self-certificate their vegetables as organic. 

 project capacity 

As they are using the organic method and collecting their own seeds the expenses are 
very low. They fertilize composting scrap food and the created a very simple but effective 
watering system. The municipality is aware that they are using this piece of land and is fine 
with it as long as it is for personal use. They don't have a car so they personally deliver 
their vegetables to the different areas of the city going there by metro and bus. 

 level of self organization reached/aimed 

100%, no external help is given.

 level of help from Ngo's, institutions, government, etc

No one. 

 social impact on the participants 

This garden provides food all year long for H. and E. and in the last months they also 
manage to sell some overproductions. As E. was born in a very wild region of Bangladesh 
where people live in strict contact with plants and this garden is also a therapy for her, 
to miss less her country and keep doing things during her first months in Italy. She's 
definitely skilled enough to step by step create a job for herself (selling vegetables or 
running workshops and classes) starting from this small garden. 

 social impact on the public 

This project regenerate an abandoned area in the periphery. This kind of areas often 
become illegal dump sites or meeting points for drug addicted. By taking care of this 
place H. and E. keep people with bad intentions away (at least during daytime) and make 
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something beautiful in a ugly and depressive area. Already several individuals and groups 
came to visit the garden and two documentaries have been shoot there but unfortunately 
they didn't find yet people interested in joining the project.

future steps/prospects

H. and E. dream to build a public world vegetable garden with plants from all over the 
world. They would like to use it as educational project to help people to discover other 
kind of plants/food. At the moment they are looking for more people to make the project 
growing.

mAKì

Link: http://makisaporidelmondo.wordpress.com/
Date of birth: 2008
Location: Various, Rome
Number of people involved and status: various from 1 to 10, refugees and asylum 
seekers.
Aim: Sharing knowledge about world food, fundrising, creating a small income for refugees 
and asylum seekers.

 Description and story of the project 

The name Makì comes from an Western African restaurant, Maquis, that is something in 
between a normal restaurant open on the street and a mobile kiosk. In Rome Makì took 
shape during the activities of Laboratorio53, an asylum seekers and refugees supporting 
NGO. The project was born mainly with a social-therapeutic aim: forced migrants could 
free themselves from the assistential network and feel active individuals in their new life 
context, bringing knowledge and positive practices by cooking recipes from their own 
countries. With Makì food became social ransom and creative way to join different cultures, 
creating integration, social inclusion, solidarity. For different reasons the project always 
had a shape of moving restaurant, providing food in the most different situation: a concert 
in a social center, a very formal dinner in a restaurant in the city center, a charity event or 
a buffet during a conference in the university. Since 2013 Makì is also cooperating with 
terra/Terra, a local organic market in Rome, cooking world food with organic vegetables, 
promoting together a more sustainable lifestyle and an openness to other cultures.

 project capacity 

The project has never been constant in time, so it can provide just a temporary income. 
At it is structured right now enlighten more cultural aspects than the economical ones. 
As cooks and locations are always changing, most of the time the help of a volunteer is 
needed, mainly for public relations. The forced migrants involved in Makì are often at their 
first steps in our country, some of them don't speak italian yet and Makì helps them to 
create new connections and friendships, to feel more self-motivated and self-confident.

 level of self organization reached/aimed 
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This project wasn't created to reach self organization and keep existing as temporary 
moving restaurant, changing location and chefs every time. Nevertheless a group of 4 
refugees who joined Makì for many years recently attended a management course and 
won a fund to start their own activity: Makì mobile, a mobile fast food on a van. They 
have been trained and they are skilled for working on the project at every level: from 
accountability to mechanical reparations so they will be able to work independently.

 level of help from Ngo's, institutions, government, etc

Laboratorio53 supports Makì by providing volunteers, maintaining  a blog, promoting the 
events and keeping public relations. No public fundings are given.

 social impact on the participants 

The project has a very strong social-therapeutic impact on the participants. The people 
involved are asylum seekers who participate in Laboratorio53 activities, many of them 
submitted their asylum application recently and are doing their first steps in Italy. Makì 
helps them to feel self-confident again, to get to know new people, to enlighten their skills 
and culture.

 social impact on the public 

The project has a very strong cultural impact on the public, rise awareness about refugees 
issues and world culture and food.

 future steps/prospects

Makì mobile is a prove that even if Makì it's just a small first step on long term it can have 
very positive outcomes.

fAttorIE mIgrANtI

Note. This is an institutional project started with a public funding, it is included in this 
case study as good practice as support refugees in an intermediate phase between the 
assistential system and total independence.

Link: www.fattoriemigranti.com
Date of birth: 2010
Location: Tenuta del Cavaliere, Lunghezza, Rome
Number of people involved and status: 12 refugees and former prisoners
Aim: Create a training path for refugees and former prisoners and a carehome where they 
can start to look for their independence after they left the reception center and prison.

 Description

The project was created in 2010 as a one year long training path for refugees and 
former prisoners by the coop PID8. The project is located in the countryside, in Tenuta 
del Cavaliere, the biggest farm in the area and the people involved are 12, divided in 3 
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working areas: refurbishing/fixing houses, vegetable garden and bakery, every group was 
trained by an expert.
The first group learned how to refurbish old houses and fixed the carehome were some 
of the project members live now. The second group learned how to create and take care 
of a vegetable garden and now is providing vegetables for the carehome and sell the 
overproductions at markets and GAS. The third group is making baked products and sell 
them at markets and public events. Who becomes part of the project have the possibility 
to live in the carehome from 6 months up to 2 years, depending on the personal situation. 
This way people are more motivated to look for their own independence. Several project 
members found jobs outside the project and left the house already.
In the carehome people live in semi-indipendence, they cook their own meals, take care 
of the house and the pet (they adopted a dog), they are free to leave and come back 
whenever they want and they have daily support from a social worker. The people who 
learned refurbishing are now working for the the nextdoor farm and some of them keep 
living in the carehome.

 project capacity 

The project involve two social workers, many volunteers, 3 trainers. The space is given by 
Roma city municipality and most of the tools were bought by the coop. When they need 
big tools, as tractors for the garden, they ask for the help to the workers of the allotment 
where the project is settled. 

 level of self organization reached/aimed 

This project is a special tool to help people to gradually find a way of living in our country. 
Very often refugees have to come back, even after many years, to reception centers 
because they lose their job or they end up living in the street or in squats because they 
are not able to pay a rent. By providing them good skills and giving them the possibility 
to take their time to find a job and try become independent, this project helps refugees to 
find a better stability. 

 level of help from Ngo's, institutions, government, etc

This project was created as a part of the social inclusion program of Rome City Municipality, 
Environmental safeguard and Social policies and health departments.

 social impact on the participants 

The project members we met were happy to have the possibility to be part of the project 
and be trained for this professions. Leaving the reception center really help to feel more 
self-confident, 

 future steps/prospects
Create an independent cooperative of refugees and former prisoners.
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ANAlysIs

All the analyzed projects increase in different ways people indipendence and self-
organizational skills.
This is a very important aspect as it subvert a mechanism typical of the humanitarian 
system, which tends to treat forced migrants as not self-sufficient people and on large 
scale create increasing dependence and make people feel useless and powerless. A 
simple example is the reception center system where in most cases migrants are not 
allowed to cook by themselves and are forced to eat what the canteen  provide without any 
care for single dietary habits and needs. 

The second very important characteristic of this projects the relation with the neighbourhood: 
by working independently people are enanched to get to know the city and its hinabitants. 
By selling their products at markets (scART, Barikama) or working in contact with the 
neighbours (Fattorie migranti), forced migrants start to build relations also outside the 
special services created for them and create connections with the territory. All the biggest 
reception centers in Italy are located in the very far periphery, in industrial areas where 
is almost impossible to meet local population and going to the closest city requires a big 
effort (in Rome it takes more than 1 hour to go from the biggest reception center to the 
city) and often forced migrants can't efford to pay for public transports. This is one of the 
biggest hostacles to forced migrant social inclusion, as they end up sleeping all they long 
or walking around the reception center because they are not stimulated to go outside.

According to the dynamics of the projects analyzed, the more a project is structured and 
the less the people involved feel like taking more responsabilities, so project with less 
volunteers have better impact on people independence than ones with many volunteers 
with an overprotective attitude. At the beginning it is harder for project members to fulfill all 
the required tasks but on a long term they feel more involved and self motivated and they 
shape the project to fulfill their wishes and their needs. It may sounds strange but most of 
the existing institutional projects are based on the idea that italians perfectly know what 
forced migrants wishes and needs are and don't give any chanche to project members to 
express themselves.

The people interviewed during this research underlined how important is to feel that the 
project is theirs and not just that they are taking part in a project, this way they have 
the possibility do mistakes and learn from them, to organize their work independently, to 
understand by themselves how to improve. People involved in projects with an external 
manager don't feel enough involved to take responsabilities, sometimes instead of 
proposing  solutions for problems they just think about looking for other projects to get 
involved with. 

Sometimes a little start up is needed to begin a project, to buy special machines or means 
of transports  but in general fundings create dependency. Very often applying for fundings 
implies restrictions and special deadlines, in general the presence of a commitment makes 
projects more complicate than they are and sometimes there is the need of a person just 
to cover planning and  acconting tasks. So in general the best option is to find creative 
ways to fundrise and apply for funding just when a big amount of money is required.

Last but not least, it's important to underline the therapeutical aspect of all this projects: 
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by doing, learning, keeping active, meeting people, moving around in the city, using their 
skills, forced migrants feel self-motivated, by keeping busy they stop thinking about the 
past, they start building their new life, the power of the group gives them strenght and 
helps to find creative solutions, together. This is the most important thing.

coNclusIoNs

It's summertime, at the moment thousands of refugees and asylum seekers in the south 
of Italy are working in the vegetable harvesting. Many of the people we met in the last 
months probably are there now. They work 10-12 hours in the fields under the sun for few 
euros a day, they sleep in slums, without clean water and toilets. They are blackworkers, 
the “invisibles” that keep the Italian economy working, that allows us to buy italian tomato 
sauce for 50cent a can, watermelons for 50 cents per kilo.
Without them the italian agricultural system would be dead under the pressure of the 
competition with cheaper goods from east europe. 
We're used to think about how much migrants could be dangerous for us but we never 
think about how much Europeans can be dangerous for them. 
On the other side we also carry on another kind of exploitment, a very soft one. A 
multibillionere reception and integration system run in many cases by people who are 
doing only their own interests: infinite internships without any job availability, usless training 
classes, expensive courses or even paying for working and so on. There are not just the 
italian criminal organizations seeking to exploit forced migrants but also many different 
levels of the institutional reception system, including the Civil Protection, a national organ.
What to do then in this caos? There is not a special recepy for change, but I can see this 
small independent projects as seeds for a new way of doing things. Not waiting for a job, 
for papers, for a training but doing, creating, inventing. The 5 projects I analyzed are very 
different one from each others and may appear very small and simple. You can clearly 
see their power just in opposition to a very complex system that traps people and uses 
them for its how interest, that keeps migrants stucked in limbo for years transforming our 
country in an open doors prision, that delete individuality and independence. If you can 
see this “monster”  then you can also see the power of a yogurt can or a tomato. Then you 
can see that this people carrying on their own small revolution, the one that change first of 
all their single lives, that take them out from an annihilating system and create a positive 
one. And we can also be part of it. Just by stopping thinking that somebody somewhere 
have a solution for us, but creating our own, personal one.
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couNtry brIEf
spAIN

Spain is one of the countries who receive less asylum seekers but the last years there is a 
trend with a slight increase, but nothing comparable with the other surrounding countries.
  
The border policies and the obstacles to access to the asylum process have 
contributed to maintain the low levels of requests. Furthermore, the restrictive 
measures of freedom of movement for the asylum seekers in Ceuta and 
Melilla have a deterrent effect on potential applicants who reach both cities.   
The statute concessions are low even there is an increase thanks to the exceptional law 
about the reception of Cuban ex-prisoners and their relatives result of the agreement 
between the Spanish and Cuban Government in 2010.

A conjuctural increase if we look at the trends of previous years. Against this, 
the majority of asylum applications and international protection were denied.   
On the other hand, there are cuts in the inclusion policies for the refugees, seriously 
affecting the stateless, asylum seekers and refugees. These cuts will be more severe 
with the suppression of the Fund for the integration of immigrants and the reduction of the 
budget for the II Strategic Plan for citizens and Integration, in a context of general cuts in 
the welfare state and social protection.
      
3414 people accessed to the asylum process in Spain. This is an increase from 2010 
but is one of the lowest numbers from 1984, when the Asylum law was approved. Also, 
remained the difficulties that the seekers have to overcome to access to the international 
protection process in detention centres, borders and coasts.  Both detention centres 
and airports there were irregularities related to the right to specialized legal assistance.   
Also, one of the most important deficiencies in our asylum process is the lack of an 
identification process of profiles who may need a certain protection: Children, victims or 
international protection seekers.  This is why most of the people who arrived in our coasts 
with a high level of human rights vulnerability  didn't requested international protection.
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Special is the situation in Ceuta and Melilla. In 2011 started the impossibility of freedom 
of movement for the asylum seekers in these both autonomous cities. This prevents the 
access to the Peninsula although the several resolutions against this obstacle.
  
 
Another special situation is the transit visa imposed by the Spanish Government to the 
Syrian people.
 
 
stAtIstIcs
 
 
In 2011, 3414 people accessed to the asylum process.
 
In 2011 the number of international protection requests increased a 24,4% from 2010: 
2744 in 2010 and 3414 in 2011.
  
 
2693 requests were in the national territory, 344 in the borders (most of the requests in 
the borders were in the Airport in Madrid), 261 in the detention centres and 116 in the 
embassies. 
 
The majority of the requests were from people from Ivory Coast with 550 requests followed 
by the Cubans with 440 requests. The third number is from Nigeria with 259. 
 
This increase is anecdotal because the total numbers are one of the lowest in our history 
from the approval of the Asylum Law in 1984 and also one of the lowest numbers compared 
to the other countries from European Union. 
 
In the lasts 10 years the trend in the number of applications for international protection 
in Spain have been regressive, falling by 65% from 2001. In that year, there were 9490 
applications. The increase of 2011 is due to the new law for the Cuban prisoners.
 
Also is important to look to the number of applications in the embassies because that 
kind of request is legally prohibited. These numbers are related to the family extension 
requests for the refugees relatives recognized by Spain but there is no initial request.
      
In 2011, 5443 people arrived in our coasts (5103 in the Peninsula and Balears and 340 in 
Canarias) and also 3345 people entered to Ceuta and Melilla.
  
Regarding to the applications processed numbers, in 2011 there is a decrease from 2010, 
from a 94'72% to 84'5%. The total number of requests presented was 3414 but only 3208 
were processed. This is because the resolution may last more than one year. 2712 were 
processed, 90 not admitted, 392 denied and 14 cancelled.
   
Finally, 326 were recognized their request, only a 9'5% of the total requests.
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spAIN - DAtA ANAlysIs
forcED mIgrANts

The Catalunya team composed by volunteers of SCI-Cat administered 23 
questionnaires to forced migrants. Most of them are from the Barcelona area, since 
there is a few number of refugees in the other areas of Catalonia. In 2012, there 
were 200 asylum seekers in Barcelona, 3 in Girona, 3 in Tarragona and 0 in Lleida.  
 
The interviewed are 5 females and 16 males (there are two questionnaires this 
information is missing) and their ages are between 21 and 53 years old. The main 
countries of origin are: Afghanistan (30%), China (8'7%), Iraq (8'7%), Mali (8'7%) and 
Western Sahara (8'7%). The main continent of origin is Asia with a 56'5% of the total 
questionnaires. The marital status of the refugees is distributed in the following: 13 are 
single (56'5%), 7 are married (30'4%), 1 is unmarried (4'3%) and 1 is widowed (4'3%).  
 
39'1% of the total interviewers have the refugee status, while the 34'8% are  international 
protection seekers. Furthermore, 8'7% are appealing to the court after denial, other 8'7% 
have a temporary or humanitarian protection status and other 8'7% have other status. 
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About the time that the Commission took to assess the request, 17'6% of the valid numbers 
said 1 year an another 17'6% 2 years. The 11'8% took 9 months. 29'5% took between 1 
and 9 months and 17'7% between 16 and 20 months. Finally, 5'9% of the forced migrants 
took 36 months.

If we cross this information with the status of the forced migrants, the international protection 
seekers request lasted 5 months on average. For who is appealing to the court after a 
denial, took 18 months. About the refugee status, lasted 13'44 and for the temporary or 
humanitarian protection status, lasted 24 months.
   
About the forced migrants that their request is not assessed, 33'3% of them applied 
between 7 and 12 months ago and another 33'3% did it less than 3 months ago. 16'7% 
applied between 3 and 6 months ago and another 16'7% applied between 13 and 24 
months ago.
 
Regarding the question about how did the forced migrants learn about the possibility 
of seeking international protection, most of them, 43'5%, know it through the NGO and 
associations, 39'1% by the police and 17'4% by worth of mouth. 
 
About a scale from 1 to 7 to measure the difficulty to get information about the procedure 
to submit the asylum application, 26'1% of the valid numbers said it is very difficult (they 
answered 7 in the scale 1 to 7). On the other hand, 21'7% answered very easy and another 
21'7% answered the number 5 in the same scale. 8'7% marked the number 6, another 
8'7% number 4 and another 8'7% number 3. Only 4'3% marked the number 2.
 
About the information regarding to the level of education when the forced migrants left 
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their countries, most of them represented by a 36'8% had primary school level but a 26'3% 
reached a degree. 15'8% finished the high school, 10'5% the middle school, 5'3% have 
professional training course and 5'3 are illiterate. Crossing these data with the level of 
difficulty to get the information about the procedure to submit the asylum application, we 
can see that illiterate marked 7 of difficulty, while primary school 4'71, middle school 5'50, 
high school 5, professional training courses marked number 1 and degree number 3. 
 
To the question about how long have you been staying in this country, most of them 
represented by 47'8% have been staying between 2 and 5 years. 30'4% more than 5 

years, 13% less than one year and 8'7% between 1 and 2 years.
Regarding to the accommodation, 100% of the responders marked 7, as meaning very 
important and crossing this question with do you plan to stay in this country and live here 
during for some years, 100% said yes.
 
Regarding to the current housing situation, most of them represented by 86'4% of the 
respondents answered they rent a flat. The rest with the same percentages answered they 
live in a flat granted by the social services, they are in a friend's guest or live in a reception 
center. 
 
Regarding to the facilities in their flats, 95'2% have beds, 95'2% have canalization, 95'2% 
have electricity, 95'2% have hot water and 19% have heater. We can conclude that 19% 
of the respondents live in a properly equipped house or flat, 76'2% have one or two thing 
missing and 4'85 live in a very poorly equipped house or flat. If we cross this question 
with the level of education that they had when they left their countries, we can see that 
100% of the illiterates have 1 or 2 things missing in the house or flat, 85'7% of the primary 
school have one or two things missing and 14'3% have a very poor equipped house or 
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flat. The 100% of the middle school respondents have one or two things missing the 
same percentage of the high school. Finally, 75% of who have a degree have a properly 
house or flat and 25% have 1 or 2 things missing. So, we can conclude that a higher 
level of education have a more proper house or flat. On the other hand, if we regard the 
facilities depending on the gender, 80% of females have 1 or 2 things missing and 20% 
are properly equipped. In the case of males, 71'4% have 1 or 2 things missing, 21'4% are 
properly equipped and 7'1% very poorly equipped.
 
If we cross the question of facilities with the time of staying in the country, 100% of people 
that stay here for less than one year have one or two missing things, 100% of the forced 
migrants who have been living in the country between one and two years have a properly 
equipped flat or house. 90% of the forced migrants who have been staying between 2 
and 5 years have 1 or 2 things missing and the other 10% have properly equipped flat. 
For whose have been staying for more than 5 years, 14'3% have a properly equipped flat, 
71'4% have one or two missing things and 14'3% have a very poorly equipped flat.    
 
According to the answers of with who they live in the flat, 9'5% of the valid numbers said 
with nobody, 33'3% with their family, 23'8% with people from the same country of origin 
and 4'8% with local people. 
 
Regarding to how many people live in the flat, 10% live alone, 15% live two people, 10% 
live three people, 25% live four people, 10% live five people, 15% live six people and 15% 
live more than seven people. According to how many rooms are in the flat, 4'8% answered 
one room, 23'8% answered two rooms, 38'1% have three rooms, 23'8% have four rooms, 
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4'8 answered five rooms and 4'8% six rooms.
 
About the question of what kind of job did they work, there are 13% that were architecture, 
the others have different kinds of jobs. All of them answered that is very important to find 
a job in the host country. 38'1% of them because they want to earn money to send to their 
family in their country, 28'6% because they want to earn money to survive in the host 
country and pay their trip to the next destination, 33'3% because the want to buy or rent a 
car, shopping and live as the other people that live in the host country. 

72'7% have worked in the local country while 27'3% have not worked. In the same line, 
60% think that there is real opportunities to find a job in the local country. We have to 
underline that this question was answered only by 21'7% of the respondents. 62'5% have 
applied for a job in the last month and 65'2% is working now. Regarding to the people who 
is working now, 46'2% is working 8 hours per day, 15'4% work 12 hours per day, 7'7% 
three hours, 7'7% five hours, 7'7% work nine hours, 7'7% ten hours and 7'75 eleven hours.
 
About the legal contract, they are divided into 57'1% that they have a legal country and 
42'9% that they do not have it. Regarding to the salary, there are 14 respondents that they 
did not answer, and who answered are distributed in the same percentages between 200 
euros and 1300 euros. Crossing this question with the level of education they had when 
they left their country, forced migrants that they do not have salary, 9'1% are illiterate, 
36'4% have primary school, 18'2% middle school, 9'1% high school and 27'4% a degree. 
Forced migrants with a salary between 200 and 500 euros 50% have primary school level 
and the other 50% have high school level. Finally, forced migrants that earn more than 500 
euros, 33'3% have primary school level, 16'7% high school, 16'7% professional training 
course and 33'3% a degree. 
 
The question about what kind of job they have, 30% are in the construction, installation, 
maintenance, and repair occupations. Another 30% are in food preparation and serving 
related occupations. 20% work in farming, fishing, and forestry occupations. 10% 
in managing, business and financial occupations an other 10% in sales and related 
occupations.
 
Regarding to the questions about health, 100% of the respondents says that for them is 
very important to have access to free health services in the local country. 87% of them 
have a health service card or document. 60'9% have been assisted in a public structure, 
21'7% have never needed but 8'7% needed but they did not have any access to any 
assistance.   
 
Most of people (87%) are aware of which care services are entitled to as international 
protection seeker/refugee but they do not specify with any answer. However they have the 
feeling that have less public sanity than before the recession. Moreover, all of them mark 
the maximum number to how important is to have free health service.
 
When they are asked if they have needed medicines that they could afford, 73,9% of them, 
received it without any problem. Some of them, 26% that couldn’t afford the medicines that 
they need. 
 
Largely the refugees or international protection seeker (60,8%) is assisted in a hospital, 
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ambulatory or other public structure but there is 8,6% who do not have access to any 
assistance.
 
Predominantly, 78,3% of them think that to have access to trainings, courses, schools and 
universities in the local country is very important, mostly because they do not have a job 
and they want to be active. However they always have strong problems to answer with 
the questions that give you a grade from 1 to 7, they don’t ever know how to evaluate it.
In relation to level of education, 21,7% of them have a degree and only 4,3% are illiterate  
They mostly attend to job oriented training courses and Catalan courses (91,3%) and 
received a certification at the end of the course. 
They have difficulties to evaluate themselves the knowledge of the 
local language but are principally very positive.   
In fact, there’s a correlation between the knowledge of the local language and the 
time they have been staying in this country. More often if they live between 2-5 
years or more in the local country, they have good level of Spanish and Catalan..   
There is 82,6% of the refugees and international protection seekers that think it is very 
important to have social relationships with people from the local country. 
Merely, the 20% of the people have family -partners or children- in the local country.
It’s connected with the age and the gender of the forced migrants, largely are men and 
young. Moreover, the oldest ones have the partners in their countries.
They consider as very important (82,6%) to have friends in the local country but only 39%  
of them have fiends from here. They reflect that it is difficult to have it although you work 
with them. In fact, 52,5% of them work with local people, only  8,7% are working with 
people of their countries of origin and 13% are with other migrant not from their countries.

However most of their friends are people of their countries of origin or from other countries.
 
Some of them explain that if you have friends in the local country, it is easy to find a job 
and feel more included but it is not easy to find them. If they need to find a job, most of 
them  (21,7%) address to friends from the local country.
 
Generally, they trust people from the local country, some of them answer that there are 
good and bad people in all the countries and it is difficult to generalize. Moreover, there 
are other who have problems again to evaluate from 1 to 7. 
From one side, they address to NGOs and association to solve their bureaucratic issues, 
trainings and for the asylum application. And from the other one, they solve the healthcare, 
food and clothes issue from themselves. Housing issue and job seeking are in the middle, 
around 45% tried to do it for themselves.
 
In relation with the things that they do in their free time, lot of them say they look for a job 
or going out with friends.  
More than a half, 56,5%, think is important to be informed about laws, regulations 
and politics of the local country and 82,6% read the news the last week. 
Almost 74% are not interested in participate in political life but 87% want to vote in the 
elections and 47,8% are part of an organization.
39% of people don’t really feel that members of the local society treat them differently than 
their co-citizens. However there is a huge number who have been stopped by police in the 
street and in front of local people. This situations makes them feel very badly and different.
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Generally they think that local people have difficulties to identify the differences between 
refugees or asylum seekers and migrants but they are well treated because when local 
people know their condition they are more sensitive with them and sometimes they have 
a patronizing attitude.
  
Almost 70% considerate that they are included in the local society and it has a correlation 
with the time they have been living here.

People have answered the same things when they are asked for their opinion about the 
meaning of social inclusion in Spanish society and for the main factors that obstruct them 
social inclusion. These are mainly: finding a job, to have verified legal status, to have a 
stable accommodation and to understand and speak the language.

Refugees and protection seekers really have strong difficulties to answer the question 
of the European Union regarding refugees and asylum seekers because they do not 
understand in correctly and they do not have enough information about the role of the 
EU in this field. However, almost 74% say that should set out higher standards in term of 
social inclusion and cohesion in all the states of the EU.
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Nine social workers were interviewed in Catalonia, 5 male (55%) and 4 female (45%), their 
countries of origin being Spain (6 workers, 75%), Guinea (1 worker 12.5%) and Colombia 
(1 worker, 12.5%). All of the interviewees (100%) speak Spanish, 5 (55.6%) of them speak 
Catalan, 8 (88%) speak English and one has some knowledge of the language, 2 (22.2%) 
speak French, 1 (11.1%) speaks Fang. This reflects an interesting fact: that all social 
workers speak at least one foreign language. Among the interviewees, 3 (33.3%) hold a 
University degree and 6 (66.7%) have a Master’s or PhD. degree with all of them having 
attended specific trainings on forced migrants. One of the workers has been active working 
since 1996, 1 since 1997, 1 since the year 2000, two since 2006, two since 2009 and one 
has recently begun (in 2013). Six of them work for NGOs or associations and 1 for a 
government institution. The number of workers in those NGOs, associations or institutions 
ranges from 4 to 54 while the number of volunteers varies enormously starting with 1 in 
two of the organizations, 2 collaborating with other two organizations, 5 for another two, 7 
for one organization and 250 volunteers for the other one. One of the interviewees started 
social working less than 1 year ago, two of them 4 years ago, two more started 7 years 
ago, one 9 years ago, another one 13 years ago, and another one 17 years ago. One of 
the interviewees works for an organization with 1 user, two of them for organizations with 
250 users, one for an organization with 400 users and another one for an organization 
with 1,100 users.
 
Four of the organizations offer legal assistance to forced migrants while the other 5 do 
not. On the other hand, 1 of the organizations provides migrants with accommodation, 
food and basic services such as canteens, showers or clothes, language courses and 
psychological/social assistance, as opposed to the other 8 where none of the previously 
mentioned services is offered. Four of the workers believe that the organizations they work 
for fulfill the needs they were created for, 3 think they do but they have too many clients 
and 1 thinks the organization does not fulfill those needs. Three of the workers state they 
have never noticed any disservice in their organizations, whereas one decided not to 
answer the question. 4 social workers are part of organizations in net with other services 
for forced migrants on national level, 4 on international one. All of the interviewees are 
workers (not volunteers) for those organizations with 6 of them thinking their compensation 
is proportional to the amount of work they do, the other 3 thinking it is not. 
 
To the question “what do you think the average crime rate level among forced migrants 
is?” 4 (44.4%) workers answered they believe the rate is well below the national average, 1 
(11.1%) said it is below, and 2 (22.2%) argued it was the same or about below (there were 
two invalid answers). In order to be socially included, all workers (100%) think it is very 
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important to be entitled to civil and social rights and to get proper health care; they also 
think it is quite to very important to learn the local language, to get a legal job, to pay taxes 
(only one of the workers said he considered this fact irrelevant for inclusion), to be active 
citizens, to be the beneficiaries of emergency help such as food, dormitories, canteen 
and clothes, to get free access to education and training and to get financial support. One 
worker believes that government funding is very badly managed in this field, 2 that it is 
badly managed, 1 that it is managed okay, and 2 that it is correctly managed. The cited 
reasons for this “non-ideal” management are diverse, mainly the fact that policies do not 
contribute to long-term integration of migrants, together with the economical crisis and 
its subsequent lack of resources. All interviewees strongly disagree with the government 
provisions of expulsion of asylum seekers, detention of asylum seekers in dedicated 
centers and rejection of asylum seekers at the borders. Seven social workers assess 
government policies in this field as very or quite negative, 2 see them as fairly positive.

The reasons for that are: Spain is the country with the lowest approval rates in Europe, 
there are forced repatriations, both the authorities and the seekers are not fully aware of 
the existing laws and rights, policies are not educational but oppressive. Three workers 
believe that the economic crisis should downsize government standards of reception and 
inclusion of forced migrants, 6 think it should not. According to the workers, the role of 
the European Union should be: set out higher standards in term of social inclusion and 
cohesion in all the states, homogenize policies in all countries, guarantee free circulation 
of potential refugees, promote foreign policies to improve other countries’ situation.
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spAIN - DAtA ANAlysIs
publIc opINIoN

 
The public opinion questionnaire was done to 118 persons in all Catalonia. 48'1% are 
male and 51'9% female. Their ages are divided between different years of birth from 1940 
to 1993. 42'5% live in a big city while 43'4% live in a town or small city. Regarding the 
years of education, 20'6% have studied 20 years, 11'2% 22 years, other 11'2% 19 years, 
10'3% 18 years. So most of the people have been studying during 18 to 22 years. 
 
The people who has answered this questionnaire believe that the main countries of origin 
of the refugees living in Catalonia are from Cuba, Kosovo, Pakistan and Syria. The less 
voted are Turkey, Tunisia and Vietnam. 
 
Here it is the order:

Countries Percents 

Cuba 32,2

Kosovo 28,8

Pakistan 19,5

Syria 18,6

Albania 16,1

Ivory Coast 16,1

Afghanistan 14,4

Somalia 14,4

Nigeria 14,4

Iran 12,7
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Mali 12,7

Russia 12,7

Serbia 12,7

Algeria 12,7

Ghana 11,9

Iraq 10,2

Niger 9,3

Bangladesh 9,3

Philippines 7,6

Georgia 5,9

Turkey 3,4

Tunisia 3,4

Vietnam 2,5

As we can see in the graphic, most of the people, 31,4%, think that between 1.001-5.000 
asylum seekers are arriving to our country in a year . Only 3,4% think that are between 
25.001-50.000.
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Here it is an other graphic that shows 27,1% conceive k that only between 5-10% asylum 
seekers officially receive protection  from our government.

As we can see in the graphic, more than a half, 52,5% opine that the average level of 
education of refugees and asylum seekers living in our country is about the same as the 
national.

38,1% suppose that the average level of crime rate among refugees and asylum seekers 
living in our country is  also about the same as here  but 30,5% believe that is below than 
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the national.
 
89% of people would accept refugees and asylum seekers as visitors in our country  and 
86,4% as co-workers in the same occupation. 
 
Less than a half, 47,5% have ever meet a refugee or asylum seeker , 23,7% have known 
them because someone has introduced him or her and most of them, 36,4%1 have an 
acquaintances relationship with them. 
 
66,9% is agree with the statement that is important that people persecuted in their home 
country be able to receive protection from our government
 
Most of the people, 79,7% is agree with the statement that is very important 
that refugees and protection seekers are entitled to civil and social 
rights, moreover 78,8% belive that they have to get proper health care 
There are different opinions about the services (governmental and non governmental) that 
in our country promote or not promote social inclusion of forced migrants. Here there are 
some points of views of that tries to explain why:

“I know people working in social services and really does everything it can to immigrants in 
general, it is true that in other circles of society do not have it so easy. Should all have our 
equal rights and obligations. Am in favor of welcoming these people temporarily”

“I think in general it promotes social inclusion of immigrants, especially from the government. 
Laws that hinder inclusion and there is a clear discourse of assimilation. However,  there 
are organizations, associations and public institutions working for inclusion”.
 
“I think it is difficult for adults to join in the culture, if not for volunteer movements. I think 
these projects should be promoted by the government”.
 
“It is a country under laws that refugee women”

“Spain denies the vast majority of applications for asylum and does not offer the necessary 
help to make these people can enjoy a decent living (housing, food, employment, 
education, health ...)”

“I do not think that is a question that is in the agenda of politicians as a priority. And NGOs 
are often in the service of governments as they see their grants”.

“It is not a priority for the government, in other words, there is no political interest”

“Only power and speaking immigrants who have come to "volunteer" to work because of 
the poor conditions in countries of origin. Almost nothing is said about political refugees in 
cases of persecution and similar countries.”

“Although in recent decades the situation has changed, now apologizing to the economic 
situation tends to be implementing new policies based in welfare and the autonomy and 
potential of people in vulnerable situations”.



spAIN

OPEN DOORS

150

Most of the respondents, 52'8%, think that the economic crisis that we are currently 
experiencing in Europe shouldn't downsize he governmental standards of reception and 
inclusion of forced migrants. 13'2% answered number 2 in the scale of 1 to 7 (where 1 is 
that shouldn't downsize). 10'4% answered number 3, 10'4% answered number 4, 5'7% 
number 5, 1'9% number 6 and 5'7% number 7. 
 
In the question about detention of the asylum seekers in dedicated centers, most of the 
people disagree represented by 69'9% that answered number 1 (in a scale of 1 to 7) and 
12'4% answered number 2. Only 1'8% answered number 7. Similar are the answers of 
the expulsion of the asylum seekers, since 73'3% are totally disagree, 12'1% marked 
number 2 and 2'6% marked number 7. Furthermore, most of the people disagree about 
the rejection of asylum seekers at the borders: 75'4% are totally disagree, 7'9% marked 
number 2 and only 1'8% marked number 7.
 
Regarding to the role of the European Union through the asylum seekers and refugees, 
43'7% of the respondents answered that “it should set out higher standards in terms of 
social inclusion and cohesion in all the states of EU. 14'6% answered “it should set out 
higher reception standards in Europe” and 8'7% marked “it should take more proper 
measures to secure the EU borders”. It is very important in this question analysis the 
answer “other” since 33% of the respondents marked. There are some answers like: Aid 
to the country of origin, guarantee the protection of the asylum seekers, the EU should 
be more open and offer solutions because most of these people are vulnerable, or simply 
they do not have information about this issue.
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AfghANIstAN
 
The present case study aims to analyse the situation of Afghan refugees. They flee war 
and, even a high number of them stays in the neighbouring countries, there are some of 
them that seek asylum in Europe. According to UNHCR, more than 5.700.000 refugees 
have returned to Afghanistan during the last ten years. Nonetheless, 2.700.000 Afghans 
are still in other countries as refugees.  Afghanistan is still the first country of origin of the 
asylum seekers in the 44 most industrialized countries with 36.634 in 2012, according to 
CEAR1 (Comision Espanola de Ayuda al Refugiado). In Spain, according to the same 
report, 46 Afghan applied for asylum in 2012.
   
 
 Introduction to the Afghan context
 
 
Afghanistan is located in Central Asia, between Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Tayikistan, 
China, Pakistan and Iran. Despite the fact that there is no official census, the population 
is estimated around 30 million inhabitants, most of them living in rural areas and 99% is 
Muslim (80% Sunni and 20% Shia). The country is a crossroad of cultures because it has 
been influenced by Greek, Persian, Mongol and Arabic civilisations.
 
In Afghanistan there are several ethnic and tribal groups. The most important groups are 
Pashtun (40% of the population), Tayiks (25% of the population), Hazaras (19%) and 
Uzbeks (12%). Other minorities are Aimaks, Baluchis, Braouis and Nuristanis2. It is one of 
the poorest countries in the world (175th position out of 178 countries according to Human 
Development Index). Some important data3 related to the HDI are the life expectancy at 
birth is 49.1 years, GNI per capita is 1000 USD$ and 75% of the population is an-alphabet 
(56.9% of men and 87.4% of women). 
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The unification of Afghanistan started in the XVIII century. Pashtun tribes from 
IndoEuropean started a new Monarchy era. In 1879, Great Britain occupied Kabul and 
created the State of Afghanistan. In 1919, after a war, Afghanistan got its independence, 
adopted a Constitution and started several social reforms, including universal education. 
They had one of the most progressive legislations in the Muslim world. In 1973, after a 
coup d’etat, Afghanistan became a Republic. During this period, Afghanistan received aid 
from USSR and in 1978, after another coup d’etat, the country was ruled by the communist 
party. In 1979 the Soviet Union occupied the country with the aim to control a very strategic 
area and to create an anti-Islamic barrier. The balance of this occupation was 6.3 million 
refugees4. USSR sent more than 100.000 soldiers and United States armed the rebels.

The war finished in 1988 with the agreement between USSR and Afghanistan to withdraw 
the troops. After the fall of USSR, the Afghan regime lost its external support and a period 
of great political instability started. Several fractions were fighting for the power, causing 
thousands of deaths. The economical, social and political instability encouraged the 
emergence of the Taliban groups in order to reinstate the order. They are characterized 
by the rigorous interpretation of the Sharia and their aim is to create a fundamental state 
and to change the name of the state into Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan. They established 
new laws, some of them violating the Universal Human Rights. As such television, music 
and gambling were prohibited and women suffered a very extreme discrimination.  
 
After September 11th 2001, USA starts a war against terrorism and sends troops to 
Afghanistan to fight the Taliban regime. Later, United States and the United Nations start 
a new transitional process.
 
The current situation with the presence of international troops in the country is unstable, 
with high levels of poverty, analphabetism and ethnic division.     
 
 situation of the human rights in Afghanistan 
 
According to Amnesty International, several human rights violations are still taking place 
in the post-Taliban government era5.
 
 Armed groups and security forces:

Despite Layeha6, the Taliban and other armed groups have continued to breach the code 
by killing civilians in suicide attacks. On the other hand, pro-government security forces 
have also kept on causing civilian deaths and injured, mainly by air strikes. According to 
UNAMA (United Nations Assistance Mission in Afghanistan), 8% of civilian deaths that 
took place in 2012 were caused by national and international forces.
 
 freedom of expression:

In 2010, a new law proposed greater government control over the media. It called for the 
creation of a 15-member High Media Council, headed by the Minister of Information and 
Culture and comprising other government officials, charged with checking and controlling 
press and broadcast media.
During 2012, journalists were threatened, arbitrarily arrested, beaten or killed by security 
forces, armed groups and private individuals.
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 violence against women and girls:

Despite the passage of the Elimination of Violence against Women Act in 2009, women 
and girls continued to be beaten, raped and killed. They were targeted and attacked by 
armed groups, and faced discrimination by the authorities and threats within their own 
communities and families. The Afghanistan Independent Human Rights Commission 
documented more than 4,000 cases of violence against women from 21 March to 21 
October 2012 – a rise of 28% compared with the same period for 2011, reportedly due to 
increased public awareness. The actual number of incidents was likely to be still higher 
given the continuing stigma and risk of reprisal associated with reporting such violence.

 refugees and internally displaced people

By the end of October 2012, about half a million people remained internally displaced as 
a result of the conflict and natural disasters. Many continued to seek refuge in city slums 
and other informal settlements, living under the constant threat of forced and sometimes 
violent evictions. Poor sanitation and lack of access to education and health care coupled 
with bitter 2011/2012 weather conditions meant that scores died of illness, cold or both. 
Over 100, mainly children, reportedly died during this period amid criticism over the lack 
of timely humanitarian assistance provided. By March, the government had responded 
with an announcement that it was developing a comprehensive national policy on internal 
displacement.

 Death penalty

On November 20th and 21st, the authorities executed 14 prisoners on death row, the first 
executions since June 2011, despite serious concerns about the lack of guarantee of a fair 
trial in the country. Only last year, thirty people had their death sentences confirmed by the 
Supreme Court; 10 people had their death sentences commuted to long prison terms. By 
the end of November more than 250 people remained on death row.
 
 relations between spanish and Afghan government
 
Afghanistan starts to be present in the Spanish foreign policy since the invasion led by the 
USA. Until that time, Afghanistan was only an unknown country in middle Asia, but from 
2001 the relation between the two countries is marked by the Spanish military presence 
and support for USA policies.
 
Spain joined the mission to Afghanistan in December 2001, when the government of Jose 
Maria Aznar decided to send troops. The first Spanish troops arrived in the country in 
January 2002. Since the arrival of Barak Obama at the White House, the government of 
Spain has increased the number of soldiers stationed in Afghanistan, and this is a major 
economic and human investment. Spanish soldiers are mainly in the region of Herat and 
Baghdis, and today, there is still a Spanish military presence in the country.
 
It is important to note that the pretext for military invasion is the international security. 
However, since then, Afghanistan has become more corrupt and elitist, has established a 
fragile democracy and Jihadist terrorism has increased worldwide. 
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 statistics about the number of Afghan refugees in spain
 
It is estimated that in 2011 there was a total number of 15.2 million refugees in the world, 
with Afghanistan being the country where most refugees come from (2.664.400).
 
In 2012, Spain received a total number of 2,580 petitions for asylum7. This is the 
lowest number since 1988 and it ranks this country as one of the European countries 
with a lower number of refugee seekers. According to CEAR (Comisi‟n Espa‟ola 
de Ayuda al Refugiado), Spain received 46 Afghan asylum seekers in 2012. 
Live stories
 
 Khaled, Kabul
 
Khaled was born in 1993 in Kabul, Afghanistan. He is Persian. When he was 6 months 
old, his family decided to leave the country because of the war and seek refuge in Iran. 
His father died during the war in an inter-ethnic fight when Khaled was a child. He grew 
up in Iran but he had a lot of problems because he did not have documentation and he 
could not work and he did not have any rights. During these years, he visited Afghanistan 
several times and he could see the evolution of the country under the Taliban regime and 
later with the international interference and the war against terrorism. 
 
In August 2010, due to the difficulties in Iran, he and his mother decided to abandon Iran 
and go to Europe, searching for a better life. Since they were lacking documentation, they 
contacted a man specialized in human trafficking. In this circumstances, they could not 
choose their destination because it was in the hands of the Mafia. So, this man, organized 
a trip to Greece. Each one of the refugees had to pay 3500$. They managed to find this 
money and decided to go to Greece. The most important thing was to arrive to Europe and 
then they would think about what to do. They believed that Europe would solve their lives.  
 
They took a taxi to Tehran and from there, they went to the border with Turkey. They 
stayed five days near the border and then they were put in a lorry and brought across 
the border, through the mountains during the night. It was very dangerous because if the 
police found them, they would have shot them. Normally in this kind of circumstances the 
police doesn’t ask any question. They immediately think they are bad people. In this way 
they arrived to the first village in Turkey. Here they took a taxi to the first city and there they 
were given a false Iranian passport. From there, they went to Istanbul by car where they 
changed the car and brought to the border with Greece. 
 
In Greece, the police arrested him during three days in a detention centre with very bad 
conditions. After the interrogation, he and his mother, went to Athens. Here the situation, 
due to the economic crisis, was really bad. They were given a permission to stay one 
month in Athens after which they had to return to Afghanistan. Due to the very unstable 
and dangerous situation in Afghanistan it was no option to return to their country. So 
they decided to try to move to Germany because they have some relatives there. They 
spoke with another human trafficker in order to find a passage to Germany. They agreed 
to pay 2500 Euros for the expenses of the flight and the false passport. This was all the 
money they had but it was the only possibility to leave the country. They had to wait for a 
telephone call while all the papers were being prepared. After three weeks, they received 
the call and they went to the airport. They received a Bulgarian passport and the boarding 
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passes but instead of flying to Germany to were going to Barcelona.  
 
They didn’t want to go to Spain because they didn’t know the language and they didn’t 
have any relatives or friends there. Also, they knew about the economical situation in 
Spain and the complicated asylum process but they didn’t have any alternative. 
 
In the airport, Khaled’s mother could pass the border control but Khaled was very nervous 
and the police detained him. They did not say they were family so his mother took the plane 
and Khaled could not leave Greece. He was very worried because his mother could not 
read Spanish nor any language in the Latin alphabet. She also did not know any person in 
Barcelona. She was 56 years old and although in Europe this might be a normal adult age 
in Afghanistan it is considered “very old”. Due to her traumatic experiences she was very 
stressed and she stayed three days in the airport without eating; sitting in a chair waiting 
for her son. She thought he would come with the next flight but Khaled never arrived. Also, 
she did not know how to get out of the airport because she did not understand the signs 
and she could not ask the police because she arrived illegally. Finally, she contacted the 
Red Cross. 
 
Khaled returned to Athens where he shared a flat with ten people. They were living with 10 
people in one room. He was in a very poor condition because he had left all his money with 
an Afghan person he assumed to be trustworthy because he did not want to walk around 
with all the money in his pocket. It would be very risky. After five days the man disappeared 
with all the money. So Khaled did not have any money to eat and he survived thanks to 
the friends and the charity. In this conditions, he tried six times to get out from Greece 
and to go to Barcelona but he was not successful. He stayed in Greece for nine months. 
Meanwhile his mother, started the asylum procedure in Barcelona and after all, Khaled 
could join her. Because he was only seventeen years old his mother asked permission for 
family reunion. 
 
His mother talked with a lawyer in order to start the asylum procedure and to ask for her 
son. After three months, she got the refugee status and the right to be unified with her son. 
The Spanish Embassy in Greece organized all the papers in order grant Khaled a visa for 
Spain. 
 
Now, they have the refugee status until May 2016. Khaled is working in a Turkish restaurant 
where he is working a lot of hours for a very low salary.  He speaks Catalan very fluently 
and he would like to study law. He would also like to work at the same time in order to 
contribute to the family expenses. For the moment he cannot study because he cannot 
get any scholarship. 
 
 Aamir, Kunduz
 
Aamir was born in Kunduz, a city known as the centre for the North-East provinces, and 
the stronghold of the Taliban during its regime. The city is strategically important because 
it is the only way connecting Takhar and Badakhshan provinces, which played a critical 
role in the government. Aamir explained that the Taliban government banned kids from 
going to school, threatened teachers and professors, gave out weapons, placed bombs 
and punished women. His parents died when he was only 7 years old and their neighbours 
began to take over the family land, so Aamir and his brothers moved to Attock, in the 
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Pakistan Punjab district, where he spent 8 years working in a textile carpet factory. The 
situation in Pakistan worsened so he decided to flee and moved to Istanbul, Turkey, 
where he spent a year and a half. He did not have a visa, so he had to get there by 
walking at night from Iran. Once in Istanbul, he decided to go to Athens with four friends 
of his who had been told that life in Europe was better. They were caught by the police 
in Metelene, Greece, and he was given a temporary six-month work permit. His permit 
was not renovated, and the situation in Greece was starting to worsen, so he decided to 
go to Venice. Later, in 2003, he went to Milan, then Nice and finally Barcelona. He chose 
Barcelona because he had a friend here and had also heard the situation was better.
 
He spent a couple of months undocumented in Barcelona and then was sent to Cordoba. 
Three and a half months later, he was denied the right of asylum. He decided to go and 
live in Germany for a couple of months and then came back to Madrid. He was told he 
was not allowed to stay, so went to Marseille and worked as a construction worker for 
over 20 months there. He came back to Barcelona in 2005 after the government decided 
to regulate a lot of immigrants’ situation with the “Papeles para todos” law, so he obtained 
residency permit as an immigrant.
 
 Ahmed, Kunduz
 
Ahmed left Afghanistan in 1987. His father was in the military, and then he was arrested by 
the Taliban army. So, the whole family moved to Iran. Since this country was a very harsh 
living conditions, in 2007 came to Greece via Turkey. There, the situation was also very 
difficult so he moved to Spain.
 
However, it came to our country in the middle of a very difficult economic situation. In 2010 
applied for asylum, and was granted a year later. He received financial support during the 
several months here. Now he is studying computer courses, directs a cultural association 
of Afghans and Catalan people, and lives in a warehouse in Barcelona. His family lives in 
Iran, and he would like them to come here because the living conditions in Iran are difficult. 
He considers that his country is important strategically and also it has a lot of natural 
resources like gas, and minerals. For this reason, many countries have tried to control the 
area throughout history.
 
 
WomEN
 
 facts and figures about forced migrant women
  
Figures acknowledge that in 2007 there were approximately 50 million forced migrants 
around the globe, and an estimate from 75 to 80% were women and children. Cuted to 
less than half, just 21.8 million were under the UNHCR protection and 50% of them were 
women and girls. The overview shows that most of them flee their original places because 
of war and conflict reasons. Most of the casualties caused by this contexts undermine 
disproportionately women’s and children’s safety and fundamental rights, rising to an 
astonishing 80% when it comes to casualties caused by small arms.
 
By the end of 2012 women made up 48% of the refugees population. Although having 
accurate and up to date statistics per sex is a key data to diagnose and determine the 
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most suitable gender sensitive politics given the particular vulnerability of women under 
forced migrant conditions, the UNHCR has no current available figures. However the 
world refugee trends of 2006, which compared to EU-2011 shows quite similar patterns, 
give us some clue of the forced migrant women’s accused exclusion from the refugee 
statute protection. 
 
Although in 2006 women were half of the refugees in the world, their number of asylum 
applications were significantly low. The Eurostat about asylum seekers in Europe confirms 
this trend: by 2011 almost 70% of the total of applications were presented by men. This 
shows a great degree of gender inequality among applicants by no means related to the 
total number of forced migrant women.
 
Since by 2012 there is no disaggregated data per sex about the origin of forced migrant 
people in the world, the only figures available are total numbers. More than half of the 
refugees worldwide (55%) came from five countries: Afghanistan, Somalia, Syria, Iraq 
and Sudan. The United States received the most applications, followed by Germany, 
South Africa and France.  In a scope restricted to Europe, by 2011 the highest number of 
applicants were form Afghanistan (10%), Pakistan, Tunisia and Nigeria. 
 
It is very difficult to find current numbers and figures on total refugee women in Spain. As 
said previously, it is estimated that the percentage of refugee women and girls in the world 
rises up to 51%, that is, over half the total number. However, the OAR (Oficina de Asilo 
y Refugio) does not give out statistical data that allow us to make an actual analysis of 
gender or age in Spain. The latest data available 16 comes from a 2011 report and states 
that in 2010, 799 women asked for asylum. Considering there were 1,945 petitions coming 
from men, that means 29.2% of the total asylum seekers were women.
 
According to the Italian Ministry of Interior, the top ten countries of origin for women 
asylum seekers in 2010 were: Cuba (189), Nigeria (135), Colombia (52), Democratic 
Republic of Congo (31), Occupied Palestinian Territories (25), Algeria (24), Ivory Coast 
(19), Cameroon (15), Morocco (13) and Guinea (10).

 main reasons to ask asylum
 
It is important to state that for all the cases of forced migrant women in the world there 
are heterogeneous, yet clearly identifiable causes, that overlap and reinforce each other 
bearing  heavily on the common discrimination out of gender reasons. 
 
One of the most influential dimensions of the exclusion closely linked to this global 
discrimination is the economic one. If closely observed, forced migrant women, either as 
a cause or a consequence of the fleeing process, are living in diminishing economic and 
material conditions, a feature that undermines decent living and deprives life reproduction, 
material sustainability and a dignified livelihood as a whole. It should not be forgotten that 
this is and interdependent consequence of the fact that 70% of the poor people in the 
world are either women or girls, according to UNDP and UN Women.
 
The complex human rights violations women suffer in specific forced migration processes 
should also be taken into account for the Spanish case. According to Women’s Refugee 
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Commission (2010) the experiences of women and girls during flight, in exile and post-
conflict are significantly different from men, because their safety is at risk by common 
violations like rape, beatings, torture, hunger and abandonment. On top of that, according 
to Viena’s +20 final declaration (Conference of Human Rights 2013), cruel and degrading 
treatment is disproportionately inflicted to marginalized, excluded and migrant people, a 
fact that entangles with the exclusion out of gender roles and positions. 
 
Back to the reasons of women opting for asylum or refugee seeking, concretely in Spain, 
although is hard to get to know through OAR the data that informs of the motivations 
behind the asylum applications, the Supreme Court sentences can shed some light about 
the trend of women’s allegations’, which clearly points out that gender violence and, more 
acutely sexual orientation are the main causes of the forced migration. The Supreme 
Courts requests are admitted as a recourse after asylum applications processed by OAR`s 
finally results in denial to grant the refugee statute. 
 
Spain state’s Supreme Court sentences depicts that from 2005 to 2009, 110 of the court 
rulings included asylum application’s for several motivations encompassed in gender 
violence like: affective-sexual orientation, gender identity, forced or child marriage, 
feminine gender mutilation, domestic violence, sexual violence and sexual abuses, human 
trafficking and raping as war weapon. The highest rates of requests to the Court were 
the ones associated of persecution for sexual orientation. According to CEAR (Comision 
Espanola de Ayuda al Refugiado), of all these sentences 52,94% of the requests have 
been favoured by a positive judicial decision, setting jurisprudence, which means that 
more than a half of the asylum denials by the OAR have been contrary to Law.
 
Some of the particular cases show the astonishing unwillingness of Spanish administrations 
to guarantee the asylum seeker protection, a mandate with source in the Human Rights 
Convention and Geneve 1951 Convention. In 2007 a controversy rose up when an 
asylum petition filed by a lesbian Cameroon was denied because she was pregnant and, 
authorities argued incompatibility between her claim and the “facts”. Looking closely to the 
multiple discrimination and harshness women have to deal with during flight these story 
has a much complex version: prostitution in Morocco was these Cameroonian survival 
strategy to get to Europe as her final destination. 
 
Unfortunately these lack of gender sensitive focus as part of the whole perspective adopted 
by public authorities when it comes to grant refugee statute is something that keeps 
replicating nowadays. CEAR’s recent 2012 report registers that many of the Congolese, 
Malian and Nigerian women that asked for international protection in border checkpoints 
found these petitions rejected, even though they show clear signs of being victims of 
human trafficking. OAR`s argument’s pointed that these applications had no relation with 
the international protection requirements, a position that bypassed the persecution for 
gender reasons.
 
 carolina, colombia
 
  Introduction to the colombian context 
 
Colombia is located in the upper southamerican area, west to Venezuela. It limits with this 
country in the east, The Caribean sea and Panama on the north, the Pacific Ocean on the 
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west and Ecuador and Brazil on the south. It's population is estimated in around 48 million 
inhabitants22, 4 million of whom are internally displaced people, which represents around 
8% of the total population.
 
Like in the rest of colonized territories by spanish' crown, most of colombians result from 
a mixture of ethnics and cultures, mainly from trhee backgorunds: indigenous, african and 
european. There's still a group of indigenous peoples which haven't mixed. The official 
and most extended language is spanish but around a dozen indigenous languages are 
also spoken. The most spreaded ones are wayua, camsa and cuaiquer. 
 
Colombia has a significant inequality index (Gini) within, Latin America, the most unequal 
continent of the world itself. In 2010 this index located the country in the fifth worst position 
regarding to income distribution23. The elementary school coverage reaches 92%24 but 
schooling rate it's not higher than 4 years. Indigenous and afrocolombian kids living in rural 
areas are the most affected in education access. According to UNICEF statistics (2011) 
there were around a 1.5 million children working, bewteen 5 and 17 years.
 
Chibcha or Muisca were one of the most extended originary peoples on the actual 
Colombiam territory. Ir's culture and language patrimony is still kept in the nort of the 
country, thanks to the isolation from the spanish conquers. Between 1536 and 1539 
trough it's comended expeditonaires Spanish crown conquer current Colombia.It started a 
five century colonization proccess which subjected indigenous peoples wipping out almost 
all of the population by XIX century. Within the colonist production system the territory 
was functionalized for extensive agriculture in need of constant exploited labour force. 
As a result, trafficking of africans as slaves subject to degrading and inhuman treatment, 
sprang through XVII and XVIII Century.
 
In 1781 started an emancipatory process, led by the landowning elite, that ended in 1813 
Independence declaration and the constant confrontation for power among factions. From 
1830 till the beginings of XX Century  there was much instability: the country had 9 civil 
internal wars, 14 local confrontations and 11 Constitutions. The newborn State to be 
builded trough XIX and XX Century was eminently homogenous in the cultural dimension 
and followed european models, principles, values, whilst reproduced and instituted neo-
colonialist practices with the popular sectors, stratified as such by racial jerarchich systems. 
 
Between 1921 and 1957 there was a major exploitation of Colombia’s oil reserve that 
beneficiated North American firms. By that period other North American firms also controlled 
90% of mining and banana production. By 1948 the popular revolt known as “El Bogotazo” 
collapsed the country which entered in a historic period know as “the violence era”. First 
guerrilla groups started by then and from that point till 1957, almost 300 thousand people 
died in fratricidal wars. 
 
The insurgent FARC (Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias) appear as a new armed actor 
in 1964, and soon after the ELN (Ejsrcito de Liberacion Nacional) joined the rural guerrilla 
movements. Right away “self defense” groups, paramilitaries, paid by landowners and 
supported by the national army, confronted the guerrilla becoming one of the bloodiest 
armed actors in the whole colombian contemporary history. In The 80’s there was a boom 
of paramilitary activities (140 groups) as a result of Government's attempt of dialogue with 
the guerrilla, some of them financed by narcotraffic.  From the 70’s drug industry also 
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flourished, specially coca merchandising through illegal circuits, and in the 80’s a new faction 
of war was opened up, this time between the Government and drug-trafficking cartels.  
 
By 1985 the Government applied structural adjustment measures that plunged the 
recession and reinforced the social exclusion and poverty of the population. In 1991, 
in the middle of conflict, political, economical and institutional crisis, a new Constitution 
was aproved. The text guaranteed democratical rights to indigenous peoples but also 
exempted soldiers accused to inflict crimes against civilians  to be subjected to civil 
justice. In that decade the scandal of the narco-politics exploited: in 1995 Cali trafficking 
cartel revealed the contributions made to contendants for presidency’s campaigns.  
 
In 2000 Plan Colombia, managed by United States, was announced: it intended to 
eradicate coca crops. In this decade there’s an escalation of kidnappings of political 
figures, like some presidency candidates, as a shift of tactic from the guerrilla to gain 
power of negotiation.  In 2001 Colombia became one of the “war of terror” objectives 
according to Washington military and geo strategic plans. In 2002, Alvaro Uribe Volez, a 
landowner closely linked to one paramilitary group (AUC), is elected as president. In 2003 
he claims USA direct intervention in his war against insurgent groups. Is the first time that, 
for the record, USA military troops plays direct part in Colombia’s civil conflict. In 2005 
a demovilization act is passed to stimulate paramilitary’s combatants cease, but stating 
conditions like amnesty that sacrificed the truth, justice and reparation processes needed 
in conflict and post-conflict situations, and the recognition of victim’s violated rights. 
 
In the whole Uribe mandate period (2003-2010) the common panorama was 
characterized by privatization plans of vast strategic areas, inefficiency of the Justice 
System, exacerbation of corruption, military operations, and parapolitics (institutional 
arragements between paramilitaries and the political class) that resulted in higher 
rates of land displacement, human rights violations, specially in rural areas, and 
criminalization of social movements, normally stigmatized as “terrorists” or “guerrilla 
followers”. In the present time, conflict and multiple instability keeps being part of the 
panorama, despite supposed “peace tratments” to be negotiated with insurgent forces.  
 
 colombia’s human rights violations, displacement causes and refugees profile
  
The multidimensional unsteady and complex conflict panorama that lasts almost five 
decades in Colombia determines a constant forced migrant trend linked to this particular 
situation. UNHCR reports that by January 2013 there were 324,122 Colombian refugees, 
18,850 asylum seekers and almost 4 million internally displaced people. 
 
According to the National Movement of Victims of the State Crimes (MOVICE) The total 
Colombian diaspora reached 12% of the total country population (45.802.561) by 2009, 
500 thousand of whom can be considered as political exiles. The Vindicatory movement 
also sheds some light about the criminal state practices and its responsibility for the political 
persecution as an increasing refugee cause. The unofficial figures of the Colombian conflict 
rises to 50 thousand disappeared people, 7,000 political prisoners and, coincidentally with 
the official calculations, 4,000,000 internally displaced people by force. 
  
One of the most alarming human rights violation trend in Colombia is related to unionist 
and human rights defenders’ killings. According to Human Rights Watch (2010) in the last 
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two and a half decades, more than 2.800 unionist have been killed. Amnesty International 
(2007) completes the picture: 138 have been forcibly disappeared, reaching the highest 
rate of unionist assassinations in the world. More than 90% of the supposed responsibles 
have not been brought to justice. A report from the same organisation states that in 2011 
about 45 human rights activists and village council leaders were killed. Most of them were 
campaigning for justice in human rights violation cases or to achieve land restitutions. 
Journalist are also one of the main targets of threats, harassment and intimidation. 
Impunity and an inefficient system of administration of justice seems to be the rule instead 
of the exception.
 
Rural populations and peasants are the most affected collectives of land grabbing, a 
criminal act closely linked to armed actors practices in their common aim to have strategic 
control over the territory. This is one of the main causes of internal displacement and 
impacts in a more localized way ethnic groups such as indigenous and afro-descendant 
peoples. It also stresses a gender impact, since 26% of the total voluntary abandoned 
or encroached land (estimated between 5 to 6 million hectares) were formally entitled 
to women. The most common repertoire of human rights violations that people allegedly 
wanted to avoid by fleeing their land was forced recruitment, mostly among children and 
adolescents (3,6%), coercion and violence through threats, sexual violence for gender 
reasons and, above all, the threatening of life itself.
  
A complex social, economical but mainly political and institutional situation, with a high 
component of impunity, prevalent state and paralegal forces criminal practices (torture, 
threats, persecution, assassinations, forced disappearances) determine a permanent 
human rights crisis; exacerbated by other conflict actors abuses (such as paramilitary, 
rebels and organised crime), mainly based in political dissent persecution and human 
rights defenders harassment, triggering constantly Colombians refugees rates. By 2012, 
UNHCR estimations pointed that almost 400 thousand Colombians have crossed the 
country’s boundaries searching for international protection of whom 113.605, less than a 
third, have been recognized officially as refugees.
  
The effects on the environment by gold and mining extraction conducted by armed groups 
as a way to finance their activities has severely damaged the habitat of loads of civilians 
which eventually have become climate migrants.
 
Women represent more than 50% of the total of displaced people from Colombia. In the 
mainstream contexts, and more intensively in the conflict and post-conflict ones, colombian 
women are the ones that bear the highest bargain proportion of this scenario. Due to 
the differential positions, dominant assigned roles and the crossroads of gender, class, 
ethnicity and juridical conditions, women face much more vulnerability, associated with the 
sexual assault and rape as war weapon, which also entails much more lack of protection 
possibilities for their rights as a whole.
 
A study conducted by Intermon Oxfam and other NGO’s announced that between 2001 
and 2009, 489,687 women stated that they were victims of sexual violence. 74,698 held 
illegal armed actors (guerrillas and paramilitaries) responsible for the violence, while 
21,036 held members of the security forces responsible. Colombia has one of the highest 
rates of female homicide in the Latin American continent: a media of 6 per 100,000 women 
in 2011 and 2012, respectively,  according to official statistics.
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 relations between the governments and the number of colombian refugees 
 
A detailed lecture of the last 15 years of bilateral relations between Colombia and Spain 
reveals that the omission of the human rights crisis and lack of political will to held 
Colombia accountable for the poor application of the International Humanitarian Law is a 
deeply ingrained feature. 
 
By bypassing state’s impunity and prioritizing the commercial agreements instead, Spanish 
foreign policy has been, somehow, indifferent to what it was supposed to be a core matter 
of its bilateral relation with Colombia, according to the official discourse: contribute to 
promote the peace process in that State.
 
Moreover, Spain has not only neglected its privileged position as the second external 
investor of Colombia by wasting the opportunity to set effective pre-conditions that 
engages Colombia in moving a step forward towards human rights protection. Instead, it 
has contributed to undermine the conditions of their realization by selling defence material 
to a country in conflict, and therefore bending the Code of Conduct of the EU35 that 
regulates the weapon exportation to states in this contingency contexts.
 
In EU context, Spain role is central to reinforce Colombia’s multilateral relation with the 
block. Nonetheless instead of taking advantage of this potential to influence the human 
rights respect and International Humanitarian Law implementation in Colombia, Spain has 
exploited its position for its partial benefit (which doesn’t necessarily entails the public 
benefit) by promoting the free trade agreement between the south American state and the 
EU. The final signature of the agreement in 2010 has risen deep concerns and criticism 
from civil society organisations since it entails the legitimation of systematic and severe 
human rights violations and unaltered structural violence.
  
In the cooperation area, despite Spanish Governments have given significant funds 
to Colombia becoming, until recent years, the second major donor for the country, its 
destination to the human rights sector has been inconsistent throughout the years. This 
has had a negative impact on the continuity of the related programs, while also reveals 
the lack of engagement with Human Rights’ promotion as an integral and urgent strategy.
 
After the modification of the Act of Asylum and Refugees in 2009, the Spanish regulation 
about refugees and  migrant people has progressively focused on restricting asylum and 
refugee rights than protect forced migrants from Colombia and all over the world seeking 
for a safe haven.
 
This reflects on figures that shows how the frontier externalization38, political unwillingness 
and institutional barriers such as strict visa requirements, reinforced in Spain and 
Mediterranean corridor countries, discourage broadly refugee petitions. CEAR’s 2013 
inform sets that in the EU 72% the international protection petitions concentrated on five 
countries, while in six countries, Spain among them, the number decreased, in its case 
25%. On 2012 Spain received the lowest number of petitions in 25 years.  According to 
statistics  of the OAR (Oficina de Asilo y Refugio) in Spain, Colombia’s forced migrants 
have been the peak asylum and refugee seekers in 2006 and 2007, while in 2008 and 
2009 their position was between the 3 major demanding nationalities of protection, while 
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progressively falls to the sixth and ninth position in the next couple of years. 
 
Carolina is from Caldas, a mountainous province in the centre of Colombia, which capital 
is an intermediate city, Manizales. The whole province has almost a million inhabitants. 
The province  limits with one of Colombia’s most affected regions by the conflict (Urabu) 
because of it is  geostrategic and biological richness. Caldas is one of the most landmined 
regions of Colombia, and, before she left (she did not precise how many years, but does 
not seem like much), civil mine victim’s reached up to 200 people, one victim per month.
  
Although it seems like Calda’s region is not the one that presents the toughest face of 
the conflict, because its levels of assassinations, extortion and kidnappings are lower 
compared to other ones; Carolina affirms that political corruption and its link to military 
force and big economic investors are part of the problem that affects it the most. The 
landmines intertwined with local political interests of the authorities, which encroaches in 
a lot of peasants’ lands, results in quite high rates of internal displacement. Carolina says 
that is a region where there are not much denounce movements, despite the unfairness of 
the political class that buys votes, seeds fear in people and, eventually, expropriates their 
land, like they did with a big hydroelectric dam. In that occasion the Governor was part of 
the dam business and contracted paramilitaries as security guards while the construction 
work started. There’s much impunity, disrespect and undemocratic position behind this 
act, specially in a country in conflict like Colombia. That’s why they did not like much 
human rights activists like Carolina, that could challenge their power and ask for justice.
 
Carolina is a doctor, and she has worked passionately for human rights advocacy and 
gender equality since university. She worked in an organization in a project of rehabilitation 
of landmine victims, coordinated the creation of committees to attend victim’s in every 
Caldas’ municipality, and implemented human right awareness with kids and adolescents. 
As part of her political work, she could attend meetings where conflict forces like the 
military and the intelligence apparatus of the State were involved, and she started to do 
human rights advocacy and denouncing. These position started to get her in trouble, since 
not much civil people is allowed to give an opinion in conflict affairs and the derived social 
destructuration.
 
First, she learned some irregularities in an isolated region, where she attended a school 
to give a human rights course. Soldiers were training kids to detect landmines and there 
were also lot of girls molested by them that were getting pregnant. She denounces this to 
the office of People’s Advocate, and after that she started making enemies in the army. 
That space of discussion with them suddenly closed. They claimed she was against “the 
soldiers that give their life to defend the homeland” and that she was a supporter of the 
guerrilla. She defends she is a leftist but that she was never a militant of such parties 
that supported guerrilla, or had nothing to do with armed actors. In Colombia you can be 
easily and unfairly accused of being from the guerrilla, since the conflict has polarized the 
political and social mainstream so much that many people becomes a scapegoat in the 
middle of band fights.
 
Out of this, one of the peasants that was temporarily displaced by the guerrilla in Carolina’s 
region, was ridiculously charged as a supposed “guerrillero”. When he got back to his 
land after a guerrilla attack, a landmine exploded leaving him blind and cutting some of 
his fingers. This wounds above the waist are irrationaly thought to be from “guerrilleros”. 
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He went to trial and was found guilty. Through this unpunished process Carolina was 
supporting him all the way. She started to get funds and look for a lawyer to appeal the 
case and denounced the unfairness. The case was really publicized by the media and a 
lot of eyes looked at it in a bad way. Medardo was released from jail, Carolina insisted in 
demanding the state for negligence, and then the threats started. Supposed paramilitary 
and army forces started to defame and associate her with guerrilla activities. Threats 
came with her daughter’s activities descriptions, like her way to school, etc.
 
Then Carolina, as part of Women’s National Network, started to campaign as a 
spokesperson in her region for the decriminalization of abortion, within a bigger campaign 
for sexual and reproductive rights in Latin America. This earned her much more anger 
from paramilitary groups which main strategies have been the control over the bodies 
(mostly women bodies), and control over the territories. She was fighting to bring further 
the matter as a public health affair and to secure the right of free choice of women but 
this kind of people couldn’t stand it. Her son and daughter started being threatened, and 
after going out of school her daughter even received a menacing note from a guy that 
disappeared suddenly in a motorcycle.
  
It was not an easy decision but she obtained a scholarship from a Catalan association 
that lasted 13 months to study abroad in Catalunya. She decided to leave and when she 
was already in Catalunya some threatening phone calls were made to her organisation 
defying:“we wait till she comes back”. Tired of this situation, and in fear for her and her 
family, after the scholarship was finished she decided to stay and ask for asylum. She 
felt tired and frustrated but she had the support of Generalitat de Catalunya, Barcelona’s 
Council and CEAR (Comision Espanola de Ayuda al Refugiado). She processed two 
documents at the same time: residence for exceptional cases and asylum. Both started 
processing and she finally obtained the residence for exceptional circumstances and it 
was not clear whether she got the asylum granted or not, but after getting the residence 
she did not mind to find out.
 
Carolina said hers was a difficult position, since Colombia’s and Spanish binational 
relations are so good that granting Colombia’s forced migrants asylum would unveil the 
human rights violations the State and its forces are responsible for. Meanwhile she was 
in a provisional citizenship situation which felt to her really odd. However people from 
the Catalan association, the Droits Humans Office, Catalan Agency of Cooperation and 
specially CEAR did a great accompaniment by helping her get the permit fast in Madrid. 
She feels really fortunate, since she did not have to crossed a sea in a patera or had a 
much more difficult case like some others she later learned. She’s got a good network that 
helped her and gave her safety.
 
As for the work part, she did not wanted to work in a health system she did not believe in 
neither in Colombia nor in Spain. When her scholarship finished she had to work hard but 
since she was used to work freelance and by projects in Colombia it was not that different: 
no work no eating. She has given seminars and lectures and she has babysitted but more 
alike a governess, helping the kids with their lessons, which is something she enjoys.
   
When she arrived she lived with 3 other girls in a shared flat and four months ago she 
became the leaseholder, something she really values because she wants that house to be 
her stability. She feels good about being part of the renting contract. Psychologically she 
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thinks is the best thing for her since it feels like having something she is missing: home, 
safety, stability. And also a way to perceive some extra income by renting one of the 
rooms temporarily to tourists.
 
She has not gone back to Colombia ever since she left: in part because the permit limits her 
to do so, in part because she still fears reprisals. The last threat was made on September 
2012, so there is a serious danger still pending on her and her family. She has a daughter 
of 22 and a son 34 years, and she would not like to put them in danger. Even though being 
apart of them is one of the most hard parts for her, she prefers to stay away and give up, 
for example, getting to know all the newborns of neighbours, old pupils and so, something 
she would be pleased to live.

 
 merima, bosnia&herzegovina
 
After the Second World War, Yugoslavia was reunified by the Tito’s government and under 
the name of Federal Democratic Republic of Yugoslavia. The new Constitution established 
the six republics and two autonomous provinces. In 1963, Tito created the Socialist Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia integrated by Serbia, Slovenia, Bosnia & Herzegovina, Croatia, 
Montenegro and Macedonia. This year, he was declared as a live president.
 
During the 70’s, the tensions started. The Tito’s state model was fragile and the 
Croatian nationalism increased. In 1974, a new Constitution was written and reinforced 
the power of the republics. In 1980, Tito dead and started a new period of changes.  
After Tito’s regime, Yugoslavia lived a period of economical crisis and the regime started 
to be very fragile. The idea of Yugoslavism decreased since the cohesive force of Tito and 
the credibility of the Communist Party was narrowing.
 
The successor was Slobodan Milosevic who incited the insecurity and also the pride of the 
Serbs in Kosovo. Furthermore, the criminal acts increased and a portion of the population 
was living under the poverty line. Yugoslavia could not keep, started the economical 
imbalance and the unemployment increased. Moreover, Milosevic started to proclaim 
the Serbian nationalism and to create the Great Serbia. Also, in 1988 the government 
suppressed the autonomy of Voivodina and one year later the Kosovo autonomy. The 
centralist policy of Milosevic generated the nationalisms in the republics. 
 
In 1991, started the dismemberment process of Yugoslavia. The first republic to declare 
its independence was Slovenia, followed by Croatia. In 1992, after a Referendum, Bosnia 
declared the independence and started a civil war that lasted until 1995.
 
Bosnia had an important ethnic mix: Muslims (44%), Serbian (31%) and Croatian (17%). 
One month later of the declaration of independence, 95% of the population became 
refugees or internal displaced. 
 
One of the most dramatic issue of the war, was the massacre in Srebrenica. This town is 
located near of the border with Serbia and it was declared as an area under United Nations 
control where more than 60.000 bosniaks43 found refugee in this city. With this condition, 
all the population had to abandon the weapons and they lived with the humanitarian aid in 
a very dramatic conditions. Despite the control of peacekeepers, the Serbo-Bosnian army 
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attacked Srebrenica on July 11 1995, killing more than 8000 Bosnian men.
 
The war finished with the Dayton Agreements, that divided Bosnia in two parts: Serbian 
Republic and the Muslim-Croat Federation.
  
Merima, was born in Srebrenica in 1972. Despite all her family was living in Srebrenica, 
she got married and in 1992 she moved to Sarajevo where she had her first daughter, 
Ajla. In April started the war and Ajla got sick, she had pertussis. In June, Merima decided 
to leave Sarajevo and moved to Srebrenica with her family in order to try to treat Ajla and 
because in Srebrenica the war did not start.
  
She took all her clothes and the milk for her kid and went to the bus station. She bought the 
tickets and after a while, the responsible of the station said that the bus lines were closed 
because there were roadblocks and they could not go out from the station to Srebrenica. 
Merima, left her luggage in the station because she thought that the next day could take 
the bus. But she never did it because the buses have been closed all the time. 
Her husband decided to stay in Sarajevo in order to fight in the war and Merima decided 
to go to Macedonia to found refugee. In Macedonia were thousands of refugees and as 
the government could not manage the situation, they asked for help to Europe. She was 
in Macedonia during eight months and during this period they were very bad. Although 
Merima and Ajla were better than the other people because they were hosted by a family 
due to the illness of Ajla, the other people suffered a lot. Then, Spain offered itself to 
receive Bosnian refugees and mother with daughters were a priority. But she did not have 
any documentation or passport. So, she went to the Red Cross and she got a document. 
There were three planes to go to Spain and she, her daughter and her aunt, took the third 
plane. 
 
They arrived to Basque Country and the city council gave them some emergency aid: 
House, food, clothes, etc. Firstly, Merima got a permission to stay six months because 
it was expected that the war would end in a short time. But the war did not stop and she 
renewed the permission several times. During this time, they went to a lot of hospitals 
and after nine months, Ajla recovered herself. The city council could not give more aid 
and Merima had to find a job to cover all the expenses but it was really difficult because 
she was alone with a daughter. She asked for help to the Spanish Comission for Refugee 
Aid and they found a job for her in Catalunya. A Catalan family needed a person to work 
in a shop but finally, when she arrived, there was no job but the family offered her a flat 
and food. She wanted to work and she started working cleaning houses until 1995. At that 
time, she could rent a flat.
  
But, in July 1995, the Serbo-Bosnian army attacked Srebrenica, where Merima had all her 
family. The City Council tried to help her searching her relatives because she did not know 
any news from them. A group of people from Barcelona went to Bosnia in order to find 
people and help them and Merima kept in touch with them to find her family and bring them 
to Catalunya. Also, the City Council offered a flat to her family when they would arrive.
 They found her mother but she did not want to go to Catalunya because she wanted to 
find all the relatives disappeared. Merima was psychologically very bad because of the 
massacre in Srebrenica. She had to go to psychiatry and she lost weight. Spanish friends 
had to take care of her daughter during this time. She had to fight hard to recover herself. 
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Then, her husband decided to go to Catalunya and Merima started to work in a restaurant. 
She did not have any contract because she did not have work permit. As her husband 
arrived without documentation, she asked for some permissions and she was informed 
about the possibility to get the refugee status. 
 
After some years to live in Spain, she got the residence permit and also the work permit. 
In Bosnia she studied trade but she could not work in her field because the war started. 
Now she is still working in the restaurant. When she left Bosnia she thought that it was for 
a while, only because her daughter was ill and due to the war she could not be treated in 
the country. But the war was prolonged and she could not return. After 20 years of living 
in Spain, she wants to stay here and she do not think to return to Bosnia. She visits her 
family every one or two years but when she is in Bosnia she feels very bad because all the 
time they are talking and remembering Srebrenica since the massacre is still in their lives. 
Also because she can see that half of her family is dead. 
 
Now, her live is in Catalonia. Ajla is studying at university and they feel like Catalan even 
they remember their origins. Now, it would be difficult to get used to live in Bosnia because 
is a very different country. Firstly, Merima had very difficulties to adapt to the Spanish live 
but now would have difficulties to adapt to the Bosnian live. 
 
She has never asked for asylum, even she is a refugee because she got a permission to 
stay in the country and then she got the residence. But the problem is that to renew their 
passports, they have to go to Madrid and pay 129 Euros for each passport every five 
years. She is thinking to get the nationality, specially because of her daughter but they 
cannot have the double passport, so they do not want to reject their origins and to lose 
their first nationality because they are very proud to be Bosnian.
 
 
 layla, Kabul
 
Layla was born in Kandahar in 1957. He got married but her husband was killed in the 
war during the Soviet invasion. Her daughter also was killed in the war. When the Taliban 
regime arrived, the condition of women was deteriorated extremely. When she was young 
the condition of women was good but with soviets and specially with Taliban women 
became as animals. 
 
According to RAWA (Revolutionary Association of the Women of Afghanistan), some of 
the Taliban rules44 are:
 
Complete ban on women's work outside their home. Only a few 
doctors and nurses are allowed to work in some hospitals in Kabul. 
Complete ban on any activities of women outside their home unless she is accompanied 
by a mahram (close male relative).

 ban on women being treated by male doctors. 

Ban on women studying at schools, universities or other educational institution.
Requirement that women wear a long veil (Burqa), that covers them from head to toe. 
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Whipping, beating and verbal abuse of women not clothed in accordance with Taliban 
rules or women unaccompanied by a mahram. 

Whipping in public against women who do not hide their ankles.

Public stoning of women accused of having sex outside of marriage 
Ban on women talking or shaking hands with non-mahram men 
Ban on women laughing loudly (No stranger should hear a woman's voice) 
Ban on women wearing high heel shoes, which would produce sound while walking (a 
man can not hear the footsteps of a woman).

Ban on women's presence in radio, television or public gatherings of any kind. 
Compulsory painting of all windows, so women can not be seen from outside their homes.
 
This list is only a sample of some rules but there are others for women but also for men 
like ban to listen music or watch a film, wear Islamic clothes or any person with non-Islamic 
name has to change it.
 
As a widow and women alone she had a lot of difficulties to live in Afghanistan. Specially 
because she could not work and she had to grew up her sons and daughters. First, she 
had to sell a house in order to buy food but also to scape to another country. As a result, 
she decided to flee the country to Iran, as many Afghan people did. To leave Afghanistan 
was not difficult. The authorities did not put impediments. She and her family lived in Iran 
during 17 years. They came back to Afghanistan several times but always they returned 
to Iran because of the dangerous to live in Afghanistan. They did not have any official 
document in Iran so it was difficult to live there because they could not have any regular 
job.
Her son worked as irregular and a lot of hours for few money. They had only a document 
as they are Afghan and they can go to Afghanistan and Iran but not for living in Iran. 
 
After 17 years living in a very bad conditions, she and one of her sons decided to go to 
Europe in order to get a better life. But what they thought about Europe it was not the 
reality. She talked with a Mafia in order to arrive to Greece. She and her son had to travel 
in the mountains to arrive to Turkey and then they had a very dangerous trip to arrive 
to Greece. The economic situation in Greece was very bad and they did not have any 
opportunity there. So, they decided to go to Germany, since they have some relatives 
there. They talked with another Mafia in order to get passports to go to Germany. This 
Mafia gave them the new false passports and the boarding passes. But the flights were 
not for Germany, but for Barcelona. They could not do anything because they did not have 
more money, so they went to Barcelona. In the airport, her son was arrested and Layla 
could take the flight. But, she did not have any contact in Barcelona and she could not 
speak Spanish nor English. When she arrived in Barcelona, she stayed three days in the 
airport waiting for her son. But he did not arrived. During these three days she did not eat 
and she did not know how to go out from the airport because she was very afraid and she 
could not understand the indications. Also, she could not ask to police because she was 
irregular. Finally, one person help her and he called Red Cross, who took care of her. 
 
The Red Cross gave her a room to live. There, she knew an Iranian person who speaks 
Farsi like her and help her to get the refugee status for political reasons. Also, they helped 
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her to get the refugee status for her son, who was in Greece and arrived in Barcelona nine 
months later.
 
Now, they are living together in Catalonia. She is working taking care of an old woman 
and cleaning her house. Also, she has studied Catalan during three years but as she has 
traumatic problems she could not improve the language. She explains that has never 
received any economical aid because when she arrived in Barcelona, she sign a paper 
that she did not want to move from Barcelona to other parts of Spain (because she was 
waiting for her son) and that means that she cannot have any economical aid. Since 10 
years ago she did not go to Afghanistan.
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About Asylum/rEfugEE stAtus IN gENErAl
 
You can get asylum in three ways: as a refugee, you can receive protection and there is a 
third (“menedekes”). Asylum guarantees the protection against refoulement, extradiction 
and expulsion and gives the right to stay in the territory of Hungary.
 
 
In the asylum process the protection of children and the unity of family is the most important 
thing.
 
thE rIghts AND oblIgAtIoNs of thE Asylum sEEKErs
 
 
   right to stay in Hungary and obtain a permission to stay in Hungary
 
   possibility to receive certain services: accommodation, (financial) support, alimentation 
if need and according to the needs
 
 AS (= asylum seekers) have the right to work at the reception center and after 1 year 
they can work elsewhere as well
 
   Have the right to stay in touch with the UNHCR and with other international or 
Hungarian NGOs
 
   Obliged to cooperate with the migration authorities, usually obliged to stay at the 
accomodation assigned for them, occasionally must subject him or herself to certain health 
examinations
 
 

couNtry brIEf
huNgAry
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Who Is ENtItlED to rEcEIvE rEfugEE stAtus?
 
In Hungary we also use the definition from the 1951 Geneva convention on refugees. In 
order to ensure the unity of the family on the request of the  applicant the authorities must 
grant refugee status to his her foreign family members (this applies to the babies of the 
refugees born in the receiving countries).
 
There is a special process for those who already recognized as refugees by the UNHCR 
or the authorities of an other state and the Hungarian authorities already concluded the 
applicability of the Geneva Convention. But only maximum 1000 refugees (a year or 
what?) can get status from this reason (if I get it right). It is granted by the interior minister.
 
Those, who are already under the protection of an other country or organisation can’t 
receive refugee status. Also those are excluded who committed serious crimes.
 
If the country of origin of the applicant is on the list of the European or Hungarian list 
of safe countries then the applicant must prove that in his case his home country is not 
satisfying the criteria for safe countries.
 
rIghts AND oblIgAtIoNs of rEfugEEs
 
If the law or a government decree does not specify otherwise the refugees are entitled to 
same rights and bear the same obligations as Hungarian citizens.
 
However:
 
   they can only vote on local elections and on referendums
 
   they can not be employed in jobs which require Hungarian citiizenship
 
Refugees have the right:
 
   to have a special ID card and a billingual passport, specified by the Geneva convention

   to accomodation, support and alimentation
 
Refugees are obliged to:
 
   cooperate with the migration authorities
 
   subject themselves to medical examinations and treatments
 
   obey the laws of Hungary
 
thE Asylum grANtINg procEss
 
The process has two phases: (1) preliminary examination, and if that was successful (2) 
detailed or in-merit examination.
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   The goal of the preliminary examination is to find out if there is any reasons for which 
the application cannot be accepted (e.g. the applicant has to be handed over to another 
country). 
 
   The detailed examination seeks to determine if the requirements for getting a refugee 
status are satisfied or not. Asylum is not granted for applicants who are coming from 
countries that are marked “safe” by the Ministry of foreign affairs and cannot prove that 
their life was in danger, who apply with forged documents etc. The substantive examination 
takes max 2 months, and its decision can be appealed in court. 
 
stAtIstIcs
 
In 2011, a total of 1,693 asylum-seekers were registered (mostly from Afghanistan 38,33%, 
Kosovo (12,46%), Pakistan (7,15%), Syria (5,38%), Somalia (3,6%)), representing a 
decrease of 19.5% compared to 2010 (following a 55% decrease from 2009 to 2010). 
Forty-seven persons were recognized as 1951 Convention refugees (74 in 2010), 
98 received subsidiary protection, 11 benefited from protection against refoulement 
on the basis of tolerated stay (compared with 115 and 58 respectively in 2010), while 
623 applications were abandoned (1,384 in 2010), due in most cases apparently to the 
departure from the country of the applicant to destinations in Western Europe. According 
to government statistics, twenty-five per cent of the applications were considered as 
subsequent applications (either in the context of Dublin II returns or otherwise), compared 
to 20% in 2010” 1.
 
It is thus visible that there are substantially less asylum seekers in Hungary than in 
other boarder countries of the EU and contrary to the Italian trends, (but in line with the 
Catalonian ones) their number has shown decreasing trends in the past years. This being 
said, Hungary is similar to other countries in the fact that only a fairly small share of asylum 
seekers actually gets the refugee status or receives official protection. 
 
DEtENtIoN AND socIAl INtEgrAtIoN
  
Detention is often rather lengthy in Hungary and exceeds even the maximum duration 
outlined in Hungarian laws on Asylum-seekers. In our country,  each OIN (Office of 
Immigration and Nationality) facility has a specific function (BeBkescsaba: detention for 
prescreening of special groups, Debrecen: processing, Bicske: integration, Balassagyarmat: 
ex-detainees with or without repeat applications), hence asylum-seekers have to move a 
lot during their process, as well as lack the chance to move from one centre to another 
at any given period, if they face conflicts at their current place of residence. Basically 
all of these facilities face some severe shortcomings from verbal/physical harassment 
to prison-like systems of order, which are outlined in the UNHCR country report, were 
admitted by the Hungarian Parliamentary Commissioner for Fundamental Rights, in the 
US Department of State’s annual human rights report.
  
“UNHCR notes that Hungary has no legal or policy framework for the integration of 
beneficiaries of international protection”, accordingly the social integration of asylum 
seekers is not solved. The two main problems which can be noted are the selective and 
inconsistent granting of financial allowance on the one hand, and the ineffective and 
insufficient efforts on integration on the other hand. The latter has an effect that even 
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those who can avoid becoming homeless might end up without proper knowledge of the 
Hungarian language, and the job market. Obviously, thus, the chances of asylum seekers 
for a decent living on their own are severely limited.
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Although the targeted sample was supposed 
to have 50 cases, the Hungarian research 
group had access only to 15 persons due to 
the rejection of the authorities1. Therefore 
the solution we had was to contact one of 
the NGO-s and meet their refugee clients, 
amongst whom 15 persons replied to 
the questionnaires. (Consequently it is 
questionable to generalize according to this 
sample.) Consequently, it is important to 
keep in mind that the responsibility of the 
statistics is very low.
  
 
orIgIN – socIo-DEmogrAphIc fActors

 
According to the statistics of the 
survey, the 13.3% of the interviewees 
are female, and 88.7% are male.  
The interviewees are mainly young, 
66.67% of them are 14-25 years 
old, 6,67% are 26-35 years old, 
and 26.67% are older than 36 years 
old. It reflects well the evidence that 
the younger are more capable and 
flexible to leave their country and go 
through many difficulties.
 
Looking at their marital status, 86.7% 
of the asylum seekers are single, 
6.7% are not married, but live with 
a partner, and 6.7% are divorced.  
Regarding their country of origin, the 
asked refugees are from Afghanistan 
(35.7%), Pakistan (14.3%), Somalia 

huNgAry - DAtA ANAlysIs
forcED mIgrANts

Figure : The proportions of the forced 
migrants according to their age

Figure : The forced migrants according to their 
country of origin
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(14.3%), Iran (7.1%), Iraq (7.1%), Mauritania (7.1%), and from Sri Lanka (7.1%).Besides, 
it is important to take in account that a huge number of people are from Kosovo, and even 
more from Syria according to the statistics of the Central Statistical Office.

Almost all of the interviewees have received the refugee status, and one of them is 
appealing to the Court after denial. However, the length and the difficulty of getting the 
legal refugee status vary amongst the refugees. As the chart shows, in many cases it 
took only 3 or 4 months for the commission to assess the request of the asylum seekers, 
and there were examples when it took one or two years. The source where they got 
information about the possibility of seeking protection is dispersed: most of the asylum 
seekers learned about the possibility from the police (30.77%) or in the reception center 
(30.77%), but many of them knew it from other people (23%) or from NGOs, associations 
(15.38%).

Figure : The proportion of the forced migrants by the length of time of the request assessment

Figure : The proportion of the forced migrants by the information resource 
of the possibility of protection
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A third of the refugees, we made the interviews with, have been staying in Hungary for 
less than one year, another third have been staying for 2-5 years, 11.1% for 1-2 years, and 
22.2% for more than 5 years.
  
Amongst them, 80% wishes to stay in Hungary, and 20% wishes to live elsewhere – 
however, it is quite understandable because of the Dublin convention.
 
AccommoDAtIoN
 
The migrants were asked to evaluate the importance of having a stable accommodation 
in Hungary on a scale from 1 to 7 (1 – not important at all, 7 – very important). 
According to the statistics, the mean is 6.36. Considering this, almost all forced 
migrants who were asked, regarded a stable accommodation very important. 
To have a view on the living conditions of the migrants, they were asked to describe their 
accommodation. 42.8% of the refugees live in a flat and the same proportion lives in a 
reception center, the remained 14.4% lives in a flat granted by the social services.

 flats

The refugees, who live in a flat, are mainly satisfied with the equipment of their homes, 
as they have beds, electricity, canalization, hot water and heater at home. They are living 
with their relatives, with other people of the same origin, or alone. There was no one living 
together with Hungarians, which in fact, is not unusual. The number of the people living 
in one flat varies from 1 to 7 with high deviation; almost each case has different type 
of households in terms of the number of the flatmates. The average number of people 

 Figure: The proportion of forced migrants by their housing situation 

Figure : The proportion of the forced migrants by the length of time of the request assessment

Figure : The proportion of the forced migrants by the information resource 
of the possibility of protection
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living together is 3.83.Accordingly, a small number of rooms in a flat are common, 67% 
of the interviewees live in a flat with two rooms, and the rest has one or three rooms. 
Considering the question about how comfortable they feel in their flats, the mean of the 
responses is 5 on a scale from 1 to 7 (1 – very uncomfortable, 7 – very comfortable). So 
the migrants are quite satisfied and feel comfortable in their accommodation.
 
 reception centers
 
The reception center, where the interviews were taken with the forced migrants is opened 
all day long, and they are allowed to walk out freely. It is quite well equipped; the migrants 
have access to all mentioned accessories and facilities such as books, computer, internet, 
telephone, television, sports equipment, children area, outdoor space and a place to pray.  
The refugees were asked about how supportive the staff of the reception center helped 
them on a scale from 1 to 7 (1 – very poor support, 7 – excellent support). The mean of the 
responses is 3, which indicates that they are less satisfied with the service of the staff. In 
spite of this, it is important to mention that their opinion was quite heterogeneous, as the 
standard deviation is 1.7. 
 
Regarding that how comfortable they feel themselves in the reception center on a scale 
from 1 to 7 (1 – very uncomfortable, 7 – very comfortable), the mean of the replies is 4.14. 
So thus the refugees are rather satisfied with their accommodation in the reception center 
than dissatisfied. However, the variety of the views is also large in this case as well.
 
Comparing the two types of housing situations, the statistics show that the forced migrants, 
who live in a flat, feel more comfortable than those who live in a reception center (1.table). 
It can be assumed that the reason for it lies in the supposed higher degree of privacy and 
intimacy.

T
Table
Feel of comfort at the 
accommodation by the 
types of housing
[1 – VERY UNCOMFORTABLE, 
7 – VERY COMFORTABLE]

Mean Std. 
Deviation

Living in a flat 5,00 1,732

Living in a reception center 
4,14 1,864

WorK
 
Considering their working experiences, the interviewees were asked if they worked in 
their country. A little less than half of the migrants did work (46.7%), and the rest did not 
(53.3%). Amongst those who had a job, there are several different kinds of professions: a 
journalist, a tailor, football player, and physical or construction worker.
 
Asking the opinions of the refugees on the importance of having a job in Hungary on a 
scale from 1 to 7 (1 – not important at all, 7 – very important), they gave a very solid answer. 
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According to the questionnaire, the interviewees believe that having a job is absolutely a 
significant issue, as the mean is 6.62. Finding out the reason of the importance of working 
in the local country, the migrants gave two types of answers: for 40% of the respondents 
it is important in order to earn money to survive and to pay the trip for the following, for the 
rest 60% it is vital in order to everyday needs to maintain a life like the other people. This 
shows that working and being part of the labour market in any ways, is important for the 
migrants themselves, and they do not intend to be just welfare migrants.
  
Regarding their perspectives on their real chances to find a job in Hungary, the responding 
refugees were mainly optimists, as 81.8% of them believe that they will have a job, and the 
rest 18.2% do not believe so. Looking at their experiences in the past and the present, the 
answers are quite contradictionary. Most of them (63%) did not apply for any vacancies in 
the past month, while 37% did. Moreover, a big majority of them (86.7%) are unemployed 
and only two of them (13.3%) has a job. However, the evidence of the optimistic approach 
might be due to the irregular employment of migrants, which has not much to do with 
official job applications, or due to the large proportion of youth amongst the interviewees 
who do not know much about the chances on the labour market.
 
As only two of the responding forced migrants replied that they have a job, it is not relevant 
to give significance to the description of their job, and labour conditions.
 
hEAlth cArE
 
The issue of the health care, such as having access to free health services in Hungary 
seems very important for the refugees. On a scale from 1 to 7 (1 – not important at all, 
7 – very important), the mean is 6.5. 
 
Amongst the interviewees, 80% has got a health services number, however, 60% is not 
aware of which health services they are entitled to as forced migrants. Almost half of them 
never needed medical assistance (46.7%), 13.3% did not receive health care because 
did not have access to assistance, 33.3% was assisted in a hospital, and 6.7% at a local 
association. It happened only with 21.4% of the interviewed migrants that they could not 
afford medicines that they needed. It is important to notice that most of the respondents 
are young and might not get ill.
 
EDucAtIoN
 
Evaluating the significance of having access to different types of education, the responding 
refugees highly appreciates it, as the mean of the responses is 6.53 on a scale from 1 to 
7 (1 – not important at all, 7 – very important).
 
Concerning their level of education when they left their country, the 42.9% of the 
interviewees is illiterate, 35.7% has went to primary school, 7% finished secondary school, 
7% made a professional training course and 7% graduated at university. It is important to 
keep it in mind that the majority of the interviewees are 25, so it might be a reason for the 
low proportion of the highly educated respondents.
 
All of the refugees went Hungarian language courses but not to any other type of courses, 
though they do not hold any certification about it. Rating their Hungarian knowledge on a 
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scale from 1 to 7 (1 – do not know at all, 7 – knows perfectly), the migrants’ answer was 
quite moderate: the mean is 3.27, which tells that they know some Hungarian but they 
need to learn a lot more. The real experience of the interviews with the refugees also 
confirms this fact.

Figure 8: The proportion of the forced migrants by their education

 
socIAl lIfE
 
Having relationships and social life with people from Hungary is greatly valuedby 
most of the forced migrants. The statistics show that the mean of the responses 
is 6.5 on a scale from 1 to 7 (1 – not important at all, 7 – very important). 
Looking at their social life, most of the refugees (93.3%) are maintaining 
relationships with people from their country of origin, 73.3% has friends from 
other countries, and 73.3% said that they made friends with Hungarians. 
Asking the interviewees about how much they trust the Hungarians, the mean of the ratings 
was 5.20 on a scale from 1 to 7 (1 – never trust them, 7 – always trust them). More than 
70% of the refugees evaluated their trust in Hungarians above the average, but many of 
them said they do not trust Hungarians very much, so the opinions are hot homogeneous.

Figure 8: The proportion of the forced migrants by their education
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T
Table
Trust in Hungarian people 
[1 – I NEVER TRUST THEM, 
7 – I ALWAYS TRUST THEM]

Mean Std. 
Deviation

Trust 5,20 1,897

Considering the activities the forced migrants exercise in their free time, mostly they 
live a great social life, 83.3% replied that they go out with friends, 66.7% does sport, 
41.7% takes part in activities of associations, and 25% goes and pray together with other 
people. Besides this, they also spend their time with surfing on the internet (84.6%) or with 
individual activities (66.7%).
 
When they face problems, the refugees are turning to the institutions, NGO-s and friends 
for getting help, or they solve them on their own. In most of the cases, they ask NGO-s 
for helping dealing with problems such as bureaucratic issues (50%), applying for asylum 
100%) and arranging trainings (54.5%). When looking for a job, they use their social 
network and ask help from friends (36.4%) or turn to NGO-s (36.2%). Most of the migrants 
deal with getting food and clothes themselves.
 
polItIcAl lIfE
 
Taking into consideration their political life, the migrants had to rate the importance of 
being informed about laws, regulation and politics of Hungary on a scale from 1 to 7 (1 – 
not important at all, 7 – very important).The refugees’ opinion is really diverse on this topic: 
35.7% rated it important, while for 28.6% it is not important at all, and the rest is rather 
less interested. 
Overall, the statistics show that the interviewees find it less important, as the mean is 3.93.
 

T
Table
Importance of being informed about 
politics (1 – NOT IMPORTANT, 7 – VERY 
IMPORTANT)

Mean Std. 
Deviation

Politics 3,93 2,702

This general opinion is reflected in the other answers as well: only 21.4% is interested 
in participating in the political life, and deals with the news. At the same time, 78.6% of 
the asked migrants would like to vote on the elections if it was possible. Regarding their 
participatory activities, a small percentage, 21.4% is a member of any sport team, 7.1% 
takes part in a religious group, but the majority does not have a membership in any type 
of groups or organizations, neither in political parties. It is important to mention here too, 
that the interviewees were mainly young, and that also might be why there is such a small 
attention paid for political issues.
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pErcEIvED INclusIoN
 
When it comes to evaluate how differently they are treated by the majority of Hungarians, 
the forced migrants gave many different answers. 26.7% finds that they were treated 
equally and 40% stated to face different behaviors from the Hungarians. On a scale from 
1 to 7 (1 – equal treatment, 7 – very different treatment), the average response is neutral, 
as the mean is 4. Asking about the places where they were treated differently, 53.8% of 
the refugees said it happened on the streets, 16.7% was at the workplace, and 25% on 
public transport.
 

T
Table
Feel of different treatment by the 
members of the local 
[1 – EQUAL, 7 – VERY DIFFERENT]

Mean Std. 
Deviation

Treatment 4,00 2,420

Looking at the way they perceive the local people general attitudes towards them, they 
see it more in a positive way. 42.9% claimed that the Hungarians are kind with them; 
most of them gave neutral answer, saying that Hungarians are behaving normally - but 
differently. According to the statistics, the mean of the responses is 5.43 on a scale from 
1 to 7 (1 – negative attitudes, 7 – positive attitudes).

T
Table
Perception about the Hungarian 
people’s general attitude toward 
refugees and asylum seekers 
[1 – NEGATIVE,  7 – POSITIVE]

Mean Std. 
Deviation

Asylum 
Seekers

5,43 1,828

 
The refugees were asked about their view on social inclusion, about how they see the 
importance of different elements which build up their notion of social inclusion.
  
According to the responses, all of them stated the importance of knowing the language, 
and most of them stated that it is indispensable for being socially included to have friends 
with the local people (92.3%), to have access to education (91.7%), to have stable 
accommodation (84.6%), to have a verified legal status (84.6%), to know the local culture 
(81.8), to have a job (76.9%), to have access to public health services (72.7%) and to have 
satisfying monetary resources (66.7%).  Nearly the half of them, 54% found it important to 
know the laws and political events, and only 36.4% considered it important to be entitled 
with civil, social and political rights. So in their opinion firstly the communicative aspect 
of the inclusion is important by knowing the language and getting socialized, after that is 
followed by the question of housing, and the legal, cultural, and economic aspects.

However the political segment did not receive big attention, nor did the rights.
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Eventually, the refugees’ feeling about how much they are included in the society varies a 
lot. The answers are very diverse, the mean is 4.79 on a scale from 1 to 7 (1 – not included, 7 – 
completely included), so according to the results, they feel more included rather than excluded. 

T
Table
Feel of being socially included 
[1 – NOT INCLUDED, 7 – FULLY INCLUDED] 

Mean Std. 
Deviation

Included 4,79 1,805

 
Table : Feel of being socially included ( 1 – Not included, 7 – fully included) 
 
In the end, inquiring information about their opinion on the role of the European Union 
related to the reception and social inclusion of forced migrants, the interviewees did not 
have a clear idea about it, so it is not taken into consideration.
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huNgAry - DAtA ANAlysIs
socIAl WorKErs

In Hungary, the structure of the organisations related to migration are set up firstly by 
the governmental Office of Immigration and Nationality which is in charge of the Refugee 
Reception Centres, and secondly by 7-10 non-governmental organisations.  Our sample 
of the Hungarian social workers consists 20 cases. Unfortunately, we could not reach the 
governmental organizations therefore we rely on the answers from social workers of the 
NGOs in Budapest.
 
 
socIo-DEmogrAphIc bAcKgrouND
 
Looking at the socio-demographic background of the social workers, they are highly 
overrepresented by women: 90% of the respondents are female and the rest 10% are 
male. Regarding their country of origin, all of them are from Hungary except two of them 
are from other countries: one is from Slovakia, and one is from Ethiopia.
 
Considering their knowledge of languages, every one of the interviewees knows Hungarian 
and English and also a big percentage knows German (50%). Besides this, several 
kinds of languages are spoken by the social workers, such as French, Spanish, Italian, 
Portuguese, Russian, Slovakian, Bulgarian, Arabic, Afaanoromo or Amharaa.
 Related to this, we can say that the social workers can find ways for communication.
 
Amongst the social workers, most of them have university degree (90%), the rest 10% 
is still attending university or professional training courses. They were asked about their 
knowledge related especially to the forced migrants and according to the responses, 55% 
of them attended specific trainings about forced migrants.
 
 
AttItuDEs to forcED mIgrANts
 
In order to have a view on their perception and attitudes towards the migrants, the social 
workers were asked to evaluate some statements about the refugees  on a scale from 1 
to 7 (1 – totally disagree, 7 – totally agree).
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According to the statistics, that most of the social workers do not perceive the forced 
migrants more criminal than the Hungarians. 40% believes that the average level of crime 
rate among the refugees is the same as the national average and 45% believes that it is 
under the national average.
  
Most of the social workers do not agree with the statement that the forced migrants are 
subjects whose rights are not recognised neither in their country of origin nor in the host 
country. The mean of their responses is 3.4, so they more likely to see the refugees legally 
recognised. However, they presented different opinions; therefore the legal aspect does 
not seem as an obvious issue. In the question of whether the asylum seekers mean a 
threat on the labour market, the opinion of the social workers is quite solid. Most of them 
completely disagree that the migrants would take away the jobs from the Hungarians, as 
the mean of their rating is 1.4. Their attitudes are similar in the case of the national security, 
where the mean of their responses: 1.35. The responding social workers do not agree at 
all with the idea that the refugees mean a threat to the national security of Hungary. 
Regarding the issue of threatening the Hungarian culture, the interviewees absolutely 
disagree for that the forced migrants are dangerous against the Hungarian culture – in 
average they valued the issue for 1. Considering the question whether Hungary should not 
allow refugees to settle in the country, almost each of the respondents were against this 
statement, with the mean 1.05.
 
All in all, the statistics show that the social workers have mainly a liberal attitude towards 
the forced migrants in legal, economical, political and cultural aspects as well, even if they 
do not show consensus about the recognition of the forced migrants’ rights.

T
Table
The attitudes  of the social workers towards the forced migrants in Hungary

Mean Std. Deviation

Asylum seekers and refugees are subjects 
whose rights are not recognized in their country 
of origin and might be not recognized also in the 
host country 

3,40
2,371 

Asylum seekers and refugees take away the 
jobs of Hungarians

1,20 ,410

Asylum seekers and refugees mean a threat to 
the national security of Hungary 

1,35 ,671

Asylum seekers and refugees mean a threat to 
the national culture of Hungary 

1,00 ,000

Hungary should not allow any asylum seekers 
and refugees to settle in our country

1,05 ,224
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WorKINg EXpErIENcEs of thE socIAl WorKErs
 
The majority of the social workers (46.7%) are active for 1-2 years. 26.7% is active on the 
field for 3-5 years, and 26.7% is working with migrants for more than 5 years. The asked 
social workers are in NGOs, only one person was replying from a governmental institution.
 
The interviewees are working mostly in medium size organizations. 58.3% are working 
amongst 13-20 other people, while working in much larger or much smaller company was 
mentioned by just a few respondents. The number of the volunteers in these organizations 
varies a lot. According to the responses, in 33.3% of the cases there 2 volunteers helping, 
in 16.7% of the cases there are 20 volunteers in their organizations. Regarding the clients, 
25% of the social workers said their organisation deals with 200-300 migrants, 33.2% 
said they are working with 20-40 migrants, and less frequently, in 16.7% of the cases 
mentioned 1000 migrants to deal with.
 
sErvIcEs of thE orgANIZAtIoNs
 
Regarding the type of services the organizations provide, 43.8% of the social 
workers said they offer legal assistance, 31.3% told they give counselling for 
trainings and jobs, 31.3% said they provide social or psychological assistance, 
and 25% said they give language courses. However, none of them said their 
organization offers food for the migrants; either helps in problems with housing, 
or with health care, or provides basic needs such as clothes or sleeping surface. 
At the same time, most of the social workers do not find the services of their organization 
satisfying for the forced migrants. 38.5% said these services cover the refugees’ needs 
just partially, while 30.8% believes their services could be fulfilling but it is not due to the 
high number of the clients. 15.4% of the respondents do believe that the services provided 
are able to fulfil the needs they are supposed to, and another 15.4% do not believe so at 
all. 
 
Nevertheless, regarding the existing and offered services in their organization, 
no one mentioned that they recognised any malfunction or disservice. Also, the 
asked social workers mostly agree with the policies of their organization: on a scale 
from 1 to 7 (1 – totally disagree, 7 – totally agree), they rated it for 6.15 in average.  
The majority of the organizations have their services in network with other services for 
forced migrants: 30% of them are networked nationally and 60% internationally.
 
71.4% of the responding social workers works and gets paid for it, while 28.6% works 
as volunteers. The paid social workers have different views on how proportional their 
compensation is to their loads of work: most of them seems to be satisfied (62.5%) but 
37.5% are unsatisfied with the received compensation. Regarding the volunteers, none of 
them sees that their activities and tasks should be carried out by paid staff. 
 
Concerning the question of how much the (governmental and non-governmental) services 
in Hungary help the social inclusion of forced migrants, the asked social workers valued it 
in average for 2.67 on a scale from 1 to 7 (1 – it does not promote, 7 – it strongly promotes). 
Therefore they have a more critical attitudes towards the efficiency of the services than 
not.
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In sum, regarding the services their organisations offer, the social workers are quite 
satisfied, although in a wider perspective they do not see that the present services are 
satisfying for the forced migrants and promote their inclusion.
 
The subjective notion of social inclusion 
The social workers were also asked about their view on social inclusion, about how 
important they see each element in creating social inclusion on a scale from 1 to 7 (1 – not 
important at all, 7 – very important).
 
According to the statistics, the elements valued as most important were being entitled with 
civil and social right (6.83) and receiving proper health care (6.92), and to get free access 
to education and training (6), being the beneficiaries of compassion and charity (5.92) and 
of emergency help concerning basic needs (5.2), and learning Hungarian (5.33). 
 
The matters of getting a legal job (5.17) and of paying taxes (4.75) are the most dividing 
issues: the social workers view it more important than not, but their opinions vary a lot 
according to the standard deviation.
 
What the social workers consider as less important elements, are being active citizenships 
(3.83), or following the habits of the Hungarian culture (3.5).
 
In short, according to the evaluation of the responding social workers, the legal and social 
aspects are seen as the most important elements of the social inclusion with the addition 
of learning the language as the chance for communicating. Then these are followed by the 
political and the cultural aspects.

T
Table
Evaluation of the different components of social inclusion by the social 
workers in Hungary

Mean Std. Deviation

Learn the local language 5,33 1,67

Follow the habits of the local culture 3,5 1,087

Get a legal job 5,17 1,899

Pay taxes 4,75 2,34

Be an active citizen (e.g. to participate in politics, 
vote etc.) 

3,83 1,801

Be entitled to civil and social rights 6,83 0,389
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Mean Std. Deviation

Be the beneficiaries of emergency help (food, 
dormitories, canteens, clothes) 

5,92 1,24

Be the beneficiaries of compassion and charity 5,92 1,084

Get free access to education and training 6 1,954

Get financial support 5,42 1,505

Get proper health care 6,92 0,289

vIEW oN govErNmENtAl mEAsurEs
 
Concerning the role of the government, the responding social workers value the financial 
help of the government very low. The mean of the evaluating is 2 on a scale from 1 to 7 
(1 – badly managed funding, 7 – very well managed funding), so most of them see that 
the governmental funding is not managed well. Explaining their opinion, a few of them 
referred to the lack of transparency in the financial system, to the small amount of money 
that is provided for the issue of migration, and most of it goes for maintaining the reception 
centers. Many financial problems are also thought to be due to the project based fund 
raising system and its bureaucracy. Moreover, there is no quality assurance that could 
prove the malfunction of the governmental funding.
 
In the question of governmental provisions concerning the forced migrants, three ways of 
solutions were valued by the asked social workers on a scale from 1 to 7 (1 – totally disagree, 
7 – totally agree). They rejected all kinds of provisions, especially their criminalization 
(1.27), then the expulsion (1.73) and finally the rejection at the border (2.27). However in 
the latter case the responses are not so homogeneous, as the standard deviation is 2.054.

T
Table
Evaluation of governmental provisions by the social workers in Hungary

Mean Std. Deviation

detention of asylum seekers in dedicated centers 1,27 0,905

expulsion of asylum seekers 1,73 1,104

rejection of asylum seekers at the borders 2,27 2,054
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Accordingly, the governmental policies are regarded in quite a negative way. On a scale 
from 1 to 7 (1 – negative, 7 – positive) the mean of the evaluation is 1.91. They criticise the 
governmental policies negatively for many reasons. Mostly they addressed the problem 
that the authorities see the refugees as criminals. Related to this, they find it a problem 
too, that there is a lack of proper information provided about the refugees for the public in 
the media and the case of refugees is presented as trouble. Also, they mentioned the lack 
of an inclusive school system that could help the integration of the migrant children. They 
see that the administrative system of the migration issue is not well organised, wherein the 
scope of each institutions are not defined clearly, which also causes problems and less 
effective functioning in helping social inclusion. Regarding the economic crisis, none of the 
social workers replied that it would have a downsizing effect on the governmental funding 
of reception and inclusion of forced migrants.
  
Assessing the role of the European Union related to the case of forced migrants, 77.8% 
sees that it should set higher standards in terms of social inclusion and cohesion in all states 
of the EU, while only 11.1% said that it should set higher reception standards in Europe 
and another 11.1% mentioned that it should take more proper measures to secure the 
EU borders. A few social workers added that the EU should provide legal harmonisation, 
appropriate conditions for reception and services for inclusion and it should respect and 
make benefit from the cultural values what the forced migrants bring.
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DEmogrAphIc DAtA
 
 
The Hungarian public opinion survey was filled in by 183 people. Among them, 32,2 percent 
was male and 46,4 percent was female, which roughly equates the gender distributions of 
the Hungarian society, as there is a significant surplus of women. The respondents were 
rather young: 80 percent of them was born after 1980. This could be a source of bias, as 
the Hungarian society is an ageing one, in which most of the people are above 30.  
 
74 percent of the respondents live in big cities, while 15 percent lives in the suburbs of big 
cities. 
The rest resides in small towns or villages. This distributions do not reflect the actual 
distribution of the Hungarian population by the place of residence, as the country is much 
less urbanized. 
 
Most of the respondents (93,8 %) has higher education, 36 percent of them spent enough 
time in the education system (17 years) to obtain a diploma either in the old system (a 
diploma required 5 years), or in the new, Bologna system. As point of reference, in 2011 
only the 15% of the population had a higher education degree.
 
Concerning occupation 52,7 percent of the sample said that they are working, 53 percent 
said they are student, while 11 percent of the respondents were searching of waiting for 
job, thus could be considered unemployed. The current unemployment rate in Hungary 
is around 10,2 percent, so in this sense the data reflects the situation in the population.
 
pErcEptIoN of forcED mIgrANts
 
Almost half of the respondents – 40,1 percent – thought that most of the refugees came 
from Afghanistan, while 42 percent assumed that most of them came from Kosovo. Around 
one fifth – one fourth of the people thought that most of the refugees came from Vietnam, 
Somalia, Syria, Pakistan and Nigeria. This views partly reflect the actual countries of origin 
of refugees, as in the last years most of the forced migrants came from Afghanistan, 

huNgAry - DAtA ANAlysIs
publIc opINIoN
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however the number of kosovian refugees was not significant.
 
The respondents were asked to estimate the number of refugees arriving to Hungary per 
year. Most of the participants assumed that less than 10 000 forced migrants come to our 
country.  Ten percent answered that less than a thousand arrive,  34 percent said that the 
number is between 1001 and 5000, while 35 percent estimated that between 5001 and 
10000 forced migrant arrive to Hungary.  The respondents were not highly overestimating 
the number of refugees: last year 2157 people asked for refugee status in Hungary, while 
this year the number tripled and only until June the Bureau of Migration received 7500 
requests for refugee status6. On the other hand, the respondents overestimated the ratio 
of the accepted requests: 36 percent of the respondents answered that more than 10 
percent of the requests are accepted, but actually the ratio is below 10 percent on average.
 
The respondents were also asked to estimate the average level of education of forced 
migrant in comparison with the average level of education of the Hungarians. More than 
half of the respondents – 62,3 percent – said that the educational level of forced migrants 
is well below or below the Hungarian national average.
 
In the same manner, respondents were asked to estimate the crime rate among refugees. 
The vas majority of the respondents think positively about refugees and asylum seekers 
in this sense, as 81,4 percent answered that the crime rate among refugees is below or 
about the same as the Hungarian average (51,5 percent said that the rate is the same, 
and 29,9 percent said that is below the national rate). This lenient opinion might occur 
as a consequence of sampling bias. As elaborated in the section on demographics, the 
respondents were well educated, urban youngsters, whose opinion is usually more liberal 
and open minded than in the other parts of the society.
 
This open minded attitude shows also when the respondents had to answer questions 
concerning the stereotypical ideas of threats forced migrants mean to a country. On 
average the respondents did not agree that refugees and asylum seekers are taking 
away job, that they pose a threat to the national security and culture. They also mostly 
disagreed with the sentence stating that the government should not allow refugees to 
settle in Hungary.
 
The acceptance of forced migrants by the respondents was also measured on a Bogardus-
scale. With this measure we researched what sort of personal or professional ties the 
respondents are willing to establish with refugees and asylum seekers.  Here we can 
also say that the majority of the participants was very acceptant, saying definite yes to 
all the categories varying from personal friend to boss at a workplace. From the cross 
table analysis we could see that those who have already had personal contact with forced 
migrant gave higher acceptance points, nevertheless the ANOVA table shows that the 
meeting forced migrants in percent only has a significant effect on accepting refugees and 
asylum seekers as the citizens of the country.
  
We also asked the participants to evaluate how important it is to give protection 
for the prosecuted. On average the respondents give 5,54 on a scale from 1 
to 7 where 1 is the most negative score. This again shows a significant level of 
openness toward forced migrants. Personal contact with forced migrants does 
not significantly effect the answers to this questions, as the ANOVA table shows. 
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It must be noted that the respondents do not think that the situation of refugees is an 
important problem in Hungary, on average they gave 4 points on a 1-7 scale when asked 
how much they agree with the sentence “The situation of refugees is an important problem 
in my country”.
 
In the next section we asked the respondents what do they see as the most essential part 
of being integrated to a country.  Respondents had to state how important each item – 
such as getting accommodation, paying taxes, receiving healthcare – is according to the 
on a 1-7 scale.  Here is the order of the items in terms of average importance score:
 
 1. Receiving healthcare (av. Score: 6,25)
 
 2. Pay taxes
  
 3. Get a legal job
 
 4. Be beneficiaries of compassion and charity
 
 5. Learn the local language
 
 6. Get free access to education and training
 
 7. Be beneficiaries of emergency help
 
 8. Get financial support
 
 9. Follow the habits of local culture
 
 10. Be an active citizen ( av.score: 4,09)
 
 
As we can see from the list respondents found each item rather important than not, giving 
score above 4 for each item on average. It is interesting to note that there is a certain 
level of inconsistency in the answers, and they also contradict to the open-minded, liberal 
picture we yet have of the respondents: they think that getting a job and paying taxes is 
more important than learning the local language, even though logically the first two is 
almost impossible without the latter.
 
The respondents have a poor opinion on the work of non-governmental and governmental 
institutions working with refugees. 53,6 percent of them think that neither type of institutions 
promotes the social inclusion of refugees.
 
Nevertheless, respondents do not think that funding for this institutions should be cut 
because of the economic crisis, 63,3 percent of the disagreed with such change. They also 
mostly disagreed with applying stricter measures toward forced migrants:  77,6 percent 
of them disagreed with the expulsion of asylum seeker and more than 80 percent of them 
disagreed with the rejection of asylum seekers at the borders.
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The survey also covered the topic of the European institutions dealing with refugees. Most 
of the respondents think that EU should set out higher standards in terms of  social inclusion 
and cohesion in all EU member state. In the individually written answers respondents 
mention the acceleration of the asylum granting process, the unification of asylum laws 
and the alignment of the laws to the certain countries absorption capacity. 
Several respondents also mentioned the need for the raise of financial and other support 
for asylum seekers.
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In our case study we would like to give a detailed picture of the situation of the underage 
forced migrants arriving to Hungary without adult accompaniment (in the following referred 
to as KNK, which is the Hungarian short term for this group). This is a special field of the 
Hungarian migration services, as it is not embedded to the system of refugee aid but the 
system of childcare, therefore this special type of underage migrants receive the same 
support as underprivileged and/or orphaned Hungarian children. This could provide the 
KNK a special chance for inclusion compared to other underage forced migrants who 
arrived with their parents, however this special service is underfunded and suffers from a 
lack of specially trained professionals. In the followings we are going to detail the history, 
the special role and the main outcomes of having this special institution.
We chose this topic as our case study for two reasons: on the one hand, it is a positive 
example in the sea of very bad, blameworthy conduct in the field of refugee services in 
Hungary, and on the hand, in tbe frames of the OpenDoors project SCI-Hungary (Utilapu) 
started an uprecented and very succesful volunteering activity in the camp with the 
participations of local high school students, which also shows how badly needed are such 
integrating, awarness rising programs.

bAcKgrouND

Hungary, like the other member states of the European Union,  has to face more and 
more often the problem of  the elevated number of refugees arriving without adult 
accompaniement. The problem is not only that these children lack parental support, but 
also that they usually arrive to Hungary with the help of well organised smugglers and 
during the journey endure significant dangers, harrasment and often suffer physical and 
psychological traumas. In the case of children coming from war striken areas the situation 
is sometimes even worse because they lost their parents before leaving their home country.
The causes for leaving from the home country is as various in the case of underage 
refugees as in the case of other forced migrants. But, in addition to the usual reasons – 
war or other armed conflict – children escape also because of domestic abuse, violation of 
their rights as children, lack of educational opportunities, recruitment to armed groups and 
other, age specific reasons.

huNgAry - cAsE stuDy
thE fAtE of uNDErAgE 
rEfugEEs IN huNgAry
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One additional common reason for leaving is that the children try to follow one or both of 
their parents who already left their home country and managed to settle in a European 
country. It is not rare the parents already living in a wealthier country pay tremendous 
amounts for the smugglers to bring their children over the border of the European Union. 
Many times the children do not intend to arrive to Hungary, because they want to join 
their relatives in Germany, Norway or other Western European countries, however, the 
smugglers trick them and say upon the arrivel to Hungary that they are already in Western 
Europe.
The journey from their home country – mostly Afghanistan, Pakistan and currently, Syria – 
is a traumatic episode in itself, but it does not end when they reach the border. According 
to a study from 2009, the overwhelming majority of KNK passes the border illegally, which 
means that before they arrive to an instution that helps them, they are arrested and kept 
in custody for 12 hours examined by doctor to test whether they are truly underage, and 
then transferred to the center for KNK.
These special reasons for leaving their home country and the difficult, dangerous road the 
children undertake and the circustances of their arrival make their physical-psychological 
development extremely vulnerable, therefore it is necessary to treat them differently from 
the adult forced migrants. The Hungarian government realised this need only in 2005, 
when they opened the first center for underage refugeees in Nagykanizsa, a mid-size town 
in Southwest Hungary. At time the institution had to serve only a few dozen KNK, but in the 
recent years the number rised dramatically to 159 asylum applications filed by underage 
migrants in 2008 (we could not find more recent statitics, but is not far fetched to assume 
that the number raised even higher in the past 5 years).
The special instituion was in 2008 moved to the refugee camp in Bicske, which is the last 
stage for refugees before moving out to live a normal life. There were some advantages 
of integrating the KNK with adult refugees or with children who arrived with relatives, 
however, the faciliy was already overloaded therefore the KNK did not recive the special 
attention they need.
Thus, the government decided in 2011 to move the institution for KNK  to the Istvan 
Karoly Center for Children (in the followings referred as the Center), an institution treating 
underprivilged, orphaned and mentally or physically challenged children since 1957.  
The refugee children arriving there receive the same, full treatment as the Hungarian 
children in the institution, moreover they are assigned two legal guardians who help them 
in managing the bureaucratic matters and in other issue that might appear, e.g the request 
for family reunion.

Who cAN bE hostED IN thE cENtEr for KNK? AND WhAt hAppENs thErE?

When refugees arrive to Hungary without adult accompaniement they are usually caught 
on the green border by the border police patrol. Most of the time they are illegal intruders 
without any official document. 
By the time they reach the Hungary, they are usually already on the road for months, 
in many cases they were already stranded in an other EU country (e.g: Greece) thus 
they learned from other forced migrants or social workers that underage refugees receive 
better treatment than adults and thus they claim they are under 18. This is one condition 
for being admitted to the Center, and the other is that they ask for refugee status. Following 
their capture the KNK go trough the following process:
The police question them in the presence of an interpreter. They record the data of the 
KNK. In the absence of official documents the police record whatever the KNK claims.
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The police order a preliminary medical examination in order to find out whether the refugee 
in question is under 18. If the refugee proves to be underage, the police inform both the 
Migration and Citizenship authority and the Center
The KNK is temporarly taken to the neares immigration facility until his reception in the 
Center is prepared and all official permissions are granted
Meanwhile, social workers in the Center prepare for the arrival of the new KNK. They make 
his bed, prepare food, a towel and toothbrush, toothpaste, showergel, shave foam for him
When a KNK arrives to the Center, the social workers inform them about what is ahead of 
them: the process of granting refugee status and the further medical examination. They 
also inform the KNK about their rights and obligations
After the briefing, social workers take the refugee to one of the 4-person rooms in the 
12-person dorms
In the following 30 days, the KNK go through a process similar to what adult refugee also 
endure: doctors examine whether they have any infectious desease (HIV, TBC,  leprosy…
etc) while the formal application for refugee status is also started. As the 2012 report of the 
ombudsman notes, there is no possibility to separately host those KNKs who suffer from 
infectious deseases and this situation violates the other KNKs’ and the social worker’s 
right health
If there are doubts about the age of a KNK they undergo one more examination. This 
second time the examination is much more detailed: doctors look the KNK’s teeth, examine 
the bones in the wristle with the Greulich-Pyle method and also check the secondary sex 
characteristics
If a KNK turns out to be over 18, he is transferred to the Debrecen Refugee Camp
For many of the KNKs, Hungary is only a station in their travel to Western European 
countries. Therefore, around 10 percent of the newly admitted KNKs escapes from the 
center, as it is no guardad and people can freely move in and out

WhAt KIND of spEcIAl trEAtmENt Do KNK rEcIvE?

KNKs live in significantly better circumstances than adult refugees in the various camps in 
Hungary.  They have less-crowded living space, a possibility to cook on their own and they 
can live the camp any time, without special permission. KNKs also have more employees 
to turn to. Special needs of KNK are also adressed in the Center: they study Hungarian on 
an intensive course, they go to school, they receive psychological counseling.
KNKs in the Center live in groups of 10-12 person, who share an apartment of 20-25 
square meters. The apartment have 2-4-bed rooms, a living room, a common bathroom 
equipped with a washing machine and a kitchen. Each apartment has a room for a social 
worker as well. The KNKs are under 24 hours supervision. 
The lunch of the KNKs is provided by the common kitchen of the Center, but they have 
to take care of the other meals themselves from the pocket money provided by the state. 
The money is not a lot (162 euro/month), but the KNKs appraciate the possibility to cook 
meals they like. They actually take pride in their cooking skills and regulary compete with 
locals on the annual cooking festival. Cooking is also a great chance to build  a sense of 
community in the groups.
The groups of 10-12 often function as a family. The managers of the Center try to ensure 
that a group is made up from the same minority (urdu or pashtu), if the KNKs came from 
a country where this is a sensitive issue. The KNKs in the group often address the social 
worker assigned to them as a group leader as mother and help each other like brothers. 
Groups also celebrate religious and other occasions (like birthdays) together. However, 
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violent tiffs between groups  - and minorities - happen sometimes. 
As it was mentioned, the privilged situation of KNKs also stems from the great number 
of social workers or other experts taking care of them. The Center has 17 employees 
dealing only with KNKs. The number of KNKs fluctuates between 60-80.  There are other 
employees who are responsible for those, who arrived to the Center as KNK, became 
18, but still study and therefore are premitted to stay in the Center until they are 24.  
Most of the employees speak English so they communicate with KNKs who not yet speak 
Hungarian. The chief manager of the Center, who was appointed in 2013 is a lady who 
was born in Afganishtan and migrated to Hungary in her 20ies, thus she speak pastu, urdu, 
Hungarian and English as well.  The presence of an Afghan woman is great faciliatator of 
communication, it also deepens trust and the feeling of safety in KNKs.
An other special opportunity KNKs (and other undrage refugees) recive is the possibility to 
attend school.  The Center assigns new arrival into high schools, vocationary schools or 
elementary school within 1 month after they arrive to the Center.  
Most of the KNKs from the Center (and other underage refugees) study in the same high 
school: Than Koroly Gimnuzium. The school started to develop a special program fro 
refugees in 2008 on the request of the Refugee Mission of the Reformed Church.
KNKs first start in an intense langauge group (20 hours/week), and within a year they 
are assigned to groups according to their knowledge of Hungarian and other subjects. 
During the catch-up classes KNKs are segregated from other, Hungarian students, but 
after they start the course of normal education, they study together with Hungarians who 
deal with learning disabilities. They study in small, maximum 20 person groups. During 
they years in the high school they have to learn Hungarian as a foreign langauge at least 
in 2 hours/week . KNKs, if they wish can also study different professions, eg: carpenter, 
car mechanic, cook…etc.

succEs storIEs AND bAcKlAshEs from thE cENtEr

As this special educational opportunity is only available since 2008, and the preparation 
for the graduation takes longer than 4 years (the normal number spent in high school in 
Hungary) for KNKs than for Hungarian students, this was the first year when the inhabitants 
of the Center attempted to pass baccalaureate. In total, seven boys managed to pass 
exam and six succeded. Two of them also applied to universities, however, they did not 
get in. SCI Hungary talked with theses boys and they told us they will not give up and try 
again next year. 
One serious problem with the Center is that it is segregated from the other parts Fot, the 
town that hosts it. For years, the head of the institution tried to fight this separatedness 
by organising activities that involve locals and the inhabitanst of the Center as well: they 
renovated parts of the town and organised a popular cooking contest which was usually 
won by the KNKs.
Unfortunately, the new leadership of the Center is not supportive of the anti-segregating 
measures and in the recent months the Center became more and more closed. The 
inhabitants now have to seek the permission of the management if they have guests 
and even is they would like to call relatives.  The Hungarian Helsinki committee and the 
Ombudsman also started an investigation on the issue, but it was not yet closed in the time 
of writing this case study.
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sourcEs:

Several visits to the Centers, interviews with inhabitants, the management of the Center, 
social workers and volunteers from the Center

http://www.wp.kigyk.hu/gyermekotthoni-ellatas/kisero-nelkuli-menekult-kiskoruak-
gyermekotthona/

http://www.wp.kigyk.hu/wp-content/uploads/2012/11/alapveto_jogok_biztosanak_
jelentese.pdf

http://magyarnarancs.hu/belpol/ jatszani_is_engedd_-_kiskoru_menekultek_
nagykanizsan-65561

http://merites.hu/2012/04/javult-a-kiskoru-menekultek-elhelyezese-magyarorszagon/

http://emnhungary.hu/sites/default/files/kisero_nelkuli_kiskoruak_vegleges.pdf
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The following pages, the national quatitative and qualitative analyses of the previous part 
of the research are integrated and compared and the overall findings and conclusions of 
the research reported. 

b
BOX
Some numerical data - Questionnaries

Cyprus Greece Italy Spain Hungary Total

Forced migrants 43 72 216 23 15 369

Forced migrants. A total of 369 questionnaries were administered: 216 in Italy, 72 in 
Greece, 43 in Cyprus, 23 in Catalunya, 15 in Hungary. 

Contry of origin Percent

Afghanistan 12,9%

Pakistan 11,1%

Nigeria 8,0%

Sudan 6,8%

Ivory Coast 4,9%

Iraq 4,3%

The main countries of origin were: Afghanistan (12,9%), Pakistan (11,1%), Nigeria 
(8,0%), Sudan (6,8%), Ivory Coast (4,9%), Iraq (4,3%). 

A cross-couNtry
ovErvIEW
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Status of forced migrants Percent

international protection seekers 34,2 %

refugee status 31,8 %

subsidiary protection 10,7 %

temporary or humanitarian protection 8 %

were appealing to the court after denial 6,8 %

did not fall in any of the previous 
categories 8 %

The 34,2% of the interviewed were international protection seekers, the 31,8% had 
refugee status, the 10,7% subsidiary protection, the 8% temporary or humanitarian 
protection, the 6,8% were appealing to the court after denial and the 8% did not fall in any 
of the previous categories. 

The interviewed had an outcome Percent

 in less than 7 months 55,7 %

in 8-12 months 23,9 %

in 13-24 months 16,5 %

in 36 up to 60 months 3,9 %

The 55,7% of the interviewed had an outcome in less than 7 months and the 23,9% had 
it in 8-12 months, 16,5% in 13-24 months and the 3,9% in 36 up to 60 months. Getting 
information about the procedure to submit the asylum application was difficult for nearly 
the half of the interviewed, and especially in Greece, Italy and Catalunya.

Cyprus Greece Italy Spain Hungary Total

Social Workers 40 30 83 9 20 182

Social Workers. A total of 182 questionnaires were administered: 83 in Italy, 30 in Greece, 
40 in Cyprus, 9 in Catalunya, 20  in Hungary. 
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Cyprus Greece Italy Spain Hungary Total

Public opinion 231 228 57 118 183 817

Public opinion. A total of 817 questionnaires were administered: 57 in Italy, 228 in 
Greece, 231 in Cyprus, 118 in Catalunya, 183  in Hungary.

EmErgENcy vs. socIAl INclusIoN

A thoroughly negative assessment of governmental policies in all the coutries emerges 
from the research1. Lack of funding, lack of planning, financial mismanagement, lack 
of attention for the real needs of forced migrants are some of the reasons which are 
mentioned by the respondents (social workers and public opinion), along with other two, 
which are especially important to recall: governmental policies are seen as unsatisfactory 
to the extent they do not involve the promotion of forced migrants autonomy and they 
seem uncapable of structered interventions aimed at their social inclusion. In other words, 
governments appear willing to tackle the most urgent needs of forced migrants (though 
in country such as Italy and Greece such a consideration is questionable), but there is a 
lack of long-term, systematic strategies. Accordingly, the research seems to confirm that 
governmental policies in all the countries under exam are - at their best - driven by mere 
“humanitarian” concerns. The issue of refugees is in fact de-politicized, ripped out from 
its social context and treated as a technical problem (Rieff 2002). It is also interesting to 
note that for relevant shares of respondents among social workers and especially public 
opinion, “emergency help” as well as “compassion and charity” are important elements 
for the social inclusion of forced migrants - confirming the governmental ”humanitarian” 
approach to force migration. Humanitarianism in the most general terms is defined as 
“an ethic of kindness, benevolence and sympathy extended universally and impartially 
to all human being” (Wikipedia 2012). Humanitarianism has been an evolving concept 
historically. The rise itself of humanitarianism took place in connection to the first refugees 
and IDPs flows after the second world war2.  Despite its dominance, what the research 
proves in an empirical, comparative manner is that humanitarianism , on its own, is not 
capable of furthering satisfying patterns of social inclusion – primarily because it turns 
a blind eye on the fact that inclusion is something that is needed to be promoted and 
supported by policies, and will not happen just on its own. Humanitarianism supposedly 
reduces so-called beneficiaries to bare life (Agamben 1995); accordingly, it is as mere 
biological existence (“suffering bodies to be saved”) that nowadays a relevant part of the 
world population is granted those rights normally stemming from citizenship (Quaranta et al. 
2006). This implies the need for hopeful beneficiaries to look like the ideal victims, patients 
to be cured; otherwise they will be excluded as “cheaters” trying to settle in illegally in the 
EU or any other place.  Seen from this perspective, humanitarianism is acknowledged as a 
cause of the passiveness of forced migrants, therefore trapped within the category victim-
patient. Some studies have already focused on the passiveness of forced migrants, which 
is conceived as the result of the asymmetry implied in the dynamics of help, due to the 
powerlessness of the recipient compared to the power of who gives help (Van Aken 2008; 
Harrell Bond 2002). Along with forced migrants' passiveness, humanitarianism is also 
seen as paving the way to the concept and practice of state of exception, again by serving 
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the institutionalization of a distinction between the realm of politics and the one of bare life 
where is possible - as recent events in Italy confirm3 – to bypass law and suspend rights 
and freedoms making migrants victims of a growing number of humanitarian exceptions 
to the law.

“rEfugEE cAmps” AND rEcEptIoN cENtErs 

'Forced migrants' passiveness and state of exception are encompassed together in the so 
called “refugee camp”, a space filled with relationships forged by humanitarianism, symbol 
of both vulnerability and right to life – which is though confined to the dimension of bare 
life, life without rights, survival. 
Italian and the Greek team of researchers were able to include in the research forced 
migrants living in reception centers, whose emergency forms (first-reception centers or 
set up to face “exceptional” fuxes, for example) can be easily assimiliated to the “refugee 
camp”. 
The results of the questionnaires administered to forced migrants living in reception centers 
confirmed that the conditions awaiting asylum seekers in both the countries generally fail to 
meet the minimum standards for the reception of vulnerable persons, leading to additional 
suffering and uncertainty. The reception centers themselves are substandard. According 
to the majority of the respondents the reception centers are “very poorly equipped or 
moderately equipped”.  Furthermore, there is a lack of access to information about their 
rights and a lack of care tailored to the most vulnerable groups, in violation of the European 
Council Directive that establishes minimum standards for the reception of asylum seekers 
(2003/9/EC) and explicitly states that “reception of groups with special needs should be 
specifically designed to meet those needs." Vulnerable asylum seekers require priority 
treatment according to their needs, including systematic identification of vulnerability at 
arrival, specialized health care if necessary, and psychosocial care addressing the short- 
and long-term effects of sexual and physical violence . Finally, it is relevant to recall that 
a relevant part of the interviewed living in these centers feel completely excluded by the 
local society.

thE ovErAll NEgAtIvE outcomE of IsolAtIoN

The last consideration brings along another relevant matter: that of the personal contact 
and interaction between two of the target groups of our research: local community and 
forced migrants. The results of the research confirm that personal contact beyween the 
local community and forced migrants creates stronger conditions for understanding and 
empathy towards the latter. The public opinion surveys conducted in Italy and in Greece 
show a lower level of prejudices regarding forced migrants, than the one showed by the 
surveyed Cypriot public opinion. Such a fact can be interpreted as a result of the steadier 
personal contacts with forced migrants occurred in Italy and Greece, which, according to 
the collected data, have been in fact more numerous than those in Cyprus.
Hence, the placement, and even more the closure, of forced migrants in remote, isolated 
areas, far away from the local communities – where in fact refugee camps and reception 
centers are usually located - is detrimental to the purpose of social inclusion, for it fuels 
prejudices and results in even more insurmountable barriers.
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thE NEglEctED ImportANcE of thE lANguAgE of rIghts

Forced migrants were asked about their views on social inclusion and, precisely, about the 
importance of different elements which could contribute to it. Along with the importance 
of knowing the language, most of them stated that it is indispensable for being socially 
included “to have friends among the local community”. They are also highly valued “to have 
access to education”, “to have stable accommodation”, “to have a verified legal status”, “to 
have a job”, “to have access to public health services” and “to have satisfying monetary 
resources”. Conversely, “to be an active citizen” (e.g. to participate in politics, vote, etc.) 
was ususally neglected by the respondents, who, according to the collected data,  are 
usually not interested in participating in political life. It can be assumed that, as many 
forced migrants had to leave their countries due to political reasons, a number of them 
prefer to be absent from it. Also the option “to be entitled to civil, social and political rights” 
was disregarded, probably as a result of a scarce familiarity with the language of rights – as 
many of the elements that, conversely, they highly valued (“to have access to education”, 
“to have stable accommodation”, “to have a job”, “to have access to public health services” 
and “to have satisfying monetary resources”) are comprised in this sentence. 
Indeed, in the framework of this project, it appears important to take distance from the 
image of forced migrants as doomed to only  little or no scope for an active role in the host 
societies -  despite we are fully aware of the many different constraints (from psychological 
to language issues, etc.) on their social and political participation. Forced migrants are not 
simply “passive victims of circumstances, carried along in flows, streams and waves, like 
identical modules in a liquid” (Turton 2003). Rather, the promotion of their “activation” and 
of their enhanced familiarity with the language of rights and the practices of seeking rights 
is seen as a fundamental step for their social inclusion. Furthermore, it helps counteract 
that particular “passifying” discourse of forced migration which makes it possible for 
states, governments and the publics of host countries to respond to forced migrants not as 
individual human beings embedded in contingent social and historical circumstances, but 
as anonymous and dehumanised masses.

WhAt rolE for thE Eu? 

Refugees and protection seekers usually had strong difficulties to answer the question 
about the role of the European Union regarding refugees and asylum seekers, since in 
most of the case they did not have clear information about it. Public opinion and even more 
social workers, conversely, outlined the neeed for a greater role by the EU, and precisely, 
in terms of “higher standards in terms of social inclusion and cohesion in all states of the 
EU” and “legal harmonisation” in the member states.
The current economic crisis occurs at a turning point of the EU asylum policy. After a 
frenetic phase leading up to the adoption of numerous EU directives and regulations, 
today the recurrent temptation to tighten migration controls in times of recession inevitably 
begs the question of its impact on the establishment of a truly common and effective 
asylum system in Europe, which seems not yet in place. From a policy perspective, the 
Common European Asylum System (CEAS) seems encapsulated within a predominating 
migration control approach with the view to containing asylum-seekers in the Global South 
(Chetail & Bauloz 2011).
FRONTEX was established in 2004 to ensure “a uniform and high level of control and 
surveillance”1. FRONTEX undertook between 2005 and 2009 50 joint operations and 
23 pilot projects in collaboration with Member States, concentrating efforts on the major 
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migratory routes used to access the EU. However, interceptions of migrants by FRONTEX 
have rarely taken into account the mixed nature of migration flows, considering asylum-
seekers alike “irregular migrants” to the detriment of their need for international protection.
By treating asylum-seekers as mere migrants, these ‘remote border controls’30 have 
been applied at the expense of Member States’ international protection obligations under 
human rights law and the 1951 Geneva Convention.
Also the 2003 Dublin Regulation, which replaced the 1990 Dublin Convention and 
aims at determining the State responsible for the examination of asylum applications 
poses questions to the “effectivity” of the protection granted by the European system. 
With a view to identifying the responsible State, the Regulation lays down six criteria 
in hierarchic order: family unity; the Member State having issued prior documentation 
(residence permits or visas); the State whose borders were irregularly crossed by the 
asylum-seeker, or which has allowed entry on its territory by waiving visa requirements; 
the State on whose international transit area of an airport the asylum-seeker made his or 
her claim; and ultimately – when the prior criteria do not apply – the State with which the 
first asylum claim was lodged (Chetail & Bauloz 2011). Accordingly, aylum-seekers have 
only one opportunity of lodging an asylum claim within the whole EU territory. As a result, 
wishes or preferences of asylum-seekers are not taken into account, despite repeated 
UNHCR recommendations2 and, given that responsibility falls principally back on Member 
States located at the external borders of the Union, the Dublin mechanism exacerbates 
the already disproportionate burden placed on these countries. But, more fundamentally, 
the Dublin Regime is based on the false premise of equivalent protection provided in 
all Member States, a premise contradicted by the first case of the European Court of 
Human Rights (ECtHR) concerning the Dublin Regulation. In its 2011 M.S.S. v. Belgium 
and Greece ruling, the Grand Chamber found Belgium in breach of Article 3 of European 
Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) for having transferred an asylumseeker to Greece 
under the Dublin scheme, because of the “deficiencies in the asylum procedure in Greece” 
and the degrading “conditions of detention and living conditions” therein.69
Hence, the present research advocates in favour of an improvement of the existing asylum 
system in Europe by taking its current weaknesses into serious consideration.

coNclusIoNs

from the empirical to the normative: what citizenship today? 

The very prurpose of the research, given the framework where it has been conceived 
and carried out, is not to provide a good piece of work according to the usual academic 
standards, but to offer an empirical basis (despite very partial) from which to set up  a 
normative debate within European civil society. The research must be seen, therefore, as 
an attempt to take the forced migrants phenomenon out of the “humanitarian space” of the 
emergency to the “political” terrain of reflection, discussion, exchange, implementation of 
better policies capable of ensuring steadier patterns of social inclusion of forced migrants 
within European societies. As Homi Bhabha (1994) has noted, the "state of emergency 
is also always a state of emergence." A phenomenon such as that of forced migration 
can actually figure into the process of transforming the world order by virtue of how they 
"contest borders, put states into question (without rendering them irrelevant), rearticulate 
spaces, and reform identities" (Campbell 1994). 
Immigration and access to citizenship rank among the most contentious and salient 
issues in contemporary polities. In the contemporary world, having one’s human rights 
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protected and enforced is usually dependent upon one’s status in a state. The rights of 
non-citizens sometimes appear to be legitimately overlooked when no particular body or 
state is assigned obligations towards them in the place where they are living. This can be 
seen most clearly in the case of migrants, both those moving to a country in which they 
will be noncitizens and those who, in being described as newcomers, are deprived of full 
citizenship. International conventions on refugees make it clear that people recognized as 
refugees should enjoy broadly the same rights as local citizens. However, as the empirical 
part of research shows, governments often try to avoid these responsibilities. 
In a time of increasing migration, citizenship as a form of classification has come 
to assume the kind of importance once reserved for other kinds of discriminatory and 
exclusionary classifications of status. Distinctions in ancient times or in ante-bellum United 
States between free men and slaves, in French and Portuguese colonial empires between 
“voluns” or “assimilados” and other colonial subjects, in Nazi-occupied Europe between 
Aryans and Jews and Roma, or racial classifications in Apartheid South Africa, were all 
means of granting or denying social and political rights. 
Nonetheless, we cannot disregard that modern ideas about citizenship emerge as a 
decisive ingredient in the process of dismantling of domestic structures of exclusion. 
Those ideas emerged, first, in response to increasing state demands and, second, in 
opposition to increasing capitalist inequalities. More precisely, according to Marshall, a 
certain dialectic guided the development of citizenship in the modern European state, 
which was the result of the systematic reconsideration of the moral significance of the 
differences between members of the same society. Accordingly, citizenship evolved 
through three stages, beginning with civil rights (access to the courts of law), to which 
political (rights of participation in the exercise of political power) and social rights (right to 
welfare) were subsequently added. Notwithstanding, progress toward eradicating unjust 
exclusion in domestic politics has not always generated simultaneous pressures to end 
unjust exclusion within international society. The extension of citizenship in the early part 
of the twentieth century had the paradoxical effect of weakening the moral foundations 
of international society. In other words, increased rivalry between more exclusionary 
sovereign states was one of the results of the development of more inclusive national 
communities in the early twentieth century. The extension of citizenship rights sharpened 
the tensions between obligations to the state and obligations to humanity within European 
international society. Even today, “citizenship remains one of the principal forms of closure 
in the modern world” (Linklater 1998 p190). Consequently, insofar as a growing number 
of people is excluded from rights there should be a rethinking of citizens’ rights and the 
principle of citizenship - toward a more dynamic dimension. 
One cannot believe to solve the issue of refugees by a sheer expansion of the criteria 
for access to citizenship as it is commonly described. Redefining citizenship requires 
everyone, including the natives, “to put in play, at least symbolically, their acquired civil 
identity, inherited from the past, and rebuild it in the present with everybody else, all those 
who - whatever their origin, seniority and legitimization - share the same destiny in a corner 
of the Earth” (Balibar 2004). The concept of citizenship should be revised to apply to the 
people who constitute a specific community, and may take a different form or content 
depending on different historical or political circumstances. We cannot satisfy ourselves 
to bring back a comprehensive debate on inclusion and exclusion, within and without, 
belonging and not belonging, to the implicit model of the community of citizens, as the very 
concept of belonging is defined by negation, who does not belong, who remains excluded. 
The focus should not be on the absolute principle of belonging, but on the variable of 
residency, giving shape to a community of variable composition. 
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Ultimately, as it has been vigorously pointed out by some scholars,1 it can be assumed 
that - although citizenship confers rights on citizens which outsiders cannot claim, its 
radical potential can be turned against the very political framework within which citizens 
have defined their rights and duties – the “exclusionary” sovereign state. Accordingly, the 
moral capital which has accumulated in the struggle to extend and deepen the rights of 
citizens is a resource that can be used to envisage new more inclusive conceptions of 
community and citizenship which are freed from the constraints of state sovereignty.
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7.01.2013, laboratorio53, rome

Participants: around 30 refugees and asylum seekers from Pakistan, Burkina Faso, 
Togo, Mali, Ivory Coast.

Languages:  italian, english, urdu.

We started the focus group quickly introducing Open Doors project, its aim, countries 
involved and explaining that we were asking for the help of the group to better understand 
the concept of forced  migrants social inclusion. Many people never heard this term before 
and asked for an explenation so we proposed to play a role play game to get into the topic 
and help people who didn't understand/know the concept. 
We made a big tight circle holding each other arms, two of us were excluded from it 
and they had to try to enter the circle using any possible tactic. I said that sometimes a 
hosting society can look a little bit like this circle and everyone can try different tools to be 
“included”.
Then we started a discussion and I divided the blackboard in two columns and I wrote on 
the top INCLUSION/EXCLUSION and asked to the participants to tell to the group what in 
their opinion influence one and the other.
What merged from the group is enlisted underneat: 

INCLUSION rises by:

-Making friendships within the hosting community;

-Weddings with locals;

-Recive love from the hosting community;

-Follow an educational path (university, trainings, italian language class, etc);

-Having the wish to be included;

-Appling for permission of stay;
-Having a job

-Participating in sport and games(for example being part of a football team. For many 
mambers of the group sports is a very powerful tool to feel better mentally and phisically, 
find new friends, feel satisfied and dream);

Appendix
focus group - ElEmENts 
of socIAl INclusIoN
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-Working in team with members  of the hosting community;

-Live in a reception center (I was really surprised this was mentioned, somebody said 
“they call it welcome center because they WELCOME you in the country, the other ones 
are called identification and rejection center”).

EXCLUSION is rised by:

-Speaking a different language and not understanding the local one;

-Egoism from the hosting community;

-Violence (for example what is happening in greece with the extreme right parties);

-Casa pound (extreme right wing organization based in Rome and supported in different 
ways by the major Alemanno);

-Racism.

IN THE MIDDLE:
-The law: it depends how is applied and it must be updated to the current politics and 
policies. 

-Money

-Religion

-Politics: somebody said in Italy you can speak about politics everywhere and get involved, 
in Africa you have no power of choice, there is no freedom of speech.

When we spoke about the law a young guy from Pakistan told us he waited for one year 
to be heard by the commission and then the day he had his interview the judge asked 
him just his name and date of birth and then told  him “ok, now you can go”. The guy got 
really angry and told the judge that he had to wait for one year to be interviewed and his 
behavior was unlawful, so the judge offered him a cup of coffee and told him “ok, if you 
want to speak, then you can tell your story”. He concluded “if things works in this way I 
should better leave this country”. Unfortunatly due to Dublin II convention he will not be 
allowed to apply for asylum in any other EU country.

When somebody asked to the group if anyone was interested in learning about italian 
politics several people said “no” but then most of them knew a lot about Berlusconi and 
italian current politics, even about very specific issues.

Many people knew also that soon there will be elections, one person asked if NGO's 
working with refugees recive money and from who. We concluded talking about corruption 
related emergential policies and what happened with the North africa emergency. 
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lIttlE thINgs bEhIND NumbErs AND chArts IN A NoN-chroNologIcAl orDEr.

Chiara Cavalleri - Laboratorio 53

Tuesday, almost 9 o'clock at COL Tiburtino (a Job orientation center on the Tiburtina 
street, one of the most frequented by forced migrants in Rome). Waiting together with 
somebody who arrived too early for the office to open. People come here very motivated, 
the staff is very friendly, helpful, most of all human (nowadays humans are an endangered 
species inside offices). Once the office opens everybody run in and start to check job 
adverts. I place my laptop on a table in the entrance and I start to ask around if are there 
any forced migrants interested in answering to some general questions about their life in 
Italy for a research. Almost nobody says no, in most of the cases the interviewee tells me 
much more of what I ask him/her. Very often I don't feel like stopping people while they're 
talking, even if they are going out of topic, because I know for them is very rare to find 
somebody breaking the layer of indifference they live everyday in our country. So I take 
more than half an hour to fill a questionnaire and I hear another harrowing story of life of a 
forced migrant. Often after the interview I feel overwhelmed and powerless and the more 
times goes the more I realize that how cold and tight the questionnaire we created is. So I 
quickly fill it with the required information and I keep the story in my mind. 

Monday. I spend the day contacting small and big organizations working with forced 
migrants in Rome to ask to cooperate in the project. I just need them to authorize me to 
carry on the interviews at their headquarters or to spread between their staff the social 
workers questionnaire which is an excel file that takes around 10 minutes to be filled and 
sent back to us. Big organizations have such a complex structure: normally it takes 15 
minutes phone call just to understand who I need to speak to, who is the responsible for this 
kind of tasks. Then I need authorizations, then I have to speak with another responsible, 
then I have to send an email to explain exactly what is the project about and what my 
organization does, then I have to call back to ask if they received my email (very often they 
“lose” it) and then maybe they will call me back. Result: I waste a lot of time and I never 
reach the point. If I try to call back again usually there is a different secretary and I have 
to start from the beginning. Very very depressing. On the other side small organizations 
(as our) don't have a secretary at all, so it's very difficult to reach them at the phone, 
but at least if you're lucky you can get a real appointment and speak with somebody. 

Appendix II
thE humAN sIDE of 
stAtIstIcs
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At least now I have an idea of how is structured and slow the organizations system, 
when the request of collaboration comes from a small independent organization. At one 
point I started to believe that organizations didn't want to cooperate because they have 
something to hide, for example our social workers questionnaires ask to the social workers 
if they agree with their organization's policies and if the noticed any disservices. And in 
Italy, in the last 2 years inside organizations working with forced migrants emerged many 
“disservices”, especially connected with services well funded by the Italian government as 
the one connected with states of emergency. 

Saturday. At our first Open Doors meeting in Barcellona I meet a refugee who explain 
me how the police in Athens beats asylum-seekers queuing outside the police office while 
they wait to fill their application. 

Sunday. Together with a friend we visit a Sudanese association of refugees in S. Lorenzo, 
a very central neighborhood of Rome. Their headquarter is a former bar in front of one 
of the oldest social center of the area, they say they don't have all the authorizations to 
open it to the public yet, so after we enter we lock us in. They offer us tea and we have a 
long chat, then we start a group administration of the questionnaire. Suddenly a very loud 
noise from outside break the silence: somebody threw a big stone against the door. We 
run out see what is going on but there's nobody in the street, there are just few people 
in front of the social center and they pretend they saw nothing. We go back in and go 
on with the questionnaires but after few minutes again something crashes on the door. 
The guys are not surprised at all, they look at me quietly and tell me “it's ok, let's go on”. 
Since the association moved to this new location they haven't been very welcomed by the 
neighbors. Inside the social center on the other side of the road there is a big Bob Marley 
painted on the wall. Africa unite. 

Friday. Together with other two activists I have the chance to visit the biggest reception 
center in our area, hosting around 600 asylum-seekers. I took around 2 months to get 
the authorization from the prefecture and the director has been very strict about dates 
and timing, at the end he allowed us less than 3 hours for interviewing few guests. We 
have to leave very early in the morning because is not easy to ,get there but my friend 
knows the timetable for buses reserved to the staff of the reception center so we get 
there and wait for it. The bus driver at the beginning is quite rude but when we show 
the authorization he let us getting on. The bus is almost empty, in front of us just 5 or 
6 social workers, probably translators, chatting together. When we arrive at the center, 
which is located in an industrial area quite far away from any living area or village, we 
catch the security guards attention by taking pictures of the outside of the building. They 
start shouting “it is forbidden to take pictures here! What are  you doing?”, then we show 
the famous authorization and they calm down, they tell us to wait there while they go 
to call the director. Nobody can enter the center without authorizations, who lives here 
have a badge that must be showed every time enter and exit the building. We have to 
wait a little but finally we get in the huge building that was a service building of the civil 
protection (and it doesn't looks like a house at all) and the director show us a room where 
we can carry on the  interviews and leaves us with some social workers who should help 
us to reach and communicate with the forced migrants we want to interview. We all have 
the feeling that the presence of translators is influencing the answers of the interviewee. 
When we finish with the interviews the director shows us some areas of the building: the 
canteen, the laundry room, the separate collection of rubbish, a common area, the doctor 
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office. He never leave us alone. While we walk around we meet many forced migrants who 
take parts in the activities of our organization, they are happy  to see us. We had many 
chances to talk about that place during the activities we carry on together. We realize the 
director is telling us another story, he speak about the structure of the reception center, 
the separate collection of rubbish, the new washing machines in the laundry room, he 
never speaks about the guests. Only at the end of the tour, when we are already in the 
courtyard, he explain as he would apologize, he can't do anything on the political side of 
the issue, asylum-seeker should live there shortly, just the time needed to examinate their 
application. Unfortunately in Italy it can takes years. He can just do what he can to make 
this place less horrible. A police car is day and night in front of the building, one year ago 
there was the army as well, big struggles and fights are pretty common in big centers like 
this one. In the entrance two guys are arguing with the security: today there are no buses 
and they need to carry on some bureaucratic things in Rome for their permit of stay, what 
can they do? The trip by bus and train (when they are available) takes more than one 
hour. There is no other way to get to the city. The director walk us at the gate and leave 
us with this sentence and a strange smile on his face: “at the end this is a refugee camp, 
a clean one, but a refugee camp”. We have no idea about how going back but luckily 
a social worker offers to drive us to the closest train station. He doesn't even take into 
consideration giving a lift to the two guys at the gate... at the end they are refugees, clean 
ones, but refugees.

Monday. During a focus group at Laboratorio53 I discover some forced migrants like to 
live in reception centers. They explain me: “they are called welcome centers because they 
welcome you”. I'm very surprised, I don't know what to answer.

Thursday. After having filled too many questionnaires with YES or NO or numbers from 1 
to 7, me, Laura (communication responsible for SCI-Italy) and Borja (long term volunteer 
for SCI and graduated in journalism) decide to start shooting a documentary. We begin by 
visiting some reception center born for the North Africa Emergency two years ago, they 
are located not too far away from my home, in the countryside near Rome. We find out 
those places are very isolated from the rest of the territory and there is almost no support 
for forced migrants other than a crowded dormitory, lunch, dinner and few hours of Italian 
language class held by volunteers. This centers are closing because the government 
declared the emergency closed and the guests after two years of isolation have to leave 
and (I would say magically) find a new place to stay and a mean of living. The most of 
them end up sleeping in Termini (the main train station in Rome). During the tour we also 
meet the president of the cooperative who runs some of this centers, he doesn't look like 
a social worker and he doesn't seems to enjoy our presence and most of all our camera 
filming. Few weeks after our visit a group of Eritrean women guests of another reception 
center runned by the same cooperative will write to one of the main Italian newspaper to 
describe their poor living conditions and ask for respect of human rights.

Sunday. We flew to Cyprus for 3 days activities together with the other partners. We visit 
a protest-camp in front of the Home office.
There are 150 people, men, women, children from Syria, they have been living in Cyprus 
for many years but their asylum application has never been examined. They say they 
won't leave until the minister will do something. We want to help them, we take a lot of 
pictures and video and spend with them all the afternoon. While we walk back to the hostel 
we speak about what we could do to help them: write a petition, post pictures on several 



OPEN DOORS

212

website, write a communicate... In front of the computer we feel powerless, our contacts 
are limited to Italian NGO's and independent media, we write the online petition but it takes 
ages, and we're not sure of its impact. The day after we decide to go back to the camp, 
everyday it rains a lot and we can't imagine how can they live in those tents, some of them, 
the lucky ones, sleep in their cars. The asylum-seekers offers us food and tea, somebody 
tries to explain in English what happened in the last hours. We keep on filming and taking 
pictures, we don't understand why Cypriots are doing nothing.

Saturday. I travel to Ancona to take part in the event Open Port, organized by our partner, 
Ambasciata Diritti, for refugee day. They organized 3 days activities including a guided 
tour of the harbor and its security system, a film-screening and a concert. In the past 
the port of Ancona was a popular location for nice walks at the sunset but since Frontex 
was activated it has been fenced in and militarized. Nevertheless many migrants died in 
the harbor or close to it due to inhuman trips hidden in the boats coming from Greece 
or after crazy pursuits with the police. For this special event the port authority authorize 
Ambasciata diritti for one evening to open one of the big gates of the fence surrounding 
the harbor and let the people in to listen to the concert. The stage is just in front of the dock 
where the boat from Patras arrive every day. We spend all day preparing for the evening, 
hanging very big colored banners on the fence, building an info-point about Open Doors 
project and other projects related to migrations together with the architecture students. In 
the late afternoon everything is ready, on the dock there is an amazing atmosphere: an 
old boat behind it is enlighten, the stage at her left looks very small and behind it the huge 
boat from Patras that is going to leave tomorrow morning. People start to arrive, many 
of them are very surprised to find the gate open and some just walk in to take back the 
feeling of walking in the harbor. We are at the door and we explain to the passers-by what 
is the event about, many people are curious and I have to speak a lot, many others go 
through the info-point and read the available materials. Before the concert a girl from the 
organization briefly introduce the event, she already spoke a lot in the last days, taking 
advantage of any possibility to speak about Open port. Tonight she's brief to let the bands 
play. I'm so tired that I don't even have the energy to dance. I just stand in front of the stage 
and smile, finally I see civil society activating and not just metaphorically or theorically 
open the doors.
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