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Abstract

Throughout human history people have left their place of origin to live
elsewhere. ‘Home’ is often a central tenet of analysis when considering the
circumstances and experiences of ‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’. However,
‘home’ is difficult to define as it encompasses different meanings and multiple
elements, facets, layers and dimensions. These are differently prioritised by the
many professional and academic fields that study ‘home’, contributing to its
various conceptualisations. Research relating to ‘home’, in the context of the
situation of ‘refugee’ and other ‘migrants’, has focussed in many aspects of
‘home’. Still, studies tend to separate people according to distinct categories of
‘migration’ - ‘voluntary’ and ‘involuntary’/forced’ - implicitly assuming that
people’s experiences and meanings of ‘home’ are consequently different. Whilst
not denying the potential differences of these types of ‘migration’, this study builds
upon the existing research and literature, as well as, on the diversity of individual
experiences, to explore how the perceptions and experiences of ‘home’ by
‘migrants’ may be interlinked with their experiences throughout the ‘migration
process’, without resorting to categorical distinctions of ‘voluntary’ and
‘involuntary’/forced’” ‘migration’. The participants’ accounts were gathered
through semi-structured interview and an Interpretative Phenomenological
Analysis (IPA) approach was used for analysis of the data collected. The findings
support the idea of an interconnection between the participants’ perceptions and
experiences of ‘home’ and their experiences of ‘migration’. ‘Migration’
experiences highlighted the importance of ‘home’ by eliciting a sense of not ‘at
home’, shifted the meanings of ‘home’ and influenced re-negotiation of identity

and belonging and re-construction of ‘home’. The circumstances of their pre-



‘migration’ ‘home’ influenced their appraisal of the decision to move and the move
itself. ‘Home’ was perceived as a base for development of ways of
comprehending (‘migration’) experiences and surrounding world. Overall, the

findings highlight the complexities of ‘home’ in ‘migration’.
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Introduction

1. Introduction

Throughout human history, and for a variety of reasons, people have left,
and continue to leave, their place of origin to live somewhere else (Grinberg &
Grinberg, 1989; Keefe, 2010; Pollock, 1989). The reasons for doing so may
include adverse events and/or harmful, hostile or difficult circumstances such as,
wars, armed conflict, generalised violence, oppression and persecution, natural
and environmental disasters, climatic changes, marginalising or stigmatising
socio-cultural environments and severe socio-economic conditions, leading to the
search for refuge, safety and/or better living conditions elsewhere. However,
people may also do it for a variety of other reasons, such as, the quest for further
education, the fulfilment of professional and personal purposes, a search for
improvement of socio-economic conditions, the formalisation or celebration of

relationships, etc..

‘Migration’ is the term that defines the overall process that people go
through when they move “from one country, region or place or residence to settle
in another” (Bhugra & Becker, 2005, p.18). It is generally accepted in the literature
regarding ‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’ that the ‘migration process’ comprises
of several phases or stages, and these encompass the reasons, deliberations
and decisions to leave a place of residence/country through to the relocation and
life in another place/country (Bhugra, 2004; Bhugra & Becker, 2005; Bhugra et
al., 2011; EVASP 2009-2010a; EVASP 2009-2010b; van der Veer, 1998;

Papadopoulos, 2001). It is also acknowledged that the ‘migration process’ can be



influenced by many factors - individual, social, historical, political, legal, etc. - and
that these create particular conditions and challenges which can have a diverse
impact upon each person’s experiences (Bhugra, 2004; Bhugra & Becker, 2005;
Bhugra et al., 2011; EVASP 2009-2010a; EVASP 2009-2010b; van der Veer,

1998; Papadopoulos, 2001).

Whenever the situation, circumstances and lived experiences of ‘refugees’
and other ‘migrants’ are considered in the literature, ‘home’ is often deemed to
be a central feature (Ahmed, 1999; Black, 2002; Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos,
2015; Kabachnick et al., 2010; Papadopoulos, 2002, 2015; Ralph & Staeheli,
2011; Rosbrook & Schweitzer, 2010; Sirriyeh, 2010; Smith, 2014; Taylor, 2013;

Tete, 2012).

‘Home’ is surrounded by complexities. It is widely acknowledged in the
literature that ‘home’ is difficult to define, be it as a word or as a concept (Black,
2002; Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Chapman, 2001; Easthope, 2004;
Kabachnik et al., 2010; Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000; Papadopoulos, 2002; Ralph
& Staeheli, 2011). This difficulty stems mainly from the fact that ‘home’ refers to
different and often contradictory meanings and that it encompasses multiple
elements, facets and dimensions (Ahmed, 1999; Ben-Yoseph, 2005; Black, 2002;
Boccagni, 2014, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Cuba & Hummon, 1993; Kabachnik
et al., 2010; Kreuzer et al., 2017; Madison, 2006; Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000;
Papadopoulos, 2002; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Rosbrook & Schweitzer, 2010;
Sirriyeh, 2010; Smith, 2014; Taylor, 2013; Tete, 2012). Moreover, ‘home’ is a
topic of study in many professional and academic fields, these including
sociology, psychology, anthropology, geography and philosophy to architecture,

housing and business/marketing, etc. (Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015;
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Chapman, 2001; Easthope, 2004; Moore, 2000; Papadopoulos, 2002; Ralph &
Staeheli, 2011). Consequently, the complexities associated with ‘home’, together
with the different prioritisations and emphasis of analysis placed by the various
disciplines that study ‘home’ seem to have contributed to, and be reflected in the
different understandings and conceptualisations of ‘home’ (Ahmed, 1999; Black,
2002; Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Chapman, 2001; Cuba & Hummon,
1993; Easthope, 2004; Kabachnik et al., 2010; Mallet, 2004; Moore, 2000;
Papadopoulos, 2002, 2015; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Sirriyeh, 2010; Smith, 2014;
Taylor, 2013). For this reason, research has focused upon different aspects of
‘home’ including, for example, the exploration of the meanings of ‘home’ within
different contexts (from homeless people to ‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’), as
well as, the “examination of home as a system of key components...exploration
of the processes by which home comes to have meaning...negative and darker

side of home experiences” (Moore, 2000, p.211, italic in the original text), etc..

In the context of the situation and experiences of ‘refugees’ and other
‘migrants’, the relevance of ‘home’ is often highlighted through its negative, i.e.,
through an emphasis upon the loss or the absence of ‘home’. The loss of ‘home’
is referred to as the main condition shared by all ‘refugees’ (Papadopoulos, 2002;
Taylor, 2013). Leaving ‘home’ to live in a new country is frequently referred to as

the most basic characteristic of international ‘migration’ (Boccagni, 2014).

It is recognised that the literature regarding the circumstances and
experiences of ‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’ tends to focus predominantly upon
more rooted ideas of ‘home’ which, consequently, can result in an over-
emphasising of the uprooting aspects of ‘migration’ (Ahmed, 1999; Black, 2002;

Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Kabachnik et al., 2010; Malkki,1992;
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Mallett, 2004; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Taylor, 2013; Tete, 2012). However, the
part played by geographic mobility in the construction of ‘home’ has been
increasingly highlighted in the literature, often through research focusing upon
the ways in which ‘home’ can be construed and negotiated in the context of
‘migration’ (Ahmed, 1999; Boccagni, 2012; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Ralph &
Staeheli, 2011; Sirriyeh, 2010; Smith, 2014; Taylor, 2013). Related with the latter
is the literature on ‘home’ which is largely associated with ‘transnationalism’
(Boccagni, 2012; Dunn, 2005; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Tete, 2012).
Transnationalism disputes “the way home is often imagined as bounded, and
instead offer a conceptualisation of home as messy, mobile, blurred and
confused” (Ralph & Staeheli, 2011, p.519). Consequently, through this
perspective, ‘home’ becomes a “variable term, one that can be transformed,
newly invented, and developed in relation to the circumstances in which people
find themselves or chose to place themselves” (Hamond, 2004, as cited in Tete,

2012, p.109).

Moreover, the focus of the empirical studies on ‘home’ in the context of the
situation and experiences of ‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’, has been varied.
These studies have included, for example, the exploration of the meanings of
‘home’ and of the loss of it, the lived experience(s) of ‘home’ and of loss of it, the
lived experience(s) of those who choose to leave ‘home’, the experiences and
practices of home-making, the emotional experiences of feeling ‘at home’ and the
role of mobility in ‘refugees” negotiations of ‘home’ (Boccagni, 2017; Brun &
Fabos, 2015; Kabachnik et al., 2010; Madison, 2006; Moore, 2000; Ralph &
Staeheli, 2011; Rosbrook & Schweitzer, 2010; Sirriyeh, 2010; Smith, 2014;

Taylor, 2013).
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Hence, there is already considerable research focusing upon ‘home’ in
different contexts and, in particular, in the context of ‘migration’, considering
‘refugees” and other ‘migrants” experiences. However, even when the research
focuses upon people’s lived or subjective experience(s) of ‘home’ in the latter
context, it tends to separate people into the two usually ascribed types of
‘migration’ - ‘voluntary’ or ‘involuntary’/forced’ ‘migration’ - often associated with
‘migrants’ and ‘refugees’, respectively. Even if not always explicitly, it assumes
that people’s experiences and meanings of ‘home’ are different merely as a direct
consequence of their type of their ‘migration’. Still, this study does not intend to
deny the existence of potential differences between those types of ‘migration’ - in
terms of the degree of choice about leaving the country of origin, the challenges
faced and the impact these may have upon people’s experiences throughout the
‘migration process’. Rather, it builds upon already existing literature and
research, as well as, on the diversity of individual subjective experiences, to
explore the perceptions and experiences of ‘home’ of different ‘migrants’ —
independently of the voluntary’ or ‘involuntary’/forced’ nature of their ‘migration’

- in the context of their own experiences throughout the ‘migration process’.

Therefore, this study aims to examine how the perceptions of ‘home’ by
‘migrants’ who currently live in the United Kingdom (UK) may be interlinked with
their lived individual experiences throughout the ‘migration process’. Specifically,
this study aims to explore how their perception(s) of what constitutes ‘home’ may
have been/be influenced or affected by their experiences throughout the different
stages of the ‘migration process’ and how their perception(s) of ‘home’ may have
influenced their experiences throughout the ‘migration process’. Consequently,

this study is guided by the following research question:
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How are ‘migrants” perceptions of ‘home’ interlinked with their individual

experiences throughout the ‘migration process’?

In this study, the term ‘migrants’ is used in a wider sense to encompass all
the people who moved from their country of origin, be it ‘involuntarily’ or
‘voluntarily’, and who are now living in the United Kingdom (U.K.). Therefore, that
term is employed to include people who are legally defined as ‘refugees’, as well
as, any other ‘migrants’ (the definitions and aspects linked to these terms are
presented in Part 1, Chapter 1). The term ‘perceptions’ is used to mean the ways
in which ‘home’ is understood and interpreted by the participants, ultimately
referring to the meanings, elements and dimensions of ‘home’ which they
selectively prioritise. ‘Migration process’ is understood as incorporating all the
stages/phases involved in the move, from pre-migration to post-migration and,
therefore, comprising from the reasons and decisions to leave their country of
origin through to their life in another country (the U.K. in this particular case),

including all the stages in between.

Thus, the emphasis in this study is placed upon exploring people’s
experiences and the subjective meaning of those experiences, through the use
of their own verbal accounts. In view of the aim and research question of this
study, its inductive approach and idiographic nature, its focus upon “the
examination of how people make sense of their major life experiences” (Smith et
al., 2009, p. 1), and its emphasis “upon people’s understandings of their
experiences” (Smith et al., 2009, p. 47), the use of qualitative methodology and,
specifically, of an Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) approach

(Smith, 2008; Smith & Osborn, 2008; Smith et al., 2009), is considered to be the

13



most appropriate (Barker et al., 2002; Howitt, 2010; Smith et al., 2009; Willig,

2001).

This thesis is divided in four parts, as follows:

Part 1 (Part 1. Theoretical considerations) sets the theoretical context for

the empirical investigation. Thus, the theoretical and conceptual issues

associated with ‘home’, with the people who leave their ‘home’ and with their

experiences of loss of/leaving ‘home’ to live in another place/country are

presented and discussed in this part of the thesis. Part 1 comprises of three

chapters:

Chapter 1 presents and discusses the terminology referring to the process
of moving from a habitual place of residence to live in another (for
example, the terms ‘migration’ and ‘displacement’) and to the people who
leave ‘home’ (‘migrants’, ‘refugees’, etc.), as well as, some of the
complexities surrounding those terms.

In Chapter 2, a literature review of ‘home’ and the complexities associated
with it is undertaken. This chapter presents the issues relating to ‘home’ in
general, as well as, to ‘home’ in the context of ‘migration’ and the
experiences of ‘refugees’ and of other ‘migrants’.

Chapter 3 presents a review of the literature regarding the different
stages/phases of the ‘migration process’. This is followed by a
presentation of the different conceptualisations of ‘refugees” and other
‘migrants” experiences and responses to ‘migration’. Included in the latter
review are more ‘traditional’ ways of conceptualising ‘refugees” and

‘migrants” experiences and responses, as well as, the conceptualisations
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of those experiences and responses which have the idea of ‘home’ at the

centre.

Part 2 (Part 2. Methodology and research design) focusses upon the
methodology and the research design used in this study. This section of the thesis
presents the aims and the research question, as well as, the rationale for the
choice of a qualitative methodology and, more specifically, for the use of an
Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) approach (Smith, 2008; Smith &
Osborn, 2008; Smith et al., 2009). This is followed by an outline of the research
design and by a detailed presentation of aspects relating to the participants, the
procedures for recruitment and for data collection, the method of data analysis,

as well as, issues of validity and quality, and ethical considerations.

In Part 3 (Part 3. Results) the results of the analysis of the six participants’
accounts are presented. Through the use of an IPA approach (Smith, 2008; Smith
& Osborn, 2008; Smith et al., 2009) four overarching themes were identified
across the six participants’ accounts. In Part 3 the overarching themes are
presented and illustrated with verbatim quotation extracts from participants’

accounts.

In Part 4 (Part 4. Discussion) the findings of this study are presented and
discussed, this taking into consideration the theoretical aspects and the literature
discussed in Part 1, and the aims and research question of this study, as defined
above and in Part 2. Additionally, Part 4 discusses the significance, practical
implications and limitations of this study and it also presents suggestions for
future research. Some final reflections about this research are included in this

section.
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2. Reflexivity

Reflexivity is important in any research and is often regarded as crucial in
qualitative research (Howitt, 2010; Langdridge, 2007). In qualitative research, the
role of subjectivity is explicitly acknowledged and the researcher is considered to
be part of the process of co-construction of meanings rather than an external,
detached and objective observer of the phenomena being studied (Langdridge,
2007; Willig, 2001). Because research is thought to be “a joint product of
researcher and researched” (Smith, 2008, p.21), the researcher’s contribution
and influence upon the research process is recognised. Consequently, particular
emphasis is placed on reflexivity, which refers to the process through which
researchers are able to consider the influence and the impact that they can have
throughout their research study (Howitt, 2010; Langdridge, 2007; Smith et al.,
2009). This reflexive process enables exploration and acknowledgement of the
researcher’s pre-conceptions, assumptions, choices, interests, experiences, etc.,
thus supporting ‘bracketing’, i.e., the researcher’s attempts to mitigate the
potential negative effects of those throughout the research process (Ahern, 1999;
Ashworth, 2008; Smith et al., 2009). Communicating these reflexive attempts
provides information about the researcher position as regards their study (Howitt,
2010; Langdridge, 2007). Accordingly, a reflexivity statement, resulting from my

reflexive endeavours, is presented in this section.

My general interest and emotional connection with the topic of this study
has certainly been influenced by having moved from my birth country to live in

the U.K,, i.e., by becoming a ‘migrant’ (legally an ‘EU citizen’). | was born and
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raised in a country with a geographical mobility tradition of centuries, marked by
an increase in emigration in the 60’s and 70’s of the last century, this mainly
resulting from the difficult socio-economic conditions endured by a significant part
of its population and also, for young males, representing an escape from its
colonial war in view of compulsory conscription. All of this in the context of nearly
half a century of a dictatorial regime which only came to end in the mid 70’s and
which, as a consequence of political persecution of those who had differing views,
also ‘created’ its own ‘refugees’ in other countries. Whilst being born in that socio-
political context, my move to live in the U.K. only happened several years later,
in the context of a relationship with a British national, two decades ago. Moving
to the U.K. occurred when | was already an adult, a qualified and working
professional and therefore, whilst | was happy to embark in the experience of
living in the U.K., which was not an unknown country to me, this also meant
having to leave a stable, comfortable and fulfilling life in my birth country. Leaving
‘home’ and (re-)creating a sense of ‘home’ in the U.K. proved to be,

simultaneously, a demanding and a life-enriching experience.

Additionally, as a clinical psychologist, | mainly worked alongside ‘service
users’ who presented with severe and enduring mental health problems, some of
whom were ‘migrants’ (within a wider definition of the term, thus including
‘refugees’). Their mental health problems often appeared to be closely related to
their experiences throughout the ‘migration’ process, seemingly manifesting their
own ways of responding to those experiences and circumstances. Thus, my
clinical work strengthened my perception that, as well as presenting an
opportunity for personal growth, ‘migration’ can also contribute to psychological

distress and to the development of (more or less severe) mental health problems.
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Still, rather than assuming that (negative) experiences of ‘migration’ (in the wider
understanding of the word) mostly lead to psychological difficulties or
psychopathology, it was/is my understanding that ‘migrants” responses to such
experiences can be seen as resulting from a complex interplay of personal and

contextual factors.

Furthermore, attending the Refugee Care course, with its multidisciplinary
nature and, within this, undertaking non-clinical work with ‘refugees’ in services
directed specifically at supporting them, enabled me to pursue further
understanding(s) of the phenomenon of ‘migration’ but outside the boundaries of
clinical psychology and beyond a predominant focus on mental health issues. For
example, and with particular relevance to this study, attendance of this course
provided an opportunity to acquaint myself with conceptualisations that place
‘home’ at the centre of the experiences of ‘migration’ (in the wider sense of this
term), as well as, to heighten my understanding of both the negative and the

positive aspects of those experiences.

All of these aspects - my personal and professional experiences and
further academic pursuits — are stated here because they underlay my initial
motivation to undertake this research. Furthermore, this study represented an
intentional attempt to move beyond (thus expanding) the knowledge, skills and
experience gained, throughout the years, as a clinical psychologist working
predominantly with people with severe and enduring mental health problems.
Thus, choosing to emphasise the phenomena of ‘home’ and ‘migration’ and the
experiences and responses of ‘migrants’ (within its wider definition) who were not
linked to mental health or similar services. This is not to say that some of the

previous professional knowledge, skills and experience were not useful for this
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research, for example, the general knowledge about research and research
methodology(ies), the skills and experience in checking and identifying the
presence of any vulnerabilities or risk factors that would recommend exclusion
from this research of any potential participants, as well as, in creating an emphatic
and listening environment during interview with the participants, enabling their
experiences and the meanings of those to emerge, etc. However, and
importantly, this also included awareness of the differences between research
and clinical activities and, consequently, between the roles of a researcher and a

clinician.

Some of the beliefs and assumptions associated with my life experiences
and my intentions regarding this research, which were stated above, had the
potential to lead to unchecked bias if not questioned and reflected upon on a
continuous basis and throughout the different steps of the research process.
Keeping a reflective diary and receiving supervision throughout this study
supported my reflexivity and my attempts to bracket assumptions that could
interfere in the research process and influence its findings. Thus, reflexivity
supported my attempts to keep open, curious, reflective, aware and responsive
throughout the research process, this being reflected, for example, in the
extensive literature review associated with the topic, in the thoughtful
consideration regarding the choice of the most suitable research methodology
and methods in view of the aims of this study, in the attentive listening and focus
on the participants’ accounts during data collection and data analysis, in order to

capture, as closely as possible, the meanings expressed by them.
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Part 1. Theoretical considerations

Chapter 1. Terminology associated with the process of human

geographical mobility and with the people who leave their place of origin

1.1. Overview

Throughout human history, and until this day, people have left their place
of origin thus ending up living somewhere else (Grinberg & Grinberg, 1989;

Keefe, 2010; Pollock, 1989).

The reasons for leaving are varied. People may be compelled to search
for protection, safety and more favourable living conditions when they are
confronted with adverse events or circumstances, these including wars,
generalised violence and armed conflict, various types of oppression and
persecution, natural and environmental disasters, as well as, difficult living
conditions ensuing from climatic changes, from marginalising or stigmatising
socio-cultural situations and/or severe socio-economic conditions. However,
people may also leave their place of origin for other reasons, such as, to gain
better or new life experiences in different socio-economic-cultural contexts and
conditions, to pursue and fulfii educational and professional goals and

commitments, to formalise and celebrate relationships, etc..

People may leave their place of origin and cross international borders to
be in a different country, as it is the case of ‘migrants’ and ‘refugees’. However,

they may move away from their place of origin as a result of, for example, war or
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natural disasters, but still remain within national borders, as it is the case of the
so-called ‘Internally Displaced Persons’ (IDP). Furthermore, whilst some people
move away from their place of origin only once in their lifetime, others move
several times throughout their lives and, in both cases, the duration of their stay

living away from their place of origin can fluctuate.

Different denominations and classifications are attributed to the process of
leaving the place of origin to live somewhere else, as well as, to the people who
undergo that move. These designations often capture distinct or, on the contrary,
interchangeable meanings and realities. Widely used words such as, ‘migration’
and ‘displacement’, ‘migrants’, ‘refugees’ and ‘displaced’ people can frequently
be employed to mean quite different things or, conversely, as if they mean or refer
to the exact same thing. This can generate confusion when the specific meaning,
and the particular context in which the terms are used, are not mentioned nor

clarified.

Moreover, a polarised distinction between the ‘voluntary’ or the
‘involuntary’/’forced’ nature of the move, in terms of the motivation to live away
and the extent to which people are seen as ‘choosing’ or being ‘forced’ to leave,
is frequently made in the literature on ‘migration’, ‘refugees’ and ‘migrants’. All of
these convolutions surrounding the terminology can, consequently, make it
difficult to get clear, simple and universally accepted definitions of some of the
terms whilst, at the same time, it can hamper a full understanding of the
heterogeneous and complex nature of the overall phenomena of ‘migration’.
Apart from the multiple meanings and the interchangeable or contrasting
underlying assumptions as regards the terminologyi, it is also relevant to note that

the different terms used have very different legal and practical implications for the
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people who those refer to. For example, as pointed out by Edwards (2016), the
terms ‘refugee’ and ‘migrant’ are often used interchangeably by the public and
the media but a distinction between those can be of extreme importance in terms
of the legal status in the new/host country for those concerned. Together with
those legal and practical implications, the terminology and its use can also
generate or attract different social constructions and discourses about the people
it refers to, thus also having repercussions in the ways people may be perceived
and how their experiences and responses may be understood, even in the

literature.

The different terminology used to designate people who leave their place
of origin (for example, ‘refugees’ or other ‘migrants’) has led to the development
of different (and often separated) areas of study. Whilst this separation may be
relevant for the study of more specific issues regarding the people under those
designations, at times it can also hinder the exploration of the potential for
similarity and continuity in the experiences of people who move away from their
place of origin. This may perpetuate polarities and, even if inadvertently, it can
foster simplification, disconnection and a lack of integration when addressing the
complex phenomena associated with the different reasons for human geographic

mobility.

Consequently, it seems important to start the theoretical considerations of
this study by attempting to define some of the terms associated with the process
of leaving the place of origin to live somewhere else and with the people who

undergo that process. This is undertaken in this chapter.
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1.2. Terminology associated with the process of human geographical

mobility

In the literature, two terms are often found to describe the process
associated with the geographical movement of people who leave their place of
origin and, consequently, end up living in another place. These are: ‘migration’

and ‘displacement’.

The term ‘migration’ has been defined as the “geographic mobility of
people who move from one place to another, whether as individuals, as part of a
small group, or in a large mass” (Grinberg & Grinberg, 1989, p.16), as the
“process of going from one country, region or place of residence to settle in

another” (Bhugra & Becker, 2005, p.18).

Thus, ‘migration’ can be understood as an overarching term which refers
to any type of geographical movements of people, independently of the reasons
and/or the so-called ‘voluntary’ or ‘involuntary’/forced’ nature of that move. Most
frequently the term ‘migration’ is employed to refer to the movement of people
who leave their own country to live in another but, from the definitions above, it
can also apply to the move from one region or place to another within the same
country. In the latter case, Grinberg and Grinberg (1989), for example, consider
that for a move to be called ‘migration’, it requires that the two places are
“sufficiently distant and different” (p.17) from each other. However, whilst the
crossing of international borders can be considered a clearer and more objective
criteria to decide that a geographical move can be defined as ‘migration’, it seems
to be more difficult and subjective to ascertain how ‘distant’ and how ‘different” a

place needs to be for such a move to be termed ‘migration’. Furthermore, the
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term ‘migration’ can include temporary geographical moves but these need to be
“for a sufficiently prolonged period of time” (Grinberg & Grinberg, 1989, p.17).
Again, when considering if a temporary geographical move can be defined as
‘migration’, what is considered a ‘sufficiently prolonged period of time’ seems to

be open to interpretation.

In the literature, ‘displacement’ is another term which is associated with
geographical movement(s) of people. It usually refers to both the process and the
outcome of the geographical movement of people from one place to another, be
it within the borders of a country or across international borders. Furthermore,
this term tends to emerge solely in the literature that is linked to the ‘involuntary’
and ‘forced’ types of ‘migration’ (for example, Cohen & Bradley, 2010; Mooney,
2005; Thomas & Thomas, 2004). Thus, the term ‘displacement’ is commonly
found in the literature to describe the process undergone, and the situation
resulting from the ‘involuntary’ move away from the place of origin that is
experienced by, for example, the ‘refugees’, the ‘Internally Displaced Persons’
(IDP) and all the people who, despite having left their country and being
‘displaced’ in another as a result of war, generalised violence or armed conflict,
are not legally recognised as ‘refugees’ because they do not fulfil the legal criteria
defined by international law (UNHCR, 2011, 2012). At times, the term
‘displacement’ is also found in the literature associated with the situation of
people who left their place of origin as a direct consequence of climatic changes
and/or of natural or environmental disasters (for example, Cohen & Bradley,

2010; Mooney, 2005)

Therefore, when taking into consideration more generic and wide-ranging

definitions of ‘migration’ (as those mentioned above), it could be argued that what
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is described under ‘displacement’ can be deemed as a specific form or type of
‘migration’. However, the term ‘displacement’ is generally not used in that way.
Indeed, frequently the term ‘displacement’ is used in opposition to the term
‘migration’, the latter often acquiring the sole (and narrower) meaning of human
geographical moves construed as being ‘voluntary’, whilst the former is then
reserved for ‘involuntary’/forced’ geographical moves. Actually, it can be noticed
that the term ‘migration’ tends to be used in the literature mostly to refer to the
process of geographical mobility undergone by people who are perceived as
having ‘voluntarily’ left their place of origin and without contemplating those who
are considered to have left ‘involuntarily’. This divide is also sometimes reflected
in the polarised discourses and categorisations that oppose ‘refugee’ to ‘migrant’
and assume a totally ‘involuntary’/forced’ geographical move for the former and
an entirely ‘voluntary’ one for the latter, as it can be exemplified by the distinction

established by Edwards (2016).

However, a distinction between ‘voluntary’ and ‘involuntary’/forced’
‘migration’ may not always be straightforward and it may not fully represent the
reality or the subjective experiences of the people who move away from their
place of origin (Hugo, 1996; Timotijevic & Breakwell, 2000). For example, whilst
the legal definition of ‘refugee’, in accordance with international law (discussed
later in section 1.3. Terminology associated with people who leave their place of
origin), may, at least in principle, make it clearer who can and who cannot have
that specific status recognised, this is not to say that all other people who leave
their place of origin do so ‘voluntarily’. In fact, some people may leave their places
of origin due to situations with the same root causes as those which prompted

the move of (legally defined) ‘refugees’, this despite being unable to fulfil (or to
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prove) the legal criteria for ‘refugee’ status’ recognition under international law

(UNHCR, 2011, 2012).

Thus, whilst a clear cut distinction between ‘voluntary’ and ‘involuntary’
‘migration’ is often assumed, this somehow dismisses the fact that it is often very
difficult to discern whether an apparent and so-called ‘voluntary’ move (often only
considered as such by external observers) may indeed be ‘involuntary’, as people
may not have moved if the circumstances that prompted it were different or
absent (Ahmed, 1999; Hugo, 1996). For example, Amin (1974, as cited in Hugo,

1996, p.106), referring to migration in Western Africa, argues that,

A comparative costs and benefits analysis, conducted at the individual
level of the migrant, has no significance. In fact it only gives the
appearance of objective rationality to a ‘choice’ (that of the migrant) which
in reality does not exist because, in a given system, he (sic) has no

alternatives. (Hugo, 1996, p.106)

Referring to an opposite extreme, Speare (1974, as cited in Hugo, 1996,

p.106), considers that,

In the strictest sense migration can be considered to be involuntary only
when a person is physically transported from a country and has no
opportunity to escape from those transporting him. Movement under
threat, even the immediate threat to life, contains a voluntary element, as
long as there is an option to escape to another part of the country, go into

hiding or to remain and hope to avoid persecution. (Hugo, 1996, p.106)

In view of the complexities involved in this dichotomy, Hugo (1996)

suggests that, rather than setting ‘voluntary’ in opposition to ‘involuntary’/’forced’
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‘migration’, it would be more useful (and perhaps more consonant with the reality
and with people’s experiences) to understand a person’s move away from their

place of origin as being positioned,

along a continuum ranging from totally voluntary migration, in which the
choice and will of the migrant is the overwhelmingly decisive element
encouraging people to move, to totally forced migration, where the
migrants are faced with death if they remain in their present place of

residence. (p.107)

However, even when understanding the reasons and the degree of choice
underlying each person’s ‘migration’ as being set along a continuum (rather than
in the binary ‘voluntary’ vs. ‘involuntary’/forced’), it still may be difficult for an
external observer to determine the specific position that a particular person may
occupy in that continuum. Nonetheless, that position and the terminology
attached to those who move can have significant implications, for example, for
their legal right(s) to live and stay in a new country and in terms of the impact
these can have at a practical, social-political and even psychological levels

(Edwards, 2016; Goldenziel, 2017).

1.3. Terminology associated with people who leave their place of origin

In the literature, it is not only the terminology regarding the process of
human geographic mobility that can be imbued with different, sometimes
overlapping but other times contrasting, meanings and definitions. These also
can be noted in the terminology assigned to the people who undertake a

geographical move to live somewhere else.
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The terminology used to designate people who move away from their place
of origin is relevant, as mentioned previously. Namely, it is important for their legal
status in the new country. Different designations - ‘refugee’ or ‘migrant’ — may
imply that one person is allowed to stay in the new country if their ‘refugee’ status
is recognised, whilst another may be deported to the country of origin if
considered to be an fillegal migrant’ (Goldenziel, 2017). Furthermore, as
highlighted by Goldenziel (2017), whilst there is a legal definition of ‘refugee’ and
there are legal criteria to ascertain who can or cannot be recognised as such
established by international law, this recognition being legally binding, in contrast,

“the term ‘migrant’...is undefined in international law” (pp. 49-50).

Some of the denominations attributed to the people who move away from

their place of origin are discussed in this section.

1.3.1. ‘Migrant’

The term ‘migrant’ is sometimes defined and employed in ways that
convey different meanings to the word. Yet, one common aspect amongst several
definitions of the term ‘migrant’ refer to a person who moves from a place of
habitual residence to live in another place, whether that person is moving
individually or as part of small or larger groups (Cambridge Dictionary, n.d.;
Edwards, 2016; Goldenziel, 2017; Grinberg & Grinberg, 1989; Oxford
Dictionaries, n.d. a; UNESCO, 2017). Beyond that common feature, the other
aspects, conditions and characteristics found in different definitions and usages
of the term ‘migrant’ can vary (Cambridge Dictionary, n.d.; Edwards, 2016;
Goldenziel, 2017; Grinberg & Grinberg, 1989; Oxford Dictionaries, n.d. a;

UNESCO, 2017).
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Most frequently the term ‘migrant’ refers to people who move from one
country to live in another but this term sometimes can appear in the literature to
designate the people who move from one region to another within the same
country particularly, and as aforementioned, when both regions are “sufficiently
distant and different from” (Grinberg & Grinberg, 1989, p.17) each other.
Similarly, whereas it is implied or explicitly stated in some definitions of ‘migrant’
that the move is from a person’s country of origin to another country, some
definitions include in it anyone who moves from a country to another, whether the
first country refers to that person’s birth country or not (Cambridge Dictionary,
n.d.; Grinberg & Grinberg, 1989; Oxford Dictionaries, n.d. a; UNESCO, 2017).
When addressing the issue of how long someone needs to live in a new region
or country to be considered a ‘migrant’, definitions tend to indicate that the move
may vary from ‘temporary’ to ‘permanent’. As mentioned previously, the exact
length of time that a person needs to spend in a new place in order to be
considered a ‘migrant’ is unclear. In this regard, some definitions imply that a level
of ‘settling in’ and/or the acquisition of “significant social ties” (UNESCO, 2017,
p.1) in the new country needs to be present for someone to be defined as a
‘migrant’ (Bhugra & Becker, 2005; Grinberg & Grinberg, 1989, UNESCO, 2017).
Still, it can be difficult to establish, at least in a clear way, what ‘settled in’ or
having ‘significant social ties’ may mean. Also, does it mean that someone who
moved to a new country and subjectively has not ‘settled in’ or has not created
‘significant’ social ties is not a ‘migrant’? Moreover, authors such as, Grinberg
and Grinberg (1989), further distinguish between ‘migrants’ and ‘foreign workers’
in terms of the latter's envisaged return to the place of origin after a determined

period of time working in another country.
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Some definitions of ‘migrant’ are closely based on the general definition of
‘migration’. Consequently, these definitions encompass all the people who leave
one place/country and live in another, independently of the reasons for doing so,
including those who “seek work, refuge, escape war, or otherwise” (Goldenziel,
2017, p.50). In contrast, other definitions of ‘migrant’ are more restrictive thus,
mainly and foremost, emphasising the economic and work related motives which
may underlie people’s move (Bhugra & Becker, 2005; Cambridge Dictionary, n.d.;
Edwards, 2016; Goldenziel, 2017; Grinberg & Grinberg, 1989; Oxford
Dictionaries, n.d. a; UNESCO, 2017). In the latter case, the term ‘migrant’ loses
its general and wider meaning which refers to any person who moves away from
a place of habitual residence to live in another, to gain the sole meaning of a
person who has left their usual place of residence to live somewhere else but
mainly for economic and work reasons. This latter meaning is frequently equated
with a completely ‘voluntary’ motivation to move, which may indeed be far from
the reality for some people. This may mirror what happens with the terms
‘migration’ and ‘displacement’ (discussed above in section 1.2. Terminology
associated with the process of human geographical mobility) as, when defined in
this narrower way, the term ‘migrant’ represents the people who are considered
to be in the opposite pole to those who do not have, or are perceived as not
having, other solution than leaving their countries to be elsewhere, for example,
the ‘refugees’ and other ‘displaced persons’ (Cambridge Dictionary, n.d.;
Edwards, 2016; Oxford Dictionaries, n.d. a; UNESCO, 2017). However, as stated
previously, an automatic assumption of a ‘voluntary’ or ‘involuntary’ motive for the
move and a totally polarised understanding of human geographical mobility may

not always correspond to the (objective and/or subjective) reality. Also, this
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polarisation may not always be useful or valuable, in particular when one attempts
to examine possible common aspects in the experiences of those who ‘migrate’,
independently of the reasons for doing so. Yet, as mentioned previously, this is
not to say that the multiple definitions of ‘migrant’, apart from the lack of clarity
that they may generate, do not have legal and practical implications for each

person who this term, with its different meanings, is used to define.

1.3.2. ‘Refugee’: Legal definition and its limitations

As aforementioned, the term ‘migrant’, in its narrower meaning of a person
who moves to live in another country for economic reasons or for work purposes,
which is often perceived and described as a ‘voluntary’ move, is repeatedly used
in opposition to the term ‘refugee’, a term that is commonly associated with
people who have been ‘forced’ or ‘involuntarily’ had to leave their habitual place

of residence or country.

Actually, the term ‘refugee’ is often employed very loosely to refer to
people who have been ‘involuntarily’ ‘uprooted’ for a number of different reasons,
such as, wars, generalised violence and systematic human rights
abuse/violations but also as a result of natural and environmental disasters and
climatic changes. This common and wide usage of the word ‘refugee’ seems to
be reflected, for example, in the English Oxford Dictionary’s definition of ‘refugee’
as “a person who has been forced to leave their country in order to escape war,
persecution, or natural disaster” (Oxford Dictionaries, n.d. b). However, these
wider definitions and usages of the term ‘refugee’ are far more inclusive of people
who may have left their place of habitual residence, often their country, than the

definition of ‘refugee’ in international law (UNHCR, 2011, 2012). The legal
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definition of ‘refugee’, which is enclosed in the two main sources of international
law in this matter - the 1951 ‘Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees’
(UNHCR, 2011, 2012) and its 1967 ‘Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees’
(UNHCR, 2011) - does not consider the people affected by natural or
environmental disasters or by climatic changes as ‘refugees’, this despite the fact

that they may require support and protection in view of those types of adversities.

The term ‘refugee’ was first used in the 17" Century to refer to the
Protestant Huguenots of France, who were forced to leave the country and seek
asylum elsewhere (Wennersten & Robbins, 2017). Thus, the link between the
term ‘refugee’ and the people who are a target of persecution (albeit in that case
solely on religious grounds) seemed to be already present in that instance. This
link still constitutes the crucial tenet of the current legal definition of ‘refugee’, as
encompassed in the 1951 ‘Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees’
(UNHCR, 2011, 2012) - herein shortly denominated ‘1951 Convention’ - and the
1967 ‘Protocol Related to the Status of Refugees’ (UNHCR, 2011) — hereafter

abbreviated to ‘1967 Protocol’.

The ‘1951 Convention’ (UNHCR, 2011, 2012) was developed by the
United Nations and adopted in 1951 by the signatory States. It aimed to provide
a legal framework to respond to the situation faced by the millions of people
displaced in the aftermath of both World Wars in the 20" Century and who,
consequently, necessitated refuge and protection (UNHCR, 2011, 2012). It
defines who can be considered a ‘refugee’, outlines the legal, social and
assistance rights of ‘refugees’, sets out the responsibilities of ‘refugees’ towards
the new/host country and clarifies the responsibilities of the signatory States

when hosting ‘refugees’ (UNHCR, 2011, 2012). However, the ‘1951 Convention’
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focused primarily upon the protection of European people displaced as a
consequence of the World War Il and it was amended in 1967 by the ‘1967
Protocol’ (UNHCR, 2011). The ‘1967 Protocol’ excluded the geographical and
time restrictions of the ‘1951 Convention’, thus extending the same legal
protection and assistance rights to anyone around the world who is subject to the
conditions envisaged within the legal definition of ‘refugee’ (UNHCR, 2011). Both
the “1951 Convention’ and the ‘1967 Protocol’ have since provided the legal
framework for international protection of ‘refugees’ and have also informed the
development of more specific, national and regional, legislation regarding
‘refugees’ (Farbey, 2002; UNHCR, 2011, 2012). Nevertheless, it is important to
mention that not all States are signatory parties of the ‘1951 Convention’ and of
the “1967 Protocol’, this meaning that they may not be under the same legal
obligations as the signatory States do as regards the provision of refuge and
protection to people deemed to meet the criteria for ‘refugee’ status’ recognition

(UNHCR, 2011).

Thus, in a stricter sense, it is the definition of ‘refugee’ encompassed in
the “1951 Convention’ and the ‘1967 Protocol’ (UNHCR, 2011, 2012), that
establishes who can, or cannot, be named as ‘refugee’, when setting the
conditions required for a person to be legally recognised as such. The ‘1951

Convention’ defines ‘refugee’ as,

a person who is outside his or her country of nationality or habitual
residence; has a well-founded fear of being persecuted because of his or
her race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group or

political opinion; and is unable or unwilling to avail him — or herself of the
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protection of that country, or to return there, for fear of persecution (see

Article 1A (2)). (UNHCR, 2011, p.3)

However, whilst seemingly evident from the above definition who can be,
or not, called a ‘refugee’, this is not always the case. The recognition of a person’s
‘refugee’ status habitually entails a complex legal process, which is undertaken
on an individual basis and where the person has to demonstrate that the various
conditions/criteria encompassed within the definition, are fulfilled. Specifically, the
person, legally denominated as an ‘asylum seeker’ whilst that legal process is
ongoing, will have to provide evidence for the particular definitional criteria such
as, being out of the country of habitual residence, having a ‘well-founded fear’ of
persecution for at least one of the reasons identified in the definition — “race,
religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion”
(UNHCR, 2011, p.3) - and lacking, or being unable to receive, protection from the
State of origin (UNHCR, 2011). An exclusion clause applies for people who may
fulfil all those conditions but who have committed war crimes (Farbey, 2002;
UNHCR, 2011). Due to the requirement for individually proving that the criteria
set in the above legal definition of ‘refugee’ are met, several people may be
barred from ‘refugee’ status’ recognition, despite having faced circumstances
similar to those encountered by ‘refugees’ and in spite of equally requiring refuge
and protection of their rights (Farbey, 2002; Goldenziel, 2017; Mooney, 2005). In
view of this, authors such as, Goldenziel (2017) and Thomas and Thomas (2004),
argue that most of the people in the world who are displaced by wars, armed
conflict and violence often receive little protection of their rights under
international law just because they do not fully meet the criteria set in the ‘1951

Convention” definition of ‘refugee’ or because they “are unable to prove that they
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meet the criteria” (Goldenziel, 2017, p.53). In those circumstances, some people
may have some of their rights protected under regional or even international legal
sources and mechanisms other than the ‘1951 Convention’ but this is not always
the case (Goldenziel, 2017; Mooney, 2005; UNHCR, 2011, 2012; UN/OCHA,

2004). Ultimately, they are not legally recognised as ‘refugees’.

Therefore, the legal definition of ‘refugee’ excludes people who are not, or
who cannot prove to be, a target of personal/individual persecution, and/or those
who do not belong to a group which is clearly identified or recognised as a target
of persecution for political, social, race, religion or nationality reasons, this despite
the fact that they may have left their place of origin and be displaced as a result
of war, generalised Vviolence, armed conflict and/or human rights
abuses/violations, i.e., in circumstances that are very similar to the people whose
‘refugee’ status is legally recognised (Farbey, 2002; Goldenziel, 2017; Mooney,
2005). The legal definition of ‘refugee’ also does not apply to people who are
‘Stateless’, i.e., those who are not recognised as a national or a citizen by any
State (UNHCR, 2011, 2012), even if and when they may find themselves in
situations that are similar to those faced by people who are legally considered
‘refugees’. Furthermore, people who are displaced inside their own State/country,
often designated as ‘Internally Displaced Persons’, although sometimes called
‘refugees’, they are not legally recognised as such under international law
(Goldenziel, 2017; Mooney, 2005; Thomas & Thomas, 2004). ‘Internally
Displaced Persons’ (IDP) are broadly and descriptively defined in the ‘United

Nations Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement’ (UN/OCHA, 2004) as,

persons or groups of persons who have been forced or obliged to flee or

to leave their homes or places of habitual residence, in particular as a
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result of or in order to avoid the effects of armed conflict, situations of
generalized violence, violations of human rights or natural and human-
made disasters, and who have not crossed an internationally recognized

State border. (p.1)

Although ‘IDP’ and ‘refugees’ may share some similar underlying reasons
for leaving their place of origin, the ‘IDP’ have not crossed the border to another
country which is one of the main criteria required for recognition of ‘refugee’ status
under the ‘1951 Convention’ and ‘1967 Protocol’. As a result, they cannot access
the same legal and protection rights as ‘refugees’ can do (Thomas & Thomas,
2004; UNHCR, 2011, 2012). The United Nations’ definition of ‘IDP’ does not grant
them with any special legal status because people are displaced within national
borders and their rights are supposed to be the same as any other citizen of their
own country/State and safeguarded by their own national laws and authorities
(UNHCR, n.d.). Contrary to the ‘1951 Convention’ and the ‘1967 Protocol’, which
are legally binding for signatory States, the ‘United Nations Guiding Principles on
Internal Displacement’ are not so, despite the fact that they are based upon
international law, namely international human rights and humanitarian laws
(Cohen & Bradley, 2010; Mooney, 2005; UNHCR, n.d.). Another noticeable
difference is the fact that the United Nations definition of ‘IDP’, in contrast with
the legal definition of ‘refugee’, includes people who may have left their places of
origin for reasons other than war and persecution, thus including people who may
be displaced by “natural or human-made disasters” (UN/OCHA, 2004, p.1). Thus,
it takes into account “many cases where floods, earthquakes and famine as well
as human-made disasters, such as nuclear or chemical accidents, had uprooted

populations” (Mooney, 2005, p.10) and the fact people in these situations “could
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be discriminated against and subject to human rights violations in the course of

their displacement” (Mooney, 2005, p.12).

It is widely recognised that natural and environmental disasters can cause
the displacement of vast numbers of people, not only within their own country but
also across international borders (Barrett, 2012; Cohen & Bradley, 2010; Hugo,
1996; Thomas & Thomas, 2004). This can occur in the aftermath of disasters
such as earthquakes, tsunamis and volcano eruptions. Also, and increasingly,
this can happen as a direct or indirect effect of climatic change, as it is the case,
for example, of rising seas (leading to submerging island States such as, for
example, Tuvalu), drought, flooding and hurricanes. These put strain in infra-
structures, affect sustainable livelihoods and can also result in an increased
scarcity of resources in certain areas of the world, sometimes giving rise to
conflicts over those shortages (Barrett, 2012; Cohen & Bradley, 2010; Hugo,
1996; Thomas & Thomas, 2004). Still, people affected by all those disasters, even
those who cross international borders as a result of it, are not included in the
definition of ‘refugee’ as defined in the ‘1951 Convention’ and the ‘1967 Protocol’
(UNHCR, 2011, 2012). There continues to be much debate about how to define
people affected by natural/environmental disasters and climatic change, about
the appropriateness of each denomination (‘migrant’ or 'refugee’), about how to
protect the rights and human rights of people affected by those and the
complexity surrounding all those issues (Barrett, 2012; Cohen & Bradley, 2010;
Hingley, 2017; Hugo, 1996, Hunter, 2005). The term ‘environmental refugee’ was
adopted for several years, based upon a definition suggested by Essam El-
Hinnawi (as cited in Worldwatch Institute, n.d.), in a report for the United Nations

Environment Programme in the mid-80’s as,
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People who have been forced to leave their traditional habitat, temporarily
or permanently, because of a marked environmental disruption (natural
and/or triggered by people) that jeopardized their existence and/or
seriously affected the quality of their life. (Worldwatch Institute, n.d.,

paragraph 6)

However, Cohen and Bradley (2010) indicate that organisations, such as,
the International Organization for Migration (IOM) and the UNHCR (United
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees — UN Refugee Agency) consider that

the expression ‘environmental refugee’ “has no firm basis in international refugee
law, and should not be used, owing to the risk of creating confusion and
undermining the refugee protection regime” (p.107). The IOM (as cited in Cohen

& Bradley, 2010, p.107) has alternatively suggested the use of the expression

‘environmental migrant’ to designate,

persons or groups of persons who, predominantly for reasons of sudden
or progressive changes in the environment that adversely affect their lives
or living conditions, are obliged to leave their homes or choose to do so,
either temporarily or permanently, and who move either within their country

or abroad. (Cohen & Bradley, 2010, p. 107)

Apart from the ambiguities surrounding the terminology and the legal and
practical implications for those who leave their place of origin or habitual
residence due to natural/environmental disasters and climatic change, the
difficulties in neatly classifying those moves as ‘voluntary’ or ‘involuntary’ are
again noticeable (Cohen & Bradley, 2010; Hugo, 1996). At this level, Cohen and

Bradley (2010) identify that, contrary to the ‘sudden-onset’ disasters (for example,
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floods and hurricanes), where people are usually understood as being ‘forced’ to
quickly leave their place of residence, those moving as a consequence of ‘slow-
onset’ disasters, i.e., “longer-term environment problems (e.g. drought,
desertification, rising sea levels, extreme temperatures, deforestation, land
degradation)” (p.97), frequently are seen solely as ‘voluntary’ ‘migrants’, a view
that seems to be gradually and appropriately changing. An understanding of this
type of ‘migration’ as occurring along a continuum, as suggested by Hugo (1996)
and as mentioned previously, may reflect that reality in a fuller and more

comprehensive way.

All the above exclusions further emphasise that, whilst the term ‘refugee’
can be frequently and widely used to designate a person or a group of people
who may have felt compelled to leave their place of origin or residence for a
number of different (and perceived as ‘involuntary’) reasons, the current definition
of ‘refugee’ is a legal one, established in accordance with the criteria
encompassed in the ‘1951 Convention’ and the ‘1967 Protocol’ (UNHCR, 2011,
2012). Consequently, and in this stricter sense, the term ‘refugee’ only applies to
those who meet the definition and criteria outlined in those sources of
international law. This substantially reduces the number of people who this term
can, accurately and legally, be applied to. Echoing other authors, Goldenziel
(2017) argues that this situation actually represents “a mismatch between law
and reality” (p.49) which is likely to have serious consequences for those affected,
namely, in terms of their human rights. This is an issue that generates ongoing

debates. However, these are beyond the scope of this study.
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1.4. The above terminology and this study

It is evident from the above that the attempts to clearly define and neatly
categorise, not only the process of human geographical mobility but also the
people who undertake it, can be met with various difficulties and challenges.
These can derive from the fact that the terminology used to designate the process
and the people who move away from the place of origin can have different
meanings and be used in various ways. Also, some clear-cut polarisations are
frequently assumed but they may not, or at least not accurately, reflect the
complexities involved in the process and the (objective and/or subjective) reality
of human geographical mobility. Additionally, people who leave their place of
origin do so for a myriad of reasons and constitute a very heterogeneous group

at personal, cultural, socio-economic, legal and political levels.

In this study, preference is given to the term ‘migration’ to signify any type
of geographical movement of people across international borders, independently
of the reasons and/or the ‘voluntary’ or ‘involuntary’/’forced’ nature of that move.
Similarly, the term ‘migrant’, in its wider meaning, is favoured to refer to any
person who moves away from their place/country of origin to live in another
place/country, again independently of the motives and of the degree of choice
associated with that move. The term ‘refugee’ is reserved to designate the people
who are recognised as such under the main sources of international law, the
1951 Convention’ and the ‘1967 Protocol’ (UNHCR, 2011, 2012) but, when used
in this thesis, it also includes those who are seeking asylum under that legislation
(those legally called ‘asylum seekers’). Although the definition of the term

‘migrant’ in its wider sense, also includes people who are legally defined as
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‘refugees’, these terms are used separately throughout this thesis (for example,

with the expression ‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’), unless identified otherwise.

It is important to highlight that the use of the terms - ‘migrant’ and/or
‘refugee’ - does not mean that the diversity amongst those who are designated
as such is not recognised. Authors such as, Farbey (2002), Loizos (2002) and
Papadopoulos (2002), albeit when referring solely to ‘refugees’, emphasise that
heterogeneity exists even within groups of people who move away from their
place of origin for similar sorts of reasons. However, in spite of that diversity, it is
of note that the common aspect to all ‘migrants’ (in its wider sense) is that they

have left/leave their place of origin to live somewhere else.

Chapter 2. ‘Home’

2.1. Overview

In the literature, ‘home’ is a relevant, if not a central idea, whenever the
situations, challenges and experiences lived by ‘refugees’ and by other ‘migrants’
are considered (Ahmed, 1999; Ben-Yoseph, 2005; Black, 2002; Boccagni, 2014,
2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Cuba & Hummon, 1993; Kabachnik et al., 2010;
Kreuzer et al., 2017; Madison, 2006; Papadopoulos & Hildebrand, 1997;
Papadopoulos, 2002, 2015; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Rosbrook & Schweitzer,

2010; Sirriyeh, 2010; Smith, 2014; Taylor, 2013; Tete, 2012).

The centrality and relevance of ‘home’ in that context may appear self-

evident as the loss, the absence, the leaving and moving away from ‘home’ are
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frequently emphasised as underlying the condition and the experiences of
‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’ (Ahmed, 1999; Boccagni, 2014, 2017; Brun &
Fabos, 2015; Kabachnik et al., 2010; Papadopoulos, 2002, 2015; Rosbrook &
Schweitzer, 2010; Taylor, 2013). The loss of ‘home’ has been considered as the
main or sole condition shared by all ‘refugees’ and leaving ‘home’ to live in a
foreign country as the most basic common characteristic of international
‘migrants’ (Boccagni, 2014; Papadopoulos, 2002, 2015; Taylor, 2013). So, there
is no doubt that those associations — with loss, leaving, moving away and the
absence of ‘home’ — are undeniably noticeable and relevant for the discussion of
‘home’ in the context of the experiences of ‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’.
However, if those associations were solely understood in a simplistic and linear
way, they would not fully represent the complexities attached to the idea, concept
and experiences of ‘home’ in those specific contexts. It is widely acknowledged
in the literature that, apart from the seemingly obvious connections which, at least
implicitly, may associate ‘home’ with a more concrete and fixed place in space
and time, the links and intersections between ‘home’, ‘refugees’ and ‘migrants’
are complex and can go far beyond it (Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015;
Kabachnik et al., 2010; Kreuzer et al., 2017; Madison, 2006; Papadopoulos,

2002, 2015; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Sirriyeh, 2010; Smith, 2014; Tete, 2012).

The literature about ‘home’ is vast. In this chapter a review of the literature
is undertaken, initially by centring on some of the general issues related to ‘home’
and then by focussing on more specific aspects of ‘home’ in the general context

of ‘migration’.
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2.2. ‘Home’: general issues

2.2.1. ‘Home’: definitional difficulties

It is widely recognised in the relevant academic literature that, be it as a
term or as a concept, it is difficult to define what ‘home’ is, in a simple and
unequivocal way and “however concrete the definition” (Black, 2002, p.127) of it
(Black, 2002; Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Easthope, 2004; Kabachnik
et al., 2010; Moore, 2000; Papadopoulos, 2002; Sirriyeh, 2010; Tete, 2012).
Consequently, it is acknowledged that a degree of ambiguity always surrounds
‘home’, both as a word and as a concept (Black, 2002; Boccagni, 2017; Brun &
Fabos, 2015; Easthope, 2004; Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000; Papadopoulos, 2002;

Sirriyeh, 2010; Smith, 2014).

Extensive consideration is given in the literature to the complexities of
‘home’ which underlie those definitional difficulties. For example, Chapman
(2001) argues that this difficulty “arises from the fact that home is conceptualized
in the abstract, not just by social scientists, but by everybody” (p. 144, italic in the
original text). Moore (2000) also suggests that ‘home’ is “not just...a concrete
word but...an abstract signifier of a wide set of associations and meanings”

(p.208).

Actually, the idea that difficulties in clearly defining ‘home’ emerge, at least
partly, from the variety of meanings that can be communicated by the word
‘home’, is one that is generally accepted in the literature in the field (Black, 2002;
Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Easthope, 2004; Kabachnik et al., 2010;
Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000; Papadopoulos, 2002). Papadopoulos (2002), for

example, indicates that the different meanings of ‘home’ can range “from a
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physical and geographical community, to a psychological locus of relatedness
and communion; from a seat of origins, to the ultimate goal, the place of rest,
beyond conflict” (Papadopoulos, 1987, as cited in Papadopoulos, 2002, p.11),

and they also include metaphorical usages of the word ‘home’ such as, “’to be at

home with”, “to make oneself at home”, “it struck home”, “bring a point/argument
home™ (Papadopoulos, 2002, p.10). Authors such as, Brun and Fabos (2015),
Easthope (2004), Mallett (2004) and Moore (2000) also point out that, in the
literature, ‘home’ is often differently “conflated with or related to house, family,

haven, self, gender and journeying...also consider notions of being-at-home,

creating or making home and the ideal home” (Mallett, 2004, p.62).

Additionally, and as highlighted by Black (2002) and by Kabachnik et al.
(2010), each meaning of ‘home’ can be, in itself, equally difficult to define, at least
in a simple and unambiguous way. Black (2002) illustrates this problem by stating
that even when ‘home’ is understood as “a person’s place of origin or birth still
permits its conceptualization at a variety of spatial scales” (p.127), as it “could
refer to a building, a village, a town or a region” (p.127). Similarly, Kabachnik et
al. (2010) also indicate that, in terms of its representation at different spatial
scales, the meanings of ‘home’ can range, for example, from being “a town, a
‘homeland’ (the nation-state or other territorial area), or even the entire earth”

(p.319).

Therefore, it is accepted in the related literature that ‘home’ not only elicits
a wide range of meanings but that, within those, different layers and scales of
meaning exist, making it even more difficult to reach a simple, succinct and
universal definition of ‘home’. However, Moore (2000) points out that whilst these

multiple meanings and layers of meaning may contribute to difficulties in defining
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‘home’, they also need to be taken into account if a fuller understanding of the
complexities surrounding ‘home’ is to be achieved. Moore (2000) quotes
Rybczynski to illustrate this point, stating that attempting to define and to make
sense of ‘home’ “is like trying to describe an onion. It appears simple on the
outside, but it is deceptive, for it has many layers...If each layer is described

separately, we lose sight of the whole” (Moore, 2000, p.208).

Still, Easthope (2004) also cautions “against rigid definitions of ‘home’™

(p.135), arguing that,

since ‘home’ is a term imbued with personal meanings, different people
are likely to understand ‘home’ to mean different things at different times
and in different contexts...It is therefore impossible to provide a detailed,

solid and static definition of ‘home’ that is relevant in all situations. (p.135)

Furthermore, it is widely acknowledged in the literature that, apart from its
numerous and differing representations, meanings and associations, ‘home’ also
encompasses multiple elements, facets, layers and dimensions (Black, 2002;
Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Easthope, 2004; Kabachnik et al., 2010;
Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000; Papadopoulos, 2002, 2015; Sirriyeh, 2010; Tete,
2012). This is noted by Mallett (2004) in a critical review of the literature on ‘home’
when stressing that “researchers routinely claim that home is a multi-dimensional
concept or a multi-layered phenomenon” (p.68), an aspect which is also reiterated
by Sirriyeh (2010) when reporting that “research on ideas of home has highlighted
its multifaceted nature and the multiple and, sometimes contradictory, aspects of
its layers, dimensions and sites of existence” (p.215). Thus, together with its

various meanings, the multiple elements, layers and dimensions of ‘home’ seem
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to further contribute to the difficulties (or even the impossibility) in attaining a more

concise and generally accepted definition of ‘home’.

In the literature, whilst ‘home’ is often considered to be a relevant and key
lens of analysis in many contexts (these including, for example, ‘refugees’ and
other ‘migrants’, homeless and older people, etc.), it is also sometimes deemed
to be a contested concept, namely in view of its definitional complexities
(Boccagni, 2017; Easthope, 2004; Kabachnik et al., 2010; Smith, 2014). For
example, Kabachnik et al. (2010), note that “home is a very broad concept with a
multiplicity of meanings and associations that are often contested in the literature”
(p.319), a view which had been already stressed by Easthope (2004) when
stating that ‘home’ “is a contested concept in academic literature...there is much
contention over exactly what home is” (p.134, italic in the original text). However,
Boccagni (2017) argues that ‘home’ can be a “source of innovative insight. Its
increasing visibility across social sciences as an issue in itself...may well point to
something more complex and intriguing than an academic fad” (p.3), despite
acknowledging the controversies surrounding the concept of ‘home’ and that it “is

a contested, emotionalized and context-dependent notion” (p.1).

2.2.2. ‘Home’: its multiple meanings

In the absence (or even impossibility) of a single, succinct and universally
accepted definition of ‘home’, and in view of the wide acceptance that ‘home’
elicits multiple and different meanings, it seems pertinent to gather some of those
meanings from the relevant literature. Similarly to what is proposed by Boccagni
(2017), rather than attempting to define what ‘home’ is, as this may become “a

dubious and unnecessary “essentialistic” effort, given the variety of stances on
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the question” (p.2), it may be relevant to focus upon some of its prevailing

meanings.

‘Home’, as any other word and/or as any other concept, has a history.
Indeed, it is noteworthy that, in the related academic literature, several authors
(for example, Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000; Papadopoulos, 2002) commence their
analysis and discussion of the multiple meanings of ‘home’ by considering the
historical antecedents and the evolution of the meanings of the word and of the
notion of ‘home’ in the English language. The historical evolution of the word
‘home’ is not going to be the focus of detailed analysis in this study as it is outside
of its scope. Nonetheless, it is of note that some of the historical meanings of
‘home’ seem to prevail and be part of the current meanings of ‘home’, not only in
the academic literature but also in the common and everyday usage of the word.
Conversely, it is also noteworthy that the emphasis given to the meanings and to
the different elements, layers and dimensions of ‘home’ seems to have varied/to
vary significantly when the historical and the political contexts are taken into
account and, within those, the different socio-cultural and demographic

parameters such as, class, gender, ethnicity, etc..

In English language, the word ‘home’ derives etymologically from the old
Anglo-Saxon term ‘ham’, which meant town or village, this suggesting an initial
mainly collective, rather than individual meaning of ‘home’ (Mallett, 2004;
Papadopoulos, 2002). This initial association of ‘home’ with the collective and the
public has equally been found in one of the German’s words for ‘home’ - ‘Heimat’
— meaning ‘motherland’, whilst another - ‘Heim’ - can also have a more private

connotation (Moore, 2000).
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Moore (2000) indicates that early associations of ‘home’ with country,
birthplace or land, as well as, its metaphoric uses, such as, the end of a journey,
death/end of life, etc., can be found both in popular and literary English. Moore
(2000) also reports that, in England and since the 17™ century, the “meaning of
home switched from referring to the native village, birthplace or country to the
house” (pp. 208-209, italic in the original text) and to the family dwelling, as a
consequence of the increased dominance of the ascending bourgeoisie. As
regards this shift, Mallett (2004) adds that the association between house and
home became established in English case law in the 17" century, this
encouraging the spread of the idea that “the Englishmen’s house is his castle”
(p.65) and a view of “home as a haven which comprises both house and
surrounding land” (p.65). This change in the meaning of ‘home’ from the 17t
century onwards in England (and indeed in other so-called Western societies),
seems to reflect a turn in emphasis to the individual rather than the more
collective aspects of ‘home’. Moore (2000) describes how “the house became an
essential aspect of the identity and self-definition of the middle class” (p.209) and,
as suggested by Mallett (2004) and Moore (2000), the word ‘home’ gradually
became connoted with comfort, domesticity and privacy. Alluding to Berger
(1984)’s views about how those historical (and etymological) changes to the word

‘home’ took place, Mallett (2004) states that,

with the seventeenth century rise of the bourgeoisie...the concept of
homeland was appropriated by the ruling classes to promote a form of
nationalism and patriotism aimed at protecting and preserving their land,

wealth and power. At the same time the idea of home became the focal
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point for a form of ‘domestic morality’ aimed at safeguarding familial

property, including estates, women and children. (p.65)

The ways in which these ‘new’ meanings of ‘home’ were viewed and
experienced differently when consideration was/is given to class, gender and
other socio-demographic descriptors is equally emphasised by Mallett (2004) and
Moore (2000). These aspects continue to be relevant in contemporary debates
about the multiple meanings of ‘home’. Boccagni (2017), for example,
emphasises that, in general, “individuals’ socio-demographics, the assets (or
forms of capital) accessible to them and the external structure of opportunities do
affect the meanings attached to home” (p.8). In the same vein, Brun and Fabos
(2015) indicate that ‘home’ can be understood as “a site in which power relations
of the wider society, such as relations of gender, ethnicity, class, and generation
are played out” (p.7), further pointing out, by highlighting a feminist perspective

on ‘home’, “how ambivalent the nature of home may be for those in subordinate
positions — women, young people, or servants, for example” (p.7). Indeed, the
associations and meanings of ‘home’ as a haven of domesticity, comfort, privacy,
security, safety, belonging, etc., continue to be challenged to this day, namely by
feminist thinking regarding ‘home’, when highlighting that “for women and others
who have been victims of abuse, home may have a very different set of

associations such as fear, danger, and lack of control” (Kabachnik et al., 2010,

p.319).

The above clearly emphasises the importance of considering the historical,
political, legal, geographical, socio-cultural and economic contexts in the
construction(s) of ‘home’ and of its associated meanings, as well as, in achieving

a greater understanding of people’s experiences of it. Sarup (1994), for example,
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argues that “the notion of home is not the same in every culture” (p.91).
Conversely, and whilst not denying the relevance of the above factors, authors
such as, Boccagni (2017) and Papadopoulos (2002) argue that some notion or
sense of ‘home’ exists, and is relevant, across cultures, albeit their specific and
different ways of naming or referring to it. For Papadopoulos (2002), ‘home’
constitutes “one of the most fundamental notions of humanity...all human beings
have a sense of home...which often evokes powerful feelings, be they positive or
negative” (p.10). When reviewing the literature in this regard, Boccagni (2017)

suggests that,

a similar association with particularly meaningful and emotionalized
settings, domestic or otherwise, can be found across human cultures and,
indeed, across history...while the terms that parallel home in other
languages may be culturally specific, the underlying social experiences
seems to cut across the boundaries between them. (p.5, italic in the

original text).

As stated previously, all the above shows that some of the historical
meanings of ‘home’, even if with slight modifications resulting from contextual
changes, can still be found in the current meanings and representations of
‘home’. Some of the currently recognised different meanings of the word ‘home’
- including the symbolic, metaphoric and ideal/idealised views of it — are
extensively referred to in the related literature. These include, for example, a
person’s birthplace or the country/city/town/village of origin, a nation/state, the
place of residence (town, village, house or family dwelling), a house(s) or
dwelling(s), the place of rest after death, a care institution (the building and/or

organization such as, Children’s Home, Nursing Home, Care Home, etc.), a place
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and/or relationship where one feels at ease or familiar with, a place of safety and
security, a comfortable place, a haven, etc. (Black, 2002; Boccagni, 2017; Brun
& Fabos, 2015; Easthope, 2004; Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000, Papadopoulos,

2002, 2015; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Sirriyeh, 2010).

2.2.3. ‘Home’: studies and conceptualisations

It is widely accepted in the literature that ‘home’ not only elicits different
meanings but also that it is a complex, multi-layered, multifaceted and
multidimensional concept (Black, 2002; Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015;

Easthope, 2004; Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000; Papadopoulos, 2002; Smith, 2014).

‘Home’ has been/is the subject matter of various and differing theoretical
understandings and conceptualisations. This reflects the complexity of ‘home’
and, because it permeates so many areas, aspects and experiences of people’s
lives, it also has beenl/is the subject of study by different professional and
academic fields (from anthropology, human geography, sociology, psychology,
philosophy and history to housing, architecture, business/marketing, etc.), each
of these placing their distinct scope and emphasis of analysis upon different
meanings and multiple elements, facets, layers and dimensions of ‘home’
(Boccagni, 2017; Easthope, 2004; Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000; Ralph & Staeheli,

2011; Papadopoulos, 2002; Sirriyeh, 2010; Somerville, 1997).

Studies which focus on ‘home’ do indeed examine very diverse aspects of
this concept, of its associations and of its related issues (Boccagni, 2017; Brun &
Fabos, 2015; Easthope, 2004; Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000; Ralph & Staeheli,
2011; Sirriyeh, 2010), These include, for example, the exploration of its different

meanings (namely, its personal, social and cultural meanings), its personal and
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cultural experiential aspects, its relationships with place, belonging and identity,
the homemaking practices and “the processes by which home comes to have
meaning” (Moore, 2000, p.211, italic in the original text). As summarised by
Moore (2000), this reveals the “centrality of the concept of home with Western
contemporary society...demonstrated by the varied contexts in which the concept
is explored, demonstrating its rich and complex set of associations” (p.212, italic

in the original text).

The study of ‘home’ by different disciplines, whilst an inevitable result of
the complex and multidimensional nature of ‘home’, can also lead to a degree of
fragmentation which may, at times, have hampered a fuller and more holistic
comprehension of ‘home’ as a concept. For example, Somerville (1997) argued
for a “multi-disciplinary hybrid approach” (p.226) if a more integrative and
comprehensive theory of ‘home’ were to be achieved, this at a time when there
was little cross dissemination between psychological studies on ‘home’ (which
tended to focus upon the experiential aspects of it) and sociological studies on
the same subject (which tended to focus on the social and cultural aspects of
‘home’). However, in a critical appraisal of Somerville (1997)’s suggestion, Mallett
(2004) points out that “in striving for a singular theory of home...Somerville’s
overlooks the benefits of keeping potentially contradictory theoretical approaches
to the study of home in creative tension” (p.82). This author (Mallett, 2004) argues
that, despite suitability of a multidisciplinary approach to the study of ‘home’, in
view of its multidimensional nature, “there has been little sustained reflection and
critique of the multidisciplinary field of home research and the diverse, even
contradictory meanings of this term” (p.62). On the same issue but debating it

from a different angle, Moore (2000) stresses that “the concept of home has to
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be examined in terms of its parts as well as a whole, mindful that to focus strongly
on one part, it is possible to lose sight of the whole concept itself’ (p.208, italic in

the original text).

A review of the contributions by each professional and academic field to
the study of ‘home’ is outside the scope of this thesis. However, some studies
and conceptualisations of ‘home’ are reviewed below as they are thought to be

relevant and/or related to the aim of this study.

2.2.3.1. ‘Home’: meaning studies

Since the 1970’s, a large quantity of studies on ‘home’ centred on exploring

its meanings (Case, 1996; Moore, 2000; Smith, 2014).

Hayward (1975, as cited in Case, 1996, p.1, and as cited in Moore, 2000,
p.210)’s study of the meanings of ‘home’ led to one of the first categorisations of
its different meanings. For this author (Hayward, 1975, as cited in Case, 1996,
p.1, and as cited in Moore, 2000, p.210) ‘home’ can refer to: a) a ‘physical
structure’, such as a house or dwelling; b) a ‘territory’, signifying the
“psychological ties” (Case, 1996, p.1) that one has to the place(s) surrounding
the house/dwelling where one lived (including birthplace) or still lives; c) a ‘locus
in space’, referring to the place that a person “uses as a central point of reference
in the world...the geographical lens through which people perceive and
experience the world” (Case, 1996, pp.1-2); d) the ‘self and self-identity’, the
identification of the self with the place “from which one gains identity” (Case,
1996, p.2); and finally, €) a ‘social and cultural unit’, representing people’s

definition of ‘home’ “as the social milieu of their daily interactions with other
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people” (Case, 1996, p.2, italic in the original text), providing them with a sense

of ‘social identity’.

Hayward’s study is recognised as an initial attempt at systematically
categorising the meanings of ‘home’ and it is noted that most of the subsequent
meanings’ studies generally supported Hayward’'s categorisation (Case, 1996;
Moore, 2000). However, Case (1996) and Moore (2000) equally point out that
very often Hayward’s study has been used simply or mainly as a list of meanings

(Case, 1996; Moore, 2000).

Studies focusing upon the meanings of ‘home’ continued throughout the
following decades (Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000; Smith, 2014). In an analysis of
those studies, Putnam and Newton (1990, as cited in Moore, 2000, p.210) noted
the recurrence of connotations of ‘home’ with privacy, security, family, comfort
and control. Likewise, Despreés (1991), in a review of the literature centred on the
meaning(s) of home, identified several general categories of meaning from
empirical studies on this subject, as follows: a) ‘Home as security and control’,
where ‘home’ is described “as the sole area of control for an individual and as
providing a sense of physical security” (p.97); b) ‘Home as reflection of one’s
ideas and values’, referring to people’s perception of ‘home’ as “a symbol of how
they see themselves and want to be seen by others” (p.98); c) ‘Home as acting
upon and modifying one’s dwelling’, referring to the process associated with
“people’s physical, financial, and/or emotional involvement with their dwelling

unit” (p.98); d) ‘Home as permanence and continuity’, referring to ‘home’ as a,

temporal process...the home becomes a familiar environment, a place that

provides its occupants with a sense of belonging somewhere, of having
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roots...can also be memories...indicating a connection with past
experiences...This dimension of home is also function of how much the
dwelling unit fits one’s changing life objectives, aspirations, and future

goals. (p.98)

And, e) ‘Home as relationships with family and friends’ where ‘home’ “is
perceived and experienced as the locus of intense emotional experience” (p.98);
f) ‘Home as centre of activities’; g) ‘Home as a refuge from outside world’; h)
‘Home as an indicator of personal status’; i) ‘Home as material structure’ referring
to “concrete physical dimensions” (p.98), including physical structure,

surrounding space, geographical location, etc.; j) ‘Home as a place to own’.

However, in a critical review of the meaning studies, Moore (2000) argues

that,

meaning studies were limited. Lists imply all meanings are equally
experienced, and do not encourage a focus on the relationships between
items. Other difficulties include the sole use of middle class populations; a
lack of theoretical basis for some; seeming to have universal applicability;
lack of a temporal focus; presenting a largely positive view of home; tended
not to examine core processes or inter-related features of the concept of
home and presented a static and de-contextualized view of home. (p.210,

italic in the original text)

Likewise, some meanings’ studies tended to completely disregard the
overall influence of the social and cultural contexts as regards a person’s
meanings of ‘home’ (Case, 1996; Moore, 2000). Specifically, these studies

tended to overlook the fact that the meanings and experiences of ‘home’ can
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change over time and that they can differ in accordance to a person’s or a group’s

socio-cultural and economic circumstances (Case, 1996; Moore, 2000).

Nevertheless, even when the experiential aspects of the meaning(s) of
‘home’ became the focus of a sociological rather than a psychological
examination, it has often, even if inadvertently, “contributed to the generation of
more lists of meanings” (Moore, 2000, p.211). lllustrating these type of
sociological studies of the meanings of ‘home’, Moore (2000) identifies Kenyon’s
proposed four elements of ‘home’ — physical, temporal, social and personal
(Kenyon, 1999, as cited in Moore, 2000, p.211) and Somerville (1997)’s “seven
dimensions of meaning: shelter; hearth; heart; privacy; roots; abode and paradise
(the ideal)” (Moore, 2000, p.211). In what pertains the latter, ‘shelter’ refers to the
physical structure or dwelling place, ‘hearth’ to an “welcoming, warm and relaxing
physical environment” (Mallett, 2004, pp.81-82), ‘heart’ to “a loving, supportive,
secure and stable environment that provides emotional and physical well-being”
(Mallett, 2004, p.82), ‘privacy’ concerns the ability to create and control the
boundaries within the ‘home’ space, ‘roots’ refers to ‘home’ as a “source of
identity and meaning in the world” (Mallett, 2004, p.82) and ‘paradise’
encompasses the positive and idealised views of ‘home’ which can be associated

with all of the previous meanings.

In contrast with the initial meaning studies, in these sociological studies,
“the meaning of home is described as deriving from an inter-play of a variety of
levels of experience including the personal and the cultural” (Moore, 2000, p.211,
italic in the original text), thus having “a strong focus on the social, cultural and
political contexts within which our understanding of home is framed” (Moore,

2000, p. 212, italic in the original text). Moore (2000) argues that, because in
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these sociological studies ‘home’ is understood as a result of social and political
construction, this enables further exploration of other meanings of ‘home’, namely
those which may be associated with “the negative and darker side of home
experience” (Moore, 2000, p.212, italic in the original text), at least by certain

individuals or groups.

Therefore, it becomes clear that, as summarised by Smith (2014), there
has been “an abundance of research on the meaning of home and, with that

profusion, multiple definitions for the concept” (p.107).

2.2.3.2. ‘Home’: various conceptualisations

‘Home’ has been conceptualised in many different ways. In a review of the
literature on the concept of ‘home’, Easthope (2004), for example, identified that
‘home’ has been conceptualised as “a socio-spatial entity (Saunders and
Williams, 1988), a psycho-social entity (Giuliani, 1991; Porteous, 1976), as an
emotive space (Giuliani, 1991; Gurney, 2000), or as a combination of the three
(Somerville, 1992, 1997)” (p.135). Easthope (2004) notes that there is only one
common aspect to all those conceptualisation of ‘home’, this relating to the
understanding that whilst ‘home’ may be “situated in space (and time)...it is not

the location that is ‘home™ (p.135), ‘home’ being associated with the “social,
psychological and emotive meaning for individuals and for groups” (p.135) that

some places can have for them.

Conceptualisations of ‘home’ as a ‘socio-spatial entity’ generally advocate
that ‘home’ results from an inseparable combination of the house (the physical
unit) and the household (the social unit), the latter representing the specific kind

of domestic social organisation, thought to be at the basis of the wider societal
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interactions/relations (Saunders & Williams, 1988, as cited in Easthope, 2004,
p.134, and as cited in Mallett, 2004, p.68). Thus, in these conceptualisations,
‘home’ is understood as being a ‘locale’ at the centre of the social system, this

epitomizing the,

vital interface between society and the individual. It is invested with diverse
cultural meanings that differ within and between households and across
cultural and social settings. Within households, gender and age are the
‘key dimensions’ that differentiate household member’s perception of the
meaning of home. Geographical factors, especially residential location,
together with issues such as class, ethnicity and housing tenure, explain
some of the variations in the meaning of home that exists between

households. (Mallett, 2004, pp.68-69)

However, these understandings of ‘home’ have been criticized. For
example, Somerville (1989, as cited in Mallett, 2004, p.69) argues that the notion
of household is not always or necessarily present, even when the idea of ‘home’
can be elicited, as it is the case of certain institutional contexts where/when the
word ‘home’ is used (for example, in the case of Nursing Home, Children’s Home,

etc.).

Conversely, conceptualisations of ‘home’ as a ‘psycho-social entity’
generally emphasise the person’s psychological experiences of ‘home’
(Easthope, 2004; Moore, 2000). In these conceptualisations of ‘home’, it is
generally proposed that the “emotional based relationship with the dwelling place
is what defines the very nature and essence of home, as distinguished from a

house...The main focus...has however been in relation to its psychological
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significance to individuals” (Moore, 2000, p.210, italic in the original text). They
are based upon the premise that ‘home’ “provides humans with all the
satisfactions that territory provides to many species of animal, hamely identity,
security and the stimulation of its occupants” (Porteous, 1976, as cited in
Easthope, 2004, p.134). As a result, ‘home’ is understood as a “place where one
feels ontologically secure...focus on...identity and security, and to a lesser
extent, stimulation” (Easthope, 2004, p.134). Linked to these conceptualisations
of ‘home’ is the ‘Theory of Place Attachment’ (for example, Giuliani, 1991, as
cited in Easthope, 2004, p.134, and as cited in Moore, 2000, p. 210), which
focuses upon the affective bond or the psychological attachment to place,
associating “well-being in the presence of home and distress in its
absence...similar to arguments about the role of home in providing ontological
security to an individual” (Easthope, 2004, p.134). Another related perspective is
the ‘Theory of Place Identity’ (for example, Proshansky, 1978, and Giuliani &
Feldman, 1993, both as cited in Moore, 2000, p.211). Although both of these
theories of place consider the psychological attachment to place and people’s

sense of belonging to it, the ‘Theory of Place Identity’ “tends to be concerned with
the way in which places form part of self-identity” (Moore, 2000, p.211). Another
related conceptualisation, the ‘Theory of Place’ (Canter, 1977, as cited in Moore,
2000, p.211) also contributed to the study of ‘home’, as it viewed ‘place’ as the
“result of relationships between actions, conceptions and physical attributes”
(Moore, 2000, p.211) and “home as a system of key components” (Moore, 2000,

p.211, italic in the original text), these including personal, social and physical

elements. Also associated with conceptualisations of ‘home’ as a ‘psycho-social
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entity’ but clearly emphasising the importance of emotions in people’'s

constructions of ‘home’, are the understandings of ‘home’ as an ‘emotive space’,

wherein grief, anger, love, regret and guilt are experienced as powerfully
real and, at the same time, deposited, stored and sorted to create a
powerful domestic geography, which, in turn sustains a complex and
dynamic symbolism and meanings to rooms and spaces. (Gurney, 2000,

as cited in Easthope, 2004, pp.134-135)

‘Home’ has also been conceptualised as resulting from a combination of
social, psychological and emotive aspects (Somerville, 1997). Thus, whilst
considering that ‘home’ emerges from the presence or absence of feelings,
Somerville (1992, as cited in Mallett, 2004, p. 81) argues that ‘home’ is also “an
ideological construct” (Mallett, 2004, p.81), which implies intellectual and social
construction and, consequently, can only be fully understood within the context
of those ideological structures. When critically appraising these

conceptualisations of ‘home’, Easthope (2004) considers that,

we cannot say that home is always a locale where ‘basic’ social relations
are constituted and reproduced (Saunders and Williams, 1988:82), nor
that home always provides territorial satisfactions (Porteous, 1976) and
ontological security (Depuis and Thorns, 1998), even if this is the case in

some instances. (p.135)

Alternatively, Easthope (2004) conveys another understanding of ‘home’

when stating,

A person’s home is usually understood to be situated in place (and time).

However, it is not the physical structure of a house, nor is it the natural and
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built environment of a neighbourhood or region that is understood to make
a home. Rather, it is when such places are inscribed with meaning that
they also become homes. Hence, homes are ‘places’ that hold
considerable social, psychological and emotive meaning for individuals
and for groups. In understanding a person’s connection with their home,
then, we go some way towards understanding their social relations, their
psychology and their emotions and we can begin to understand their ‘lived

experiences’. (p.135)

In another review of the literature on ‘home’, Sirriyeh (2010) also identifies
that ‘home’ is usually represented as “a broad fusion between the spatial, social,
psychological and temporal domains” (p.215). Specifically, Sirriyeh (2010)
identifies that ‘home’ is often described as a “as shelter and place of security...the
location of important social relationships...intimacy...choice and control” (p.215)
and that it is frequently understood as “a site of attachment...intimately connected

with understandings of ‘identity’ and ‘place™ (p.216), viewed as an “environment
(cognitive, affective, physical, somatic, or whatever) in which one best knows

oneself, where one’s self-identity is best grounded” (p.216).

Albeit in the specific context of the circumstances and experiences of
‘refugees’ in general and, in particular, of the people in situations of prolonged
displacement, Brun and Fabos (2015) propose another conceptualisation of
‘home’. They suggest the terminology ‘constellations of home’ to capture and map
the complexities surrounding the idea of ‘home’ and of its multiple and coexisting
understandings (Brun & Fabos, 2015). They also advocate that concurrent and
multiple understandings of ‘home’ subsist throughout people’s movement amidst

“different locations to form a complex idea of home” (Brun & Fabos, 2015, p.12).
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They argue that “the metaphor of constellations is useful here to demonstrate
how human beings turn points of reference into meaningful patterns, but that the
same points may be imagined differently from each site of observation” (Brun &
Fabos, 2015, p.12). These ‘constellations of home’ are visually coded as ‘home’,
‘Home’, and ‘HOME’ (Brun & Féabos, 2015). For Brun and Fabos (2015), ‘home’

refers to,

the day-to-day practices that help to create the place of displacement as a
particularly significant kind of place...involve both material and imaginative
notions of home...may be improvements or even investments to temporary
dwellings...include the daily routines that people undertake in these

dwellings...incorporate the social connections people make. (p. 12)

These authors (Brun & Fabos, 2015) further suggest that ‘Home’ refers to
the “values, traditions, memories, and subjective feelings of home” (p.12),
pointing out that it often relates to an ideal past or to future dreamed homes.

Furthermore, in this conceptualisation,

HOME refers to the broader political and historical context in which home
is understood and experienced not only by displaced people, but also by
the perpetrators of nationalist exclusion and violence and the policy-
makers addressing protracted displacement through the optic of “durable
solutions”. It refers to the geopolitics of nation and homeland that
contribute to situations of protracted displacement and the ways in which
politics of home are necessarily implicated in the causes of
displacement...HOME indicates how people conform with, negotiate,

challenge, and change the labels assigned to them, and...signifies the
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dynamics of identity formation at community and individual levels that often
take place during displacement as a result of the experience of loss of
home on the one hand, and the experience of being labelled IDP or

refugee on the other hand. (Brun & Fabos, 2015, p.13)

Consequently, this conceptualisation by Brun and Fabos (2015) captures

varied meanings but also different facets and dimensions of ‘home’.

A further conceptualisation of ‘home’ is proposed by Papadopoulos (2015).
Papadopoulos (2015) suggests an understanding of ‘home’ as a “systemic
hub...a container of complex inter-relationships between (a) space, (b) time, and
(c) relationships” (p.37). In this conceptualisation, ‘space’ is understood as going
beyond the geographical and physical elements of a place, being extensive to
“any space that is experienced as being intimate...the sense of space understood
in various contexts such as cultural, spiritual, historical, psychological, societal,
financial, ethnic, political, and climatic” (Papadopoulos, 2015, p.37). ‘Time’ is
neither restricted nor circumscribed by its duration but rather by the experiences
that can occur within it, those which facilitate particular patterns and enable
changes to emerge and develop (Papadopoulos, 2015). Furthermore,
‘relationships’ are not viewed as exclusive or restricted to connections between
people but also as extending to the ties established with “objects, events,
landscapes, climate, narratives, etc.” (Papadopoulos, 2015, p.37). Hence, for
Papadopoulos (2015), “the experience of home emerges whenever specific
relationships are established over a period of time and within the context of a
particular space” (p.37). Conceptualised in this way, Papadopoulos (2002, 2015)
not only appears to emphasise an idea of ‘home’ which extends far beyond the

boundaries of its physical/geographical existence but also implies that a sense of
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‘being at home’ or ‘feeling at home’ can occur and/or be (re-) created, even if just
as a very temporary experience and/or in contexts that are unrelated to the
concrete aspects of a past or a present ‘home’. A sense of ‘home’ is therefore
understood as being more dependent on the relationships and the patterns

established within those contexts (Papadopoulos, 2015).

2.2.4. ‘Home’: relationships with ‘place’, ‘identity’ and ‘belonging’

The relationship(s) between ‘home’ and ‘place’, ‘identity’ and ‘belonging’ is
recurrently mentioned and discussed in the literature (Ahmed, 1999; Black, 2002;
Easthope, 2004; Kabachnick et al., 2010; Mallett, 2004; Papadopoulos, 2002,
2015; Ralph & Staheli, 2011; Sirriyeh, 2010). ‘Place’, ‘identity’ and ‘belonging’ are
often identified in the literature as aspects of ‘home’ or, at least, as being closely
related and/or intertwined (Ralph & Staheli, 2011). In this thesis they are

separated below for ease of discussion.

2.2.4.1. ‘Home’ and ‘place’

Associations of ‘home’ and ‘place’ are frequently found, not only in the
relevant literature but also in common/everyday language and in social/political

discourses and policies.

In the literature on ‘home’ and its relationships with ‘place’, there is an
increased overall acceptance that ‘home’ cannot be reduced to the house or
indeed to any physical structure, dwelling or shelter where a person may live
and/or may have lived (Black, 2002; Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Féabos, 2015;
Easthope, 2004; Kabachnick et al., 2010; Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000;
Papadopoulos, 2002, 2015; Smith, 2014). The house or the physical dwelling are

sometimes identified in the literature as (just) one of the multiple dimensions of
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‘home’ (Mallett, 2004). However, even when construed in this way, it is largely
recognised that it may not be the house as a physical structure per se, but the
experience of, the relationship with, and the symbolic meaning and value
attributed it, that may underlie the association between ‘home’ and house

(Boccagni, 2017; Mallett, 2004).

The associations of ‘home’ with ‘place’ frequently extend from house or
dwelling to other identifiable physical locations and/or geographical/territorial
places such as, a village, a town, a city, a region, a country, a nation-state,
‘homeland’, etc. (Ahmed, 1999; Black, 2002; Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos,
2015; Easthope, 2004; Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000; Taylor, 2013; Tete, 2012).
When understood in this way, ‘home’ can refer to either a place of origin (to
include the birth place or the birth country but also any other past or more recent
places/countries where one comes from), or to any past or present
place(s)/country(ies) where a person or a group has lived or is living or as a future
destination (Ahmed, 1999; Black, 2002; Boccagni, 2017; Mallett, 2004; Moore,

2000; Papadopoulos, 2002).

Still, in the literature, there are differing views as regards the relevance of
‘place’ in the construction of ‘home’. In particular, divergences (co-)exist as
regards the relevance attributed to the physical, material or location aspects of a
‘place’ and their importance in the idea of ‘home’. For example, some
conceptualisations of ‘home’ do not associate it with any form of physical
structure or even with a ‘place’ (Ahmed, 1999; Cassin, 2016; Kuang-Ming Wu,
1993, as cited in Mallett, 2004, p.83; Mallett, 2004). Some conceive ‘home’ as a
‘state of being’ rather than a localised ‘place’ (Ahmed, 1999; Mallett, 2004).

‘Home’ can also be understood as an “internal home” (Ahmed, 1999, p.337), thus
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replacing a physical or a more localised ‘home’. Kuang-Ming Wu (1993, as cited
in Mallett, 2004, p.83) also argues that ‘home’ is not a ‘place’ or even a ‘space’,
referring instead to a sense of reciprocal acceptance within interpersonal
relationships that “brings a self, a person or | into being or existence...when you
accept me as | am, and | accept you accepting me then | am at home” (Mallett,
2004, p.83). In a similar vein, for Cassin (2016) the sense of ‘home’ results from
the experience of feeling/being welcomed and, consequently, can be

independent from ‘place’.

Conversely, some other authors (for example, Black, 2002; Boccagni,
2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Easthope, 2004; Papadopoulos, 2002, 2015)
consider that some form of material, physical or geographical location may
underlie, or be associated with the notion of ‘home’. However, they also argue
that this does not necessary mean that ‘home’ refers to a ‘place’, particularly if
the latter is understood solely as a single, fixed and physically or geographically
bounded location (Black, 2002; Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Easthope,

2004; Papadopoulos, 2002, 2015).

Thus, the ways of conceiving ‘place’ and its connections with ‘home’ are
not universally accepted in the literature. For example, Easthope (2004), whilst
echoing the argument that “while homes may be located, it is not the location that
is ‘home” (p.135), further indicates that ‘home’ can be understood as a
“significant kind of place” (p.136), a ‘place’ which has a “considerable social,
psychological and emotive meaning for individuals and groups” (p.135). Brun and
Fabos (2015) adopt and reiterate Easthope (2004)’s construction of ‘home’ as a

‘significant kind of place’ and emphasise a notion of ‘place’ that “encompasses

physical, social, economic, and cultural realities” (Brun & Fabos, 2015, p.6) and
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which can extend beyond one location. In a similar vein, Boccagni (2017)
considers ‘home’ as a “special kind of relationship with place” (p.1), again
stressing that it is not the place per se, but the emotional and affective relationship
with it, that turn a ‘place’ into a ‘home’. However, Boccagni (2017) also argues
that ‘home’ implies “material foundations of some sort, whatever the scale of
reference” (p.10), thus considering that “home-as-a-relationship...can be
emplaced, understood and experienced in different ways and locations over the
life course” (p.4). ‘Home’, in Boccagni (2017)’s perspective, refers to the “set of
social practices, values and symbols that, while setting specific, can be
transferred and reproduced into different settings over time — or even out of any
specifically bounded place” (p.5). Black (2002) clearly indicates that ‘home’ “can
refer as much to beliefs, customs or traditions as physical places or buildings”
(p.126). For Kabachnick et al. (2010), ‘home’ is considered “not simply a physical
location, as it is impossible to separate personal experiences and subjective

meanings and associations from the actual structures where people live” (p.320).

Therefore, it is noticeable from the above that, albeit with some nuances,
there is some agreement that ‘place’ can comprise physical, as well as,
psychological, social and cultural aspects and, consequently, ‘home’ is regarded
as a ‘place’ which has significant meaning(s) and associations for a person or a
group (Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Easthope, 2004, Kabachnick et al.,

2010).

Massey (1991) suggests a definition of ‘place’ which emphasises the
specific set of social interactions that take place within locations, rather than the
physical structures or boundaries of the locations in themselves. Consequently,

‘place’ is understood as open to change and able to extend beyond one location
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rather than being static (Massey, 1991).This understanding of ‘place’ seems to
resonate in the literature on ‘home’, in that it emphasises that, even when
understood as a ‘special or significant kind of place’, ‘home’ can be associated
with numerous and different places/locations and with social relationships which
can vary in terms of importance and symbolic meaning (Ahmed, 1999; Boccagni,
2017; Brun e Fabos, 2015; Mallett, 2004). As a result, ‘home’ can be “negotiated
and reproduced over time...against a variety of material backgrounds” (Boccagni,

2017, p.12).

Another aspect regarding ‘home’ and ‘place’ is highlighted by Kabachnick
et al. (2010), when arguing that “the home of the memory and imagination...can
be even more important than physical homes” (p.320). The intrinsic symbolic
power of the imagined or remembered ‘home’, be it ‘real’ or ‘ideal(ised)’, as well
as, its relevance in terms of people’s constructions of ‘home’ has been
extensively noted in the literature (Chapman, 2001; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Mallett,
2004; Papadopoulos, 2002; Rapport & Dawson, 1998a). For example, for
Chapman (2001) ‘home’ can be perceived as a real or idealised location or as a
‘place’ that can be constructed in people’s memory or imagination, “whether we
live there or not, or whether such a place exists or not” (p. 144, italic in the original
text). The remembered or imagined ‘home’, be it linked to specific locations or
going far beyond it, is often connected to idealisation(s) which frequently centre
around “nostalgic or romantic notions of home” (Mallett, 2004, p.69). Within those
are, for example, the notions of ‘home’ as ‘haven’ or as ‘the quintessential place’
and expressions such as, ‘there is no place like home’, which associate ‘home’
with a place (be it as a location or as a space) of refuge, safety, security, care,

belonging, warmth, comfort, in contrast with an outside world perceived as the
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opposite, i.e., as the unfamiliar, intimidating and even dangerous place
(Chapman, 2001; Mallett, 2004; Kabachnick et al., 2010; Papadopoulos, 2002,

2015).

Therefore, when considering the associations between ‘home’ and ‘place’,
the relevance attributed to the physical, material or (geographical) location
aspects of a ‘place’ can vary substantially in the literature. This seems to be
dependent on the ways of conceptualising both ‘place’ and ‘home’ and the

complexities surrounding the two notions.

2.2.4.2. ‘Home’, ‘identity’ and ‘belonging’

Associations between ‘home’ and ‘identity’ are recurrently found in the
literature on ‘home’ (Berger, 1984; Black, 2002; Blunt & Dowling, 2006; Boccagni,
2017; Cuba & Hummon, 1993; Dovey, 1985; Easthope, 2004; Kabachnik et al.,
2010; Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000; Papadopoulos, 2015; Rapport & Dawson,
1998b; Sirriyeh, 2010). Once again, these associations are complex and are often
entangled with the ideas of ‘place’ and ‘belonging’. They are conceptualised in

various ways, often representing ‘home’ and ‘identity’ at different levels/scales.

Somehow related to the above is the association between ‘home’ and ‘self’
encountered in the literature (Mallett, 2004; Moore, 2000). For example, Cooper
(1976, as cited in Mallett, 2004, p.82), inspired by Jungian’s ideas of collective
unconscious and fundamental archetypes, argued that “the free—standing house
on the ground, is a frequent symbol of the self” (Mallett, 2004, p.82). Tucker
(1994, as cited in Mallett, 2004, pp.82-83), extending beyond that understanding,
advocates that ‘home’ “may be an expression of a person’s subjectivity in the

world...a space where people feel at ease and are able to express and fulfil their
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unigue selves or identities” (Mallett, 2004, p. 82, italic in the original text). This
‘space’ (‘home’) is understood by Tucker (1994, as cited in Mallett, 2004, pp.82-
83), in a wider sense, as it “may be an emotional environment, a culture, a
geographical location, a political system, a historical time and place, a house etc.,

and a combination of all the above” (Mallett, 2004, p.83).

The idea of ‘home’ as being the source or at the centre of the subjective
experiences and of the personal identity is frequently found in the literature
(Berger, 1984; Boccagni, 2017; Cuba & Hummon, 1993; Easthope, 2004;
Jacobson, 2009; Kabachnik et al., 2010; Mallett, 2004; Papadopoulos, 2015;
Sirriyeh, 2010). Berger (1984), for example, indicates how “originally home meant
the centre of the world — not in a geographical, but in an ontological sense” (p.55),
the place from which the world and one’s experiences of it are construed.
Jacobson (2009) also conceives ‘home’ as the ‘foundation’ which “establishes for
us the level that allows us to have a coherent experience” (p. 372), thus being
conceived as the “underlying existential structure that gives us our first orientation
to the world” (Boccagni, 2017, p.10). Havel (1992, as cited in Mallett, 2004, p.83)
construes ‘home’ in terms of concentric circles, each representing “an aspect of
existential experience, that include, house, village or town, family, social
environment, professional environment, the nation, civic society, the civilization
and the world” (Mallett, 2004, p.83) and, whilst considering each of these as
gaining different relevance at various times in people’s lives, they are also
understood as “an inalienable part of us, and an inseparable element of our
human identity” (Mallett, 2004, p.83). Kabachnik et al. (2010) also consider that
‘home’, understood as a combination of spatial, social, psychological and emotive

elements, has a central “role in identity formation, socialization into family and
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cultural norms and values” (p.320), although pointing out that “identity
construction can occur through ideas of place or imagined places, not just actual

locations (p. 320).

In a similar vein, for Papadopoulos (1998, 2002, 2015), ‘home’ and
‘personal identity’ are intertwined. In Papadopoulos’ model, a fundamental sense
of ‘home’ is at the core of ‘personal identity’, the latter conceptualised as
comprising of two parts, a ‘tangible’ and an ‘intangible’ part, which form a ‘mosaic
substrate of identity’ (Papadopoulos, 1998, 2002, 2015). The ‘tangible’ part of
identity is conceived as being constituted by those aspects that every person is
usually conscious of and, therefore, more able to identify as elements or
characteristics of their own individuality, such as, name, gender, age, nationality,
ethnicity, cultural and socio-economic status, professional and other group
affiliations (from political to religious, ideological, hobbies), physical and
psychological characteristics, goals and aspirations, etc. (Papadopoulos, 1998,
2002, 2015). The ‘intangible’ part of a person’s identity is understood as
comprising of a complex set of various elements that a person is less conscious
of, thus being less aware of its existence and of its significance (Papadopoulos,
2002, 2015). People tend to take this ‘intangible’ part for granted because it is “so
basic and fundamental” (Papadopoulos, 2002, p.17). For Papadopoulos (1998,
2002, 2015), this ‘intangible’ part of the ‘mosaic substrate of identity’ includes a
basic sense of ‘home’, with its different combinations of space, time and
relationships, its specific rhythms, habits and rituals, its usual sounds, smells,
tastes, textures, geographical landscapes and architectural designs. This offers
the person with a basic sense of containment, constancy, stability and security,

as well as, a sense of belonging “to a home, to a family, community, culture, to
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my body, to a country (that exists and | have access to it)” (Papadopoulos, 2015,
p.38). According to Papadopoulos (1998, 2002, 2015), all these elements of the

‘mosaic substrate of identity’ “fit together in a unique way” (Papadopoulos, 2015,
p.38), a way that is specific to each individual and that gives each person a sense
of familiarity and of relative stability, a continuity of being and predictability about
life in general, about own individual experiences and about other people’s
behaviours. Papadopoulos (2015) further suggests that the specific, unique and
“highly individualized fit” (p.39) which results from the combination of the ‘tangible’
and ‘intangible’ parts of ‘personal identity’ creates what he designates the ‘onto-
ecological settledness’ to refer to the sole, distinct and individual connection
“between the totality of one’s being and the totality of one’s environment” (p.40).
The ‘onto-ecological settledness’ does not imply an ideal state but represents an
uniquely established and stable configuration which contains the “mixture of
positive and negative elements, creates a certain fluency of life, familiarity,
stability, and predictability — regardless of how satisfactory or unsatisfactory this
state may be” (Papadopoulos, 2015, p.40). This state of ‘onto-ecological
settledness’ is constantly changing to adapt to the personal and environmental
changes but a sense of stability and continuity is maintained when those changes
occur and are contained within certain limits (Papadopoulos, 2015). The limits for
‘bearable changes’, i.e. the less disruptive changes that enable the sense of
stability to be maintained, are “directly related to the sense of home, to the
experiences of being at home, of being contained by the inter-relationship of
one’s being and one’s environment” (Papadopoulos, 2015, p.40). It is only when
changes go beyond those limits that the state of ‘onto-ecological settledness’ is

disrupted and its effects can become strongly sensed (Papadopoulos, 2015).
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Furthermore, the debates about the relationships between ‘home’ and
‘identity’ in the literature can also and often centre or revolve around the idea of
‘place’, albeit in many and sometimes contrasting ways (Black, 2002; Blunt &
Dowling, 2006; Cuba & Hummon, 1993; Dovey, 1985; Easthope, 2004;
Kabachnik et al., 2010; Moore, 2000; Rapport & Dawson, 1998b; Sirriyeh, 2010).
Sometimes the relationship between ‘home’ and ‘identity’ is based upon an
understanding of ‘home’ as somewhat associated with particular ‘place(s)’, which
are assigned as the locus/loci of ‘identity’. For example, Markowitz (1995, as cited
in Black, 2002, p.127) argues that the longing for ‘home’ found in some ‘refugees’
is the yearning to be “reunited with their home territory - their house, their kitchen,
their garden, even their gritty street — for it is this place that grounds their
identification” (Black, 2002, p.127), implying that this ‘home’ at the centre of
people’s ‘identity’ can be viewed as linked to a particular physical and/or
geographical place. In this regard, Dovey (1985) argues that “the phenomenon
of home...also means to be identified with the place in which we dwell” (p.37),
considering that “identity implies a certain bonding or mergence of person and
place” (p.38), a process involving not only cognitive but mainly affective and
emotional elements, through which people “not only give a sense of identity to
the place we call home, but we draw our identity from that of the place” (p.39).
Blunt and Dowling (2006), also argue that ‘home’ can be seen as an “anchoring
point through which human beings are centred...as grounding of identity, an

essential place” (p.11).

These views, which somehow link ‘home’, ‘identity’ and ‘place’ (and
‘belonging’) do not seem to be that far removed from conceptual understandings

related to ‘place identity’ (Bogag, 2009; Cuba & Hummon, 1993; Moore, 2000).

73



‘Place identity’ can be “defined as an interpretation of self that uses environmental
meaning to symbolize or situate identity” (Cuba & Hummon, 1993, p.548), thus
focusing upon “the way in which places form part of self-identity” (Moore, 2000,
p.211). Bogac (2009) further indicates that ‘place identity’ refers to the mixture of
memories, views, feelings, affective bonds and attachments that people have to
the specific places that they identify themselves with, “both on a larger scale,
such as with respect to nationality, city, etc. and on a smaller scale, with respect
to neighbourhood, homes or lodgings” (p.269). Similarly, Cuba and Hummon

(1993) point out that,

place identity is complex in both its dimensions and loci. Identification may
involve self-conceptions in which people appropriate the meanings of
place to articulate a sense of self. Often it includes significant affiliation of
self with place, producing a sense of belonging — of feeling at home in one
place, out of place in another...frequently incorporates multiple locales,
ranging in scale from rooms and dwelling places to neighborhoods,

communities, and even regions. (pp. 548-549, italic in the original text)

Cuba and Hummon (1993) also refer to the experience of ‘being at home’
in a ‘place’ as a relevant aspect studied within ‘place identity’, this together with
a sense of ‘at-homeness’ which is described as a “sense of insidedness — a
boundedness that may be grounded in the taken-for-granted environment, a
socially known world, and a sense of temporal insidedness linked to life course”

(p.549).

However, Boccagni (2017), argues that experiences relating to “feeling at

home should itself be revisited as a distinctive emotional experience, rather than
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as an ancillary notion to other forms of place attachment such as belonging,
identification and so forth” (p.11, italic in the original text). Still, as pointed out by
Rapport and Dawson (1998), ideas of ‘identity’ associated with particular place(s)
or environment(s) are usually linked to an understanding of the latter as ‘home’
which, consequently, becomes conceptualised as “that environment (cognitive,
affective, physical, somatic, or whatever) in which one best knows oneself, where
one’s self-identity is best grounded” (p.21). In this regard, Bachelar (1999, as
cited in Easthope, 2004, p.135), argues that ‘home’ is “a key element in the
development of people’s sense of themselves as belonging to a place”

(Easthope, 2004, p.135).

Still, when considering the associations between ‘home’, ‘identity’ and
‘belonging’, Ralph and Staeheli (2011) argue that whilst belonging relates to
people’s subjective feelings, it is also socially defined. The subjective feeling of
belonging refers to “a sense of fitting in ‘at home™ (Ralph & Staeheli, 2011, p.
523), which is associated with a sense of familiarity and identification to, for
example, groups of people, cultures, places, nations, whilst the social aspects of
belonging are dependent on feelings and processes of inclusion which are not
solely self-defined but dependent on other people’s acceptance and recognition
of that claim of belonging. So, belonging to a group, to a place, a nation, a culture
etc., is not only about people’s subjective feelings but about how others define

who belongs or not to those (Ralph & Staeheli, 2011).

In brief, the connection(s) between ‘home’, ‘identity’, ‘belonging’ and
‘place’ is therefore construed in various ways and at different scales/levels, these

extending from personal to social, cultural and/or national levels of ‘identity’ and
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‘belonging’, which change over time. As stated by Black (2002), ‘home’ may refer

to,

a building, a village, a town or a region. There are social relations to bear
in mind, with different spatial scales implying...variations in an individual’s
sense of belonging. The scale at which home is defined may be
manipulated according to the identity with which it is to be associated and
the extent of power held by the person or group that is defining it...the
point in an individual’s life cycle at which different places can become

defined as ‘home’ varies. (p.127)

2.3. ‘Home’ in the context of the circumstances and experiences of

‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’

The general issues associated with ‘home’, which were discussed above
(in section 2.2. ‘Home’: general issues), are also relevant in the context of the
circumstances and experiences of ‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’. However, this
section presents some specific aspects which are debated in the literature of

‘home’, in that particular context.

‘Home’, as aforementioned, repeatedly emerges in the literature, in
common language and in social and political discourses and policies, whenever
the situation and experiences of ‘refugees’ and of other ‘migrants’ are considered
(Ahmed, 1999; Ben-Yoseph, 2005; Black, 2002; Boccagni, 2014, 2017; Brun &
Fabos, 2015; Cuba & Hummon, 1993; Kabachinik et al., 2010; Kreuzer et al.,
2017; Madison, 2006; Papadopoulos & Hildebrand, 1997; Papadopoulos, 2002,

2015; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Rosbrook & Schweitzer, 2010; Sirriyeh, 2010;
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Smith, 2014; Taylor, 2013; Tete, 2012). As stated previously, the relevance of
‘home’ in this context is often stated by the negative, once the loss, the moving
away, the absence of ‘home’ are habitually emphasised as the most salient
aspects in the circumstances and experiences of ‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’
(Ahmed, 1999; Boccagni, 2014, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Kabachnik et al.,
2010; Papadopoulos, 2002, 2015; Rosbrook & Schweitzer, 2010; Taylor, 2013).
The loss of ‘home’ has been considered the main condition shared by all
‘refugees’ and leaving ‘home’ to live in another country as the most basic common
characteristic of international ‘migrants’ (Boccagni, 2014; Papadopoulos, 2002;
Taylor, 2013). These can be captured in statements such as, “home, in the eyes
of recently settled migrants and asylum seekers, is often conspicuous by its
absence” (Boccagni, 2017, p.2) and “this feeling of home as absence may be

overpowering, even after many years displacement” (Brun & Fabos, 2015, p.7).

However, and as recognised by several authors, whilst the loss, the
absence and the moving/being away from ‘home’ can be blatantly noticeable in
those contexts, it is important to acknowledge that those associations of ‘home’
with ‘refugees’ and ‘migrants’ are not simple and/or linear (Ahmed, 1999; Brun &
Fabos, 2015; Malkki, 1992; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Tete, 2012). As argued by
some in the literature, not taking into consideration the complexities involved in
the associations between ‘home’, ‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’, may lead to an
uncritical acceptance of particular views or assumptions about ‘home’ - for
example, ‘home’ as bounded and fixed in a sole place, as located in the place of
origin, in the past, etc. - without an evaluation of some of the implications of such
beliefs (Ahmed, 1999; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Malkki, 1992; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011,

Tete, 2012).
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A main issue which is debated in the literature on ‘home’ in the context of
‘refugee’ and ‘migration’ studies, relates to a general tendency to conceive ‘home’
by opposition to the ‘absence’ of ‘home’ or to ‘movement’ (to ‘being away from
‘home’, which is sometimes conflated with being inside vs. being outside national
borders) (Ahmed, 1999; Brun e Fabos, 2015; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Tete,
2012). These dichotomic views can have an impact in the way the intersections
between ‘home’, ‘place’, ‘identity’ and ‘belonging’ are conceptualised in those

specific contexts.

As previously mentioned, the importance and the impact of the absence of
‘home’ are generally emphasised in the literature on ‘home’. Eastmond (2006, as
cited in Brun & Fabos, 2015, p.7), for example, considers that “home moves us
most powerfully as absence and negation” (Brun & Fabos, 2015, p.7). Similarly,
as reported by Moore (2000), the idea that it is “through the absence of home,
home itself gains meaning” (p. 211, italic in the original text) is conveyed in
studies examining how ‘home’ becomes meaningful. This idea had been argued
previously by Case (1996) who, albeit in a different context, suggested that it is
through a dialectical process comprised by the contrasting experiences of being
at ‘home’ vs. being away from ‘home’ that ‘home’ becomes significant, thus
suggesting that “by being away from home, the things, places, activities and
people associated with home become more apparent through their absence”
(p.1). This, or a very similar process, definitely seems to underlie the observation
that “the awareness of home and its meanings is heightened in newcomers,
refugees, and asylum seekers” (Smith, 2014, p. 107). Furthermore, and as
suggested by Chapman (2001), the absence of ‘home’ faced by those who

‘migrate’ may force a re-appraisal of the sometimes unnoticeable and taken for
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granted, “cultural identity and...collective sense of social permanence and
security” (p.144), which are understood as representations of ‘home’. Although
coming into this issue from a different angle, Heidegger (1962, as cited in
Papadopoulos, 2002, p.24) also identifies the state of ‘taken-for-granted-at-
homeness’ with a sense of familiarity, which contrasts with the sense of absence,

‘not-at-home’ and disorientation when that is lost.

In the literature, the impact of the absence of ‘home’ is reported in various
ways. Itis linked to the experience, by ‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’, of nostalgia
and strong feelings of longing for a former (past) ‘home’ (and life) (Black, 2002;
Brun & Fabos, 2015; Kabachnik et al., 2010; Papadopoulos, 2002, 2015), to the
experience of well-being in the presence of ‘home’ and distress in its absence
(Giuliani, 1991, as cited in Easthope, 2004, p.134), to a sense of disruption of
one’s ontological sense (Berger, 1984) or, as suggested by Papadopoulos
(2015), to the disruption of a person’s ‘onto-ecological settledness’ leading to

‘nostalgic disorientation’.

Therefore, according to the above, both the meaning and the relevance of
‘home’ become salient through its absence. Additionally, the (usually negative)
impact that the absence of ‘home’ (through the loss or the leaving of ‘home’) can
have for each person is also stressed in the literature. Still, and without denying
those effects, authors such as, Ahmed (1999), argue that if ‘home’ becomes
solely defined “through reference to the homelessness of migration and exile”
(p.339), the tendency will be to associate ‘home’ “with familiarity which allows
strangeness to be associated with migration” (p.340). However, such an
understanding endorses a construction of ‘home’ in opposition to ‘migration’ and

‘away from home’, a dichotomy which has been contested in the literature

79



(Ahmed, 1999; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Sirriyeh, 2010; Tete,

2012).

Several authors (for example, Ahmed, 1999; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Ralph
& Staeheli, 2011; Sirriyeh, 2010; Tete, 2012), point out that a dichotomy between
‘home’ and ‘away’ often becomes entangled with an understanding of ‘home’ as
familiarity and stability but also as fixed in terms of place and time. Consequently,
‘home’ becomes construed in clear contrast with the homelessness and the
strangeness which are then conflated with ‘migration’ and movement. This view
of ‘home’ and ‘away’ can contribute to particular assumptions as regards people’s
‘belonging’ and ‘identity’, grounding those to particular places (which are then
seen as ‘home’). These assumptions are believed to continue informing “one
recurrent and dominant strand of research” (Ralph & Staeheli, 2011, p.518), as
well as, international and national policies and discourses about ‘migrants’ in
general, and ‘refugees’ in particular, who are all, consequently, perceived to be
as ‘out of place’ (Brun & Fabos, 2015; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Sirriyeh, 2010;

Taylor, 2013; Tete, 2012).

Within this general debate about ‘home’ and ‘away’, it is possible to identify
one specific construction of ‘home’ which is of an extreme relevance for ‘refugees’
and other ‘migrants’, one that conflates ‘home’, be it implicitly or explicitly, with a
nation-state or a country and, most frequently, with a person’s country of origin
or birth country (Ahmed, 1999; Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Korac,
2009; Moore, 2000; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Taylor, 2013; Tete, 2012). Such a
construction of ‘home’ still comprises multiple meanings, these including the
material or physical aspects of territory/place/space to the symbolic aspects

associated with those and the issues related to (personal, cultural and/or national)
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‘identity’ and ‘belonging’ (Ahmed, 1999; Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015;
Malkki, 1992; Ralph & Staeheli, 201; Taylor, 2013). However, this geo-political
connotation of ‘home’ can have numerous implications for the circumstances and
experiences of ‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’, as argued in the literature by
several authors (Ahmed, 1999; Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Malkki,

1992; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Sirriyeh, 2010; Taylor, 2013; Tete, 2012).

The association between ‘home’ and a ‘nation-state’ or a country is often
based upon the notion of a territorial space. ‘Territory’ can be understood as “a
particular geographical and historical expression of political organisation and
thought” (Tete, 2012, p.107), this implying that a territorial space of a ‘nation-
state’ is not fixed in place or time because its boundaries and material/physical
location are determined by, and can change in accordance with the specific socio-
cultural, political and historical contexts. However, the view that recognises this
inherent flexibility and changeability of the territorial space of a ‘nation-state’, as
a result of specific political and historical contexts is frequently discounted amidst
the (still current) static and state centric notions of ‘home’, which imply a
territorialisation of ‘identity’, ‘belonging’ and, importantly, of citizenship (Boccagni,
2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Sirriyeh, 2010; Taylor, 2013; Tete, 2012). The latter
notions are based on an assumption of “the world as divided into territorial
segments, each containing a particularised people and culture” (Taylor, 2013,
p.131), “a bounded enclosure providing stability and security” (Sirriyeh, 2010,
p.216). However, in such a territorialised view of the world, the ‘nation-state’ can
also be perceived as “a place which belongs to ‘us’ and not ‘them’ (Tete, 2012,
p.108), where “home then is ‘our’ place, where we belong naturally” (Tete, 2012,

p.108). Conceived in this way, and as argued by Tete (2012), “home then
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becomes a discursive tool which the powerful use to include or exclude, to secure
and to keep off or kick out the unwelcome as they please” (p.108). Or, as
mentioned by Boccagni (2017), when ‘home’ is defined at the level of the ‘nation-
state’ or country, it has “the potential to be appropriated by all sorts of political

agendas” (p.91).

This prevailing idea of the ‘nation-state’ as ‘home’, therefore perceived as
being constrained by geo-political boundaries, has obvious legal, political and
socio-cultural implications for all those who leave ‘home’ and move to another
country to live, be it the case of ‘refugees’ or of ‘migrants’, as emphasised by
different authors (Ahmed,1999; Boccagni, 2017; Brun & Fabos, 2015; Malkki,
1992; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Sirriyeh, 2010; Taylor, 2013; Tete, 2012). When
crossing international borders, people become subject to historically embedded
political and legal decisions regarding, for example, their right (or not) to live in
another country but they may also be confronted with some negative nationalistic
discourses, where they might be seen as a problem or even as a threat to the
national order of the ‘host’ or the ‘receiving’ countries (Brun & Fabos, 2015;

Sirriyeh, 2010; Taylor, 2013; Tete, 2012).

Concurrently, and as mentioned above, several authors (Ahmed, 1999;
Brun & Fabos, 2015; Malkki, 1992; Ralph & Staeheli, 2011; Taylor, 2013; Tete,
2012) highlight that a major implication of a fixed and simplistic view of ‘home’ as
the ‘nation-state’ or country is that ‘refugees’ and other ‘migrants’ are perceived
as ‘out of place’ or as ‘uprooted’ from their ‘home’. This can lead to an analysis
of their experiences of ‘home’ in binary terms — for example, ‘home’ vs ‘away’,
