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1. Introduction
Social exclusion is often defined as ‘the process through which individuals or groups are wholly
or partially excluded from full participation in the society within which they live’ (De Haan
2000: 25-26). The term social exclusion is generally attributed to a 1974 publication by René
Lenoir, to whom it denoted a wide range of disadvantaged groups: the poor, people with a
disability, suicidal and elderly people, abused children, substance abusers, etc. (De Haan 2000).
These people are often deprived of different things at the same time: because they cannot rely
on the solidarity of a community (Bhattacharyya, 1995), they do not have the keys to enter the
labour market; because they lack the necessary skills to adapt to a changing, highly competitive
labour market, they are progressively set aside, at the margin of society.
In that sense, community development and work integration are two complementary responses
to a common contemporary issue of social exclusion. Nevertheless, the two fields will be
tackled as two separate parts in the analysis and are published as two distinct and independent
papers.
The document at hand forms part 2 of the ITSSOIN deliverable No. 7.1 and aims to give an
overview of the field of community development in Europe. Thereby, the main trends in
innovation within the fields are to be identified. The analysis pays particular attention to the
relations between the State, the market and the Third sector within these fields. Focusing on a
specific subfield within each field to allow in-depth analysis, we will explore the case of four
selected ITSSOIN countries (Anheier, H. K., Krlev, G., Mildenberger, G., & Preuss, S., 2015). For
each case, we will describe the main actors involved, the power relations and the main
dynamics currently shaping the subfield. As a conclusion, we will reflect on the social
innovations that emerged in these subfields within the past 10 years.
Community development is a topic too broad to cover in a single project. WP7 therefore
involves a number of case studies on social innovations in the field of community development.
Moreover, community is not a straightforward notion, even though it is often regarded as such.
Bhattagaryya notes that:
most self-identified community development writers referred to community in much the same way - as
a village or at least a rural, agricultural settlement or a small town (e.g., Batten 1957; du Sautoy
1958; Knowles 1960; Sanders 1958a, 1958b; Summers 1986; Wileden 1970). They took the term as
selfevident and needing no further analysis (Bhattagaryya, 1995, 60-61).
He argues that, instead, we might rather regard community development as ‘the pursuit of
solidarity and agency’ (ibidem). We explain more about this definition below. For now, it
suffices to say that, practically, we want to focus our study as follows. We assume that
solidarity among a group of people living in a certain areas is not self-evident. There are often
groups to which ties of solidarity do not extend. This is often referred to as social exclusion.
The opposite, social inclusion, implies practices that aim to strength ties of solidarity. One way
of addressing exclusion, is by enhancing the agency of excluded groups.
There are many groups that meet social exclusion in one way or another. In order to assure a
certain level of comparability across cases, we propose focusing on one group. Having also
considered homeless people, we settled for the target group of refugees. This meets both of the
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above-mentioned criteria: it is a distinct group that is faced with social exclusion in the
societies to which they migrate. Particularly refugees who are not granted asylum
We focus on four particular countries: the Netherlands, Italy, the United Kingdom and the
Czech Republic. When we think of community development with respect to refugees, we think
both of efforts to strengthen solidarity and agency among refugees in the societies where they
have sought refuge and of efforts to include them in those societies. In the end, however, we
might decide to focus on one of these types of efforts.
This introduction provides some background on core concepts, like community development,
social exclusion and social inclusion. Moreover, we attempt to fine-tune our understanding of
refugees, by distinguishing between different sub-groups. By taking this approach, we
purposefully do not attempt to give a full account of the situation that refugees face. For
instance, we will not provide a broad overview of general migration patterns and debates on
issues like post-colonialism and economic globalization. We are specifically interested in the
experiences of refugees in the local communities in which they try to re-establish themselves.

1.1. Community development and social inclusion
Community is a core concept of social theory, but one which theorists are reluctant to define
(Bhattacharyya 2004). At the same time, Bhattagaryya quotes Denise and Harris, saying: ‘This
concept [community development] is as varied in definition as those who profess to practice it’
(2004: 9). Particularly in the American literature, concepts like community organizing and
locality development overlap, while emphasizing different sets of practices and values.
Bhattacharyya (1995) argues that community development has three classic concepts: selfhelp, felt needs and participation. The focus on felt needs and participation makes the concept
close to the notion of social innovation that is used in the ITSSOIN project: ‘[…] new solutions
(products, services, models, markets, processes etc.) that simultaneously meet a social need
(more effectively than existing solutions) and lead to new or improved capabilities and
relationships and better use of assets and resources’ (Young Foundation 2012: 18). Moulaert et
al. (2010) make an explicit link between the two topics in the title of their book Can
neighborhoods save the city? Community development and social innovation.
In an earlier article, Bhattacharyya provides the following definition:
For any activity (be it enticing industries to a small town, organizing peasants, mobilizing for
minority or gender rights, providing elderly care, agitating for environmental protection,
cultural rights, or better schools) to be called community development, then, the activity must
be animated by the pursuit of solidarity and agency (1995, 61).
The notion of community is set apart from other types of social relations by being grounded in
solidarity. For him, solidarity implies a shared identity and a code of conduct. Focusing
community development on issues of solidarity ‘frees the term of the excess baggage of
ethnicity, territoriality, or certain specific type of economy, such as hunting-gathering,
pastoral, agricultural’ (1995, 61). In other words: we must not immediately assume that
communities are those groups that share, for instance, a certain geographical proximity, or an
ethnic background. Rather, we must examine social relations in terms of solidarity, or
particularly the lack thereof. In terms of the focus of our study, this implies we must neither
assume that localities where refugees live could be considered ‘local communities’, nor must
we assume that groups of refugees are communities, even if they are ethnically related.
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Solidarity between people living in the same area is not self-evident. Bhattacharyya argues that
‘[i]t is the impairment, breakdown, or absence, of this solidarity that has been one way or
another the point of departure in social criticism for two centuries or more’ (1995, 61). Such
compromised solidarity is close to what is often called social exclusion. This would relate to
situations in which the breakdown of solidarity leads to refusing opportunities or resources to a
certain group, refugees in the case of this study.
The term social exclusion is generally attributed to a 1974 publication by René Lenoir, to whom
it denoted a wide range of disadvantaged groups: the poor, people with a disability, suicidal and
aged people, abused children, substance abusers, etc. (De Haan 2000). It is often defined as ‘the
process through which individuals or groups are wholly or partially excluded from full
participation in the society within which they live’ (De Haan 2000: 25-26). People are often
deprived of different things at the same time. By defining exclusion as a process, it becomes
necessary to examine the causes of deprivation.
The opposite process is called social inclusion: specific attempts to grant access to community
privileges to people that do not belong to the community. Both social exclusion and social
inclusion may occur in local, national or even global communities. Social inclusion is almost
exclusively the result of affirmative actions for a particular social group, or a set of individuals.
In this sense, it is one of the core practices of community development, which ought to
contribute to solidarity and agency (Bhattacharyya 1995, 2004). Social exclusion often has a
purposeful dimension as well. Some communities value adopting new members and granting
them access to their privileges, while others do not.
The second element that Bhattacharyya holds to be crucial to understanding community
development is the notion of agency. Referring to scholars like de Certeau, Giddens and Inden,
he defines this as the ‘capacity of a people to order their world [..], that is, the capacity to
create, reproduce, change, and live according to their own meaning systems, the powers
effectively to define themselves as opposed to being defined by others’ (1995, 61). He goes on
to say that the ‘value premise of community development is that people have the right to
agency, and the distinctive purpose of community development is to safeguard, and where
impaired or lost, to reconstruct it’ (ibidem). We can easily see the connection to issues like
inclusion: groups that are excluded from communal ties are by definition disadvantaged in
terms of creating their lives according to their own standards and are likely to be defined in a
certain manner by the communities that exclude them.
Community development and social inclusion offer rather different approaches to the situation
of refugees than notions like social integration or assimilation. This is particularly the case
when community development is defined in terms of pursuing solidarity and agency. Notions
like integration, but particularly assimilation assume the presence of a prior cultural or moral
community in which newcomers ought to assimilate (see e.g. Delanty, 2002). Referring to the
situation in the Netherlands, Schinkel and Van Houdt (2010) note a development from a
pluralist to a universalist to an assimilationist policy-discourse since the 1980s. The current
rationality of government, which they term neoliberal communitarianist, associates
‘community’ with Dutch culture and makes individual migrants responsible for achieving
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membership of that community1. It is particularly this types of reasoning that we might oppose
use Bhattacharyya’s definition. By putting the emphasis on the active pursuit of solidarity,
agency and inclusion, we arrive at a different perspective. Over the course of the project we
might proceed to investigate the implications of taking these notions as the baseline of
approaches to refugees and immigrants in general.

1.2. Asylum seekers, refugees and refused asylum seekers
A social group that generally operates at the very fringes of communities is migrants with a
refugee background. This particularly applies to those whose refugee status is not
acknowledged by the country in which they sought refuge. Nobel prize laureate Amartya Sen
argues that when ‘immigrants or refugees are not given a usable political status, it is an active
exclusion’ (Sen 2000: 14-15). He distinguishes this from ‘passive’ forms of exclusion when ‘the
deprivation comes about through social processes in which there is no deliberate attempt to
exclude’ (2000: 15). This may apply even though refugees with a ‘usable political status’.
At this stage in the process, we take the term ‘refugee’ to refer to three distinct groups that are
connected to some phase in the timeline of the asylum procedure: asylum seekers, immigrants
whose asylum applications have been granted and refused or unauthorized refugees. At some
point in the project, we will have to decide whether or not to focus on one of these three
groups. Initial expert interviews in the Netherlands suggest that they are rather different, and
that not all innovations apply to them equally. At the same time, there are relatively general
innovations (e.g. self-organization, neighbourhood support) that apply to all three groups.
Selecting such innovations might allow us to uncover interesting differences in the dynamics
surrounding these particular groups.
The unit of analysis in the case studies is a particular social innovation, rather than a specific
organization or project. For example, ‘community-based care’ is considered an innovation for
refugee communities. It is likely that several stakeholders are involved in delivering such care:
governmental agencies, third sector organizations and representatives of refugee communities.
Projects might co-exist. A case study would focus on the way in which such care is approached
in a particular country, rather than in a particular project or organization. Moreover,
considering that the goal of the project is to assess whether the third sector plays a stronger
role in social innovations than public organizations or commercial firms, the purpose is not to
a priori sample innovation in the third sector. Rather, we should select a particular innovation,
and subsequently assess what the role of third sector organizations is.
Case studies are situated in the Netherlands, Italy, the United Kingdom and the Czech
Republic. The choice for these countries is based on a description of the situation of refugees in
the participating countries that all partners made. The descriptions focused on recently
introduced policies, stakeholders and other relevant dynamics. Italy was selected for its large
influx of migrants, the Czech Republic as a country that is developing from being a postsocialist transit country to Western Europe to a destination country in its own right and the UK
and the Netherlands as arrival countries.
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Schinkel and Van Houdt largely write from the perspective of citizenship. At a later stage of the project,
it might be beneficial to explore this literature more extensively. This is likely to make more sense when a
concrete innovation has been selected.
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Before the actual analysis of social innovations and their implementation can be conducted,
two preliminary work steps are necessary. First the empirical field has to be described in more
detail. At the moment very broad images of the field exist that have been drafted on the basis of
the country vignettes referring to all ITSSOIN fields. The starting-point will be this field
description.

2. Methods
All partners first performed an Internet research to identify prime actors, main policies and
regulations. Statistical data were sought to provide an overview of recent trends in asylum
applications. Second, they performed a scan of the literature to identify a few articles that
provide a high-level overview of the asylum procedure in their countries, and of the rights that
refugees have. Third, they consulted a number of experts to get an overview of the situation of
the three target groups. Fourth, they consulted previous ITSSOIN reports on media and policy
perception for links to refugees.
The WP-leader for this topic carried out a literature review to identify social innovation for all
three refugee groups. This serves an input for the interviews. We started with a selection of
articles in the Web of Science database, of which the abstract addresses asylum seekers,
refugees or undocumented migrants and words like ‘innovation’ or ‘innovative’. Such a focus
has obvious restrictions. Therefore, we only used it as a starting-point for further queries in
full-text articles (google scholar) and the ‘grey’ literature (google).

3. International dimensions of the field
3.1. Short history of refugee protection
This section provides a very basic overview of the rise of the international refugee regime.
International refugee protection as we know it arose in the late 19th and early 20th century, with
the rise of nationalism (Gibney 2010). The 1648 Westphalian model of state sovereignty,
however, created the basic framework of borders that refugees would cross (Barnett 2002).
There was no such notion as a ‘refugee’ yet, even though the politically prosecuted French
Huguenots are often considered classic examples of what the term now represents. In the 18th
century, there was no distinction between immigrants and refugees. This situation changed
around the European revolutions of 1848, when revolutionary migrants were welcomed in some
countries and refused entry in others.
In the aftermath of the Bolshevik revolution in Russia, the new League of Nations first
appointed a High Commissioner for Russian Refugees in 1921 (Barnett 2002; Gibney 2010).
Over a million Russians fled, and the prosecution of Jews generated another major refugee
flow. Still, there was no general definition of what a refugee is, relying instead of categories like
group-affiliation and origin (Barnett 2002).
The 30 million people that were left uprooted after World War II completely changed the
international perspective on refugee matters. In 1950, the newly founded United Nations
appointed a High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR). The office assists refugees, either in
the sense of repatriation or of resettlement. It cannot, however, adjudicate individual cases, as
the Human Rights Committee can (Gibney 2010). The Human Rights Committee can examine
individual complaints concerning violations of the UN Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.
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The basis for all immigration and asylum was laid out in the 1951 Convention relating to the
Status of Refugees, which was rooted in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights of 1948 (Art
14: Everyone has the right to seek and to enjoy in other countries asylum from persecution).
The Refugee Convention was adopted at a special United Nations conference. It is this
convention that defined a refugee as:
[A]ny person who: owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race,
religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group, or political opinion, is outside
the country of his nationality, and is unable to or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail
himself of the protection of that country (Art. 1. A.2)
The 1951 convention was originally focused on European refugees and on civic and politics
rights. It provides refugees with many of the same rights as the national of the countries in
which they seek refuge. Apart from basic human rights, economic and social rights apply,
including the right right to medical care, education and work. The notion of having rights does
not always meet that these rights are granted. The NGO Asylum Access describes itself as ‘an
international nonprofit dedicated to making refugee rights a reality’ (Asylum Access 2015),
arguing that certain rights, like the right to work, is often compromized. In 1967, the
Convention was amended by a Protocol, which removed the geographic and temporal
limitations, and gave it universal coverage. While the convention gives everyone the right of
seeking asylum, no country has a legal obligation to grant refugee status (Barnett 2002; Gibney
2010). At the same time, countries may not send people back to unsafe countries (the principle
of non-refoulement) (Gibney 2010).
We might distinguish between three temporal refugee paradigms (Gibney 2010). The original
set-up with the UNHCR and the Geneva convention was embedded in a cold war-discourse.
Between 1948 and 1990, Western states encouraged refugee flows and resettlement,
particularly from communist states. The West used these flows as a means of pointing out the
moral superiority of systems based on free markets and representative democracy. After the
cold war ended, this foreign policy discourse no longer provided a relevant framework.
Attention shifted to temporary protection, cross border humanitarian assistance and
humanitarian interventions. Gibney (2010) argues that sponsors of ‘protection’ or ‘prevention’
actually had vested interests in avoiding refugee flows. This would involve efforts to prevent
IDPs from crossing national borders. The 2001 attacks on the Manhattan WTC started a third
phase in the refugee discourse, characterized by suspicion and even fear. This is accompanied
by a sharp decrease in asylum applications.

3.2. Overview of EU immigration, asylum and migrant integration policy
The European context for immigration was importantly influenced by the Schengen agreement
that was signed in 1985 and supplemented by the Schengen convention of 1990. Considering
the abolition of internal border controls, the external borders became increasingly important.
Migration policy was, therefore, strongly influenced by the wish to develop a common market.
The Dublin regulation, which came into force in 1997, determines which EU-member state is
responsible for examining the asylum claims of persons seeking international protection under
the 1951 Refugee convention. This measure was partly introduced to prohibit people from
starting asylum procedures in multiple countries simultaneously. Usually, the country to which
a refugee first arrives is responsible. Updates to the Dublin regulation came into force in 2006
and 2013. The last update includes, amongst others, provisions such as compulsory interviews,
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guarantees for minors and reunions with relatives, possibilities to suspend the excecution of
transfer while the appeal is judged, obligation to ensure legal assistance free of charge, a single
ground for detention in case of ‘risk of absconding’, etc. (Directorate-General Migration and
Home Affairs 2015)
The 1997 Treaty of Amsterdam transferred responsibilities concerning asylum and immigration
from the national to the European level. This is, therefore, often considered as the basis for a
European Asylum Policy. This was expanded over the following years by adding common
policies on illegal immigration and on deportation. Five-year programs on European justice
(named after the cities of publications: Tampere, The Hague, Stockholm) are dedicated to
developing further guidelines and programs. These include e.g. common visa rules, a European
refugee fund, etc.
Eurodac (European Dactyloscopy), a European fingerprint database for identifying asylum
seekers, introduced in 2003, provided an important piece of infrastructure in the practical
execution of the provisions of the Dublin regulation, for instance. Taking fingerprints makes it
easier to track where migrants were registered first, and to prohibit them from applying for
asylum in multiple countries. The Border Protection Agency, Frontex, is another piece of
infrastructure to secure the external borders of the Union. Also the European Asylum Support
Office, founded in 2010, is part of the administrative infrastructure of the common asylum
policy.
The development of a common European immigration policy implies a strive to achieve
harmonization in legislation in the EU-member states. The general agreement to adopt
common immigration and visa rules was laid out in the 2009 Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union (Lisbon Treaty). These common rules involved: entry and residence conditions
for migrants, procedures for issuing long-term visas and residence permits, the rights of
migrants living legally in an EU country, tackling irregular immigration and unauthorised
residence, the fight against human trafficking, agreements on the readmission of citizens
returning to their own countries and incentives and support for EU countries to promote the
integration of migrants (European Commission 2011). There are two types of EU-wide rules:
regulations and decision, which are immediately applicable as EU-law in all members states,
and directives, which must be implemented in national laws by a certain deadline. Immigration
rules generally take the form of directives. Exception to EU-wide rules apply to Denmark (which
does not apply EU-wide rules which relate to immigration, visa and asylum policies) and to
Ireland and the United Kingdom (which choose, on a case-by-case basis, whether or not to
adopt EU rules on immigration, visa and asylum policies).
Apart from policies regarding immigration and asylum, EU-wide rules also apply to the
integration of migrants. Again, the Lisbon Treaty provided a legal basis for the promotion of
integration at the EU-level (European Commission 2013). Policies to foster employment,
education and the social inclusion of low-income are supposed to have a positive impact on the
situation of refugees and other migrant groups as we well. The Europe 2020 strategy sets out
further integration ambitions.

3.3. European policies on social inclusion
European policy regarding social exclusion is not particularly relevant in terms of the focus on
refugees. This is mainly due to the strong focus on poverty as a cause of exclusion. The
European platform against poverty and social exclusions (European Commission n.d.) was
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launched in 2010 and will run until 2020. It is one of the seven flagship initiatives of the Europe
2020 strategy. The main objective seems to be lifting 20 million Europeans out of poverty and
social exclusion. 2010 was declared to be the European Year for Combatting Poverty and Social
Exclusion. While there was some attention to the general group of migrants, refugees did not
seem to be a specific target group. The evaluation (ECORYS 2011) of this year states that out of
all target groups, migrants and ethnic minorities received the least priority amongst the
participating member states.

3.4. European actors
The European Council on Refugees and Exiles (ECRE, n.d.) is an umbrella organization of
national NGOs, focusing on the rights of refugees and asylum seekers. It was founded already in
1974, long before Schengen and a European asylum policy. Its mission is ‘to promote the
establishment of fair and humane European asylum policies and practices in accordance with
international human rights law’.
PICUM (www.picum.org) is an NGO that was founded in 2001, as an initiative of Dutch, Belgian
and German grassroots organizations focusing on the rights of undocumented migrants. It now
has 137 member organizations in 33 countries, primarily within the European Union. It focuses
on promoting ‘that E.U. policies aimed at immigration management conformed to member
states' obligations under regional and international human rights standards’. One of the
organization’s targets is to advance social inclusion of undocumented people. They particularly
target the EC’s ‘Social Protection and Social Inclusion’ Process, e.g. by offering templates that
member states can use for their national reports to the Commission.

3.5. Introducing the four case countries
The four countries in this study have a radically different position in terms of international
migration. Italy is a prima stepping-stone for refugees arriving from North-Africa. The Czech
Republic is interesting, considering that it is in the process of developing from a transit country
into a destination country. Because of its proximity to the Eastern borders of the Schengen
zone, it receives other groups of migrants than in the other three countries. The prime example
of an arrival country is the United Kingdom. This applies to the Netherlands as well, to some
degree, but not to the same degree as the UK. This is fairly obvious if we examine the asylum
applications per country (figure 1). We rely on UNHCR data, rather than on Eurostat,
considering that they are allegedly better documented (Jennissen 2011).
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Figure 1. Asylum applications per country
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Source: UNHCR Populations statistics (no data was available for Italy before 2004)
In this figure, we can easily recognize the more restrictive position toward asylum after 2001.
All countries show a sharp decrease for a period of a few years, which is particularly steep in the
United Kingdom. While the trend of decreasing applications applies to three out of four
countries, the Italian situation is very different.
One way of approaching the situation of particular countries more systematically, is by
assessing their place within the Schengen Zone. The United Kingdom is the only country that is
not a signatory to the Schengen agreement, which implies it retained its original border
control. The three other countries are members of the Schengen zone, but the Czech Republic
has a somewhat different position in the sense that it does not manage an outside border. As
said, the Italian situation is particularly pressing given its position as a stepping stone to the
Schengen area.

4. Literature review of social innovations for refugees
In this section, we provide an overview of the literature on social innovations that target the
inclusion of migrants seeking refuge. We look at new solutions for addressing their most
pressing social needs (Young Foundation 2012). We include all three groups that we mentioned
in the introduction: asylum seekers, refugees and asylum seekers whose asylum claims were
denied (‘failed’ or ‘refused’ asylum seekers). Asylum seekers are those migrants who were
admitted to a formal asylum procedure. Refugees are those who received a status.
Literature review is certainly not the best way of providing an overview of these types of
innovations. It does, however, provide a good basis for more hands-on inquiries. The article
provides a basic exploration of the types of innovations that exist for these target groups.
Moreover, it gives an image of (academic) research into these topics. Is there equal attention
for all three groups, for example?

9

Most articles describe innovations of a particular service, or manner of service delivery. Next to
that, we focus on innovative forms of advocacy, considering the focus of the ITSSOIN-project
on these activities.
We restrict the focus in several ways. First, we only examine articles about innovations that
target social inclusion of these migrants (see the introduction). Second, we exclude examples of
innovations in service delivery to refugees that do not target community involvement or
inclusion directly. Examples are new therapies for dealing with trauma, or schooling programs
for refugee children. While these approaches may have positive influences on interactions with
local populations, they are innovations of a service, rather than innovations of access to or
delivery of a service. We do include examples of service innovations if they have a clear
community-orientation. Second, we focus on innovations concerning inclusion of migrants in
Western localities.
We used several platforms (Web of Science, Google Scholar) to search for relevant papers, using
keywords like ‘refugees’ and ‘asylum seekers’ (singular and plural) in combination with terms
like ‘innovation’ and ‘innovative’. The notion of searching for projects that are explicitly
labelled ‘innovative’ obviously implies major restrictions. Many projects that are described in
the literature may be highly innovative, without receiving this marker. Other types of methods
will need to augment this restricted focus. The advantage, for now, is that the selection of
articles we present allows us to explore what scholars tend to describe as innovative.
All in all, 25 publications fitted the above criteria, from the several hundred that we screened.
It turned out to be much easier to find articles describing innovations for refugees with status
than for asylum seekers whose claims were denied. In order to compensate for this, we did
specific searches adding terms like ‘refused asylum seeker’, ‘failed asylum seeker’,
‘unauthorized refugee’, ‘irregular refugee’, ‘illegal refugee’ and ‘undocumented refugee’. We
also searched for articles regarding the broader category of ‘undocumented migrants’,
considering that refused asylum are a subset of that group. There were also few articles on
innovations relating to asylum centres, advocacy or the role of ‘host localities’ and commercial
firms. Specific searches on these topics did not yield anything additional.
We address the following questions: 1. Which social innovative services of forms of advocacy
are offered to, or called for refugees?, 2. What groups of refugees are addressed?, 3. What
sectors are involved?, 4. What countries are addressed? And 5. Over all the examples found,
which indicators of innovativeness can we deduce? We discuss every question in a separate
section. These question also offer different ways of categorizing innovations (i.e. by target
group, sector, dimension of innovativeness). Other categorizations are difficult on the basis of
a literature review. It would be interesting, for example, to understand whether innovations are
‘situated’ at the micro, meso- macro-level, but the papers do not always provide an answer to
such questions.

4.1. Social innovations
4.1.1. Services
We found services that are considered innovative in a number of fields: health & care,
education, work integration, sports, microcredit & insurance, housing and digital inclusion.
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Health and care
Health and care is easily the most-mentioned theme for (former) asylum seekers. Pottie et al.
(2014) did a Delphi study to find the most innovative strategies to address the health concerns
of vulnerable migrant populations. This is obviously broader than refugees, but their examples
are relevant nonetheless. They mainly aim at innovative service delivery in general practitioner
care. The open formulation of their question leads to fairly general practices, which should
rather be considered as well-considered ways of dealing with the specificities of migrant
patients with a traumatic background than as ground-breaking new approaches. Like with other
migrants, language barriers are often an issue. General practitioners could ‘update’ their
service delivery by making sure they have access to interpreters at any given time. Moreover,
physicians ought to take into consideration that traumatized migrants often have special needs
(e.g. mental health problems) and cultural constraints that withhold them from addressing
their problems directly in a Western context. Dealing with this requires developing
comprehensive, integral approaches to health, focusing also on prevention and psychosocial
problems. Such approaches can benefit from intersectoral collaborations and direct
engagement with refugees.
That the latter is important appears quite clearly from the large number of papers dealing
exclusively with community-based health work. Such papers generally discuss concrete
projects. Nazzal et al. (2014) discuss the Californian New Refugee Services Project, which
addresses youth problems and suicide, for example. They describe it as an ‘innovative
community-oriented approach’ to prevention and early intervention in mental health care. The
article implies that community engagement is considered the novel element of the approach.
Engagement of community members helps to acquire information about problems that
refugees do not communicate to care providers directly. Moreover, this engagement creates a
basis for building community support for such problems. Such projects work best in ‘refugeeimpacted areas’. It requires advocating for concrete needs of the community, to collect data on
care needs with the community and to find funding for addressing particular problems. The
project depends on the ability to find appropriate community partners or leaders. The article
concludes that the project ‘has a variety of benefits for newly arrived refugee groups, as it
incorporates specific, culturally congruent interventions that can be helpful to preventing or
mitigating mental health issues in refugee populations’ (2014: 485)
A similar project is the Canadian Multicultural Health Brokers Co-op (MCHB Co-op), even
though it focuses particularly on at-risk migrant and refugee women (Torres et al. 2013). The
paper addresses the co-op’s ‘innovative approach in health promotion outreach and
community development’ (2013: 305). This involves working with ‘brokers’ that are members of
the communities they serve. The authors conclude that the program is innovative in the field of
community health work, because the co-op and the health brokers
‘articulate, reflect on, and monitor their practice; operate and sustain an independent
organization; develop and maintain a market niche of culturally competent and linguistically
appropriate programming; and seek intersectoral, cross governmental collaboration to develop
programs that address the social determinants of health. In addition, Health Brokers engage
immigrant and refugee communities and help new arrivals to become successful in settling and
living permanently in Canada’ (2013: 316).
This makes the program a ‘social laboratory’.
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Kira et al. (2012) describe a type of group therapy for refugees in the United States that goes
well beyond basic delivery of a mental health service by embedding it into a community
development framework. ‘One of the essential and innovative features of the model is that it
focuses not only on treating individual psychopathology but also extends to community
healing by promoting the development of social clubs and organizations that promote the
values and culture of the graduates of the therapy group and the continuation of social support’
(p. 69).
Also health education can be done through community involvement, for instance with respect
to Bantu refugees in Buffalo, NY (Eisenhauer et al. 2012). The authors argue that
the‘collaborative service innovation was developed (i) to raise awareness, especially among
local health and social service providers, about the Somali Bantu refugees’ presence in the
community, their culture and their information needs and (ii) to deliver the needed health
information, with an emphasis on the health of children, to the Somali Bantu refugee mothers
in their own homes’ (Eisenhauer et al. 2012: 154).
The team decided to work with an information specialist, a ‘professional cross-trained in
information science, healthcare and medical informatics, presenting the clinical or research
team, and ⁄ or patients, with current, quality, evidence-based information resources at the
point-of-care therefore facilitating the incorporation of research into practice’ (2012: 153-154).
This was a valuable addition to the multi-disciplinary team, as (s)he could facilitate ‘the
translation of the Somali Bantus’ unmet health information needs, identified during the focus
groups, into a health education curriculum which was then delivered to the Somali Bantu
mothers in their own homes’ (2012: 160). While the authors label the entire project as
innovative, the use of MP3 technology as a tool to allow for health education lessons at home
received specific recognition.
A health practice that does not have an outspoken community development-objective, but that
does use technology to deal with the impact of language barriers on exclusion, is a project
based in Illinois that uses health education video’s for Asian migrants (Mirza et al. 2014).
‘Innovative strategies are also needed to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of languagediscordant clinical encounters involving refugees with complex medical and rehabilitation
needs. Health information technologies offer a possible solution worthy of further
consideration. For example, the Asian Health Coalition in Illinois has developed a collection of
health-related informational videos in multiple languages. Videos are downloaded on portable
electronic devices. Bilingual health promoters use these devices to educate consumers during
one-on-one home visits. Such educational opportunities can be used to prepare refugee
patients for medical appointments. This will ease and expedite their communication with
healthcare providers during clinical visits’ (p. 740).

Education
We also found the notion of community-outreach in other fields, such as educations. Riggs et
al. (2013) describe a joined-up, multi-agency service delivery program to refugees. The program
promotes social and economic inclusion for young newly arrived refugees. According to the
authors, the innovation lies in ‘the joint-facilitation between the three agencies to deliver the
Ucan2 program in English language classrooms’ (2013: 786). The partnership was fairly
complex, requiring flexibility, openness, honesty and understanding of each other’s
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organizational constraints. Educational innovations appear to require a ‘good fit’ among
partners.
Community development around education may also occur by having community members
interact around their children’s schools. Isik-Ercan (2012) describes a project with Burmese
families in a American Midwestern city. The project seeks innovative ways of involving parents
by allowing them to attend classes and by working with classroom blogs and home visits
(considering that homes of Burmese refugees are often social meeting places).

Work integration
Schultheiss et al. (2011) discuss an ‘innovative career intervention’: a ‘life CV’ for asylum
seekers and and refugees. The authors argue that ‘by engaging in the activities and meaning
making associated with the creation of a life CV, different life perspectives and designs become
possible and individuals are enabled to consider new ways of knowing themselves and
presenting themselves to potential employers’ (2011: 334). This should help them to integrate
into the societies they migrated to.

Sports
Nathan et al. (2010) describe the Australian project Football United (FUn). This is ‘is a complex
health promotion intervention that uses a football (soccer) development program as a
mechanism for promoting individual health and wellbeing, and fostering social inclusion and
cohesion in areas of Sydney, Australia with high refugee settlement’ (2010: 2). It targets newly
arrived refugees. The authors describe the program as innovative ‘because of its complexity in
addressing many levels of social inclusion and cohesion thereby addressing the criticisms of
past sport for social development programs as lacking such complexity’ (2010: 3). As with
themes like health & care, the focus is on involving members of the communities to which the
refugees migrated as well as local organizations. The author state that
‘[t]he choice of football as the vehicle in this program is purposeful and particularly significant
- it is relatively inexpensive, it enjoys worldwide enthusiasm, it is designed as a non-violent,
noncontact sport, is played by both genders and is the sport of choice among many in the
refugee communities where the program is implemented ‘ (ibid).

Microcredit and insurance
A number of articles discuss what we might call ‘financial innovations’. Typically, microcredit
and insurance schemes that are directed to (undocumented) refugees are mentioned. Rahim et
al. (2009) discuss ‘financial innovations’ in general terms. They provide a number of case
studies, but those are not explicitly labelled ‘innovative’. González Block et al. (2014) do give
examples of innovative health insurance programs. Their cases focus on undocumented
Mexicans living and working in the United States. Most of them are probably not refugees, but
the notion of developing novel insurance schemes is relevant nonetheless. For the authors, the
innovativeness lies in collaborations between American and Mexican insurance providers, in
order to set up a joint scheme.
Microcredit is typically associated with the global South, notably with Nobel peace prize
laureate Muhammed Yunus’ Grameen Bank in Bangladesh. In 2008, however, Grameen Bank
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opened offices in the United States as well. Microcredit is often given to refugees, for basic
livelihood purposes, or for starting an entrepreneurial venture (microentrepreneuring). There
are different ways of relating to the innovativeness of microlending. Carr and Tong (2002) seem
to describe the practice as generally innovative. They give examples of programs in California
offering ‘group-based lending’ and training programs to disadvantaged refugees. Group lending
refers to ‘the practice of working with clients in small groups (typically comprised of three to
seven neighbours). Loans are made to individuals, but the group as a whole is held jointly liable
should repayment difficulties arise’ (Armendáíriz de Aghion en Morduch 2000: 402). Lee
(2005), by contrast, does not describe microcredit in the United States as innovative in itself,
but does refer to innovations in the way microcredits are offered to refugees, such as provisions
that safeguard borrowers in times of economic peril, pension plan and ‘self-guaranteed loan
insurance’. Borrowers with a loan greater than a fixed amount must contribute to a pension
plan

Housing & shelter
Zetter & Pearl (2000) provide examples of Refugee Community Organizations (RCO) that have
established ‘innovative partnerships’ with housing associations to offer apartments to refugees
(and asylum seekers). Other RCOs actually become ‘unregistered social landlords’ themselves,
on a small-scale basis. Also Harrison (2005) discuss ‘innovative’ examples in the United
Kingdom of ‘ethnic housing’ in order to overcome racial discrimination.
In the same volume, Harrison (2005: 128-129) discusses a number of other ‘innovatory
schemes’ relating to housing issues:
The most positive response has been from agencies that have set up specialist services for
asylum seekers offering not only accommodation but wider support, and which have staff with
relevant language skills (in some cases themselves former asylum seekers). Refugee Housing
Association now operates such services in several parts of England.
Leicester has a Refugee Housing Strategy and a specialist post co-ordinating work on asylum
seekers. It has made particular efforts to encourage ‘host’ communities to receive refugees.
One success story was the decision by one such community to pay collectively for a school trip
that asylum seekers’ children could not afford because of the limited financial help they
receive.
Many more housing associations and local authorities have provided specialist facilities or
services on a smaller scale. Bournemouth Churches Housing Association has developed a
strong role in providing services for refugees and asylum seekers, through a contract with the
borough council. They aim to provide a seamless service so that all housing and support issues
are dealt with by the same staff, rather than people being passed from one agency to another
In her dissertation, Jones (2010) discusses the British Accommodate refugee-housing program.
She argues for its innovativeness, mainly because of what it set out to do:
It set out to learn by creating models to meet need and resolve tensions between migrant,
ethnic and indigenous groups due to scarcity and availability of resources in the context of a
housing market open to supply and demand economics and some limited state and third sector
provision (2010: 143).
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Digital inclusion
Wilding (2009) does not discuss concrete innovative projects, but does suggest, in the context
of the Australian situation, that ICT-usage for young refugees could help them to gain new
skills that could facilitate their ‘digital inclusion’. Moreover, it helps them to experiment with
multiple identities. Kabbar and Crump (2007) argue something similar for New Zealand.

Combating discrimination
The earlier-mentioned volume edited by Harrison (2005) names a number of services to help
them deal with racism or other forms of discrimination:
At the end of the 1980s Leicester City Council’s plan to install emergency buttons at homes of
tenants who suffered racist attacks (backed up with 24-hour call-out support) was sufficiently
innovative to reach the national press (The Guardian, April 3rd 1989) (2005: 149-150).
Amongst the most important positive steps taken recently has been the development of the
innovative RaceActionNet by Lemos and Crane. This is a web-based action network dealing
with racist harassment in the home and neighbourhood. It has over 1,000 members including
local authorities, the police and criminal justice agencies, social landlords, and black and
minority ethnic voluntary and community organisations (Chahal in Harrison 2005: 161).

Advocacy
Articles discussing advocacy for the target groups of this article may be divided according to
the objectives of the advocacy. We found examples relating to combating racism and other
forms of discrimination, ‘regularization’ of migrants without documents, access to services for
undocumented migrants and alternatives to migration detention. The line between service
delivery and advocacy is often thin, as the examples relating to discrimination show.

Combating discrimination
Not only does the volume edited by Harrison (2005) provide examples of innovative services to
deal with racial discrimination in housing, it also deals with advocacy. One example is the
following:
The UK has paralleled US affirmative action with more modest (but less contested) strategies
for Positive Action. The latter have helped ‘bring through’ able minority ethnic personnel in
the labour market, with Positive Action Training in Housing schemes being important
contributors (see Julienne, 2001), along with innovations such as mentoring schemes for
housing workers‘ (2005: 16).
Moving to a case in the United States, Chapman et al. (2013) describe a photo-project to help
teachers deal with discrimination against their Latino/a students. The authors consider this an
‘innovative intervention methodology’.
Voss & Bloemraad (2011) adds that something as traditional as radio may turn innovative.
They argue that radio broadcasts helped massive anti-discrimination rallies of American
Latinos by calling out for them to wear white t-shirts and carry American flags. They note that
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grassroots organizations would not have managed to accomplish anything like this on such
short notice.

Regularization and access to services
Undocumented migrants are often referred to as being ‘irregular’. This results in limited, or no
access to services (social exclusion). Regularization advocates try to combat this irregular
status. Laubenthal (2007) discusses the ‘pro-regularization movements’ of undocumented
migrants that arose around the mid-1990s in several countries. She does not name them
innovative necessarily, but could probably be considered as such, consider they were the first of
their kind, and they clearly addressed social needs.
Cantor discusses the Washington, DC movement to advocate for a Domestic Workers Bill of
Rights, an initiative ‘conceived to entitle domestic workers for the first time to a written
contract, health insurance, sick leave, paid vacations and other provisions’ (2010: 1061):
‘domestic workers – operating as outsiders – successfully used formal institutional procedures to
generate an innovative normative that would apply to a whole labour category (despite their
migratory status) and their employers. We argue that the innovative proposal of the Bill of Rights is
the result of a confluence of organisational, political and discursive factors. Essential to the project’s
formulation, negotiation and, ultimately, approval, was the capacity that intervening organisations
(especially advocacy organisations such as Casa de Maryland) demonstrated in appropriating
sufficient numbers and, most importantly, a social-organisational base. Their capacity was reflected
in the clear participatory role of the workers themselves, the multilateral support of grassroots
organisations, and the adoption of successful models from other contexts’ (2010: 1062-1063).
What is interesting, is that both the type of advocacy and the outcome seem to be considered
innovative, even though only the ‘legal innovation’ is labelled as such.
Similarly, Zincone & Caponio (2006) discuss legal innovations with respect to service inclusion
in Italy. They stress the ‘innovative role played by the local authorities and by unlawful
practices, especially the inclusion of undocumented immigrants in health services and
children’s education’ (2006: 10).

Alternatives to migration detention
An entirely different type of case is provided by Sampson in her dissertation (2013). She
developed a ‘new model for alternatives to immigration detention, called the Community
Assessment and Placement model (“CAP model”)’ (2013: 2). We include it here, considering
that detention is probably the ultimate form of social exclusion. The alternative places stronger
emphasis on involving asylum seekers in community measures. The model consists of five
steps: 1) Presume detention is not necessary; 2) Screen and assess the individual case; 3) Assess
the community setting; 4) Apply conditions in the community, if necessary; and 5) Detain as a
last resort in exceptional cases. She argues that the CAP model manifested the key qualities of
an ‘innovation’; the director of the IDC reflected the key characteristics of a policy
entrepreneur or ‘change agent’; and peer countries fulfilled the role of ‘opinion leaders’ in the
diffusion process’ (Sampson 2013: 2-3).
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4.2. Types of refugee groups targeted
Table 1 provides an overview of the types of groups that are addressed by particular
innovations. This table should be taken as the outcome of an initial exploration, not as
anything conclusive. Fields in bold and italics only apply to one of the three groups.
Asylum seekers

Refugees

Housing
Combating discrimination
Community-based health
Work integration
Microfinance

Community-based health
Combating discrimination
Health education
Education
Work integration
Sports

Refused asylum seekers /
undocumented
Combating discrimination
Microfinance
Insurance
Access to services
Regularization
Combating alternatives to
migration detention

Microfinance
Insurance
ICT
Housing
The table suggests that there are differences in the types of innovation that apply to particular
groups. All groups are likely to face discrimination, so they may be served equally by innovative
strategies to combat this. Contrary to expectations, there are only few articles discussing
contacts between communities of refugees or undocumented people and ‘host communities’.
Nevertheless, people with a status, or in process for obtaining a status, are likely to get support
from formal institutions, whereas refused asylum seekers may need to rely on third sector
advocacy.
For asylum seekers and admitted refugees, there are projects relating to housing, health care
and work integration. This, again, relates to the issue of formal support that comes with
obtaining a status. Not having found articles regarding innovations regarding sports or
education for asylum seekers is likely to be coincidental. For refused asylum seekers, by
contrast, issues like the lack of access to services, their ‘irregular’ status and the continuous
threat of being detained prevail.

4.3. Sectors involved
Tables 2 gives an overview of the sectors (government, market, third sector) involved in the
innovations described above. Again, this table should be read as the outcome of an exploration,
rather than as anything conclusive. The outcome is particularly tentative, considering that it is
not always clear to what sector the actors that are involved in a particular innovation belong.

Asylum
seekers
Government
Market
Third sector
Totals

1
2
3*

Refugees

Refused asylum
seekers /
undocumented

6
2
6
14

3
2
5
10

Totals
10
4
13
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*The totals may exceed the number of articles discussed, considering that one article may name actors
from different sectors
We might expect that governments are less involved in innovations that target refused asylum
seekers or other undocumented groups. The interpretation of this issue depends on breadth of
the notion of government. If we restrict it to support by public officials, only the paper by
Zincone & Caponio (2006) seems relevant, which describe how officials committed civil
disobedience and ‘unlawful acts’ to provide services to undocumented migrants. If we broaden
the scope a bit, to take politicians and other public sector organizations into consideration, we
can include a few other papers. Chapman et al (2013) discuss innovations in public schools and
Laubenthal (2007) mentions the role that politicians played in the movement that advocates for
the ‘regularization’ of irregular migrants.
Similarly, we might expect the role of market organizations to be limited. It is generally true
that we found few papers that mention commercial innovations for (former) refugees. Still,
González Block et al. (2014) discuss initiatives of private insurance companies, Nathan et al.
(2010) mention the involvement of corporate actors in sport programs for refugees and Lee
(2005) notes the role of banks in providing microcredits. Overall, there is no reason to suppose
a priori that some sectors are not, or less involved.

4.4. Countries
Having used keywords in English implies a significant bias in terms of geography. The vast
majority of articles stems from English-speaking countries. Eight articles discusses cases in the
United States, five in Australia and three in the United Kingdom. Other countries are only
represented in one articles: France, Canada (Quebec), Spain and Switzerland.

4.5. What constitutes innovativeness?
When it comes to innovation in services to (former) refugees, we can discern a number of
phenomena. First, there are services that are deemed innovative in the sense of being novel
solutions to existing social needs. We have seen examples such as the life CV for unemployed
refugees (Schultheiss et al. 2011), microcredit for those with no other sources of income (Carr
en Tong 2002; Rahim et al. 2009), health insurance schemes for those who are ineligible for
regular health insurance (González Block et al. 2014), projects trying to resolve tension and
conflict with ‘host communities’ (Jones 2010) and ICT projects for digital inclusion (Kabbar en
Crump 2007; Wilding 2009).
Second, there are innovations in the manner in which such services are delivered. The above
exploration led to two types. There are quite a few examples of community engagement in
service delivery. Most examples relate to the communities of refugees, in projects relating to
prevention and early intervention-oriented mental health (Kira et al. 2012; Nazzal et al. 2014)
and health information (Eisenhauer et al. 2012). Also involving ‘host’ communities in
supporting refugees (Harrison 2005) came up, however. The second category involves setting
up integral, collaborative approaches. These are deemed necessary considering that (former)
refugees often experience a range of difficulties. Examples ranged from projects in community
health work (Torres et al. 2013), education (Riggs et al. 2013), sports (Nathan et al. 2010),
housing (Harrison 2005) and health insurance (González Block et al. 2014). Interesting among
many of these is that innovators use one domain, e.g. sports, as a stepping-stone for exploring
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a broad range of issues that refugees or (refused) asylum seekers deal with, such as health,
work, etc.
Third, many articles place the ‘innovation’ label on a practice that is much more specific than a
full service, or a way of delivery the service. For instance, while community engagement is
deemed innovative as a broad heading for describing a number of practices, some authors seem
interesting in pinpointing which of these practices are particular novel. With respect to
community-oriented health education, examples are working with an informationist and MP3
recordings (Eisenhauer et al. 2012) or with informational videos (Mirza et al. 2014).
Community-oriented education is expected to benefit from new ways of involving parents with
school projects (Isik-Ercan 2012). Microcredit is further developed by adding provisions that
safeguard borrowers in times of economic peril, pension plans and ‘self-guaranteed loan
insurance’(Lee 2005).
When it comes to advocacy, it is hard to make categorisations, considering that there are
relatively few examples in the literature. Examples that we have found are very diverse:
trainings for professionals to combat discrimination (Chapman et al. 2013; Harrison 2005),
advocacy by undocumented people or people with very limited access to services (Cantor 2010;
Laubenthal 2007), civil disobedience by public officials (Zincone en Caponio 2006), using mass
media to provide a unitary outlook for street rallies (Voss en Bloemraad 2011) and developing
alternatives for migrant detention policies (Sampson 2013).

5. Description of country fields
5.1. The Netherlands
5.1.1. Trends
As in other countries (see the earlier section on introducing the four countries), the
Netherlands witnessed a sharp decrease in the number of asylum applications after 2001. This
is largely due to the introduction of the new Aliens Act, which we introduce below. The number
of new applicants was relatively stable for a number of years, with a light increase in 2008
because of violence in Somalia and Iraq. Figures have spiked again as of 2013 (figure 5.1). This
is largely due to the influx of large groups of Syrian and Eritrean refugees (VluchtelingenWerk
Nederland 2014).
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Figure 5.1
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When examining first-time asylum applications per country of origin in 2014, the largest
groups are Syrians (35.7%), Eritreans (22.3%), stateless (9.1%), Somalians (4.9%) and Iraqis
(2.8%) (VluchtelingenWerk Nederland 2014).
The number of refused asylum applications increased between 2008 and 2012 from 48% to
59.7%, but decreased again in 2013 to 38.8% (VluchtelingenWerk Nederland 2014).

5.1.2. Regulation and institutional dynamics
Around the mid-1990s, the executive branches of the immigration system as we know it were
installed. The basis for Dutch immigration and integration policy was changed around the turn
of the century. The 1998 Linkage Act (Koppelingswet) aimed to discourage illegal work and
residence. Versteegt and Maussen argue: ‘Illegal migrants were excluded from social services
and work, by linking residence status to a social-fiscal number required for work, housing and
taxes. An exception was made for medical emergencies and schooling for children’ (2012: 25).
Undocumented people are illegible for receiving social welfare, rental aid and student loans.
Aliens are registered In the Aliens Administration Systems, which provides authorities with a
tool of assessing their rights to received services.
The 2000 Aliens Act (Vreemdelingenwet) was created to shorten the procedure and reduce the
cost of repatriation. It also ended governmental support and shelter for refused refugees, with
the exception of those who could prove that they could not return to their home countries.
Moreover, the new Act introduced preventive detention, to disable them from living in the
country without papers. More stringent access requirements led to a sharp decrease in the
influx of asylum seekers.
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Subsequent political pressure led to attempts to remove large groups of rejected asylum seekers
from the country. The fact that it became compulsory to carry identification in 2005 made it
easier to fight illegal residence.
Many municipalities were dissatisfied with the change in regulations around the turn of the
century (Kos et al. 2015; Versteegt en Maussen 2012). They were faced with substantial groups
of undocumented refugees who now went without any form of support. The requirement for
municipalities to assist in expulsion may be at odds with the mayor’s duty to retain public order
(Kos et al. 2015). Local communities are affected by large groups of excluded people who are
forced to live on the streets. In 2002, 40 municipalities refused to execute the policy that would
require forceful police evictions, and effectively creating homelessness. They created and
helped to support what Kos et al. (2015) describe as a ‘shadow network’ of basic services,
thereby taking up the responsibility they accepted to provide essential basic services to their
residents. This effectively undermined the national government’s asylum control policy. They
quote a local policy advisor as saying: ‘As long as the Minister fails to deliver a conclusive
return policy, the municipality is legitimized to offer emergency reception’ (2015: 10). Apart
from providing support for emergency shelter, mayors are also known to have confronted the
responsible state secretary directly in individual deportation cases.
A number of cases that made it to newspaper headlines fostered a more critical reception of
Dutch repatriation policies by representatives of civil society, politicians and the public at large
(Versteegt en Maussen 2012). Some rejected asylum seekers were sent back to Congo in 2005,
in such a way that the Congolese secret police was made aware of their asylum requests. That
same year, a disastrous fire killed eleven migrants in border detention. Along with campaigns
by municipal administrations and politicians, these events brought forward some public
resistance as well.
This local and public advocacy contributed to a general pardon in 2007, providing a residence
permit for 28.000. Moreover, the national government committed to assuring an ‘adequate’
return policy (Versteegt en Maussen 2012). The newly Reparation and Departure service was
founded as a result of this. In return for this, municipalities had to promise, once again, to
refrain from providing shelter or social services to undocumented people.
From 2010 onward, the Dutch asylum policy was once again criticized, this time also by
transnational organizations like Human Rights Watch, Amnesty International and the UNHCR
(Versteegt en Maussen 2012). This criticism concerned the length of the asylum procedure, the
unlawful use of detention and the rights of children.
Per June 2013, the 2000 Aliens Act was replaced by the new Modern Migration policy Act.
Again, it is meant to make application procedures more efficient, for instance by combining
several application procedures that were previously separated. Residence permits are supposed
to be provided for longer periods, thereby reducing the need for repeated reassessment of the
right of residence.
In spite of this criticism, asylum policy became even more restrictive by plans to introduce new
legislation that pronounced illegal residence a criminal offense (TK 2013/2013), a notion that is
sometimes described as ‘crimmigration’ (Van de Woude et al. 2014). Due to opposition,
including from the rank and file of one of the parties in Government, the social-democrats, the
legislation was finally cancelled in 2014.
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5.1.3. Actors: interests, resources and authority relations
The following overview includes organizations that are involved with refugees directly. We
excluded organizations that research migration issues, or that provide services to
municipalities, for instance. Neither do we discuss organizations that deal with repatriation,
nor NGOs that focus on internally displaced refugees. Our investigation so far did not reveal
any market actors.

Public sector
The different political parties that are represented in the Dutch parliament obviously play a
central role in debating the political vision on the treatment of refugees (Versteegt en Maussen
2012). It goes without saying that their interest is to formulate and develop regulations and
policies that reflect the goals and ideals laid out in their political programmes and election
campaigns. As in other countries, immigration and asylum policy are issues of controversy in
Dutch politics, as the previous section showed. There is an eternal conflict between parties
with a constituency opposing immigration and parties with more liberal or tolerant views on
this issue. Particularly given that Holland tends to have coalition-governments, vested
interests often need to be weighed carefully. Another clear interest is to not allow a coalition to
fall, which has nearly happened a number of times because of migration issues. Politicians will
tend to use the resources available to them. Members of parliament obviously have a right to
ask questions from ministers, to file motions and to take initiatives for new regulations. They
may use public media to gain popular support for their positions, of which a number of
examples were highlighted before. They can also use their electorate to build up pressure. The
right-wing populist Freedom Party (PVV) does not have members, but is often able to use the
press to build up societal sentiment against immigration.
Asylum policy falls under the authority of the Ministry of Security and Justice (n.d.), but
repatriation and integration policy falls under Social Affairs and Employment (n.d.). The policy
responsibility for these issue has moved around considerably in this century. A Ministry of
Aliens Affairs and integration existed between 2002 and 2006 and between 2010 and 2012. It
did not have its own staff, but relied on the staff of the Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom
Relations. Between 2006 and 2010, this policy domain was shifted to the Ministry of Justice. To
make matters complex, this ministry (Justice) was reformed as the Ministry of Security and
Justice, taking of public safety tasks from the Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations.
In 2012, asylum policy was added to this.
A number of service organizations that fall under the Ministry of Security and Justice execute
the asylum policy. First of all, the Immigration and naturalization services (IND n.d.) assesses
all residence permit applications of people who intend to live in the Netherlands or who want
to obtain Dutch citizenship. This can include refugees, but it also includes labor migrants or
people who have already been living in the Netherlands for so long that they consider
themselves to be Dutch citizens and therefore apply for a Dutch passport via an application for
naturalization. Second, the Central Agency for the Reception of Asylum Seekers (COA n.d.) is
responsible for the reception, supervision and departure (from the reception location) of
asylum seekers coming to the Netherlands. Both were created in 1996 (Versteegt en Maussen
2012). What distinguishes the two in terms of interests, however, is that the latter needs to
operate at the local level as well, whereas the former is purely involved in national-level
operations (Kos et al. 2015). The COA, therefore, needs to weigh a wider variety of interests
than the IND, such as local protests. This may lead to different interpretations of how to

22

execute their mandates locally. The Reparation and Departure Service (DT&V n.d.), finally,
coordinates the actual departure of foreign nationals who were not granted the right of
residence in the Netherlands.
Apart from these executive branches of the national government, municipalities are important
actors when it comes to executing policies with respect to (refused) refugees. Providing
housing and other essential basic services are examples of their responsibilities. The national
government regards them as a ‘chain partner’ or a ‘cooperation partner’ for providing space for
asylum centres, family centres, detention centres or expulsion centres (Kos et al. 2015). The
Association of Dutch Municipalities has an important role as their representative. Particularly
considering that there have been major decentralizations of state responsibilities to the
municipal level, the association is increasingly powerful vis-à-vis ministries. Moreover, a
number of municipalities united to form the National Platform for Municipal Governments for
Reception and Repatriation (LOGO Gemeenten n.d.). This is another way to adopt a stronger
stand against national politics. The interests of municipalities often do not align with the
interests of national government. While national agencies uphold immigration policies that are
much stricter than in before (compared to the 1990’s, for instance), larger cities are faced with
the downsides of accommodating a substantial population of refused refugees that do not have
access to basic services. This creates tension between the local and the national level.

Third sector
Kos et al. argue that, nowadays, ‘formal institutions need to interact with a range of NGOs,
social organizations, active citizens, political movements and legally based forms of resistance
that all aim to obstruct or alter state actions’ (2015: 5). Part of their work is to prove the
illegitimacy of state policies. We might regard this as a way of leveraging symbolic capital. At
the same time, however, they acknowledge that numerous NGOs receive state-financing and
are to some degree dependent on political changes. Some even execute state-policies.
Third sector organizations for refugees are relatively well-organized, with umbrella
organizations and centres providing a support-base for local organizations. The Umbrella of
Refugee Organizations in the Netherlands (VON n.d.) represents the interests of refugees in the
Netherlands. It does not represent refugees directly, but speaks on behalf of its member
organizations (many of which are listed here). The organization has a strong human rights
orientation. It is currently working on a program called ‘change makers’, which focuses on
empowerment, self-identity ad self-reliance. It focus on training community leaders.
The National Support-centre For Undocumented People [Stichting Landelijk
Ongedocumenteerden Steunpunt; LOS n.d.] is not quite its counterpart for undocumented
people, but it does function as a knowledge-base for organizations working with people without
a residence permit. Such NGOs generally advocate for the rights of refugees, which are often
not respected by (national) governments in their view. This particularly applies to
organizations supporting undocumented people. The support-centre is largely financed on
project basis, depending on different funds. For 2014, there were five funds that offered
financing for the basic tasks of the organization. These core tasks are to function as a
knowledge-base, to promote networking amongst organizations and to do lobbying work. Apart
from that, there are projects like the ‘digital office’, to offer digital information for and about
undocumented people and the complaint-centre for detention of aliens. Apart from the
organization’s board, there are three employees.
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The chief NGO for refugee matters is the Dutch Council for Refugees [VWN n.d.]. It defends the
rights of refugees, mainly those with a status. It has over 6000 volunteers and 600 paid staff
members. Apart from the national office, it has 12 regional office and 310 local branches. The
local branches cover nearly all municipalities. Apart from providing direct support, the
organization informs parliament, and lobbies for refugee rights. Advocacy concerns, for
instance, a fair asylum procedure and access to social services. The vast majority of the
organization’s funding stems from subsidies of several governments and from a national lottery
(postcode loterij). Other than that, the organization does its own fund-raising, organizes
activities and does investments.
The Foundation for Refugee Students [Stichting voor Vluchteling Studenten; UAF n.d.] focuses
on refugee students. It is the oldest Dutch refugee organization, having been founded in 1948,
even before the Geneva convention. The first incarnation was known as the University Asylum
Fund. Contrary to the refugee council, the organization is financed privately, from a large
number of funds. There are about 75-80 employees.
Churches are also rather active when it comes to providing support and organizing advocacy for
refugees. The Dutch Council of Churches (RvK n.d.) has an influential project-group on
refugees. Moreover, the International Network of Local Initiatives with Asylum Seekers (INLIA
n.d.), which by now only operates in Holland, is also a church-based organization. Ex Ponto
(n.d.) is a magazine created by, and for refugees.
Next to these national NGOs, there are smaller, local organizations as well. In 2013, the
national organisation for undocumented migrants estimated in its annual report that 50
organisations in the Netherlands provided emergency shelter and services. For instance, the
Amsterdam Solidarity Committee for Refugees (ASKV n.d.) has supported refugees whose
applications for asylum were refused since 1987. Christian organization like the Jeannette
Noëlhouse (n.d.) in Amsterdam and the Pauluskerk (n.d.) in Rotterdam provide accommodation
for undocumented people. Since 2012, a collective of refugees whose asylum applications were
refused has teamed up with local volunteers, church groups, shop owners and the Amsterdam
squat movement to provide for basic human needs (accommodation, food, etc.). The group has
moved around for the past two years to a number of squats throughout the city. They are now
known as the We Are Here-collective (We are here n.d.), which implies that this previously
‘unseen’ group is now out in the open. They also have an advocacy objective: speaking out for
the treatment of undocumented refugees to Dutch politicians and the general public. The
group has a number of side-projects, such as the We Are Here Cooperative and the We Are Here
Academy. The latter is a project of college and university lecturers who provide free lectures for
members of the group.
As we have seen, also international NGOs, like Human Rights Watch, Amnesty International
and Defense for Children have played a role in putting pressure on the Dutch government on
matters like the asylum procedure, the unlawful use of detention and the criminalization of
illegal residence (Versteegt en Maussen 2012).
Finally, also academics and journalists played a major role in the public debate, offering
research, news coverage or opinion pieces on these issues.
To conclude, we might argue that the third sector is a strong player in the Dutch field of
refugees and refused asylum seekers. Particularly the network of churches, advocacy
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organizations and progressive municipalities managed to collectively put pressure on the state
secretary. Sometimes this took the form strategic litigation, as we saw in the cases of the
regularization of children and the subsequent mass regularization. The international pressure
that they could muster, making use of the council of churches’ complaint right succeeded in
securing a human rights approach in their advocacy. The We are here-group is successful in
another, mainly by giving a face to a relatively small group of refused asylum seekers. With
their actions, these refugees secured a lot of press coverage, as well as support from local
communities. Sometimes they sided with traditional advocacy organizations and
municipalities, sometimes they opposed them. This stance has led them to reach some of their
goals, but has not always contributed to structurally good relations with other stakeholders.

Private sector
The involvement of the private sector is relatively small, which was confirmed in our expert
consultation. There are a few examples, stemming from Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)
types of activities. The Dutch Refugee Council has some projects to look for employers that
would hire, or offer internships to refugees, for instance. Also recruitment agencies like
ManPower have started projects to mediate in jobs for volunteers (ManpowerGroup n.d.).

5.1.4. Social innovations
In our interviews, we found it makes sense to distinguish between innovations for asylum
seekers, refugees with a status and refused asylum seekers. As we discussed before, these
groups often have distinct support structures and are connected to different advocacy
platforms. When interviewing experts, it became apparent that they often focus on one
particular subgroup. They tended to promote the notion of research social innovations for the
particular group that they engage with. Therefore, we describe social innovations for these
three groups separately. We also suggest some examples of innovations that apply to all three
groups.

Refused asylum seekers
In an interview with Rian Ederveen of the National Support-base for Undocumented People,
the following social innovations came up:
a)

Self-organization: since the cuts in government-funded shelters, many refused asylum seekers
find themselves in the streets without papers. Over the past couple of years, tent camps have
started to appear at the edge of bigger cities. Slowly but surely, these migrants established
connections with the squat movement. The earlier-mentioned We are here-group is an example
of an network that was established this way. Interestingly, it is well-established in the
neighbourhood in which they squatted, which makes it very interesting from the point of view of
community development. The local community lends support, shop-owners offer left-over food,
etc. From the interview, it appeared that these types of self-organizations arose relatively late in
the Netherlands, compared to countries like Germany and France for instance;

b) Mass regularization 2007: This action of the earlier-mentioned network of municipalities, called
LOGO, and NGOs resulted in 28.000 residence permits for undocumented people, albeit as part
of a longer standing policitcal discussion on this issue. Already at the end of the 1990s had the
Dutch Refugee Council argued for a one-time regularization, but then failed to convince the
liberal conservative party in parliament. Surprisingly, populist politician Pim Fortuyn supported
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the action after the turn of the century, but in return for a complete immigration stop. The
campaign involve traditional advocacy work, mass demonstration and political debate. The
innovativeness lies in the networked character of this advocacy action. It is fairly rare for a group
of municipalities to unite to address their discontent with a policy issue at the national level;
c)

Strategic litigation to achieve basic services (bed, bath and shelter, 2014-2015): another
advocacy innovation. This would be a judicial innovation for a rather pressing social need. The
Conference of European Churches started a legal procedure in the Council of Europe, that finally
resulted in filing a complaint about the lack of proper facilities. The Committee of Ministers of
the Council judged that the Netherlands is in violation, and should provide these services.
Compared to the mass regularization, the legal dimension of the advocacy campaign was a lot
stronger. The judgment was understood differently by several political parties, resulting in a
crisis in the political coalition in 2015. There have been earlier campaigns, like ‘No child in the
streets’, which similarly led to a conviction by the Committee of Ministers;

d) Healthcare innovations: based on a discussion of healthcare innovations in the literature (see
4.1.1, mainly focusing on the notion of community-based mental health), a number of examples
came up in the Netherlands. Two projects of the Amsterdam-based ASKV, for instance, could be
relevant. One involved setting up a publicly funded (but privately organized) shelther for
refugees with mental problems. The other involved a medical screening to establish whether a
medical condition might interfere with the refugee’s ability to tell his or her story to the
authorities properly. However, our respondent did not deem this to be of great importance,
considering that access to health services is relatively easy, even for undocumented people,
compared to other countries. There are a few examples of community-based health, working
with ‘native doctors’;
e)

Activation: considering that it seemed that basic support service would be granted at the time of
the interview, support organizations now start focusing on ‘social activation’. This could imply
looking into livelihood programs, job opportunities, etc. However, it would probably be
premature to study this now. There are all sorts of small-scale projects, focusing on gardening,
bicycle repair, etc. A project in Eckelrade, in Limburg (Stichting Wereldwijd) offers a
professionals educational trajectory, which is also opened to undocumented people. In
Nijmegen, there is a shelter for refused female asylum seekers. They also do catering in
particular neighbourhoods. These types of projects are very interesting, but still in the early
stages. Collaborating employers are punishable if their involvement becomes clear. They try to
keep the projects silent, which might make it difficult to study. People will want to remain
anonymous.

Our respondent suggested to focus on this subgroup (refused asylum seekers), mainly
considering that their situation is most pressing. Refugees with a status are eligible to receive
support from government and third sector-organizations. Refused asylum seekers lack such
support. Therefore, social innovation could really make a difference to them.

Refugees with a status
We conducted an interview with Myrthe Wijnkoop and Roswhita Weiler from the Dutch Council
for Refugees. They suggested the following innovations (which were mostly concrete projects,
rather than ‘general’ innovations):
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a)

Taboo-breaking: a particular project (of the umbrella of Refugee Organisations in the
Netherlands [Vluchtelingen Organisaties Nederland; VON]) used youth to address taboos within
their communities. We might regard this an an innovation of a service offered to refugees, which
we said to exclude from our focus. However, as we argued in the literature overview as well, we
do include this example because it has a clear community development aspect. It uses
community members in an innovative manner. Moreover, taboos are detrimental to the
functioning of a community. Cases like these might be more common in the UK, where refugee
community organizations seem to have a stronger profile than in the Netherlands;

b) Narrative approach: there is a concrete project to draw up the life stories of refugees. This
empowers them, by a process of ‘self-rediscovery’ and helps them in their process of integrating
into Dutch society. Contrary to the previous example, it is this local integration that it makes it
relevant from a community development point of view;
c)

Integration in the local community: a concrete project is to establish contact between refugees
and members of the receiving community in local libraries;

d) Capacity building: there are many projects to foster skills and capabilities, such as language
acquisition, sowing-courses, community gardens, art projects, etc. All these have an empower
effect, and may contribute to refugees’ livelihoods and self-maintenance.
Our respondents voiced the opinion that it would be important to study social innovations for
refugees with a status for several reasons. First of all, refused asylum seekers have already
(rightfully) received strong press coverage of their situation. People seem to forget that
refugees with a status still struggle as well. Secondly, compared to the group of refused asylum
seekers, there are many more refugees with a status who are in need of assistance. This is an
argument for ‘scale’, rather than for the graveness of the social need.

5.1.5. Perceptions of policy-makers and journalists
The ITSSOIN studies on the perception that journalists and policy-makers have of social
innovation and the third sector did not generate relevant insights about refugees. Nevertheless,
the media play an important in shaping the public discourse on asylum policy. Particularly the
cases of a number of ‘well-integrated’ children of refused asylum seekers received major
coverage. Media framed them as victims of an overtly harsh expulsion policy (Kos et al. 2015).

5.1.6. Connections to other fields
The 2007 Social support act (Wmo), updated in 2015, holds provisions regard the social support
that municipal governments are supposed to provide to their inhabitants. Generally, this
support could be classified as social services, another ITSSOIN-field. One of the major debates
in the political discussion on refused asylum seekers is whether or not, or to what extent these
provisions extend to this group. This debate is both political and legal in nature. It generates
discussion between local and national governments, and between the legislative and the
judicial sphere.
Moreover, the focus on innovations in mental health and social care also suggests links to the
ITSSOIN-field of health.
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5.2. United Kingdom
5.2.1. Trends













It is estimated that there are currently 149,799 refugees in the UK, which represents
0.24% of the total population (63.7 million).2
The UK received 24,914 asylum applications in 2014, 23,507 asylum applications in
2013, and 21,843 in 2012.3 At the end of 2014, 29,753 asylum seekers and their
dependents were being supported by the Government. This figure has increased each
quarter since the end of September 2012, but is still much below the figure for end of
2003 when there were 80,123 asylum seekers being supported.
The Home Office made 17,647 decisions on asylum applications; 37% of people
applying for an initial decision were granted asylum (either in form of refugee status;
humanitarian protection; discretionary leave or family/private life); in addition 25% of
8,512 asylum appeals were allowed.
In 2013, more than half of the world's refugees (55%) came from just five countries 4:
Afghanistan (2,552,208) Syria (1,888,491), Somalia (1,130,939), Sudan (619,088),
Democratic Republic of Congo (489,887). In the UK, the top three asylum applicant
producing countries in 2013 were Pakistan, Iran and Sri Lanka.
In 2012, of 21,843 main applicants for asylum, 11.4% (2,482) applicants were detained
in detention centres. In 2011, 10.7% of asylum claims were detained in detention
centres. In 2013, 203 children were detained in immigration removal centres, with 155
being under the age of 11.5
The UK used the legal term humanitarian protection to meet the Qualification
Directive for people who do not meet the 1951 Convention’s legal definition of a
refugee but are still in need for international protection, and in 2013 granted 53 people
humanitarian protection. A further 540 applicants were given 'discretionary leave to
remain', a form of temporary permission which is unlikely to be more than three years.6
Refused asylum seekers might stay illegally in the UK. It is difficult to get correct
estimates of this figure but calculations by the London School of Economics

estimated that there were 618,000 ‘irregular residents’ (i.e. residents who do not
have a permission to stay in this country, also those without a refugee
background) in the UK.7
5.2.2. Regulation and institutional dynamics
In 2005, the Home Office introduced the five-year protection review, setting out new
requirements for refugees to prove their need for continued protection. ‘Integration matters: a
national strategy for refugee Integration’ was published by the Home Office in 2005 which set
out plans for integrating refugees. It defined integration as 'the process that takes place when
2

http://www.redcross.org.uk/en/What-we-do/Refugee-support/Refugee-facts-and-figures, last accessed
20th May
3
British Refugee Council, 2014.
http://www.refugeecouncil.org.uk/assets/0003/1356/Asylum_Statistics_Feb_2014.pdf
4
UNHCR 2013 Global Technical Report
5
UNHCR 2013 Global Technical Report
6
Home Office Asylum Data Tables January to March 2014
7
GLA Economics (2009), Economic impact on the London and UK economy of an earned regularization
of irregular migrants to the UK, Summary Report, Greater London Authority, London.
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refugees are empowered to achieve their full potential as members of British society, to
contribute to the community, and to become fully able to exercise the rights and
responsibilities that they share with other residents’ (Home Office 2005, p.5).
Notably, the strategy did not address the relationship between individuals’ experience before
and after their asylum decision, and has been criticised for ignoring the link between what has
happened during the reception phase and integration outcomes (GLA 2004). Whilst the strategy
admits that ‘integration begins on day one’ (Home Office 2005, p14), it is founded on the belief
that ‘integration can only begin in its fullest sense when an asylum seeker becomes a refugee’
(Home Office 2005, p.3). The government uses its institutional power to keep asylum seekers
under surveillance and control. This creates barriers for building community capacity, and
might also lead to a whole range of consequences including further stigmatisation of this group
in the public and media (Kundnani 2007). Current Home Office regulations also mean that most
asylum seekers are not permitted to work, and are thus also are largely excluded from European
funds.
The National Refugee Integration Forum, a government advisory body, was disbanded in 2005.
The National Refugee Integration Forum (NRIF) was originally established in 2000 with an aim
to coordinate refugee matters between the national, regional and local levels. Its primary role
was to advise the government through plenary sessions and subgroups on the development of
the national refugee integration strategy and monitor its progress. The subgroups were chaired
by experts who were in a position to be critical towards central government. With the
disbandment of the Forum government got rid of an important body with the power to oversee
and criticise the implementation of the national strategy in and advocacy role for refuges.
New legislation, in form of the Borders, Citizenship and Immigration Act was introduced in
2009. The Act introduced new conditions for newcomers including refugees to become British
citizens. The Act is based on communitarian principles of earning, deserving and privilege. The
Act requires that refugees - after the temporary period of five years - have to spend a further
one to five years to demonstrate their commitment to ‘active citizenship’, which effectively
translates to volunteering and obeying the law. Conditions include proficiency in English
language, economic contributions and non-dependency on state benefits. The act had a
number of implications for the needs of refugees. Refugee advocacy groups expressed concerns
that the newly introduced uncertainties for refugees whether they will be able to stay in the
country after five years reduce their ability and willingness to invest time in education and
training or build social networks. Employers and educational institutions might also be less
willing to offer jobs and education to refugees as a result.
Alongside these reforms to refugee integration services, those awaiting the outcome of their
asylum claim receive no integration support. The most conspicuous illustration of this was the
removal of free English language classes whilst asylum seekers continued to be deprived of the
right to work for the first six months of their claim. The government rationale for this is that
the New Asylum Model.6 is resulting in quicker decisions: in combination with the discourse on
deserving, they argue that if an individual is found to have no right to remain in the UK, then
the state has no responsibilities to that individual beyond basic human rights. Until this is
determined, through an asylum claim, the government is unwilling to provide integration
support to these individuals particularly as more cases are rejected than accepted.
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The Immigration Act 2014 came into place in May 2014. It introduced a number of new punitive
measures that are officially (according to government statements) addressed against illegal
migrants but refugee advocacy organisations such as Refugee Council and Refugee Action are
concerned that are likely to have negative impacts on asylum seekers and refugees too. Some
of the changes include requirements for landlords and banks to check people’s immigration
status and can lead to wrongful denial of access to housing and bank accounts for those with a
right to live in the UK, due to confusion about unfamiliar identity documents and fear of
sanctions (Refugee Council 2013).
Current and previous governments have been criticised for not taking responsibility for the
negative impact that government action through dispersion and other policies had on
community cohesion (Kundnami 2007, Pilkington 2008a,b). A range of government policies
which are concerned with managing the integration of immigrants have been focusing on race
relations, community relations and community cohesion. Often community cohesion has been
used in a confusing way allowing for misinterpretation and closer alignment with the concept
of assimilation. For example, the community cohesion agenda set out by the Labour
government in 2007, called Our Shared Future, did not promote the idea of multiculturalism
and used the term integration more narrowly describing de facto an assimilation process
(Kundnami 2007, Pilkington 2008a,b).
The national dispersal policy was introduced by Labour government in 1999 in response to a
concentration of asylum seekers in London and the south east. It has been heavily criticized
over the past decades by a diverse range of stakeholder in those dispersal communities. The
dispersal policy meant that people were being housed in towns and cities throughout the UK
without having a choice.
As evidenced by a report commissioned by the Home Office (Zetter et al 2003) RCOs are
struggling to meet the demands of newly-arrived asylum seekers in dispersal areas. It is not
clear in how far this is due to rising numbers of asylum seekers or the impact of the Labour
introduced dispersal policy which might lead to inefficient resource allocations. The report
states: “RCOs in the regions did not have the capacity or resources to respond, other than in ad
hoc and uncoordinated ways, to the exigencies brought about by dispersal. Increasing numbers
of asylum-seekers had inevitably increased workloads and strained organisational capacity. In
many cases RCOs reported that they were unable to respond effectively to the needs of asylumseekers in the dispersal areas.”
It is reported that the dispersal policy led to many asylum seekers being located in areas with
no social networks which are often hostile and under resourced to provide for their needs.
Often, this led to individuals having to create new support groups and ‘defensive’ organisations
that could protect them against potential attacks or help them getting access to resources.
However, those were typically under-resourced. The main source of government funding for
those individuals and groups of individuals was the Home Office Small Grants Scheme.
There is a continuous debate about the provision of sufficient and adequate housing for asylum
seekers in the context of national budget cuts. Asylum seekers were threatened with eviction by
some local authorities, which claimed to no longer be able to afford the provision of social
housing to this group. On the other hand, there has been substantial public campaigning which
achieved that local authorities’ eviction letters were withdrawn and the immigration minister
apologised for their ‘inappropriateness’. Similarly, the police struggled to provide sufficient
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services to ensure safety of this group. Racist attacks against asylum seekers dramatically
increased as dispersal policies were introduced. As a result, some police forces requested
suspensions of dispersals within their localities, in part because of the frequency and severity
of racist violence.

5.2.3. Actors, interests and resources
Public sector
The Home Office is a ministerial department of the UK government and responsible for
immigration, security, and law and order including police, visas and immigration, and the
Security Service (MI5). The Home Office stated its current aims in its business plan most of
them referred to policing and criminal justice but they also included the following aim in
relation immigration: To secure our borders and reduce immigration. It plans to do this
through an improved migration system that commands public confidence and serves economic
interests, limits non-EU economic migrants, and introduces new measures to reduce inflow and
minimise abuse of all migration routes, processes asylum applications more quickly, and end
the detention of children for immigration purposes (Home Office 2010).
The recent Home Office ’Go Home’ campaign on ‘illegal’ immigrants has demonstrated the
interest of the department and government more widely to win the 2015 May election over this
‘racist’ debate (The slogan ‘Go Home’ featured prominently in the racist and fascist National
Front graffiti of the 1970s.). Findings from some recent studies on the origin of the racist
debate show that the opportunity for winning the election over these issues has been created
by the politicians itself with support from the media (Grayson 2013).
In 2013, the UK Border Agency, which functioned as an executive border control agency of the
British government, was abolished and its work returned to the Home Office. This decision was
made based on a report into the agency's incompetence by the Home Affairs Select Committee
(Parliamentary Ombudsman 2010). The agency had been criticized by the Parliamentary
Ombudsman which had received a large number of complaints from asylum, residence and
immigration applicants (UK Parliament 2013).
In a study on asylum by Bates (2012) a senior regional manager of the UK Border Agency is
interviewed and described the role and aims of the agency at a regional level as follows (pp1278).: “We are very much like the police in some ways, because we’re trying to keep the
community going [...]. However, as soon as someone is, you know, not here legally, we are
obliged by law to try and get them to go back home, which again comes down to people’s
perceptions. A lot of people would say: ‘Oh yes, I quite agree with that.’ But when it’s the
person that lives next to them, no it isn’t: they want them to stay.”
In the UK, UNHCR provides guidance on refugee and asylum law and policy to the UK
government, legal practitioners and non-governmental organisations. Where appropriate
UNHCR takes up cases and raises issues of concern with the UK government. Usually the Office
intervenes via letters or advice but it also gets involved directly with Home Office or the
Foreign and Commonwealth Office if necessary. This can include involvement in court
proceedings in precedent-setting cases if they are on significant issues of asylum and refugee
law. Their aim to influence the court by providing guidance and advice to legal representatives
on good practice for the protection of refugees. The UNHCR have a particular strong interest to
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influence UK courts as their decision making is likely to inform the development of
international refugee law. Their focus is on higher level court proceedings due to the
precedent-setting nature of the decisions.
The organisation holds a global mandate to promote the conclusion and ratification of
international conventions for the protection of refugees. They work in response to a specific
request or announcement or following the referral of an issue or case by a legal representative
or a non-governmental organisation. The UK (London) office is frequently consulted on the
introduction of new policies by the Home Office, as well as numerous other enquiries. UNHCR
is also represented at a large number of asylum stakeholder and government department
meetings. UNHCR London works with a range of solicitors and agencies and provides advice on
individual court cases in relation to UK law and practice where appropriate. They also provide
training to professionals working with asylum-seekers and refugees.

The Migration Observatory is an independent research centre based at Oxford University
concerned with objective data analysis and dissemination. Their aim is to inform migration
debates through authoritative, independent, transparent and evidence based analysis of data
on migrants and migration issues in the UK, set in an international context. Their aim is to be
responsive to the current debate and inform the debate with objective information. They have
interactive methods of communicating with citizens via their website for example. The
organisation claims to not have any policy or political goal. Funding for the Observatory comes
from Unbound Philanthropy, The Barrow Cadbury Trust, the Paul Hamlyn Foundation, the
Esmée Fairbairn Foundation and the Economic and Social Research Council.

Third sector
The Refugee Council provides advice and practical support to refugees and people seeking
asylum in the UK for more than 60 years. Their aim is also to influence the policies and
decisions that have an impact on refugees and asylum seekers in the UK, based on the
experiences of refugees in the UK. According to their website their approach is based on
thorough understanding of the difficulties people face who arrive in the UK who have fled war,
rape, torture. Whilst the Council realises that for many refugees who lost everything their lives
will never return to normal they aim to empower them as much as possible to rebuild their
lives. The Council does also parliamentary work that aims to ensure that policy decisions are
informed by the impact that those have on the lives of refugees in the UK. For this purpose they
provide briefings to parliamentarians on the issues affecting refugee and asylum seekers, and
share our research with them.
Refugee Council has received exemption from the Office of the Immigration Services
Commissioner to provide immigration advice and holds the quality mark for asylum advice
work. It provides the Secretariat to the All Party Parliamentary Group on Refugees, chaired by
Sarah Teather MP. In the past, the UK Borders Agency consulted with them in the development
of strategies to ensure that the role of the voluntary sector is represented but the relationship
has been affected by recent cuts: Whilst until 2011 the charity relied on the UK Border Agency
for 78% of its £20.1 million revenue, in 2011 the government cut the Council’s income source
by 62%. The Council lost as a result a third of its 300 staff (Guardian 2011). As per annual
report, its total income in 2012 reduced to 13.3 million (Research Council 2012). Important
parts of its service provision have been cut as a result but it still delivers a range of services
including ‘one stop’, face-to-face and telephone advice.
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The Refugee Council is an advocacy group that is also vocal about the differences of opinions
between government and its own organisation in regards to refugees’ issues. It also believes
that the integration of refugees concerns not just the Home Office but other government
departments such as those concerned with communities, local government, work and
education, health, children and families. They advocated for government to accept that
integration starts from day one when the person first makes a claim for asylum and they
successfully challenged the government’s approach to the provision of English language
support ensuring that a wider group of refugees can access the support.
The Refugee Council strongly supports and represents the interests of Refugee Community
Organisations and wants a greater recognition of their work (Refugee Council 2009). It is
leading on and involved in campaigns that are often organised in collaboration with a wide
range of organisations (see the example of the ‘stillhumanstillhere’-campaign in the section on
social innovations).
Refugee Action calls itself an independent, national charity that has worked in this field for
more than 30 years, providing practical emergency support for newly arrived asylum seekers
and long-term commitment to their settlement. They aim to pioneer innovative work in
partnership with refugees. The charity employs more than 200 staff (more than fifth of those
are refugees themselves) and has more than 200 volunteers. Their vision is a society in which
refugees are welcome, respected and safe and their work is concerned with challenging the
hostile environment for refugees. The charity also works with individuals and organisations to
raise positive awareness of refugees and the assets they bring in order to change public
perceptions. They also do policy and campaign work.
Refugee Action is commissioned by the Home Office (including the former UK Border Agency)
and local authorities to provide a wide range of service for refugees. The charity received 16.7
million pounds from the UK Border Agency in 2013 which constitutes the vast majority of their
income. Other income sources include donations from private persons and from fundraising
but they constitute less than a million. The charity is thus financially highly dependent on the
Home Office (Refugee Action 2013). In 2012-13 234 volunteers gave over 25,000 hours to
Refugee Action. They are considered a very important resource to the charity enabling it to
provide services, build networks with other organisations and raise awareness in the
communities (Refugee Action 2013).
Refugee Action is currently the largest voluntary sector provider under the Gateway Protection
Programme for refugees who have come under the United Nations Higher Commissioner for
Refugees (UNHCR) Resettlement Programme. It also provides a ‘one stop’ service for first point
of contact advice, ‘initial accommodation wraparound’ service and ‘choices’ which delivers the
UK’ Assisted Voluntary Return Programme providing advice and help for people considering
returning to their home countries voluntarily.
The organisation is connected with a wide range of local and national networks including
British Red Cross, Refugee Council, Amnesty International and media channels such as
Channel 4 and BBC. Together with those partners, and independently, they work to influence
policy makers to support the rights of refugees and asylum seekers. They provide awareness
raising events and training to community groups, statutory and voluntary organisations. The
charity intervenes in individual court cases to challenge unlawful practice which then also
influences national court decision making in the future. The charity also helps to improve
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access to legal aid for asylum seekers (Refugee Action 2013). Refugee Actions runs specialist
services and grass-roots projects such as for ‘get connected’ project for unaccompanied
asylum-seeking children, ‘fresh start’ project for destitute women refugees, and a ‘wellbeing’
project for those experiencing isolation, post-traumatic stress, depression, anxiety and distress
(Refugee Action 2013) .
Many Refugee Community Organisations (RCOs) are small grass root organisations that are
likely to survive on less than £10,000 a year. Funding for RCOs comes mainly from UK trusts
and foundations such as the Big Lottery Fund, the Diana Memorial Fund and the Lloyds TSB.
Other trusts and foundations support disadvantaged young people, some of whom may be
asylum-seekers or refugees. Some RCOs have raised concerns that charitable trusts are
increasingly favouring applications from registered charities which can demonstrate have
stronger governance and structures that support risk management and accountability.
The Fund for Refugee and Asylum Seeker Young People was set up by Paul Hamlyn Foundation
in 2003 to support UK-wide projects, working directly with young people, to promote their
integration into British society. The Fund allocated resources of £2,175,437 to organisations
which aimed to encourage the integration of young asylum seekers and refugees, build capacity
within refugee community organisations, support the development of effective practice. The
Fund also sought projects to influence public attitudes towards young refugees and asylumseekers. Almost half of total funding (£1,145,576) went to RCOs which often worked with
voluntary or arts organisations and the rest to charitable, voluntary and second-tier
organisations, totalling, of which 20 were run jointly with RCOs. The Foundation worked
closely with projects and built social relationship.

Think tanks
Migration Watch UK describes itself as an independent and non-political think tank which aims
to educate the public about relevant facts on migration issue. However, the organisation has
also expressed clear interests in supporting tighter immigration controls and has been
described by academics as a right wring lobby group. It has been criticised for example for
providing exaggerated predictions of future immigration figures (De Zoysa 2006), for describing
an untruthful picture about the impact of immigration on the social housing and employment
situation (Legrain 2008, Robinson 2010), and for producing inaccurate figures on the net
amount of tax paid by Eastern European migrants (Porter 2014). Migration Watch’s demands
for policy action is not focused on what they call ‘genuine’ refugees since those – as they argue
- constitute only a small proportion of overall UK immigration. On their website it is stated that
Britain’s long history of welcoming genuine refugees should continue.
Migration Watch UK was founded by Sir Andrew Green, a former British ambassador in Syria
and Saudi Arabia based on discussions about research produced by David Coleman at Oxford
University. The body is now led and supported by highly influential individuals such as Lord
Green of Deddington, another former British ambassador to Saudi Arabia and Mr Alp Mehmet,
a former ambassador to Iceland. Through their advisory council they are supported by David
Colemena, Baroness Cox and Roger Williams. The organisation is not registered as a charity
and operates instead as a company limited by guarantee and its website states that the
organisation relies on donations from the public. Total assets were about £29,000 as per 2010
accounts. Although it states that it produced research for government for the Cross Party
Group on Balanced Migration led by Frank Field MP (Labour) and Nicholas Soames MP
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(Conservative), they are strongly emphasise on their website that they receive no funds from
the government in any form and have no intention of seeking any. Migration Watch has
powerful relationships to the media in particular the Daily Mail and the Express.

5.2.4. Social innovations
It is a complex task to decide on whether or not to label projects or activities in refugee work as
socially innovative. The next phase of the ITSSOIN project, on case selection, should give
considerably more input. The following is merely to suggest a number of examples that could
point in the direction of what might constitute social innovations in this field:
a)

Community integration: A practical intervention of the 2005 refugee integration strategy was the
commencement of the ‘sunrise programme’ (Strategic Upgrade of National Refugee Integration
Services) and local links between the programme, local homelessness strategies and the National
Asylum Support Service (NASS). The aim was to develop individualised integration
programmes across the UK delivered by independent organisations which would offer locally
specific support and advice on services, volunteering opportunities, mentoring, family reunion
and links to local groups. The lessons learned from these pilot projects informed the
development of the Refugee Integration and Employment service which began operation 2008.

b) Advocacy for refused asylum seekers’ rights: An example is the ‘still human still here’ campaign
which is a collaboration of 60 organisations that aim to end the destitution of refused asylum
seekers. It demands that asylum seekers who would otherwise be destitute should get: sufficient
support so that they can meet their essential living needs; free access to healthcare; permission to
work if their case has not been resolved within six months or they have been refused, but
temporarily cannot be returned through no fault of their own; protection as required.
c)

Self-organization: grassroots organizations of refugees meet basic needs. We might think of
Somali community groups providing space, advice, cooking classes, etc. This may apply to both
refugees with a status and to refused asylum seekers. These small-scale organisations often link
up with other voluntary organisations and they are often one of the few ways of reaching these
often hidden communities. Not all of their work could probably be labelled as socially
innovative, but they certainly form an interesting basis for exploring new ways of addressing
social needs.

5.2.5. Perceptions of policy-makers and journalists
Current national social innovation policy is placed in the context of cuts to public sector
budgets and the devolution of resources to the local level with an emphasis on communities’
and individuals’ rights and responsibilities. Much of the innovation led or facilitated by the
government centres around financial and contractual solutions that consider private income
sources and new partnership arrangements between the private, public and voluntary sector.
In regards to the voluntary sector, the current government has shifted resources from grant
making towards commissioning services and in terms of overall budgets the voluntary sector
has received the largest cuts. For example, in the refugee field, the Home Office’s Small Grants
Scheme no longer exists. This shift may reflect a change in political and ideological
assumptions about the significance of the grass root innovation (Paul Hamlyn Foundation
2010).
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Public policy has shifted towards a greater emphasis on ‘community cohesion’ rather than on
embracing diversity. This might be also explained by a greater policy focus on efficiency and an
unresolved conflict between realising economies of scale gains and funding small innovative
projects. A cycle of pressures from the public, government officials, the media and other
influential stakeholders (such Migration Watch) might have also led to policies that have the
appearance to respond to a problem that has been sold in the media as one that once addressed
it will help Britain out of economic recession, terrorism and other social problems. The punitive
policies agenda for immigrants has a direct impact on the work of local RCOs and has made it a
lot harder for RCOs to compete successfully for funding. RCOs have always operated at a very
small level fighting many barriers and stigma. Facing increasing demands at reduced levels of
resources they now struggle to address even basic human needs of their clients. Similarly, at a
regional local authorities and police do not seem to be able to respond adequately to the
housing and safety needs of refugees and asylum seekers.
However, there are some local and regional initiatives which support RCOs. For example,
London Councils, a regional network of London’s 32 borough councils and the City of London,
funded the ‘Supporting RCOs’ project that aims to increase the impact of London based RCOs
by enabling them to deliver services effectively to their client groups and engage with
stakeholders in local service delivery, as well as to advise and influence local authorities and
statutory bodies about best practice in working with RCOs. In addition, there has been funding
provided by some foundations such as the Paul Hamlyn Foundation which set up the so called
Refugee and Asylum Seeker Fund in 2003 to support the work of RCOs with children and young
people. Another possible way forward for these small RCOs is to engage in collaborations and
build partnerships with larger organisations which have better chances of winning larger
contracts.
The tabloid media has commonly linked asylum and refugee issues with wider discussions
around race, illegal immigration and the integration of minorities. In those new stories asylum
seekers are often presented as scapegoats and ‘bogus’ welfare claimants as well as potential
terror suspects (Greenslade 2005). Certain types of media, in particular the tabloid press feeds
from the data produced by think tanks such as Migration Watch to shift public opinion towards
a panic on immigration and asylum. An example of the extent to which propaganda led by the
media changed public opinion was reflected in a survey in 2003 which suggested that people
believed that 23 per cent of the world’s refugees were hosted by the UK whilst the actual
proportion was under 2 per cent (Trilling 2012, Grayson 2014).

5.2.6. Connections to other fields
Whilst refugee advocacy groups argue for a greater responsibility of other government
departments to develop strategies that include the interests of refugees and asylum seekers,
this has often not been the case. However, many RCOs work at a local level with voluntary
sector and arts organisations and the socially innovations often build on partnerships with
organisations from a range of fields including health and social care
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5.3. Italy
5.3.1. Trends/Data
In Italy at the beginning of the 2014, there were about 78 thousand refugees (UNCHR, 2014).
In 2014, there were 64.886 asylum protection applications (in 2013 were 26.620 with a variation
of 144%) of which 36.330 were examined by the Commissions. There were 21.861positive
decisions (60%). In 3.649 (10%) cases the status of refugee was given, in 8.121 (22%) subsidiary
protection and finally in 10.091(28%) humanitarian protection (Ministero dell’Interno, 20132014).
It is important to underline that Italy ranks quantitatively less significant regarding the
applications for international protection compared to other countries. At the same time,
however, it ranks quite high among countries when it comes to offering some form of
protection to the applicant (Atlante Sprar, 2013).
As for the countries of origin of the refugees, in 2014 the first country of origin was the Nigeria
with 10.138 (15, 6%) applications, the second one was Mali with 9.771 (15%) asylum seekers
then Gambia 8.556 (13%), Pakistan 7.191 (11%) and Senegal 4.678 (7%). Finally, 59.870 asylum
seekers were men and only 5.016 women.
Analysing the monthly data more updated, in January 2015 the number of asylum seekers were
5.478 while in December 2014, they were 6.017 with a negative variation of 9%. The total
number of applications examined were 2.503 (2.805 in December 2014). 152 (6%) were
recognised refugee, to 499 (20%) were granted subsidiary protection, and to 581 (23%) the
humanitarian protection. Finally, in 1.190 (48%) cases any kind of protection was denied. The
remaining were other outcomes not specified.
In January 2015, the main nationalities were Gambia (804), Nigeria (654), Senegal (531),
Pakistan (472) and Mali (446). Finally, 5510 asylum seekers were men and 502 women
(Ministero dell’Interno, 2014-2015).

5.3.2. Regulation and institutional dynamics
In Italy, the right of asylum is currently based on the Consolidated Law about the immigration
DLgs.286/98 and by the law 189/2002, together with its implementing regulation, the Decree of
the President of the Republic n. 303 of the 16/09/2004. The law 189/2002 is also known as
Bossi- Fini law from the surname of the two politicians who, at that time, were respectively
Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Institutional Reforms and Devolution.
In addition, there are three Legislative Decrees ratifying three European directives:




The Legislative Decree n. 140 of the 30/05/2005 in implementation of the directive
2003/9/CE (Welcome Directive) that establishes minimum norms about the welcome
of refugee in the Member States;
The Legislative Decree n. 251 of the 19/11/2007 in implementation of the directive
2004/83/CE (Qualification Directive) that establishes minimum norm about the
attribution to foreign citizens, or to stateless of the qualification of refugee or person
in need of international protection. It also establishes minimum norms about the
protection, which has to be recognised;
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The legislative decree n.25 of the 28/01/2008 in implementation of the directive
2005/85/CE (Procedures Directive) on minimum standards on procedures in Member
States for granting and withdrawing refugee status.

Finally, in 2015 the Decree of the President of the Republic n.21 was issued. It establishes a new
regulation on procedures for granting and withdrawing international protection in accordance
with Article 38 of Legislative Decree n .25 of the 28/01/2008.
According to the United Nations, Italy is the only country in Europe that does not have an
organic legislation about the right of asylum protection yet (UNCHR, 2006). The transposition
of European legislation implied a step forward to the definition of minimum standards of
protection and the identification of being a refugee.
However, other measures adopted by the government in the past, could be read in the opposite
direction. The decree n.159/2008 has modified number 25/2008, in a restrictive way, causing
some important guarantees to be useless. The law n.94/2009 “Disposition in the Field of Public
Safety” criminalized illegal immigration. Finally, the 2009 Italian policy against immigration
via sea allows for refoulement to the ports of origin of the boats that migrants used. This is at
odds with the Geneva convention and Italian international obligations on asylum and
specifically on the principle of non- refoulement. (Calloni et al. 2012).
In 2012, Italy was indeed condemned by the European Court of the Human Rights in Strasburg
for the Hirsi Jamaa case. It was a case of a group of 24 Somalis and Eritreans, part of a larger
group of migrants intercepted by some Italian naval units and then sent back to Libya, in May
2009. The court considered this Italian action as a violation of the art. 3 (Absolute prohibition
of torture and inhuman and degrading treatment), Article. 13 (Right to an effective remedy) of
the European Convention of Human Rights and Article. 4 (Prohibition of collective expulsions)
of the 4° additional protocol (UNCHR,2012).
The right of asylum and the procedures needed to get it helps in understanding the
configuration of the three groups we are focusing on: asylum seekers, refused asylum seekers
and refugees. The next section outlines the definitions and procedures involved in belonging to
the three different groups.

Definitions, procedures and rights
In Italy, the asylum seekers or better the international protection seekers are people who,
outside from their country of origin, present a request for international protection to the
Italian state. Until the authorities in charge do not take a decision about their application the
international protection seekers do not change their status (Meltingpot, www.meltingpot.org).
According to Italian law, the asylum application should be presented immediately upon
arrival to the country at the Border police point or at the Immigration Office of the Police
(Questura). From this moment, the procedure starts.
In a first phase, the foreign person should be identified (fotosegnalamento). The
international protection seeker has to provide his/her personal data, he/she is photographed
and his fingerprints are taken. Usually together with the identification (fotosegnalamento), the
formalization of the application (verbalizzazione) also takes place through the filling by the
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foreign citizen of the “Modello per il riconoscimento dello status di rifugiato ai sensi della
Convenzione di Ginevra” (literally “Model for request of the status of refugee according to the
Geneva Convention”, simply called Modello C/3 or “verbale”).
The police then has the duty of contacting the Dublin Unit of the Ministry of Interior to verify
whether Italy, on the basis of the Dublin Regulation, is the state responsible for the
examination of the asylum application. If the result is positive, from the checks performed by
the Dublin Unit, the foreign citizen will be invited to receive his/her permit of stay for asylum
seekers to the Police Station and to know the date of the interview with the Commission.
(Ministero dell’interno, 2008-2013). The application is indeed judged by a Territorial
Commission for the Recognition of International protection (Commissione) responsible
for the territory. In Italy, there are 10 territorial commissions plus one National Commission
with tasks of coordination and orientation. They are the authorities competent for taking
decision on the asylum application and are composed by four members: 2 representatives of
the Ministry of the Interior, 1 representative of the municipality (or province or region) and 1
representative of the UN High Commissioner for Refugees.
During the interview, the Commission asks the asylum seeker questions on himself, his/her
relatives, the travel he made to reach Italy, his/her documents, the reasons why he/she left the
country of origin and the reasons why he/she cannot return. The law foresees that the interview
takes place within 30 days from the application and that the Commission decides in the
three days following it. In the reality, these terms are much longer (www.interno.gov.it)
Meanwhile, the asylum seekers have some rights. At first, they receive from the police a
Temporary Permit of stay plus a “Cedolino” where the dates of the future appointments with
the Questura are listed. Moreover, the asylum seekers have the right to receive health care. In
order to receive it, they should indeed require a fiscal code to the Entry Agency. Afterwards
they have to require the issuance of the health card (tessera sanitaria) to the ASL (Local Health
Service) and choose a doctor to refer to in case of need. Of course, the right to first aid medical
care is granted even before they are given a permit of stay or a Cedolino.
As for the access to work, at the beginning of the asylum procedure, international protection
seekers are not allowed to work. If the decision on the application is not taken within six
months from the presentation and the delay is not due to the foreign citizens’ behaviour, the
temporary permit of stay is renewed for additional six months and they are allowed to work
until the end of the procedure.
Underage asylum seekers or asylum seekers’ children have the right to attend public schools.
Adult asylum seekers have the right to attend vocational courses.
Finally, the asylum seekers have to inform the police if they do not have any accommodation.
If no places are available in the accommodation system of the SPRAR (Protection System for
Asylum Seekers and Refugees) asylum seekers are temporarily addressed to a CARA (acronym
for the Italian words Centre for First Accommodation), centres where accommodation is
provided only for a limited period of time). Accommodation, both in CARA and in SPRAR, is
normally foreseen for six months. In the reality, this period may be extended until the end of
the asylum procedure.
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Moreover, the law foresees that, in case of lack of accommodation, the asylum seekers with no
economic resources have the right to an allowance.
After the examination of the application by the Commission, four possibilities are opened to
the asylum seekers.

The recognition of the refugee status
According to the Italian law, the status of refugee is a condition in which the Italian State
recognizes a foreign citizen as a refugee. (D.Lgs n.251/97).
A refugee is a foreign citizen 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 protection of that country; or who, not having a nationality and being outside
the country of his former habitual residence as a result of such events, is unable or, owing to
such fear, is unwilling to return to it.” (UNCHR, 1915). Italy has adopted the definition of
refugee approved in the Convention of Genève of 1951.
The refugees receive a Permit of Stay in Italy valid for five years and renewable at expiration.
They have also the possibility to be enrolled in the municipal register of residents in order to
exercise some fundamental rights (for example: medical and social care and assistance).
As for the access to work, the Italian law establishes that the refugees are able to access the
job market at the same conditions as Italian citizens.
Other important rights granted to refugees are the Right to family reunification, the Right
to get married and the Right to social assistance. Moreover, they enjoy the Right to health
care and the right to access to public education (under 18 years) at the same conditions as
Italian citizens.
Refugees can ask for a travel document to the Questura that is valid for five years and they have
the Right to free movement.
They may also require the Italian citizenship, after five years of regular and continuous
residence in Italy, if in the three previous years they have regularly submitted an income tax
declaration (demonstrating economic self-sufficiency).
Finally, they have the Right to participate in the public housing allocation at the same
conditions as Italian citizens.
The recognition of the status of subsidiary protection
According to the Italian law, the status of subsidiary protection is a condition in which the
Italian State recognizes a foreign citizen as admissible of subsidiary protection.
A person admissible of subsidiary protection is a “non-European citizen, or a stateless
person, who does not comply with the criteria to obtain the recognition of the status of refugee,
but there are well-grounded reasons to believe that if he returns to his country of origin, or in
the country where he usually lives, he might run the effective risk of undergoing serious harm
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and he because of that risk, cannot or does not want to benefit from the protection of that
country” (D.Lgs n.251/97).
For “serious harm”, the law intends the risk that in his country he/she might be condemned to
death or executed because of a death warrant; the risk that he/she might undergo torture or
inhuman or degrading treatment; the existence of a serious threat for his/her life because of an
internal or international armed conflict.
People who are granted the subsidiary protection have quite the same rights of the refugee,
with some differences. They receive indeed a Permit of Stay with a duration of just three
years and renewable after the decision of the Commission.
In addition, they can require the citizenship but only after 10 years of regular and continuous
residence in Italy, if in the three previous years they have regularly presented an income tax
declaration (to demonstrate economic self-sufficiency)

The recognition of the status of humanitarian protection
The Questura may issue a permit of stay for humanitarian reasons any time the
Commission, not recognizing any form of protection (refugee status or subsidiary protection),
considers that there are the conditions for the recognition of a humanitarian protection. The
Commission indeed believes that in the country of origin of the foreign citizen there are real
humanitarian causes like natural disasters, calamities, crises, violent political upheavals, etc.
which justify the stay of the applicant on the national territory (Law Decree n. 286/98).
People who are granted humanitarian protection enjoy restricted rights in comparison to the
previous two forms of protection. They receive indeed a Permit of Stay that is valid for one
year and is renewable at expiration after the decision of the Commission. Considering the
limited duration of such a permit, the advice of the Ministry of Interior is generally to change it
into a permit of stay for work reasons. Moreover, they have limited access to social assistance
and they are not allowed to family re-unification.

Negation
Finally, no kind of protection is granted when the applicant does not have the prerequisites,
such as the application is unfounded or s/he comes from a safe country. The protection is also
denied if the foreign citizen is considered a danger to the safety of the state, to the public order
and security being convicted with definitive judgment.
The applicant receives an expulsion decree that invite him to leave the country, from this
moment he is an irregular migrant.
The refused asylum seeker has the right to present a recourse that suspends the decree,
awaiting a new decision.
However, the asylum seeker who becomes irregular foreigners is addressed to the Centre of
Identification and Expulsion (CIE).
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5.3.3. Actors: interests, resources and authority relations
Public sector
To better understand the Italian system of reception today, it is important to briefly outline its
history.
After the Second World War, the policy of the Italian government was to guarantee temporary
permits of stay to foreign citizens, in order to incentivize the transit to other countries. The
reception of and assistance to refugees and asylum seekers was therefore an exclusive task of
private social entities.
At the end of the Nineties, after the Convention of Dublin entered into force, from being a
country of transit Italy became a country of forced settlement. It was therefore evident that
there was a need to create a coordinated and shared system of reception to integrate the work
of all of the entities, which had operated autonomously until that moment.
In 1999, the Project Join Action (“Progetto Azione Comune”) was set up. It was a network of
services managed by associations around the country with the objective to operate in a
homogeneous way. The next year, the Ministry of the Interior together with the UNCHR decide
to be involved in the network with the role of supervisor, giving the opportunity to the
associations to access to state funds. The National Asylum Plan (PNA) was created with the
National Associations of the Municipalities (ANCI) as intermediary between state and third
sector. The PNA consisted of a system of local projects based on common standards and
coordinated by a central secretariat. A good part of the management of the projects was
entrusted to few organizations, ICS (Italian Consortium of Solidarity), CIR (Consiglio Italiano
per i Rifugiati – Italian Council for Refugees), CARITAS (a wide network of assistance
connected to the Catholic Church) and OIM (Organizzazione Internazionale per le Migrazioni –
International Organization for Migrations).
In 2002, the PNA was substituted by the SPRAR (Sistema di Protezione per Richiedenti
Asilo e Rifugiati – System of Protection for Asylum Seekers and Refugees), which
represents the first fully institutionalized system aiming at a centralized, standardized and
coordinated management of the accommodation services (Calloni et al. 2012).

The Public System of SPRAR
The SPRAR is an Integrated Reception System promoted by the Ministry of the Interior and by
local institutions that offers housing support to asylum seekers and refugees. It was established
by the law n. 189/2002 and consists of a structural network of local authorities, which have the
access, in the limit of the available resources, to the National Fund for the policies and the
services of asylum (FNPSA).
SPRAR has two main objectives:
a) Provide measures of assistance and protection to the individual beneficiary;
b) Facilitate the process of integration through the acquisition of a new autonomy.
To achieve these objectives the SPRAR projects are all based on the concept of empowerment
of the beneficiary. It is defined as "an individual and organized process, through which
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individuals can (re) build their capacity to choose and design and (re) buy the perception of
their value, of their potential and opportunities (Servizio Centrale SPRAR, 2001).
The system is directed by a Central Service. The Central Service was instituted by the Ministry
of the Interior and assigned to ANCI that in turn for the implementation of activities uses the
operational support of the foundation Cittaitalia. The main tasks of the Central service are to
monitor the presence on the territory of applicants and beneficiaries of international
protection; to create and maintain a constant update of a database of interventions at the local
level in favour of the applicants and beneficiaries of international protection; to disseminate
information on interventions; to provide technical assistance to local authorities, including the
preparation of care facilities.
Every three years, the Ministry of the Interior issues a tender notice for the assignment of the
funding. The role of the Ministry is also to provide guidance to the local authorities, specifying
the criteria and procedures for submitting the applications for the access to the annual
distribution of Fund. The local authorities interested, together with the help of the third sector
can participate to this tender notice presenting their reception projects. These are then
submitted to an Evaluation Committee, which decides the projects suitable.
Concretely, projects can include the reception of individuals and / or families in apartments or
in collective centres and the conduction of a series of activities to promote their integration in
the territory. However, the duration of stay in the SPRAR Centres is a maximum of 6/12
months.
According to Daniela Capua, director of the Central Service of the SPRAR the average daily cost
for a refugee is of 35 euro. Nevertheless, this amount of money is not directly delivered to the
refugees. It is used to cover all the costs of the centres namely the costs for room and board,
cleaning services, and projects into the world of work. Refugees receive only 3 euro to satisfy
little daily needs (phone recharge, water, food etc.) (www.rainews.it, 2014).
In this network, the projects funded through the extraordinary resources of the Eight per
thousand of the IRPEF8 assigned to ANCI from the Presidency of the Council of Ministers are
also harmonized.
Finally, also the projects funded by the resources of Civil Protection are part of the SPRAR.
The local authorities have access to these resources autonomously if they chose to adopt the
guidelines for the realization of interventions implemented as part of the so-called "Emergency
North Africa”.
In 2012, the National Fund for policies and services of asylum financed 151 projects with 3000
places for the reception of refugees, of owner of subsidiary and of humanitarian protection. 128
local governments were involved: 110 municipalities, 16 provinces and 2 unions of
municipalities. Besides the 3.000 places financed by the FNPSA, 816 places were activated
thanks to the resources of Civil Protection and other 163 thanks to the Eight per thousand for a
total of 3.979 places of reception in 2012.

8

“Eight per Thousand” is a law according to which Italian taxpayers may choose to donate the 8x1000 of
their annual income tax return either to a recognized religion of the country, or to a social assistance
framework provided by the State.
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From December 2012 to November 2013, the territorial network of the SPRAR has more than
tripled. The ministry of the Interior asked for five consecutive improvements, which led to the
availability of another 6.356 places for a total of 9.356 places. It will be possible only in the
future to outline the results of this improvement, when all the information about the
beneficiaries and the services supplied will be accessible (Atlante SPRAR, 2013).

CARA (Accommodation Centre for Asylum Seekers)
CARA (Accommodation Centre for Asylum Seekers) and CDA (Accommodation Centre) or CPA
(Primary Accommodation Centre) are centres aiming at first welcoming people who arrive in
the Italian territory looking for an international protection. According to the decree law
n.25/2008 international protection seekers are lodged in an Accommodation Centre for Asylum
Seekers in some particular cases:
When there is a need to verify their identity or nationality, if they don’t have travel documents or
identity card, or if at their arrival in the State they have submitted false or forged documents;
b) When they have applied for asylum after having been stopped for avoiding border controls;
c) When they have applied for asylum after having been found to be irregular in the territory;
d) When they have submitted the application being already the recipients of an expulsion decision.
a)

In the first case, the period of reception is related to the time necessary at identifying the
applicant, and in any case for not more than 20 days. In the other cases, the period of reception
continues for the time necessary to examine the application and in any case for a period not
exceeding 35 days.
If the commission delayed in the examination of the applications, the applicant is given a
permit of stay of three months, renewable until the decision about the application. Indeed, the
time spent by asylum seekers in the CARA is on average longer than the one determined by law
and lasts until the communication of the decision of the Territorial Commission.
CARA are managed by the Ministry of the Interior through the prefectures, which subcontract
the services of the centres to public entities or to private organizations through an invitation to
tender. The agreements vary and the State pays a share a day for each asylum seeker. With this
amount accommodation, meals, health care and legal assistance, interpreter and psychosocial
services must be guaranteed.
The asylum seekers can go out from the centres during the morning but they have to come back
every evening. Since the period of stay in the centres is variable and unquantifiable, it is
difficult to have a system of integration of asylum seekers into society. In addition, the
inclusion of the asylum seekers is often undermined by the fact that these structures are often
isolated from urban centres and with no transport services.

CIE (identification and expulsion centres)
The CIE are detention facilities where the foreign citizens that have applied for asylum are
imprisoned after having been notified an expulsion order, or after having committed a crime.
The detention cannot last more than 30 days, extendible until a maximum of 18 months, when
it is not possible to carry out immediately the expulsion because of temporary situations. In
reality, it is a status of administrative detention because the foreign citizens are deprived of
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personal freedom and are subjected to a regime of coercion, which among other things,
prevents them from receiving visits and to assert the fundamental right to legal defence.
The CIE operation is a responsibility of the Prefect. He generally entrusts the structures’
management services to private organizations. They are responsible for the relations with the
prisoners and of the material management of the centres. The police patrols the outer space of
the buildings and may enter the area where the prisoners live only at the request of the
management organizations in exceptional and emergency cases, although this occurs daily.
The report of Medicins sans Frontieres “Al di là del muro Viaggio nei centri per migranti in
Italia” (2010) describes CARA and CIE centres as characterised by many factors of malfunction
and episodes of poor protection of fundamental rights. Inadequate contacts with the National
Health Service, insufficient health, legal, social and psychological assistance, widespread signs
of deep malaise among the detained (self- mutilation, riots, requests for sedatives, repeated use
of health services) are only few examples of the conditions in which asylum seekers live in
these centres.
Despite these institutions has been instituted more than 10 years ago, their overall
management still seems to be based on an emergency approach and to a large extent on the
good will and capabilities of individual managing bodies and staff. Moreover, there is a lack of
accountability, transparency and of clear and shared standards by all the centres to identify
where improvements and changes are needed.

UNCHR
The Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees leads and co-ordinates
international action to protect refugees and resolve refugee problems worldwide. “Its primary
purpose is to safeguard the rights and well-being of refugees. It strives to ensure that everyone
can exercise the right to seek asylum and find safe refuge in another State” (UNCHR website).
In Italy, being a country of landing, UNCHR provides information to new arrivals in southern
Italy to ensure that asylum-seekers and persons with special needs are referred to the relevant
administrative procedures and reception structures. Moreover, UNHCR monitors reception
conditions and participates in the national procedure of determination of the refugee status, in
the Territorial Commissions and, in an advisory capacity, in the National Commission. Its
objective is indeed to maintain high protection standards and build the capacity of state actors,
while at the same time, advocates for improvements and quality control.

Third sector

Associations
With the institution of the SPRAR, almost all of the public funding goes to the centres and
structures part of this integrated system. Therefore, third sector organizations can access
public resources only if they are able to make agreements with public administrations to
manage specific accommodation projects.
The majority of the small associations, which manage local projects together with public
authorities, refers to some associative actors of national relevance such as Caritas, CIR
(CONSIGLIO ITALIANO PER I RIFUGIATI), ICS (CONSORZIO ITALIANO DI SOLIDARIETÀ).
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There seems to be indeed an oligopoly of the asylum seekers receptions, few big
associations which manage the most of the public fund.
The remaining associations that are marginalized or decided to exclude themselves for
ideological reasons, have to find resources in other ways. They can for example resort to the
“five per thousand” (similar to the eight per thousand), to activities of fundraising or to the
participation of public (local, regional or national) or private (banking and philanthropic
foundation) tender notices.
Moreover, this kind of associations relies on the work of volunteers through which it can offer
health, legal and social assistance to asylum seekers.
Significant is what can we read in the website of the Naga, an association of volunteering born
in Milan to protect the rights of foreign citizens and that offers also health assistance. “The
association is not an alternative or in competition with the public health services, or want
delegations within a sector that is one of the prominent features of the welfare state; it aims,
rather, to extinct as an inevitable consequence of the assumption of the concrete and direct
"problem" by the authorities in charge.” (www.naga.it). It’s mission is to supply what the public
sector cannot, with the hope to extinct when the public is able to meet the needs of everybody.
Naga offers primary support to refugees and asylum seekers living in the suburbs
(food/drugs/care), but also legal advice to migrants, either they are in the process of request for
asylum or they are refugees.
The work of associations that provide accommodation facilities is also very important.
Although the Italian law foresees the right of accommodation to all asylum seekers, the
accommodations availability in SPRAR and CARA is limited and there is a big gap between the
numbers of asylum seekers or refugees and the places accessible in the public system.
Therefore, the possibility to find an accommodation is most of the time not immediate. It is
thus possible that the asylum protection seekers have to wait for a long time or that, in order to
be accommodated, they are transferred to a town different from the one where they presented
the asylum application.
Moreover, during the phase of evaluation of the asylum application by the Commission and the
foreign citizens do not have the right to work. Many asylum seekers are therefore obliged to
live in inhuman conditions without money and a place to live. In these contexts, associations
like Naga and others give their help to migrants waiting for accommodation.

5.3.4. Social innovations
Given the framework above, it is quite difficult to identify clearly a single aspect which can be
labelled as a “social innovation”. Given that the community care and self-organization of
refugees and asylum seekers is guaranteed, in reality, by the work of non-profit associations
and organizations like Naga or Caritas, it is rather difficult to call it an “innovation”.
Nonetheless, with the help of interviews, we were able to spot a number innovative solutions or
projects, all supported by the civil society (a part from the third case whose leader is the ILO)
which were applied in some circumstances and can probably offer some contributions for the
discussion on social innovation.
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This is considered a first draft, and it is open for discussion and further debate with the WP
leader and/or other ITSSOIN partners.
1.

Alternative shelter: “Rifugiato a casa mia” (Refugees at my place) is a pilot project by Caritas
(13 sections around the country) which supports a new form of reception for applicants for
international protection and/or refugees, and consists in the accommodation of those vulnerable
groups in citizens’ families. The Project addresses two target audiences: on the one hand, the
refugees, which are proposed a form of accommodation alternative to institutional circuits; on
the other hand, families that can experiment hosting people from different backgrounds and
cultures.

2.

Work integration: “Turismo Innovativo e Integrazione dei rifugiati” (Community Tourism and
Refugees Integration) is a pilot project too, promoted by a social cooperative, the Cooperativa
Cadore (a social cooperative for work integration based near the Dolomites), to promote tourism
on the Dolomites and at the same time promote the work integration of asylum seekers. Ten
people, currently waiting for their status of refugees to be accepted/declined, are hosted in the
cooperatives house and offer volunteer work to the social cooperative. “RE-LAB: Start up your
business” was started by the International Training Centre of the International Labour
Organization (ILO) and involves the Municipality of Venice, the Italian Council for Refugees
and two Italian microfinance associations. It aims at involving refugees in the training and
support of their own business ideas.

5.3.5. Perceptions of policy-makers and journalists
There are no noteworthy comments on refugees in the policy-documents and newspapers
clippings that were studied.

5.4. Czech Republic
Generally, the field both keeps its regularities and is undergoing some important
transformations. As to the former, the institutional settings and the clear prevalence of
Ministry of Interior as a major actor in the field prevail despite the changing domestic and
international political environment (most notably the political transition of the country,
accession of the Czech Republic to the EU and the imposition of new EC directives in the field).
The dynamics in the field has been a combination of external factors (changing EU legislation,
flow of asylum seekers) and internal ones (changing political discourse towards more strict
criteria of asylum confirmation, specific relations to some countries resulting in different
composition of asylum seekers as compared to other countries) and resulted in switching from
the country of transition to the one of destination, tightening the conditions for obtaining the
status of refugee and slow and controlled involvement of the non-state actors in the policy
implementation. The landscape of actors is quite variegated– public institutions, think-tanks
and academia, non-profits (including community groups of refugees and immingrants) and
international actors are active here. The social innovations identified so far might be identified
as community and work oriented integration and are based on projects run by NGOs and
funded by the public institutions and EU programmes.

Trends
The number of refugees that sought asylum in the Czech Republic peaked in 2001 (see Table 1).
This year however did not significantly differ from the others in terms of the composition or
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structure of people that attempted to obtain asylum in the CR - these are typically citizens of
Ukraine, Vietnam and post-soviet republics (Azerbaijan, Georgia, Armenia etc.). One of the
important motives for many refugees may be the opportunity to work legally in the Czech
Republic.
There were several important factors that influenced the number of asylum seekers. First, after
the access to EU, the Dublin directive on the number of countries where one may ask for asylum
started to be effective also in CR. Second important factor in the trends in the number of
people asking for asylum in the CR was the entrance of CR into the Schengen system in
December 2007. Because of its geographical position, the Czech Republic is no longer a country
of the usual first entrance of asylum seekers into the EU area. Also, there was an impact of the
Great Recession and changes in the migration routes through which the migrants attempt to
enter developed countries. Fourth, as a result of the newly adopted restrictions in 2001
combined with the unpreparedness of official institutions, NGOs and migrants alike, many
migrants legally residing in the country suddenly became illegal. For those who wished to stay,
submitting an asylum application often remained the only way to regain legal status.
Consequently, there was an unprecedented increase in the number of asylum applications in
2001. In reaction to this, the government restricted the Asylum Act again in 2001, by
disallowing the work permit in the first year of the asylum procedure. With the restrictive
measures being put in practice, 2001 saw the lowest numbers of asylums awarded in Czech
history. Realizing that attempts to re-legalize their status via asylum had become fruitless, the
number of asylum seekers dropped again in 2002 (Pavelková 2015).
The Czech Republic has slowly transformed from a transit country towards a country of
destination - it is estimated that 90% of asylum seekers wish to stay here, as compared to the
previous period when about 70% of asylum seekers continued to other countries (Jiřička 2013).
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Table 1: Number of asylum seeking and asylum grants in the Czech Republic (1990-2014)

Source: Ministry of Interior
As far as the deportations from the Czech Republic are considered, one has to mention the fact
that these do not simply apply only to refugees but also to other migrants who already live and
work in the country - therefore their numbers exceed the number of permissions granted to
asylum seekers in a given years (see Table 2). Unfortunately, there are no public statistics on
the number of actual deportations, and existing numbers describe only the police
(administrative) decision on the deportation (usually related to the breaking of the so-called
regime of residence/visit), and court decision on deportation (usually related to criminal acts
and breaking of law). These decisions may be avoided under some circumstances (e.g. if a
family life is proven in the country). Generally, the number of deportations actually executed
by the state institutions is expected to be lower.
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Table 2: Number of decision on deportations from CR (2002-2012)

Source: Ministry of Interior 2013
Since 1991, 93,369 persons have applied for asylum in the Czech Republic. Out of them 3,973
were granted asylum and 1,451 persons were provided subsidiary protection. In addition to
these so-called spontaneous arrivals, about 140 refugees were permanently resettled in the
Czech Republic from third countries. At the moment, about 3,173 acknowledged refugees live
here. From 2010 to 2013 the Ministry of Interior received about 700 new applications yearly;
however the most recent data indicates a significant increase – 1156 new applications were
reported in 2014. Today Ukrainians are by far the most represented group of applicants,
followed by people fleeing the conflict in Syria (Pavelková 2015). Apart from these numbers, it
is hard to estimate real number of citizens with a refugee background living in the country, as
there were also much earlier waves of refugees during the period of state socialism - e.g. app.
12,000 Greek citizens fled to the country after the end of Greek civil war (1948-1949), and their
numbers rose to 15,000 in late 1970s. At the moment, we may estimate that app. 25,000 30,000 persons with a refugee background (i.e. first and second generation of refugees) live in
the country, while only minor part of them (5,000 - 7,000) came to the country after 1989.
The numbers of undocumented migrants are estimated as much higher than those of successful
asylum seekers. Police-reported numbers suggest that the number of illegal immigrants is
decreasing (also because of evolution of the Schengen system), however the real number of
undocumented immigrants shall be probably higher.
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Table 3: Trends in illegal immigration in the Czech Republic identified by the police

Source: Ministry of Interior 2013
In 2013, the number of illegal immigrants identified by the police was 4,153 and in 2014 it was
4,822. Most often, these were coming from Ukraine, Kuwait, Russia, Libya, Vietnam and Saudi
Arabia.
Generally, the number of foreigners legally living in the country is relatively low - it is around
5% of inhabitants.

Regulation and institutional dynamics
Generally, the Czech public authorities went through a long transition from liberal perspective
on refugees and asylum in early 1990s (the first Refugee Act was passed as early as 1990 and
defined “refugee” in a very broad sense, not simply codifying the right to asylum according to
the classic Geneva Convention criteria). In fact this legislation went beyond the scope of the
Geneva Convention and the Aliens Act of 1992 was similarly liberal, aiming more at monitoring
migration flows rather than restricting them (Pavelková 2015). This phase of Czech asylum
policy lasted to 1996. In 1999, the Refugee Act was abolished and replaced with the Asylum
Act: while rights and freedoms of refugees were improved, the conditions of asylum-granting
became much stricter, thus moving to restrictive asylum policy (which was further
strengthened by changing this law in 2001). At the moment we are at the neoliberal (or neorestrictive) phase of asylum and migration policy that started in 2008 and which pursues
managerial approach – combining restrictive measures with economic motives of accepting
migrants and foreigners that may contribute economically to the country and may be easily
integrated.
The Charter Of Fundamental Rights and Freedoms (Resolution of the Presidium of the Czech
National Council No. 2/1993 Coll.) is a part of Czech Constitution. It states that everyone who
is legitimately staying within the territory of the Czech Republic has the right freely to leave it,
that every citizen is free to enter the territory of the Czech Republic and that no citizen may be
forced to leave her homeland. It also suggests that an alien may be expelled only in cases
specified by the law and the Czech Republic shall grant asylum to aliens who are being
persecuted for the assertion of their political rights and freedoms. Also asylum may be denied
to a person who has acted contrary to fundamental human rights and freedoms.
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Act No. 325/1999 Coll., The Asylum Act states that a foreigner seeking protection against
persecution in his/her country of origin shall not apply directly for asylum but for so-called
international protection, which consists of protection in the form of asylum and also so-called
subsidiary protection. The reasons for which international protection can be granted are:



if the foreigner is being persecuted for exercising his/her political rights and freedoms
has a good reason to fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality,
sex, membership in a particular social group, or political opinion in the country of his
nationality

Law also defines the key concepts and the procedure of asylum-seeking. Furthermore, the law
defines the state integration program focusing in inclusion of asylum-seekers in Czech society
(housing, language assimilation, work integration).
The law was amended by the Act No. 165/2006 Coll., as a reaction to new EU directive on
harmonization of rules for recognition of asylum status.
Act No. 326/1999 Coll., on the Residence of Aliens/Foreigners in the Territory of the Czech
Republic was passed in order to regulate the rising number of immigrants and changing status
of the country from the one of transition to one of destination. It regulates temporary and
long-term residence on the territory, and asserts that permanent residence may be granted
after 4 years of proceedings of international protection mechanisms and defines other
conditions for granting a permanent residence (after 5 years of continuous residence,
humanitarian reasons or raison d´etat). This act has been criticized for being non-transparent,
non-comprehensive and non-systematic. Experts in the filed mostly require simplification of
the process and lowering the bureaucratic obstacles in the process. It was changed under the
pressure of law harmonization with EU legislation which brought some innovations and made
the procedures of asylum-seeking more transparent and simple (shift of competences from
police to Ministry, changes in the system of long-term residence, introduction of so-called blue
cards etc.).
Act. No. 221/2003 Coll., on Subsidiary Protection of Aliens defines the residence under the
subsidiary protection as a special kind of residence. The law is a reaction to EU directive
2001/55/ES related to the harmonization of rules for provision of subsidiary protection in case
of mass wave of immigrants from third countries. This Act is applicable if subsidiary protection
of foreign nationals has been found as necessary by the EU Council. It brought a wider
conception of family in order to implement the principle on the unification of family of
refugees and make it more inclusive. Furthermore, a new law is being prepared that should
complete the process of establishment of joint European asylum framework and make the
processes more effective.
Act No. 186/2013 Coll., The Czech Citizenship Act The Asylum Act According to Section 14
(§) of the Czech Citizenship Act, states that one of the conditions for being granted Czech
citizenship is demonstrating knowledge of the Czech language (Article 4) and demonstrating
basic knowledge of the Czech constitutional system and a basic understanding of Czech
culture, society, geography and history (Article 5). This knowledge is demonstrated by passing
the Czech Citizenship Exam. The Czech Citizenship Act explicitly states that there is no legal
entitlement to being granted Czech citizenship. The new act brings some major changes
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(duality of citizenships is accepted, new entitlements for foreigners to obtain Czech
citizenship).
The field is driven from the national level (by Ministry of Interior that decides on the
legislation and implement the directives of EC), while the dynamics at this sector and at this
level is determined mostly by domestic political interests (prevailing attitudes of citizens,
populist political parties) and EU dynamics (including other international political processes –
conflict in Ukraine and recent repatriation of some Ukraine citizens with Czech origins). The
regional level is dominantly an intermediary as there are some branches of state institutions
(Foreign Police and Ministry of Interior regional offices). Innovative practices, if any, are
channelled via the distribution of ESF resources (see below).
Regional and municipal authorities do not follow any different dynamics – they mostly act as
an implementation tools for the Ministry and are provided some funding for that. also the
NGOs working at this level (usually providing social services) focus on following existing
political and social patterns instead of bringing any innovations or new dynamics here. The
same apply for the municipal level.
One of the actors that bring in some dynamism in the field work at national and international
level – these are mostly advocacy NGOs and international organizations located in Prague and
Brno. These critically review existing asylum policies and their implementation and sometimes
introduce new solutions to existing problems. This process is also driven by the distribution of
ESF resources mainly to NGOs but also to commercial subjects, as social integration of
foreigners and immigrants is one of the projects that were supported as socially innovative
ones.
To conclude, innovative dynamics comes mainly from international environment and is usually
implemented by NGOs operating from large cities and on the national and regional level.

5.4.1. Actors: interests, resources and authority relations
Generally – and again leaving aside EU, UN or international treaties - the Ministry of Interior is
the most powerful actor in the field – it defines it in legal terms (prepares and reviews new
legislation and implementation of EU directives), it funds many other actors in the field, it
produces most information and controls the repressive tools. It also decides on whether the
asylum is granted or not (alternatively, subsidiary protection may be granted or not). Regional
courts may assess the appeal of unsuccessful asylum-seekers, but they cannot change the final
decision or grant an asylum themselves (the same applies also to the Supreme Administrative
Court). They also implement EU directives that are often not completely precise and detailed
and so leave the room for manoeuvre (especially when deciding on asylum in particular cases).
The Ministry also controls the Foreign Police dealing with foreigners (especially form nonSchengen countries) entering the country.
NGOs are treated as a source of expertise and invited to some decisions related to practical
matters, but are not in position to directly influence the legislation in the field (despite their
presence in the Government Council on Human Rights) and they enter the filed mostly in the
phase of implementation of the asylum policy, not during their formulation. These key types of
actors – public, non-profit ones and their sub-types – are introduced in more detail below.

53

State and public institutions
In terms of domestic actors (i.e. leaving aside key international principle-setting actors as EU
or UN) the Department of Asylum and Migration Policy at the Ministry of the Interior is
the key public institution in the field, it coordinates migration and asylum policies of the
Ministry of the Interior in the field of international protection (Refugee Facilities
Management of the Czech Ministry of the Interior), refugees, entering and residence of
foreigners in the CR, conception and conditions of integration of foreigners, state integration
programs and Schengen zone cooperation. The Ministry itself administers the facilities for
refugees, provides foreigners with information on legal aspects of their stay in CR, and
monitors different types of foreigners´ stay in the CR. The department is usually motivated by
two political goals. The first of them is to comply with the foreign policy of the country, i.e. to
reflect the relations of the Czech Republic with other countries during the process of dealing
with refugees (usually when evaluating the situation in the refugees´ country of origin). The
other general interest is the control over the inflow of refugees and attempts at its reduction
(or, alternatively, at complete integration of accepted refugees into the Czech society). This is
mainly because of political reasons related to both discourse on security (threat of terrorism,
crime and other negative phenomena associated culturally with foreigners in the Czech
context) and to extensively xenophobic attitudes of Czech population (see contemporary
debates on the refugees from Syria, and rising Islamophobic or Russian-phobic sentiments in
the Czech public discourse).
In terms of material and personal resources, the department is clearly the most powerful actor
in the field as it is funded from the state budget and has has the personal and organizational
infrastructure at its disposal.
It is also has a relatively solid support both from the mainstream media and citizens (by its
prevailing restrictive and repressive discourse on refugees) but also from the significant part of
the non-profits (these cooperate with state authorities on many occasion and thus often
legitimize their decisions, e.g. during the assessment procedures on asylum granting or in the
Committee for the Foreigners´ Rights).
The state also dominates the production of information in the field: it introduces the statistics
describing the trends in asylum seekers and the rate of their success to get the asylum (via
Czech Statistical Office) but also on illegal refugees and migrants (produced by the police). The
conflicts sometimes arise between state and regional authorities over the resources provided to
local and regional institutions to deal with the refugees after they are granted asylum in the
country and are provided with temporary housing and social services. Generally, state refugee
facilities and detention centres are often criticized by local citizens as potential security threat
to them and these objections are most often channelled by municipal authorities towards the
state.
There is a Government Council for Human Rights that is an advisory board to the
government consisting of representatives of public administration and non-profit sector and
comprises of Committee for the Foreigners´ Rights that deals with the problem of refugees
and foreigners living in the country. They represents both the perspective of state
administration (represented mainly by the Ministry of Interior and its departments) and of
foreigners living in the country (represented here by advocacy non-profits) and balances the
interests of state authorities and non-profits in the field. Its members comment on asylum
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procedures, social policies related to foreigners (e.g. pensions or social security) and related
legislation, usually trying to soften the rules for obtaining asylum in the country.
The Foreign Police deals with the repression and preventive measures related to the field of
refugees. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs has rather indirect influence on the field (provides
other state actors with information and methods on evaluation of eligibility of asylum-seekers).
The Ministry of Social Affairs provides refugees with asylum with social benefits and work
permissions. Regional and municipal authorities coordinate integration policies and enter
the field mainly after the decision on asylum and manage housing (if a refugee does not want to
stay in Integration Asylum Centres) and education services for those who were granted asylum.
This is part of State Program of Integration which consists also of work integration. Regional
and municipal authorities usually face the economic and social consequences of asylum
procedures – if refuges are granted asylum, municipal authorities are required to provide
housing and engage in state integration policies (e.g. education for refugees), which generally
make them rather hesitant toward softening the conditions of asylum system.
Regional Courts decide on the appeal of asylum-seekers that do not succeed in the process,
but they cannot change the decision of the Ministry, and may only put the request back in the
process for reconsideration (in some cases further appeal may be forwarded to the Supreme
Administrative Court which decides on the objections of asylum-seeker towards the regional
court).

Non-profit organizations
NGOs´ interests in the field are both political and humanitarian. They usually focus on two
aspects of the field: first they advocate the rights of foreigners and refugees, and second, they
attempt to improve their social and health conditions, and to integrate refugees into the Czech
society. There might be different types of interests even among the NGOs. The local and
regional ones usually work on the ground, dealing with a specific situation of foreigners and
refugees in particular area (e.g. related to the municipalities and areas with housing and
education facilities for refugees, or areas with high concentration of foreigners and illegal
refugees as in large cities). The interests of NGOs operating nationwide are largely given by the
citizens of foreign origins that often work in the NGOs focusing on migration and asylum, by
the religious orientation of some of them (mainly of charities) and generally by advocacy
orientation of some non-profits. At the same time, some non-profits often cooperate with the
state in the process of the assessment of asylum requirements and participate in the
committees that decide on them. This make the interests of some non-profits biased and they
are reported to be ‘even more strict than the officials of the state’ during the process in order to
maintain their privileged position and relation with the state. At the same time, the interests of
the NGOs might be directly linked to the resources that are available at the field especially from
Czech public institutions and EU.
Most of the non-profits operating in the field are dominantly funded from public resources.
First, they are provided grants from Czech public institutions (typically ministries or regional
governments) that are related to social work and field work with refugees and various types of
assistance they provide. The other type of funding scheme comes from the EU resources,
particularly from European Social Fund or EEA Grants. There are series of call for projects
aiming at social inclusion, work integration, equal opportunities and migration issues that are
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targeted by the NGOs working in the field and utilized by them. Only a minor part of resources
here comes from commercial organizations.
The social capital of non-profits is relatively high in the field: they are considered as experts on
the issue both the state and by the refugees and their community organizations. Therefore the
state often invites selected NGOs to comment on new legislation or measures taken by public
authorities.
NGOs are also active in producing reports and knowledge on the field; however these are
usually of lower quality than systematic data produced by the state agencies or by the
academia.
Step by step specializes on education and social inclusion. SOZE-Sdružení občanů zabývajících se
emigranty provides free legal, social and psychological services to foreigners and refugees living
permanently in the country. Sdružení pro integraci a migraci focuses on the human-rights
aspects of the assistance to foreigners, on the social and psychological services and on
advocacy activities in the field. It also deals with undocumented migrants. Poradna pro
občantví, občanská a lidská práva deals with the problems of citizenship, discrimination, social
inclusion and equal opportunities of refugees and migrants. Poradna pro integraci provides legal
and social help to foreigners, including language education. Organizace pro pomoc uprchlíkům
helps the refugees and foreigners, provides free legal and social services, and education for
public and specialists. Organizace na podporu integrace menšin deals with the support of
intercultural dialogue, and engages in education of teachers and employees of the public
institutions. Nesehnutí deals with the public advocacy activities and campaigns against
xenophobia. Multikulturní centrum Praha focuses on the problems of intercultural contacts and
cohabitation. Most pro lidská práva provides language courses and seminars for foreigners. La
Strada focuses on the human trafficking and international trade with humans. It also deals with
undocumented migrants. Český helsinský výbor-integrace cizinců focuses on the protection of
equality and personal freedom, and monitors the situation on the CR. Centrum pro integraci
cizinců deals with the integration of foreigners, and provides social and employment services
and language courses. BERKAT helps the foreigners on the voluntary basis. Asociace pro právní
otázky imigrace specializes on the legal services for migrants and asylum-seekers. Amnesty
international ČR focuses on the human rights protection both in the CR and worldwide.
Apart from these nationwide NGOs, there are also local or regional ones: Poradna pro integraci
Praha provides legal and social assistance and organizes courses of Czech language, Diecézní
katolická charita České Budějovice provides integration services and assistance. Centrum
multikulturního vzdělávání provides education and language courses, PC courses and assistance
for children. There are also non-profits like Žebřík, Ponton, Občanské sdružení OBERIG and
others.
Some of the NGOs are grouped in the roof organization Consortium of Migrants Assisting
Organizations in the Czech Republic which currently comprises of eighteen organizations. The
main objective of the Consortium is to actively participate in the formation of migration policy
and to familiarize the public with the situation of migrants in the Czech and European context.
It also focuses on the problem of undocumented migrants.
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Think-tanks and academia
These actors typically occupy a position between the non-profit sector and public institutions
as they form a special type of NGOs, whose purpose is the production of policy-relevant expert
knowledge typically offered to public institutions, state officials and the media (citizens).
Výzkumný ústav práce a sociálních věcí is a think-tank that focuses on applied research in the
field of labour and social affairs on the regional, national and international level which
responds to the needs of public or non-profit institutions. Czech Academy of Sciences consists
of Ústav etnologie akademie věd ČR which deals with issues of ethnicity, multiculturalism and
migration, and of Sociologický ústav akademie věd ČR which deals with sociological inquiry e.g.
in the field of migration, refugees, social integration and much broader issues.
Katedra demografie VŠE is a university department dealing with demography, migration and
social integration.
GEOMIGRACE-Geografického výzkumné centrum is a research centre monitoring the processes of
migration, and focusing on the mechanisms and impacts of international migration flows.
Český statistický úřad-cizinci v ČR - the Czech Statistical Office – publishes reports on refugees,
foreigners and migrants in the CR.
These actors have two main types of interests in the field. First, some of them conduct applied
research related to refugees and foreigners and prepare policy recommendations for the state
authorities. At the same time, the motivation here is more political than economic as the
funding from the state administration is rather scarce and irregular. However, only small
number of actors engages in these activities as there is no strong tradition of research
institutes informing the policy-makers in the country, and many of these activities are also
conducted by NGOs.
The other actors are interested in purely scientific targets such as primary research in the field,
publications and research projects. Many of them apply for funding from Czech Science
Foundation which is the largest provider of funding for science in the country and supports
primary research in the field, so the academic motives here often overlap with economic ones.
These are also funded mostly by the public resources: either they are paid for the services
provided to the state (policy recommendations, research on request etc.), or from grants
provide by public agencies. As mentioned above, actors here typically compete for grants from
Czech Science Foundation or Technology Agency of the Czech Republic. Universities and their
department are also eligible for EU funds (ESF) distributed by the ministries. There are almost
no private resources (except from very few foundations supporting some research such as
Neuron Foundation).
These actors and their claims are usually well accepted in the society, but they are much less
visible than the others. Usually they are “used” to legitimize the political decisions made by the
state authorities and there is generally weak connection between them and NGOs (on rare
occasions there is a cooperation between the two worlds but this does not enjoy any systemic
support).
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Academic actors are active in producing the information in the field (most often they prefer
qualitative type of inquiry and is hard to generalize) but these have rather minimal impact on
public policies or public discourse and are rather directed towards pure academic production.
There are several exceptions to this rule (e.g. professor P. Barša).

Migrants´ and community organizations
There us a plenty of organizations of immigrants´ self-help groups and organizations. The most
important of them are related to immigrants and refugees from Armenia (Arménský dům),
Azerbaijan (Sdružení Azerbájdžánců v ČR), Bulgaria (Zaedno), Kazakhstan (Kazachstánské
kulturní centrum v České Republice "Elim-aj"), Greece (Řecká obec Praha, Řecká obec Brno), Russia
(Sdružení krajanů a přátel ruské tradice v ČR, Mládežnické sdružení ARTEK, Česko - ruská
společnost), Ukraine (Ukrajinská evropská perspektiva, Ukrajinci.cz, Ruta), Vietnam (Klub Hanoi,
Česko-vietnamská společnost, Asociace Českých občanů Vietnamského původu).
Primary motives of community organizations of refugees and foreigners are usually
community-building and self-help for their members and their families. They are – contrary to
professionalized NGOs – focused much more inwards. Their aim is to maintain cultural and
social life of these communities, provide them with assistance in social and health matters and
sometimes with legal or educational assistance. Sometimes- even if rarely – these
organizations also advocate for the rights or social status of their members to the wider public
and political authorities (e.g. in the case of damaging stereotypes publicly produced and spread
by some members of government or nationwide media). In some cases these actors even
represent economic interests of their members and help to broker economic contacts between
Czech commercial associations with their countries of origin (e.g. Vietnamese or Ukrainian
organizations).
These actors are probably the weakest one in terms of all type of resources. Their funding relies
heavily on their members (membership fees, donations etc.) and is sometimes supplemented
also by the resources from commercial actors related to the community (typically Ukrainian or
Vietnamese one).
These actors also have weak connections to the other players, as their primary interest is to
support the community, and their external activities are rather rare. In this sense their most
frequent external relations are with the local and regional non-profits. These communities
usually do not address their issues to public, so they are widely not reflected by the citizens.
Their general isolation from the public also causes generally low level of cultural capital. This is
also supported by the fragmentation of these actors among different ethnic and national
minorities.

International non-profits and institutions
Úřad Vysokého komisaře Organizace spojených národů pro uprchlíky (UNHCR) has an office in the
country since 1992 after CR has joined the Pact on refugees (1951) and monitors how the issues
of migration and refugees are handled in the country. Open Society Fund Praha has been active
in the country for more than 20 years and is one of the five largest foundations in the country.
It supports the non-profits in the country and runs its own projects, focusing mainly at
advocacy. Mezinárodní organizace pro migraci has been active in the CR since 1998 and focuses
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on voluntary returns of migrants, reintegration, work integration, human trafficking,
integration of migrants in the CR and others.
International actors have various interests and goals, usually aiming at systemic nationwide
changes of the field: they support either the transformation domestic legal and political
infrastructure related to the field that would meet their criteria (e.g. the main goal of the
UNHCR Czech office is to support the complex, autonomous and sustainable asylum system
that would comply with the international standards in other countries) or focus on actors (e.g.
OSF aims at support of projects that would both lead to systemic change of how refugees and
foreigners are treated in the country and how citizens engage in these and other advocacy
issues, and of projects that aims at improvement of the situation in particular local causes).
Generally, the interests of these actor is to implement some norms and values located outside
the country and to provide opportunities for domestic actors (most often NGOs)that might be
bearers of these values and goals.
These actors are backed by their international or foreign headquarters, and they further
distribute these resources to other domestic actors, most notably to NGOs.
In terms of support, the main allies of these actors are both abroad among the non-profits that
are cooperating with them. Citizens are rather supportive to official UN agencies and their
activities as they see them as unbiased, however private international foundations dealing with
the non-popular topic is often a deadly combination leading to harsh criticism from part of
political elites and citizens (which is often framed as intervention into the Czech public affairs).
These international actors often produced some unique data and reports that compare the
Czech environment with other countries. As this perspective is rather rare in the Czech
environment, they significantly contribute to the public debates on various topics (e.g.
comparing the setting of asylum system in EU countries, introducing arguments in favour of
accepting refugees that are neglected by the politicians etc.).

5.4.2. Social innovations
Here we list two key areas where some sort of social innovations might be identified. The first
one consists of various types of integration of refugees into the local communities, the other
one is related to the work integration area.

1. Integration in the local community:


The “Next-door Family” project provides the refugees an opportunity to meet new
people, learn their life stories and learn more about the culture of other nations. In the
Czech Republic the project started in 2004. So far 1232 Czech families and families of
foreigners living in the Czech Republic took part. The project consists of sharing
Sunday lunches among neighbours in a family environment. The Sunday meeting takes
place in one of the family’s home - either at the Czech or migrant family’s home. One
of the families is the host. Therefore, they prepare for the Sunday lunch visit and
program. The choice to become the host always depends on the interests of the families
involved. At each meeting, there is an assistant, who meets both families in person and
gets in touch with them and exchange the information about the other family and also
during the meeting. The meetings promote communication, better understanding of
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other cultures, building personal relations between Czech families and the families of
foreigners, as well as integration of foreigners on a personal level. The project is run by
an NGO and funded by the Ministry of Interior.


The project „Let’s Meet at Six” invited people to go out and meet their neighbours,
who they usually do not meet. It is an integration project which brokers contacts
among Czech citizens and foreigners from the third world countries living in the
neighbourhood – in the form of common sit-down-and-chat. They can taste different
meals, talk in different languages and see interesting culture program as well as meet
various people. Also the integration centres in the locality have been involved in the
project - including non-governmental organizations, schools, kindergartens,
municipalities, religious institutions, etc. Here the workers of these organizations meet
the foreigners and citizens close to their homes in friendly atmosphere and get to know
each other better. The project is run by an NGO and funded by the Ministry of Interior
and EU programme (EIF).



There is also series of programs intended to enable immigrants in the Czech Republic
to lead independent and dignified lives while being aware of and respectful towards the
local legal and inter-personal norms on one side, and contributing to mutual
understanding and respect on the other. The courses take the form of traditional
programs or just drop-ins, or filed work of particular NGOs. These are typically funded
by ESF, EEA Grants or by some Czech foundations (NROS, Fond pro NNO). Some of
these aim at innovation of social services in order to make them more effective and
enduring. The projects aim at identifying actual problems and needs of the target
group, and at minimizing the obstacles for integration of foreigners. They also
establish a network of regional centres supporting the integration.



Another project aims at introduction the function of so-called inter-cultural mediator
into the Czech environment and is inspired by Portugal where it was established in
2004 and i.a. helps the foreigners to adapt to new social and cultural environment.

2. Work integration/livelihood:


Some initiatives of non-profits or social enterprises aim at helping the refugees or
foreigners to run their own business - they assist them on the way through legal and
administrative requirements.

5.4.3. Perceptions of policy-makers and journalists
The explicit notion of social innovations is almost completely missing both in the Czech
legislation and public policy documents related not only to migration but also to social affairs,
environment, culture etc. The concept is applied only in some of the specific strategic and
conceptual documents that are rather distant to the area of refugees. These documents are
related to the general concept of innovation and again focus mostly on technological
understanding of innovation and its relation to economic growth (for more details see Anheier
et. al 2015). These documents were introduced in the last decade and this process is related
mainly to the circumstances of the Czech Republic entering the EU. These are the following
policy documents:
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National Innovation Policy of the Czech Republic (for 2005 – 2010);
National research, development and innovation Policy of the Czech Republic (for 2009
- 2015);
National innovation strategy of the Czech Republic for 2012 - 2020);
Regional innovation strategy of capital city Prague;
Social integration strategy (for 2014 - 2020).

This last of them represents the strategy of the government for the fields of social inclusion
that was elaborated by the Ministry of labour and social affairs. It is one of the very first (and
few) official government materials using the term of social innovations even if it is not focused
exclusively on it. The document focuses dominantly on the strategies of EU funds utilization in
the programming period 2014+. It contains the overview of the strategies and tools of the fight
against poverty and social exclusion and deals with the problem of integration of socially
disadvantaged social groups. One of the groups is defined here as immigrants. The document
mentions immigrants twice when it defines the aspects of their disadvantages - in the housing
market or education. However, it does not provide any specific and detail account of how these
social groups shall be treated e.g. in comparisons with ethnic minorities etc.
There is also a series of more specific policy documents on integration of foreigners Conception of Integration of Foreigners - Living Together (2011) that was prepare by the
Ministry of Work and Social Affairs. As there is no legal framework coordinating the
institutions on this filed, the government sketches the responsibilities and division of labour in
this area in the conception, and organizes also the mechanisms of integration through the
utilization of EU funds (ESF), EEA Grants and embassies´ funds.
As the notion of social innovation in the media is extremely rare, basically no connection
between this and refugees could be identified (using the corpus collected for the media
analysis) (for more details see Brink Lund, Lilleør, 2015). However some links of the refugees to
the third sector could be identified, even if in extremely small scope.
The first type of this connection typically refers to the situation abroad (Palestine, Syria,
Libya): description of many humanitarian crises and consequent wave of refugees are
sometimes connected with the information on the fact that there are many NGOs working in
the area. The picture of refuges is usually gloomy - sometimes these are referred to as a
“weapon” against other states or simply as threat that may destabilize the region or
neighbouring states. Usually the associations with refugees are rather worrying and negative,
and humanitarian non-profits are seen as one of the few obstacles between the refugees and
their exodus to “developed countries” including the Czech Republic.
In the domestic context, the picture of refugees actually living in the country is somewhat less
negative, they are associated with other disadvantaged social groups such as homeless people,
ethnic minorities and the like, which are helped by the non-profits as no one else cares.
On the opposite side, there are also some media articles (sometimes produced by the politicians
such as MEP) that could be characterized as connecting the field with counter-innovative
elements. These aim at “explaining” the problem of media coverage of refugees as it has been
recently framed because of the crisis in Syria. They e.g. claim that refugees are not coming
because of the war in Syria but for other reasons including the economic opportunities, that CR
is not restrictive towards the foreigners and is a country of transition, not of destination; and
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that the asylum policy is not under-financed. To put it simply, this type of media coverage
creates an obstacle for any transformation or innovation in the field.
Recently, the Czech political elite - including political opposition - declared that they deny the
efforts of EC to set the quota for refugees from Eritrea and Syria that member countries should
be obliged to accept. They claim that “experience from past years show that central Eastern
European states including the Czech Republic are not a place with which the refugees would
like to be attached to” and admit only providing a health care or educational assistance to
children.

5.4.4. Connections to other fields
As mentioned above, there are clear links between the field of refugees and their social
integration and other fields.
First, the field is linked to the field of social affairs: one of the key types of activities and
policies related to refugees is the effort to integrate them fully into the Czech society (see also
above). The Ministry of Work and Social Affairs plays an important role here - it organizes
funding of fieldwork in the area and prepares conceptions of social integration of foreigners
(and, consequently also refugees with confirmed status). Basically, most of the non-profits
working in the area are focusing on delivering social services and work also with other socially
disadvantaged groups. Ministry also regulates the system of social benefits (including the
pensions and social security) and deals with the field of work integration. The latter is again
crucial mainly for the refugees with confirmed status. As the state integration policy aims also
at economic self-sufficiency of foreigners, the work integration and economic literacy is one of
the key aspects of processes of integration, together with language ad socio-cultural skills.

6. Commonalities and difference across national fields
We have to approach a comparison of the country chapters with some caution. Even though we
worked with a common, research question-driven method, the chapters divert to some degree.
The following comparison should rather be taken as an indication of cross-field variance, than
as a rigorous juxtaposition of these countries.

6.1. Regulation and institutional dynamics
With respect to regulation, it is obvious that all four countries have developed more restrictive
immigration policies over the past 10-15 years. The introduction of new legislation happened
at similar time intervals. The turn of the century is such an interval. The Netherlands
introduced its Coupling Act and a new Aliens Act, Italy had its new immigration law and the
Czech Republic introduced a new Asylum act. These regulations generally involved more
stringent admission criteria as well as attempts to make the asylum procedure more efficient.
In terms of legislation, the first decade of the 21st century seems to mainly concern
harmonization with EU-regulations. This is most apparent in Italy and the Czech Republic. The
past couple of years seems to be a second interval in which all countries introduced new
legislation. The Netherlands introduced its Modern migration act, the UK decided on new
legislation on Borders, citizenship and immigration, as well as on a new Immigration act.
Indicative of a changing policy paradigm. In Italy, new procedures for granting and
withdrawing protection were introduced in 2015, the same year in which the Czech Republic
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implemented its new Czech citizenship act. Aims of these regulations were still to reduce
immigration, restrict service to undocumented people and make procedures more efficient.
Apart from these commonalities, some differences also seem to appear in terms of regulations.
The description of legislation in the UK focuses mostly on the integration of refugees with a
status, while the Dutch chapter is more concerned with (restricting) provisions for refused
asylum seekers. The Czech and Italian overviews of legislation are set apart by the context of
harmonization to EU-frameworks. The Italian chapter shows that the UNHCR called Italy the
only European country without an ‘organic’ asylum policy, in 2006. A number of policy updates
have followed since. In the Czech Republic, the European Structural Fund seems to function as
an engine to foster new approaches to social needs.
There seems to be an interesting multi-level governance dynamic that is worth further
exploration. The UK chapter described issues regarding the dispersion policy, which places
certain refugees with a status in localities that lack a proper support infrastructure. In the
Netherlands, there has been a longstanding conflict between the state secretary and municipal
governments over the provision of services to refused asylum seekers. This led to a crisis of
government in 2015. The Netherlands has a coalition of over 60 municipalities specifically for
this purpose. In the Czech Republic, by contrast, local authorities are described as the executive
branches of national policies, with little different dynamics than at the national level.
Shifting attention to the international arena, it is worth noting that supranational bodies like
the United Nations or the European Council of Ministers have a direct influence on national
policies, and sometimes even on the interaction between local and national politics. Both the
Dutch and the Italian chapters report decisions of European bodies on human rights violations.
In the Dutch case, this decision supported mayors in their claim that they needed to continue
providing basic services to undocumented people.

6.2. Public sector actors
In the Czech Republic and Italy, the Ministry of the Interior is the prime policy authority for
asylum policy. The United Kingdom’s Home Office has a similar position. The Dutch
institutional setup is different, considering that asylum policy falls under the responsibility of
the Ministry of Security and Justice. The link to this policy domain is probably significant for
understanding the restrictiveness of recent Dutch policies. Integration of refugees usually falls
under the responsibility of a different ministry, generally Social Affairs.
In the United Kingdom and the Czech Republic, the responsible ministries for asylum are also
directly in charge of the agencies executing asylum policies. The UK had a separate Border
Agency up to 2013, but its tasks were returned to the Home Office due to the agency’s
incompetence. The Netherlands and Italy do have a system with independent executive
branches. Based on the country reports, the Dutch system seems to be the most elaborate, with
separate branches for immigration, asylum reception and repatriation. The Italian system
seems more integrative in nature.

6.3. Third sector actors
As in many other fields, there is no sharp boundary between the public sector and the third
sector. Certain NGOs are largely financed by government, and have fairly formalized roles in
the asylum procedure and the care for refugees. At the same time, they self-identify as
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advocacy organizations. Further research will need to show whether this might compromise
their independence. Other third sector groups do not have formal relations to the state;
moreover, there are advocacy groups that oppose government policy.
The third sector in these four countries shows both similarities and differences. All countries
have NGOs that are represented in international umbrella organizations for refugees (ECRE)
and for undocumented people (PICUM). Each country has a national refugee council, which is
often closely integrated in the formal asylum procedure. These organizations generally have
quite a history, the youngest being the Czech Republic’s (OPU, founded in 1991), the oldest
being the British council, which has a history of over 60 years. Also the magnitude of the
organizations varies considerably, ranging from around 30 paid staff members (Czech Republic)
to over 600 in the Netherlands. Generally, it seems that the Netherlands and the United
Kingdom have a longer third sector history in terms of refugee support. Once we select a case,
and properly narrow down the relevant subfield, it might be worth estimating the sizes of the
fields in terms of personnel and budgets.
The country reports show rather distinctive features as well. The United Kingdom, for instance,
has a strong culture of refugee community organizations (RCOs). The other countries are likely
to have similar interest groups as well, but RCOs seem to be better integrated in the British
institutional system. This might also prove to be an interesting feature when it comes to social
innovation (see the section below). In the Dutch case, the National Support Centre for
Undocumented People has a rather special position. Even though all countries have NGOs and
other civic groups dealing with refused asylum seekers, the Netherlands seems to be the only
country with an NGO focusing particularly on the rights of this group. This is in keeping with
the notion that the position of refused asylum seekers seems to be highly contested. What is
remarkable about the Czech case, is the large number of small third sector groups focusing on
migration-related issues. In Italy, by contrast, the authors note that a few large associations are
receptors of public funding, speaking of an ‘oligopoly’ surrounding asylum seekers reception
centers. A final notion that seems worth further exploration is the role of church organizations.
The Italian case mentions the catholic organization Caritas and the Netherlands seem to have a
rather strong advocacy network of religious organizations, with judicial support across the
national borders.

6.4. Media
Even though the earlier ITSSOIN media-analysis did not generate outcomes that are
immediately relevant to the present inquiry, media clearly have an important role in all four
countries. They play a decisive part in shaping public perception of refugees and of migrants in
general. The UK chapter shows that the anti-immigration stance of tabloid media led to the
belief that 23% of the world’s refugee population was hosted in the United Kingdom, while it
was rather around 2%. This shows that ‘perception’ and ‘facts’ are actually interrelated.
Media may contribute to both a negative and a positive framing of refugees. Apart from the
British tabloid-example, also the Czech case shows that refugees are associated with groups
that are generally perceived unfavourably, such as homeless people. Moreover, Syrian war
refugees are often portrayed as opportunistic migrants seeking to abuse Europe’s prosperity.
While such portrayals also occur in the Netherlands, the opposite is also true: media have
occasionally ‘given a face’ to refused asylum seekers, which proved to be crucial in advocating
for regularization.
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6.5. Social innovations
In this report, we made a preliminary attempt to identify the most apparent social innovations
in these four countries. Narrowing down the scope will require more work, which is the topic of
the next deliverable. However, our insights help to gain a first impression.
We both examined what the academic literature labels as social innovations, and what a first
scan of the field brought forward. We did this to explore as a wide a variety of innovations as
possible. Nevertheless, we must keep in mind that the methodologies of the academic papers
studied are very different from the expert consultation we performed. Moreover, the academic
literature concerns a different set of countries. Consequently, we can merely regard this as an
exploratory effort.
Interestingly, the types of innovations that we found in these different sources are rather
different. The table below is an extension of the table we created on the basis of the literature
review. The innovations that are blue came up both in the literature review and in the ‘field
research’. The ones that are green only came up in the literature, and the ones in red only
appeared in the field research.
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Asylum seekers

Refugees

Housing
Combating discrimination
Community-based health
Microfinance

Community-based health
Combating discrimination
Health education
Education

Work integration

Housing
Sports
Microfinance
Insurance
ICT

Refused asylum seekers /
undocumented
Combating discrimination
Microfinance
Insurance
Combating alternatives to
migration detention
Legal advocacy (e.g. for
regularization)
Access to services
(health/shelter, etc.)
Social activation/
capacity-building
Self-organization

Work integration
Local community integration
Self-organization
Taboo-breaking
Narrative approach

Obviously, this is no more than a first exploration. Nevertheless, it is interesting that the
overlap is really rather minimal.
When we zoom to the innovations that came up in the field study, we can make a number of
remarks. First of all, the field exploration shows numerous innovations for refugees with a
status and for refused asylum seekers, but only one for asylum seekers still in process.
Second, there were a few examples that came up in multiple countries. Innovations that would
fall under the broad headings of ‘social activation, capacity building and work integration’ and
‘local community integration’ were mentioned in three countries. This mainly applied to
refugees with a status, even though the Dutch field report shows activation projects for refused
asylum seekers, and the British and Italian fields have an example of work integration for
asylum seekers who are still waiting for a decision on their applications. Innovations that were
mentioned in two countries were: ‘alternative forms of shelter for refused asylum seekers’ and
‘legal advocacy (e.g. for regularization of refused asylum seekers’.
Third, most innovations that came up in the field reports applied to one of the three subgroups
of refugees that we distinguished. There were a few exceptions. The first is the earliermentioned heading of ‘social activation, capacity building and work integration’, which applies
to all three groups. The second is the notion of ‘self-organization’, which often goes hand in
hand with ‘local community integration’. This applies to both refugees with a status and to
refused asylum seekers. Self-organized groups will often develop community relations with
supportive neighbours and/or with activists advocating for their cause.
In the introduction to the field report, we noted the ambition to use the report to establish
whether to focus on innovations for one particular subgroup, or on innovations that address all
three groups. The reports suggest that it is impossible to decide on a group-focus if the
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argument is to select the ‘most relevant’ innovation. We cannot prioritize social innovations
based on their ‘importance’. Innovations for all three groups meet pressing social needs. The
notion that there are more refugees with a status than there are refused asylum seekers is not a
better or worse argument than the notion that the social needs of refused asylum seekers are
more grave than those of refugees. Therefore, we propose to focus the case selection, the topic
of the next deliverable, to those innovation that address multiple, or all three social groups.
The field report brought forward ‘social activation, capacity building and work integration’ and
‘self-organization and local community integration’. The former seems interesting from the
point of view of social inclusion, whereas the latter is strongly connected to community
development as such.
From out literature review, we could add ‘microfinance’, ‘combating discrimination’ and
perhaps ‘community-based health’ as possible candidates. Considering, however, that these
themes were not mentioned at all in the country-field reports, it seems they are at least not the
most obvious candidates for further study. Nevertheless, they might be worth exploring in our
expert survey.
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