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On policies of hospitality and hostility in Argentina
Irene Duffard Evangelista
Following the Haiti earthquake of 2010 the countries
of the Union of South American Nations1 undertook
to receive Haitians in their countries. The motivation
to migrate was linked to the hope of improving
their lives in a context where all possibilities and
opportunities had been destroyed by the earthquake.
According to interviewees with Haitians in Buenos
Aires: “After the earthquake there was nothing left...”.

in Argentina face problems in work, housing,
documentation, education, culture and discrimination,
despite the law’s commitment to the objective
of promoting the insertion and integration into
Argentine society of persons admitted as regular
migrants3 and its call on all offices of the state to
favour initiatives tending toward the integration
of foreigners in their community of residence.

For Argentina to make a commitment to receive
Haitians for ‘humanitarian reasons’, no specific
regulations or clause were needed, as provision was
already made for such an eventuality in Migrations
Law 25.871 (unlike in other countries such as
Brazil or Chile).2 With the open-ended commitment
in law there was no time limit involved, yet from
November 2012 Haitians started having difficulties
in obtaining this protection status and by 2013 it
was almost impossible for them to claim rights under
this heading. Similar situations are occurring in
Brazil, Chile and Ecuador, which are also tightening
their migration policies toward this population.

In principle, for both state and society, ‘allowing
entry’ to migrants to your country implies taking
responsibility for these persons, for their food,
housing and psychological wellbeing. The question
that then arises is how, having been through
traumatic experiences, they can be taken in, included
and integrated into the host society with policies
of hospitality and not of hostility to ‘the other’.

For this particular population group, it is unlikely
that Argentina would have been a destination of
migration were it not for the ease of entry and the
free access to university study. However, Haitians
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3. Migrations Law 25.871, Article 3 points e) and h)

Disaster risk reduction and mobility
Patrice Quesada
We are faced with a complex relationship between
mobility, risk and disasters. By fleeing, people can
save their lives and sometimes some of their assets
but they may also expose themselves to new risks, for
instance when they end up in overcrowded temporary
shelters. At the same time, lacking the capacity to
move under extreme circumstances is itself a major
cause of vulnerability. It is also apparent that mobility
can be used as a preventive strategy; labour migration,
for instance, can help diversify a household’s income,
thus strengthening resilience in the face of a disaster.
However, little attention has been given so far to
the complex role of human mobility in opening up
new livelihood opportunities, as well as in driving
vulnerability and risk. In this context, how can

we make sure that we are not only investing in
reactive humanitarian response but also working
to decrease and even prevent forced migration
through disaster risk reduction measures?
An essential step for advancing risk reduction
measures at the local level is to define mobilitybased indicators of vulnerability and resilience
that can contribute to measuring and reducing
human and economic losses resulting from
disasters. In the process of identifying risk- and
mobility-related indicators a number of issues
have emerged that will require special attention
from the disaster risk reduction community
in the coming decades. These include:
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■■
managing urbanisation processes, and in particular The Hyogo Framework for Action is the main
rural-to-urban population movements, to avoid the
creation of new risks

international risk reduction framework.1 The
negotiations for its successor in 2015 provide good
momentum to develop tools to take into account
■■
facilitating and managing rural-to-rural migration to the socio-economic costs and benefits of mobility
strengthen livelihoods and allow for the sustainable from a risk reduction perspective and to ensure the
management of fragile ecosystems (e.g. pastoralist recognition of mobility as an essential component
of the Disaster Risk Reduction discourse.
communities)

■■
identifying best practices for improving planned

relocation efforts in order to reduce exposure to
natural hazards and environmental change (e.g. for
communities in Small Islands Developing States)

■■
improving assistance and protection of vulnerable
populations (e.g. migrants in crises and trapped
populations).
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1. www.un-documents.net/hfa.htm

The global governance of crisis migration
Alexander Betts
There is no coherent or unified global governance framework for the different areas that
have been subsumed under the umbrella of ‘crisis migration’. This is not to say that when
new challenges or labels arise new institution-building is necessarily required. Addressing
emerging protection gaps such as those related to crisis migration requires creativity in
making existing institutions work better across implementation, institutionalisation and
international agreements.
Given that there are significant protection
gaps for different groups of vulnerable
migrants affected by crises, to what extent
are new international institutions required
to address these gaps? Alternatively, is it
realistic to believe that existing norms and
international organisations might adapt or
stretch to fill these gaps and address the
emerging challenges, without the need for
root and branch reform? Two simple concepts
– ‘regime complexity’ and ‘regime stretching’
– can help us think about how existing
institutions can adapt to new challenges.

over the same issue).1 This concept tries to
make sense of the way in which international
institutions have proliferated and highlights
the way in which an issue may be governed
by a disparate range of institutions. It is
especially useful for understanding how ‘new’
and emerging areas are implicitly subject
to the governance of multiple, overlapping
institutions. Indeed, the regime complex
for crisis migration straddles institutions
from across a number of policy fields:
migration, human rights, development,
security governance and humanitarian.2

Regime complexity
The concept of ‘regime complexity’ refers to
the way in which institutions may be nested
(part of a wider framework), parallel (having
obligations in similar areas) and overlapping
(with multiple institutions having authority

Identifying regime complexity has a host of
international public policy implications. First,
it gives rise to the recognition of implicit
forms of governance. Second, it highlights
how some policy areas may be simultaneously
governed by multiple regimes in ways that

