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ABSTRACT

Using a non probability purposive sampling methodology and data analysis based on descriptive 

statistics such as mean, mode, median, frequency distributions and percentages, this research 

study focused on identifying the extent to which the influx of Somali refugees into Dadaab 

Kenya, affected the overall wellbeing of the host community in terms of benefits and 

constraints. It further sought to recognize the risk and resource competition between refugees 

and host community in terms of social, economical and environmental aspects. It was evident 

that the two groups had a positive and friendly perception towards one another, as they shared 

the same ethnic, religious and language group. Comparative analysis showed visible integration 

in areas of business, trade and employment with high competition among the groups. There is 

tangible progressive development in social services (water, health and education) due to the 

existence of the refugees in Dadaab, and a more sustainable and diversifiable source of income 

and better wages in the area. However, environment degradation was significantly a subject of 

concern given the prevailing unsustainable land practices resulting from influx of the refugees. 

Nevertheless, it is accurate to conclude that, the presence of refugees in Dadaab area has had a 

far greater positive impact on the wellbeing and household food security situation of the host 

community.

Key Words: Influx of Somali refugees, Dadaab, benefits and constraints, host community
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

The term ‘internally displaced persons’ has become prominent in the humanitarian community 

Debate about terminology has been heightened by the recent assertion of the US Ambassador t 

the UN that the term ‘IDP’ is “odious terminology” and that the only distinction betwee 

refugees and IDPs are bureaucratic and legal (Andrew and Cynthia, 1979; Andrews, 2003).

In those regions of the world mired in conflict, displaced people face deep and chronic problem 

of poverty and insecurity. In most cases, the forcibly displaced do not have the resources t 

move beyond the region, and they remain internally displaced or move across borders t 

neighboring countries, many of which are facing their own conflicts1. In December 1949, th 

UN General Assembly established Unite Nation High commission of refugees (UNHCR) an< 

called upon all governments to cooperate with UNHCR in performing its functions. Th 

protocol of 1967 Geneva Convention of 1981, and OAU convention of 1969 all on status o 

refugees were conventions meant to provide for the protection of refugees internationally.

Articles 2 and 12 of the Geneva Convention of 1951 on General obligation, and personal statu 

of refugees demand a refugee to be governed and conform to law and regulations of the hos 

countries. The economic and the social impact of larger population on host developing countrie 

has been the subject of the attention within the international community since 1970s. The Unitei 

Nations High Commission for refugees (UNHCR’s) committee has recently taken a keei 

interest in this and related issues, such as international burden sharing. A comprehensiv 

conference room paper looking closely at this impact and at the result of international response 

was presented to standing committee in January 19972 (Bataki, 2003; UNHCR and CAR! 
International, undated).

88/o of the world’s 14.5 milliQji Refugees in 2000 were in the developing countries of Africa, the Middle East an< 
Asia (USCR 2000). 5 P 5

Social and economic impact of large Refugees population on host developing countries, (EC/47/SC/CRP.7),



According to the United Nations Secretary General, Kofi Annan’s report on the cause of conflict 

and the promotion of the peace and sustainable development in Africa there is need for 

mitigating the social and environmental impact of the refugees in host countries as a 

humanitarian imperative. In his report the Secretary General also enumerates deforestation, 

overstretches of local facilities and illicit small arms trafficking as negative impact of massive 

refugee population on host countries and the cause of conflict and promotion of durable peace 

and sustainable development in Africa, (Annan, 1998).

With its geographical location bordering five countries between the Horn of Africa and the 

Great Lakes, Kenya had approximately 12,000 refugees in 1988, the majority of who were 

Ugandan and lived in Nairobi (UNHCR, 2005). These refugee enjoyed full status rights, 

including the right to reside in urban centers and move freely throughout the country, the right 

to obtain a work permit and access educational opportunities, and the right to apply for legal 

local integration, (UNHCR, 2009). Refugee numbers in Kenya have since increased mainly as a 

result of the continuing anarchy and civil insecurity in Somalia.

1.2 Problem Statement

The political crises, that were in part precipitated by the end of the Cold War, in the Sudan, 

Somalia, and Ethiopia in 1991-1992 and later in Burundi, Rwanda, and the Democratic Republic 

of Congo (DRC), led to a large-scale influx of refugees into Kenya. The numbers jumped from 

roughly 12,000 in 1988 to 120,000 in 1991 to over 400,000 in 1992 and eventually stabilized at 

around 220,000 by 2000 (Bataki, 20003; UNHCR, 2004). With the renewed fighting in Somalia 

between 2007 and 2009 which resulted in large scale displacement, especially from Mogadishu, 

refugee numbers in Kenya have again swollen to over 350000.

Political upheaval, anarchy and civil insecurity have continued in Somalia since the overthrow 

of Mohamed Siad Barre in 1991. Many attempts to form an effective and lasting government 

have so far not been successful. Currently a weak Transitional Federal Government (TFG) is in 

place, but the emergence of armed Islamist groups is posing a challenge to the authority of the 

transitional federal government, whose control is limited to just a few districts in Mogadishu.
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1 Islamist groups took control of most of south-central Somalia including the greater part of 

Mogadishu and port city of Kismayo.

I The collapse of civil security and governmental institutions in Somalia has resulted in the

I failure to a large extent of agriculture and other productive institutions. This, coupled with 

recurrent droughts has made large sections of the population food insecure and dependent on 

humanitarian assistance over a long period of time. This food insecurity affecting almost half of 

Somali population in both urban and rural areas is another major factor that is responsible for 

displacement of persons and their continued to streaming into Kenya. The combination of these 

major risk factors has brought security and safety concerns; fear of wider conflict and forced

1 additional number of refugees into the neighboring countries including Kenya (Amigo, 2006).

Somali refugees have fled to Kenya in significant numbers since the early 1990s, and as of July 

2009 more than 288,000 Somali refugees were registered in the camps in Dadaab. As a result of 

the ongoing armed conflict throughout Somalia, new arrivals continue to flow into the camps at 

an alarming rate despite the official closure of the border by the Government of Kenya in 2007. 

More than 45,000 Somali refugees have been registered in Dadaab since the beginning of 2009, 

and more than 60,000 arrived in 2008 (BBC, 2002; HRW, 2009).

UNHCR and the international community have made various attempts to secure additional land 

to expand the existing three camps to accommodate the growing number of new arrivals and to 

decongest the already overcrowded camps. Each of the three camps in Ifo, Dagahaley, and 

Hagadera was designed to accommodate no more than 30,000 refugees, though at present each 

camp hosts a population of between 91,000 and 98,000 (GoK, 2005b; IRIN, 205).

Kenya became party to the 1951 refugees Convention and ratified the OAU Convention 

pertaining to refugees; but has failed to develop its own national refugee’s legislation (GoK, 

2009a,b. It has instead relied on a variety of unwritten ad hoc policies and existing immigration 

law to address refugee issues. One key policy that emerged after the 1991 influx was the 

encampment policy, where Kenya agreed to accept refugees but insisted that they all must reside 

in designated camps far from the urban centers (Horst, 2004; GoK, 2008a, 2009). The vast
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majority of refugees are not allowed to leave the camps or reside outside of them, they are no 

longer granted work permits and they have been denied opportunities to legally integrate in 

Kenya (UNHCR, 2003, GoK, 2009c).

According to De Montclos and Kagwanja (2000), refugees see their stay as temporary; their 

focus is on short term income generation to make life in the camps bearable. The local 

population and host government see refugees as a short term burden with little incentive to 

create cooperation and communication channels. Major donors and implementing agencies, in 

view of an unsustainable settlement structure (care and maintenance camps), stress on voluntary 

repatriation, the best solution if no alternative to large camps is considered. They have thus little 

incentive to initiate a long term developmental process with participatory approaches (Adelman, 

2003).

The majority of the world’s refugees and IDP populations are being hosted by countries ranking 

at the lowest levels of the Human Development Index. In this context, not only refugees are 

placed by governments in the poorest and most remote parts of the countries, but they often 

compete with local communities for their livelihood, increasing the tension and hostility 

between host communities and refugees. In Dadaab, the refugees outnumber the local 

population by far. This impedes negotiations on an equal level. The bigger the number of 

refugees in a camp, the more difficult it is for individuals to see their own impact and their 

potential to take part in decisions regarding community concerns (Beaudou, Luc and Marc, 
1999).

Large numbers of refugees tend to create simplifications for aid providers and a smaller ratio of 

aid workers. Such situations encourage or even force donors, host governments and 

implementing agencies to come to decisions in a top-down manner thus hampering participation 

of refugees and host communities. Although a large number of refugees possess skills in such 

areas as agriculture, livestock management and small-scale trade, a number of constraints, 

including the poor natural resource base of the areas where they reside, frustrate their efforts to 

become self reliant, making them dependent upon external assistance and create competition to 

the limited resources available in the town and surrounding areas (GoK, 2003).
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Moreover, the urban population in the main towns such as Garissa, Wajir, Mandera and Nairobi 

is increasing due to new refugee arrivals and lack of absorption capacity in camps. In addition, 

the threat of and war on terrorism, and the considerable burden to the economies of countries 

hosting large refugee populations for extended periods of time, has contributed to an increasing 

hostility towards Somali refugees and asylum seekers, which are subjected to several violations 

such as arbitrary arrest, detention, and denial of social and economic rights.

The presence of these large population of refugees in Dadaab area of Garissa has invariably had 

adverse impact on the environment of this fragile ecological zone owing to competition for 

scarce resources found in this environment by over 300,000 people both locals and refugees. 

This has been worsened by the presence of large herds of livestock and wildlife resulting in 

serious environment degradation of Dadaab division trust land environment. The impact of the 

refugees on these resources has seriously reduced the land space previously available to the 

local community to support livelihood (Hussein, 2005). The sustainable livelihoods approach is 

a useful way to think about how to reduce poverty in stable situations, and some writers have 

sought to apply it to refugee livelihoods (Blondel, 2002a,b; Chamy, 2009).

Refugee and internally displaced people in conflict3 areas are subject to new forms of risk that 

burden the pursuit of livelihoods. The major problems of Displacement tend to aggravate 

existing vulnerabilities and create new forms. Social groups that are politically or economically 

marginalized, like pastoralists in the Horn of Africa, or ethnic groups like the Twa in Rwanda, 

find themselves at double risk when they are displaced and have even more difficulty pursuing 

livelihoods. Displacement can result in new forms of gender and age vulnerability. For women, 

the loss of husband and children can result in the loss of identity, and in social marginalization, 

as well as increased economic burden. In some societies, the loss of cultural adornment, 

clothes, head coverings and other forms of traditional dress can affect women’s identity, and

conflict increases women’s vulnerability to sexual violence and rape, and exacerbates levels of domestic violence and sexual harassment. 
ĵ *Pc and sexual harassment increase the spread of sexually transmitted diseases, including H1V/AIDS, and unwanted pregnancies. The fear of 
caus- cnt anc* rape in turn forces women into forming alliances with soldiers and other men in power as a means of safety and escape. This 
co Cs ot*)er problems such as exposure to HIV/AIDS, more abuse and eventual abandonment and potential expulsion from their own 

Cities. Rape often carries stigma resulting in marginalization or expulsion from the community.
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restrict their mobility and ability to take part in relief programmes like food distributions (ESD, 

2008).

The former Secretary General of the United Nation Kofi Annan enumerated deforestation 

overstretches of local facilities and illicit small arms trafficking as negative impact of massive 

refugee population on host countries (UNHCR, 1998). The uninterrupted influx of Somalia 

refugees due to the lack of stability and lawless in their homeland will create further pressure on 

the host community in Dadaab. These issues have received considerable attention, and several 

studies, showing both negative and positive impact, have been published. This research will 

investigate the combination of the socio-economic and environmental impact of Somalia 

refugees on the host community in Dadaab (Phillips, 2003).

1.3 Research Questions

The research aims to answer the following questions.

1. What are the perceptions of the host community about the refugees?

2. How have refugees been integrated with host community?

3. What are the major environmental effects from both refugees and host community?

4. How has the presence of refugees improved social service such as health, education, 

water, women empowerment and social security in host areas?

5. Does the presence of the refugees decrease and / or increase the vulnerability of the host 

community, employment opportunity, daily wages and overall income?

How the presence of the refugees contributed the wellbeing situation of the host 

community?

14 Objectives of the Study

Tne aim of the study was to identify the benefits and constraints of the Somali Refugees in 

Kenya generally and specifically Dadaab Division and to recognize the risk and resource 

competition between refugees and host community in terms of social, economical and 

environmental aspects. More specifically, the study focused on the following objectives.
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1 To establish the perceptions of host communities and refugees about each other;

2 To examine the extent of integration between refugees and host communities in the 

Dadaab area;

To assess the effect on the environment resulting from the presence and activities of the 

Somalia refugees in the Dadaab area;

4 To assess the level of access of refugees and host community to social services 

(education, water, health services, security, transportation, and women empowerment 

programs) in the Dadaab area and the effect on host communities;

5. To investigate the main income source activities of the refugees and the effect that these 

have on the host community;

6. To investigate wellbeing situation of the host community

1.5 Justification and Rationale of the study

The situation has become untenable and has greatly reduced UNHCR’s ability to ensure the 

provision of healthcare, water, sanitation, shelter, food, basic necessities, as well as the 

protection to the refugees in the camps. The impact of overcrowding on the local environment 

has been significant, and as a consequence UNHCR’s relationship with the host community has 

progressively deteriorated. More than 95% of the refugees in the camp are Somali, with small 

minority populations of refugees from Sudan, Ethiopia, Uganda, Democratic Republic of 

Congo, and Burundi.

1.6 The scope of the study

The study seeks to establish the relationship between the host community and refugees, and the 

extent of pressure of the refugees on host community such as labour competition/or income, 

food access, perception of the host community about the refugees, level of integration with the 

host community, support provided to the host community, environmental degradation and 

sharing ratio of other social services including health, education, water, women empowerment 

and social security. The stfidy seeks find out the socio economic and environmental effects of 

Somali refugees on host the community, Dadaab. This is in light of the status of the host

7



community before refugees, with refugees and after refugees outnumbered the host community. 

The study will particularly Identify and assess the negative and positive effect of Somali 

refugees in Ifo refugee camp and Dadaab host community.
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CHAPTER TW O

LITERATURE REVEIW

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, a brief overview on the ‘socio economic and environmental impact of Somali 

refugees on host community in Dadaab’ is presented and emphasis placed on the socio

economic and environmental conditions consistent with this survey. This is followed by a 

review of existing literature on the socio-economic and environmental conditions as perceived 

and experienced by the refugees, with primary focus on their integration with host community, 

access to incomes sources, their impact on the environment, food security and social services. 

Further, comparisons are made with relevant national and international publications 

investigating the relationship between these socio-economic and environmental conditions and 

their impact on host population.

Host populations are the focus of little academic research in the refugee studies context, but 

their needs and reactions to refugees are important for fairness and management reasons (UNEP, 

2009; NRC, 2009; van Hear, 2002). Several studies on refugees about the protection of 

refugees’ rights, camp absorption capacity, land management and other social problems 

including safety and security on host community have been carried out. Most research on 

refugees, however, is not contextualized within the social and economic aspects and challenges 

that the presence and size of the Dadaab refugee’s camps have on the host community and 
Kenya at large.

Crisp (1999) argues that the field of refugees studies has in fact been “notoriously a historical”, 

researchers being preoccupied with the latest emergency and the responses to it. Even in 

protracted refugee situations like Kenya, the studies often begin with the initial mass influxes 

and rarely analyze socio-economic impact of the refugees on host community, benefits and main 

challenging areas, (Crisp, 2006; Nzyuko, 2008). Despite the fact that, existing studies tend to 

focus on refugee impacts during the initial and intermediate periods of refugee presence. How 

refugee presence affects the environment, infrastructure and national political integration of the 

host country has also been documented and policy options considered ((Nunow, 2007, GoK,
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9003). However, in this paper will focus on various perspectives of social dynamic, 

environmental degradation, food security and lasting economic effects of refugee presence on 

hosts that are somewhat less covered because they are harder to assess and measure together.

2.2 Perception of Host Community about Refugees

Since it became independent in 1963 to date, Kenya has been host to refugees fleeing from 

countries neighboring Kenya as a result of civil war, political unrest and upheavals that at one 

time or another obtained in those countries such as Ethiopia, Somalia, Sudan, Uganda and 

countries in the Great lakes region (Zaire, Burundi, Rwanda). At its peak, during the early 

1990s, Kenya was host to the largest refugee population in East and Central Africa when it 

stood at close to a half a million (Bataki, 2003; OCHA, 2009).

Today the refugee population is down to about a quarter of a million due to the voluntary 

resettlement of some of the refugees and the resettlement of others to countries, usually in 

Europe, Australia and the United States. The refugees are today settled in two camps in Kenya 

Dadaab in North Eastern Province and Kakuma refugee’s camp in Rift Valley Province. This 

followed the closure of other camps in Mombasa, Malindi, Thika, Moyale and Mandera.

The UNHCR, other U.N specialized agencies like UNICEF and other NGOs have assumed the 

responsibility of providing the basic needs for the refugees in these camps (i.e. food, shelter, 

water, healthcare, sanitation and education) while the Kenya Government provides the 

necessary administrative and security back up and generally maintains Law and Order in the 

eamps (Mwangi, 2005; Matovu, 2009).

T'U
e situation of the refugees in the camp is very much similar to that of a prison. They are not 

allowed to come out of the camps without permission to settle in other parts of the country, to 

mter mingle with the Kenya citizens, to look for work or do business outside the camps. The 

evv lucky ones are those that get employed by NGOs and UN agencies who then seek 

Permission for them from the government.

• |
cal communities should be consulted first before the government makes the decision to 

0cate refugee camps in those areas
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Local communities who inhabit the areas where the refugee camps were located made strong 

and passionate appeals for the relocation of those camps to other parts of the country so that 

the burden of hosting the refugee is not borne by them alone.

• Local communities complained that the presence of the refugee in their areas, which are 

ecologically fragile, had placed severe strain on the areas limited their resources.

• Presence of refugee has caused environmental degradation and depletion of natural 

resources i.e. water and deforestation caused by the big demand for firewood by those in the 

camps.

• The influx of refugee had led to an increase in the rate of violent crimes in the country, 

general insecurity; drug trafficking, the smuggling and proliferation of small arms and other 

illegal weapons and an increase in armed banditry and cattle rustling.

• the UNHCR and other NGOs working in the refugees camps that they did not employ or 

give adequate chances of employment to the local youths who were unemployed

• Clash of cultures, corruption of the morals of the local youth and emergence of immoral 

activities and other social vices as a result of the presence of the large number of refugee 

from different countries and the equally large foreign staff and expatriates from other 

countries working in the refugee camps, Lack of a clear government policy on refugees in 

Kenya

• Failure by the government to domesticate the refugees’ conventions and to enact appropriate 

legislation dealing specifically with refugees affairs in Kenya.

Selt-Perception: Refugees Identity and Status

Another theme often coupled with the dependency syndrome is the loss of self-worth that may 

result from protracted refugee situations. Investigations made by GoK (2003) in Dadaab 

strongly support this point. For many, the implications of being called “refugees” were often 

very negative. With a sense of grief, most refer to themselves as “qaxooti”a dreaded identity 

0 en associated with a degraded sense of self. Here are a few personal statements to that effect:
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“A refugee is a fenced person.” (CARE, 2009)

“The word ‘refugees’...in our heads means a weak individual; that is how we see ourselves. 

We ourselves don’t like it when we are called refugees. But what can you do? It means a 

weak person, a person whose country was destroyed; it means a poor person, who has 

nothing, who is begging food that is handed down.” (CASA, 2001 )

• “A person who is sitting somewhere as if s/he was handicapped! There are no men who are 

employed in this block, who go to work in the morning and who gain a living. They are 

sitting around the House. They are unemployed. Nowhere to find jobs!” (Horst, 2001)

• “Refugee is poverty and hunger. A loser standing around, that is a refugee. I think of 

poverty, praying to Allah: ‘Allah, take us out of this misery,’ this suffering and hardship, 

carrying water on your bare back, searching for wood in the bushes, lack of milk for your 

children, unemployment, that is it.” (Lindley, 2007; Lewis, 2009).

• “A refugee is someone suffering. A refugee is someone who is in need. A refugee is 

someone who has nothing. That is how I interpret the word ‘refugees.’ If we had any way of 

freeing ourselves, we would not be in this refugee camp tonight.” (Tacitus, 2009)

• “Refugee is not a pleasant word. When someone is told, ‘you are a refugee,’ it is a word that 

hurts. A refugee is a person who abandoned his habitat, who lives in a territory that is not 

his, and who lives miserably and desperately, constantly worrying. I mean you are seen as 

someone who is less than others, who is worst. So, as refugees, when we are told, ‘you are a 

refugees,’ we see it as if we are despised, weaker and less than other people. It depresses us 

every time the word is used. I see it as weak, someone who is not capable of anything. That 

is how I see the word ‘refugees.’ ” (UNHCR, 2007).

2.3 Refugees Integration with Host Community

As the world reels from the cascade effects of Cold War conflicts gone awry, wars have grown 

increasingly complicated and refugee situations have become ever more prolonged. Such 

protracted refugee situations challenge the “durable solutions” framework embraced by the 

UNHCR, which recommends one of three solutions for the refugees: local integration in the 

country to which the refugees has fled, return to the country of origin, or resettlement in a third 
country, (UNHCR, 2005). *
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protracted conflicts, however, keep refugee in limbo, where they are neither able to resettle in 

third countries nor return home. In the short and intermediate term, when refugees flee across a 

border nearly all of them remain in the first country to which they have fled. Thus, while 

durable solutions have long been discussed as a means to resolve refugee crises, the increasing 

length of refugees stays suggests that refugees require solutions in the intermediate term 

(UNHCR, 2005, 2007, GoK, 2005a).

Some intermediate solutions allow refugees to integrate better than others. Some refugees are 

able to pursue livelihood strategies in urban or rural settings amongst the local population. They 

rarely seek help from humanitarian or government agencies, and, more often than not, are below 

the radar screen of host governments. Other refugees reside in settlements, where they are 

prohibited from dispersing amongst the local population but may be given some land or other 

means for making a living. Others end up in restricted camps, where their capacity for self- 

sufficiency is virtually non-existent (UNHCR, 2007; USCB, 2006).

Although some host countries may offer better opportunities for refugees than others, it cannot 

be assumed that within one country, the same level of integration is always available. In fact, 

different populations who flee to the same country often find themselves in vastly different 

circumstances. That is, the refugees from Djibouti who fled to Ethiopia in the mid-1990s were 

dispersed among the local population, while the more recent Somali and Sudanese refugees are 

restricted to camps (USCB, 2006; van Hear, 2002). Even within a refugee’s population that flees 

to the same country, rates of integration vary widely, refugee from Angola who have fled to 

Zambia are either under restricted government control or are free to farm land and participate in 
the local economy (van Hear, 2002).

The word “integration” in the intermediate term differs from the term “local integration” as a 

durable solution. Integration in the intermediate term refers to the ability of the refugees to 

participate with relative freedom in the economic and communal life of the host region. While 

0cal integration might also include cultural and political participation, integration in the 

W ermediate term does not emphasize the latter two. Full legal rights, too, while ideal, are not a 

^sure of intermediate integration. Further, full self-sufficiency, an excellent indicator of long

13



term

term

local integration, is perhaps too ambitious an indicator for refugees in the intermediate

(Oxfam International, 2009).

v  va hosts refugee populations from at least 10 African countries, but only from three whose 

population number more than 10,000. In 2001, according to the USCR, 33% of Ethiopians, 65% 

of Somalis, and 100% of Sudanese were residing in camps. While discussions with UNHCR 

staff suggested that the exact percentages may be somewhat inaccurate (i.e. there are some, 

albeit few, Sudanese who live in the capital), they offer a general sense of the range of levels of 

integration. Clearly, many Ethiopians, some Somalis, and few Sudanese have integrated in 

Kenya (UNHCR, 2007).

Although Kenya had hosted small numbers of refugees for years, the early 1990s witnessed 

massive influxes of refugees from Somalia and Sudan, and, to a lesser extent, from Ethiopia, 

(figure 2.1). Nearly 100,000 Somali refugees arrived in Kenya in 1991, and hundreds of 

thousands followed in the next several years, flooding the country with its first massive refugee 

population. Somalis fled the political situation created by the fall of the Siad Barre regime, and, 

from the outset, arrived by different modes of transport and experienced different refugee 

conditions (Horst, 2001). In 2001, the Somali refugees in Kenya were estimated at between 

150,000 and 200,000 (UNHCR, 2005).

Figure 2.1: Refugees in Kenya from 1975 to 2002 (Source: UNHCR statistics).
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from the Sudan began arriving in large numbers in 1992. Many of these refugees Refugees* i
viously lived as refugees in Ethiopia, but when the Ethiopian leader Mengistu Haile Mariam 

as ousted and the new regime backed away from supporting, The SPLA, the Sudanese 

refugees fled Ethiopia and eventually made their way to Kenya. The first group of Sudanese to 

arrive in Kenya was the so called “Lost Boys of the Sudan” for whom the first refugee camps 

were built in Kenya.

Renewed fighting had caused the number of Sudanese refugees to rise and fall, but at the close 

of 2001, there were an estimated 70,000. A small number of Ethiopian refugees have been in 

Kenya since the mid-80s, but a group of 10,000 or more entered in 1991, and peaked in 1992 at 

70,000. Since then, Ethiopian refugees have declined and in 2001 there were an estimated 

14,000 in Kenya (UNHCR, 2005).

2.4 Environmental Degradation

The past decade has witnessed a number of ethnic and local conflicts worldwide with the result 

of alarming levels of forced migration in Africa, Asia and Europe. In Africa alone, at the end of 

2004, more than 2.5 million people had found refugee in a country different from their own 

(GTZ, UNHCR and GoK, 1999, 2005b). As host countries are more likely to share a burden 

which largely encompasses the resources available to them, the international community is 

called to step in by providing both the technical expertise and the material resources necessary 

to face the Humanitarian emergency represented by consistent refugee’s inflows (Davey, 

Venanzio and Julius, 2002).

Especially in those contexts, like in most parts of Africa, where receiving countries already face 

socio-political and economic backwardness, consistent refugee inflows may pose additional 

development challenges and lead to the spreading of conflict in the host communities 

(Kolmannskog, 2009). Additionally, if the aid is delivered without an accurate understanding of 

the local context, the international community may contribute to the creation of dangerous

1111 ak*lces between services available to the refugees and those available to the host 
immunities (GoK, 2008a)4’.
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There has been little academic research on the impact of refugees on host populations although, 

over the last two decades, the debate has shifted towards a clearer understanding of the “twin 

predicaments” of economic underdevelopment and refugees movements, leading to the 

assumption that “they are in a very real sense linked and that neither can be fully resolved 

without taking into account the other” (Matovu, 2009). Along the assumption that refugees 

represent a problem or a burden, rather than an opportunity (Salmio, 2009); As Harrell-Bond 

asks: “Why are Refugees and displaced people defined as a welfare problem requiring ‘relief or 

‘care and maintenance’, rather than as people who have problems, but who also have the 

determination to survive and who are ready to put their energies into productive work that could 

also benefit their hosts?” (Salmio, 2009; Ndibalema, 2008).

Recently, it has been recognized that refugee migrations bring both costs and benefits to host 

countries (Tacitus, 2009). Refugees generally impose a burden on the local economy, 

infrastructures and the environment. At the same time, however, refugees can also benefit hosts 

by expanding consumer markets for local goods, bringing in new skills and indirectly opening 

up job opportunities for locals thanks to the presence of relief agencies. In general, it has been 

widely documented that refugees are predisposed to become resource degraders, as deprived of 

their traditional leaders they end up adopting unsustainable resource use practices (IUCN, 2008, 

2009; Phillips, 2003).

In addition, Refugees tend to make use of more resources than their local hosts. Deforestation 

and agricultural degradation in eastern Chad has social as well as environmental implications. 

Not only, in fact, those responsible for collecting firewood, generally women and children, have 

to spend more time and energy at the task by neglecting other usual activities (Pukkala, 1991; 

ESD, 2008). In recent years, one of the most frequently cited negative impacts, emphasized in 

particular by host country governments, is environmental degradation and natural resource 

depletion. As stated in the United Nations High Commissioner for refugees (UNHCR, 2005:3) 

manual entitled Key principles for decision making.
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Evidence shows that large-scale dislocation of people, characteristic of many recent refugee 

crises can create adverse environmental impacts. The scale and suddenness of refugee flows 

can rapidly change a situation of relative abundance of local resources to one of acute scarcity. 

Environmental degradation and natural resource depletion have been shown to create or 

exacerbate conflict between groups competing for these increasingly scarce resources at times 

(Mati et al., 2006; Milimo, 2009). This type of conflict is not inevitable, but a refugees hosting 

area that shows signs of widespread environmental degradation and resource depletion is one 

type of location in which environment-related conflict is most likely (Murithi, 2007; Nielsen and 

Erik, 2009).

The complex nature of any refugee situation means that myriad factors and conditions combine 

to shape the refugees-host relationship. Although environmental degradation will not 

necessarily ever be the most significant variable in shaping the impact of the refugee on the 

hosts and the overall refugee-host relationship, it is certainly a significant variable that has been 

shown to be present in many refugees affected areas. In light of this, a number of points should 

be considered in current and future refugee emergencies to ensure that environmental conflict 

between refugee and local communities is prevented or at least mitigated.

2.5 Refugees’ Source of Income

2.5.1 Employment Patterns and job characteristics for refugees resettled in developed 
countries (USA)

The employment outcomes come from two sources: unemployment insurance (UI) wage records 

and the client survey. The UI wage records are collected by calendar quarter and include 

earnings on all jobs covered by the UI system. Some employment such as self-employment 

(e.g., domestic work, informal child care, and landscaping services) are not captured in the data 

but might be captured in the survey. In addition, the UI wages reflect only employment within 

the state. If refugees moved to this state from another state, the estimate does not include their 

earnings in the other state. The survey was also able to ask refugees more detailed information 

°n the types of jobs and th^ir hourly wages (USCB, 2006). Figure 2.1 shows the percentage of 

re gees employed (from UI wage records) in the first four years after arriving in the country.
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In Houston and Miami, most refugees were steadily working throughout the first three years,

averaging from 70 to 77 percent. These rates are significantly higher than the rates for refugees

in Sacramento.

Figure 2.1: Proportion of refugees employed (USDHHS, 2008).
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The lower employment rate in Sacramento can be attributed to several factors. First, Sacramento 

refugees were more likely to be families with children, and in these families, one adult might 

have chosen to stay at home to care for the children. A higher portion of refugees in Sacramento 

were also female, and further analysis found that women had lower employment rates than men 

in all sites. Also, as discussed above, Sacramento offers comparatively higher welfare benefits 

and has a temporary assistance for needy families (TANF) system that allows families to focus 

more on education, training, and skill development than immediate employment during the 

initial years. The site also emphasizes the importance of gaining English skills before moving 

into the job market, a philosophy that is less prevalent in the other two sites.

e survey shows higher percentages of refugees were working than is shown in the UI wage 

& in all sites, suggesting many refugees worked on their own in jobs that were not covered by 

C ^  system. At the timelhe survey was conducted (September 2006 to March 2007), from 70 

5 86 percent of refugees reported being employed, depending on the state. Overall, virtually all
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refugee *n Houston and Miami (96 and 97 percent, respectively) and 84 percent of refugees in 

Sacramento had a job at some point since they had entered the country (USCB, 2006).

2 5 2 Employment and Sources of Income for the Refugees in Under-developed Countries 

(Kenya)

Traditionally, refugees self-reliance is contingent upon external economic opportunities, e.g. 

integration, trading, mobility, employment. In Kakuma and Dadaab camps, enforced 

containment and the lack of durable solutions forced an evaluation team to examine the extent to 

which an internal economy might be viable Kiama, Kimani and Wargute, 2007).

2.5.3 Fresh Food Voucher

The lack of fresh foods in refugees’ diets is not a problem of availability: all three camps in 

Dadaab contain functioning marketplaces full of vendors, themselves refugees, specializing in 

the sale of fresh fruits and vegetables, eggs, milk, and other food stuffs. (Many of the vendors 

purchase the food from Garissa, Kenya, where ACF provides local farmers with vegetable seeds 

and technical support for improved agricultural cultivation.) Rather, the problem lies in the 

refugees’ lack of income to purchase these highly sought-after products.

Given the proximity of the markets and the availability of local produce, Action against Hunger 

saw a clear opportunity to introduce a novel solution: provide eligible families with up to 600 

Kenyan Shillings per month (the equivalent of about 21 U.S. dollars) distributed as bi-weekly 

vouchers, to buy items of their choosing from a predetermined list of fresh foods. After 

receiving the vouchers, beneficiaries could redeem them with designated local vendors, who in 

turn would receive payments from ACF through the Kenyan postal service, Posta Pay. Action 

against Hunger found vouchers to be the most cost-effective approach because they require 

relatively little overhead. And, providing a voucher with monetary value also allows households 

to free up scarce cash resources for other basic necessities (AAH, 2010).
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2 5.4 Incentives in Kakuma

The 1 500 refugee employees of NGOs working in the camp receive not a wage but an 

incentive, averaging 33 dollars per month. Incentives play a pivotal role in the camp economy. 

An estimated 35-45% of people live in households with at least one family member earning an 

incentive. Poor families (those with no direct source of incentive payments) and less poor 

families (those with the least direct income from incentives) are also heavily dependent on the 

incentives which are redistributed via gifts and the patronage of small businesses and petty 

traders ((GoK, 2008b, Kennedy, 2010).

Unaccompanied minors without relatives in the camp have minimal access to incentive income. 

Food or Caloric intake of large refugee households is further reduced as they need to sell part of 

their ration for items they are not provided with, e.g., firewood, clothes, etc. The importance of 

incentive payments in the camp economy has grown in the past few months. This is largely due 

to the recent head count which greatly reduced the income obtained from the sale of surplus 

rations (Lawrence, 1996).

2.5.5 Empty Food Containers

WFP has used empty food containers (sacks and oil tins) in a number of innovative ways in 

Kakuma and Dadaab. In Dadaab, for instance, between October 1998 and July 1999, WFP 

distributed 778,069 sacks and 210,770 tins for various purposes. The sacks (with a market value 

ot 8-10 KSh each) were distributed to girls in schools to encourage enrollment and regular 

attendance. From 1993 to 1999 girl attendance in primary schools rose from 1,524 to 8,295, in 

part attributable to this incentive programmes.

Sacks and tins were also distributed within the various income generating and skills

Programmes to encourage female attendance. The most impressive use of empty containers has

een Dadaab where WFP raised 2.52 million KSh by selling them to CARE, then using the

money to construct 33 classrooms. In addition, tins were used in constructing school walls and

^trines. In Kakuma, tins were used for home roof construction by unaccompanied Sudanese 
minors.
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2 5 6 Trade in Food Commodities
The general consensus among refugees and agency representatives is that self-reliance on 

vthine more than a piecemeal basis is not a viable option for people within a closed and

barren environment. Integration as a durable solution has not been pursued by the Government 

of Kenya, though it was found a surprising level of economic integration between refugees and
barren

local populations. In Dadaab in particular, a large number of Kenyans act as 'middlemen' for 

trade in food commodities between the camps and regional towns. In Kakuma, Turkana people 

will purchase small quantities of rations from refugees, and then sell them at the local markets.

CARE in Dadaab and Lutheran wild federation service (LWFS), in Kakuma have encouraged 

skills development and income generating activities, some of which have an external market 

value. In Dadaab, loans are given to some refugees setting up business in the market which in 

turn relates to the 'export' of food items. It is estimated that up to 20 percent of WFP food items 

are sold by refugees so as to obtain other essential commodities (including different foods). 

What is not known, however, is the manner and scale of such trade and how this impacts upon 

the refugee community as a whole. Some researchers believe it is necessary to have a much 

clearer picture of the internal economy of the refugees camps and the external economy vis a vis 

Kenyan traders.

2.5.7 Food-for-Work

Horst (2001, 2004) found it useful to designate three refugees categories based on wealth and 
access to resources:

a) Those with trading opportunities,

h) Those with job opportunities and

Those with no income opportunities.

It is clear that those in a relatively higher earning bracket are few. A strategy of discriminatory 

°°d distribution is simply not feasible because: 

a) The most vulnerable form a large majority,
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b) Although not a tested hypothesis, resistance to discriminatory food distribution may 

provoke security incidents and

c) The social dynamics of the camps would probably 'rebalance' food distribution in such a 

way that the most vulnerable would be no better off.

Targeting food through alternative mechanisms such as food-for-work - including, for instance, 

skills development and environmental improvement - might, nevertheless, be possible on a 

limited scale. The scope for pilot projects of this kind is more apparent in Kakuma than in 

Dadaab. For example, water catchment projects for extending vegetable gardens are an area in 

which the Sudanese community in particular might benefit. However, any infrastructural 

improvement works should be undertaken with the close co-operation and involvement of the 

local Kenyan authorities and efforts made to include the most destitute Turkana in such 

schemes.

2.5.8 Income Generation

To obtain non-food items refugees must sell part of their food rations. Most of the NGO training 

programmes are not geared towards 'marketable' skills within the camps, but rather towards 

employment skills 'upon return'. The production of low-cost basic items such as shoes, clothes, 

soap, etc. has not been a priority. Skills training should be reoriented in this direction, with some 

incentives provided for those participating in training.

2.5.9 Remittance

In Dadaab, it is noted that assistance amongst Somali refugees in the Dadaab camps and 

‘Cgional remittance flows between the camps and Somali homelands, other African countries or 

Nairobi, were important for livelihoods in Dadaab. The majority of the Somali refugees does 

have relatives in these areas, and often can count on them in times of need. Yet, opportunities 

°r making a living are not much better in Nairobi or Kismayo, than they are in Dadaab. As a 

consequence, although just small minorities of all Somali refugees are living in western

Un*r*es» the remittances that these refugees send are very important for the livelihoods of 
reftigees in Dadaab.
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While in western countries, (Somali) refugees also mainly occupy the lower socio-economic 

trata1 living standards in the West cannot be compared with those in the Horn of Africa. Thus, 

it is possible even for unemployed refugees in Scandinavia to save hard and send 50 dollars a 

month to his or her relatives. Those who are better off may send 200 dollars monthly or higher 

mounts for specific occasions. Whereas these are relatively small amounts in the USA and 

Europe, in Dadaab such remittances enable the survival of many of Somali refugees (Horst,

2001).

2.6 Enhancement of the social services

In most African communities the social, political and religious customs are male-dominated. In 

the majority of cases, men are not only the breadwinners but also the protectors and decision

makers of the family. However, 80% of the refugees in African camps are not men, but widows, 

children and single parents. This majority is made up of traumatized women and children, who 

suddenly have to fend for them and head the household.

The three camps in Dadaab, Kenya, have housed refugees for over 15 years, starting with the 

flight of refugees from Somalia in 1991. Most of the people living in the camps 97% are Somali, 

though there are also refugees from Sudan, Uganda, the Congo and other countries in conflict. 

Many have lived in Dadaab for over a decade, unable to return to homes still embroiled in 

chaos. In the past year, increased violence in Somalia has led to a sharp influx of new refugees, 

as many as 1,000 a day in some cases, putting a heavy burden on resources already stretched 

thin by the existing population. To make a bad situation worse, severe flooding in November, 

•997 has put several of the camps largely under water, affecting over 100,000 people and 

threatening a major outbreak of water-borne diseases.

Many international and UN organizations have worked in the division of Dadaab since the 

beginning of the refugee crisis in 1991. They manage the three Refugees camps in the area, 

‘implementing programs focused on food distribution, education, social services, water and 

ltati°n. The humanitarian organizations’ work address needs in the Kenyan host communities 

Well as the refugee camps, providing emergency relief in response to droughts and floods,
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d creating long-term solutions to poverty through education, microfinance, economic 

development and women's empowerment programs.

The United Nations High Commission for refugees (UNHCR) has a mandate to assume 

responsibility for refugees in conjunction with the host country. In collaboration with other 

national and international agencies, UNHCR provides food, water, shelter, and health for the 

refugees and helps ensure their safety. UNHCR often has sufficient food and medical supplies at 

its disposal. When these supplies are held up, delivery mechanisms are usually the cause. Except 

in a few cases, UNHCR does not provide the fuel with which to cook the food it supplies. 

Where this has been attempted, the results have not been outstandingly successful.

The support provided to refugees consist both live saving (emergency), and livelihood 

protection (long term intervention). The United Nations High Commissioner for refugees 

(UNHCR) administers the camps, with CARE responsible for social services, the World Food 

Program (WFP) for food, and Medicines Sans Frontiers (MSF) for health care.

a. Emergency Response

Water and Sanitation: Humanitarian organizations are implementing various operations, i.e. 

CARE is responsible for the water and sanitation systems in the Dadaab camps, including wells, 

latrines and health education campaigns on hygiene and water use. Following the floods, CARE 

has been able to provide clean water through water tanks donated by UNICEF.

food Distribution: CARE works with the World Food Program to distribute food rations to a 

'arge number of refugees in the three camps, Supplies also water and other essential items to 

local Kenyans affected by the recent flooding.

Long-Term Projects

location: other organizations manage the schools in the Dadaab camps, providing basic 

ucation to all children between the ages of 5 and 18. Despite the damage to classrooms and 

ch°ol supplies caused by the floods, CARE and other agencies have managed to ensure that 

ents were able to take their end-of-year examinations.
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Community Services: provides a variety of community services in the camps, including

counseling, sports and recreation, conflict resolution and support for vulnerable groups 

including women and orphans.

Economic Development: CARE helps to provide economic opportunity for camp residents 

through training in vocational skills, loans of tools and microcredit programs.

2.7 Food Security
All groups within the camp still remain heavily dependent upon the general ration as their main 

source of calories as there are hardly any realistic alternative sources of food. Insufficient access 

to land and the locally very unreliable rainfall mean that, except for a minority who can cultivate 

vegetables within the camp boundary using waste water from the camp taps, the majority of 

refugees cannot cultivate any food. Also, hostility from the neighboring Turkana prevents the 

refugees from keeping livestock and there are no significant local sources of employment. The 

hostility from locals also prevents attempts to leave the camp area in search of firewood, 

effectively blocking a source of income while limiting the collection of wild foods (Lawrence, 

1996).

2.8 Theoretical Framework

To highlight the social, economical and environmental effects of the human population in 

Dadaab and the different competition and conflict over the resources can be explained by the 

theory of conflict. Going hand in hand with conflict is functionalism, livelihood change, and 

•ntegrationist and conflict perspectives. This section discusses the three approaches, namely: 

functionalist, conflict, and livelihood change perspectives.

The Functionalist Perspective
TO.

ls is a sociological approach which emphasizes the way that parts of a society are structured 

Maintain its stability,"(UNHCR, 2009). This perspective looks at a society in a positive 

manner and sees it as stable, with all the parts working together. Under the functionalist view
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very social aspect of a society contributes to the society's survival, and if not, the aspect is not 

passed to the next generation.

There are two people who were mainly involved in the development of the functionalist 

erspective; they are Emile Durkheim, Talcott Parsons. Durkheim contributed to the 

functionalist perspective when she was studying religion, and how it was responsible for 

solidarity and unity in groups. Parsons was a sociologist from Harvard University who was 

greatly influenced by Durkheim. In return, he influenced Sociology by dominating the field, 

with his functionalist view, for four decades (Verdirame, 1999).

When approaching a subject with the functionalist perspective, manifest and latent functions as 

well as dysfunctions are looked at and studied. A manifest function of an institution is one that 

is stated and expected. A latent function is one that is unexpected or can show a hidden purpose 

of an institution, and a dysfunction is a component of a society that can cause instability 

(Poteaud, 2009). These functions and dysfunctions are used in analyzing a society.

Functionalist perspective is an approach to studying a society on the macro sociological level. 

This means that a society is studied on a large scale as a whole. The view of the individual in a 

functionalist perspective is that people are socially molded, not forced, to perform societal 

functions. Order in a society, as viewed by a functionalist, is maintained when members of a 

society cooperate with one another. Functionalists view social change as being predictable and

positive. The main idea of functionalist perspective is that of stability (Schaefer and Lamm,
1998).

Livelihood Change Agency Perspective

Livelihoods in many rural areas of the world are complex and dynamic: perhaps the one 

constant is the day-to-day uncertainty of survival. The concept of livelihood is about 

widuals, households, or groups making a living, attempting to meet their various 

onsumption and economic necessities, coping with uncertainties, and responding to new 

Unities (de Haan and Zoomers, 2003). Some of the earlier approaches in livelihood
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tudies regarded poor people as passive victims. However, the trend since the 1990s has been to 

study survival strategies.

Influenced by the work of de Haan and Zoomers (2003), particular attention is paid to the world 

of lived experience, at the levels of the household, social networks, and the community (de Haan 

and Zoomers, 2005). Such an approach to the study of livelihoods is actor oriented, place 

focused, and context specific. Other studies have worked from a vulnerability and social 

security perspective; several have focused on disturbances and local vulnerabilities (Adger et 

al 2001). Investigations into change processes and adaptation have included short-term 

(Davies, 1996) and long-term responses (Singh and Gilman, 2002).

The Darfur conflict and crisis stands as an extreme example of a complex, protracted political 

emergency caused by a governance gap combined with natural resource conflict between 

competing livelihood groups. This presents particular challenges to humanitarian actors to 

ensure their actions are not only humanitarian but also impartial, neutral, and independent. 

Unwittingly, these actors can be drawn in and inadvertently fuel local tensions and conflict 

unless they have some understanding of local power dynamics, conflict between groups, and the 

links with higher-level political processes.

This research will examine the nature of the conflict or competition in Dadaab and undertake a 

comparative analysis of its effect on the livelihoods and food security situation of different 

groups living in and around Dadaab division, including refugee camps, urban dwellers in 

Dadaab both endogenous and protracted refugee and pastoral groups in adjacent villages.

The Conflict Perspective

This is a sociological approach which assumes that social behavior is best understood in terms 

°f conflict or tension between different groups," (Schaefer and Lamm, 1998). In contrast to the 

functionalist view of stability, conflict sociologists see a society as being in constant struggle.

e idea of conflict is not necessarily violent; it could just refer to disagreements between 

dlfferent parties (Platt, 1989).
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The two main contributors to the formation of the conflict perspective are Karl Marx and W. E. 

g Du Bois. Karl Marx explained that conflicts between classes of society are inevitable, since 

orkers will always be exploited as a result of capitalism. It is through the expansion of Marx’s 

work that sociologists now apply conflict theory to all aspects of society. Even though there are 

parallels between Marxist theories and conflict perspective they are not the same. An important 

aspect of conflict perspective is that it encourages sociologists to look at a society through the 

eyes of its members who do not influence decision making. Du Bois contributed to the conflict 

perspective by studying society in reference to blacks and their struggles within the USA society 

(Schaefer and Lamm, 1998).

The conflict perspective sees society as being full of tension and struggle between groups. It 

also, like functionalist, analyzes society on the macro sociological level. As for the individual, 

they are perceived as being shaped by power and authority. Social order is viewed as being 

maintained not through cooperation, but through force. And social change is not predictable, 

but is constantly taking place. The conflict perspective's main idea is that there are competing 

interests between groups and social inequality exists, therefore there is always conflict of some 

kind

The Interactionist Perspective

This is a sociological approach which generalizes about fundamental or everyday forms of 

social interaction," (Schaefer and Lamm, 1998). Interactionist perspective focuses on the way 

that small groups act, in order to understand society as a whole. Interactionists study people in 

their everyday behavior and how they react to their surroundings. Such surroundings may 

delude material things, actions, other people and symbols. George Herbert Mead is most often 

credited with founding the interactionist perspective, but Charles Horton Cooley also shared 
Mead's views.

^d  was a professor at the University of Chicago, and he focused the analysis of one-to-one 

Sltuations and other small groups. He paid particular attention to body language such as a frown 

0r n°d, and he also asked questions of how other group members affected these gestures. His 

^dents passed down his views after his death, as a result of hearing his lectures (Schaefer and
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Lamm 1998). The interactionist view of society is that we influence each other's everyday 

social interactions. In contrast to functionalist and conflict perspectives, the interactionist 

ve studies society on a micro sociological level. In other words they study on a small 

scale in order to understand the large scale.

Interactionists believe that an individual creates their own social world through his or her 

interactions, and it is thought that social order is maintained when people share their 

understanding of everyday behavior. Interactionists say that social change occurs when the 

positions and communication with one another change. The main idea of an interactionist 

sociologist is to study nonverbal communication and small groups paying particular attention to 

objects and symbols (Schaefer & Lamm, 1998). As one can tell from reading these three 

approaches are very different in the way in which they study sociological issues. They all strive 

to give meaning to why people do what they do, and neither is better than the other, they just go 

about reaching the same goal in a different way.

2.8.1 Application of the Perspectives to the Situation of Dadaab

Somali Refugees and Dadaab host community’s interactions can be mutually beneficial but they 

can also be non-beneficial in nature. The actions and programmes of external actors (i.e. host 

Government, UNHCR or aid organization) which are aimed at protecting the environment and 

improving infrastructure in order to provide support and services to Somali refugees would also 

benefit the Dadaab host communities. Services such as education, security and other social 

services aimed at supporting the refugee population are also other examples where host 

communities can benefit from the trickle-down benefits of these services.

This is a functionalist perspective; people are socially molded, not forced, to perform societal 

functions. Order in a society, as viewed by a functionalist, is maintained when members of a 

society cooperate with one another. On the other hand, there are a number of non- 

heneficial/damaging linkages between Somali refugees and Dadaad host communities. These 

•nclude - environmental degradation that would otherwise not have happened had the refugee

amps not been located in these areas; perception about the insecurity and small arms*

perspecti
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roiiferati°n that are often associated with the presence of large numbers of refugees, 

particularly along cross border areas.

Other disadvantages are the misperceptions among the two groups which could cause tensions 

or in the extreme cases, open conflict, competition for job opportunities/income earning options 

and overall food security situation of the refugee and host community which is conflict 

perspective, that sees society as being full of tension and struggle between groups. The conflict 

perspective's main idea is that there are competing interests between groups and social 

inequality exists, therefore there is always conflict of some kind. These linkages define the 

relationship that refugee communities can have with host communities.

The action of external factors such as host government, the UNHCR, aid organizations or other 

organized community actors, that are taken to provide assistance to both refugees and host 

communities play an important role in modifying the relationship between refugees and host 

communities. So there are linkages, which are often distinct, among these three actors -  

refugees, host communities and external actors. Understanding the impact of refugees on host 

communities therefore requires an understanding of these linkages and dynamics.

2.9 Conceptual Framework

Many Researches have shown that the host-refugees relationship is particularly troubled 

following the presence of a policy of refugee confinement to settlements/camps (Chambers, 

1986). Establishing parallel services may undermine local institutions by attracting the best local 

staff to earn the higher salaries paid by humanitarian organizations, while targeting relief to 

camps, surrounded by people often as poor or poorer than the refugees, may generate hostility 

from local communities (Harrell-Bond, 1986).

Inn general, the host-refugees relationship appears to be multifaceted with those hosts who 

already had access to resources and power being able to exploit the refugee situation and 

CaPitalize further while the most disadvantaged hosts struggle to maintain access to even the 

m°st basic resources (Chambers, 1979, 1986). Whitaker (1999) demonstrates that in western
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Tanzania different strategies and structural situations led to a wide array of experiences within

the host communities.

With a number of benefits, notwithstanding merely survival, at stake, it is likely that conflicts4, 

Might arise between the two groups; Several factors might have an impact on the varying 

degrees of likelihood of the eruption of tensions, from misperceptions about the real impact of 

refugees on the local environment and economy to demographic and ethnic balance change in 

the host society (Saleyhan and Gleditsch, 2004). In the end, however, conceptualizations about 

the impact of refugees on the host communities and the consequent host-refugees tensions tend 

to remain too broad. As pointed out by Whitaker, “rather than asking whether or not the host 

country as a whole benefits, one should disaggregate the question: who benefits and who loses 

from refugees influxes and why?” (Whitaker, 1999:2).

2.9.1 Linkages or Relationship between the Study Factors

The main dependent variable of this study is the food security and wellbeingof host community 

households (or benefits and constraints to host community) resulting from the refugee presence. 

That is, if and how the Somalia refugee activities and associated actions have either enhanced or 

deteriorated the wellbeing of the host communities in the Dadaab area. This change can be 

affected by a number of factors, some of which are independent of the refugee presence while 

others have either been caused or seriously modified by the presence of the refugees (figure 
2.2).

^ io r w  Ct ^ere we mean intend a vast array of manifestations ranging from protests, rivalries or 
0 open and manifest clashes
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2.3: Linkages between wellbeing of community households and other independentFigure 

variables

This study will focus on the actions by refugees or associated with the refugee presence that has 

an effect on this dependent variable -  food security and wellbeing of host community 

households. These modifying factors can be considered as the independent variables. Examples 

of such factors include refugee and host community perceptions of each other and extent of 

integration or conflict; refugee activities that affect the environment such as firewood and 

building materials collection; trade and income activities, social services provision by external 

actors, food assistance, government policy and actions on ensuring security and regulating 

refugee activity, employment environment resulting from refugee assistance programs. Some of 

these variables can be quantified while for others proxies can be used to measure them while yet 

others, only a qualitative assessment can be done.
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Operational Definition of the Variables of Study
2.9.2

ception/view: this was measured in terms of feeling of one community to another based on 

their verbal expression, asked if they are friendly, somehow friendly or unfriendly

Integration: intermingling or incorporation: this was measured refugee length of stay in host 

area, social integration such as marriage, friend ship, work integration and business and trade

integration

Environmental degradation: exploiting or over use of ecosystem for survival such as climate, 

soil, vegetation and other biotic factors (wild life): this was measured source of energy 

consumed both groups, weekly consumption of energy, firewood distance, housing condition 

and overall deforestation.

Access Social service: an activity designed to promote social well-being: this was measured 

enrolment of primary education, access to water and health services.

Income sources: gain or recurrent benefit usually measured in money that derives from capital 

or labour in a period of time: this was measured source of income, income competition and 

effect of income competition for refugees and host households

Wellbeing of host community households: the state of being happy, healthy or prosperous of 

host community having enough food, asset and high level of income. This was measured. This 

was measured wellbeing index such as household food access index, income source index and 
health service access
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

Secondary data was obtained by carrying out a document review from various organizations 

such as the UNHCR, CARE, WFP and other papers prepared by/about other African countries 

hosting refugees such as Chad and Sudan. The primary data was obtained by conducting a 

survey. The sampling frame included: refugees, host community and aid

organization/govemment. Scheduled interviews were arranged to supplement the secondary 

data that was obtained.

3.2 Study Site

Garissa District is one of the four 

districts of North Eastern Province 

of Kenya. It borders the republic of 

Somalia to the east, while Wajir,

Isiolo and Tana River districts are 

to the north, north-west and west 

respectively. The district’s 

population are mainly pastoralists 

who keep their livestock on the 

open ranges. A few households 

make a living from irrigation 

agriculture along the stretch of 

Tana River on the western 

Penphery of the district. Also a small proportion of the district’s populations earn a living 

trough service delivery such as employment or trade, concentrated mainly in the district-town 

0 Garissa. The district is the second largest geographically in North Eastern province and the 

Ingest district in Kenya (figure 3.1). It covers an area of 43,931km2 and has an estimated 

Population of 623,060 people and the district is among the least developed in the country that 

buted by the poor governance, poorly developed infrastructure and social services, poor

Figure 3.1: Location of Dadab division in Kenya
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licies, and insecurity, etc -  most of which can be blamed on poor governance and resource 

distribution as well as its climatic and general environmental condition.

It is classified as Arid and Semi Arid Land and categorized to be ecological zone (v) and has a 

fragile environment. 90% of its inhabitants are Somalis who are predominately pastoralists. 

Dadaab division is in Garissa District of North-Eastern Province of Kenya and is located 100 

jtm northeast of Garissa town, 500km from Nairobi and 80 km from the Kenya/Somalia border. 

The Dadaab refugee camps were established 1991 and consist of three camps, namely, Ifo, 

Dagahaley and Hagadera. All the three camps are within 18-km radius of Dadaab town and 

cover a total area of 50 km . Like the whole of northeastern Kenya, Dadaab is a semi-arid area 

with scanty and unreliable rainfall below 300 mm a year and temperatures averaging 35-40 

degrees Celsius. The only reliable water source is ground water available from boreholes 

through motorized pumping.

Most of Dadaab's local population is made up of nomadic camel and goat herders. Much of the 

rest of the town's economy is based on services for refugees. The major feature in Dadaab is the 

UNHCR base that serves refugees around the town, in Hagadera, Ifo and Dagahaley camps. 

Much of the rest of the town's economy is based on service provision for refugees. This study 

will focus on Ifo refugee camp and the Dadaab host community.

Majority of the refugees and IDP population are inhabited in the developing countries with low 

level of human development indices. With its geographical location bordering to Somalia, 

Dadaab districts hosts large number of Somali refugees since 1991 and significant number from 

other neighboring countries such as Ethiopia and Sudan. Therefore, to get clear picture of 

competition between host community and refugees as well as to evaluate sharing nature of the 

environment and other social services provided by international organizations, Dadaab become 

relevant place for this research study.
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3 3 Sampling of the Respondents 

8 Refugees / and Host Community

According to the UNHCR and staff of other humanitarian organizations operating in the refugee 

amps the November 2010 estimate of the refugee population in the three camps of Dadaab was 

286 033 people. 99,400 of these were in Hagadera camp, while 97,276 and 89,357 were in Ifo 

and Dagahalay camps respectively. Sampling of refugee respondents was done only within Ifo 

camp, which was selected to represent the other camps as they are homogenous. The host 

community was sampled from the population in Dadaab town and nearby Ali kunne pastoral 

village. From the total population of Ifo refugee camp including households and traders, 30 

households were purposively sampled, while from the host community of Dadaab town and the 

rural pastoral village of Alikunne another 30 households were purposively selected, ensuring 

representation across the camps and host community. The sampling procedure is detailed in 

Table3.1.

Table 3.1: Study sample

Sample Sample description

Sample-1 30 refugee households, (20 households from Ifo refugee camp that represent all 

sections of the camp and 10 households from refugee traders in Ifo Camp )

Sample-2 30 host community households (20 from all sections of the Ali Kunne pastoral 

village and 10 households from host community traders in Dadaab 

town/settlement.

Sample-3 12 knowledgeable key informants from humanitarian staff, government officers 

and chiefs were interviewed to provide vital information of dynamics and linkage 

between host community and refugees

b. Key Informants

Ruling the research period key informants from the humanitarian aid staff, chiefs, government 

staff, teachers and local leaders were interviewed and have provided vital information 

c°ncerning refugee integration with the community, changes in social services delivery, 

rcePti°n of the local community regarding refugees, sources of income, environmental effects
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f refugee settlement, food security and the nature of sharing of local facilities, among others, 

twelve key informants were interviewed to get basic information about the constraints and 

benefits between refuge-hosts, these key informants selected from the different knowledgeable

groups

3.4 Data collection

a. Primary Data sources

The study used the following methods to collect data;

• Household head interviews with sample refugees and Dadaab host community,

• Interviews with key informants (humanitarian staff, community leaders, teachers and 

government staff).

b. Secondary sources of data

Document reviews of the various project reports and publications being developed by 

humanitarian organizations, especially UNHCR, the government of Kenya’s department of the 

refugees affairs, and other documents were thoroughly reviewed before and after research field 

work to properly fill knowledge gap.

c. Data Collection Tools

Household questionnaires were used to gather primary data from the refugee and host 

community household heads. Checklists were used to guide key informant discussions and 
interviews.

3.5 Data Analysis

The data analysis was based on descriptive statistics such as mean, mode, median, frequency 

distributions and percentages. After the analysis the data was tabulated and presented in 

Sraphs/charts and tables. The analytical tools offered by Microsoft Excel and Statistical Package 

0̂r Social Scientists (SPSS) was used as main analytical.
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3 6 Problems encountered in the field:

The study was limited by the following factors.

Time factor

Since the study was carried out in a predetermined period of time, all the information needed 

could not observed or collected. Despite this, the researcher was able to obtain the essential 

information needed to make objective generalizations. Getting government officials as key 

informants was very difficult even with appointment before the interviews.

Inaccuracy

Because of the high expectation of assistance by some respondents -  particularly refugees who 

are hopeful for resettlement and other assistance - some of the information obtained from these 

respondents contained exaggerations, thereby affecting the accuracy of some of the information. 

Equally, some of the refugees were reluctant to discuss household monthly or annual incomes to 

conceal overall refugee wellbeing and the possible sale of aid food. To get around this problem 

and minimize bias, the researcher reassured the refugees of confidentiality, and also decided to 

get the same information from the traders in the camp. The researcher also got the required field 

information from other reliable sources such as the UNHCR and WFP, although a few 

international organizations like CARE International were not cooperative.

Sampling problems

The researcher used purposive sampling which did not give each and every respondent an equal 

chance of being selected in the research study. Moreover, the pre-selected village of Madax 

gcsi, was not a very typical pastoralist village in terms of livestock holding and income earning 

°ptions, and would not give a very representative picture in terms of perceptions, integration and 

•ncome earning, as well as competition between refugees and host community both urban and 

^ral. Therefore, the Madax gesi pastoral village was replaced with Alikunne village, where the 

Pastoral respondents sampled from. Alikunne is a typical pastoral village and population 

enJoyed close and good relation with the refugee camp population.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE STUDY

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the research findings resulting from the analysis of data collected during 

the research, from the refugee population in Ifo refugee camp (refugees and traders) and host 

community in Dadaab settlement and Alikunne village (pastoralist and traders) as well 

knowledgeable key informants from the different groups. The findings cover the following areas 

that the research undertook to establish: (i) the perceptions the host and refugee communities 

had of each other; (ii) refugee integration with host community; (iii) competition between the 

two communities over the different opportunities for obtaining food and income; (iv) the extent 

to which the presence of the refugees enhanced or otherwise the availability and access to social 

services such as education, health and water by the host community in Dadaab District, Kenya; 

and (v) the extent to which the presence of the refugees had affected the overall wellbeing of the 

host community.

4.2 characteristics of refugee and host community households

4.2.1 Age distribution

Table 4.1: shows that about 86% of the refugee respondents sampled were aged 20 to 49 years, 

in which the age group of 30-39 years, represented 40% percent of the total number of refugee r 

respondents. The age group above 60 and less than 20 years were equally represented by 3.3% 

of the respondents each. This in effect meant that over 90% of refugee respondents interviewed 

foil in the age group between 20 and 59 years, while those less than 20 years and over 60 years 

°f age, represented less than 7% of the total number of refugees interviewed.

imilarly, majority of the host community respondents who participated in the research were in

?,8e group 40-49 years, representing 36.7%. Generally, most of the host community respondents

terviewed fell in the age group 40 and 69 years, representing about 76% of the respondents. In

0ntrast to the refugees, none of the host respondents were less than 20 years of age. While over 
16° /0 were between 60 and 69 years, the mean age of the refugee and host community
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ondents were 36 and 45 years. This shows that the sample refugee population was generally
resp
ounger than the host community sample. These findings are summarized in Table 4.1.

fable 4.1: Refugees and host community age groups

Age gr°uP Refugees Host community

Number % Number %

r[han20 1 3.3 0 0

20-29 6 20.0 6 20.0%

30-39 12 40.0 1 3.3%

40-49 8 26.7 11 36.7%

50-59 2 6.7 7 23.3%

60-69 1 3.3 5 16.7%

Total 30 100.0 30 100.0

Mean age 36.2 45

4.2.2 Education level of the refugee and host community respondents

Findings on the level of education shown in Table 4.2 indicate that literacy levels were lower 

than among the host community, with nearly half (46.7%) of the refugees not having received 

education and 63.3% of host community respondents being illiterate. Regarding formal 

education, more refugees have had access to primary (30%) and secondary (13%) compared to 

host community members, who registered only 13.3% had primary education while 3.3% 

received secondary education. Level of the Koranic education for host respondents was double 
of the refugee.
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Table 4.2: Education level for the refugee and host community respondent

[Education level Refugees Host community education level

Number % Number %

b ^ a s s a /  Koranic 3 10 6 20

No education 14 46.7 19 63.3

primary 9 30.0 4 13.3

Secondary 4 13.3 1 3.3

Total 30 100.0 30 100.0

Generally, these results indicated that access to formal education was higher among refugees 

than host communities. This was attributed to the better education facilities established in the 

refugee camps, as a way of rehabilitation and empowerment after the effect that rendered them 

displaced from the areas of habitual residence. In contrast, most of the host communities reside 

in rural areas, where education infrastructure was not well developed or improved, compared to 

the situation in the refugee camps.

Additionally, most host community members were predominantly pastoralists, who were mobile 

most of the year. This mobility negatively influenced their access to schooling, leading to low 

literacy levels and enrollment in formal education. The low level of access to Koranic education 

(10%) was influenced by aid agencies who managed the education system of the refugees that 

preferred formal education than Koranic education.

4.2.3. Marital status of the Refugee Respondents

The marital characteristics of refugee respondents indicated that over seventy percent (73.3%) 

the refugees were married, 13.3% were divorced, 3.3% were widowed and the remaining 

10% were single as shown in Table 4.3. On the side of the host community respondents, almost 

all (96.7%) were married with less than four percent (3.3%) single.
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4.3: Marital status for the refugee and host community respondentfable
f\faritaTstatus Refugees Host community

Number % Number %

pivorce 4 13.3

Married 22 73.3 29 96.7

Single 3 10.0 1 3.3

Widow 1 3.3

Total 30 100.0 30 100.0

From the above statistics, it is evident that there has been better access or mobility by the host 

community resulting from trade and business linkages between host community and refugees. In 

addition to increased early marriages among the host households and other social dynamics 

enhanced marital conditions.

4.2.4. Number of children in refugee and host community households

Thirteen percent (13%) of the refugee respondents had less than two children, 20% had 3-4, and 

remaining 67% had more than five children. Of the 67% with more than five children half of 

them had 5-6 children, while the other half had over 7 children.

Child distribution among the host community households was as follows: 20% had up to 4 

children with half of these having less than two children and the other half with 3-4 children. 

About seventeen (17.0%) of host community households had 5-6 children and 63% had more 

than 7 children. The average number of children in refugee and host community household was 

- and 7 respectively (Table 4.4).
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fable 4.4; Number of children for Refugee and host community households

f i^ b e r o f children refugees Host community

Number % Number %

4 13.3 3 10

T 4 6 20 3 10

10 33.3 5 16.6

T Ic T 9 30 15 50

T i l 1 3.3 4 13.3

Total 30 100.00 30 100.00

Mean 5.4 6.8

Median 5 7

The number of children among the host community households had a symmetrical distribution, 

with the median and mean child distribution of the host community being about 2 more than that 

of the refugee community households. This is attributed to the cultural tendency for wealthier 

rural host households to accommodate more dependants in addition to their own children. 

These dependants are either from their relatives or labor seeking neighbors to cover demand for 

livestock rearing and watering.

4.2.5. Past and present occupation of the refugees

from the results in Table 4.5, it was clear that while about 36.7% of the refugees were 

unemployed in the past, at the data collection time, about 60% of the refugees interviewed 

engaged in business activities. Among the host community, who were predominantly 

pastoralists in the past a considerable proportion (40%) had joined business activities. These 

results indicated changes from the past to present occupation among refugees and host 
community.

ccupations that show significant changes or increase were business (16.7% to 60%), casual 

r (3.3% to 10%) and employment (6.7% to 13.3%) among refugees. This meant that 

employment among refugees declined from 36.7% to 13.3% over the last 19 years.
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Similarly, unemployment among the host community also declined, although by a smaller 

margin of 13.3% in the past to no unemployment among host respondents

The two main activities that majority of the host community were involved in, both in the past 

and at the time of data collection were business and pastoral, although the pastoral activities 

declined from 67% to 57% from past to present. However, there was an increase in the 

number engaged in business activities (13%t o 40%). At the time of data collection , most of the 

host community members who were either unemployed or pastoralists had resorted to business 

and limited casual labor which were rare or did not exist before, but had increased due to 

presence of refugee camps.

Table 4.5: Past and present occupations of the refugees and host community respondents

Past occupations Refugee Host community

Number % Number %

Business 5 16.7 4 13.3

Casual labor 1 3.3

Employment 2 6.7

Farming 6 20.0

N/A (unemployed) 11 36.7 4 13.3

Pastoralists 4 13.3 20 66.7

Student 1 3.3 2 6.7

Total 30 100.0 30 100.0

Present occupation

Business 18 60.0 12 40.0

Casual labor 10.0 1 3.3

Employment 4 13.3

NA (unemployed) 4 13.3

Pastoralist 17 56.7

Student 1 3.3
Total 30 100.0 30 100.0
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Commonly shared employment activities that benefited refugees and host community were 

skilled and unskilled employment and petty trade and other employments. Pastoralism was 

exclusively practiced by about 40% of the host community. Other types of employment such as 

skilled, unskilled, small petty trade and other employment activities were dominated by refugees 

and their occupation was three fold that of host community, although the refugee population was 

much higher and had better skills than host community. However, the trade activities were 

equally shared between refugees and host community respondents. This was due to high 

competition for trading opportunities among both refugees and host communities in Dadaab 

town and refugee camps.

4 2.6. Type of employment activities for refugees and host community

Table 4.6: Employment activities for refugees and host community

Type of employment Refugee Host community

Number % Number %

Skilled employment 4 13.3 1 3.3

Small petty trade 14 46.6 14 46.6

Unskilled employment 4 13.3 1 3.3

Other 4 13.3 1 3.3

Pastoralist 0 0 12 40

No respond 4 13.3 1 3.3

Total 30 100.0 30 100

•1.2.7. Type of the trade carried out refugee and host community

Among the trading activities carried out by both refugees and host communities were food trade, 

grocery, and pharmacy and livestock sale. Other trading activities carried out by the refugee 

alone included butchery (10%), selling fruits and vegetables (10%), and sale of miraa (3.3%). 

Sale of electronics (3.3%) was however practiced by host community alone (table 4.7). The 

dominant type of trading activity in Ifo refugee camp and Dadaab town depended on ability to

lnvest and the demand of the traded commodity which was relatively linked to the population 
density.
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Table 4.7: Type of the trade carried out by refugee and host community

"T ĵieof trade Refugee Host community

Number % Number %

'Butchery 3 10 0 0

'pood trade 7 23 7 23.3

■p^its^and vegetable 3 10 0 0

"Grocery 1 3.3 2 6.6

"Livestock trade 1 3.3 2 6.6

Miraa seller 1 3.3 0 0

"pharmacy trade 2 6.6 1 3.3

Other (electronics) 0 0 1 3.3

N/A 12 40 17 56.6

Total 30 100.0 30 100.0

From the findings of the study, refugee traders in Ifo Camp engaged in more trading types than 

Dadaab town traders, representing almost the trading type options available to the host 

community, at ratio of 7:5 (Table 4.7). Though, most of the host community being Kenyan 

citizen with Kenyan identity had better access to the supply chains of trading commodities (food 

stuff, construction material and non-food items) than refugees. However, host community did 

not benefit from this opportunity properly and still remained pastoral.

4.3 Perception of refugees and host community of one another

Our first objective was: “To find out the perceptions of the host and refugee community of one 

another”. The perceptions were defined as feelings of one community towards another as 

expressed verbally when questioned about it. Majority of refugees (76.7%) interviewed 

Perceived the host community to be friendly while 23.3% said that the host community was 

somewhat friendly. This positive response was attributed by most of them to the fact that the 

groups share similar cultural background and religious beliefs. In addition, the increasing 

totermarriage between the refugees and the host (local) community had acted to create a friendly 

environment between the two groups. Further, engaging in trade of similar goods and services, 

^thin the same trading environment, had enabled the development of trust, tolerance and
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hospitable attitude, traits that had developed good economic and social relationships between 

refugees and the host community.

Sim ilarly, more than half (53.3%) of the host community interviewed perceived the refugees as 

friendly to one another, 40% said refugees were somewhat friendly. Acknowledging the 

predicament of a refugee, as a person in need of assistance, the host community thought that 

since they share the same culture and portray the same religious beliefs, the refugees were 

friendly people. In spite of this observation, 6.7% (Table 4.8) of the host community is cautious 

of the aggressive behavior of some refugees, some of whom fled from main cities after the 

collapse of the Somalia Government, and who have contributed to increasing insecurity in the 

area.

Table 4.8: Perceptions of Refugees and host community about each other

Perceptions Refugee Host community

Number % Number %

Friendly 23 76.7 16 53.3

Somewhat friendly 7 23.3 12 40.0

Unfriendly 0 0 2 6.7

Total 30 100 30 100

4.4 Refugee integration with the host communities

The second objective of our study was: “To examine the extend of integration between refugees 

and host community in Dadaab area”. Integration was defined as intermingling of the refugee 

w,th host community through social and economical aspects such as intermarriage and work 

and that Integration was influenced by refugee length of stay in host area as well as the social 

relations, attitudes, the shared values and beliefs.

•̂4.1. Refugee length of stay in Dadaab

^ ajority (60%) of refugees^sampled had stayed in Dadaab for more than 10 years, which meant 

1 these groups of refugees had resided in the camps from 1992 onwards, after the collapse of
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the Somali government. This influx of Somali refugees was the largest cross-border migration 

between Somalia and Kenya due to the wide spread insecurity and chaos in Somalia (Table 4.9).

Table 4.9: Refugee length of stay at Daadab

Length of stay Number %

More than 10 years 18 60.0

2 - 5  years 8 26.7

”6^10  years 1 3.3

"More than 10 years 18 60.0

Total 30 100.0

Another group comprising 26.7% of the refugees interviewed had lived in Daadab for between 2 

to 5 years. This group coincided with the influx of refugees fleeing the border since 2006 after 

the invasion of large numbers of Ethiopian troops which resulted to fierce fighting with the 

Islamist union. This incident was accompanied by high human causalities and large influx of 

refugee to Dadaab camps, seeking a safe haven or asylum.

Out of the total number of refugees interviewed, 10% had lived in Dadaab for up to one year, 

that was from late 2009 to early 2010 due to insecurity associated with brutal fighting between 

transitional federal government (TFG) military backed by African army (African peacekeepers) 

mainly from Uganda, Rwanda and Burundi with Allshabbab.

A paltry 3.3% had lived for between 6 to 10 years. This coincided with the period from 1997 to 

2006 when there was relative stability and restoration of hope from the successive efforts by the 

'ntemational community and the neighboring African countries (Djibouti, Ethiopia, Kenya and 

Eritrea). This resulted to the start of Somali refugees’ repatriation back to their original home 
'and of Somalia.
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The findings presented in Table 4.11, show that the host community members and refugees 

belonged to the same ethnic background, communicated in the same dialect (Somali language), 

belonged to the same religious faith and shared a common culture. The ties between the two 

groups were strengthened through increased inter-marriage, which enabled them to interact 

conveniently and even pursue amicable avenues for resolving disputes and conflicts. During 

burial times the two groups paid each other, visits and send condolences, accompanied by 

emotional, physical and financial support.

The host communities on their part were sympathetic to the refugees and in hard times offered 

assistance. From the study, 85% of the host community respondents in Dadaab district and 

refugees respondent reported the existence of a definite connection made between the two 

communities in relation to conducting businesses, establishing friendships, intermarrying, 

working together in development committee meetings and projects and other social 

relationships, such as exchanging gifts and sharing common markets.

i4  2. Social and trade Integration between refugees and host communities

Table 4.10: Integration between refugees and host communities

Response Host Refugee Both

Number % Number % Number %

No 1 3.3 8 27 9 15

Yes 29 96.7 22 73 51 85

Total 30 100.0 30 100 60 100

major integrating activity, agreed by about 75% of refugees and host community 

resP°ndents, was trade and business. This was because more people in the two communities 

Were predominantly involved in trade. Friendship was the second integration activity with about 

of the respondents agreed, while other integration such as marriage and employment scored
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-gut 10%. This was despite the disproportionate absorption capacity of employment 

opportunities to the high population in the area among the refugees and host community

\Vhile refugees were able to import and supply to the markets cheap untaxed goods from 

Somalia, their Kenyan counterparts had to supply other essential commodities like fruits, 

vegetables, livestock, milk, construction materials and other foodstuffs. Similarly, livestock 

trade from Somali played an important role in sustaining trade by providing cash incomes which 

were then used to purchase tradable food and non-food commodities.

Observations made during the study revealed that although refugee access to trade in Kenya was 

limited by the lack of national identity cards, small traders in the groups had access to loans of 

commercial goods from wealthier groups who then repaid the loans after the goods had been 

sold at a profitable price. In some instances, the small traders worked as cooperatives, especially 

among traders of livestock, food and non-food items. Formal and informal employment 

activities were also effective and highly pronounced between the two groups, with many local 

employed by agencies supporting the refugees.

4.5 Natural environment

The third objective of our study was: “To assess the effects on the environment resulting from 

the presence and related activities of Somali refugees in Dadaab areas”. Focused areas were 

included source of cooking energy, quantity of the energy consumed weekly, distance from 

which fire wood was collected , and use of local trees for housing and overall deforestation 

around the camps.

4.5.1. Source of Energy for the refugees and host community

The main sources of energy for host household’s respondent were firewood (87%), and charcoal

(13.3%). In which 67% of the firewood used by majority of the host households was collected

from the bush as part of their daily pastoral activity. The remaining 20% of firewood and 13.3%

°f the charcoal used by the host households were purchased from the market. The main source

°fthe energy for the refugees house hold respondents was fire wood (100%), purchased mainly

°m the market as reported by 86% of the respondents. Half of the remaining 14% collected
*

re w°od from the bush, while other half was given by the aid organizations.
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jhe increasing demand for both energy sources -  firewood and charcoal - especially among 

fngees in the camps, in concert with increasing population trends, is likely to result in 

environmental degradation. Both energy sources are not easily renewable. This risk is further 

exacerbated by the unsustainable energy consumption patterns of households in both 

communities (i.e. cutting down trees for fuel without planting any), due to lack of alternative 

options of renewable energy.

Table 4.11: Energy sources for host community

Energy source Refugee Host

Number Percent Number Percent

piSrcoal 0 4 13.3

[Firewood 30 100 26 86.7

[Total 30 100 30 100.0

4.5.2. Estimated weekly energy consumption patterns

From the study, 40% of refugee and host respondents reported that quarter donkey cart of 

firewood fulfils the energy requirements of a household for a week, while other 35% and 25% 

of the respondents estimated half donkey cart and 7 bundles of fire wood per week, respectively 

depend on the quality of the firewood, household size and the number of meals prepared per 

day. However, firewood collection has been banned by the Government of Kenya, due to the 

rapid deforestation and environmental degradation. As a result the refugees and host community 

Were prohibited from cutting down trees or bushes. This regulatory mechanism was more easily 

enforced in the refugee camps than host community, although the environmental effects 

generated by refugee camps were more severe. Other sources of energy such as charcoal, 

Puffin, cooking gas and electricity were not commonly used in Dadaab refugee camp and 

'a<kab town. Only few respondents reported charcoal as second source of energy that 

burned a bag per week.



goth refugee and urban households purchase the firewood from the markets located in the 

camps or in Dadaab town, which were distances of 0.5 to 1 kilometer. About twenty (20%) of 

the rural household’s respondents collected firewood in the bushes far away 1-2 kilometers, 

33% collected distance ranged 3-5 kilometers and 47% over the 6 kilometers from settlement. 

As reported 93% of the refugee respondents, fire wood collectors for trade purposes that 

commonly supply to the refugee camps travelled longer distances due to the massive destruction 

of nearby bushes, and take about two days walking covering approximately 30 to 50 kilometers.

This had increased the market prices of fire wood. The supply of firewood to the camps is 

highly commercialized and dominated by Somali ethnic immigrants from other areas of Kenya. 

Only 7% of the refugee collected fire wood for their own use and distance ranged 3-5kilometres. 

The combined demand for firewood and building materials from the camps and host community 

was very significant, with more or less equal demand from both groups.

4 5.3. Distance for the fire wood

Table 4.12: Distance for fire wood

Fire wood distance in KM Refugee Host

Number Percent Number Percent

1-2 6 20

3-5 2 7 10 33
>6 28* 93 14* 47
Total
* * L . . .

30 100.00 30 100.00

* these are mostly through commercial supplies

4-5.4. Housing conditions

AH the refugees and host community households heads interviewed lived in traditional huts 

instructed from local materials. UNHCR provides housing for only 20% of the refugees, while 

e rest made their own houses using local trees. As a result of housing shortage for the refugee 

and the host community had led to increased use of local trees. This, coupled with increased 

inland for firewood and charcoal, translated into negative environmental impacts and reduced 

^lainability of the grazing areas.
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All respondents agreed that their presence in the camps had contributed to deforestation in 

paadab area. About 80% of the refugee respondents thought that this deforestation was high, 

while 20% thought that it was moderate. All of the host community respondents estimate that 

the deforestation caused by the refugee presence in their area was high (Table 4.13). The 

unsustainable use of trees and shrubs for a variety of uses such as construction, firewood and 

charcoal has clearly caused deforestation and serious environmental consequences, and this has 

been accelerated by the presence of refugees. One of the main reasons why the increasing level 

of degradation persisted was the lack of knowledge on the importance of trees and vegetation in 

environmental protection.

4 5.5. Deforestation

Table 4.13: Respondents’ perceptions of the deforestation

Level of deforestation Refugee Host

Number Percent Number Percent

High 24 80.0 30 100

Moderate 6 20.0 0 0

Total 30 100.00 30 100.00

Consequently, a 50 kilometer radius from the centre of the refugee camps remains deforested 

and bare, with big holes left after digging of tree trunks. This had accelerated the build-up of 

rills from erratic rainfall and increased incidences of sheet erosion from seasonal floods and 

wind erosion. A common agreement among both communities was that Somali refugees had 

contributed a lot to the environmental degradation, through unsustainable land uses such as 

cutting of tree poles for building and thatching huts, firewood, browse and land excavations for 

the preparation of mud bricks to construct refugee housing.
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4 6 Access to social services

Our fourth objective was: “To assess the level of access of refugees and host community to 

social services such as water, education and health services in Dadaab and Ifo camps”. The 

focused areas for water included source of water, water shortage, water quality and reliability. 

School distance, school type and fees and education quality for education and finally, common 

diseases and quality of the health services for refugees and host households.

4.6.1 Water services

a. Sources of water for host community and refugees
In Dadaab division/district, the first main borehole was drilled in 1957 by the Ministry of Water

and managed by the ministry under a cost sharing scheme with the local communities before 

being privatized. All these systems were managed by trained community members. Although 

another borehole was drilled in 1992 and placed under the management of the water board, the 

borehole capacity was not enough due to the increasing demand for water both by the human 

population and livestock (during dry season) in Dadaab. This had therefore necessitated the 

drilling of a third borehole in 2010 to separately cater for livestock. Approximately one third of 

the host population source of water for both drinking, domestic and livestock use came from the 

borehole(rural) while the remaining two third (urban) obtained their water from piped water 

sources (Figure 4.1).
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pigurc 4.1: water source for the host community

The mean distance of the households to the water source was estimated at nearly 3 kms as the 

government improved the water availability and access in both urban and rural areas through 

proliferation of boreholes. Among the refugees piped water was the main source of water for 

drinking, domestic and livestock use. In terms of distance to the water source, the water point 

was less than 1 km (0.7 km) and this was due to the installation of well distributed piping 

network across the blocks in the refugee camps.

b. Water shortage

Among the host community, slightly more than half (53.3%) felt that water shortage was not a 

roajor problem, while the remaining 46.7% of the households said water shortage was a major 

problem. This was associated with increased demand due to high population of refugees in the 

area> triggering a high demand and increased competition for water resources, which at times 

resulted in mechanical breakdown due to improper handling and maintenance. For the pastoral 

community leaving far from the water sources, the distance covered to access water was a major 

challenge. Similarly, majority (83.4%) of the refugee respondents confirmed that they were 

*aced with water shortages, mainly due to frequent mechanical breakdowns. This was 

ecessitated by the huge demand for water, which exerted pressure on the available facilities.
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According to UNHCR (2010) the quantity of water pumped per day in the different camps was 

estimates at 5.8 million litres.

Table 4.14: Water shortage among refugees and host community

'V^ateTshortage Refugee Host community

Numbers % Numbers %

No 5 16.7 16 53.3

Yes 25 83.4 14 46.7

Total 30 100 30 100.0

c. Water quality and reliability

Among the refugees in the camp, the water quality was observed to be good and reliable 

because of continuous access of the commodity as well as sound maintenance work done by the 

agencies operating in the camps. Among the host community, except for a few challenges linked 

to high competition, the water quality and reliability was good. The supply of water was 

reasonably good as there was abundant water, due to the presence of an adequate number of 

boreholes in the area. In the camps, refugees obtain water freely without any fee while the host 

community paid for the water services at Kshs 2 per 20 liter Jerican. Watering of animals is also 

charged with goats at Ksh 1. cows at Kshs. 3 and camels at Ksh. 6 to 10.

4-6.2 Education 

a- School distances

e main Dadaab primary school was established in January 1968 under an Acacia tree and 

ater 1970 a few permanent structures were built. The school evolved to become an education 

ter which attracted many pupils from local pastoral communities, due to the available

56



boarding facilities coupled with an extensive government strategic campaign on children 

education, which encouraged pastoralists to send more children to school. This had increased 

enrolment, competition and progression of education system, otherwise, nomadic background 

children could not get into secondary, college and universities. For the host community, the 

mean distance to school was about 2 km whereas for the refugees, the mean distance was about 

1 kilometer. Most of the schools were located near the camps and in Dadaab town.

b. School type and fee payments

Almost 92% of the schools available in the area were mainly public and were accessible to both 

refugees and the host community, while the remaining 8% of the education institutions were 

private and found in Ifo refugee camp and Dadaab town. Due to large refugee presence in the 

area and the difficulties involved in distinguishing between local Somalis and Somali refugees, 

some admission criteria was developed that was meant to exclude refugees children from 

accessing learning facilities in Dadaab primary schools. This criterion included: completion of 

one year in the affiliated nursery schools and possession of a valid birth certificate for every 

child.
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pigiire 4.2: Proportion of host community paying fees

However, the education facilities were accessed for free by the refugees especially the primary 

education. As shown in Figure 4.2, more than half the host community paid minimal amounts 

for primary education, mainly as incentives to teachers. Those in secondary schools paid fees 

that ranged from Kshs. 12,000 to Kshs. 18,000 per term.

c. Education quality

As shown in Figure 4.3, about 76% of the respondents think the quality of education was good 

in both Ifo Camp and Dadaab, 16.0% viewed it as average while 8 % reported poor education 

quality. This meant that over 90% of the respondents reported that the education quality ranged 

from good to average.
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Figure 4-3: Respondent perception of education quality

0 20 40 60 80

Asked about constraints to the quality of education, the respondent raised the concerns shown in 

table 4.15.

Table 4.15: Quality of education

Constraints Numbers Percent

Insufficient teachers (high pupils to teacher ratio) 20 33

Lack of control and adequate follow up on children which affected 

negatively on education standards

10 17

Lack of incentives for the teachers 25 42

Insufficient classrooms to support proper learning 5 8
Total 60 100.00
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4.6.3 Access to the health services

a. Common diseases
Medical services fall under the auspices of the Ministry of Heath in the Government of Kenya. 

Dadaab main hospital was opened in 1970 and was the only health facility in the division before 

the arrival of refugees and subsequent setting up of refugee camps. The hospital currently 

provides the following services: Consultations; MCH/clinics and Family planning; laboratory 

services; pharmacy; voluntary counseling test services (VCTS); in patient; male and female and 

pediatric, maternity services; theatre; and OPD services with exceptions of dental services.

The main medical complications and common disease observed by the Dadaab division/district 

and Ifo refugee camp were: Respiratory disease, anemia, urinary tract infections, pneumonia, 

malaria, cough and ringworms. From Table 4.20, 73% of refugees got essential health services 

whereas 43.3% of the host community accessed the essential health services.

Table 4.16: Respondents’ access to Essential health services

Access to essential health services Refugees Host community

Numbers Percent Numbers Percent

No 8 26.7 17 56.7

Yes 22 73.3 13 43.3

Total 30 100.0 30 100

b. Quality of the health service

In terms of the quality of health service provided at the health institutions, 50% of both refugees 

and host community regarded the services as poor quality, with 36.7% perceived the service as 

average and 13.3% as good. However, the majority (77%) of host community households has 

fall access of the health services either from the aid workers or government managed health 

facilities including Dadaab hospital. In contrast, majority of the refugee households (73%) did 

n°t have full access of the-health services due to high population density of the refugees in Ifo 

camp which was not proportional to available health services. Poor access of health care by
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refugee households was associated with lack of adequate facilities and staff at the health centers. 

Among the refugees the health facilities accessible were provided by humanitarian agencies 

operating in the camps, while the host community accessed health services from the 

government health facilities.

4.7 Source of income

The fifth objective of our study was: “To investigate the main income source activities of 

refugees and host community and the effect that this had on host community”.

4.7.1 Types of income sources

Among the refugees interviewed an equal number (50% each) had or did not have multiple 

sources of income with small petty trade being practiced by the majority. Other income 

generating sources included sale of relief food (20%), remittances (20%), social support 

(13.3%), incentives (13.3%), formal employment/salary (13.3%), casual labor (6.7%), livestock 

sale (6.7%), sale of charcoal (3.3%), and other activities (3.3%). These activities, ranked based 

on importance indicate a high level of destitution and despondency, as the majority of refugees 

relied on only ‘’severe” strategies such as sale of food relief items, remittances and social 

support for income

Table 4.17: Sources of income

Multiple source of income Refugee Host community

Numbers % Numbers %

No 15 50.0 17 56.7

Yes 15 50.0 13 43.3

Total 30 100.0 30 100.0

Among the host community as shown in the Table: 4.17, more than half of those interviewed did 

n°t have multiple sources of income. This being a pastoralist community, most members were 

Evolved in the sale of livestock and livestock products (76.7%).
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In comparison, certain activities were prominent among the refugees than the host community, 

such as remittances (20% among refugees and 6.7% among the host community), sale of relief 

food and social support. This depicts the vulnerability of the refugee households to food 

insecurity. However on the other hand, culturally, it may need to be understood that the social 

network systems among the Somalis were strong and therefore even with social support being 

one of the dominant means of income generation, this may indicate the household income 

stability.

4.7.2. Competition for income opportunities among refugees and host community

Comparative analysis of the competitive capacity for income opportunities between refugees 

and the host community reveals that 80% of both refugees and host community acknowledged 

the existence of a strong income earning competition between the two groups. This competition 

was more profound between refugees and host communities in Dadaab and Ifo refugee camps 

and the surrounding host community, as well as in employment opportunities. Other areas where 

competition was high were in business and trade sectors (Table 4.18).

Table 4.18: Competition for income opportunities between refugee and host community

competition Refugee view Host community

Numbers % Numbers %

No 6 20.0 6 20.0

Yes 24 80.0 24 80.0

Total 30 100.0 30 100.0

Over a third of the refugees said business deals do not equally favor them, just like their 

counterpart business persons from the host community. This was because the established 

regulatory framework requires registration of business entities by people who have an identity 

°f the host country. Considering that most refugees were immigrants from neighboring 

countries, those interested in conducting business were not licensed.

oreover, when sourcing bush products such as fuel wood and charcoal most refugees face 

distance from the host community. On the other hand nearly over two thirds of the host
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community felt that in the area of business terrain was tilted in favor of the refugee merchants 

who sell their goods at a “cheaper price because they get their merchandise in duty free from 

Somalia” and therefore they were not able to compete favorably. A similar scenario was 

experienced in accessing casual labor. Refugees, who was desperate for a source of income; 

took up most of the wage employment opportunities, since they easily accepted low daily 

wages, compared to the host community which demanded higher wages for the same labor 

input.

4.7.3. Areas of major competition between refugee and host community

Almost half (47%) of host community and forty percent (40%) of refugees respondent identified 

business and trade as main areas of competition between two the groups (Table 4.19). Second 

important income competition activities for refugees and host community were small petty trade 

that was dealt by 20% and 23% of refugees and host community respondents. Formal 

employment, was third category of income competition that involved 23% of the host and 17% 

of refugee respondent. Whereas, 23% of refugee and only 7% of host respondents competed for 

limited informal employment such as casual labour.

Table 4.19: Areas of major competition between refugee and host community

Major areas of competition Refugee Host community

Numbers % Numbers %

Small petty trade 6 20 7 23.3

Business and trade 12 40.0 14 46.6

Formal employment 5 17.0 7 23.3

Informal employment 7 23.0 2 6.6

Total 30 100.0 30 100.0

4-7.4. Effect of income competition on refugee and host community’s income

Approximately 46% of the refugees had an opinion that their status as refugees had an effect on 

“fcir businesses and other income earing opportunities, including formal employment and 

^formal as well as self errfployment. The main areas of contest for employment opportunities
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were where refugees miss formal employment opportunities, while local host community was 

employed. Incentives earned from daily labor were also prioritized by the host community over 

the refugee, as well as contracting opportunities which were a preserve of the host community.

In self employment such as trade and collection of the bush products, refugees faced obstacles 

from both the government and host community. For instance, refugees did not have free access 

to the options that could enable them improve their businesses or seek better employment 

opportunities due to lack of identity cards. Collection of the bush products for construction and 

fire wood for income generation was hindered by government policies that focused on reducing 

deforestation.

Table 4.20: Effects of income competition on refugee and host community’s income

Effect of income Refugee Host community

competition Number % Number %

No 13 54.2 12 40.0

Yes 11 45.8 18 60.0

Total 24 100.0 30 100.0

The major commercial suppliers in the area were the host community because of the free access 

to supply sources in Nairobi, Garissa and other major towns. This had enabled them to acquire 

more wealth, expand their business premises and establish strong and dependable business 

relationships with other business people within the area. Refugees on their part found it difficult 

to penetrate the business supply chain and even contact qualified suppliers or essential 

commercial goods from host community’s suppliers, as business preference was always skewed 

towards host community traders.

Specifically, Miraa sellers in the host community got the best quality while the refugees got 

Poor quality of Miraa and thus further making it difficult for them to sell their products to 

Potential clients. The hosts^collude most of the time to reduce business opportunities for the 

refugees. Another perspective of the effects of competition of income opportunities on the
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welfare of the refugees and host community was the indication by 60% of the host respondents, 

that most refugee sold their commercial goods at low prices, since the supply of non-food items 

were sourced from the Somalia-Kenya border through smuggling where no taxes were paid 

coupled with the sale free food aid goods.

This affected income competition by tilting income earnings in favor of the refugees. Through 

this, refugee traders were able to easily control market prices, access more clients, and increase 

their income earnings. As a result, most customers preferred refugee markets because of the 

variety of commercial goods available at low prices. In addition, the high population in the Ifo 

Camp created a high demand for livestock and livestock products compared to Dadaab market.

Other income sources also affect host communities, for instance competition for the limited 

unskilled labour opportunities. Since refugees bargain for cheap labour, they are more favored 

than the host community. This can be explained by the availability and access by refugees to 

staple food through aid agencies, and provide cheap labour in order to acquire non-staple food. 

Finally, the establishment of refugee camps near markets, that were easily accessible by road, 

increased their proximity to areas or market hubs where more activities demanded labour force.

4.7.5. Monthly income for refugee and host community

Over 80% of the refugee earned less than Kshs. 10,000 per month, while only 10% of the host 

community were in the same monthly income category (Table 4.8). Almost 23.5% of the host 

community earned Kshs 30,000 and above compared to about 6.5% of refugees falling within 

this monthly income category. The remaining groups earned monthly incomes ranging Kshs 

10,000 to 30,000, equivalent to 13.3% and 43.4% for refugee and host community, respectively 

(Table 4.21).
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Table 4.21: Monthly income for refugee and host community

Monthly income Refugee Host community

Number % Number %

I T  9,999 24 80.0 10 33.3

10,000- 19,999 3 10.0 8 26.7

20,000- 29,999 1 3.3 5 16.7

"30,000 - 39,999 1 3.3 3 10.0

40,000 -  49,999 1 3.3 2 6.7

50,000- 100,000 2 6.7

Total 30 100.0 30 100.0

The main sources of income for the refugees included: remittances, trade, employment, 

livestock sale, casual labor and sale of food aid. On the other hand, the main income sources for 

the host community were sale of livestock and livestock products, trade as well as employment. 

However, the Monthly income earned by the host community was higher than refugee monthly 

income due to better access for travel, contracts of the supply for the construction of material 

and other important services in the camps, employment and the good price for the livestock and 

livestock products (milk and meat), from the high demand of the refugee camps and main town. 

This contributed and improved the monthly income and overall economy of the host 

community.

4.7.6 Income source index as a measure of food and livelihood security

For triangulation purposes, a measure of the level of income was used as a proxy for food 

security among the refugee and host community households. An Income Source Index (ISI) was 

developed based on the severity weighting of the activities. The weighting was determined by 

the sustainability of the activity. On one extreme, those that were deemed to be a threat to the 

environment as well as those that were a function of support from others were categorized as 

severe and given a score of 1. And on the other extreme, the activities that were considered to be 

a function of the productivity of individuals and were therefore sustainable were considered 

^ild and given a score of 3.
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The moderate that scored 2 were activities that were considered seasonal though they could be 

renewed. The ISI was scored by obtaining the product of each activity and its severity score and 

then summing up the scores of activities employed by the household. A tercile distribution was 

then run on the scores to categorize the household situation into 3 categories: better-off, middle 

and poor. The households with higher scores were considered better-off and those with lower 

scores considered poor. Households that resort to unsustainable coping strategies, such as selling 

productive assets or taking high interest loans, represent a crucial area of concern for those 

working with the most food insecure populations (FANTA, 2007). Table 4.22 below show the 

mean and median scores of ISI for refugees and host community.

Table 4.22: Income Source Index for Refugees and host community

Income source index (ISI) for Refugees Income source index (ISI) for host community

N
Valid 30

N
Valid 30

Missing 0 Missing 0

Mean 23958.33333 Mean 65702.2667

Median 15000.0000 Median 40000.0000

Percentiles
33.33333333 9416.6667 30000.0000 33.33333333 30000.0000

66.66666667 20000.0000 63000.0000 66.66666667 63000.0000

4.7.7 Income source index categories for refugee and host community

From the findings in the above table, 30% of refugees fell in the better-off category, 36.7% in 

the middle income group and 33.3% in the poor income category. Similarly 33.3% of the host 

communities were categorized as better-off, 30% as middle and 36.7% as poor (Table 4.23).
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Table 4.23: Wealth Groups Based on Income Source Index for Refugees and Host community

Refugee Host community

Wealth groups Frequency % Frequency %

Better off 9 30.0 10 33.3

Middle 11 36.7 9 30.0

Poor 10 33.3 11 36.7

Total 30 100.0 30 100.0

The indexing criterion and weighting that was used in deriving wealth groups was presented in 

Table 4.24.

Table 4.24: Income source Index weighting

Mild (score of 3) Moderate (score of 2) Severe (score of 1)

Trade (including petty trade, Livestock and livestock Firewood/charcoal sales

small business) product sales

Casual labor Incentives Social support

Salary/wage/employment Loans Remittances

Formal employment (private) Sale of relief food

4.7.8 Income Constraints

Some of the constraints for income include

• Low capital for business investment,

• High competition in business between hosts and refugees, inter refugees and inter host 

community,
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• Hyperinflation of the imported food which cannot compete free food distribution

• Refugee status with limited access for business and seeking employment.

For the pastoralist their main income comes from the livestock and livestock products, which 

were predisposed to the devastating risks from drought and livestock diseases. These shocks 

deteriorate livestock conditions, thereby reducing the productivity of livestock through low milk 

production. Poor quality livestock are not saleable, hence likely effect of leading to low incomes 

from the sale of livestock. In the months of June to August, there was low income earning 

options for the host community in Dadaab and refugee camps in Ifo. This period is characterized 

by reduced income earning activities from business, trade and employment due to sea closure 

from the Monsoons high tide and decline of the seaport activities.

4.8 Food security and wellbeing of the host community

The sixth objective of our study: “To investigate the food security and wellbeing situation of the 

host community and how presence of refugees contributed to the living condition of host 

community”

4.8.1. Refugee contribution to the well-being of host community

An about one fifth (23.3%) of the host community interviewed felt that the presence of refugees 

had positively contributed to their wellbeing (Table 4.25). This is especially in the areas of trade 

and development opportunities, establishment of income generating projects, expansion of 

business entities, and creation of job opportunities and contracts for the host community in the 

construction, materials and services sub-sectors, within and outside the refugee camps. As a 

result, there had been established conducive opportunities for booming businesses and increased 

market for trading goods and services due to increased population.
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Table 4.25: Refugee contribution to the wellbeing of the host community

Response Number Percent

Yes 7 23.3

No 23 76.7

'T o ta P 30 100.0

In addition, employment opportunities have increased since the establishment of humanitarian 

agencies, as well as the health and education services provided by non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs) such as Care International and the United Nations agencies such as 

United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) and the World Food Programme 

(WFP).

Similarly, all the refugees interviewed confirmed that their presence in Dadaab refugee camp 

has improved the wellbeing of the host community through contributions to development and 

increased access to medical facilities, improved water supply and better food access through 

ration cards given to hosts and purchased at subsidized prices by host areas (Dadaab and 

surroundings). The refugee camps also generate opportunities for developing economic assets, 

income and employment, free health services, education and employment.

Before the establishment of Dadaab refugee camp, the area was a rural division, but has since 

developed into an urban area with improved social services and amenities including transport 

facilities, waste disposal, and water supply. Trade links to rural catchments and markets for 

livestock and livestock products have also resulted from the establishment of Dadaab refugee 

camp. All these factors have cumulatively transformed and modernized the town and improved 

the overall wellbeing of the host community.

4-8.2 Food Source Index

^is composite index was developed as a proxy measure of household food security and 

livelihood in this study. The index was used to assign households along a continuum of severity, 

0ni food secure to severely food insecure. Household food access score was a composite index 

^at Was derived from two indicators, household food access and income source indices.
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These were also derivatives of the type of food access employed by a household and their 

income source as already explained in other parts of this document.

The two indicators are combined to form a composite index which in this study was used as the 

proxy measure for household food access. A tercile distribution was run from the derived values 

in order to categorize them into three groups namely food secure, moderately food insecure and 

severely food insecure. The tercile with the lower weighting was considered as severely food 

insecure group, the middle tercile was moderately food insecure and the upper tercile 

categorized as food secure group. It should be noted that the tercile cut-off marks for the refugee 

and host community were not necessarily the same because they depend on respective 

distributions.

Table 4.26: Food Source Index

Main food source Score if 1st food Score if 2nd food Score if 3rd food source

source is: source is: is:

1. 3-Food secure 1. 3-Food secure 1. 3-Food secure

2. 2-Moderate 2. 2-Moderate 2. 2-Moderate

3. 1-Severe 3. 1-Severe 3. 1-Severe

Own production 3 2 1

Relief food 1 2 3

Purchase 2 2 2

Borrowing 1 2 3

Gifts 1 2 3

4.8.3 Refugees and host community food access profile (food source index)

Based on the analysis of food source index, (Table 4.27), 23.3% of refugee respondents were 

food secure and about a third (33.3%) were severely food insecure, while the rest (43.3%) were 

Moderately food insecure. In the study it was noted that relief food provided the main source of 

food for the refugees, with food purchase being the second main source. This meant that 

refugees were most likely to face food access challenges in the event that relief food would not

be available.
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Table 4.27: Households Food Access Scale category for Refugees and Host community

Household Food access Host community Refugees

Number % Number %

Food secure 3 10.0 7 23.3

Moderately food insecure 11 36.7 13 43.3

Severely food insecure 16 53.3 10 33.3

Total 30 100.0 30 100.0

On the other hand nearly half (53.3%) of the host community were severely food insecure, 

36.7% were moderately food insecure and about 10% were considered food secure. However, it 

should be noted that the levels of severity differ significantly given that among the host 

community majority had access to diverse and more sustainable sources of food and income that 

enhanced household food access. Generally, the host community had higher scores suggesting 

less vulnerability and better household food security situation than the refugees (Table4.28).

Table 4.28: Household food security vulnerability for Refugees and host community

Food security Refugee Host community

Number % Score Number % Score

secure 7 23.3 >12 3 10 >36

Moderately insecure 13 43.3 6.8-12 11 36.7 25-36

Severely insecure 10 33.3 <6.7 16 53.5 <24
Total 30 100.00 30 100.00

4-8.4 Relationship between income source and food access

4-8.4.1 Food Source Index

To investigate the relationship between income source and household food access, Kendall’s tau 

was used. The analysis did not indicate significant positive association between food access 

income status of the household, tau (28) =.231, p > .170. This means that the occurrence 

uld have been by chance. However it is important to note that the positive association between
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income source and household food access suggests that those households with better income 

sources had higher food access (Table 4.29a and 4.29 b).

Table 4.29 a: Associational analysis between food security and income source

Household food security (HHFAS) Income source (ISI)

TotalBetter off Middle Poor

HHFASC2 Severely food 

insecure

Count 6 6 4 16

Expected Count 5.3 4.8 5.9 16.0

% of Total 20.0 20.0 13.3 53.3

Food secure Count 1 1 0 2

Expected Count .7 .6 .7 2.0

% of Total 3.3 3.3 .0 6.7

Moderately food 

insecure

Count 3 2 7 12

Expected Count 4.0 3.6 4.4 12.0

% of Total 10.0 6.7 23.3 40.0

Total Count 10 9 11 30

Expected Count 10.0 9.0 11.0 30.0

% of Total 33.3 30.0 36.7 100.0

It is also possible that certain households with poor income sources are still able to access food 

even though at moderate levels. This is to say that there is no destitute situation given the 

presence of refugees in and around the camps. This makes the host community to access certain 

services (relief food, improved income opportunities through business and vibrant micro 

economy in Dadaab area) free of charge.
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Table 4.29 b: Associational analysis between Food security and Income sources

Symmetric Measures Value Asymp. Std. Error Approx. Tb Approx. Sig.

Ordinal by Ordinal Kendall's tau-b .231 .169 1.371 .170

N of Valid Cases 30

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis

b. Using asymptotic standard errors assuming the null hypothesis 

4.8.4.2 Food security and Perception

To investigate the relationship between perception and household food access, Kendall’s tau b 

was used. The analysis did not indicate significant positive association between food access and 

perception of the household, tau (28) =.060, p > . 730. The perception of the host towards the 

refugees did not have any bearing on the food access status of the host community.

Table 4.30a: Food security and perception of the host community to refugees

Food security Host perception to refugees Total

Friendly
Somewhat

friendly
Unfriendly

HHFASC

2

Severely food 

insecure

Count 9 6 1 16

Expected Count 8.5 6.4 1.1 16.0

% of Total 30.0 20.0 3.3 53.3

Food secure Count 1 1 0 2

Expected Count 1.1 .8 .1 2.0

% of Total 3.3 3.3 .0 6.7

Moderately food 

insecure

Count 6 5 1 12

Expected Count 6.4 4.8 .8 12.0

% of Total 20.0 16.7 3.3 40.0

Total
m

Count 16 12 2 30

Expected Count 16.0 12.0 2.0 30.0
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Food security Host perception to refugees Total

Friendly
Somewhat

friendly
Unfriendly

h h f a s _c Severely food Count 9 6 1 16

2 insecure Expected Count 8.5 6.4 1.1 16.0

% of Total 30.0 20.0 3.3 53.3

Food secure Count 1 1 0 2

Expected Count 1.1 .8 .1 2.0

% of Total 3.3 3.3 .0 6.7

Moderately food Count 6 5 1 12

insecure Expected Count 6.4 4.8 .8 12.0

% of Total 20.0 16.7 3.3 40.0

Count 16 12 2 30

Expected Count 16.0 12.0 2.0 30.0

% of Total 53.3 40.0 6.7 100.0

Table 4.30b: Food security and Perception

Symmetric Measures
Value

Asymp. Std. 

Error3
Approx. Tb Approx. Sig.

Ordinal by Ordinal Kendall's tau-b .060 .175 .346 .730

N of Valid Cases 30

a- Not assuming the null hypothesis

b. Using asymptotic standard errors assuming the null hypothesis
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To investigate how the presence of the refugee contributed to overall wellbeing of host 

community, the well-being index which was composite index was calculated using three 

indicators, namely: (1) House hold food access index; (2) Income source Index and (3) Health 

service access. The wellbeing Indices were categorized into three levels. The levels were 

weighted as indicated in Table 5.31a.

4.8.4.3 Wellbeing index

Table 4.31a: Wellbeing index

Household food access index Income source Index Access to health services

Food secure = 3 Better off = 3 Yes = 2

Moderately food insecure = 2 Middle = 2 No = 1

Severely food insecure = 1 Poor = 1

To develop the index, a product of the three indicators was computed and then a tercile 

distribution was run on the scores to break them down into three categories namely, good, 

moderate and poor. The three categories were distinct.

Table 4.31b: Wellbeing index scores

Wellbeing score Frequency % Valid % Cumulative %

Valid 1.00 2 6.7 6.7 6.7

2.00 10 33.3 33.3 40.0

3.00 3 10.0 10.0 50.0

4.00 6 20.0 20.0 70.0

6.00 6 20.0 20.0 90.0

8.00 1 3.3 3.3 93.3

12.00 1 3.3 3.3 96.6

18.00 1 3.3 3.3 100

Total 30 100.0 100.0
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Approximately 40% of the respondents in the host community were relatively poor, based on 

three core indicators, namely: food access, income and access to health services. The households 

in this group had a score of less than 2. This means that in terms of food access, they were either 

severely or moderately food insecure and their access to essential health services were low. 

About 30% of the respondents were categorized in the good and moderate group each. On 

average, 60% of the host population relatively enjoying a moderate to good wellbeing 

characterized by moderate to good household food access, middle to better income opportunities 

and have good access to health services.

4.8.4.4 Wellbeing score (statistics)

Table 4.32 a: Well-being score

N Valid 30

Missing 0

Percentiles 33.33333333 2.0000

66.66666667 4.0000

Table 4.32b: Wellbeing score

Wellbeing score Frequency % Valid % Cumulative %
Valid Good 9 30.0 30.0 30.0

Moderate 9 30.0 30.0 60.0

Poor 12 40.0 40.0 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

To investigate the relationship between income source and well being, Kendall’s tau b was used. 

The analysis indicated a significant positive association between household wellbeing and the 

income status, tau (28) =.577, p > .001. This means that the households that were better off 

were socially in the higher level of wellbeing characterized by improved household food access
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and access to better social services given the income leverage. This tau is considered to be a 

large effect size (Cohen, 1988)5

Table 4.33 a: Cross tabulation of Wellbeing and Income source of Host community Households

WB S * ISI C3 Cross tabulation ISIC3

TotalBetter off Middle Poor

WB_S Good Count 7 2 0 9

Expected Count 3.0 2.7 3.3 9.0

% of Total 23.3 6.7 .0 30.0

Moderate Count 3 2 4 9

Expected Count 3.0 2.7 3.3 9.0

% of Total 10.0 6.7 13.3 30.0

Poor Count 0 5 7 12

Expected Count 4.0 3.6 4.4 12.0

% of Total .0 16.7 23.3 40.0

Total Count 10 9 11 30

Expected Count 10.0 9.0 11.0 30.0

% of Total 33.3 30.0 36.7 100.0

J~ohen gives the following guidelines for the social sciences: size r = 0.1 -  0.23; medium, r = 0.24 -  0.36; large, r 
^•37 or larger:
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Table 4.33b: Cross tabulation of wellbeing and Income source of Host community Households

Symmetric Measures
Value Asymp. Std. Error8 Approx. Tb

Approx.

Sig.

Ordinal by Kendall's tau-b .577 .093 6.241 .000

Ordinal Kendall's tau-c .573 .092 6.241 .000

jTofValid Cases 30

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis

b. Using asymptotic standard errors assuming the null hypothesis

Table 4.34a: Cross tabulation of wellbeing and Perception of host community toward refugees

WR S* PERCEPTION Cross
PERCEPTION

tabulation Friendly
Somewhat

friendly
Unfriendly

Total

WB_S Good Count 6 3 0 9

Expected Count 4.8 3.6 .6 9.0

% of Total 20.0 10.0 .0 30.0

Moderate Count 7 2 0 9

Expected Count 4.8 3.6 .6 9.0

% of Total 23.3 6.7 .0 30.0

Poor Count 3 7 2 12

Expected Count 6.4 4.8 .8 12.0

% of Total 10.0 23.3 6.7 40.0

Total Count 16 12 2 30

Expected Count 16.0 12.0 2.0 30.0

..__ % of Total 53.3 40.0 6.7 100.0
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Table 4.34b: Cross tabulation of wellbeing and Perception of host community toward refugees

S ym m etric  Measures
Value

Asymp. Std. 

Error3
Approx. Tb Approx. Sig.

Ordinal by Ordinal Kendall's tau-b .380 .149 2.490 .013

]sj of Valid Cases 30

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis

b. Using asymptotic standard errors assuming the null hypothesis

To investigate the relationship between perception the host community held towards the 

refugees and the wellbeingof the host community households, Kendall’s tau b was used. The 

analysis indicated a significant positive association between household wellbeing and the 

perceptions towards the refugees, tau (28) =.380,p > .013. This means that those who perceived 

the refugees as friendly and who had good relationship with them benefited from the 

relationship which is reflected in their social well being. These households probably benefited in 

accessing relief food, if in business probably had more of their clientele being the refugees. 

This tau is considered to be a medium effect size (Cohen, 1988)6.

4.3.5 Conclusion

The main purpose of the study was to find out how perception, integration, environmental 

effect, access to the services, income and food source were related to food security and the 

overall wellbeing of host the community. The outcome of the study explained that about 65% of 

the two groups had a positive and friendly perception towards one another as they share the 

same ethnic, religious and language group. Comparative analysis showed visible integration in 

areas of business, trade and employment with high competition among the groups observable.

Social services such as water, health and education illustrated that the presence of the refugees 

,n Dadaab contributed to tangible progressive development in social services, thus, improved 

access and availability of the basic needs/ services to the host community. The study outcome 

also explained that the host community had a more sustainable and diversifiable source of

Cohen gives the following guidelines for the social sciences: size r = 0.1 -  0.23; medium, r = 0.24 -  0.36; large, r 
I  0.37 or larger:
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income and better wage. Trade, employment, livestock and livestock product sales were the 

main income source that the host community benefited from. However, environment 

degradation was commonly agreed by the respondents that refugees had contributed 

significantly to the environmental destruction, through unsustainable land practices.

Finally, the study investigated how the presence of the refugee contributed to the food security 

and overall wellbeing of the host community. On average, 60% of the host population relatively 

enjoyed a moderate to good wellbeing characterized by moderate to good household food 

access, middle to better income opportunities and have good access to health services.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

5.1 Summary of Findings

The broad objective of this study was to find out how the presence of large numbers of refugees 

in Dadaab camp affects (positively or negatively) the food security and overall wellbeing of the 

host community. The study sought to accomplish this by assessing the outcome of refugee 

integration within the host community, their perception towards one to other, the risk and 

resource competition in terms of the income earning options, the outcome of sharing of limited 

resources such as the existing social services (education, health, water and etc); and lastly, the 

resulting environmental damage.

The research employed appropriate literature, in order to fill the existing gaps on the level of 

integration and connections between two groups, how they perceive one another, the major 

sources of food and income, environmental effect from the source of energy for cooking, 

construction materials and the contribution to food security and wellbeing to the host 

community. A non probability purposive sampling methodology and data analysis based on 

descriptive statistics such as mean, mode, median, frequency distributions and percentages was 

used. To investigate the relationship between perception and household food access and 

wellbeing of the host community, Kendall’s tau b was used.

The study outcome of the first and second objective did not indicate significant positive 

association between food access and perception of the household, tau (28) =.060, p > .730. 

However, the analysis indicated a significant positive association between household well being 

and the perceptions towards the refugees, tau (28) =.380, p > .013. This tau is considered to be a 

medium effect size (Cohen, 1988). Hence, the positive perception discerned between the 

refugees and the host community, is pivotal in improving much of the social and economical 

connection. Further, the relationship between income source, household food access and well 

being of host community did not indicate significant positive association between food access 

and income status of the household, tau (28) =.231, p > .170. However, salient findings suggest
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that certain households with poor income sources are still able to access food even though at 

nioderate levels, while those households with better income sources had higher food access than 

lower income earners. The analysis additionally indicated a significant positive association 

between household well being and the income status, tau (28) =.577, p > .001. This means that 

the households that were better off were socially in the higher level of well being characterized 

by improved household food access and access to better social services given the income 

leverage. This tau is considered to be a large effect size (Cohen, 1988)

The findings of the third objective (assessing the integration between host community and the 

refugees), indicate that although these two groups compete in business and trade related 

activities, socially, they share the ethnic background, language, religion and culture, they 

intermarry and intermingle and when there are disputes there are existing resolving mechanisms 

such as having elders from both sides meet to mediate, depending on the magnitude of the 

problem. During burials ceremonies for instance, these two groups offer each other emotional, 

physical and material support. This is to say that the integration and connection element 

between the two groups contribute to food security and wellbeing of the host community, more 

so as a result of existing support systems and dispute resolution mechanisms.

It is through this existing integration and connection that these two groups share the social 

services such as water, education and health. Access to water for instance, has become easier 

and more secure for both people and livestock, with over 90% of respondents reporting 

improved access and supply situation to reliable to very reliable. Many water development 

initiatives have been supported by the agencies active in the refugee operation and boreholes 

with tap-stands and livestock troughs had been constructed in the most of the rural areas. This 

s,gnificant investments in water supply infrastructure has afforded 90% of the host communities 

a degree of access to potable water that is well above the average for other arid areas of Kenya. 

Additionally, all villages have access to primary school education and interestingly, access to 

educational facilities was considered one of key reason for settling down. However, the 

l̂iteracy rate among the adult population in host communities is reported to be high, except in 

Dadaab town.
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The development of health services has been supported by the humanitarian agencies working 

with host communities, usually in the form of outreach clinics and dispensaries built in 

cooperation with the Ministry of Medical Services. Respondents perceptions of whether access 

to health facilities has improved or not is divided, given that several dispensaries and mobile 

clinics in the villages lack staff and medicine - an aspect that is important to address. The host 

community also use private clinics in the refugee camps and agency-equipped hospitals are 

accessed free of charge in the camps and in Dadaab. The study outcome point toward visible 

contribution to the wellbeing of the host community (enjoying good health status), although the 

statistical data did not indicate a strong correlation on improved food security in its entirety.

The fifty objective of the study refers the effects of refugees influx on the environment. 

Although we have seen the visible positive effects such as access to distributed food, economic 

opportunities and service improvements resulting from refugee presence in Daadab, limited 

natural resources signify negative impacts on the environment. This is attributed to extraction of 

firewood, tree cutting activities for construction purposes, land excavations mud brick modeling 

coupled with overutilization of grazing lands due to the refugees’ lack of knowledge on 

importance of trees and vegetation. Nearly 50 kilometer radius from the centre of the camps 

remain deforested, pare land with gaping holes, accelerating seasonal floods and soil erosion, 

indicating an irreversible damage to environment with no contribution at all for food security 

and well being of host community.

5.2 Conclusion

This study set out to determine and investigate how the presence of the refugees in Dadaab area 

affects the host community, with the aim of assessing both positively or negatively. Negative in 

terms of host community food security and wellbeing. It is possible to state that the benefits are 

complex and had both positive and negative impacts on the well being and household food 

security situation of the host community. The findings suggested that to a large extent, the influx 

0 refugees in to Dadaab camp, has contributed to the development of key infrastructural 

Serv*ces and social amenities such as expansion in health infrastructure and increased access to 

ater and education, provision of health facilities, improvement in the trade and business 

V*r°nment hence, reduced food and commodity prices, investment in services and
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infrastructure, enhanced creation of employment opportunities and closer integration between 

the host and refugee community, through trade and intermarriages. The study adds substantially 

to our understanding that a good proportion of the host community have been able to 

significantly exploit opportunities for wealth creation and income generation, as well as 

increased access to labour and business opportunities. While trading activities are dominated by 

the host community in Dadaab town, the urban area has developed over the last 18 years, from a 

cluster of rudimentary shelters to a busy regional business hub. As a result trading activities 

have risen significantly alongside the rapid increase in land property prices.

In retrospect, however, the increased positive outcomes have resulted into large-scale in- 

migration of the host community and refugees into Daadab area, exerting considerable strain on 

the natural resources. Specifically, while the vegetation in the semi-arid environment is resilient; 

especially towards short seasonal rains, combined high demand for firewood and building 

materials from the camps and the host communities is significant. As a result, large areas 

surrounding the refugee camp have been reduced to scrub land, with the remaining bush patches 

threatened by increasing demand for forest products. This is despite the confinement of refugee 

resource extraction activities within spatial areas that inherently are of low resource value. There 

is also competition for grazing lands in the immediate vicinity of the camps.

Overall, it is accurate to conclude that the presence of the refugees in Dadaab area has had a far 

positive impact on the well being and household food security situation of the host community.
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5.3 Recommendations for policy and further research

The study presents the following priority recommendations that the Government of Kenya, 

development agencies and humanitarian organizations should focus on in collaboration with the 

host community in Dadaab.

5.3.1 Policy recommendations

a. The study outcome explained that the major areas of competition between host 

community and refugees were, limited income earning options especially employment, 

business and trade. To mitigate that competition, income generation opportunities such 

as development of small enterprises in Dadaab town were important.

b. Improvement of the road communicating between Garissa and Dadaab may facilitate the 

access of the traded commodities to Dadaab town that reduce trade and business 

competition and improve host community income.

c. Plan for the Dadaab area in accordance with its importance for trade and business. 

Undertake development planning for the Dadaab area that recognizes its status as a 

major urban centre with a significant scale of economic activity. This will benefit both 

refugees and host community.

d. The study result indicated that one of the major income of the host community comes 

from livestock and livestock product sale. Support to host communities that is focused 

on developing pastoral production, pastoral trade will be additional advantage that 

contribute the wellbeing of host community

e. Aim at opening the border with Somalia and legalizing cross-border trade. There are 

clear benefits from re-opening the border and legalizing the existing trade and 

movements. This would benefit the host community. The situation in Dadaab clearly 

shows that the officially closed border does little to regulate refugees’ movements
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f. Majority of the respondents reported that the education quality ranged from good to 

average with concerns about insufficient teachers due to lack of incentives, resulting in a 

high pupils to teacher ratio. Provision of qualified teachers to Dadaab and main rural 

settlement and allocating significant part of community development funds to education 

sector of Dadaab division, will improve the access to, and the quality education of the 

host community

5.3.2 Further research

• Studies need to be conducted to assess the role and influence of social support networks on 

the household income status.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1:

FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION/ KEY INFORMANT SEMI-STRUCTURED

INTERVIEW GUIDE

1. What is the perception of the host community about the refugees in Dadaab ?

2. What are the perceptions of the refugee about the host community in Dadaab?

3. What are the effects of the illegal trade of small arms and drugs on security oh host 

community?

4. Which integration activity (trade/ or employment) has more importance between refugees 

and host community?

5. How has Somali refugees contributed to environmental degradation especially fire wood 

cutting and over use of ground water?

6. What are the main sources of income for people in Dadaab division?

7. How has the presence of refugee’s enhanced availability and access of host community to 

education and health services?

8. What are the main sources of food for people in this area?

9. How has the presence of the refugees improved the food security and overall wellbeing of 

the host community?
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APPENDIX 2:

HOUSEHOLD HEADS QUESTIONNAIRE Code:

INFLUX OF SOMALI REFUGEES IN DADAAB, KENYA AND ITS EFFECT ON THE 

NEIGHBORING HOST COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR HEADS OF 

HOUSEHOLD

Dear respondent,

I am a student at the University of Nairobi. Currently I am carrying out a research on the on the 

Influx of Somali Refugees in Dadaab, Kenya and its Effect on the Neighboring Host 

Community. The research study is done as an academic requirement for a partial fulfillment for 

the award of the M.A Degree in sociology. Your participation in this research will be highly 

appreciated. Please be assured that your responses will be treated with maximum confidentiality 

and will only be used for academic purposes

BACKROUND INFORMATION

Name of the respondent.............................

Settlement/camp.......................................

Date of the interview—

Type of the respondent-----

1.0 H O U S E H O L D  C H A R A C T E R I S T I C

1.1. Age of the respondent?............

1.2. What is you level of education?

1.3. What is your marital status?......................

1.4. What is your number of children?------

1.5. present occupation?.......................

1.6. Past occupation?.......

1.7. What type of employment activity are you engaged in? Skilled employment

□
Unskilled employment O ' Small petty trade O  Farming O  other

(specify) O
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1.8. If you are a trader, which trade do you carry out? Food trade 

Grocer/hardware

Livestock trade Q  Fruit / vegetable^ Other trade (specify) Q

2.0 PERCEPTION OF THE REFUGEE AND HOST COMMUNITY EACH OTHER

2.1. What is your perception of host community/ refugee? 

Friendly O  Somewhat friendly Q

Explain why in either case:________________________

3.0. INTEGRATION OF THE REFUGEE AND HOST COMMUNITY

3.1. How long have you stayed in Dadaab? Up to one year Q  2-5 years Q  

years HH More than 10 years Q

3.2. Have you obtained connection with refugee/ host community? Yes Q

□
If yes, in which areas? Friend ship Q  Business O  farming Q

(specify) □

3.3. Which of the following have you done with the members of the other community?

Visited the members of other community,.................-.............. , Met at Drinking place —

Worked together in committee for school/ or other project....................... intermarried —

Give them gifts-----------------------------------other integration (specify).............................. .

6-  10 

No 

others

Unfriendly Q

4.0. ENVIRONMENT

4.1. What sources of energy does your household use for cooking?

Fire wood [Z\ charcoal Q  paraffin Q  cooking gas Q  electricity

□

4-2. What quantity do you approximately use weekly?
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In case you use fire wood or charcoal where do you obtain it? Fire wood.......................

Charcoal-----------

4.3. How far the source of fire wood / or charcoal?........................... .....................................

1 — 2 kilometers Q  3— 5 kilometers □  6 and above kilometers Q

4.4. What is your housing type? Traditional Huts O  Tents Q  Roofed

housing O

4.5. In case you have traditional huts where do you get the construction materials from ?

Local trees □  imported wood □  both □  Other (specify) □

4.6. Would you say the refugees’ presence contribute to deforestation in Dadaab division?

Yes Q  No I I

4.7. (If yes, is the deforestation) High □  moderate □  Low [

5.0 ACCESS TO THE SERVICES

A. Water

I. From which sources does your household get water for?

Drinking___________Livestock watering____________ other uses___________

i. How far is your source of water?........................................................................—

ii. Has your household had any water shortage over the last six months? Yes I I

No □

iii. If yes, why s? ____ -____________________________________________
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iv. How is the quality of the water used by your household? Good Q  Average I I 

B adD

v. How reliable is water source? Very reliable Q  Reliable O  unreliable

□

vi. Explain in either case:------------------------------------------------------------------------------

vii. Is water used your household free or paid

viii. If paid how much per Jerri can of 20 liters?

B. Education

1.

ii.

iii.

iv. 

ix.

v.

In case you have children how many of them attend school?

How far were the schools from your home?--------------------

How is quality of the education of your children? Poor

Are sell_____ public?...................... ........ Private?--------------

Do you pay school fee? Yes Q  No I I

If yes much does pay per child?.........................................................

e Good

C. Health service

I. What common diseases occur in your family?.............. -................-........................

II. What major health problems did your household encounter over the last 12 months?

III. Do you get the essential health service required by your household?.......................

IV. How is the quality of the health service provided to your household? Poor Q  average 

□  Good □

V. Does your household have full access of health service? Yes □

No □

VI. If no why?-------------------------
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Activity/ Activity Estimated income (KSh) per month

Trade (including petty trade, small business)

Casual labor

Sale of relief food

Salary/wage/employment

Firewood/charcoal sales

Social support ( giftJzakat)

Remittance

Incentives

Livestock and livestock product sale

Loan credit

Formal employment (private)

VII. Are the facilities you attend: Govemment Private | | Other

(specify) □

6.0. Sources of income
6.1. What sources of income do the household have at present?

6.2. Does your household have more than one source of income? Yes

6.3. What is your monthly income (KSh)?..............................................

6.3. What is the estimated annual income for your household?..............

No

6.4. Based on the above income, which Wealth Group does your household belong? Please Tick 

one of the below

Poor middle Better off/ Rich

6.5. In your view, is there income earning activities competition between refugees and host 

community?

Yes □ No □ (If yes please answer question 2.3. and 2.4.)
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Informal6.6. In which area is there high competition? Formal employment O  

employment O

Business and trade □  All □

6.7. Have you been affected by competition? Yes Q  No Q  If yes in

which way explain---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6.8. What are the major constraints of income earning for your households?

Explain:--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6. 9. In Which months is your income low?--------------------------------------------------------

Why:------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

7.0. Wellbeing of host community households

a. What is the main source of food for this household? (Rank in order of importance by giving 

1- most important)

Own production Relief food Purchase

Borrowing Gifts Other (specify)

b. How many meals does your family normally eat per day?

One meal two meals - three meals

More than three meals

c. In the past 12 months, were there months in which you did not meet your family’s needs?



Yes No

d. if yes approximately how many?

Why?----------------------------------

Comments (if any)-------------------

e. Would you say the presence of the refugee in the area has contributed to the wellbeing of host 

community?

Yes □

Explain:

Thanks

N o Q (If yes in which ways )
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