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Refugees and forced migration
as a security problem

William Maley

With the outbreak of the war in the Balkans in 1999, the world was
trans®xed by the spectacle of Kosovar refugees ¯eeing in their hundreds
of thousands from an onslaught unleashed against them by paramilitaries
under the control of Yugoslav President Slobodan Milosevic. Apart from
the awesome humanitarian challenge that this posed to agencies com-
mitted to relieving the sufferings of the refugees, these obviously unex-
pected population movements created major concerns for the neigh-
bouring states of Albania and Macedonia ± suddenly burdened by in¯ows
with which they were poorly equipped to cope ± as well as for the demo-
cratically run Montenegrin republic of the Yugoslav Federation, which
also received its share of traumatized Kosovars. The crisis of displace-
ment of course highlighted yet again the perils of going to war without
appropriate planning for contingencies which the use of force could easily
generate. But, in a wider sense, it also pointed to the ways in which ref-
ugee ¯ows and forced migration can impinge dramatically upon the se-
curity of states and territorial units, as well as re¯ect the breakdown of
``security'' in any meaningful sense for the wretched victims themselves.
Speci®cally, it showed that refugee movements are linked to broader po-
litical, social, and military developments; that refugees can move fast, and
in vast numbers; and that refugee movements may be dif®cult to manage,
since each refugee is a unique individual with distinct wants, interests,
and hopes.

The aim of this chapter is to explore these themes in more detail. It is
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divided into four sections. In the ®rst, I discuss the ways in which refugees
can be de®ned, paying particular attention to the problems of those who
may fall outside narrow or legalistic de®nitions. In the second, I examine
various reasons why the positions and circumstances of refugees should
be of concern to both citizens and governments. In the third, I examine in
turn the evolution of mechanisms for what is (somewhat unfortunately)
termed ``burden-sharing'' in respect of refugees; the ongoing problem of
responding appropriately to particular types of refugee ¯ow; some of the
forms of collective response that are available, and some of their
strengths and weaknesses. In the ®nal section, I take up the speci®c
question of what steps might be taken to prevent the emergence of refu-
gee problems, and argue that, rather than seeking to eliminate the prob-
lem of refugees by excluding them physically from our shores, we need to
confront the repressive dispositions of refugee-creating states by pro-
moting processes of liberal and democratic transformation.

What is a ``refugee''?

The de®nition of ``refugee'' is important because of the growing under-
standing that there are certain individuals who are denied the protection
that the state should provide to its citizens, and who are therefore in need
of a different form of protection. Those who are denied proper protection
but remain in situ can draw for protection on the broad corpus of rules
known as human rights law. For those who have been displaced, how-
ever, a different and additional set of rules and principles may come into
play, namely those that we associate with international refugee law.

The starting point in understanding the core meaning of refugee is the
de®nition offered in Article 1A(2) of the 1951 Convention Relating to the
Status of Refugees. This provides that the term ``refugee'' shall apply to
any person who, ``owing to well-founded fear of being persecuted for
reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular social
group or political opinion, is outside the country of his nationality and is
unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protec-
tion of that country; or who, not having a nationality and being outside
the country of his former habitual residence . . . is unable or, owing to
such fear, is unwilling to return to it.'' Further provisions address the
position of those who possess dual nationality, the circumstances in which
individuals cease to be refugees, and the (limited) circumstances in which
the Convention will not apply to those who might otherwise appear to be
covered. Although the matter is not beyond debate, the better view is
that the de®nition is constitutive ± that is, a person becomes a refugee
when the criteria it sets out are met in fact; being a refugee under inter-
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national law is not dependent upon some State Party to the Convention
determining that a claimant to refugee status is indeed a refugee.

There are, however, a number of limitations in this de®nition that it is
important to highlight.1 First, it applies only to those who have at some
point crossed an international frontier, although they need not have been
driven across a frontier; the phenomenon of the refugee sur place, who
after departing without dif®culty from his or her country of nationality is
then unable to return because of changed circumstances at home, is well
known. Secondly, it covers only those with a well-founded fear of being
persecuted. The Convention itself does not de®ne persecution, but some
states have adopted the view that persecution arises only when in-
dividuals are in some sense singled out; on this view, if a state is repres-
sive but in a way that deprives all persons of freedom in equal measure,
``persecution'' is not present.2 Others have taken the view that only the
state can persecute, with the implication that those ¯eeing the predations
of armed militias in disrupted states have no basis for claiming refugee
status. Thirdly, it is concerned only with persecution on certain grounds;
persecution on grounds other than those enumerated in the Convention
offers no basis for protection.

As a result of these three limitations, there are important groups whom
the everyday usage of the word ``refugee'' would capture who are never-
theless not embraced by this technical legal de®nition, and who as a con-
sequence do not enjoy the legal protections of the 1951 Convention. First,
the Convention de®nition does not embrace internally displaced persons,
even though in the modern world they are both numerically signi®cant
and often in circumstances of extreme desperation.3 Take as an example
those Kosovars displaced by persecution at the hands of Milosevic's mi-
litias. Those who have entered Albania or Macedonia are legally in a
quite different situation from those who have ¯ed to Montenegro, for the
latter remain on the territory of Yugoslavia, although in a unit of the
Yugoslav Federation that has in effect repudiated the extreme national-
ism of Belgrade and sought to offer the displaced Kosovars some protec-
tion. Secondly, the Convention de®nition does not embrace those who
are victims simply of economic penury, natural disaster, or environmental
degradation ± although loose talk about ``economic refugees,'' a term
that owes its origins to the Nazis' description of those who ¯ed 1930s'
Germany as Wirtschaftsemigranten,4 should not disguise the fact that one
can both desire a better life economically and at the same time be the
victim of persecution on one of the grounds set out in the 1951 Conven-
tion.

It is because of these lacunae that serious efforts have been made by
scholars (if not by policy-makers, for whom the 1951 Convention de®ni-
tion of refugee represents a kind of lowest common denominator) to put
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forward de®nitions of refugee that more closely mirror the scope of or-
dinary language. Zolberg, Suhrke, and Aguayo de®ne refugees as ``per-
sons whose presence abroad is attributable to a well-founded fear of vio-
lence, as might be established by impartial experts with adequate
information.''5 Andrew Shacknove has suggested that a refugee is a per-
son deprived of basic rights, with no recourse to his or her home gov-
ernment, and with access to international assistance.6 Neither of these
de®nitions is unproblematical, given the degree of conceptual stretching
that on occasion has been associated with the notion of ``violence'' and
the scope for debate over the precise substance of ``basic rights,''7 but at
least they carry us beyond some of the constrictions that arise if one limits
one's concern solely to those persons whom the 1951 Convention de®ni-
tion would capture.

Rationales for concern

Why should we worry about refugees? For citizens of consolidated liberal
democracies, the risk that they will be forced to ¯ee their homes as a re-
sult of violence or human rights violations is negligible. Refugees seem to
inhabit another world altogether, one with which it is dif®cult for the
more fortunate citizens in developed countries to identify. However, in
my view there are powerful reasons ± legal, moral, and political ± why we
should take note of the plight of refugees.

From a purely legal point of view, many states have accepted re-
sponsibilities towards refugees by signing and ratifying the 1951 Conven-
tion. The key obligation that the Convention imposes, in Article 33.1, is
that of non-refoulement, namely that no contracting state ``shall expel or
return (`refouler') a refugee in any manner whatsoever to the frontiers of
territories where his life or freedom would be threatened on account of
his race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group or
political opinion.'' A state that fails to meet its obligations under the
Convention runs the risk of blemishing its reputation as a good interna-
tional citizen, and of inviting other states to ignore treaties that they ®nd
burdensome, something that might not be at all in the ®rst state's interest.

Beyond this legal consideration is a range of moral reasons why the
plight of refugees should be of concern. To explore these in detail would
take us far beyond the scope of this chapter, but a number of general
points stand out, which will carry different weights in the eyes of different
observers. First, responsibilities to refugees can be grounded in a re-
sponsibility to protect the vulnerable when the model of ``assigned re-
sponsibility'' embodied in a system of states with special duties to their
citizens has broken down ± as is the case when people are forced to ¯ee
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their homeland or are denied security within its borders.8 It is vulnera-
bility that is at the core of the refugee experience, and whereas being a
refugee is fortunately beyond the worst nightmares of most residents of
free countries, being vulnerable is not.9 Secondly, responsibilities to ref-
ugees can be defended on the basis of the ``humanitarian principle,'' that
there is ``a duty incumbent upon each and every individual to assist those
in great distress or suffering when the costs of doing so are low.''10 Ac-
cording to such arguments, we sacri®ce our own humanity when we tol-
erate practices that affront the very notion of humanity. Thirdly, from the
very nature of a free polity, one can build a prima facie case for duties
towards those who ¯ee from a society in which freedom is denied: a
``free'' country that seeks to return such persons compromises the integ-
rity of its commitment to freedom as a basic good. Fourthly, and some-
what more speci®cally, one may be driven by special duties of a commu-
nitarian character to assist refugees who share a common heritage and
history, which explains the relative hospitality with which groups as di-
verse as Afghan Muslims and Kosovar Albanians have been received
even when entering a neighbouring state in large numbers. It is also
worth noting that it is not simply individuals who bear duties towards
refugees; as Stanley Hoffmann has argued, ``it remains the duty of each
country to open its own borders as widely as possible, without looking for
excuses or waiting for others to act.''11

That said, states are much less likely to be swayed by ethical arguments
of this sort, which focus on human security, than by arguments of interest.
And it is undeniable that considerations of interest have led to a wide
range of measures in recent years by which states have sought to exclude
potential asylum seekers from their territory, notably in Europe through
the operation of the Schengen Agreement and the Dublin Convention. In
some cases, the implementation of such measures has been justi®ed by
reference to the need to preserve an effective system of asylum for those
with a well-founded fear of persecution. In others, however, the rhetoric
that surrounds the removal of undocumented entrants is cast very much
in terms of the security ``threat'' posed by increased ``traf®cking'' in hu-
man beings and uncontrolled migration. In a country such as Australia,
this seems bizarre when one contemplates the oceanic protection enjoyed
by an island continent, and the minute numbers of the undocumented
arrivals in Australia when compared with the hundreds of thousands of
persons accommodated in a matter of weeks by states such as Albania or
Macedonia.

However, there are more legitimate worries of a political and strategic
kind that may rightly preoccupy liberal governments. First, refugee
movements may be extremely costly to countries of ®rst asylum. It is
often overlooked that the countries to which the largest refugee move-
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ments occur are typically far from prosperous, and can provide bearable
living conditions only with the greatest dif®culty, or at the expense of
programmes to assist their own citizens. Secondly, refugee ¯ows may be
politically destabilizing to host countries, and contribute to the disinte-
gration of either fragile domestic political structures or patterns of social
consensus. This is especially the case if they cause a delicate ethnic bal-
ance to shift in a divided society and, should this occur, regional stability
may be sorely tested. In this case, refugee movements can pose a genuine,
as opposed to a spurious, security problem.12

The response to the political and strategic problems that refugees may
pose should not, however, be to cast forced migrants into an abyss or to
block their movement to countries in which they will be safe. It should
rather be to explore measures to prevent catastrophic refugee ¯ows in the
®rst place by eliminating the conditions that drive people to ¯ight, and to
ensure that the responsibility for those who have no option but ¯ight is
appropriately shared and ef®ciently managed through multilateral struc-
tures. It is to these issues that I now turn, addressing ®rst the history
of multilateral action, then some of the contemporary challenges it
faces, and ®nally the types of long-term pre-emptive steps that deserve
attention.

A collective response: Precedents and problems

Refugee movements of the dimensions witnessed in the twentieth century
have cried out for multilateral responses rather than discrete actions by
individual states. Refugee movements can have extensive rami®cations
for the well-being of entire regions, by exhausting the resources of those
bodies initially charged with managing a refugee ¯ow, which are then
obliged to call on others for assistance if a humanitarian catastrophe is to
be avoided. This happened in 1921, when the President of the Interna-
tional Committee of the Red Cross, Gustav Ador, appealed for action
through the League of Nations to address the overwhelming burden of
Russian refugees.13 Since then, a range of international institutions have
played roles in managing refugee crises, discharging functions as diverse
as offering protection, providing sustenance, and facilitating resettlement
or repatriation.

The League of Nations responded to Ador's request by appointing the
renowned explorer Dr. Fridtjof Nansen as High Commissioner for Rus-
sian Refugees. He held of®ce from 1921 until his death in 1930, and his
great creation was the institution of the ``Nansen Passport,'' an identity
document for displaced Russians (subsequently extended to a number of
other groups) which greatly eased the dif®culties faced by individual ref-
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ugees in travelling and seeking employment. In 1931, the League of
Nations established the Nansen International Of®ce for Refugees, which
was required to terminate its operations by the end of 1938 and charged
with undertaking humanitarian relief operations. Legal and political pro-
tection of refugees, on the other hand, was transferred to the League
Secretariat, which found the task acutely embarrassing once refugees be-
gan to ¯ee from Nazi Germany, at that time a powerful League member.
The result was the establishment of the High Commission for Refugees
Coming from Germany, which was not directly funded by the League.
The High Commissioner, James G. McDonald, served from October 1933
to December 1935, and his resignation letter powerfully denounced the
policies of the German government.14 However, although the League
somewhat expanded the authority of his successor as High Commissioner
for Refugees from Germany, it appointed to the position a League of®-
cial, Sir Neill Malcolm, who made it clear that he had no intention of
challenging Berlin's policies. With the expiry of the Nansen Of®ce ap-
proaching, the League Assembly decided on 30 September 1938 ± at a
meeting ironically overshadowed by the notorious Munich agreement
on the same day, which rati®ed the dismemberment of Czechoslovakia ±
to replace the Nansen Of®ce and the of®ce of High Commissioner for
Refugees from Germany with a new of®ce of High Commissioner for
Refugees under the Protection of the League of Nations. This position
was ®lled from 1 January 1939 by Sir Herbert Emerson.

More important than these changes, however, was a parallel develop-
ment arising from the July 1938 Evian Conference, which had been called
at the initiative of President Franklin Roosevelt to address the problems
of German (and, since the Anschluss of February 1938, Austrian) refu-
gees. This was the creation of a permanent Intergovernmental Com-
mittee on Refugees (IGCR), directed ®rst by George Rublee and then
from February 1939 by Sir Herbert Emerson jointly with his League re-
sponsibilities. The IGCR, in contrast to the League, enjoyed the support
of the United States, and was notable for being directed to the devising of
long-range programmes of assistance, and from 1943 for combining pro-
tection, support, and resettlement functions. The outbreak of World War
II naturally limited quite severely the ability of the IGCR to realize its
objectives, but as a model for future frameworks for assistance it was of
considerable signi®cance.

In November 1943, the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Ad-
ministration (UNRRA) was established to provide relief services to aug-
ment the military activities of the Allies following the anticipated inva-
sion of Europe. However, its approach to its task was not well received
by the United States (its main source of funds), which saw it as overly
accommodating to Soviet political objectives.15 The result was the estab-
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lishment of the International Refugee Organization (IRO). The Prepa-
ratory Commission of the IRO assumed the functions of both UNRRA
and the IGCR from 1 July 1947. The IRO itself formally came into
existence on 20 August 1948 and lasted until it went into liquidation on 1
March 1952.16 The IRO was much the most elaborate agency thitherto
devised to address refugee problems, and developed elaborate pro-
grammes dealing with protection, sustenance, and resettlement. It re-
settled 1,038,750 refugees between July 1947 and December 1951, with
the principal countries of resettlement being the United States (31.7 per
cent), Australia (17.5 per cent), Israel (12.7 per cent), and Canada (11.9
per cent).17

Yet if UNRRA suffered from US hostility, then so equally did the IRO
from Soviet hostility. The USSR (and other states of the Soviet bloc)
declined to join. Furthermore, its costs came to be seen as burdensome
by the United States, which supplied the not inconsiderable sum of
US$237,116,355 to the organization, or 59.5 per cent of the total con-
tributions received during the body's operational life.18 With US aid pri-
orities shifting to the European Recovery Programme, and Palestinian
refugees supported by a distinct body (the United Nations Relief and
Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East), a smaller agency
to deal with protection of refugees seemed the most important priority.
The result was the establishment by the UN General Assembly of the
Of®ce of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, with a
three-year mandate from 1 January 1951. With the cessation of the IRO's
resettlement operations, these tasks were taken on board from 1 February
1952 by the Provisional Intergovernmental Committee for the Movement
of Migrants from Europe. It is an indicator of the intractability of refugee
problems that both these bodies remain key actors in the management of
protection and resettlement, the former universally known as UNHCR,
and the latter now a fully ¯edged independent agency, the International
Organization for Migration, both based in Geneva.

Since 1950, there have been eight High Commissioners: Gerrit van
Heuven Goedhart (1950±1956); Auguste Lindt (1956±1960); Felix
Schnyder (1960±1965); Sadruddin Aga Khan (1965±1977); Poul Hartling
(1978±1985); Jean-Pierre HockeÂ (1986±1989); Thorvald Stoltenberg
(1990); and Sadako Ogata (since 1991). Their names are worth recording,
for UNHCR is peculiarly an agency whose energy and morale are shaped
from the top, and some High Commissioners have been notably more
successful than others.19 Although protection of refugees is an integral
part of UNHCR's mandate, it should never be overlooked that ``pro-
tection of refugees is ultimately a matter of host-country policy.''20
UNHCR's vulnerability arises from the fact that its operations are funded
by voluntary as opposed to assessed contributions, and it may take a
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courageous High Commissioner to press the cause of protection if im-
portant donors have no interest in seeing the protection mandate effec-
tively discharged in a particular case. Curiously enough, the best guaran-
tor of UNHCR's ability to discharge its protection function may well be
its increasing use to provide emergency assistance not only to refugees,
but to war victims in situ; UNHCR has been widely praised for its per-
formance in the former Yugoslavia, not least because its of®cers in the
®eld proved in general to be far more sensitive to the moral dilemmas
faced by the international community than did some other UN of®cials.
As one critical observer put it, ``the UNHCR staffers told the truth un-
swervingly.''21 Since UNHCR, like all the international organizations
created to address refugee crises, is to a considerable extent a creature of
the domestic and international politics of the states that created it and
fund it, this was no small achievement.

This, then, is the architecture for the multilateral management of refu-
gee crises. However, it is far from the case that the existence of such
structures guarantees seamless ef®ciency once a refugee crisis emerges.
Refugee crises are neither predictable nor smooth, and it is virtually im-
possible for agencies such as UNHCR to ``preposition'' scarce resources
in anticipation of particular crises, since to do so would involve isolating
those resources from refugee communities in other parts of the world
whose needs might be immediate and pressing. The ``protective man-
date'' of UNHCR now embraces far more people than simply those who
are refugees within the 1951 Convention de®nition, and this confronts
UNHCR with the need to balance different responsibilities at many dif-
ferent stages of its activities. In the short term, a great deal of UNHCR's
work involves the provision of emergency assistance to those who have
been displaced and for whom no durable solution is apparent. This can
itself be a source of political dif®culty, not only because of the resource
commitments involved, but also because sprawling refugee camps can
themselves be political resources,22 especially if they are used as a safe
haven for guerrillas and others who remain involved in the politics of the
countries from which they have ¯ed. Attacks in the course of ``hot pur-
suit'' against such guerrillas can put at risk both aid workers and the non-
combatants whom they are seeking to protect. Beyond this, moral com-
plexities arise from the very notion of haven for those whose activities
may have triggered disaster in the ®rst place, for example the Rwandan
geÂnocidaires who then buried themselves amongst refugees when the re-
gime that nurtured their murderous activities was overthrown.23

In general, three types of durable solution to refugee crises have been
contemplated: voluntary repatriation; settlement in the country of ®rst
asylum; and resettlement in a third country. In many cases voluntary re-
patriation is exactly what refugees themselves want. It is striking, for ex-
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ample, that the collapse of the communist regime in Afghanistan in April
1992 triggered the largest and fastest spontaneous repatriation of refu-
gees in UNHCR's history: once the political circumstances that had
prompted their ¯ight changed, they stood ready to return. For others,
however, repatriation is not a possibility; for example, large numbers of
Palestinians displaced in 1948 were unable ever to return to their homes,
and died in exile.24

If those for whom repatriation is impossible cannot integrate elsewhere
± either in the country of ®rst asylum or in some country of resettlement ±
their presence is likely to complicate greatly the relations between their
host and the country from which they have ¯ed. Other states with an in-
terest in the stability of such regions may need to consider creative means
of easing the burden on countries of ®rst asylum. In some cases, this will
involve ®nancial assistance. This is certainly the case in East Timor,
where the UNHCR targeted US$29 million in Major Special Programmes
and Emergencies funding for 1999 ± the largest amount for an Asia-
Paci®c locale and the fourth-largest allocation in its total budget after the
Balkans, Africa's Great Lakes region, and the Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent States. The expense was merited, however, as nearly 108,000
East Timorese refugees were repatriated between early October and late
November 1999 by the UNHCR alone.25

In other cases, it may be necessary to devise processes for offering re-
settlement to those most in need. However, past such experiments have
enjoyed only mixed success, even in a purely domestic context. One need
only recall the Thai Army's effort during the early 1990s to resettle 1.2
million domestic farmers living on degraded forest land in Thailand's
north-east so that loggers could convert the evacuated areas into cor-
porate pulp plantations.26 Refugee populations located across various
borders in Indo-China and Thailand, moreover, place enormous burdens
upon state resources and disrupt local ethnic and political equilibrium.
Again, the Thai Army's recent efforts to repatriate Kurin refugees to
Myanmar by force, where they would face inevitable persecution, readily
come to mind. Indeed, a major challenge facing the UNHCR and other
relief agencies is complicity in the strategies of parties to con¯icts that
have (purposely) created refugee populations.27

A recent and important example of a more successful resettlement
programme was the so-called ``Comprehensive Plan of Action'' for deal-
ing with the out¯ow of asylum seekers from Viet Nam to neighbouring
states.28 The initial response to large-scale Vietnamese out¯ows was not
encouraging from a humanitarian point of view. In 1978±79, Malaysia
``put its `push-off' policy into full effect, rejecting more than 50,000 Viet-
namese who attempted to land, and threatening to send away 70,000
more who were already in camps.''29 In June 1989, with a further out-
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surge under way, states meeting in Geneva agreed to a set of arrange-
ments under which Vietnamese asylum seekers would receive temporary
protection in countries in which they ®rst arrived, with a commitment
from traditional ``resettlement'' states, notably the United States, Can-
ada, Australia, and France, to resettle those found to be refugees under
the 1951 Convention. Although some questions about the quality of pro-
cedures were raised,30 approximately 80,000 refugees were resettled
under the Comprehensive Plan.

An alternative approach is to detach refugee protection from the idea
of refugee resettlement. This approach, associated in particular with the
writings of James Hathaway, has generated lively debate. Its proponents
have rightly noted both that the 1951 Convention confers a right not of
resettlement but of non-refoulement, and that, as the ``refugee'' pro-
grammes of developed countries may select for resettlement those whose
resettlement prospects are greatest rather than those who are most in
need of protection, the international refugee regime runs the risk of fail-
ing to provide protection to those who need it most. Temporary, if
nonetheless ®nitely structured, protection is likely to be more attractive
to states, and therefore capable of reinvigorating a wider protective
regime.31

To critics of this approach, these proposals have two weaknesses. The
®rst ± perhaps a weakness not so much of the proposals themselves as of
the climate in which they are being offered ± is that governments may
welcome the proposal to shift from permanent to temporary protection,
but without offering temporary protection of the carefully designed type
that Hathaway and his associates are proposing. Australia in 1998 saw
a proposal for merely temporary protection ®gure prominently in the
policy of the extremist One Nation party of Pauline Hanson,32 and a
similar policy had been used, albeit brie¯y, in the early 1990s.33 The sec-
ond, even more worrying, weakness is that a regime of merely temporary
protection inevitably leaves refugees in a state of limbo, psychologically if
not materially. The fear that can blight a refugee's life for years can be
dispelled only by a more permanent resolution of the crisis of displace-
ment to which the experience of ¯ight gives rise.

Democratization as a solution

I would like to conclude by offering some observations on the politics of
refugee movements. Whereas Western politicians are inclined to paint
pictures of a world in which the citizens of developed countries are be-
sieged by ``economic refugees'' squeezing ``genuine refugees'' out with
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their bogus claims, what is more striking is the reluctance of most people
to quit their homes on merely economic grounds. Migration, forced or
otherwise, is a complex phenomenon34 but, given the socio-cultural
bonds that link people to particular communities, the decision to ex-
change a high level of social certainty for a deeply uncertain future is not
one to be taken lightly. This is why many countries with deeply impov-
erished segments in their populations are not necessarily major sources of
``forced migration''; India comes immediately to mind.

It is therefore in the realm of politics that enduring solutions to refugee
crises are to be found, and the expansion of the scope of liberal democ-
racy is in my view the most promising political solution. Democratization
is of course a complex process, not without its risks in transitional
periods,35 and hardly capable in short order of generating a democratic
political culture, a consensually uni®ed national eÂ lite, effective political
institutions, or a high level of political institutionalization.36 Nonetheless,
liberal democracies seem broadly to be marked by three characteristics
that make them more congenial for their residents and therefore less
likely to put them to ¯ight. First, whereas war between democratic and
non-democratic states is relatively common, democracies in general do
not go to war with each other.37 Although NATO's armed crusade does
not look to be a particularly effective way of democratizing Serbian politics,
in the long run the replacement of the Milosevic regime with a demo-
cratic one is essential if the problem of population displacement in the
Balkans is to be overcome. Secondly, democracies meet the basic needs
of ordinary people better than do autocracies. There has not been a
famine of note in any democracy for over half a century. Electoral politics
in open societies militate against indifference to extreme suffering within
a population. Thirdly, it is increasingly appreciated that democracies offer
economic advantages that autocracies cannot. Although central planning
was discredited by the Soviet experience, claims that an ``authoritarian
advantage'' in the economic sphere outweighed the case for democracy
continued to echo in different circles. Since the Asian ®nancial crisis,
those echoes have grown increasingly faint.38 There are good reasons to
believe that, in the long run, liberal democracy will expand its writ simply
because of the comparative advantage it offers both eÂ lites and masses in
the economic sphere.

The past 20 years have witnessed a very substantial increase in the
scale and scope of forced migration, and as one observes with horror the
misery of the victims it is all too easy to give in to despair. For that rea-
son, it is all the more important to end on a note of hope. From the
slaughter of the Western Front to the gas chambers of Auschwitz, from
the carnage of Viet Nam and Afghanistan to the killing ®elds of Cambo-
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dia and Rwanda, the twentieth century was a dark one, and it ended
under the shadow of Kosovo. Fortunately, we have it within our power to
make the twenty-®rst century a brighter one, and many people of good-
will are committed to building a better future in which broader ethical
concerns for human security are not subordinated to more traditional
conceptions of national security. It is dif®cult to believe that their efforts
will not win at least some rewards.
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