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Executive Summary

The ability of migrants to successfully move, waskd seek protection depends on their ability
to and strategies adopted in accessing claiminggighis study documents and explains
migrants’ individual and collective efforts in mdéibing for their rights and the attempts of
organisations to do so on their behalf in threle<iin South Africa and in Nairobi, Kenya. This
report contains six sections; after a short intobidm, section two reviews the literature on
migrant mobilisation. Access to resources, so@alvorks and political opportunities all play a
key role in migrant mobilisation. In South Afridaere appear to be benefits in not mobilising,
which include not being deported and not havingprecal responsibilities which come with
rights. Though South Africa has an active civilisbgsector, migrant issues do not occupy a
visible part of the national agenda with the exicepbf a number of litigation cases on behalf of
refugees. Furthermore, there is a key gap in naltiewel advocacy-oriented organisations. The
third section presents the findings of individualbiisation amongst migrants in South Africa.
Migrants are generally not mobilising for rightsirg lack of documentation, discrimination and
language barriers as key obstacles to claimingsigvigrants also have minimal interaction
with state institutions, NGO’s and migrant-led argations. The fourth section discusses
collective mobilisation in South Africa. Most orgaations can be distinguished into four broad
categories; international agencies and non goventaherganisations (NGO’s), national South
African led NGO'’s, smaller migrant-led NGO’s andwmunity based organisations (CBO’s)
and faith based organisations (FBO'’s), with diffigrlevels of resources, target groups and
mandates. Almost all organisations do not havearchobilisation strategy or target citing
limited funding for migrant related work, langugg®blems, lack of resources and insufficient
platforms for mobilising as key reasons for not ifising. Collaboration in the migrant sector is
limited; a lack of trust between the stakehold&d an unclear role of the state and international
agencies has created a fragile and fragmentedrsé&ti® fifth section presents selected findings
of individual and collective mobilisation from Nalyi. Similar to the South African study, most
migrants have minimal trust in and reliance oniing8bns and organisations. Collectively, most
organisations have a different understanding ofihsalion from each other and have limited
resources to mobilise. Most of the organisations‘kas limited to the refugee camps, hindering
the integration of migrants’ rights within a broadiéscourse on development and human rights.



Section 1: Introduction and Methodology

This study by the Forced Migration Studies Prograniatused on the structures and strategies
in claiming migrant rights in Southern Africa. Thiegional study focused on three South
African cities; Durban, Johannesburg and Cape Tam¢hNairobi, urban centres with significant
non-national populations, and attempted to docunagrat explain migrants’ individual and
collective mobilisation for rights and the attemptsther groups to do so on their behalf.

This report covers the following main research tjoas:

Migrant mobilisation
* How do migrants mobilise?
» What are the aims of and strategies adopted byamigin mobilising?
* How do migrants access rights and services?
* What informal ways of accessing rights can be ified®
» To discuss the relationship between migrants agdraesations working on their behalf
* Why are migrants not mobilising?

The role of civil society

* What role do organisations play in migrants aceceseghts and services?

* What types of organisations are working with whigbups of non-nationals in each city
and to what end?

* What is the capacity of these organisations?

* What services are they providing?

* What success have they had?

* Why are migrant organisations not visible and &&iv

* How do the organisations working on migrants’ béhailderstand mobilisation and
migrants’ rights?

* What are the gaps in the sector?

* What is the level of collaboration amongst orgatiise?

Methodology

This report is based on interviews with organisaioun by migrants and those working on their
behalf in Durban, Cape Town, Johannesburg, andobiadtonducted between July and October
2009; individual open ended interviews with a sngatiup of migrants in Johannesburg and an
analysis of two existing Forced Migration Studigeglamme data sets, which are the African
Cities Dataset (ACD) and the Vulnerability StudyS)V The bias toward the South African
context is recognised.



Section 2: Background

Introduction

This section reviews the relevant literature onramg mobilisation. It comprises three parts; first
a review of migrant mobilisation theory and actinrSouth Africa, Kenya and elsewhere which
examines the nature, form and target of migrantihsalion, thereafter an analysis of the nature
of the civil society sector in South Africa and MNdii including gaps and challenges and lastly
an institutional analysis which identifies who abdes rights in the South African context and
how the main state and non state actors relatadio ether.

The nature and target of migrant mobilisation: theay and experiences from South Africa,
Kenya and elsewhere

Social movement theory identifies four key factorsndividual and collective action; resource
availability, political opportunities, collectiveléntity and social inequalities (Chazan, 2006:9).
Looking specifically at migrant mobilisation, Odmal2004) identifies four similar factors that
affect migrant mobilisation: resources, nationald aimstitutional opportunities, modes of
incorporation by institutions and migrants’ socmeromic class. These analyses provide a
convenient starting point for a discussion on niséiion literature; for they demonstrate that
similar and overlapping factors play a role in ei#int types of mobilisation. Much of the
reviewed literature focuses on four similar themrespurces, political opportunity, social and
ethnic networks and social, economic and politinelqualities as targets of mobilisation. The
following section will address these four areasnglwith the benefits of inaction.

Resources

Resources play a key role in individual and coiectaction. As Tilly (1978) notes, migrant
mobilisation—which is defined as collective actiimnpromote or protect a group’s interests—is
dependent on resources and relationships. The ‘greffectiveness is impacted by its ability to
acquire, manipulate and use resources; the re&tips it creates with those around it and the
context within which it functions (Tilly, 1978). Reurces include people, money and legitimacy
(McCarthy and Wolfson, 1996).

Resource mobilisation theory emphasises the refstip between the amount and type of
resources available, and the success of collecitéi®n (Cress and Snow, 1996 and Jenkins,
1983). Resource mobilisation is a key influencetle emergence, growth, impact and form of
movements (McCarthy and Wolfson, 1996:1071). In tipalar, agency, strategy and
organisation affect the success of mobilisationeray is defined as the volume of effort;
strategy as the choice of action or inaction witthie three key spheres of public education,
direct services and structural change and orgaoisats the form of leadership and work
undertaken. (McCarthy and Wolfson, 1996)



Political opportunity

Migrant mobilisation can also be affected by thditipal context within which it occurs.
Koopman (2004) demonstrates that migrants are rikedy/ to claim rights from their host
countries in environments with high rates of ndtsaiion and integration; conversely, migrants
remain involved with homeland politics when there f2wer opportunities for naturalisation and
integration. Additionally, a political opportunitapproach to collective action asserts that
political mobilisation can occur in three areasrtipgation in public debates on issues of
migration, involvement in politics of home coungi@and claims for rights in host countries
(Koopman, 2004).

Favorable political environments are also thosevimch migrants are considered a powerful
stakeholder. In Southern Europe, for example, étiarnce of the national economy on migrant
labour has favoured migrants in their demands éssimies placed their weight behind migrants’
calls (Poros, 2008:16120).

Social networks

Social networks are central to migrant mobilisatidhassey et al (1998) defines migrant
networks as “Sets of interpersonal ties that conmegrants, former migrants and non migrants
in origin and destination areas through ties ofskip, friendship and shared community of
origin” (42). These ties serve as a rallying fofoe migrants to organise and claim rights.
Networks are also useful because they often relynon-formal sources for functioning

(McCarthy and Wolfson, 1996:9), meaning that they aften more flexible than traditional

channels of organisation.

Studies have shown that migrants organise infogralbng kinship and ethnic lines and that
such networks and contacts are useful sourcesfaiation, support and protection. The most
comprehensive study on migrant organisations irtt8Airica looked at Congolese associations
(Amisi, 2006). This study found that Congolese argations have formed along ethnic and
tribal lines replicating the political and ethniteblogies back home and are largely concerned
with political affairs at home than with issuesrights and integration in South Africa. As with
Congolese associations in Durban, migrants in Bihgve formed along ethnic lines.

Although ethnicity is used initially in forming assations, the future of such collaborations is
uncertain. On the one hand, collective action aalitigal mobilisation tend to have broader
notions of inclusion. In Spain, for example, Moracowvorkers formed an Immigrant Workers
Union that included both interpersonal and ethigs. tOn the other hand, a shared ethnicity does
not necessarily make for shared goals. ThoughdBrifisians have largely mobilised for migrant
rights along ethnic lines, Statham (1996) found thak of a common political interest and
opportunity amongst different migrant groups cobhlave a negative impact on long term
mobilising. More information is needed on how tisislone and to what extent it is successful.

In some cases, migrant communities are too fragdttweorganise along ethnic lines. Hopkins
(2006) found that despite a large Somali communityondon, collective mobilisation has been
limited, primarily because of tension among différelans as well as limited funding. Despite
numerous Somali organisations in the city, some aéisndistrust and avoid them because the
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organisations prioritise clan and political intégesver service delivery and care (Hopkins,
2006).

Targets of migrant mobilisation

Studies have shown that mobilisation tends to faomusnequalities in the host country. Socio-
economic self-sufficiency and political protectiare primary targets of migrant mobilisation. In
a study on Somali organisation and livelihoods airdbi, Campbell (2006) found that Somali
migrants organised specifically to protect theioreamic interests and to ensure that their
livelihoods were secure using social networks agrategy for support. In her work on the
experiences of urban refugees, Jacobsen (2006)amispk the action that urban refugees and
economic migrants take in order to create spaacewdok. She (2006) also argues that the state
needs to foster the self-integration of migrants fagilitating access to documentation and
protection. Finally, a study on Somali organising-ondon and Toronto suggests that migrants
organise as a defense mechanism against the Bigp&ifs, 2006). This finding challenges the
perception that Somalis only go to Somali orgarosat for help, raises the issue of political
dynamics and divisions within migrant organisati@m questions how these fissures lead to
mistrust and a weakening of the collective voiceggkins, 2006:370).

Migrant inaction

Finally, there are benefits to a lack of mobilieati First, self-exclusion from the political arena
can benefit migrants who wish to fly under the rasfammigration officials. If migrants do not
visibly organise, they avoid skirmishes with stagents over documentation and deportation
(Amisi, 2006; see Landau and Haupt, 2007:12 andlaarand Monson, 2008:315). Second, with
rights come responsibilities. By not claiming righinigrants avoid being obligated to their host
countries. Both Amisi and Ballard (2005) and Landaa Haupt (2007) suggest that in South
Africa, migrant organisation tends to be strategid purposeful rather than committed to
obligations and responsibility.

Dynamics of civil society in South Africa

The 2006 Hopkins report indicates that the postthpal civil society sector in South Africa is
both large and active. The report shows that thezesome 58 000 organisations in the country,
of which 32 000 or 55% are informal and voluntay@s. Formal NGO'’s account for just 17%
of the sector. The study did not specify migrargamisations. Despite its active presence and
participation, however, the civil society sectofrsgmented. Uncertainty over the exact role of
civil societyvis a visa democratic government; competition for fundirggnaany foreign donors
have either pulled out of South Africa or opted bdateral agreements with the government and
a shortage of skills and resources have all canttibto the fractured state of civil society. The
migrant focused organisations are not dissimilani@ and Ballard, 2005:2).

In South Africa, social movements have mobilisedckam rights with varying degrees of
success through targeted lobbying, protests amghtibn (Amisi and Ballard 2005:2). The
Treatment Action Campaign has perhaps been the snosessful in this regard in claiming the
right to health care for people who are HIV pogtiySee Greenstein, 2003) It is difficult to
understand why this has not happened in the migeetbr. Three propositions are put forward,;
firstly the lack of a single unifying body under \vh the diverse migrant groups can organise,
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secondly the lack of awareness of rights and trengés in policy which have made claims
difficult and thirdly the reciprocal responsibilityhich these rights can give rise to have been
embraced by all.

Over the past decade, there have been a numbeatagsc litigation cases with and on behalf of
refugees in South Africa by national NGO’s suchH.awyers for Human Rights, the Wits Law
Project and others. These cases have focused wesisd arrest, detention and deportation,
refugee status determination and socio-economintsig

Apart from litigation, mobilisation for migrantsights has remained largely absent from the
national agenda. Palmary (2006) identifies two ngaps in the migrant sector; a lack of a focus
on advocacy and migrants’ access to socio-econ@siues. Furthermore, there are a relatively
small number of organisations working for, with ar behalf of migrants. Amisi and Ballard
(2005:25) identify four types of NGO’s that work tvimigrants in South Africa; service
providers, refugee forums, networks and coordigatiodies and, lastly, small civil society
organisations and political parties which are satfand formed on ethnic lines.

One exception to the lack of representation of amgmgroups in the civil society sector is the
Consortium for Refugees and Migrants in South Aff€EoRMSA), a consortium of migrants’
organisations tasked with promoting and defendnggrights of migrants in South Africa. There
are currently 18 members, which include FBO's, Idigas, research units and NGO'§wo of
the members, Tutumike and Durban Refugee Servioeidars, are in turn networks of refugee
service providers in Cape Town and Durban and havend four members respectively.

Institutional analysis: who allocates rights in theSouth African context

Only 10-15% of the one million non nationals in Bokfrica seek protection from the state
from violence, oppression or persecution (Palmaf@6:10). In a country that has seen violent
instances of xenophobia attacks; the absence té ptatection is significant. How do the
majority of migrants—as many as 90%—protect an@ni@fthemselves? Similar arguments can
be made for nationals, but issues of documentatm@hdiscrimination further impedes access to
formal protection for non-nationals.

Civil society organisations are not the apparerswan. The African Cities Survey by FMSP
shows that NGO'’s play a small role in migrantsebvin Johannesburg and Nairobi. Most have
not gone to the police in the event of a crime arahy feel that there is no recourse. FBO'’s
seem to be providing immediate services and camigoants—particularly in the aftermath of
the May 2008 attacks—but their role, state of resesiand mandate is not clear.

There is a notion that citizenship enables an idda to make claims from the state. However,
this reasoning is somewhat idealistic as the diate failed in basic service delivery such as
housing, water and health care to South Africamsraigrants. The situation is similar in Kenya.
Within a context where the state has not protectegrants within its borders, what does
citizenship mean and is it desirable for migrant&Sthough documentation is important in order
to access services, and the power of the Deparsn@inHome Affairs (DHA) and Refugee
Affairs—who are responsible for issuing such docotsein South Africa and Kenya
respectively—remains strong, studies in Johanngsb@airo and Nairobi show that

! www.cormsa.org.za
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documentation does not improve the condition of remgs or refugees. (Jacobsen, 2006).

Despite the lack of service delivery for migrantsl dnosts, the state remains an important player
in migrant affairs. At a national level, immigratipolicy determines the type of documentation

a migrant can obtain and the level of servicesit eceive from the state. Consistent and clear
migration policy is needed at the national levelmanage migration better and ensure that
migrants’ rights as outlined in the Constitutiordanternational treaties are protected.

However, it is at a local level that migrants, #tate and other actors interact within and outside
policy to obtain such documentation and claim o#waial and economic rights. In South Africa,
local level relations between the state, civil sbciand migrants are key in any discourse on
migrant rights. Although the national DHA regulateggration, municipalities exercise power
over the everyday lives of migrants. The strategisch migrants adopt in negotiating with
these gatekeepers of power are important in uratedstg how rights are claimed. The local
power dynamics, levels of knowledge about rightd degree of protection that migrants feel in
local communities affect their ability to claim hig from local level institutions and structures.
Evidence from Tanzania shows that Burundian refsigieew on their common ethnic identity to
identify and integrate with their Tanzanian hodfslkki, 1995). Mozambiquans who settled in
Shona-speaking South Africa similarly used themowon ethnic and language identity to settle,
integrate and eventually claim some sort of pradectPolzer, 2008). Drawing on kinship, ethnic
or religious ties can thus be a means to negdiatess to spaces where rights can be claimed.

Local power dynamics influence how migrants accemwvices (Polzer, 2008). In her paper
promoting local integration of refugees, Polzeruag that refugees claim rights through a
multitude of identities including ethnic, kinshipdpolitical ties and that those claims are rooted
in a local context of power. It is at a local lewdtere this is most profound and contested. Some
assert that local level identities are more easitiopted by migrants than national ones
(Koopman, 2004). Polzer (2008:9-12) identifies kagal actors as those who have an active
presence in the area and who can influence thé docaitions in which refugees live (2008:10)
which include the state and international orgarosat

The relationship between state and migrant orgaaisarests on the presence of an active civil
society sector to raise and promote the rightsxofueled groups. This is particularly relevant in
the context of xenophobic and ethnic violence whias plagued South Africa and Kenya
recently. However, the level of autonomy, authoatyd legitimacy that civil society has and
claims affects its ability to perform these tasks.

Another key player in the civil society sector ietdonor. Access to adequate funding and
negotiating the conditions which it imposes isicait in shaping the effect of civil society. In
Sweden, the Chilean ‘Victor Jara’ Association atwl,a lesser extent, the Iranian-Swedish
Association are migrant-led but the direct fundangvided by the state allows the government to
influence the agendas of these associations. Tleeofodonors and the relationships between
donors and civil society needs more attention.

Conclusion

Migrant mobilisation is referred to as collectivetian to protect and promote a group’s interest.
Globally, migrants have mobilised along ethnic arational lines using social networks as a
means to reach and organise more people. In SoéribaA migrants have not mobilised
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significantly to claim rights. The different legebnd branches of state and donors shape the
context within which migrants move.
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Section 3: Discussion of Findings: Interviews with Migrants in
Johannesburg

Introduction

This section is based on five group interviews vé€hmigrants in Johannesburg (the interview
guide appears in Appendix A), an analysis of theicah Cities Survey data set—which
surveyed 867 migrants and locals in Johannesbu2§@—and an analysis of the Vulnerability
Study. It is important to note that all interviewsre held at a specific institution, referred to in
the report as the ‘Centre’ which biased the finditg an extent as there are more opportunities
for interaction with service providers given thglhievels of activity at the Centre. Nevertheless,
the perceptions of mobilising and reflections oe tielationships with organisations provide
interesting material.

Composition and demographics of respondents: Johamsburdf

» Gender * Country of Origin
* Men * Women » Zimbabwe * Zambia » Kenya
12 *8 « 18 e 1 1
Table 1: Gender distribution of respondents Tableauntry of origin
 Type of Documentation * Employment Status
* Asylum | < Undocumented e« Passport * Employed * Unemployed
14 *5 1 « 10 *9
Table 3: Legal status of respondents Table 4: Eynmpémt status
» Age Group « Length of Stay in South Africa
*+18-19 *«20-29 *30-39 *0—1years *1-2years
3 11 *6 14 *5
Table 5: Age distribution Table 6: Length of stay

2 Note that not all respondents chose to answer tp@sstions, so there are tables in which the nusnib@not add up to 20 (the
number of participants).
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Target of mobilisation

Interviews show that migrants define mobilisationtwo ways. On the one hand, mobilisation
can be seen as unifying migrants and providing eéksnof support for each other, in which case
it is viewed favorably. One respondent describedabnefits of mobilisation as such:

“...if they [migrants who have mobilised] get probkgnthey quickly help each other or
they quickly not fight each other...because you laverganisation. [If] | get in trouble,
| know that | can quickly phone to somebody so titat group can come and help me.”

On the other hand, mobilisation can also be seam aggressive or political act, in which case it
is viewed unfavorably. As one respondent explain@drants are seeking peace, not conflict, in
South Africa:

“...the idea of coming to South Africa is not for vimut for refugee [sic].”

In other words, migrants recognise that peacefghioisation can benefit them in South Africa,
while aggressive mobilisation might make a preagisituation even more so.

Despite favorable attitudes towards mobilisatiomgramts have not initiated or engaged in acts
of mobilisation. According to interviews, there atbree main challenges to migrant
mobilisation. The first challenge is time; migrargee forced to prioritise employment over
mobilisation. As one respondent noted,

“...people don’t spend their time searching for helpgy spend their time searching for
jobs, searching for money instead. So there cowddsbme help outside there, but
unfortunately people, they don’t have that timétuk for that help.”

Another challenge is that undocumented migrants fae risk of deportation. One respondent
explained that the fear of deportation leads someadcept, rather than protest, rights
infringements:

“So because of that fear, we tend to just keeptcand say like, okay | can just let this
pass.”

This finding supports Amisi and Ballard’s (2005yament that refugees tend to not mobilise for
fear of deportation. The third challenge to mohitiisn is that many migrants believe that:

“The only way to solve problems is to go home.”

Considering that very few migrants have mobilighds defeatist attitude does not seem to stem
from negative experiences with mobilisation as@f@m-solving tool. Instead, it seems to be an
ingrained attitude that is in direct contrast to-d-andirect challenge to—the positive view most
respondents have of mobilisation. This might bensas a “discourse of self-exclusion”
professed by urban migrants (Landau and Monsorg)200
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When asked what they would hypothetically mobiseund, respondents listed issues like
police harassment and lack of knowledge of the fag¥ds, suggesting that access to protection
and basic services are the key issues facing niggnarsouth Africa today.

Means to achieve objectives

Migrants interviewed tend to access rights throagdanisations that either have an established
presence at or make regular visits to the Centrerevthey stay. For example, respondents have
access to free shelter, primary education provigethe local school and health care provided
by a mobile clinic run by an International NGO. tharmore, respondents noted that there are
organisations that come to the Centre and distilii@ms like blankets, food, toiletries and
clothing. It is important to note, however, thatess to services is not equivalent to satisfactory
receipt of services. Many respondents cited theoeeded and unsanitary conditions at the
Centre, the inability to pay for school uniformsdadiscrimination faced when referred by an
International NGO to larger hospitals, based ofonatity and documentation status.

Organisations that respondents mentioned are llstéalv in alphabetical order. It is important
to note that the majority of respondents were uméblecall the names of organisations that they
had received help from. Several mentioned thatditeon to the organisations listed below, help
had also come from churches, a soup kitchen aradsletho owned shops nearby.

» Coalition Against Xenophobia
» First National Bank

* International Organization for Migration
» Jesuit Refugee Services

* Medicines Sans Frontieres

* Methodist Church

* Refugee Fellowship

e Sangoco

 Sawema

» Solidarity Peace Trust

* United Nations

* United Nations Childrens Fund

Respondents identified five main disadvantageshwr tmethods of accessing rights. First,
money is a large factor in accessing rights suchoasing outside of the Centre and schooling.
For example, although children can attend schoofré®, respondents explained that they still
need items like uniforms:

“...they could go to school without uniforms but thyeu will feel like a fish out of water
if you don’t have uniforms.”

Second, documentation is necessary for housingpodioly, opening a bank account,

employment, medicine and more. But even with docuat®n, it is easy to be harassed. One
respondent explained,

17



“... even if you do have papers, you can still beeated. Whereas if you have 200 rand,
you won't be arrested. So papers help sometimesiand help other times.”

A third disadvantage is that response time is Veng. According to respondents, five or six
months can pass before an organisation providestai@n applicant. This also affects
employment; many migrants end up taking jobs wilhgy are overqualified for because it takes
the government a long time to assess qualificatidngourth disadvantage is discrimination
based on documentation status and nationality, cespye in hospitals. For example, many
respondents explained that if they called for arb@ance in English or gave the Centre’s
location, then the ambulance would take three or Fmurs to arrive. Thus, some migrants have
taken to calling for an ambulance on a differem¢edt or enlisting a Zulu-speaker to call for
them. Finally, respondents said that a lack of awass of rights is a large challenge to accessing
rights. As one respondent explains,

“Three quarters of the people, they don’t know ithigjhts, they don’t know where to run
when they have problems. So all of us, in faceakquarters of the people, they tend to
accept each and every thing that comes towards wegy....”

It is interesting that respondents identified issoetside of their control as disadvantages ta thei
methods of accessing rights. From an outside petispe one of the most dangerous
shortcomings is overdependence on the Centreeiéslldnd the organisations that actively seek
out migrants. Many respondents stated that the ldaddhe Centre were their first and last lines
of defense against rights infringement:

“[My protection] is him only. If | have some big gslem, if whatever, | go to the
[Head].”

Furthermore, respondents seem to have acceptedhthatcontact with organisations is in the
form of organisations visiting the Centre; migramts not seem to initiate contact with
organisations that exist outside of the Centreo®e respondent says,

“Myself, 1 haven't received any enlightenment aswoo | should approach if | need
help.”

Furthermore, few respondents could name the orgioiis that visited the Centre and provided
items, as mentioned above. This implies that anig@selationship between such organisations
and the migrants at the Centre has not been created

Collaboration and mobilisation

According to respondents, collaboration in the mugrsector does not exist, whether between
migrants and South Africans or between migrants atfter migrants. The majority of
respondents attributed the lack of collaboratiom tack of trust, based on both economic and
safety reasons. Some respondents claimed that S@utans took advantage of migrant
workers, while others said that the police beatramts for no reason. Citing the 2008
xenophobic attacks, one respondent said,

“We trusted them, they betrayed our trust.”

18



Others believe that South Africans are not inclibedaollaborate with migrants because other
South Africans will be angered if it seems like naigfs are receiving more assistance than South
Africans. It is also important to note that somegrants refused to make a blanket statement
about whether or not they trusted South Africansie @espondent cited the humanitarian
response from some South Africans during the 2@0bghobic attacks:

“Not all South Africans are bad. Other ones theg aice, other ones they are not nice.
Because if you see like that time of xenophoblergteople they bring us food here and
clothes, so I—what can | say, it's only half-half.”

As for other migrants and other Zimbabweans, tlok taf trust seems to be based solely on a
competition for money. One respondent describesttiitede among migrants as,

“...I'm here to look for money for my family, leave alone.”
As another respondent explains,

“It's getting to be so difficult to trust anybodi#zrom what I've seen happening to—to
other guys and, like | was saying, | have seen Zbwieans robbing other Zimbabweans,
Zimbabweans stealing [from] other Zimbabweans, divé seen some encounters
between South Africans and Zimbabweans. So itptseasy to trust anybody so far.”

Some migrants felt that organisations are not ablenterested in helping with long term
solutions; they view these organisations as regsuiar assisting with immediate problems.

"There are a lot [of organisations], they come, aheéy give their help, they go. When
they see that they need to come, they come angjitreetheir help and they go."”

However, the distrustful attitude towards both oth@grants and South Africans seems to
disappear in a different context. As one Zimbabwespondent says,

“Myself, I'd always trust South Africans when | watshome.”

Thus, it seems that the economic desperation ofamig, combined with the scarcity of jobs in
the city, is the reason for a lack of trust, andsttack of collaboration, among migrants in
Johannesburg.

Conclusion

The respondents to this study are not mobilising guissues of trust and fear of deportation.
Due to the specific context in which they live, heis an overreliance on established
organisations to provide basic services. There doeappear to be any significant desire to self
mobilise or seek out other avenues to meet thedsieLanguage barriers, lack of trust and
documentation were listed as key issues for migsantival, integration and mobilisation.

ACD—Johannesburg

Statistics from the African Cities Database shoat thigrants in Johannesburg neither approach,
support nor receive significant help from organ@a designed to aid migrants, refugees and
inner city residents.
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100% of migrants surveyed report that they do eaeive food, aid or other forms of

support from international organisations, churchssals or other sources

98% of migrants do not support police or securdynmittees

98% of migrants do not support organisations rumiyrants, refugees and/or inner city
residents

97% of migrants do not support organisations thatkwvith migrants, refugees and/or

inner city residents; it is interesting that twiae many South Africans support these
organisations (though still a low number)

98% of migrants have not visited UNCHR offices

92% of migrants do not support cultural organisaio

77% of migrants have not been to an NGO or churobthat works with migrants

In light of these numbers, it is interesting thdtigher percentage of migrants support religious
organisations, rotating credit associations/stakaeld sports clubs. The number of migrants who
support rotating credit associations/stokvels gmatts clubs is small, but it is still higher than
the percentage of migrants who support migrantate organisations.

50% of migrants support a religious organisatidmeré is an interesting variation
between national groups; only 10% of Somalis supporchurch or mosque group,
compared to 59% of Mozambiquans and 70% of Congoles

15% of migrants give money to rotating credit agsomns/stokvels

11% of migrants give money to sports clubs

A significant percentage of migrants feel that theye no place to turn when they are in need,
while a smaller percentage of migrants rely on aogetworks, such as family and friends, as
well as privately funded help, such as lawyerssliban 5% of respondents indicated that they
would approach either a domestic or internationdbON or aid organisation, religious
organisation or organisation run by migrants fréw@it home country for help.

To borrow R500:
o0 36% of migrants would approach a friend
0 55% of migrants either feel that there is no plexdind help or do not know
where to find help
To borrow R5000:
0 17% of migrants would approach a friend
0 75% of migrants either feel that there is no plexdind help or do not know
where to find help
For legal advice:
0 42% of migrants would approach a private lawyer
0 29% of migrants either feel that there is no plexdind help or do not know
where to find help
If there was trouble with the police:
o 36% of migrants would approach a private lawyer
0 45% of migrants either feel that there is no plexdind help or do not know
where to find help
For accommodation:
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0 42% of migrants would approach a friend
o 36% of migrants either feel that there is no plexdind help or do not know
where to find help

Migrant networks are small and do not effectiveligi@ss migrants’ needs once they are settled
in Johannesburg. Most migrants access social nkswiafore and during their move to the city,
and some will approach friends for small loans elphwith accommodation after they are
settled. However, few receive help finding emplowimevhich is the main impetus for migration
to Johannesburg.

* 15% of migrants work for a migrant of the same d¢ouaf origin

* 18% of migrants received help with employment wtiey first arrived

» 24% of migrants received help buying tickets or hwitravel arrangements to
Johannesburg

* 24% of migrants provide loans to others in Southcaf which is over twice the number
of South Africans who loan money to others (theralso a significant breakdown among
national lines; 52% of Mozambiquans provide loaisnpared with an average of 25%
of other migrants)

* 35% of migrants received help with transportaticoney to Johannesburg

* 57% of migrants received help with accommodationemnvithey first arrived in
Johannesburg

* 61% of migrants received general information allmitannesburg

Conclusion
From the ACS, it appears that migrants are notisgekelp from organisations or social

networks upon arrival in Johannesburg. The overmuhmg feeling amongst migrants is that
there are no institutions to turn when they nedd.he
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Section 4: Discussion of Findings: South African Organisations

Introduction

This section is based on organisational interviewls 24 South African based organisations that
are working on migration related issues. A tableoofanisations that consented to being
identified in this study appears in Appendix B ath@ questionnaire in Appendix C were
structured around five parts; a history of the argation, its organisational structure and
capacity, main activities, collaboration and petmepand experiences of mobilising.

Who are the main organisations working in the migrat field?

The civil society sector that is working on refugaed migrant issues in South Africa is
relatively small. Broadly, they can be divided inflaur groups with the exception of one
government office; 1) international donors and N&Q@) national NGO'’s formed and run by
South Africans who have migration or refugee issae®ne of their programmes, 3) migrant
formed and led CBO’s or smaller NGO’s which areslestablished and formalised than Group
2, 4) FBO'’s, some of which also have NPO statud,are local government office. The distinct
levels at which these organisations work have etkstructural limitations for collaboration.

The activities, structure, focus and resourcesheté differ. Discussion will follow based on
these groupings.

A total of 24 organisational interviews were conacwith a range of organisations in South
Africa.

Group | Type of organisation Number of organisations
1 International donor, organisat'an 3
2 National NGO 7
3 Migrant- led CBO/NG® 8
4 FBO 7
Local Government 1
Total 26

Table 7: Composition of respondents South Africg#aisational)

Group 1: International donors and organisations

History of organisation

Organisation Number of years in operation in SA
1 1980

2 1997

3 Not known

% Two of these organisations failed to respond tmemous requests for interviews therefore infornmigobased on
desktop research only.
* Six of these organisations were interviewed byeagjues from FMSP for another project.
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Table 8: Group 1: number of years in operation

Of the three organisations, two are internatiorggnaies and the other is an FBO. All have
offices in most continents, and two of the thregehaperated in South Africa for more than a
decade.

Organisational structure and capacity

The structure of the agencies differs; generalhernational offices are either regional or
country offices with different levels of authorignd budgets. The number of staff and level of
skill varies from 50-75 and includes administratifineancial professional and support staff.

Main activities, target group, geographical locatio

All organisations are working nationally and based>auteng. Two of the three work through

local implementing partners and provide technicaistance to the national government. The
main activities are centred on emergency reliefeaech, voluntary repatriation and integration
and access to services. The FBO has a specific atemnal work with the poor and vulnerable

and provides emergency and material relief for agwo months to those in need. It has a
community-oriented approach, whereas the internatiagencies work more at a national level.
Two of the organisations work only with refuged bther with migrants and refugees.

Collaboration and mobilisation

None of the organisations appear to have closdigethips with FBO’s, local NGO’s and
CBO's. There is a sense that national level coliathon between themselves and government is
good, but this has not translated into close waykaiationships on the ground. One organisation
feels that the discrimination and the daily fight Survival amongst migrants on the one hand
and scarce resources amongst organisations ornheelas pushed large scale mobilisation into
the background. The external agenda setting oetbaganisations coupled with senior staff who
are often do not have extensive experience in thethSAfrican context, has impeded the
legitimacy and impact of these organisations anthisd them from many local NGO'’s, FBO'’s
and CBO's .

Group 2: South African-run NGO'’s
History of organisation

The vision and founding rationale of these orgdmisa is rooted in particular areas of social
and political justice which also form their corecis. These areas include anti-apartheid
struggles, gender violence and access to legaggiron. Most of these organisations have been
established for more than 20 years although the loaly begun working in the migrant and
refugee area since 1998. All have formal NGO status

Organisation Year of establishment Year began working on migrant issues
4 1989 1998
5 2006 2007
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6 1955 2005
7 1921 Not known
8 1979 Not known
9 1979 Not known
10 1998 1998

Table 9: Group 2: number of years in operation
Organisational structure and capacity

Generally, organisations falling in this sector hetter funded and resourced than migrant-led
organisations. Five of the seven organisations reeenational funders whilst the other two rely

on private donations and smaller grants. The osgdioins have functioning boards, clear

structures, defined programmes, more staff withéigkills and less of a reliance on volunteers.
They also have stronger linkages into existing govent and NGO forums than migrant-led

organisations.

Main activities, target group, geographical locatio

The main activities of these organisations inclueking toward the eradication of gender
violence, trauma counselling, disaster managentemtie based care for HIV, advocacy and
lobbying, capacity building of service providergddagal assistance and litigation. None of these
organisations work exclusively on migration issueather migrants and refugees are
mainstreamed into the organisations’ overall progree and target groups.

Most of the organisations work at a national lewéh field offices across the major cities in
South Africa. They work with South Africans and raetionals. Two of the seven work only
with refugees and asylum seekers due to donor tonsli

Collaboration and mobilisation

Most organisations work actively with local and ioall government departments and local
FBO’s and NGO's in their area of locality to refdrents for support and services. Most find
such relationships useful as it allows them totslr@esources and reach more people. In most
cases, collaboration has not extended beyond teeaksystem.

Some of the challenges identified for mobilising thre migrant sector include insufficient
resources and funding; lack of national coordimateamongst organisations; high levels of
distrust amongst migrants, organisations and gaowvent; language barriers; the difficulty of
working with large and diverse groups of people télatively short time that migration issues
have been on the national agenda and therefork @faawareness or knowledge on how to deal
with it and a lack of strategic partnerships witadia and churches.

Migrant mobilisation is understood in different veagome organisations see it as a government
supported initiative whilst others feel civil sagieor even migrants themselves need to take the
lead. However, most agree that the target of neaiibn includes a clear and consistent national
policy on migration, easier access to documentaimh fostering awareness and understanding
on the rights of migrants.
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Key national actor

This organisation was established in 1998 in resgoto an identified gap in national level
coordinating and advocacy-oriented functions fore timigrant and refugee sector. The
organisation has three full time staft—one of thg &hallenges to operating—and is tasked with
coordinating the sector and informing policy. Thare two programmes; protection and access
to services. The organisation is funded by inteomatl donors and other NGO'’s.

It has good relations with government and most rofi@evice providers and creates a platform
for harnessing a joint response to migration issié®wever, due to the diversity of the sector, it
is often difficult to agree on one response, andsdins within the membership has hampered
impact. There is insufficient collaboration withetliaith based sector, which represents many
migrants, and can therefore be a potential arearfabilising. As it works at a national level
there is inadequate engagement with migrants andrant led organisations. As the
organisation is based in one locality and has alsmamber of staff activities in other areas of
the country, its impact is limited.

Competition for funding and the lack of institu@dised working relationships in the sector has
resulted in many organisations working against eattter or duplicating services.

Group 3: Migrant-led organisations
History of organisation

All the organisations interviewed were started bigramts to respond to socio, economic and
political inequalities facing them in South AfricMany were spearheaded by one or two
individuals who did not find assistance from NGQ@isthe state and felt a need to establish a
body which would represent their interests. Allfhwihe exception of one—which was started

earlie—were established between 2005-2009. Sithefeight organisations were formed on

national and ethnic lines. The other six have atheo Pan-African base. Six of the organisations
are registered as non profit organisations (NPO®)e status of the other two is not known.

Organisational structure and capacity

Most of these organisations have a weak organisatgtructure and weak and limited capacity.
All have less than 15 staff, many of whom have ipldtroles, and often the founder acts as
chairperson or director. All claim to have boaraist their function is not well articulated. Seven
of the eight organisations do not have stable g lerm funding from recognised donors. Most
rely on membership fees to sustain their activided have short term partnerships with other
NGO’s or government to implement specific projed@e organisation has an international
funder.

Main activities, target group, geographical locatio
The range of activities is diverse and includesfdétiewing:

» Skills training for entry into business and empl@yrh

> NPO'’s exist to serve some public interest andataperate to make a profit. NGO’s are non govemtaidodies
that include NPO's.
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* English classes

* Peace building and integration by integrating miggaand locals in community groups

* Emergency and material relief

* Marches, learning-sharing dialogues, advise Sodtltah government on Zimbabwean
issues

* Protesting against the xenophobic attacks

» Mobilise all migrant organisations

 Work toward a non-xenophobic South Africa by promgtAfrican culture, education
and cultural exchanges

* Promoting the interests of the Somali communit§auth Africa in relation to protection
and documentation

* To work toward development in the DRC

Broadly, the range of activities can be summarisgad three themes; contributing to national
interests in the home country, facilitating accesservices and protection in South Africa and
working toward integration in host communities.

Most organisations are based in Johannesburg; baneesatellite offices and/or representatives
in other cities in South Africa. Most claim to beaching thousands of migrants either through
direct membership or via church activities, intérg@ups and community forums.

Collaboration and mobilisation

Most organisations have had negative experience®iking with government and civil society
in South Africa, citing issues of legitimacy andstdist as the major stumbling blocks in
establishing working relations. Some are outwarabgtile toward the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR):

“For them [UNHCR] a refugee is an imbecile.”

“Many international organisations employ people whave no knowledge of the context
on the ground and many have hidden agendas.”

“UNHCR is a corrupt body which benefits its ‘crogi@nly.”
Others sense a feeling of being taken advantagg gbvernment to satisfy public opinion:

“Yesterday, a member walked into Luthuli House [AN&adquarters in Johannesburg]
and told people he represented the Malawian comiyumiSA. They treated him like a
big man and gave him ANC posters to distribute.jli## went in to see what would
happen.”

It is evident from the interviews that relationgvaeen the government, civil society and migrant
communities are strained. Although there are catesllaboration, these are at local levels and
are mostly isolated and not formalised. What isoenaging, though, is the greater degree of
collaboration within and amongst migrant commusitiparticularly following the May 2008
attacks.
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Most concede that collective mobilisation has natusred in South Africa on the scale that it

should, due to insufficient collaboration due tangeetition for resources and status amongst
stakeholders, lack of funding, inconsistent po$icend bureaucratic and uncommitted and
practices from government. Some of the key chaélertig mobilising migrants include language

barriers, distrust in the communities and lackesfources.

Some of the successes in mobilising have occuhmedigh strategic partnerships with the media.
This has led to increased publicity and credihilagcess to funding and other crucial resources
such as office space and access to telephonestanaet.

Group 4: FBO'’s

History of organisation

Organisation | Number of years in operation | Number of staff Status
11 2006 5 staff, 11 volunteers NPO, FBO
12 1998 Not known NPO, FBO
13 1996 7 staff, varying numbers oNPO
volunteers
14 Mid 1990’s 13 Started as an FBO npw
NPO
15 1994 11 FBO now NPO
16 2002 5 NPO, FBO
17 More than 40 years Not known Church and NPO

Table 10: Group 3: history and organisational stmec

All but one of the organisations was establishéeraf994 by various churches and other FBO'’s
to respond to the needs of migrants and refugees apgproached these institutions for
assistance. All have NPO status and a furtherdgrtify themselves as FBO's as well. Most are
Christian based, although one is interfaith.

Organisational structure and capacity

The size of each organisation is small with allingMess than 15 staff. The typical structure
includes a board or committee which has an overgigle, a director that is responsible for
management and fundraising, an administrative arah€ial officer and programme staff which
are comprised of social workers, auxiliary socialrkers, community workers and paralegals.
Most state that they are under staffed and do aet Isufficient professionals, particularly social
workers.

Funding is a key challenge for all organisationg) tof the seven are UNHCR implementing
partners, and the remaining five are funded thraaglombination of private church donations,
specific church funds and private donations. Orgedditional funding from the Department of
Social Development. All cite lack of funding as theain obstacle to implementing their
programme.

Main activities, target group, geographical locatio
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The main activities and target groups of the org@ions can be distinguished by the principal
funder. The UNHCR implementing partners target aefpigees and asylum seekers and focus
their activities on:

» Weekly orientation sessions where information oa tights of refugees and access to
services is given

* Limited material support based on need and aviitkabf resources
* Psycho social assessments of all applicants aedaésf to relevant service providers

The other five organisations target all non natismegardless of status (one focuses exclusively
on migrant women and children) and most offer aneore of the following services:

* English language classes

» Direct intervention with service providers and statstitutions to facilitate access to
services such as documentation, child support graducation, health, etc.

» Direct service provision, mainly in the form of #lkee primary school education and
material relief

» Specialised services such as trauma counselling

» Assistance with job placement

In addition to the above, one organisation has ecip focus on integration; its activities
include children and youth groups and community ksbops which target non nationals and
locals.

Despite limited funding and insufficient staff, argsations seem to have a wide reach and most
would like to expand their activities to reach mpemple given additional resources.

Organisation Average number of peopl Geographic location
receiving direct services montfly

11 230 Johannesburg and Pretoria

12 Estimates 1000 Cape Town

13 Shelter to 40 women Cape Town

14 700 Durban

15 800 Cape Town

16 500 Durban

17 More than 3500 Johannesburg

Table 11: Group 3: main activities and target group

Collaboration and mobilisation

Most organisations seem to enjoy credibility amomgigrants and sound working relations with
local government and other local NGO’s. Many wddsely with each other at a local level and
other NGO'’s through informal referral systems iderto stretch resources. At a national level,
collaboration is weaker. Many do not work with patl NGO’s or government departments.
The non-UNHCR funded organisations do not havesitige view of it with many stating that

® Based on organisations’ reported statistics; setiethe same group of people who are seen monthly.
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they are uncertain of UNHCR’s exact role. CoORMSAséen to have an information function
only with no substantive organising role. Severglanisations discussed how repeated funding
proposals to the Department of Social Developmewehbeen unsuccessful, and a general
feeling of bureaucracy exists in dealing with nagéibgovernment departments such as DHA and
Department of Labour.

All organisations, with the exception of one, fa®t there is insufficient collaboration amongst
stakeholders on migration issues. Most organisati@ve found it difficult to mobilise migrants
due to language barriers, ethnic and national idngs insufficient knowledge and skills and
funding to mobilise and the lack of a common factomobilise behind. All agree that the key
challenges facing migrants in South Africa are doentation and access to basic services such
as housing shelter and work.

Generally, there appear to be more challengesdppartunities to mobilising with practical and
structural problems been identified as key obstacle

Key state actor

A local government organisation was establishe@007 by the Municipality in response to a
need to address migration issues within the Citptegrated Development PlanThere are
currently seven offices spread across the city wihiave a total staff complement of eight full
time personnel and five interns; full time stafé aither social workers or have qualifications in
management. A mayoral migration sub-committee pesvioversight. The office has two main
functions; firstly to provide direct services to lw#n clients and secondly community outreach
activities and workshops to sensitise people onranigissues. Approximately 100 and 1000
people are reached through each function per moeghectively.

As a government office, there is reluctance amoiggamts to approach the office for fear of

being reported. There is also a perception thaiaim provide material assistance which it is not
in a position to do. Because of this role, howevtke, office is strategically placed to inform

government on how to respond to migration issudge €hallenges here, though, are the
bureaucracies within government and the lack of moimication between national-provincial-

local governments.

Collaboration and mobilisation

The perception from the office is that there iquffisient collaboration and amongst migrants

and that each migrant led organisation works fagrotvn interests. There is a better relationship
with the more established NGO'’s and the FBO'’s altifocollaboration is limited to workshops

and joint public awareness events. The litigatigaiast the City initiated by some NGO'’s has
broken trust between local government and civiletgdo an extent.

It is felt that migrants and refugees have causagmentation amongst themselves by competing
for resources. They need to unite and mobilism#®ves, and there is also a strong feeling that
migrants wish to remain isolated and can maniputhtestate system for their own interests.

" A municipal level planning document that all mupitities should develop and implement to achidnesrt
developmental objectives.
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Conclusion

The organisations interviewed for this study fallfour broad groups. Firstly, the international
donors and development organisations that haveablagendas, bigger budgets and more
resources. Their main activities differ, from imtational relief to resettlement and establishing
partnerships with government agencies. The secoupgre the more established South Africa
based and run NGO’s, many of which work on a rasfgievelopmental and human rights issues
of which migrant and refugees interest is one. Sofrtee challenges that they face include lack
of adequate funding and scarce skills. Their maicu$ is on access to rights and service
provision and includes raising awareness of anditbtng access to specific rights such as
health or education, and providing specialised iarakepth services such as legal assistance and
trauma counselling. In most instances, servicesaaadlable to all residents of the geographic
area in which they operate including locals andcategories of non nationals. The third group
consists of migrant led organisations. These haen lestablished mostly in the past ten years
and are marked by weak institutional capacity amdtéd, unstable funding. Some work with
specific national groups whilst others work moredutly. Most have a local focus and have not
had good relations with key state and national gafayThe final group consists of FBO’s that
have more of a relief and material assistance agprdo their work. They work with all
categories of migrants and seem to have credilaility a wide reach.
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Section 5: Discussion of Findings: Nairobi

Introduction

This section is based on an analysis of the AfriCéres Dataset, which surveyed 755 migrants
and Kenyans in Nairobi in 2007, and organisationtrviews and/or desktop research with six
organisations working on migration issues in Nairob

What is known about individual mobilisation and colective action

Statistics from the Nairobi ACD show that migraiitave slightly more contact with state
institutions and NGO’s than those surveyed in Jabahurg, but that most do not seek
assistance, support or information from these.

The majority of migrants in the Nairobi survey—=83%save refugee status, which is higher than
the 48% in the Johannesburg survey, yet only 57%& hasited the local UNHCR office, and
88% have not been to the local Department of RefuAféairs. Despite recognised legal status,
migrants are reluctant to approach the institutsetsup to assist them. Most would seek support
for work, advice, shelter and money from religimrganisations, friends and family or feel that
they there no available options.

* 58% have not been to an NGO

* 99% do not support any NGO for migrants

* 97% do not support any NGO run by migrants
* 97% do not contribute to social or sport club

* 98% are not part of any police forum

* 95% are not part of any community forum

As was the situation with migrants in the Johanasslsurvey, respondents are more likely to
approach FBO'’s or religious institutions when iede

» 37% would go to a religious group for legal advice

* 53% support a religious organisation

* 60% would ask a friend for assistance if they neecbommodation, 16% to a religious
organisation and 2% to a migrant run NGO

Social networks

98% of migrants have been encouraged by familyriends to come to Nairobi or supported
either through the provision of accommodation, gan@formation on Kenya, or giving money
to purchase a ticket. Almost three quarters ofdétszmpled used money from family and friends
to pay for their trip. For most, family or kin wettge first contact in Nairobi.
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First contacts Nairobi Freq.| Percent
Did not know/did not respond 4 0.57
Local Kenyans 151 | 21.42
Kin or family member already in Kenya 319 45.25
Members of pre-migration community], 84 11.91
People from country of origin 62 8.79
Kenya aid workers/NGO 28 3.97
Kenyan government officials 3 0.43
Religious leaders 6 0.85
Chiefs/village heads from home countr§ 0.14
Chiefs/village heads from Kenya 1 0.14
Employer 12 1.70
Education institution 2 0.28
Other 32 4.54
Total 705 | 100.00

Table 12: First contact for migrants in Nairobiugwe: ACD

Most migrants would go to a friend if they needbmrow a small amount of money such as
R500 (81%). For a larger amount of R5000, 34% waado a bank and only 11 % to a friend.
20% feel there is nowhere to go.

Work

72% of migrants did not work on arrival in Nairofihis improved somewhat after time, but
67% were still unemployed at the time of the sureeg a small number—17%—were self-
employed. If they did not work, 59% of migrants digbeir savings to support themselves,
suggesting that self-sufficiency was more of a wes® that organisations or networks.

Identity

Ethnic, tribal and religious identity is strong amgst the respondents and most would fight to
defend these:

* 96% are proud to identify with their ethnic groaemtity
*  95% would fight to defend their home country

*  91% would fight to defend their tribe or ethnic gpo

* 83% would defend their religion

* 51% would defend Kenya

Collective action

A total of six organisational interviews were conthdl in Nairobi and supplemented by internet
based research. A breakdown of these appears b&loamplete list of consenting participating
organisations appears in Appendix D. Due to thellsmanber of respondents, findings will be
summarised and analysed as a whole.
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Type of Organisation Number
International NGO or agency 2
NGO 1

FBO 2
Migrant run NGO 1

Total 6

Table 13: Composition of respondents — Nairobi &aigational)
History of organisation

With the exception of one organisation, the respoitglhave been working on refugee issues for
less than 15 years. This is higher than the Sofribah cases. Generally, the FBO’s have less of
a developmental or human rights perspective ir thegsion than the other organisations. This is
reflected in their mandate and activities.

Organisation | Year established | Mandate Legal status

1 1951 Foster positive migration management tHaternational NGO
benefits migrants and locals

2 1999 Entertain and educate refugees through|filmernational NGO
and media

3 1996 Provide trauma counselling to refugees FBO

4 2004 Missionary FBO

5 1998 Promote and protect rights of refugees afigred NGO

6 1973 Facilitate access to the legal system fer HGO
poor

Table 14: History, mandate and legal status — Ndairo
Organisational structure and capacity

With the exception of one of the international NGQall the respondents have between 5-20
staff and make use of a varying number of volursteEhe FBO's are the least resourced in terms
of staff, capacity and funding. Both FBO’s haveatfof five who are skilled in theology. Their
main funding is from member contributions and otblkurches. In contrast, the NGO’s have
skilled staff of between 11-20, comprising of lavwgjeadvocates, paralegals, sociologists and
communication specialists and draw funding fronerinational donors such as the UNHCR, US
Government and other development oriented donors.

Main activities, target group, geographical locatio

The main activities of the organisation can be pgealinto three broad categories; material
relief, personal intervention and public interedt. organisations work in the two main refugee
camps in NairobiDaadab and Kakuma.

Material Relief
This includes the work of mainly the two FBO’s aaprises of feeding schemes, visits to the
sick, motivational talks and emergency aid packages
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Personal intervention

All the organisations have some component of thitheir programmes. Activities range from
legal advice, assistance to obtain documentatioinsaholarships for education to psycho social
intervention including trauma counselling.

Public interest activities

All the organisations work at some level on pubtiterest issues. These include increasing
awareness amongst refugees on their rights, intterthalogues to foster understanding and
tolerance, intervention with police on arrest aetedtion issues, training of police and judiciary
on the rights of refugees, policy review, monitgrihe implementation of the Refugee Act 2006
and public interest litigation.

The number of people reached each month ranges E@+x400. In a city with a population of
96 000 legal refugees, most recognise that thiassfficient. Most organisations cite lack of
funds and language barriers as the main obstaxiesreasing their reach.

Collaboration and mobilisation

Mobilisation is understood in different ways; fanse organisations, mobilising migrants means
educating or empowering them. For others, mobibsatis about joint coordination and
collaboration in the sector. For the latter, thppe@ars to occur mainly for events rather than for
systematic long term change on migrant issues.

There appears to be some collaboration betweeN®®@'’s, relevant government departments
and international agencies on facilitating accessldcumentation and services. There is very
little collaboration between FBO’s and other actofkey do not seem to share the same
platforms or work from the same mandate.

All organisations felt that more funding is needednobilise properly and that language barriers
and ethnic divisions amongst migrants prevent pr@p#aboration. Working in camps is also
challenging as people have restricted spatial mewtrand are reluctant to seek solutions for
themselves.

All organisations felt that lack of documentatigogcial support and security were the key issues
affecting migrants in Kenya and called for statg $elf-settlement and integration schemes to
improve conditions for migrants and locals.
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Section 6: Conclusions and Recommendations

Migrants have not mobilised significantly in Soutfrica or Nairobi at a collective or individual
level.

Individual mobilisation

* Many migrants in South Africa fear deportationhey claim public spaces for protest,
whilst others feel that addressing immediate ndié@sshelter and food are more of a
priority.

* In Nairobi, living in refugee camps, with restridtenovement and active service
providers, hinders the opportunities for mobilisatand questions whether camps foster
a dependency mindset. The interviews with migrantdohannesburg who live in a
closed “camp-like” context where agencies providmynfree services also raised similar
issues of a lack of agency on the part of migrants.

* In both countries, language barriers, documentatamk of awareness of their rights, and
lack of trust of state officials, donors, NGO’s amijrant-led organisations are listed as
key barriers by migrants in claiming rights.

* Migrants in South Africa cite the long responsedifar organisations to assist them and
discrimination as additional factors that impedairticlaims to rights in South Africa.

* Migrants in Nairobi and South Africa are accessegvices through variety of sources,
which include social networks and FBO’s. A limitadmber claim rights from NGO'’s
and the state. More information is needed on hogramits access these channels and
what strategies they adopt to survive.

* Previous studies on migrant mobilisation show thmgrants tend to organise along
ethnic lines. However, the Zimbabweans who wereruntwed in this study saw other
Zimbabweans as either competitors for jobs or g@teariminals. This "every man for
himself" attitude overrides any sense of sharecdietational background. Most
respondents shared the attitude that if they wasblve problems, they must go home.

* It appears that respondents are not mobilising usxahey do not have adequate
resources (time), lack strong networks (trust witthie ethnic/national group) and do not
enjoy a political environment that is conduciventobilisation. This relates to popular
mobilisation theories which cite these three fatas important considerations in
mobilising.
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Collective mobilisation

* The absence of a common agenda to mobilise belmmited funding and fragmentation
in the sector has contributed to a weak and fragyié society in South Africa.

 The migrant sector in SA—comprising of migrants, ®I§ donors, migrant-led
organisations and government—is plagued by poweramhycs, mistrust and politics
which impede effective and comprehensive collabanat

» Collaboration amongst the different organisatiomskiwng in the migrant sector in both
countries appears to be ad hoc and largely comtameeferrals, information sharing and
participation in joint public events. There appetrde no clear strategy and target for
collaboration in the sector. Collaboration acrosfeiknt levels and with different
stakeholders is limited

* NGO'’s in both countries, whether migrant-led or,rase not reaching enough migrants.
The capacity of organisations to meet the needwigfants is inadequate. Services are
not well coordinated, skilled staff and resources scarce and collaboration is not
formalised. Institutional relationships need tododt and personal relations strengthened
in the sector.

* Migrant-led organisations are formed largely al@tignic and/or national lines, and their
targets of mobilisation are social/economic/paditianequalities. This has perhaps
contributed to a lack of mobilising across migrgraups.

» Migrant led organisations have had some successliactive mobilisation when they
have used the media as a strategy to mobilisetifgieiy such local sources and having
the knowledge, time and funds to access them tigalrin realising the potential of this
resource.

* In South Africa, migrant issues are addressed at fevels; international donors and
agencies, South African led NGO'’s, migrant led N&@hd FBO'’s. Better collaboration
amongst and between these levels and with governisiareded.

* In Nairobi, the main activities of the organisatican be grouped into three broad
categories; material relief, personal interventand public interest. All organisations
work in the two main refugee camps in Nairobi. Aelhing migrant issues within a
broader human rights and development agenda wouttease opportunities for
mobilisation and migrants’ access to rights.

* National level NGO’s appear to have significantgmial in mobilising for migrants’
rights in both countries. They have more resourbester institutional capacity and
experience in advocacy and mobilising. Ensuring th@grant issues are integrated into
national discourses of development is a key patampbing into this potential.

36



Institutional analysis

 The absence of a clear and consistent nationalatiogr policy which provides for
effective migration management systems and strestand ensures that the rights of
migrants are protected and its implementation bijoua levels and branches of the state
hampers local level efforts at improving servicesl aelationships for and amongst
migrants

» Migrant issues in South Africa are not integratetb ithe overall developmental agenda
of civil society and government. Only a small numbé South African NGO'’s have a
migrant focus in their programmes. With their geeatesources and organisational
strength they are ideally situated to reach moxggranits

 Awareness of and funding for migrant related progres within government
departments, national NGO’s and migrant-led orgdiues is needed to integrate and
prioritise migrant issues within the broader csokiety agenda

* The level of mistrust in the sector in South Africeeds to be addressed. Competing
political and personal agendas and confusion aegdigon over the role of the state and
international donors needs to discussed. Cruciabyeral common objectives for
migrants’ rights must be identified in order to atee inclusivity and collaboration in the
sector

* Mobilisation is understood in different ways amdng&O'’s in both countries. Some see
it as collaboration and others as empowerment acatn of migrants. Most identify
different typesandlevels of stakeholders as key players in any mobilisagfforts. A
clear understanding of the meaning and target ddilieation and the responsibilities of
different stakeholders is needed before any suftdessrdination take place
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Appendices

Appendix A: Interview guide for individual intervi ews
Introduction

lam .......... a researcher/ research assistant/intettmea~orced Migration Studies Programme
at Wits University and | would like to talk with yaabout your experiences as a migrant/refugee.

The interview will be between 60 — 90 minutes aat ©e conducted in English, French or
Shona.

Introduce study:

This study, funded by Hivos and the Institute foci@l Services, is looking at the structures and
strategies in claiming rights for migrants, refugesnd asylum seekers in South Africa and
Nairobi. This questionnaire/interview structureastool developed by the Forced Migration
Studies Programme to better understand the expesenf migrants, refugees and asylum
seekers in accessing rights, protection and maoiglis

Confidentiality and Consent—to be read out to gaatiential participant before the interview.

Participation in this study is voluntary and iddging details of the person responding to this
interview will not be disclosed or revealed. Thex&o payment or stipend for participating in
this interview. You may opt not to answer any jaesnd you may withdraw at any stage. Do
you understand this? Do you wish to proceed?

A: Background:

Country of origin

Sex

Age group

Status (documented, undocumented, awaiting status)

Economic group (working, self employed, unemployessual employment)
Length of stay in SA

B: Organisational affiliation:

Are you part of anylab, group, NGO, FBO etc?
How did you join?

Why did you join? What did you hope to achieve?
What are your experiences of this?

® The postgraduate student researcher who interdiemigrants included questions for their own researt crime
and xenophobic violence in Johannesburg. Migraspaeses from sections D and F were not used irstiady.
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Have you heard of any organisations working witlgnaumnts and refugees? (If prompted mention
UNHCR/ Sonke/ Methodist Church/ CSVR, Zimbabwe &ality, Congo Hearth of
Africa/Migrant reception desk/ Jesuit Refugee Smyj etc.)

What services you think they provide? Whose intsrde you think they serve?

C: Accessing rights:

How do you access rights such as education, hoasiddhealth?

What do you see as the main challenged or bainexscessing rights?
Who can you draw on for assistance?

What are the benefits and disadvantages of suategtes?

D: Accessing protection:

Do you feel safe from crime? Xenophobic violend&hft would have to change for you to feel
safe?]

How do you protect yourself from crime and/or xeimolpic violence?

What do you see as the main challenges or batagrotecting yourself from crime and
xenophobic violence?

Who can you draw on for assistance?

What are the benefits and disadvantages of suategies?

E: Relationship with state:

Do you have any interaction with official bodieshdh ones?
What is the nature of such a relationship?

What are your experiences of it?

What do you think of SA's immigration policies gomctices?

F: Protection and documentation:

Do you think the SA government should protect yaunf crime and xenophobic violence? (Are
people aware of their legal rights?)

Do you think your home government should protect from crime and xenophobic violence
when you are in SA?

Do you think your documentation status affects Wwhebr not you are protected? (When does
documentation matter?)

Do you think your nationality affects whether ot you are protected? (When does nationality
matter?)

G: On mobilising:

How do you understand mobilisation?

Do you think it is useful for migrants to mobiliséthy?
What would you like to mobilise for?

Who would you work with?
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Do you trust South Africans? Why?

Do you trust other migrants in SA? Why?

Do you trust other migrants from your country? Why?

Do you think there is any collaboration betweennamgs in SA? Why do you think this is so?
Do you think there is any collaboration betweentB8@fricans and migrants? Why do you
think this is so?

General
Is there anything else you would like to add?

Thank you for your time
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Appendix B: Interview guide for organisations

Date:
Organisation:
Name and Position of person:

Contact number and email address:

This study, funded by Hivos and the Institute focial Services is looking at the structures and
strategies in claiming rights for migrants, refugeend asylum seekers in South Africa and
Nairobi. This questionnaire/interview structureastool developed by the Forced Migration
Studies Programme to better understand the workebralf of or with migrants, refugees and
asylum seekers being done by the various NGO’suirb&n, Johannesburg and Cape Town.

Information will remain confidential and identifyin g details of the person and organisation
responding to this questionnaire will not be disclsed at the request of the respondent.

[l Please tick here if you DO NOT CONSENT to disclosmsuch details
A copy of the final report will be made available 6 all participating organisations.
(1 Please tick here if you DO NOT wish to receive theeport

Responding to this questionnaire/interview is volutary and you may withdraw at any
stage.

Thank you for your time

A: History of organisation

1. When was it established and why?
2. NPO Status?

B: Organisational structure

How many staff and volunteers?

What is the level of skill of staff?

Does the organisation have a board?
What role does it play in the organisation?
What is the total organisational budget?

No oA~ ®
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8. What are the main sources of funding?
9. Approximately how many people do you reach? In vaeators? In what geographic area?
10.Do you think this is enough?

10.1. If not, why do you think people are relu¢temcome to you for services?
10.2. How can you avoid this?

C: Activities and programme

11.What are the main activities of your organisation?
12.What do you see as the strength of the organisation
13.What value do you add to the community?

14.What challenges do you face in terms of operation?

15.Do you have any relationships with other NGO’s?
15.1 If so which ones?
15.2. What is the nature of such a relationship?
15.3 What is your experience of this relationship?
16.Do you have any relationships with any FBO?

16.1. If so which ones?
16.2. What is the nature of such a relationship?
16.3. What is your experience of this relationship?
17.Do you have any relationships with state actors?
17.1. If so which ones?
17.2. What is the nature of such a relationship?
17.3 What is your experience of this relationship?
18.Do you believe that there is sufficient collabaratin the refugee and asylum seeker sector?
19.Please comment on what you think the main challefagng refugees and asylum seekers
in SA today are.
20.What strategies can you propose to deal with these?
21.Please comment on your experiences in working reiingees and asylum seekers.
22.Do you think you have a strong profile in the conmiyf? Are you visible?
22.1. If not why do you think this is so?

D: Accessing rights

23.How do you assist refugees and asylum seekercesaing rights?
24. Are your activities mainly geared toward: (morertlome answer is possible)
a) Awareness of rights
b) Information on how to access rights
c) Collective and or individual action in accessirghts
d) Campaign to secure more rights for refugees/asgeshkers
e) Campaign to ensure implementation of constitutioigdits and protection as
guaranteed in international law and treaties
f) Other — please specify
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25.What would you say are some of the problems refuigaed asylum seekers face in
accessing their rights in South Africa?

E: Mobilisation

26.Have you initiated or been a part of any mobilmattampaigns for refugees and asylum
seekers?
26.1. Which ones?
26.2. What was your experience of this?

27.What are your perceptions of mobilising refugeas asylum seekers? For example is it
easy to get them together? What are the challenges?

28.1f you were to mobilise, what or who would be ydoarget, how would you do this and who
would you work with?

F: General

29.1s there anything else you wish to add? Thank wowdur time.
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Appendix C: List of organisations which participated in this study and agreed to be

identified: South Africa

Organisation

Geographical location

Black Sash Johannesburg, works nationally
Bonne Esperance Cape Town

Cape Town Refugee Centre Cape Town

Central Methodist Church Johannesburg

Centre for Study of Violence and Reconciliation

Johannesburg, works nationally

Legal Resources Centre

Johannesburg, works nationally

Refugee Pastoral Care Durban
Refugee Social Services Durban
Scalabrini Refugee Services Cape Town

Sonke Gender Justice Network

Johannesburg, works nationally

South African Red Cross Society

Johannesburg, works nationally

Xaveri Movement

Johannesburg

Zimbabwe Solidarity Forum

Johannesburg
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Appendix D: List of organisations which participated in this study and agreed to be

identified: Nairobi

Organisation

Geographical location

Africa Refugee Programme-Great Lakes Nairobi
Deeper Life Restoration of East Africa Nairobi
Filmaid International Nairobi
Kituo Cha Sheria (Urban Refugee Program) Nairobi
Norwegian Refugee Council Nairobi
Legal Resources Foundation Nairobi
Refugee Council of Kenya Nairobi
UNHCR Nairobi
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