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INTRODUCTION

\NTHROPOLOGY, with its focus on people in groups, has had a pivotal role in the devel-
ypment of the modern interdisciplinary study of forced migration. Both before and after
he birth of ‘refugee’ studies, anthropology’s contribution to this new field has been and
ontinues to be the prioritizing of the views of the uprooted, the displaced, and the dis-
»ossessed. Its emphasis on phenomenological and ethnographic field methods gives voice
ind agency to refugees, exiles, and other forced migrants. This chapter articulates anthro-
sology’s unique contribution to the field by setting out the conceptualizations and tools
which have put the lived experience to the fore, documenting and further analysing what
\appens to people, their culture, and society when they are wrenched from their territorial
noorings, be they refugees and exiles, development induced displaces, or mobile peoples
victed, restricted, and forced to remain in one place. In particular, it examines some of the
mportant anthropological studies which pre-dated the ‘fieldwork in a refugee camp’ era of
he early 1980s and after, and reflects on the significance of the ‘view from below’ central-
zed through anthropology’s unique research tool and strategy: participant observation.
The chapter commences with an examination of anthropological studies of people who
have been forced to move which pre-date the 1980s (Colson in the 1940s, Turnbull in the
19508, Loizos in the 1960s, and Chatty in the 1970s). These contributions to the field clearly
ied people to places from which they were dispossessed or evicted, a conceptualization in
anthropology which was not challenged until the 1990s when Malkki’s work gave rise to
debates on deterritorialization, liminality, and belonging. The chapter then engages with

the further elaboration in more recent anthropological studies which have come to ques”
tion territorialization. As anthropology’s foundation principles include the association of
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spaces with particular cultures and societies, the decoupling of territory and culture has
been approached rather gingerly within the discipline. The emergence of transnationalism
and diasporas as an area of anthropological scholarship area is a response to this reticence
(Van Hear 2000; Monsutti 2005). Over time, the research agenda of anthropologists work-
ing in the field of forced migration has come to focus on certain other binaries: sedentism
and mobility; those who remain and those who move; camp-based versus urban refugees;
refugees in the global South and those in the global North; and more recently the circular-
ity of forced migration including integration, return, and development.

THE HISTORY OF ANTHROPOLOGY AND
THE ACADEMIC FIELD OF FORCED
MIGRATION STUDIES

Anthropology developed as a discipline in the United States early in the twentieth cen-
tury and was closely associated with protecting the rights and cultural memory of indig-
enous peoples, hence its early focus on phenomenological note taking and recording. In
the United Kingdom and France, its growth and close association with European impe-
rialism meant a disciplinary trajectory that focused on the theoretical and conceptual
rather than the substantive, often in support of the colonial project. In whichever con-
tinent anthropology developed, the importance of the ‘real’ rather than the ‘armchair’
or desk study was prioritized. Thus participant observation, as a strategy and as a core
method, became the hallmark of the discipline.

The academic interest in the study of migration as a specific field developed in the late
nineteenth century with the work of the British demographer Ravenstein (Ravenstein
1889). This was followed by economists and sociologists in the USA mainly concerned
with labour markets and immigration assimilation. Most of the migration research in
the first half of the twentieth century in the USA was interested in immigrant absorp-
tion but not the immigrant experience. In Europe, pioneering work by the historian
Ferdinand Braudel and others began to explore migrants’ experiences; but this was also
focused on national agendas and the priorities of the state. The experience or memory of
migrants—forced or otherwise—were not on the research radar other than as elements
which expanded or espoused ideas about national cultures (that is in terms of integra-
tion and assimilation). As Soguk saw the citizen as rooted in territorial space, the refugee
Wwas seen as uprooted, dislocated, and displaced from the community of citizens and thus
the refugee lacked affinity with the national community. The refugee was a negative, an
empty, or bare space in theory and in research (Soguk 1999). It took anthropologists with
their fundamental interest in human experience and behaviour to turn the tide and bring
the migration experience, the memory of dispossession and displacement, as well as the
lived response to uprootedness into the core of a developing field of study (Sayigh 1979;

Reynell 1989; Huseby-Darvas 1994; Malkki 1995; Das 1996; Hirschon 1998; Chatty 2010).
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The twentieth century has been called the ‘century of the refugee; so it is not surpris.
ing that the twenty-first century looks set to become known as the ‘century of dis {; Is?
ment and dispossession’ (Colson 2003). Anthropologists have increasingly engapedo-e-
ethnographic studies of uprooting, displacement, migration, and resettlement gl‘h 2
interests reflect the current state of the world. For a field which sets out to undc;.rstals;
the lived experience and which depends upon participant observation as its fundame
tal research tool, it is not surprising that forced migration has captured the attention n;”
large numbers of anthropologists. This is so much so thatthe American Anthropolo 'c:'j
Association even contains a subgroup composed of those whose research interests filcus
on refugees, the internally displaced, and other involuntary migrants.

In the United States, anthropology developed through research on Native American
peoples who had been subjected to massive ethnic cleansings in the preceding two centus:
ries. Much of that early work was with tribes who had been displaced, dispossessed, and
involuntarily marched into resource-poor reservations. The anthropologists working’with
them thought they were engaging in a kind of salvage ethnography to record ways of life
before they disappeared. These researchers largely ignored the impacts of displacement—
the destroyed settlements, land occupation, non-viable reservations, inadequate welfare
and hostile administrations, and lack of legal rights—and focused instead on trying to
?'econstruct memory culture of ‘what life was like in the old days. Nevertheless these stud-
ies gave us many of our basic concepts to describe the experience of uprootedness despite
later embeddedness in gratuitously assumed stable modern societies. These fundamen-
tal anthropological concepts have become important in the discipline of forced migration
studies. They include understandings of: role and identity, hierarchy, social networks, con-
flict mechanisms, reciprocity and trust, boundary creation, rites of passage, liminality, and
the role of myths. Anthropological research in Africa also largely ignored the impacts of
displacement on a continent which had seen much turmoil for the century before anthro-
pologists had arrived. These largely British anthropologists also ignored the facts of dis-
placement or dealt with partial systems of people living under colonial regimes.

Perhaps the earliest work with displaced populations was conducted by Elizabeth
Colson between 1942 and 1943 at Poston War Relocation Camp in Arizona, where
largely second-generation Japanese-Americans (Nisei) from California were interned
during the Second World War. Here, the fact of displacement could not be ignored, and
:che thrust of the work was applied; to study the ‘causes of resistance’ to camp admin-
istration and to propose measures to ameliorate the effects of interment. Little work
from that period has been published and is perhaps overshadowed by the long-term
studies which Colson engaged in with the Plateau Tonga and the Gwembe Tonga from
1946 to the present. The latter represents the longest longitudinal study of forced migra-
tion—development induced displacement and resettlement—which we have. The
work of Colin Turnbull whose two classic monographs were published in the 1960s but
researched in the 1950s, The Forest People and The Mountain People, characterize the
anthropological lens of the time perfectly. The first is a sympathetic study of a people—
the pygmies of the Ituri forest—largely removed from much contact with the colonial
regime. It is very much an ode to a harmonious way of life largely untouched by the
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twentieth century. The second, The Mountain People, largely ignored the displacement
of these people from Uganda for the establishment of a National Game Reserve on their
traditional grazing lands. It ignores their dispossession to the mountains of the Kenya/
Uganda border, their loss of livelihood, and their lack of legal rights. Instead it focuses
on their social disintegration into a ‘band’ of hostile people whose only goal is individual
survival. Published in the 1960s it was a study in societal breakdown which some saw
as beginning to produce the same results in the West. This was classic anthropology: to
study the other so as to better understand ourselves.

The 1970s saw a turn to greater introspection and holistic analysis. Peter Loizos was
in many ways a pioneer in the study of the plight of refugees and in the emerging post-
modernist lens. He was, to an extent, an accidental chronicler of displacement. His orig-
inal Ph.D. study was intended to be on the ‘dowry’ in his father’s Greek Cypriot village
of Argaki, and yet processes of politicization in the early 1970s saw him shift emphasis
to study politics in a Cypriot village. A few years later, in the aftermath of the Cypriot
civil war, he found his village and his large extended family had become refugees and he
returned to study how people had coped with dispossession and exile, what resources
they had deployed, and how they had created new lives in difficult circumstances. Renee
Hirschon also engaged in the determined study of a refugee group—some of the 1 mil-
lion Orthodox Christians to be forcibly moved for 35,000 Muslim Turks after the 1922
Exchange of Populations. This international agreement resulted from the unsuccess-
ful Greek attempt to retake Eastern Anatolia during the Turkish ‘War for Independence’
between 1918 and 1923. Hirschon set out to study the dispossessed and displaced Orthodox
Christians from Asia Minor who were ‘resettled’ in the Greek port of Piraeus. She also
sought to understand how people coped with exile and how they created new lives in diffi-
cult circumstances, and how second- and third-generation refugees identified themselves
and structured the myths of origin. During this period a number of anthropological stud-
ies emerged looking at long-term dispossession among the Palestinian refugees in the
Levant, as well as examining adaptation and innovation among dispossessed and stateless
mobile groups (Chatty 1986; Peteet 1995). With regard to the latter, this involved anthro-
pologists understanding competing concepts of sedentism and mobility and the way legal
categories of territorial habitation were used to justify eviction such as terra nullius to jus-
tify the dispossession of ‘the Other’ in Australia, vacuum domicilium in the USA to justify
the forced marches of Native Americans from their traditional territories, and tabula rasa
in South West Africa to account for the genocide of the Herero by German colonialists.

Anthropology and the Formal Founding of the
Discipline of Forced Migration Studies

The discipline was edging towards trying to understand the lives, the perceptions, and
the aspirations of those who suffered forced migration whether caused by war or other
forms of violence, or because the dominant view of the ‘greater economic good’ required
removal. However, these ethnographies and the move towards defining a discipline



ested on a problematic premiss. What right did social scientists have to study the suffer.
ng of others, unless it could be claimed—to use the old liberal assumption—that gocé
esearch would contribute to better informed policy and practice and that such research
vould be for the betterment of both? That is not the same as saying that advocacy was an
lement in fieldwork, but rather that advocacy had a place in ameliorating desperate cop-
litions. This positioning gave the new field a moral anchor significantly different from
ther disciplines grounded in traditional academic specializations such as sociology,
volitics, and geography where the traditions of knowledge were for knowledge’s sake, ’[h;
tudy of refugees and forced migrants had an ethical and individual moral imperative to
ive something back to the community studied, as a step to ameliorating suffering,

As early as the 1970s, studies were showing that the condition of involuntary move-
nent and resettlement was not following the classical pattern established in the mag-
sterial sociological study by Thomas and Znaniecki’s work on Polish immigration to
he USA (Thomas and Znaniecki 1996 (1918)). That study set out the way migrants used
1etworks, established coherent ethnic communities, and reinforced links to the home-
and, bypassing as much as possible contact with formal institutions provided by the
10st community where they felt powerless to control outcomes. What these new stud-
es were showing was that voluntary migrants adjusted faster and their adjustment to
heir new physical and social environments was more stable and less conflict-ridden
han those forced to move [or stay in one place] and officially relocated and under the
ontrol of a resettlement administration (Lieber 1977). Comparable findings for camp
rersus self-settled refugees in the Sudan emerged in Harrell-Bond’s study (Harrell-Bond
986) and those of Malkki for camp and self-settled refugees in Tanzania (Malkki 1995).

By the 1980s anthropologists were bringing together their findings from work on
orced migration of various kinds, including refugees, internally displaced persons,
hose uprooted because others wanted their land or resources, and disaster victims.
Vlany anthropologists had conducted this research thinking that it would have an
mpact on policy and make uprooting and readjustment less traumatic (Hansen and
Dliver-Smith 1982; Oliver-Smith and Hansen 1982; Cernea 1985; Morgan and Colson
987). Ethnographic studies of displacement for large development projects and bio-
liversity conservation protected areas had already aroused sufficient concern at the
Norld Bank for guidelines to be drawn up evaluating social impacts on those at risk
f involuntary displacement. However, these guidelines did not immediately provide
ny institutional means through which the displaced could appeal to an international
onstituency.

It was in this period that several institutions were established—largely by anthropolo-
jists—to find ways of taking their own research to the public and to policymakers and
o give voice to the forced migrants, and other oppressed peoples. In 1971, a group of
inthropologists framed the Barbados Declaration calling for the protection of the rights
f indigenous people not to be dispossessed or assimilated by the nation states they
ound themselves in. The International Work Group for Indigenous Affairs (IWGIA)
vas set up at this time followed shortly thereafter by Cultural Survival in 1972 and its
iccompanying journal (Cultural Survival). The Refugee Studies Programme (RSP; now

known as RSC) was established in the same tradition at the University of Oxford by Dr
Barbara Harrell-Bond in 1982. It developed an academic focus emphasizing research
and empirical findings and reached out to policymakers, practitioners, and refugees
alike. It brought the broad critical study of humanitarianism squarely into anthropology
and interrogated the motives, nature, and implications of humanitarian aid agencies' —
and their staff’s—interventions. By 1989, it had established both a journal (Journal of
Refuge Studies) as well as a newsletter for practitioners (Forced Migration Review). In
2002, the RSC spearheaded a drive to protect the rights of mobile peoples—hunters
and gatherers, pastoralists, and swidden agriculturalists—from eviction, disposses-
sion, and forced settlement. That effort, the Dana Declaration on Mobile Peoples and
Conservation was an advocacy effort based on research conducted at the RSC in the
previous decade. Nonetheless, by and large, the RSC strengthened its academic creden-
tials in teaching and research during this time. The IWGIA and Cultural Survival, on the
other hand, emphasized service to the local communities, advocacy and activism bring-
ing them and their plight to the attention of international public opinion.

The RSG, in the intervening decades, grew and became successfully integrated into
the academic teaching and research programme of the University of Oxford. Barbara
Harrell-Bond developed a broad-based teaching programme drawing on anthropo-
Jogical theories of the interconnectedness (holistic) of life that other disciplines gener-
ally dealt with separately. She recognized that people became (and remained refugees)
because of largely national politics, and so she argued for research which examined the
political contexts in which forced migration, dispossession, protection, and resettlement
occurred. She also saw that vulnerable people who were abused or no longer protected
by their own state needed to depend upon the international system to provide them with
the basics of life (food, shelter, and water) and legal protection. Thus she included inter-
national law and international organizations into her teaching programme. Finally she
put at the core of the teaching programme the immediate experience of displacement
and dispossession and its aftermath. This she tied to a teaching module and practitioner
training course on the psycho-social impacts of being a forced migrant. Overall, it took
an anthropologist to see that what was needed was an interdisciplinary programme of
teaching and research carried out by specialists in law, international relations, political
science, anthropology, psychology, and other subjects including geography, sociology,
and social policy. By incorporating representatives of other disciplines into the core pro-
gramme at the RSP [RSC], Harrell-Bond followed a long-standing anthropological tradi-
tion. Anthropologists have always worked across interdisciplinary boundaries, which is
why there is so much ‘hyphenated anthropology’: legal anthropology, medical anthropol-
ogy, political anthropology, economic anthropology, cross-cultural psychology, etc. The
programme she set up continues today and although there are now a handful of other
‘refugee studies’ programmes in the world—many founded by Harrell-Bond herself—the
RSC remains uniquely holistic in its approach committed to the vision of its founder.

However, even with this strong interdisciplinary and holistic focus which shaped the
field, there remains a tension between the phenomenological approach of anthropology
and the ‘refugee policy’ concerns of law, politics, and international relations studies. The
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itized state-based agendas and state-based legal and political histories, while
focused on people and their lived experience. This tension has seen sedenta-
vorks and liberal democratic statist orientations gain ascendancy in the field
nigration studies. Notwithstanding this ‘second place’ positioning of anthro-
ong forced migration scholars, the concepts and concerns which anthropol-
rought to the field have been ground-breaking.

RITICAL ANTHROPOLOGICAL CONCEPTS
THE DISCIPLINE OF FORCED MIGRATION
STUDIES

anthropological concepts ‘borrowed’ at the founding of refugee and forced
1 studies quickly matured and incorporated a ‘postmodern’ tint. As a reaction
umed certainty of scientific or objective efforts to explain reality, anthropol-
|uick to embrace and integrate social constructivism into its conceptual toolkit.
of explanations that claimed to be valid for all groups, cultures, and traditions,
ted the position that reality was socially constructed and that there were no
truths. By the 1990s, mature social constructivist work by Malkki, Gupta and
1, and Appadurai undertook a distancing from the ‘roots’ and territorial orien-
earlier studies (Gupta and Ferguson 1992; Malkki1992; Malkki 1995; Appadurai
race and place, home and homeland came to be dramatically reconsidered as
>f this body of work and these concepts figured prominently in research with
, exiles, and other forced migrations. Their work challenged the inherent link
cultural difference and space or physical territory so prominent in earlier
ological and political science structuralist/functionalist approaches. They crit-
1e partial incarceration of the native which saw the world as a colourful map
nes clearly delineated geographic territories (spaces) with distinctive cultures
. Ideas and concepts regarding displacement assume a natural correspondence
| people, geographic space, and place which anthropologists such as Malkki
ave now questioned for over two decades.
lalkki shows, there is an abundance of ‘botanical metaphors, largely derived
neteenth-century nation-state ideologies, through which both anthropological
ionalist discourses have rooted people in the ‘soil’ of the nation or ‘ethnic terri-
't despite this theoretical preoccupation with ‘roots, historical research has con-
y shown that migration is not the exception in human history, but rather more
nstant. Even more popular postmodern metaphors like ‘grafting’ transplant-
I *hybridization’ continue this ‘mother-earth’ imagery. Contesting this popular
tualization, Malkki makes clear in her work that people are chronically mobile
utinely displaced. They invent homes and homelands in the absence of terri-
ases. It is through such memories that they can inhabit their imagined nation
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(Malkki 1992). This undermining of the connections between peoples and places,
which are imagined to be natural, has not led to cultural homogenization (Clifford
1988). Instead what has tended to happen with this blurring of places and localities is
that ideas of cultural and ethnic distinctions are becoming more prevalent. Here, what
we see is the ‘imagined community’ striving to become attached to imagined places
(Anderson 1983). Dispossessed people everywhere remember their ‘imagined’ home-
lands in a world that increasingly denies such firm identification of ‘place’ with ‘geo-
graphic space. Remembered places have often served as symbolic anchors for forced
migrants and other dispersed, diasporic, and transnational people. Thus homeland’ is
one of the most powerful unifying symbols for the dispossessed even though the way in
which that place is constructed in the social imagination may be quite different among
the far-flung members of the imagined community. Geographic space, as anthropol-
ogy has long argued, is made meaningful by people. The experience of space is always
socially constructed. Spatial meanings are thus established by those with the power to
malke places out of spaces.

Malkki, furthermore, argued that such territorialization is dominant in discourses of
nationalism where biological or kinship metaphors are used to show the rootedness of
nations to specific lands—the Fatherland or the Motherland. Thus the national order
of things is considered to be normal while uprootedness and displacement are abnor-
mal. According to Malkki, these ‘sedentarist’ approaches, based on the idealization of
homeland, consider migration an anomaly and thus uprootedness and displacement are
pathologized. These ‘sedentarist’ scholars viewed territorial displacement as a cause of
identity loss and cultural stripping away (Rosaldo 1988). Thus, return to the homeland is
regarded as the only durable solution.

Social constructivists such as Malkki, Appadurai, and Gupta and Ferguson argue
that places and cultures are socially, politically, and historically constructed. They call
for disengaging ‘culture’ and ‘identity’ from territorialized, nation-bounded concepts
of place and space. For many of the dispossessed, the imagined ‘homeland’ acquires a
mythical status and image. It is assumed to be unchanged by the departure and reloca-
tion of its dispossessed. Yet the way in which the representation of the imagined com-
munity is drawn and fixed rests largely with the people themselves. The past is smoothed
out, pre-existing differences and ambiguities are often covered up or cleaned up, and
the society and homeland is often assigned a primordial being by members of the dis-
possessed group. This imagery is now being challenged by anthropologists and geog-
raphers, among others, and is becoming the ‘current orthodoxy’ in the social sciences.
Anthropology has had a special interest in this area as the practice of fieldwork, so cen-
tral to the discipline, has long revolved around the idea that cultures are spatially located,
which fits perfectly with the conception of the nation-state model that nations are ‘natu-
rally rooted’ in the native soil of their people. It is perhaps because anthropology realizes
it must abandon this idea of the natural, demarcated link between culture and nation,
that there has been so much effort in the last decade or so to find ways of ‘construct-
ing’ the field in ‘unbounded’ territory or multi-local and transnational milieus (Marcus
1998). As Malkki writes “There has emerged a new awareness of the global social fact that
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now, more than perhaps ever before, people are chronically mobile and routinely dis-
placed, and invent homes and homelands in the absence of territorial, national bases—
not in situ, but through memories of, and claims on, places that they can, or will, ng
longer corporeally inhabit’ (Malkki 1992: 24).
Yet, as David Turton and others point out, those who write on the subject of forced
migration and displacement pay little attention to ‘social and cultural constructions of
the... places occupied by refugees and other forced migrants, preferring instead to con-
centrate on the physical and productive properties of these places’ (Turton 2005: 276). It
is ironic then that anthropological theorizing about ‘place’ and ‘place-making’ (emplace-
ment) has not made more of a mark on those who study displacement (Allen 1996;
Hammond 2004). It is as though the recognition of places as imagined and contested
decouples or ‘denaturalizes’ the link between people and territorial space. This somehow
is regarded as entering a minefield by those who seek to help or protect people such as
refugees. Such conceptualizations, especially those which question and contest the ‘natu-
ral’ link between people, culture, and space, may be feared to play into the hands of gov-
ernments and others who may wish to diminish or ignore the suffering of those who have
been forced out of their homes. As we move ever more into a deterritorialized world we
are coming to recognize that questions of space and place are very much more central to
the concerns of both the dispossessed in their new resting places and those who remain.
With regard to return, the sedentarist positioning as the only durable solution, these
social constructivists view this as problematic both because geographic spaces and cul-
tural places change over time. The homeland existing in the imagination and memories
of the uprooted may no longer correspond to realities on the ground. This historical
and socially constructed notion of nations and national identity is well documented
in the work of Benedict Anderson (1983). By decoupling nationalism from territory in.
his imagined communities he calls into question the discipline’s heavy emphasis on the
nation state, its sovereignty at the expense of the dispossessed, uprooted, and displaced.
Ethnicity is another broad concept important to forced migration studies which
anthropologists have actively elucidated. For many anthropologists, ethnicity is genet=
ally defined as a sense of belonging to a group, based on shared ideas of group historys.
language, experience, and culture. Commonly in this sense, nationality and ethnicityare
frequently interchanged with one another, while some anthropologists see nationalis
as a variant of ethnicity (Eriksen 1993). There are several theoretical positions regarc i
the rise of ethnicity. Clifford Geertz, for example, regards ethnicity as being a primord
attachment, something pre-social, something one is born into (Geertz 1963). Fre
Barth, on the other hand, sees ethnicity as socially constructed or created and emergh!
from the recognition of difference from neighbouring groups (1969). The differentiatir
markers are generally cultural characteristics such as language, shared history, religi_ﬂ
and customs. Other anthropologists see ethnicity as derived from instrumental nee
These ideas have their roots in the work of Max Weber who identified organizatio
efforts by status groups to establish rules which exclude others (Weber 1968).
Whichever model is followed, ethnicity is often linked to political processes of

rather than simply an ethnic community is a mechanism of marginalization which can
have profound effects on how a community creates and maintains its social stability and
cohesion. Being regarded as an ethnic community in a multicultural society is gener-
ally seen as a positive attribute. At the other extreme, however, is the ethnic minority
in a dominant majority state whose presence is regarded as undesirable and divisive,
The concept of ethnic minority generally implies some degree of marginalization or
exclusion leading to situations of actual or potential conflict, dispossession, and dis-
placement. These understandings support the ‘holistic’ turn of anthropology and con-
firm the importance of integrating the study of politics and international relations with
that of the lived experience of disposseséion and uprootedness in order to fully under-
stand the processes of exclusion from the larger society and the state, the citizen and the
non-citizen, the threats to state sovereignty and the international humanitarian regime.

CONCLUSION

Anthropology has given the growing field of forced migration studies its core concep-
tual binaries such as: place and space; home and homeland; territoriality and liminality;
belonging and identity; social networks and capital; ethnicity and nationalism; displace-
ment and emplacement; eviction and return; camp-based and self-settled; integration
and assimilation. It has also given us sub-fields of investigation within this field such
as the significance of gender and generation in camp ethnographies as well as humani-
tarian policies and practices; victimization and agency of the forced migrant, as well
as refugee return and development in local hosting communities. Furthermore it has
given the field two interrelated, fundamental research strategies and tools, participant
observation and the ethnographic method, as well as permitting the development
of critical approaches to concepts of agency, morality, and ethics in forced migration
and humanitarianism studies. It is a body of work that has helped maintain a balance
Pbtween state-centric work in politics, international relations, and law with a continu-
ing interest in the refugees and forced migrants themselves. This above all else has been
most important contribution; the primacy of the vision of anthropology has been
the perspective and voice of the forced migrant, the phenomenological encounter that
ermits the uprooted, the displaced, and the refugee to break out from the category of
Object of study’ and to bring to life the individual experience of dispossession.
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