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Introduction

This paper is focussed on refugee repatriation and reintegration into a country which has
suffered a civil war, produced refugees prior and during that civil war and has signed a peace
agreement which includes a provision for the refugees to return during the implementation of the
peace accord. I am not concerned with refugee repatriation that occurs in other contexts or other
problems that occur with different solutions to the refugee problem such as restricting access of asylum
seekers to first world countries or integrating refugees in countries of asylum even though those
solutions may implicitly be parts of a peace agreement because provision has not been made for
refugee repatriation. (For a discussion of terminological issues, see Appendix 2.)

Most returns are spontaneous (Akol 1987; Winter 1994, 168), preceding or immediately
following the signing of an accord, or in response to violence in the diaspora, or never take place
whatsoever whether provided for in the agreements or not (former Palestine and Yugoslavia), or take
place as a concomitant of the pursuit of war itself (Cambodia and Zaire). Thus, a repatriation or
reintegration plan may not be in place, or if in place, cannot be utilized because the refugees refuse or
are unable to return or, on the contrary, there is a sudden, massive return. Refugees may leave behind
systems of international protection and assistance to return without assistance or guarantees of
protection, more or less as per their original flight.

Generally, the main decision makers in refugee repatriation are not always or even primarily the
international brokers or the parties to the conflict; it is the refugees themselves. Peace agreements rarely
make provision for this fact or for the suddenness of refugee movements and the calculus refugees
make on relative risks. In some cases, refugees are forced to return to their home countries or other
countries following a peace (Palestinians from Kuwait who went to Jordan following the Gulf War) with
no provision or international assistance. (Richmond 1994, 215) In other words, in such cases refugees
are produced as a result of the “peace”. Thus, the development of a repatriation strategy may be the
exception rather than the norm. At the same time, in  the absence of a concerted and determined effort
to resolve the position of the refugees, more specifically, if refugees are not repatriated and satisfactorily
integrated as the preferred strategy, they often metamorphose into refugee warriors, perpetuating a
cycle of violence. ( Zolberg et al 1989; Khiddu-Makubuya 1994; UNHCR 1995)

Refugee Repatriation Strategies

If one attends to the work of scholars, successful refugee repatriation requires an optimax
strategy of instrumental rationality to achieve success. Yet developing such a strategy is dependent on
many variables that are unlikely to be very clear at the time the plan has to be developed, either as part
of the peace agreement or immediately thereafter.

For example, refugee repatriation is normally one sub-objective within an overall strategy of
implementing a peace agreement. (Cf. Downs “Evaluation Issues”) The various strategies for
implementing the peace agreement are themselves context dependent; thus, strategies of repatriation
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suited to a peace agreement in which there has been a significant change in the social order, the parties
to the agreement are sincere and committed to bringing about a durable peace to a minimal degree (cf.
Prendergast “Civil Society”), and there few ‘spoilers’ of significance (or, using Doyle’s proposed
scale, the factions are coherent, few and reconciled) are very different than the strategic requirements
where an agreement is very fragile either because of  inadequate commitment, the presence of spoilers,
or both (or, in Doyle’s terms, there are many unreconciled factions and they have some significant
degree of strength). 

Further, developing such a strategy is not only context dependent but critically dependent on
the information available, including basic information such as the numbers of refugees, their intentions
about returning (or resisting the agreement), the role of militants in controlling outcomes, etc. But not
only is much of the information unavailable, but we often do not even have the tools to obtain the
information; after all we know little about converting a welfare economy of refugee camps to a self-
standing economy of peace let alone the even more difficult task which Kumar points out  - our inability
to understand the war economy as a precondition for converting it to a peace economy. 

Finally, the strategies must be compatible with the capacities and priorities of the partners
required to implement the strategy. At the same time, the parties to the conflict may question the
motives and legitimacy of some or even all of those third parties, particularly if they played a part or
appeared to play a part in either supporting one side of the conflict or exacerbating and dragging out
the conflict and contributing to the death toll in previous unsuccessful attempts to help broker a peace,
or, finally, currently play a part in authorizing assistance - such as security in refugee camps - or insisting
on norms - such a voluntary repatriation - under conditions in which assessing voluntariness, let alone
permitting free choices to be made, seems more of a chimera than a reality. And none of these
considerations touch the importance of the individual players supplied by third parties who are called
upon to mediate and arbitrate. They are often chosen in an ad hoc way and may fall far short of the
minimal requirements to fulfill their assigned tasks.

Assuming the above requirements are taken into consideration in formulating the strategy,
another set of requirements come into play in the actual formulation itself. (Cf. Stedman,
“Implementation Strategies”) The sub-objectives must be clearly specified - are the refugees to be
returned to the country? to their regions? to their villages? to their specific homes? What percentage?
By which routes? Over what period of time? With what security apparatus in place - en route, when
they return? With what humanitarian and economic resources en route and when they return? These
problems are particularly acute when the refugees being repatriated belong to one ethnic group and the
population in place largely comes from another ethnic group. We need to recognize that the manner of
the return itself can impact on the success of the repatriation itself as well as impact on the overall
objectives of peacebuilding. 

Further, return home is but the end of the beginning of the process of refugee reintegration.
There are mines to clear, homes to be rebuilt, planting to be restarted, livestock acquired, and sanitation
systems and access to markets reestablished. Further, some refugees return to areas in which the
conflict continues in spite of peace elsewhere. There is also the established adage that returnees should
not be privileged in the aid they receive relative to those who did not flee so peace agreements have to
make provision for those who did not move as well as refugees.



2 Each and every sub-objective will have its own set of requirements. For example, in ensuring human rights
protection, systems must be planned for monitoring and investigating alleged breaches of human rights, and
introducing redress mechanisms as well as institutional and educational building blocks for inhibiting the propensity
to human rights violations. In the sub-objectives of disarmament and/or demobilization, the political economy must
be in place to prevent demobilized soldiers from becoming thieves and murderers - the militarization of crime - in the
absence of employment opportunities at the same time as a war economy is converted to a peace economy, and
armed men must be induced to surrender their weapons, and, thereby, the only security and skill many of them know
for a future which is inherently uncertain. 
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There is also the problem of reintegrating exile cultures acquired when old case load refugees
return, and even in the case of recent refugees who have acquired new attitudes, skills as well as new
fears. (Akol 1987) Further, the refugees may have endured very different traumas than those who
remained behind. Those with criminal pasts prior to or acquired in the camps must be separated from
the remaining population if they are not to be allowed to terrorize the returnees as well as the local
population. At the other end of the spectrum, the local authorities who are principally responsible for
any reintegration process may limit the political reintegration of the refugees to restrict the political space
in which those returnees can operate.

In other words, the definition of one sub-objective - the return of the refugees - requires a very
high degree of specificity. On the other hand, developing the sub-objective of refugee repatriation is
dependent on defining all the other sub-objectives with the same clarity and degree of specificity
required for the repatriation strategy before one can properly develop the refugee repatriation strategy.
For example, the type of political, legal and economic regime planned to be in place is critical in the
ability to facilitate the repatriation and reintegration of the refugees.2 The obverse is also true: drawing
up a refugee repatriation strategy is often very critical to planning for the other sub- and overall
objectives of the peace agreement. Further, planning for a long term self-enforcing conflict management
system must begin even before these sub-objectives are implemented or information is available on their
results. Developing a repatriation strategy is a precondition for developing strategies for achieving other
sub-objectives - the feasibility, type and timing of elections (cf. Karl) or demobilization - and overall
objectives. 

Finally, given the instrumental rationality frameworks of donors or most of the third parties,
unless all these strategies are developed and adequately articulated, the resources and cooperation of
the donors are unlikely to be committed, but that commitment is usually a prerequisite for developing a
practicable strategy. In other words, we do not simply have a chicken and egg problem. We have a
coop full of chickens in which the strategic requirements seem to demand that before any one chicken
can lay eggs, every other chicken must have laid its egg first, an existential as well as logical
impossibility. What is more, plans must be in place so that there is a coherence in the way that the
chickens lay their eggs to facilitate administrative and logistical coordination and prevent competition
among the different programs. (Cf. Diller, “Human Rights”)

If these factors do not make the problem too difficult if not impossible to solve, those strategies
must be developed in a political context. If in formulating the strategy, one specifies that the lack of
commitment is somewhat short of what is required, or that the spoilers are  significant players who can
undermine the implementation of the agreement, the mere specification of these factors can have
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political costs on the willingness of the parties to go along with the agreement or the willingness of third
parties to provide their resources and support. In other words, the development and articulation of an
adequate implementation strategy requires a world of perfect knowledge not only about existing but
about future events and contingencies, but also puts pressures on the parties to deceive both themselves
and their supporters on the feasibility of executing the strategy. 

Developing that strategy is not only dependent on analyzing existing situations and future
prospects, but on understanding the past - the causes of the exodus in the first plan, the intermittent
barriers to return, the acculturation of the refugees in their host states, the dynamic of diaspora/home
country relations, and the degree of mobility both horizontally and vertically for the refugees in exile.
Further, that analysis cannot be restricted to the contending parties, but must take account of the
situation of the refugees within a larger global set of priorities. Refugee repatriation may have a very low
priority for third parties relative to other goals with much higher ranking, such as keeping inflation low
and thereby insisting on the imposition of structural adjustment programs on states in the weakest
position to implement them. Third parties may have low risk policies in the provision of peacekeepers.
Or their  self interest may be focused on  expanding their own economies so that the state emerging
from a civil war is either regarded as peripheral to its own primary concerns or is viewed primarily as a
potential source of resources and/or as a potential market.

We also need a very high degree of understanding of the forces and laws which permit peace
agreements to be implemented successfully. Is a post-conflict regime both willing and able to repatriate
and integrate the returnees? This theoretical understanding of the type of conflict and its particular set of
causes, and the position of the specific conflict within a comprehensive and systematic taxonomy seems
to be a prerequisite in determining whether return is appropriate and which mechanisms for repatriating
refugees can be employed. 

To the degree that such understanding has been developed, it requires that a whole layer of
second order requirements be introduced to ensure that trust is increased at a faster rate than distrust,
and that procedures are in place for dissipating that distrust in the face of obstacles that are likely to
emerge and unknown factors that may arise - the CBMs referred to by Rothchild. One of those second
order requirements, which I have dubbed Stedman’s First Law, states that: a high degree of certainty
is required to develop a successful implementation strategy, but a successful implementation strategy
must be premised assuming uncertainty about each and every factor critical to the agreement - about
the motivation and resolve of the parties, the strength of spoilers, the commitment of third parties, the
motivation of refugees to return, the willingness of the host population to receive the refugees, etc.
There are at least three additional laws implicit in Stedman’s work that must be posited to comprehend
the necessary conditions for a successful implementation strategy.

Stedman’s Second Law states that in order to plan a successful implementation strategy,
adequate resources must be available, but a successful implementation strategy must be premised on
the assumption that the resources available will be inadequate. Stedman’s Third Law states that
although clarity, precision and comprehensiveness are requisites for such agreements, agreements are
primarily symbolic documents which depend upon creative ambiguity and the ability not only of the
contending but of the supporting parties to read hope and posit virtue into a situation of despair and the
exercise of human stubbornness. Stedman’s Fourth Law states that peace agreements must be hyped



3  Cf. Guttieri on the tensions and conflicts among the cultures, priorities, and instrumental mechanisms of
the peacekeeping, international political and the NGO cultures let alone the internal rivalries within each of those
cultures such as third party states - Jones - or international financial institutions - Woodward. If the practitioners are
riddled with conflicts, Kumar notes that these conflicts are at least as prevalent among the theoreticians - between
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to garner support and the parties portrayed in the best light, but must also be premised on the likelihood
that each of the parties will only be governed by their own self interests rather than the interest of the
collectivity.   

We can add other such laws. For example, Prendergast’s First Law states that reconciliation
processes must be operational before  an agreement is signed in order for third parties to put the
support in place requisite to bringing about the reconciliation to follow an agreement. Prendergast’s
Second Law states that third party support tends to undermine and even destroy the requisite local
institutions that must be reinforced to facilitate reconciliation, and, in particular, allow the refugees to
participate in their own rehabilitation. These laws are only apparently contradictory, for they merely
require that internal processes of support must already be in play before an agreement in order to
obtain outside support after an agreement; however, that outside support must not come into play in
such a way as to weaken those internal processes and institutions. 

Other laws seem to be more deeply contradictory. The Diller de Soto Law states that trade-
offs in dealing with past abuses and in preventing human rights abuses in the future by compromising the
requisite institutional requirements for human rights protection - a theoretical prerequisite for refugee
repatriation - undermine the possibility of implementing human rights protection; but trade offs between
human rights and peace, or impunity/amnesty and justice, are prerequisites of any peace agreement.
There is a parallel Spear de Soto Law that says that undetected arms caches and soldiers who are not
demobilized or integrated into a unified army or refugee warriors that are not repatriated all threaten the
implementation of a peace agreement, while any realistic peace agreement must accept the reality that
many arms caches will not be disclosed,  and many soldiers and refugee warriors will not be
demobilized but will remain in readiness to resume the war if the peace agreement fails. Call has
formulated his own two trade-off laws: in order to secure a peace, the military must be demobilized, but
the cost of demobilization may be born by increased insecurity for the civilian population and a
decreased ability to repatriate refugees; and, implementing a peace agreement requires security while
that security depends in the first instance upon relying on the very forces that were responsible for the
insecurity during the civil war, including repatriated refugee warriors.

Theoretical Strategies and Practical Implementation

If theory presumes an instrumental rational strategy in which we set forth all the variables, all the
conditions, all the norms, all the overall and subordinate goals, and add to them anticipated side-effects
while making provision for unanticipated consequences as well as developing a coherent framework for
implementing a peace agreement, practitioners throw up their arms and insist that they operate in a
world of very imperfect knowledge, where uncertainties overwhelm any certainties available, where
incoherence and conflicts are the norm even among those present to help3 let alone the contending



international relations scholars and area experts.

4  Cf. the misleading UN official account of its role prior to and during the genocide in the UN publication,
The United Nations and Rwanda 1993-1996 (New York: UN Publications, 1996). Not only was their own role
covered up in their own publication, but spokesperson of the Secretary General alleged that the facts revealed in
Study 2, “Early Warning and Conflict Management: the Genocide in Rwanda” of The Joint Evaluation of Emergency
Assistance to Rwanda were inaccurate. Further, “the chair of the Steering Committee sought clarification
(unsuccessfully) of the ‘factual inaccuracies’ alleged by the UN Spokesperson and the Under-Secretary General for
Humanitarian Affairs.” The Joint Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda: A Review of Follow-up and
Impact Fifteen Months After Publication, Copenhagen: DANIDA, June 12, 1997, 8-9.
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parties, where planning focuses on preventing the exceptions and the extremes rather than in
establishing norms, where the prime information available can be categorized as impressions rather than
solid knowledge, and where opportunity and crisis decision making is the norm, and deliberative
decision making among competing alternative options is as rare as a dodo bird.   

If the agendas of theoreticians and practitioners seem so out of synch, what about the
discrepancies between the demands practitioners make on the contending parties and their failure to
apply those same criteria to themselves? Lessons learned activities of practitioners are far more likely to
cover up failures than disclose them.4 Third parties responsible for assisting in the implementation of
peace agreements demand accountability from the parties to a peace agreement (cf. Cousens), but do
not live up to the same criteria such as transparency and access to the information that go into the
formulation of its policies and practices, and are not held accountable for failures of public officials
when they do not live up to their public responsibilities.   

But the practitioners themselves suffer from deep cultural divisions. (Cf. Jones) There are four
or five types of actors concerned with the refugees - 
a) refugee organizations representing or claiming to represent the refugees;
b) humanitarian agencies;
c) international agencies, particularly those with a prime concern with refugees (UNHCR);
d) states, particularly the states in which the refugees have found refuge, and the state from which the
refugees have fled;
e) military security services, peacekeepers, local military and gendarmes, security employed by NGOs
and international agencies.

These institutions have different priorities, values, modes of operation and constituencies to
which they are accountable. Refugee organizations represent the refugees but may not be accountable
to them, particularly when militant political factions control the refugee camps. Humanitarian agencies
are concerned with the welfare rather than the political interests of the refugees, with their own
organizations and the fund raising needed to help the refugees, sustain their organizations as well as the
work to which they are committed. States have the security of their states and its citizens, as well as the
positions of their leaders as primary objectives, even when giving refugees sanctuary or when accepting
or rejecting refugees for return. International agencies, such as UNHCR,  answer to their benefactors
as well as their humanitarian mandates which restrict their activities to established modes and objectives
(such as “voluntary” return) and limit their abilities to provide security while insisting that the prime
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functions of such an agency is protection for the refugees. Security services may be given refugee
protective roles, but generally are more often deployed in the more traditional roles of neutral observers
and buffers between warring parties and, as in Yugoslavia, are usually ill-equipped to undertake more
robust tasks. 

Within and among these groups there are many debates on how to cooperate and create
coherent action. (Winter 1994), but the inability to effect such a coherence has had drastic effects on
the security and welfare of the refugees, as in the Kibeho massacre (Adelman 1997). This effects the
determinations of how return is to be effected, the timing of any return, the modes and pace of return,
the destinations for returnees, etc.

In sum, both theory and practice are placed in impossible positions by their own and mutually
conflicting agendas.

Fundamental Ethical Clashes

There are not only analytical prerequisites to developing an effective repatriation strategy, there
are normative ones as well. At the most general level, demanding full truth and trust in a context of deep
suspicion and distrust is often critical. But these requirements are often set down in a context in which
the incentives to deceive for the best as well as the worst of motives may be in operation - such as
painting too rosy a picture of the benefits of repatriation and downplaying the hostility that may emerge
simply because of the inequity in the assistance available to refugees in the rehabilitation process and
that available to families who never fled. 

Underpinning the institutional cultural clashes discussed above, though not reducible to them,
are fundamental differences over values and their ranking. Should refugees have the right to move
anywhere, or are they virtual prisoners within their welfare camps? This right to movement is also a right
not to be moved, that is refouled or returned under pressure, though sometimes the refugees are
induced, pressured or even forced to stay as refugees by coercive force. In many cases, there is often
little choice. If not-so-gentle means of persuasion are adopted to effect a return - cutting down food
rations to induce movement, presumably in a context in which militants might have been preventing the
exercise of free choice - then the refugees have not really been free to stay or return. All this assumes
that the state to which the refugees are scheduled to return is genuinely interested in taking them back. 

Such a rights foundation for refugee laws clashes with the principle of the primacy of state
authorities as the responsible agents for protecting their citizens. For, in the interest of accelerating
refugee return and preventing camps from breeding a new wave of refugee warriors, a more proactive
policy on refugee return and more robust actions may be adopted.  As the inverse of this in Israel, the
sovereignty of states and their commitments to their primary national groups may stand in the way of
both return and an acknowledgement of refugee rights of return.
How do you rank state interests and the security of states against international law and conventions as
well as universal moral benchmarks like human rights and the rights of any individual to live in a state
which provides protection?

Physical threats to the lives of the refugees and even humanitarian workers has led some
humanitarian agencies to push physical security higher up on their list of priorities and led them to adopt
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more “realist” oriented policies, including the use of peacekeepers to guard their own organizations as
well as the refugees. Some have even explicitly supported humanitarian intervention - the use of third
party forces to guarantee the flow of humanitarian aid.

Humanitarian Intervention

In Zaire, as the civil war began and Kabila’s Rwanda-backed forces attacked the refugee
camps from which ethnic cleansing had been launched in the Masisi region, the camps were quickly
evacuated by hundreds of thousands of fleeing refugees. Though there had been many calls for the use
of coercive force under UN auspices to eliminate the coercive control by ex-FAR and interahamwe
(Rwandese militia under the Habyarimana regime) of the refugee camps (UNHCR 1995, 32), the
debate escalated as the refugees fled the camps. There was a new proposal that a military force protect
humanitarian workers to supply the refugees with needed water, food, shelter and health services. The
latter proposal was seen by many Africans as an intervention in a civil war which would interfere with
the rebel’s ability to prosecute the war. On the other hand, the initiative was defended as a necessity to
fulfill the first obligation of agencies to protect the refugees. Opponents to the plan argued that countries
did not seem to be interested in protecting the refugees with military forces when they were being
intimidated by the extremist Hutus. Defenders of the plan countered that the lives of the refugees were
not threatened as they seem to have been during the civil war, seemingly justified given the reports on
atrocities against the refugees that came in later. The Canadian-led peacekeeping operation, contrary to
the wishes of the 5 November 1996 Kenya meeting of regional African states, decided not to take on
the ex-FAR and interahamwe, but to send a humanitarian protection mission. As a result, the local
African states effectively made the deployment of such a humanitarian force virtually impossible to
implement. In other words, humanitarian intervention may not be seen to be humanitarian, or even when
accepted as such, may be ranked lower than the security of the states in the region.

Protection

Protection is, thus, the primary issue - protection from whom, by whom,  against what threat
and to what end. (Koehn 1994) The issue of protection extends to times of flight, within camps and on
return. When I wrote this initial draft of this paper in October 1997, 37 Tutsis were killed by Hutu
extremists within Rwanda in a transit camp where they were awaiting resettlement from former Hutu
houses that they had occupied to new plots and houses of their own. (Cf. Pesen 1993) Since then,
murders of local residents have recurred regularly as refugee warriors returned among the hordes of
returning refugees and have been able to destabilize the north-west region of the country.

The rights of refugees, thus, are not the only problem. There is also the rights of existing
inhabitants to live in security. Further, the problem of human rights protection is greatly complicated by
refugee flows when refugee warriors are not disarmed or those who are suspected of having committed
violations of international humanitarian law are not separated from those who are not suspected.
Refugee protection issues are clearly inseparable from the process of military demobilization
demonstrated in Angola, Chad, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Mozambique, Namibia, Rwanda, Uganda, and
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Zimbabwe. (Cf. Refugee Policy Group 1994, Coletta et al 1996, and Ball 1997) An environment
conducive to repatriation for refugees who want to return must be provided at the same time as policing
borders must be introduced to deter violent incursions. (77-78)  UNHCR (1995, 44) adds to that list a
formal invitation to repatriate by the new government, establishing international tribunals to end a culture
of impunity for those who committed crimes against humanity, and proper management of the
repatriation process by means of staging areas, transit camps and relief centres. 

Protection is often expanded to include more than physical security. For example, defining
property rights may be critical to providing long term security as well as facilitating repatriation. But how
far back do those rights extend? Do returning Tutsis from 1959-62 have rights to regain their properties
or only those who left in the most recent outflow in 1994 following the genocide? UNHCR (1995)
contended that disputes over ownership inhibited refugee repatriation. 

The issues of security and property rights are also tied into employment, because peace
requires the demobilization and ‘reeducation’ of many soldiers from both sides and the integration of the
remainder into one army. Without that, the demobilized soldiers easily resort to activities with which
they were familiar - the use of force to rob and steal, producing more homeless and new waves of
refugees from both sides as the army launches reprisal attacks on the opposing forces.

Finally, development aid has been identified as a source of largesse which makes political
connections important and, in poor developing countries, often serves as a magnet of corruption in the
award of contracts. This, in turn, sets up a motivation for preserving a regime and rewarding only one’s
allies (and usually members of one’s own ethnic or ideological group) at the expense of democracy and
human rights, setting up a new cycle of opposition, strife and violence. 

On the other hand, development assistance has been critical to the reintegration of refugees and
the reconciliation of conflicting parties in post-peace agreement periods as the enormous leverage of
international resources, linked to the peace process, stresses reintegration of the uprooted as a
condition of aid, though ideally in a context in which assistance is given to the existing population as well
as the returning refugees based on need. (Gorman 1987, 1991,1993a, b, c, 1994; Kuhlman 1994;
Milhalkanin 1993) However,  development assistance has been “less successful in promoting effective
collaboration and cooperation between themselves, and the international effort was unable to tie
reintegration assistance into sustainable national development processes.” (Stein 1997, 155)

The Application of these Conundrums to Refugee Repatriation

Ideal conditions for refugee repatriation require both a change in the political order and that the
peace agreement already demonstrate its durability. But in order for the political order to be
transformed and/or the peace agreement to be durable, the refugees must have been repatriated. The
state must ensure a quality of national protection for the returning refugees, but the returning refugees
may themselves destabilize the prospects for national protection by adding to the internal contentious
and contending voices and even actions. Third party actors must assist in the integration of the refugees
in such a way that they demonstrate equity with respect to existing inhabitants already living in areas to
which the refugees will be returned, but third party actors rarely have sufficient resources to adequately
integrate the refugees let alone assist the existing population. Further, organizations whose mandate is
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only to assist refugees who are outside their country of traditional habitation are often called upon
the assist in the protection and reintegration of the internally displaced. And while such organizations
may call for repatriation, when repatriation is viewed as an unrealistic ideal, such third parties may in
practice be working to integrate the refugees in the host states, particularly in cases where displacement
may have been an important objective of one or both of the contending parties to the conflict.
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APPENDIX 1

TWENTY QUESTIONS RE REFUGEE REPATRIATION AND REINTEGRATION

1. Were refugees an important ingredient in the peace agreement in your case study?

2. What knowledge is available about numbers of refugees, their conditions, their desires, the genuine
interests in repatriating the refugees?

3. How many refugees were there as an absolute number and as a percentage of the population of the
country?

4. Are the refugees located in adjacent states?

5. How many of the refugees want to return?

6. Do militants in refugee camps control the ability of the refugees to make independent choices about
repatriation?

7. Does the peace agreement make provision for the repatriation of the refugees?

8. If so, is the repatriation provision, in your estimation, a rhetorical gesture at one pole or a sincere
essential part of the peace agreement?

9. Have third parties guaranteed the provision of resources required to move and reintegrate the
refugees a) adequately; b) semi-adequately or c) inadequately?

10. Were these third parties accepted by the contending parties as: a) neutral; b) semi-biased; c)
outright partisan?

11. Was there any difficulties with the leadership provided by third parties to help repatriate and
reintegrate the refugees?

12. What degree of specificity is provided in the implementation clauses with respect to the location of
the return, the numbers to be returned, the time period, and under what circumstances and with what
protection?

13. What security will be in place after the return and how will it be monitored?

14. What resources were provided for in the agreement and actually made available to reintegrate the
refugees?
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15. What provision was made for equity between the refugees returning and those parts of the
population already in place generally and more specifically with respect to property rights and
employment opportunities?
16. What provisions were in place in reintegration for the exceptional circumstances of the refugees -
the traumas they suffered and the cultural alterations, both positive and negative, they underwent when
in exile?

17. In the overall plan, what priority is given to refugee repatriation?

18. What priority does refugee repatriation have in third party planning?

19. How do the provisions for refugee repatriation and reintegration relate to and cohere with the
planning to achieve the other sub-objectives of the peace agreement?

20. To what extent were the norms of various third parties contentious and, if so, how did the clash of
norms affect the refugee repatriation and reintegration? 
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APPENDIX 2

PROBLEMS OF TERMINOLOGY

1. “Resettlement” (cf. UNHCR 1995)

a. Refugee settlement refers to the temporary or quasi permanent settlement of refugees in countries of
first asylum . Refugee resettlement is used generally with respect to moving refugees to third countries,
most frequently the major countries of immigration.

b. In order a) not to confuse refugee return to their home countries with refugee resettlement to
countries of asylum, and b) to avoid the political connotations of resettlement, even though strictly
speaking, whenever refugees are moved, they are resettled, it is suggested that the problem be referred
to as “refugee return,” or “refugee repatriation” when referring only to refugees who were across
borders, or “refugee reintegration” when the issue encompasses more than just a place change for the
refugees as is usually the case..

2. Naming the Refugees

The names given to refer to refugees are politically sensitive and loaded. Refugees from the Old
Mandate of Palestine were called Palestinian refugees, referring to the territory from which they were
deprived of their homes or livelihood, and, therefore, included Jews as well as Arabs; the referent
“Palestinian” refugees by 1960 came to refer only to the Arab refugees (Adelman 1987, 1994a, 1996,
1997b), and in a terminology that helped define their distinctive nationality in opposition to some pan-
Arabists and some Zionists who denied a distinctive Palestinian identity.
In Rwanda, referring to the refugees from 1959-62 as “Tutsi” runs counter to the ideology of the
current government which wants to obliterate Tutsi/Hutu distinctions as a an ‘artificial’ source of conflict
and when, over the years, democratically inclined Hutu had also become refugees; at the same time, in
the exodus in 1994, calling the refugees “Hutu” suggests that they fled because they were Hutu, but
calling them extremist Rwandese misrepresents the fact that many innocent people, who honestly
believed that they had much to fear from the victory of the “Tutsi-led and dominated” victors, were
among the exodus. In the case of Congo-Brazzaville, the refugees who fled the Congo mostly fled into
the Congo - the Democratic Republic of the Congo, formerly Zaire and, before Mobutu, the
Democratic Republic of the Congo; all this creates confusion in whether to refer to the refugees as
Congolese or Zairean refugees. In sum, naming the refugees is a politically loaded exercise; neutrality is
virtually impossible, but sensitivity is not.

3.  Defining the refugees

In addition to ethnicity related to political geography, which are key ingredients in defining the people to
whom one is referring, there are the questions of signs and causes. If one takes signs as the primary
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defining characteristic, then virtually anyone displaced, inside or outside the political borders, is
generally referred to as a refugee. In fact, according to the UNRWA definition of a refugee from
Palestine, anyone who lost their home (they may have moved down the block into a cousin’s home)
OR means of livelihood - they may not have been displaced from their home at all, merely from their
work, is a refugee. Whereas according to Article I of the Refugee Convention, only those with a well-
founded fear of persecution on the basis of race, religion, nationality, membership in a particular group,
or political opinion are “genuine” refugees. (Goodwin-Gill 1996) On the other hand, from the political
science literature, and, again, most observers, this definition is far too narrow, and most refugees are
simply those who flee violent conflict. (Zolberg et al 1989); these are generally referred to as
Humanitarian as distinct from Convention Refugees. And, of course, the application of the Convention
Definition in policy and case law has created a huge literature in its own right related to both the
subjective factors and the perceptions of risk (are these to be assessed only with reference to the past
or also with respect to the future or only the future?), and the objective factors - those fears must be
‘well-founded’, generally referring to the assessment of the risk to a particular individual of
persecution on return. (Cf. Carlier et al 1997) Implicit in such references are issues of human rights, but
are cases of  forced abortion (China) and forced female circumcision “persecution”? Should refugee
law be subsumed under human rights law? (Hathaway and Dent 1995) Further, there are enormous
numbers of procedural issues - wherein lies the burden of proof and to what standard - the claimant
establishing the proof, the balance of probabilities or the benefit of doubt given to the claimant - and
who does and under what circumstances is the assessment to be made? How are the grounds to be
interpreted? I only hint at the vast number of issues within the legal definition alone, which is inherently
narrow relative to the whole problem, to indicate why it is of virtually no relevance when issues of
refugee return and peace agreements are the issue. 

Nevertheless, the Convention Definition becomes critical where distinctions are made using the
term “refugee” to refer only to those who have crossed an international border (based on the
Convention) and not to the internally displaced. On the other hand, some limits must be drawn on who
is a refugee - according to when they left, under what circumstances, and what they have been doing
since their departure. Thus, “refugee warriors” - those who go abroad or, when abroad, take up arms
against the regime from which they fled - are not defined as refugees by humanitarian agencies, but are
central to the refugee problem in peace agreements. Finally, if one tries to define refugees in terms of
“root causes’, does one get into “developmental” and “environmental” refugees, or even give up on
resolving a refugee problem on its own if the root causes are rooted in globalization and the new
economic order (Richmond 1994)?
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APPENDIX 3

THE TEN COMMANDMENTS OF PEACE AGREEMENTS

1. Stedman’s First Law  A high degree of certainty is required to develop a successful implementation
strategy, but a successful implementation strategy must be premised assuming
uncertainty about each and every factor critical to the agreement - about the
motivation and resolve of the parties, the strength of spoilers, the commitment of
third parties, etc.

2. Stedman’s Second Law In order to plan a successful implementation strategy, adequate resources must
be available, but a successful implementation strategy must be premised on the
assumption that the resources available will be inadequate. 

3. Stedman’s Third Law Although clarity, precision and comprehensiveness are requisites for such
agreements, agreements are primarily symbolic documents which depend upon
creative ambiguity and the ability not only of the contending but of the
supporting parties to read hope and posit virtue into a situation of despair and
the exercise of human evil. 

4. Stedman’s Fourth Law Peace agreements must be hyped to garner support and the parties portrayed in
the best light, but must also be premised on the likelihood that each of the
parties will only be governed by their own self interests rather than the interest
of the collectivity as a whole.

5. Prendergast’s First Law Reconciliation processes must be operational before an agreement is signed in
order for third parties to put the support in place requisite to bringing about the
reconciliation to follow an agreement. 

6. Prendergast’s Second Law Third party support tends to undermine and even destroy the requisite local
institutions that must be reinforced to facilitate reconciliation. 

7. Diller de Soto Law Trade-offs in dealing with past abuses and in preventing human rights abuses in
the future by compromising the requisite institutional requirements for human
rights protection undermine the possibility of implementing human rights
protection, but trade offs between human rights and peace, or impunity/amnesty
and justice are prerequisites of any peace agreement. 

8. Spear de Soto Law Undetected arm caches and soldiers who are not demobilized or integrated into a
unified army threaten the implementation of a peace agreement while any realistic
peace agreement must accept the reality that many arms caches will not be
disclosed and many soldiers will not be demobilized but will remain in readiness
to resume the war if the peace agreement fails.

9. Call’s First Law In order to secure a peace, the military must be demobilized, but the cost of
demobilization may be born by increased insecurity for the civilian population.

10. Call’S Second Law Implementing a peace agreement requires security and that security depends in
the first instance upon relying on the very forces that were responsible for the
insecurity during the civil war.



-17-

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Adelman, Howard (1998a) "Rwandan Refugees," in Under Threat: Essays on the Refugee  Experience, eds. L. Y.
Luciuk and M. S. Kenzer, Lanham, MD: Rowan & Littlefield.

      (1998b) "Palestinian Refugees," in Under Threat: Essays on the   Refugee Experience, eds. L.
Y. Luciuk and M. S. Kenzer, Lanham, MD: Rowan & Littlefield.

      (1998c) "Modernity, Globalization, Refugees and Displacement," for Refugees, Contemporary
Perspectives on the Experience of Forced Migration, ed. Alastair Ager, Cassell Publishers.

      (1998d) "Preventing Massacre: The Case of Kibeho," Sally Gacharuzi, ed., The Rwanda Crisis:
Healing and Protection Strategies,  Kensington, MD: Overview Press.

       (1998e) "Humanitarian and Conflict Oriented Early Warning: An Historical Background
Sketch," Chapter II in Early Warning and Conflict Prevention: Limitations and Opportunities, eds. Alfred van
Staden and Klaas van Walgraven, The Hague: Clingendael.

      (1998f) "Difficulties in Early Warning: Networking and Conflict Management," Chapter III in
Early Warning and Conflict Prevention: Limitations and Opportunities, eds. Alfred van Staden and Klaas van
Walgraven, The Hague: Clingendael.

     (1998g) "The Ethics of Intervention - Rwanda," in Local Sovereignty and International
Responsibility, eds. Michael Keren and Christian Tomuschat, Berlin: Humboldt University.

                                 (1998h) “Early Warning and Prevention: The Case of Rwanda,” chapter 3 in Refugee Rights and
Realities: Evolving International Concepts and Regimes, ed. Frances Nicholson, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1997.

       (1997) "Crimes of Government as Causes of Mass Migration," in Migration and Crime , ed.
Alex P. Schmid, Milan: ISPAC.

     (1996a) "Refugees, the Right of Return and the Peace Process", Economics of Peace in the
Middle East, Bashir Al Khadra, ed., Yarmouk University.
 

     (1996b) "Indifference versus Sentiment: Humanitarian Intervention in Zaire," New Routes: A
Journal of Peace Research and Action, I:4 1996.

     (1996c) "Poetics and History," a review essay, Gérard Prunier, The Rwandese Crisis: History of
a Genocide, for International Migration Review, Fall, Vol. 30.

     (1996d) "The Right of Repatriation - Canadian Refugee Policy: The Case of Rwanda,"
International Migration Review, Spring 30, Special Issue, Ethics, Migration, and Global Stewardship, 289-309.

     (1996e) "Indifference versus Sentiment," New Routes, 1:4, 11-30.

                                (1994a) "Refugees: The Right of Return" in Group Rights, ed. Judith Baker, University of Toronto
Press, 164-185.

     (1994b) "Justice, Immigration and Refugees," in Immigration and Refugee Policy: Australia
and Canada Compared (2 vol.), eds. Howard Adelman, Lois Foster, Allan Borowski and Meyer Burstein, 63-91.



-18-

     (1994c) "Towards a Confidence Transformational Dynamics," in Confidence and Security
Building: The Arab-Israeli Nexus, ed. by David Dewitt and Gabi Ben Dor, 311-332.

     (1994d) "Immigrants and Refugees: between the Pre-Modern and the Post-Modern World,"
Jahrbuch für Vergeichende Sozialforschung, Berlin: Ed. Parabolis, 1994, 133-56.

     (1994e) "Refugees: A Conceptual View of Current Research and Towards a Research Framework
for the 1990s," in Crossing Borders: Transmigration in Asia Pacific, eds. Ong Jin Hui, Chan Kwok Bun and Chew
Soon Beng, Singapore: Prentice Hall: Simon & Schuster, 140-54.

     (1994f), "What Can Europe Learn from Canada?" Migration: A European Journal of
International Migration and Ethnic Relations, 1/2/21-22, 5-14.

     (1994h) "UNRWA: An International Anomaly," Middle East Focus.

     (1994i) "Immigrants and Refugees: Between the Pre-Modern and the Post-Modern World,"
Jahrbuch für Vergleichends Sozialforschung 1992, 133-156. 

                  (1993j) "Introduction" in African Refugees, ed. Howard Adelman and John Sorenson, Boulder:
Westview Press, ix-xix.

     (1992a) "Ethnicity and Refugees," in World Refugee Survey, Washington: US Committee for
Refugees, 6-11.

     (1992c) "Humanitarian Intervention: The Case of the Kurds,"  International Journal of Refugee
Law, Volume 4, No. 1, 4-38.

      (1992d) "On UNRWA," Review Article of Milton Viorst, Reaching for the Olive Branch:
UNRWA and Peace in the Middle East in Middle East Focus, 14:2,  11-15.

      (1992e) "The Ethics of Humanitarian Intervention: The Case of the Kurdish Refugees," Public
Affairs Quarterly, "Special Issue on Refugees," Volume 6, Issue 1, 61-88.           

      (1987) Palestinian Refugees and Durable Solutions, Refugee Studies Programme, Oxford U. 

Adelman, Howard with David Cox, 1994d, "Overseas Refugee Policy," in Immigration and Refugee Policy: Australia
and Canada Compared (2 volumes), eds. Howard Adelman, Lois Foster, Allan Borowski and Meyer Burstein, 255-
282.

Adelman, Howard and John Sorenson, eds., (1994) African Refugees: Development Aid and Repatriation, Boulder:
Westview Press.

Adelman, Howard and Astri Suhrke (1998) eds., The Path of a Genocide: The Rwanda Crisis from Uganda to Zaire,
Transaction Books: Rutgers, N.J.

          (1996a) Early Warning and Conflict Management, Volume 2 of The
International Response to Conflict and Genocide: Lessons from the Rwanda Experience, Copenhagen: DANIDA.

          (1996b) "Early Warning and Response: Why the International Community
Failed to Prevent the Genocide," Disasters: The Journal of Disaster Studies and Management, 20:4, December 1996.



-19-

Akol, Joshua O. (1987) “Southern Sudanese refugees: their repatriation and resettlement after the Addis Ababa
Agreement,” in John Rogge ed. Refugees: A Third World Dilemma , Totawa, N.J.: Rowman & Littlefield, 143-157.

Allen, Tim and Hubert Morsink eds. (1994) When Refugees Go Home: African Experiences, Geneva: UNRISD.

Arend, Anthony Carl and Robert J. Beck (1993) International Law and the Use of Force, New York: Routledge.

Augelli, Enrico and C. N. Murphy (1995) "Lessons of Somalia for Future Humanitarian Assistance Operations,"
Global Governance: A Review of Multilateralism and International Organizations, 1:3, Sept.-Dec. 339-366.

Ball, Nicole (1997) “Demobilizing and Reintegrating Soldiers: Lessons from Africa,” in Kumar (1997) 85-105.

Betts, Richard K. (1994) “The Delusion of Partial Intervention,” Foreign Affairs 73: Nov./Dec.

Blechman, Barry M. (1995) “The Intervention Dilemma,” The Washington Quarterly 18, Summer.

Bramwell, Anna C. (1986) Refugees in the Age of Total War, London: Unwin Hyman.

Brown Journal of World Affairs (1994) “Human Rights and the Refugee Dilemma,” 1:2.

Brown, Michael, ed. (1993) Ethnic Conflict and International Security, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

                                 (1996) The International Dimensions of Internal Conflict, Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press. 
Carlier, Jean-Yves et al (1997) Who is a Refugee? A Comparative Case Law Study, The Hague: Kluwer Law
International.

Chimni, B. (1993) “The Meaning of Words and the Role of the UNHCR in Voluntary Repatriation,” International
Journal of Refugee Law, 5:3.

Cohen, Roberta (1995) Refugees and Human Rights, Washington: Refugee Policy Group.

Coletta, Nat et al (1996) Case Studies in War-to-Peace Tranisitions: Demobilization and reintegration of Ex-
Combatants in Ethiopia, Namibia and Uganda, Washington: World Bank Working Paper.

Chipman, John (1993) “Managing the Politics of Parochialism,” in Brown (1993).

Coakley, John (1993) The Territorial Management of Ethnic Conflict, London: Frank Cass.

Cohen, John M. (1997) “Decentralization and ‘Ethnic Federalism’ in Post-Civil War Ethiopia,” in Kumar (1997) 135-
153.

De Nevers, Renee (1993) “Democratization and Ethnic Conflict,” in Brown 1993.

Derian, James Der (1995) International Theory: Critical Investigations, New York.

Donini, Antonio (1995) “Beyond Neutrality: On the Compatibility of Military Intervention and Humanitarian
Assistance,” The Fletcher Forum, Summer/Fall.

Ferris, Elizabeth (1993) Beyond Borders: refugees, Migrants and Human Rights, Geneva: World Council of
Churches.



-20-

Fisher, David (1994) “The Ethics of Intervention,” Survival 36, Spring.

Forbes, Ian and Mark Hoffman (eds.) (1993) Political Theory, International Relations, and the Ethics of
Intervention, New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Forsythe, D and K Pease (1993) “Human rights, humanitarian intervention and world politics,” Human Rights
Quarterly, 15:2.

Gambari, Ibrahim A. (1995) "The Role of Foreign Intervention in African Reconstruction," in Zartman, I. William ed.
(1995) Collapsed states: The Disintegration and Restoration of Authority, Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 221-
234.

Goodwin-Gill, Guy (1996) The Refugee in International Law, 2nd. ed., Oxford: Clarendon Paperbacks.

Gorman, Robert (1987) Coping With Africa’s Refugee Burden: A Time For Solutions, Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff
Publishers.

                          (1991) “U.S. Overseas Refugee Assistance,” in Howard Adelman, ed., (1991) Refugee Policy: Canada
and the United States, New York: Center for Migration Studies. 

                   ed., (1993a) Refugee Aid and Development: Theory and Practice, Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press.

            (1993b) “Linking Refugee Aid and Development in Africa,” in Gorman (1993a) 61-82.

            (1993c) “Prospects for Refugee and Returnee Aid and Development,” in Gorman (1993a) 157-169.

            (1994) “Refugee Aid and Development in Africa: Research and Policy Needs from the Local
Perspective,” in Adelman and Sorenson (1994) 227-243. 

Harrell-Bond, Barbara (1986) Imposing Aid: Emergency Assistance to Refugees, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hathaway, James C. and John A. Dent (1995) Refugee rights: Report on a Comparative Survey, Toronto: York Lanes
Press.

Hehir, J. Bryan (1995) "Interventions: From Theories to Cases," Ethics and International Affairs, 9.

Henkin, Louis et al (1991) Right v. Might: International Law and the Use of Force, New York: Council on Foreign
Relations.

Journal of International Affairs (1994) “Refugees and International Population Flows,” 47:2.

Kampelman, Max (1993) “Secession and the right to Self-determination: An Urgent Need to Harmonize Principle with
Pragmatism,” Wshington Quarterly 5:2, 5-12.

Khiddu-Makubuya, Edward (1994) “Voluntary Repatriation by Force: The Case of Rwandan refugees in Uganda,” in
Adelman and Sorenson (1994) 143-158.

Koehn, Peter H. (1994) “Refugee Settlement and Repatriation in Africa: Development Prospects and Constraints,” in
Adelman and Sorenson (1994) 97-116.

Kuhlman, Tom (1994) “Organized versus Sponstaneous Settlement of Refugees in Africa,”in Adelman and Sorenson



-21-

(1994) 117-142.

Kumar, Krishna, ed. (1997) Rebuilding Societies After Civil War: Critical Roles for International Assistance,
Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers. 

Kymlicka, Will (1995) The Rights of Minority Cultures, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Laberge, Pierre (1995) "Humanitarian Intervention: Three Ethical Positions," Ethics and International Affairs, 9.

Lambrecht, Kurt (1995) The Return of Rthe Rohingya refugees to Burma: Voluntary Repatriation or Refoulement,
Washington, D.C.: US Committee for Refugees.

Larkin, Mary Ann, Fred Cuny and Barry Stein, eds. (1991) Repatriation Under Conflict in Central America,
Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University.

Lewy, Guenter (1993) “The Case for Humanitarian Intervention,” Orbis 37, Fall. 

Lillith, Richard B., ed. (1973) Humanitarian Intervention and the United Nations, Charlottesville: University of
Virginia.

Lijphart, Arend (1995) “Self Determination versus Pre-Determination of Ethnic Minorities in Power-sharing Systems,”
in Kymlicka (1995), 275-287.

Mandelbaum, Michael (1994) “The Reluctance to Intervene,” Foreign Affairs 94, Summer.

Manikas, Peter M. and Krishna Kumar (1997) “Protecting Human Rights in Rwanda,” in Kumar (1997) 63-83.

Melander, Gören (1986) “The concept of the term ‘refugee’” in Bramwell 1986, 7-14.

Mihalkanin, Ed (1993) “Refugee Aid, Displaced Persons, and Development in Central America,” in Gorman (1993a)
83-110.

Minear, Larry (1994) Humanitarians and Intervention, Oslo: Norwegian Institute for International Affairs.

                       (1992) “Humanitarian Intervention in a New World Order,” Overseas Development Council, Policy
Focus, 1: February.

Pease, Kelly-Kate and David P. Forsythe (1993) “Humanitarian Intervention and International Law,” Australian
Journal of Public and International Law, 45.

Pogge, Thomas W. (1992) “An Institutional Approach to Humanitarian Intervention,” Public Affairs Quarterly, 6:
January.

Posen, Barry (1993) “The Security Dilemma in Ethnic Conflict,” in Brown (1995).

Refugee Policy Group (1994) Challenges and demobilization and reintegration: Background Paper and
Conference Summary, New York: United Nations Department of Humanitarian Affairs.

Refugee Policy Group et al (1995) External Evaluation Report: Development Programme for Displaced persons,
Refugees and Returnees in Central america (PRODERE) , New York: UNDP.



-22-

Roberts, Adam (1993) “Humanitarian War: Military Intervention and Human Rights,” International Affairs, 69: July.

Rosenau, James N. (1990) Turbulence in World Politics: A Theory of Change and Continuity, London: Harvester
Wheatsheaf.

Rosenau, James N. (1992) The United Nations in a Turbulent World, Boulder, Boulder: Lynne Reinner.

Rothchild, Donald (1995) “Bargaining and State Breakdown in Africa,” Nationalism and Ethnic Politics 1:1, 54-72.

Sarooshi, Danesh (1993) “Humanitarian Intervention and International Humanitarian Assistance,” Wilton Park Paper
86, London: HMSO.

Scheffer, David J. (1992) “Toward a Modern Doctrine of Humanitarian Intervention,” University of Toledo Law
Review 23.

Schraeder, Peter J. (1992) Intervention into the 1990s: U.S. Foreign Policy in the Third World, Boulder: Lynne
Rienner. 

       (1994) United States Foreign Policy Toward Africa: Incrementalism, Crisis and Change,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Sisk, Timothy D. (1996) Power sharing and International Mediation in Ethnic Conflicts, Washington: United
States Institute of Peace.

Stein, Barry N. (1991) “Refugee Aid and Development: Slow Progress Since ICARA II,” in Howard Adelman, ed.,
(1991) Refugee Policy: Canada and the United States,  New York: Center for Migration Studies.

                        (1997) “Reintegrating Returning Refugees in Cental America,” in Kumar (1997) 155-180.

Richmond, Anthony H. (1994) Global Apartheid: Refugees, racism, and the New World Order, Toronto: Oxford
University Press.

Sorenson, John (1994) “An Overview: Refugees and Development,” in Adelman and Sorenson (1994) 175-190.

Szynalski, Bronek (1993) “The World Food Program: Refugee Emergencies and Integration in Africa,” in Gorman
(1993a) 47-60.

Teson, Fewrnando R. (1992) Humanitarian Intervention: An Inquiry into Law and Morality, Dobbs Ferry, NY:
Transnational Publishers.

Torelli, Maurice (1992) “From Humanitarian Assistance to ‘Intervention on Humanitarian Grounds’,” Geneva:
International Review of the Red Cross, May-June.

UNHCR (1995) The State of the World’s Refugees: In Search of Solutions, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Weber, Cynthia (1995) Simulating Sovereignty: Intervention, the State and Symbolic Exchange, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Weiss, Thomas G. (1997) “A Research Note about Military-Civilian Humanitarianism: More Questions than
Answers,” The Journal of Disaster Studies, Policy and Management, 21:2, June.



-23-

 and Cindy Collins (1996) Humanitarian Challenges and Interventionm: World Politics and the Dilemmas
of Help, Boulder: Westview Press.

      (1994) “Intervention: Whither the United Nations,” The Washington Quarterly, 17:1.

and Larry Minear (eds.) (1993) Humanitarianism Across Borders: Sustaining Civilians in Times of War,
Boulder: Lynne Rienner.

And Kurt M. Campbell (1992) “Military Humanitarianism,” Survival 33:5, September/October.

Winter, Roger (1994) “Ending Exile: promoting Successful Reintegration of African Refugees and Displaced People,”
in Adelman and Sorenson (1994) 159-171.

Zinser, Adolfo Aguilar (1991) “Refugee Repatriation in Central America: Lessons from Three Case Studies” in Larkin
(1991) 187-212.

Zolberg, Aristide R., Astri Suhrke and Sergio Aguayo (1989) Escape from Violence: Conflict and the Refugee Crisis
in the Developing World, New York: Oxford University Press.


