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Summary
Images in humanitarian aid are considered very important. Different authors argue for more
attention of how aid beneficiaries and aid workers see themselves and each other, as this is
assumed to have an influence on what the beneficiaries genuinely need and expect; the
legitimacy of aid. So far, little research has been done in this field. Especially triangulating data
by using both qualitative and quantitative data and distinguishing within the groups of
beneficiaries and aid workers is rare in this research field. This study aims to:
1. To extend the body of research done in this field;
2. To provide insight into if, and if so, how the legitimacy of aid in the Bhutanese refugee
camps in Nepal is influenced by images of aid workers and aid beneficiaries by:
a. Researching what images aid beneficiaries and aid givers have of themselves;
b. Researching what images aid beneficiaries and aid givers have of each other;
c. Researching how through these images the legitimacy of aid is constructed;
3. To provide insights for LWF and other groups with whom the researcher worked
together on the legitimacy of aid in the Bhutanese refugee camps in Nepal;
4. To contribute knowledge and insights to the field school of which this research is part,
in order to compare different settings.
The theoretical framework behind this research is that of a humanitarian arena, developed by
Hilhorst and Jansen (2010). The humanitarian arena approach looks differently at the
interaction between agencies involved in the provision and receiving of humanitarian aid then
the older humanitarian space approach. According to the humanitarian arena approach, actors
interact with each other and negotiate the practices and the outcomes of humanitarian aid.
Thus this new approach does not see humanitarian aid as a one-way process, where aid
beneficiaries receive and aid workers give aid, but as a process where the aid is negotiated by
all the actors involved.
With this framework in mind the researcher collected data from the Bhutanese refugee camps
in Nepal, a situation chosen because of the numerous agencies and refugees present. From
April till June 2011 the researcher observed, conducted (group) interviews, and the Qmethodology data in order to collect data in collaboration with LWF, an aid organization
working in the camps. The researcher focused on one of the six camps located in Eastern
Nepal; Beldangi 1. The refugees in all the six camps are originally from Bhutan, but were
expelled from the country in the early 1990s. The refugees were expelled because the
government of Bhutan opted for a ‘one country, one culture’ policy. The Bhutanese that were
expelled are originally from Nepal, from where the immigrated some 150 years ago to Bhutan.
Many refugees own official Bhutanese passports.
The results of the different data collection methods led to interesting results. With the help of
the Q-methodology, a quantitative research method that constructs shared narratives based
on the individual perceptions of the people who participate in the research method, four
narratives were defined. One narrative for each indentified group; active beneficiaries who
work as incentive- or volunteer worker, not active beneficiaries, camp staff of LWF, and office
staff of LWF. Each narrative shows a different way of looking and understanding the world,
each group thus has a different image of the world in which they jointly life.
The most important findings of the four narratives and the other qualitative research methods
is that the legitimacy of aid is hardly influenced by the images that aid workers and aid
beneficiaries have of themselves and of each other. In general aid workers and aid
beneficiaries think very positive of each other, but indicate that the aid they get is not enough.
What does influence the legitimacy of aid is the fact if the aid that is provided is routinized or
new and unroutinized. This goes together with the social distance of the distribution of the aid
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in the camp. Routinized aid is aid that is given regularly with short intervals, like the food
rations. This aid is mainly given by the refugees themselves, organized by the organizations,
but executed by the volunteer workers, who distribute this aid with the help of not active
beneficiaries. Because the aid distribution in the camp is mainly executed by the volunteer
workers, there is little contact between the not active beneficiaries and the staff of the
organizations. Also, for complaints and other issues the beneficiaries approach their chosen
sub sector heads, who, if they can not deal with the problem themselves, approach their
chosen sector head, who contacts the camp management committee, who contacts the
government official from the refugee coordination unit, and if that person can not deal with the
issue or problem, only then is the staff involved. Although the physical distance between these
two groups is small, the workings of the camp make the social distance between the aid
workers and the not active beneficiaries very big. Beneficiaries hardly speak or see the aid
workers and have come to accept the too small amount of food, they complain about it, but not
actively. An example of unroutinized or new services is resettlement. After living in a refugee
camp for 20 years, or being born there, the beneficiaries can since 2008 sign up for
resettlement to six different countries. This resettlement process is new, not easy to
understand, and brings about a lot of myths and lies. Many complaints have been aired
concerning this issue to the researcher and aid workers indicate that more and more
complaints and issues that they are dealing with are concerning the resettlement process. This
new and unroutinized process in the camp has a negative influence on the legitimacy of aid.
People do not know what to expect, and the whole process is, in the eyes of the beneficiaries,
is filled with ambiguity.
The recommendation that came out of this research for the different organizations active in the
Bhutanese refugee camps in Eastern Nepal is to be more transparent concerning their
workings. During the Q-methodology and the other research methods it became apparent that
the not active beneficiaries are not as aware of the different organizations and their dealings,
as the organizations expected, partly because of the big social distance. However, also the
active beneficiaries are not that aware of the dealings of the organizations, which results in
insecurity and questions among these beneficiaries. One way to reduce this is to share public
documents and report like the financial year report with the active beneficiaries. These active
beneficiaries can in their turn communicate this new knowledge to the not active beneficiaries;
answering many of their questions and providing the beneficiaries with knowledge about the
different organizations present in the camps.
The data gathered during this research will be compared with data from the other participants
of this field school. The other participants of the field school did their research in South Sudan
and in Uganda. Once all the data is collected and analyzed a final report will be made,
comparing the three case studies in this field school.
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1. Introduction
This chapter provides insight into the subject of this thesis. It gives an introduction in the
research area and an explanation for the interest in this area. Next the research questions and
objectives are presented. Also, the set up of this research in the form of a field school is
explained. Finally, a chapter overview shows the structure of this thesis.

1.1 Research Area & Interest
Research into the images that aid beneficiaries have of aid organizations has taken a long
time to receive regular attention (Dijkzeul and Wakenge, 2010). This is surprising according to
Nienhuis (1998) as these organizations “lack the consumer feedback that sales figures and the
bottom-line provide to commercial enterprises” (Nienhaus, 1998 in Dijkzeul and Wakenge,
2010). Organizations want to give their beneficiaries good help, but they do not have a bottom
line like commercial organizations, and if they have not done research into the images, there is
no way of knowing if the provided aid is the correct/needed aid. However, if these
organizations do not provide the needed/wanted aid, there can be consequences; their
budgets can be cut by their donors and aid beneficiaries can go on strike. It is assumed that
research into the images that aid beneficiaries have of aid organizations can provide insights
that can improve the quality and legitimacy of the aid given; the aid can be better adapted to
the needs and wishes of the beneficiaries. Also, focused research into the views that aid
beneficiaries have of these organizations that provide them with help is scarce. Research of
how beneficiaries view organizations that provide aid do exist (e.g. Rutta 2005), but these
findings are often a by-product of the research and do not focus explicitly on the views of
beneficiaries.
Research on the images that aid providers have of the aid beneficiaries has been done (e.g.
Kibreab 2004), but is still in its infancy. Combining the images that different aid beneficiaries
(e.g. men and women) and aid givers (e.g. camp and office staff) have of each other is scarce
and mostly qualitative in nature (Lee 2008). Starting point for this research was an interesting
table on how aid beneficiaries and aid givers see themselves and each other in the case of
Somalia (see table 1). This table was based solely on field observations and is thus qualitative
in nature (Netherlands Development Cooperation, 1994). A team of aid workers wrote down
their observations after an aid intervention in Somalia, making this table a by-product, and not
the sole focus of a focused research. This table provided the initial idea for this research. It
was thought that it would be interesting to see if such a table could be made with this imaging
research. The table is included here as it indicates research that has been done so far in this
field and because it was the starting point of this research. So research on images has been
done, but with little insight, this research is going to aim to change that.
Table 1 Contrasting perceptions of agencies and Somalia community Source: ETC (UK) (field observations)

Relief Agencies
Self
Dominant Image
Organizational
Characteristic
Decision-making
Framework
Economic
Assumptions
Negotiation
Assumptions
Negotiation
Characteristics

Benefactor ‘Here to
Help’
Structured
Professional
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Neutral

and

Rational
Objective

and

Somali
Community
Aggressive

Somali Community
Self
Relief Agencies
Coping

Imposing

Anarchic

Negotiating

Coercive

Exploitative

Fate
Somali
Satisfying

Welfare
Recipients
Partisan
Unreasonable

&

Bureaucratic
Source of Money

Decentralized

Authoritarian

Continuous

Regulation
Dialogue

Without
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A Feinstein International Center report of January 2011 notes that: “labels, operational setups, project outcomes, and communications of humanitarian agencies all contribute to their
general image and how the populations they assist perceive them. Several organizations
admitted they did not exactly know how their beneficiaries perceived them… Studies on
perceptions should be conducted more frequently by organizations to update and adjust their
approaches according to assessed opinions” (Péchayre, 2011, p. 13). So according to
Péchayre these studies should be conducted or otherwise it is possible that the aid that is
provided is not the aid that is expected or needed, affecting the general image of how the
population assisted perceive humanitarian agencies.
The researcher has chosen to use the word images and not to use the word ‘perceptions’ as
this might trigger false expectations. The word ‘perception’ might trigger the expectation that
research is done in psychological terms, which was not the case in this research. Other
researchers, however, use ‘perceptions’ when they actually refer to ‘images.’ Images in this
research refer to how people see each other. The online dictionary WordNet defines images
as: “the general impression that something (a person or organization or product) presents to
the public” (WordNet, 2011). A generic definition (an ‘inherited hypernym’) that is given for the
word ‘image’ is ‘perception’ (WordNet, 2011). The words ‘image’ and ‘perceptions’ are thus
closely related.
According to Wood (1985, in Hilhorst, 2003) people are socially positioned by the labels they
get. The way people see themselves is influenced by the labels they get from others.
Péchayre (2011) mentioned that it is important for humanitarian agencies to know what the
population thinks of them (labels they get) in order to provide better help. However, it is also
important to know how the humanitarian agencies (and other aid workers) see the aid
beneficiary, as this also has influence on how aid is given. In conclusion the way people see
themselves is influenced by the labels they get. To better explain this rather abstract idea a
small example is given:
If another person thinks you are work very efficient (a label), then that makes you feel better
about yourself, thus my label of you influences the way you see yourself (as an efficient
person).
However, according to the researcher it also works the other way around. The labels you give
to another person, influences the way that person (the label giver) sees him-/herself:
If I think you are very hard to get along with (a label I give to you), I think of myself that I am
easier to get along with, thus the way I label you influences the way I think about myself.
All these images are expected to have an influence on the legitimacy of aid. Legitimacy of aid
is essentially ‘being given the aid that beneficiaries genuinely need and expect’ (a more
comprehensive definition and use of the concept will be explained in chapter two). If an aid
worker thinks positively of an aid beneficiary, it is expected that this will have a positive
influence on the aid given. The way aid workers and aid beneficiaries see themselves and
each other influences the legitimacy of aid; if the beneficiary thinks the aid worker does a good
job, he is more likely to see the aid as legitimate. This research focused on these issues
(images and legitimacy), gathering and analyzing both qualitative and quantitative data as
research with both approaches is rare in this research field, as indicated earlier. More
information about the different qualitative and quantitative research techniques can be found in
chapter three.
As can be concluded from the above, research has been done into images that aid workers
and aid beneficiaries have both of themselves and of each other, but can still be developed
further as most of the existing research is not very focused. This research focused on the
images that the Bhutanese aid beneficiaries in Eastern Nepal and the aid givers working for
the Lutheran World Federation (LWF) in Nepal have both of themselves and of each other and
how through these images the legitimacy of aid is constructed. An explanation of the choice of
this research area can be found in section three of this chapter. As you can read, this research
2

is not a linear process, but an interrelated research; images and legitimacy are made and
defined in interaction. Figure 1 envisions this interaction. This figure shows that, for example,
the image an aid beneficiary has of him or herself is not only something that exists on its own,
but the image the person has of their self is influenced by other things, like images that aid
workers have of themselves, images that aid workers have of them, and how they look at aid
workers. All these images then are expected to have an influence on the legitimacy of aid, as
explained above.
Figure 1 Interaction between research elements

1.2 Research Questions
The aim of this research is to see if, and if so, how legitimacy influences the images that aid
beneficiaries and aid givers both have of themselves and of each other in Nepal. This section
will discuss the research objectives and the research questions of the research.
1.2.1 Research Objectives
The research objectives of this research:
1. To extend the body of research done in this field;
2. To provide insight into if, and if so, how the legitimacy of aid in the Bhutanese refugee
camps in Nepal is influenced by images of aid workers and aid beneficiaries by:
a. Researching what images aid beneficiaries and aid givers have of themselves;
b. Researching what images aid beneficiaries and aid givers have of each other;
c. Researching if/how through these images the legitimacy of aid is constructed;
3. To provide insights for LWF and other groups with whom the researcher worked
together on the legitimacy of aid in the Bhutanese refugee camps in Nepal;
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4. To contribute knowledge and insights to the field school of which this research is part,
in order to compare different settings.
1.2.2 Research Questions
The research questions that were asked in order to reach the research objective were:
1. How do aid givers and aid beneficiaries see themselves?
2. How do aid givers and aid beneficiaries see each other?
3. What narratives are connected to the images that aid beneficiaries and aid givers have
both of themselves and of each other?
4. Do these images and narratives impact the legitimacy of aid, and if so, how?

1.3 Field School
The set up of the research is a field school. This entails that several students will go to
different countries and do the same research on ‘mutual perceptions of aid providers and aid
recipients.’ This field school was initiated by Prof. Dr. Ir. Hilhorst of the Disaster Studies chair
group. She indicated that: ‘The relationship between aid providers and recipients is highly
important in shaping conditions of humanitarian assistance. Nonetheless, little systematic
research has been done to qualify this relationship. For this reason, we want to organize a
comparative field school in which disaster studies students investigate this relationship in
different contexts’ (Hilhorst, 2010). In the end, the results of the different students in the field
school will be compared.
The aim of the field school is ‘to contribute to the theoretical development of the humanitarian
arena approach we are developing’ (Hilhorst, 2010). The humanitarian arena approach is an
approach that sees humanitarian aid not as a one-way process (the givers gives, and the
receiver receives), but as an interaction between aid worker and aid beneficiary. Thus, the
humanitarian arena approach does not focus on one point (giving and receiving of aid), but
sees the provision of aid as an arena in which both aid workers and aid beneficiaries negotiate
and interact about the aid. More information about the concept of the humanitarian arena can
be found in chapter two. ‘Each research will also be embedded in collaboration with NGOs that
provide assistance and are interested to improve their relationship with their clients
[beneficiaries]. The thesis projects will have a practical component in making agencies aware
of patterns they have developed in dealing with their aid recipients [beneficiaries].
Theoretically, they will contribute to the development of the humanitarian arena paradigm’
(Hilhorst, 2010). Having the participating students doing the same research in different settings
makes the individual research of the students a case study of the situation in the specific area.
The results of each case study will contribute both to the overall field school objective and to
the knowledge of the local NGO with whom the student is partnering.
The benefit of working in a field school setting is that it is possible to develop a framework
together with other students, while individually doing research in the field. The results of the
research can later be compared and discussed with the other students involved.

1.4 Chapter Overview
This first chapter gave an introduction into the topic and interest of this research. The next
chapter will discuss the theoretical framework in which this research is grounded.
Chapter three will discuss the methodology used to gather and analyze the data of this
research. During the description of the use of the different research methods, also the
limitations will be discussed. A description of the organizations with which this research was
conducted (LWF) and the historic and current situation of the Bhutanese refugees will be
discussed in chapter four.
4

The following four chapters (chapters five, six, seven, and eight) will present, explain, and
analyze the different narratives discovered with one of the research methods. These chapters
will start with the narrative discovered during the Q-methodology, after which the distinguishing
statements of that narrative are presented. The narrative is explained and further analyzed
with the help of the interviews. Interview statements are presented in a box, and written in
italics.
The research findings and their influence on the research objectives will be discussed in the
chapter nine, the conclusion. Also the conclusion will present the recommendations for LWF.
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2. Theoretical Framework
This part will discuss the main theoretical discussions of the key approaches to this research.
These key approaches are the humanitarian arena and legitimacy.

2.1 Humanitarian arena1
According to the researcher the social world is constructed by interacting human agents.
Human agency “endows actors [people] with the knowledge and capability to process social
experience” (Hilhorst, 2003, p. 81); this is also true for the social world in a refugee camp.
These agents are all agents active in and around the camp: donor staff, head quarter staff,
field staff, refugees, local populations, and others. There are different ways of looking at the
interaction between these agents. One way is to look at humanitarian action as a linear way of
aid provided by humanitarian agencies to aid beneficiaries, also called the humanitarian space
approach. Humanitarian agencies are active, working according to their principles, and
delivering aid, while beneficiaries receive the aid provided by the agencies. In this way the
humanitarian space is defined as “an environment where humanitarians can work without
hindrance and follow the humanitarian principles of neutrality, impartiality and humanity”
(Spearin, 2001, p. 22). Within this approach the local aid beneficiaries are seen as passive
victims in need of help by the international community.
However, when taking the stance that the research area is a ‘humanitarian arena,’ in stead of
humanitarian space one does not see aid delivery as a one-way process (provider to receiver).
This stance was presented by Hilhorst and Jansen (2010). They argue that the interaction
between aid providers and aid beneficiaries is not a one-way approach where providers
provide, and receivers receive but that is much more complex: all actors in the ‘humanitarian
arena’ interact with each other and negotiate the practices and the outcomes of humanitarian
aid (Hilhorst and Jansen, 2010). This is the approach that was used in this research.
Central within this approach is the concept of agency. “The idea of arena is founded in an
actor orientation with the premise that social actors have agency (Long 1992; 2001). People
reflect upon their experiences and what happens around them and use their knowledge and
capabilities to interpret and respond to their environment” (Hilhorst and Jansen, 2010, p.1120).
This constructionist concept beliefs that actors, because of their agency, “attempt to solve
problems, learn how to intervene in the flow of social events around them, and monitor
continuously their own actions, observing how others react to their behavior and taking note of
the various contingent circumstances” (Giddens, 1984). Within the humanitarian arena all
actors (not only the aid organizations) can negotiate, and use strategies to achieve their goals.
Therefore there is no distinction between the actors: all actors shape/construct humanitarian
action together (Hilhorst and Jansen 2010).
According to Wood (1985, in Hilhorst, 2003) people are socially positioned by the labels they
get. The way people see themselves is influenced by the labels they get from others, as was
explained in chapter one. Within the humanitarian arena, actors interact and they all have
impact on each other. They all construct the social world of the humanitarian action. Within this
social world, people have images of others, of what others are, why they are there, and how
they are driven. Examples are the images of aid beneficiaries as passive victims or cheaters,
or the images of aid-agencies as rich and spoiling (Kibreab 2004). People also construct each
other according to their own image (Hilhorst and Jansen 2010). Several authors (Harrell-Bond
1986, Clark 1985) state that aid agencies have constructed aid beneficiaries as passive and
dependent because of their non-participatory attitude towards the aid beneficiaries. Clark
(1985) describes how the individual aid-receiver gets to see him/herself as passive respondent
1

This part has been adapted from the thesis proposal of fellow field school student Gemma Andriessen
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to the humanitarian system, because he/she gets labeled and acted upon as such. As a result
the aid-receiver starts to act according to this image. But also more to date this issue remains.
In a discussion paper of the after-tsunami humanitarian aid, Lee (2008) argues that: “Topdown delivery mechanisms reinforce dependence on aid and do little to encourage selfsufficiency.” However, aid organizations do not only construct the images of aid beneficiaries
this process also happens the other way around. In her book “The real world of NGOs”
Hilhorst (2003) shows how local people in The Philippines shape aid organizations, by
anticipating and expecting certain behavior from the organizations. These expectations were
so strong “that the NGOs, contrary to their own ambitions, started to live up to these images”
(Hilhorst, 2003, p. 120).
Constructing images of each other is part of the negotiating nature of the humanitarian arena.
This is not only the case for aid workers and aid beneficiaries, but also for other actors around
(e.g. host community). The way actors within the humanitarian arena see each other, and how
they behave, impacts the outcomes of humanitarian aid. However, not much is known yet
about how this process exactly happens. According to Hilhorst and Jansen (2010) “studying
humanitarian spaces as arenas… means that our understanding of the dynamics of aid must
be oriented towards how actors make sense of and act upon what happens around them” (p.
1138).Therefore this research focused on describing and analyzing how images of different
actors in the humanitarian arena shape the interaction between aid workers and aid
beneficiaries, and if, and if so, how this impacts the legitimacy of humanitarian aid. In other
words: do the images that aid workers or beneficiaries have of themselves and of each other
influence the legitimacy of aid, if so how?
This theory of humanitarian arena is central to this research. Working with the idea that aid
delivery is not a one way process, but a process in which both aid workers and aid
beneficiaries interact, fits this research which states that not only the way aid workers view aid
beneficiaries but also the other way around has impact on the legitimacy of aid. The concept of
the humanitarian arena states that many actors are involved in the delivery of humanitarian
aid. The researcher uses the concept by not only including the image that aid workers have of
aid beneficiaries, but by also including the image that aid beneficiaries have of aid workers,
and what both groups think of themselves. All these images are then related to the legitimacy
of aid. This research and the theory both view humanitarian aid as aid in which many actors
are involved. The researcher only focused on two of the groups involved in aid delivery
(beneficiaries and aid workers) due to the scope of this research and time limitations, but does
assume that the relation between these two groups is more complex then just a one-way ‘aidworker delivers aid, and aid beneficiary receives aid.’ As, especially in this specific case-study,
the aid beneficiaries are also aid workers. The aid beneficiaries can work in the camp as
incentive- or volunteer worker. Some of the functions of incentive- and volunteer workers imply
that they provide the aid to their fellow beneficiaries. This is further explained in chapter four.
This is a very pragmatic, but eminent example of way the researcher approached this concept
of humanitarian arena.

2.2 Legitimacy
Dijkzeul and Wakenge (2010) define legitimacy as “doing the right thing.” However this
definition of legitimacy comes with the questions: doing the right thing in whose eyes? Doing
the right thing for whom? In the NGO and development studies literature2 several other
definitions of legitimacy occur. Edwards (1999, p. 258), for example, defines legitimacy as a
focus on “having the right to be and do something in society – a sense that an organization is
lawful, proper, admissible and justified in doing what it does, and saying what it says, and that
it continues to enjoy the support of an identifiable constituency.” Another definition is “NGO
legitimacy is considered to be complex and dependent on a number of elements; of this
2

See Lewis (1999) for a description of NGO and development literature
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number of elements the three key aspects are accountability, representativeness and
performance” (Lister, 2003, p. 176-177). This suggests that when an organization focuses on
these three key aspects that this organization is legitimate, a rather technical approach (Lister,
2003). However, according to Beetham (1991) legitimacy is “often regarded as something
which is socially constructed and given meaning by the normative framework within which it
exists” (Beetham, 1991 in Lister, 2003 p. 178). In the organizational theory literature legitimacy
is, among other definitions, defined as “a generalized perception or assumption that the
actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed
system of norms, values, beliefs and definitions” (Suchman, 1995: 574 in Lister, 2003, p. 178).
Combining the views of Beetham en Suchman leads to seeing legitimacy not as something
only from within the organization, but also the perception of people outside the organization
(e.g. different stakeholders like donors, beneficiaries), and therefore legitimacy can be
“threatened when an organization fails to conform to its environment” (Lister, 2003, p. 189).
This is a more ‘arena’ approach to the issue of legitimacy. Taking this last note from Lister on
the definition of legitimacy by Suchman makes it possible to look at the different stakeholders
involved in legitimacy as can be seen in table 2, developed by Lister (2003).
Table 2 A NGO's legitimacy by type and audience
Stakeholders
Regulatory (based
Pragmatic (based
on law, conforming on self-interest,
to legal
conforming to
requirements)
demands)
Donor
-Financial
-Service-delivery
Organizations –
accountability
-Links with
Bi/ multilateral
-Appropriate
Southern
donor (DFID/EU)
governance
organizations
-Charity status

Private
supporters &
wider public (via
media)
Target of
advocacy e.g.
World Bank, WTO

-Financial
accountability
-Appropriate
governance
-Charity Status
-Appropriate
governance
(legally constituted
organization)

SNGOs (partners)

-Financial
accountability?
-Registered in
country

Southern
governments

-Registered in
country

Beneficiaries

-Financial probity

-Opportunity for
giving (with
whatever
motivation)
-Approval of
NGOs leads to
own
(stakeholder)
legitimacy
-Funding
-Contacts
-Support
-Training
-Technically
skilled
-Service delivery
-Funding
-Training
-Technically
skilled
-Technically
skilled
-Efficient servicedelivers
-Poverty
reduction

Normative (based on
evaluation, conforming to
ideals)
-Poverty reduction
-Efficient organization

-Helping the Poor
-Justice
-Fighting poverty
-Ideological aspects
(religious/Left)
-Likely to be conflictual
relationship so little
normative
congruence/legitimacy
-Poverty reduction
-Ideology
-Political view of
development

-Poverty reduction
-Resource-brining
-Non-threatening

-Free from unwelcome
political/religious overtones

Cognitive (based on
cognition,
conforming to
models)
-Operates within
current
development
paradigm
(partnership etc.)
-South is good
-Culture of
development
-Development Club
-Uses right
language
-Aid is good

-Representative
-Professionally
skilled
-Uses right
language
-Respectful
relationship
-Consultative
-Equality
-Local experience
-‘Empowering’
-Contextually
appropriate

-‘Culturally
appropriate’
assistance
-‘Empowering’
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Employees

-Financial
accountability
-Conformity to
employment laws

-Employment

-Ideology
-Poverty reduction

-Language and
practice common
within development
NGO circles.

Source: Lister (2003)

Thus legitimacy is viewed as something constructed in an arena instead of in a defined space;
not one person defines what is legitimate and what is not, but legitimacy is constructed by
several actors. Table 2 shows that NGO legitimacy is “immensely complex and there are many
different factors which contribute to different types of legitimacy with different stakeholders”
(Lister, 2003, p. 179). Legitimacy is not only based on laws (e.g. regulatory legitimacy), but
also on pragmatic, normative and cognitive legitimacy.
Lister argues that: “while institutional theorists do not use the term ‘discourse’, they make
reference to ‘taken-for-granted scripts, rules and classifications’, ‘cognitive constructs’ and
‘rational myths’. Institutional theorists claim that these exert pressure on organizations from
their environments and determine [the] legitimacy” (Lister, 2003, p. 188). By unwrapping the
narratives of the Q-methodology (see chapter three) and by describing and analyzing the
images that aid workers and aid beneficiaries have of themselves and each other it is possible
to discover if, and if so how, images that aid workers and aid beneficiaries have of themselves
and of each other influences the legitimacy of aid.
This research focused on the images that aid beneficiaries and aid givers have of each other
and of themselves and if, and if so how, this influences the legitimacy of the aid. Therefore, for
the purpose of this research, when talking about legitimacy the researcher will focus on
practical legitimacy issues which can be taken up by the organization and beneficiary groups
(like different camp committees, volunteer workers and so on) with whom the researcher
collaborated. And not on a technical approach by filling in answer to, for example, a SPHERE
Standards ‘chart.’ The researcher has chosen to focus on how both beneficiaries and aid
workers see the aid and its legitimacy by interviewing them and playing the Q-methodology.
This manner of research makes that the results not only include the view point of the
organizations, but also the view points of the beneficiaries. By including both groups, the
humanitarian arena approach returns here; the researcher acknowledges that also
beneficiaries have influence on the legitimacy of aid, indicating that the role of beneficiaries in
aid environments is not only one of receiving aid. The results are pragmatic legitimacy issues.
By providing LWF with pragmatic legitimacy issues, if there are any, they can adapt their
approach in order to get to a better relationship which will lead to an improved quality of the
provided aid.
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3. Methodology
This chapter will discuss the various research methods used for collecting and analyzing data:
observations, semi-structured interviews, group interviews, Atlas.ti, and Q-methodology.
The choice for using three qualitative research methods was to triangulate and complement
the data gathered. The use of a quantitative method was to add something new to this field of
research, as much research on how aid beneficiaries and aid workers see each other and
themselves focus only on qualitative collection methods (see discussion in chapter one).
Another reason for using a quantitative research method was to compare the outcomes of this
research method with the outcomes of the qualitative methods (i.e. to triangulate).
This research focused on aid beneficiaries and aid givers. Distinction has been made between
aid beneficiaries that are active in the camp as volunteer- or incentive worker, and between
beneficiaries that are not active (as they are no incentive- or volunteers workers). It was
expected that beneficiaries that work as incentive- or volunteer worker in the camp would have
different images then beneficiaries who do not work in those functions in the camp. More
information about incentive- and volunteer workers can be found in chapter four. Also a
distinction was made between camp-situated aid givers and Damak-office based aid givers.
This distinction was made as camp-situated aid givers were expected to have more contact
with the beneficiaries then Damak-office based aid givers, thus influencing their images.

3.1 Observations
Participant observation “sees interactions, actions and behaviors and the way people interpret
these, act on them, and so on, as central” (Mason, 2002, p. 85). This research method is a
good start for field research in order to become familiar with the environment and vice versa.
“Observational methods allow the researcher to record the mundane and unremarkable (to
participants) features of everyday life that interviewees might not feel were worth commenting
on and the context within which they occur” (Green and Thorogood, 2004, p. 148). With
participant observation the researcher approaches the participants in their surroundings, in
stead of taking the participants out of their surroundings (Family Health International, 2011).
According to Lofland (1971): “participant observation is a route to ‘knowing people’ rather than
‘knowing about them” (Lofland, 1971 in Green and Thorogood, 2004, p. 148). “Shadowing staff
or attending organizational meetings, can be an invaluable way of not only seeing the
organization through the eyes of those who work there, and providing some insights into what
does go on in everyday settings, but can also provide a wealth of material for following up in
interviews” (Green and Thorogood, 2004, p. 149). This method was very useful in identifying
how the relation between the aid worker and aid beneficiary was perceived by to an outsider.
Next to giving insight how the relation between aid workers and aid beneficiaries looks like to
outsiders, this research method led to questions and items to be picked up in the research
methods interviewing and the Q-methodology.
During the observations some questions can be asked if certain things are unclear, but it is
important not to turn the observation period into an interview, as this can change the attitude
and behavior of the people observed. This is even a more important point because of the role
the researcher took during the observation, which was the role between observer as
participant and participant as observer. These roles came from the typology which Gold (1958)
suggested, as can be seen in figure 2. The two middle two in figure 2 (observer as participant
and participant as observer) “describe classic ethnographic studies, in which the researcher
participates to a greater of lesser extent in the field that they are studying. Ethnography can be
defined as a method of research in which the researcher ‘participates, overtly or covertly, in
people’s daily lives for an extended period of time, watching what happens, listening to what is
being said, asking questions; in fact collecting whatever data are available to throw light on the
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issues with which he or she is concerned” (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1982 in Green and
Thorogood, 2004, p. 150).
Figure 2 Gold’s typology of observational methods

“What separates this [ethnographic-] from a common-sense account of the world is that it is
not merely an ‘insider’ description, but also a theoretical description. The ‘insider’ view must be
related to the ‘outsider’ view, which brings in an analytical approach to social life. This entails
sensitivity to patterns in social behavior, and regularities that indicate underlying ‘rules’ of
social behavior” (Green and Thorogood, 2004, p. 151-152). If the researcher would have
asked too many questions his role would have not been credible, as the role of the researcher
should be perceived as that of a participant in order to compare the observed ‘insider’ world
with ‘outsider’ world. “The value of the ‘native’ perspective is that it allows and empathetic
understanding of the motivations, priorities and rationality of those studied. Without seeing
things ‘through the eyes’ of the insider, the researcher will never be able to fully understand
fully their perspectives” (Green and Thorogood, 2004, p. 152). The researcher approached the
observational part of this research as an ethnographic research, but the overall research is not
an ethnographic account.
Observations were mainly used to gather data which could be used in other research methods
like interviews. By using the data gathered from observation as starting point of interviews, the
questions asked in the interviews were asked in order to triangulate and explain the data from
the observations.
For the observational part of the research the researcher was an observer as participant. The
researcher anticipated that this could bring difficulties; it would have been easier to try to look
through the eyes of the aid giver, as this is closer to the reality of the researcher, being a
Western educated in development. Anticipating on this difficulty helped the researcher staying
open and curious towards both research groups. The researcher kept an ‘analytical distance’
from the more familiar settings (the aid giver setting), and opened up to the experience of
being an aid beneficiary. Opening up to the experience of being an aid beneficiary was done
by making close connections to several aid beneficiaries by (with their consent) shadowing
them for the day while fetching water, visiting neighbors, and during more family ‘things’ like
homework time.
The main expected difficulty lied in the documentation of the observations. Once a researcher
is in the field for a certain amount of time, it may be hard to observe certain things, as they
appear normal to the researcher at that point. This brings along the second disadvantage of
participant observation and that is that it is highly subjective. The researcher observed and
made notes, but these are her own observations and might not be observed by other people,
as indicated by Family Health International (2011). Also, the observations of the researcher
were analyzed with her worldview and within her own culture, of course the researcher tried to
analyze the observed data with as much scrutiny as possible, but it is still what the observer
herself, with her own worldview, observed. Therefore, the data gathered with this research
method was mainly used as an input for the interview questions, in order to triangulate the
data. Especially the first two weeks the researcher solely focused on sight, sound, and smell to
get familiar with the research area. These observations gave the initial ideas for questions and
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statements for the other research methods. The remaining time the researcher also observed,
but being new on a location like the first two weeks, gave the most valuable information on
how people behave and act, as the researcher is not used to this behavior yet and therefore it
was more visible. A long the way the researcher did observe things differently. Talking to
people why certain things happens in a certain way and then seeing these things again,
changes the observations. That is why it was important to use the observations as input for the
interviews so the researcher could triangulate the observed data. One good example is
something that happened in the beginning of the research. The researcher was observing
during a food ration distribution. People were receiving more food than was indicated on the
posters hanging in the distribution counter. The researcher noted this with the remark:
‘distribution quantities are decided on the spot, close to the amounts presented on the posters,
but a little bit more.’ After talking with some of the beneficiaries and the staff, it became
obvious that the beneficiaries got a little bit more ration then normal, as the ration period was
one day extra. Without this triangulated knowledge, the researcher would have had a different
opinion after observing in the food distribution counters.

3.2 Semi-structured Interviews
Oral semi-structured interviews were held with both aid beneficiaries and aid givers with the
help of a predefined discussion guide (see appendix 1). This interview guide was made in the
first two weeks of fieldwork, keeping in mind the items discussed with the field school group
before departure. Also the observations adapted and influenced the topics to be discussed
during the interviews. Semi-structured interviews are less intrusive then structured interviews
as they encourage two-way communication (Case, 1990). Semi-structured interviews have the
ability to put the images that aid givers and aid beneficiaries have of themselves and of each
other central. In semi-structured interviews the interviewer guides the interview in order to
discuss all the items in the discussion guide without having to stick to a certain order of asking
questions, this left room for new topics to be introduced by the interviewee and interviewer.
Newly introduced topics gave new information that the interviewer could not have discovered
in a structured interview. The semi-structured interviews not only answered research questions
1 (How do aid givers and aid beneficiaries see themselves?) and 2 (How do aid givers and aid
beneficiaries see each other?), but also gave input for the statements of the Q-methodology.
In total 39 interviews were held. Thirty-one interviews were held with aid beneficiaries and
eight interviews were held with staff from LWF. Most of the interviews were done with the help
of a translator. The translator for the interviews with beneficiaries was found with sheer luck;
while observing the distribution of food at a food distribution counter the researcher ran into
him. The translator was a refugee with an educational background in English. After having a
couple of chats with the refugee, he indicated that he would like to help me. Together we
discussed the goal of my research, and the problems the researcher expected to run into. In
the beginning the translator asked the questions as the researcher told him to. After a little
while, the translator knew what the researcher was going to ask, and he continued to ask
questions, without translating them immediately. The researcher discussed this issue with the
translator, and told him that immediate translation, after each sentence, was important for the
research, as many translated words and sentences get lost if they are not translated
immediately. After this chat, the translator would first discuss with the research if the translator
wanted to add a question. The translator was known in his sector, but he was not of a higher
status. He had been working outside the camp for a long period, and had not been active in
the camp as incentive- or volunteer worker. Incentive- and volunteer workers often have a
higher status among the beneficiaries, more information about incentive- and volunteer
workers can be found in chapter four. The fact that the translator was not an incentive- or
volunteer worker, made him equal to other beneficiaries, but the fact that he had worked
outside the camp also made it possible for him to approach incentive- and volunteer workers,
while being of the same status. This made approaching different beneficiaries easier. The
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translator would start by explaining my role and task as a student. The translator would stress
that the researcher did not work for any organization, and that they could be completely honest
with the researcher. In the beginning the researcher had doubts if the interviewees really
realized that the researcher was independent of the organizations, but after being seen with
the translator more often in the camp, and especially sector B1, also stories that were not
shared before were told, for example about bribing issues. Together with the translator the
researcher approached 30 of the 31 interviewed beneficiaries in a specific sector of Beldangi1. The 30 approached beneficiaries were gender equal (e.g. 15 men and 15 women), while the
age-distribution was a true representation of the age distribution in the camps in general (see
table 3). Because the translator was a man, and the researcher a female, it was possible to
approach both men and women. Interviewees of this group also included people who used to
be active as assistant sub sector head, Nepali women living in the camp because they are
married to a Bhutanese refugee, and the wife of a sector head.
Table 3 Age distribution interviews beneficiaries

Age group

Men

Women

20-30

4

4

31-40

4

5

41-50

4

3

51-60

1

2

61-70

1

0

71+

1

1

Total

15

15

Picture 1 Researcher with interviewee

It was decided not to interview people under the age of 20. These people/children grew up in
the camps, and therefore different questions/topics would have been appropriate. Instead of
having individual interviews with the people of this group it was decided to include this group in
the research by interviewing this group as a group. Next to the different questions asked, it
was believed it would be easier to approach this under 20 in a group setting, making the
parents of these interviewees less suspicious.
Only two of the eight interviews with the staff of LWF needed a translator. The translator for
these interviews was another LWF staff member. The two interviewees that needed a
translator were older then the translator. This made the fact that the translator was also a LWF
staff member a non-issue as the culture in Nepal is still so that people respect more senior
people more. All the permanent staff members of LWF in Beldangi-1 were interviewed (five
people), and three staff members from the LWF office in Damak were interviewed. The office
staff of LWF was selected on the basis of availability and familiarity. One of the office staff
members was the researcher’s vocal point for the Damak office, the other two interviewees
were introduced by the vocal point.
The final interview took place with the former Camp Management Committee (CMC) member.
This interviewee was introduced by the translator of the LWF staff interviews as this person
would have a lot of knowledge on the relation between aid givers and beneficiaries.
Although the level of English of the translator for the interviews with the beneficiaries was very
high, once all the interviews were typed out and included in this thesis report, it became
apparent that the translated quotes were often difficult to read. Therefore, the quotes were
adapted in order to improve readability. These amendments are then indicated with […], giving
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transparency to where the researcher adapted the quotes. Working with a translator has the
downfall that one does not know what the interviewee was exactly saying. It is possible that
intonation differed, without being noticed in the scripts, this is a downfall of working with a
translator. After just starting with the translator the researcher did do a random ‘check’ to verify
the quality of the translated interviews. This was done by having a Nepali friend translate some
parts of the recorded interviews again and comparing these with the translations of the
translator. The conclusion of these ‘checks’ were that the translator was doing a good job, and
it was decided to continue with this translator. The translator did not want to accept any money
for the translation work. He indicated that he enjoyed helping, and that it was a good exercise
to keep his English active.
What also has to be kept in to mind is the Asiatic culture. People are very polite and often
hardly dare to disagree with you. Before starting the interviews, the researcher discussed this
issue with the translators, as the researcher was aware of this cultural trait. During the
interviews the translators would discuss things with the interviewees like they were there
alone, without the researcher, and the interviewees spoke openly according to the translators.

3.3 Group interviews
‘In a group interview, the researcher ideally has access to the interaction between the
participants, as well as between the interviewer and interviewed’ (Green and Thorogood,
2009). This research method was chosen for several groups in the refugee camps for several
reasons: it was less time consuming than interviewing those people individually, group
interaction would be interesting in these groups, and because some groups would be (easier)
accessible in a group setting, like the group of interviewees under 20 years old. Although the
setting of a group interview is more ‘naturalistic’, as it ‘resembles in some ways the kinds of
interaction people might have in their everyday lives’ (Green and Thorogood, 2009), the
researcher had to keep the dynamics of such groups in mind. The outcomes of the group
interviews were not only interested on their own, providing input for answering research
questions 1 (How do aid givers and aid beneficiaries see themselves?) and 2 (How do aid
givers and aid beneficiaries see each other?), but also gave input for the statements of the Qmethodology.
The first group interview was done with 15
women and one man from the Bhutanese
Refugee Women Forum (BRWF). “The
Bhutanese Refugee Women Forum
(BRWF) is the largest organization in the
Bhutanese refugee camps of south
eastern Nepal. Since 1995, BRWF has
been campaigning to promote social and
economic rights as well as literacy and
skills-building for the most vulnerable and
disadvantaged among the 100,000-plus
Bhutanese refugees living in exile in
Nepal” (www.brwf.org, 2011).The BRWF
group often comes together to discuss
important issues, this made everyone feel
free to openly share their opinion during
this group interview, as the setting
resembled one of their own meetings. However, during the second group interview with seven
incentive workers, who are paid an incentive by LWF, the atmosphere was less open. The
incentive pool in charge (the leader) indicated at the start of the interview that according to
agency policy they could not speak negatively about LWF: ‘it would be better to ask easy
questions.’ The researcher indicated that the results of the research would not be traceable to
Picture 2 Group Interview
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a specific person, and this relaxed the atmosphere a little. Next to trying to reassure the group
by pointing out that the answers would be confidential, the researcher also started with easy
questions, as to get the group ‘started.’
The third group interview was with ten members of the Camp Management Committee and
although the camp secretary (the ‘leader’) was present there was a more relax atmosphere
then at the earlier group interview and everyone felt free to contribute. More information on
both the incentive workers and the Camp Management Committee can be found in chapter
four.
The first three groups gave new insights for the researcher as these three groups have
significantly more contact with the aid workers then ‘normal’ beneficiaries. The final group
interview was with seven members of the Youth Friendly Center, a center that organizes
activities by youth for the youth and also guides those adolescents who are in need of
guidance (e.g. school drop-outs). These members represented the younger view of the
beneficiaries as the researcher did not include people under the age of twenty in her individual
interviews (for ethical reasons), while the people under 20 make up 40% of the camp
population. By having a group interview with members from the Youth Friendly Center, this
huge part of the population is still included in the research.
Almost the same topics were discussed during the four different group interviews as during the
individual interviews, although some adaptations were made to ensure group specific items
were not excluded. For the topic lists of the group interviews see appendix 2.

3.4 Atlas.ti
According to Casimar, Tobi, and Barrett (2010) “Atlas.ti is a program supporting the analysis of
qualitative data. You can use it to analyze interviews, field notes, transcriptions of focus group
discussions, but also articles for desk research” (Casimir, Tobi, and Barrett, 2010, p. 6). With
the vast amount of interview transcripts (120 pages) it was important to use a structured
method of analysis. Because of this it was decided to use the software program Atlas.ti, which
allows the researcher to work with different pre-defined codes that the user can attach to a
selected text, while also leaving the possibility to add codes during analyzing the data. Atlas.ti
was used to analyze both the individual interviews and the group interviews. The typed out
interviews became the input data for the program Atlas.ti. The different codes that were used
were: activities staff; contact other organizations; contact with refugee; description refugees
according to staff; helping in the camp; image of self of staff; images of refugees by
organizations by refugees; images of refugees of self; images of staff/visitors of refugees;
information on (S)SH; information on incentive and volunteers; knowing of staff; knowledge
refugees of LWF according to staff; life in camp; name of organizations; opinion aid; opinion
aid according to LWF; opinion staff/organizations; option of friends; options for resettlement;
reason for organization/visitors to give aid/to be here; reasons joining LWF; reasons LWF
helps; relation host; relation staff/interaction/contact; resettlement; responsible for provision of
aid; what refugees think of staff according to staff; and working refugees.
In the end there were three different documents: one document for the interviews with
beneficiaries which listed the codes and the selected text for each code, one document for the
interviews with aid workers which listed the codes and the selected text for each code, and
one document for the group interviews which listed the codes and the selected text for each
code. By using Atlas.ti all quotes (selected parts of an interview) that were given a certain
code were listed under each other, giving an overview of what people thought of a certain
code. Atlas.ti helped ordering and giving an overview of all the data gathered during the
(group) interviews.
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3.5 Q-methodology
Q-methodology is a data collection method developed in the 1930s by William Stephenson, a
British physicist-psychologist (van Exel and de Graaf, 2005). The method is especially useful
to research a person’s viewpoints, opinions, beliefs, attitudes, and the like (Brown, 1993). The
research method fits really well with this research, as this research wants to create a better
understanding of know how different actors (aid beneficiaries and aid workers) see each other
and themselves, and if, and if so how, this has influence on the legitimacy of the provided aid.
“Through Q-methodology, shared perspectives or ‘social narratives’ are constructed, based on
the individual perceptions of the people who participate in the Q sessions” (De Hauwere & Van
der Zouwen, 2010). “In a Q methodological study people are presented with a sample of
statements about some topic, called the Q-set. Respondents, called the P-set, are asked to
rank-order the statements from their individual point of view, according to some preference,
judgment or feeling about them” (van Exel and de Graaf, 2005, p. 1). “By Q sorting people give
their subjective meanings to the statements and by doing so reveal their subjective viewpoint
(Smith, 2001) or personal profile (Brouwer, 1999). These individual rankings (or viewpoints)
are then subject to factor analysis” (van Exel and de Graaf, 2005, p.1).
Correlation between personal profiles then indicates similar viewpoints, or segments of subjectivity
which exist (Brown 1993). By correlating people, Q factor analysis gives information about similarities
and differences in viewpoint on a particular subject. If each individual would have her/his own specific
likes and dislikes, Stephenson (1935) argued, their profiles will not correlate; if, however, significant
clusters of correlations exist, they could be factorized, described as common viewpoints (or tastes,
preferences, dominant accounts, typologies, et cetera), and individuals could be measured with respect
to them (van Exel and de Graaf, 2005, p.1).

Undertaking a Q methodological study involves the following steps: (1) definition of the
concourse; (2) development of the Q sample; (3) selection of the P set; (4) Q sorting; and (5)
analysis and interpretation.
The concourse in Q methodology refers to “the flow of communicability surrounding any topic”
in “the ordinary conversation, commentary, and discourse of every day life” (Brown, 1993, in
van Exel and de Graaf, 2005, p.4). So a concourse “consists of all possible statements
respondents can make about a certain subject” (de Hauwere and van der Zouwen, 2010,
p.36). The possible statements for the concourse were discussed with the field school group
members. In the field this concourse was elaborated with statements discovered during the
observations, semi-structured, and group
interviews. The statements related to the Picture 3 Q-methodology
images that aid workers and aid
beneficiaries have both of themselves and
of each other. Also, the concourse
included statements concerning the
delivery and quality of aid.
The second stage of undertaking the Qmethodology is the development of the Qsample; “a subset of statements is drawn
from the concourse, to be presented to
the participants” (van Exel and de Graaf,
2005, p.5). Of all the statements made in
the first step, 47 statements were selected
and presented to the participants (see
appendix 3). According to Brown (1980)
this selection of statements is “more an art
than a science” (p. 186). However it is important that the statements that are going to be
presented to the participants are representative of the wide range of existing opinions about
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the topic (van Exel and de Graaf, 2005). The 47 statements connected to different categories.
The categories included statements on:
- Power (11)
- Communication (10)
- Relations (16)
- Traits (10)
The selection of these statements was done in consultation with fellow field school students, in
this way the selection of the Q sample was not just a subjective decision of the researcher.
The statements were both in English and in Nepali. The statements were translated in Nepali
by a local Nepali, and then translated back into English by the translator in the camp and by
another local Nepali. This double translation back in English was to make sure the statements
were correct in Nepali. Unfortunately, although trying to keep errors due to translation issues
low by having the statements translated several times, there were a couple of statements that
were not translated/read as how they were intended by the researcher. One example of such a
statement was: national staff is superior to the refugee. Many participants thought this was
concerning the number of people, so that national staff outnumbers the beneficiaries. Once the
researcher became aware of this issue extra explanation was given and asked with this
statement. The researcher would ask why participated put this statement in a certain place.
Although not all statements were understood as intended, the researcher decided to continue
with all the statements, since the researcher did focus extra attention on this statement. By
keeping the statement in the Q-methodology all the Q-method exercises kept the same
amount of statements (influencing the lay-out of a Q-methodology) and all Q-methodology
exercises could still be compared with each other while no data was lost.
The next step is the selection of the P set; the selection of participants. The number of
participants is usually smaller than the Q sample (Brouwer, 1999). However, “the P set is not
random. It is a structured sample of respondents who are theoretically relevant to the problem
under consideration; for instance, persons who are expected to have a clear and distinct
viewpoint regarding the problem and, in that quality, may define a factor” (Brown 1980 in van
Exel and de Graaf, 2005, p.6). In total 28 Q-methods were done with both beneficiaries and
staff from LWF. It was important that the participant knew how to read, as it would have taken
too long for a translator to translate the whole process. One Q-method could take anywhere
between 30 and 120 minutes. Luckily, the majority of the camp population does know how to
read. One can argue that illiterate people were excluded in this research method, but their
views are included in the interviews, which were done with both literate and illiterate
beneficiaries. The selection of the P set included:
Table 4 P-set Q-methodology

Beneficiaries

LWF staff

5 Incentive workers (3 male, 2 female)

5 from camp office (4 women, 1 men)

5 Volunteers (4 male, 1 female)

3 from Damak office (3 men)

5 male beneficiaries with no special ‘work’
(1 men in age group 20-30, 2 men 30-40,
and 2 men of 40-50)
5 female beneficiaries with no special
‘work’ (2 women in age group 20-30, 2
women 30-40, and 1 women of 40-50)
This P set was selected to represent the persons influencing the aid provision, keeping the P
set close to the real life distribution of people involved in aid distribution and delivery. The next
step was the actual Q sorting; letting the participants rank the statements. First the participants
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were asked to read all the statements and
put them in three piles; if they agreed with a Picture 4 Q-methodology 2
statement then they would put the statement
on the pile with a happy smiley face (☺), if
they disagreed with the statement they
would put the statement on a pile with a
unhappy smiley face (), and if they did not
know or they felt neutral about a statement
they would have to put the statement on the
pile with a neutral smiley face. The
researcher presented the statements to each
participant in the same order, and the Qsample would start with a couple of ‘easy’
statements; statements that were included to
make the people feel at ease. After these
‘easy’ statements were ordered at random,
but showed in the same sequence to each participant. The participants did not have difficulty
putting statements in the disagree pile, what one could expect from their Asiatic culture; a
culture in which people like to please each other, and especially strangers. This was partly
thanks to the translator, who was always present during the Q-methodology and his ability to
make the people feel at ease and ensured them they could be honest with me. The translator
was present as the researcher would discuss the choice of certain statements in certain places
with the Q-sorter.
Secondly the game board was laid down (see figure 3). The participants would either start with
the “agree” pile or with the “disagree” pile and the researcher would ask them to pick the 2
statements they most agree (or disagree) with. These two statements would be on the left side
(most agree) or right side (most disagree) of the board. This question would be asked until all
the cards of that pile were gone, or if the 1 smiley face row was reached. Then the same was
done with the other end of the board, and in the end the three middle rows would be filled with
statements.
Figure 3 Game board Q-methodology
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At the end of each game the researcher would ask questions about certain statements that
according to the researcher were put in an interesting place, or about statements of which the
researcher knew that they were not translated as intended (like the statement about being
superior).
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The final step of the Q-method was to analyze all the data in the computer software program
‘PQ-method’, which is ‘a statistical program tailored to the requirements of Q studies’
(PQmethod Manual, 2002). This part of the process is sometimes called ‘the scientific base’ of
Q-methodology, as this is a purely technical and objective procedure (Van Exel & de Graaf,
2005). All the statements and their ranking were entered into the program, after which the
program calculates the outcomes. This program uses ‘statistical techniques of correlation and
factor analysis to reveal patterns in the way people associate opinions. The results of the
analysis are interpreted and expressed in the form of different social perspectives’ (Webler et.
al., 2009). The social perspectives, or factors, resulting from Q analysis represent ‘operant’
groups of subjectivity, rather than logical distinctions determined by the investigator (Brown,
1993). The software program PQ-method automatically starts with eight factors (or social
narratives). The choice is upon the researcher to decide with how many factors he or she
wants to continue, ‘which are a good representation of the actual situation’ (Van Hauwere &
van der Zouwen, 2010). The researcher decided to continue with four narratives, as different
tests showed this was appropriate and because working with all eight narratives would be
unworkable as it would be too complex to reflect upon. The different tests that lead to the
conclusion to work with four narratives can be found in appendix 4. After deciding on how
many factors to use, ‘the program calculates how much each individual Q sort and how much
each statement fits to each of the four perspectives. The content of the perspectives is
determined by which statements most strongly positively or negatively connect to the
perspective’ (Van Hauwere & van der Zouwen, 2010). The four narratives gave the following
distribution:
Table 5 Number of respondents that define each narrative per category
Camp
staff
LWF

Office
Staff
LWF

Total
staff

Incentive
Beneficiaries

Volunteer
Beneficiaries

Total
active
beneficiaries

Beneficiaries

Total

Narrative
1

2

0

2

2

2

4

2

8

Narrative
2

0

0

0

1

2

3

6

9

Narrative
3

3

1

4

1

0

1

1

6

Narrative
4

2

3

5

1

0

1

0

6

The result of choosing four narratives was really surprising, as the above table shows. By
choosing four narratives it became apparent that each group loaded on one particular
narrative. The beneficiaries that worked in the camp as incentive- or volunteer worker mostly
loaded on narrative 1, meaning that of most of the people of this group agreed on narrative 1
as their view of the world. Narrative 2 was mostly loaded on by beneficiaries in the camp who
do not work as incentive- or volunteer worker. The staff working in the camp mostly loaded on
narrative 3, while the staff working in the Damak office mostly loaded on narrative 4. This
result indicates that the different groups in the Bhutanese camp arena all have their own
specific view on the situation. With the results of the Q-methodology the researcher typed four
narratives; chapter five till eight each contain one of the four narratives. The PQMethod output
file provides a list with distinguishing statements, which can also be found in chapter five till
eight. These lists are used as input for the narratives, together with the interviews held directly
after the Q-methods to clarify choices for certain statements in certain places on the game
board. According to Webler, Danielson, and Tuler (2009) generating these narratives ‘is
something of an art.’ In their manual Webler et. al. indicate that: ‘one way of doing the analysis
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[of narratives] is to examine the total values of z-scores [given by the PQ-method program]
associated with statements that are all relevant to one certain theme [i.e. categories of
statements].’ So by looking at which statements are important, i.e. distinguishing, for one
group or factor, and selecting those statements that are very much (dis)agreed upon, a
narrative can be made. The four narratives that were made with this Q-methodology can be
found in chapter five till eight.
By choosing four factors two Q-methods became insignificant, as these people did not load on
any of the four narratives. One could also say that these two people had truly unique views.
One of these insignificant Q-methods was in the group volunteer/incentive workers and the
other was among the beneficiaries. Continuing with four narratives also added three views,
because three people had hybrid views. When someone has a hybrid view it means they load
significantly on more than one narrative (two narratives in this case), which is understandable
when looking at who they are and on which two narratives they load. The hybrid views were all
in the staff group. Two staff members loaded both on the camp staff group narrative and on
the office staff group narrative. The third person having a hybrid view loaded both on the
narrative of the volunteers and incentive workers as well as on the camp staff narrative, which
makes sense as this person work very closely with the incentive and volunteer workers in the
camp. Another interesting point is the fact that the factors that were least similar were those of
the aid workers working in Damak (narrative 4) and of the aid beneficiaries not active in the
camp (narrative 2), the correlation between these two factors is only 0.3965 (see table 6). This
indicates that these two groups have the most different world views.
Table 6 Correlations between factor scores

Narratives

Narratives

1

2

3

4

1

1.000

0.5591

0.5722

0.5842

2

0.5591

1.000

0.4437

0.3965

3

0.5722

0.4437

1.000

0.5648

4

0.5842

0.3965

0.5648

1.000

This Q methodology enabled the researcher to compare the data from the qualitative research
methods with those more quantitative methods (semi-structured interviews and participant
observations). Also, using the Q-methodology gave input for answering research question 3
(What narratives are connected to the images that aid beneficiaries and aid givers have both
of themselves and of each other?). According to Van Exel and de Graaf (2005) Q methodology
“is a suitable and powerful methodology for exploring and explaining patterns in subjectivities,
generating new ideas and hypotheses, and identifying consensus and contrasts in views,
opinions and preferences” (p. 17).
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4. Research Location & Organization
This chapter will discuss the research location and situation, and the organization with who
this research was in collaboration with. Upon presenting the proposal of this research the
research location was still unknown. Fortunately the research location became known soon
after the presentation; three weeks before departure. Being part of a field school, the research
location had to fulfill the criteria that there were many aid organizations and aid beneficiaries in
one area. This requirement was made in order to make each case study comparable in the
field school.

4.1 Bhutanese refugee camps in Eastern Nepal
The research location became the refugee camps around Damak, Nepal where since the early
1990’s more then 80,000 Bhutanese refugees reside (Hutt, 2003). These refugees fled from
Bhutan, where most of them had lived since a couple of generations. The historical accounts
of the origin of the refugees differ, but most scholars agree that these refugees originally
originate from Nepal. Throughout the history of Nepal “The peasant cultivators of the middle
hills and plains of Nepal had always been subjected to high levels of taxation in cash and kind,
and new taxes were imposed in addition to these in order to provide revenue for the
maintenance of the new Gorkhali empire [around the beginning of the nineteenth century]”
(Hutt, 2003, p.23). Many peasants could not afford these higher and new taxes, and were
being enslaved or evicted from their ancestral land (Hutt, 2003). “Many responded by
migrating eastward” (Hut, 2003, p.23) This migration continued, and eventually workers were
‘imported’ into the Darjeeling hills when “in 1839, the British [colonial power of India at the
time] established the ‘hill station’ of Darjeeling, on land ostensibly gifted to them by the ruler of
Sikkim as the site for sanatorium, and soon it became the centre of a rapidly-growing tea
industry” (Hutt, 2003, p.24).
Map 1 Bhutan and its Neighbors (Hutt, 1996)

From here, it is believed that people migrated further East, beginning after the AngloBhutanese wars of 1864-5, eventually crossing the borders with Bhutan and residing there.
This movement is believed to have subsided from the 1930’s onwards (Hutt, 2003). Some
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other accounts claim that Nepali were invited into Bhutan in the seventeenth century to
cultivate land because of “scarcity of peasant cultivators in Bhutan” (Hutt, 2003, p. 30), or for
their craft ability (Hutt, 2003). Although this is possible, it is generally agreed that most
Bhutanese people from Nepal came to Bhutan at the end of the nineteenth till the start of the
twentieth century. Most of the Nepali living in Bhutan lived in the South, a relatively
unpopulated area, as Bhutanese mostly resided in the mountainous north.
After the independence of India in 1947, the Nepali origin Bhutanese also started protesting for
equal rights, as the Drukpas of Bhutan had more rights. This led to “some loose territorial
nationalism acknowledged the historical validity of the Lhotshampas’ [name of Nepali
originating Bhutanese] claim to a presence in southern Bhutan, with a limited role in the
governance of Bhutan” (Hutt, 2003, p. 163), and eventually led to “a relatively full role in the
administration and development of Bhutan” (Hutt, 2003, p. 163). However, gradually after the
1970s, “the Bhutanese state embraced a more essentialist ethnic vision. This presented the
Lhotshampas with a choice between two alternatives: they had either to subscribe actively and
visibly to Drukpa customs which had been ‘elevated into rules and laws’ (Smith 1986: 138) and
acquiesce again to a subordinate status, or else surrender their right to continue to reside in
Bhutan” (Hutt, 2003, p. 163/4). It is believed that this change in vision from Bhutan came from
the events in the surrounding Kingdoms, who were ‘taken over’ by India, as the majority if the
inhabitants were Indians. From the 1970s onwards Bhutan displayed more and more ‘one
nation, one culture’ politics. New rules and policies were enforced concerning clothing (having
to wear Drukpas national dress), to language thought at school (no more Nepali), to
continuous changes in obtaining/keeping citizenship, to building codes. Activists started to
demonstrate against these measures. According to Hutt (2003, p.204): “Dismay and fear are
said to have spread across every district of southern Bhutan as a growing number of people
experienced or heard reports of arbitrary decisions regarding various individuals’ citizenship,
the arrest and harassment of suspected activists, the abuse of police power in the imposition
of the dress code, the burning of Nepali books, and so on.” Eventually “marches were staged
in every southern district between 19 en 25 September [1990]… The purpose of each march
was to submit a list of 13 demands to officials at each district headquarters” (Hutt, 2003,
p.205). From here on rumors start reporting “bombs planted in southern schools, robberies of
Lhotshampa villagers, and murders on local Lhotshampa officials” (Hutt, 2003, p.213). More
and more Lhotshampas fled Bhutan and entered Nepal. Where the first settlements of
refugees are established along the Mai river in Easter Nepal. In 1992 refugee camps were
established to take care of the refugees, which by 1996 were
Picture 5 Vocational work in the
100,000.
camp - sowing
There are, at the moment, six camps in the Jhapa and
Morang district of Eastern Nepal. The Bhutan and Nepali
governments have had many talks concerning the refugees,
but no solution has been found up to date. Bhutan does not
longer accept the refugees as citizens of Bhutan, and claim
that they have never had citizenship of Bhutan, while many
refugees do have passports issued in and by Bhutan. While
in the refugee camp, the refugees are not allowed to work
outside the camp, hold animals, nor can they have
electricity. There are vocational jobs available in the camp
like sowing and making thread.
While the researcher was on location the people from one
camp (Goldhap) were being shifted to the six remaining
camps due to a big fire. The eventual plan is to have all the
camps merged into two camps, the people from camps in
the Moran district (Khudunabari and Timai) will be
transferred to the camps in the Jhapa district (Beldangi 1, 2 and extension, and Sanischare).
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Officially Beldangi 1, 2, and extension have already merged into one camp (Beldangi). While
the researcher was on location the refugees received food rations, housing, medical care, and
education, while no clothes were provided. Several aid organizations are active in the camps.
The Lutheran World Federation (LWF) is in charge of the camp management (housing,
distribution of food, infrastructure, etc.), AMDA-Nepal is in charge of medical services, Caritas
is in charge of education, World Food Program (WFP) of the United Nations provides the food,
mental healthcare is provided by Transcultural Psychosocial Organization (TPO), Happy Nepal
helps people with addictions, while the Nepal Bar Association provides the refugees with legal
advice. The International Organization for Migration arranges the third country resettlement.
On location the researcher decide to focus on one camp only (Beldangi-1), as this was the
camp that was easiest accessible (both in travel distance and permit requirements). In June
2011 Beldangi-1 housed 12,907 people in seven sectors (A till G), these seven sectors are
divided in 25 sub sectors; A1, A2, A3, B1, B2, B3, B4, C1, C2, C3, C4, D1, D2, D3, D4, E1,
E2, E3, F1, F2, F3, F4, G1, G2, G3. During the first two ‘get to know the camp’ weeks the
researcher sat in during food distribution and met a refugee who wanted to be her translator.
This translator was a former teacher from sector B1 and therefore it was decided to focus the
research on this sector. By focusing the research on one sector it was easier to get access to
the people in that sector (as the translator knew this sector and the people in it), while keeping
the research representative for the overall camp (age, gender, signed up for resettlement,
etcetera).
The Bhutanese refugee camps in Eastern Nepal are ‘hailed by the UNHCR as models for
good practice’ (bhutaneserefugees.com, 2011). The camps internal affairs (food distribution,
education, and so on) are mainly run by the refugees themselves. In order to have everything
running smoothly in the camp the day-to-day running is carried out through a system of
committees. The first committee is the Refugee Coordination Unit (RCU), which is the
Nepalese government authority in the districts of the camps who implement all government
policies in the camps. Every camp has a ‘RCU officer.’ The other committee is the Camp
Management Committee (CMC), made up entirely by refugees, who do this job voluntarily.
This committee is headed by the camp secretary, a refugee chosen by the population of that
camp. The CMC also has chosen representatives of each sector and different sub committees
in charge of food distribution, infrastructure, water & sanitation, and so on
(bhutaneserefugees.com, 2011). The CMC can be seen as the ‘government’ of the camp, with
the RCU as president. As mentioned the different sectors have their own sector head, but also
the different sub sectors have their Picture 6 Newspaper article talks government Bhutanown, chosen, sub sector head who is Nepal
assisted by the (chosen) assistant sub
sector head. The different organizations
active in the camp also have refugees
working for them as incentive staff.
Incentive staff earn a small salary for
their job and are recruited via job
postings at the different agencies.
Incentive work can vary from teaching,
operating the radio, to pump operator
and many more.
Since 2008 resettlement to a third
country (United States of America,
Canada, Australia, New Zealand,
Denmark, Netherlands, and Norway)
became an option for the Bhutanese
refugees. Before resettlement became
an option the people had no idea what
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the future could hold for them. Bhutan and Nepal have had more then 15 rounds of bilateral
talks to resolve the refugee issue, but nothing has come from those talks. In 2006 the United
States of America was the first country to offer to absorb almost half of the refugees (50,000 to
60,000) (IRIN Asia, 2006). In the beginning the resettlement option was a source of conflict
among the refugees, as those who did sign up were seen as betrayers of the national cause.
When the researcher was in the camp (2011) not all people had signed the Declaration of
Intention (DOI), declaring interest in resettlement, some people are still waiting to repatriate to
Bhutan. The people who have signed the DOI are invited by IOM for an interview. During this
interview the beneficiaries are interviews by staff of IOM with the help of a Nepali translator. It
can take quite some time before being invited to an interview, sometimes up to three years as
the file of the family who signed up for resettlement has to be checked. After the interview, and
a positive response of the country taking in the refugees, a cultural orientation takes place.
This cultural orientation informs the refugees about the living conditions, culture, and other
customs of the country they are resettling to. Shortly before departure a medical check will be
done, in order to ensure that the refugees are fit to travel.

4.2 Lutheran World Federation Nepal
This research has been done in collaboration with the Lutheran World Federation Nepal (LWF
Nepal). From the beginning at the Mai river LWF Nepal was active, helping the refugees of the
Bhutanese refugee crisis in Nepal. LWF, a global communion of Christian churches in the
Lutheran tradition, was founded in 1947 in Lund (Sweden). The Department for World Service
(DWS), which has field offices in more than 30 countries, is
Picture 7 Logo LWF Nepal
the
internationally
recognized
humanitarian
and
development arm of LWF that works to give assistance to
those in need (Annual Report 2010 LWF, 2011). LWF Nepal
was established in 1984 with as vision ‘People of Nepal
living in a democratic and just society in peace and dignity,
united in diversity and empowered to achieve their universal
human rights’. LWF Nepal has its head office in Kathmandu,
and two regional offices, one in Western Nepal and one in
Eastern Nepal (lwfnepal.org, 2011). The Eastern Nepal
office is located in the Jhapa district, in Damak. The thematic
areas in which LWF is active are Emergency Response &
Disaster Risk Management (ERDRM), Sustainable
Livelihoods, Peace, Reconciliation and Human Rights. The
Bhutanese refugees fall under the ERDRM area. At the
moment LWF is responsible for the care and maintenance of
shelters, service-centers, water supply, sanitation,
community services, and the distribution of food and nonfood items.
For collaboration with LWF was chosen as they are the most visible organization in the
refugee camps; LWF is involved in many aspects of the refugee’s lives. Of course accessibility
of the organizations also played a role. LWF was very friendly and helpful when the researcher
approached them for help. LWF helped the researcher with various things, from camp permit,
to using their facilities, and helping getting information.
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5. Active beneficiaries
This chapter and the following three chapters will discuss the different narratives which
became apparent with the Q-methodology as discussed in section 3.5.
The first narrative that appeared with the Q-methodology is that of ‘Active beneficiaries:’3
The loaders on this narrative look positive towards the relation between staff and beneficiaries.
Aid workers like to talk to the beneficiaries (36) and the beneficiaries are honest when talking
to the aid workers (35). This group thinks that the beneficiaries are easy to work with (42) &
that aid workers work in the camp because they want to help the beneficiaries (39, 13, 47).
However they are also realists; the beneficiaries do need connections with the staff to improve
their situation (21), but the beneficiaries do follow the indicated path when they have a
problem; they first contact their (S)SH (2). The loaders on this group also have a positive
image of the beneficiaries; they are active (41) & do not exploit the situation (10). There is also
a positive image about the aid worker: they are also not exploitive (43), they are not ignorant
about what is important for the beneficiaries (22), and there is no need to bribe anyone to get
something (6), also the organizations do not force the beneficiaries to resettle (38). This group
sees the beneficiaries as victims (44), they have been through a lot, but the aid workers and
beneficiaries can still be friends (27).
This narrative was mainly held by incentive- (2) and volunteer workers (2), but also by two
camp staff members of LWF (one who has a hybrid view), and two beneficiaries. No one of the
office staff held this view. The main group of loaders (4 people) on this narrative is between
two worlds; they work in the camp, but they are also beneficiaries of the aid the camp
receives.
The statements from the Q-methodology that distinguish this narrative from the other
narratives are:
Statement nr

Statement

Ranking

42

Refugees are easy to work with

5

36

Staff like to talk to the refugees

4

35

Refugees are honest when talking to the staff

4

28

National staff is doing a good job

2

11

Staff follows the rules and procedures too closely

1

16

The host community is jealous of the services the refugees get

-4

47

National staff only work for the money they earn

-4

Incentive- and volunteer workers
As stated earlier, the above narrative is mainly held by beneficiaries who are active in the
camp because they either work as a volunteer or as an incentive worker in the camp. When
asking these people why they worked in the camp various answers came forward during the
interviews:

3

The numbers in brackets in the narrative indicate the statements attached to the narrative.
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“Because we get little amount of pocket money”’4
“It is our duties as human being [to be active in the camp], otherwise we the people like
keeping in the zoo”
“We can not sit around idly all the time”
“Let us not depend on others for everything”
“He wanted to do social service for the beneficiaries, so he became Sector Head”
“They wanted to do social work for the beneficiaries, who are vulnerable, so they can
understand their problem and share [the problems] in the office”
These examples indicate the general atmosphere when visiting the camps and while
observing; people who work in the camp as incentive- and volunteers workers do so because
they want to be active, and because they feel obliged to help in the camp to show that they are
thankful for the help they receive from the numerous agencies for all these years. Also
incentive- and volunteer workers want to help their fellow people and they view their work as
social work; returning something to their society. The incentive workers indicated that the small
incentive that they receive is nice, but too little to actually be the main reason for working in the
camp. Some volunteers indicated that they would like to receive some kind of remuneration for
their work as: ‘it would be a great motivation,” but the fact remains that they work without
getting anything tangible in return. Also, some incentive workers indicated that they wanted to
work outside the camp (which is not officially allowed, but very common), but that because of
their resettlement process they should stay close to the camp. Often refugees work outside the
camp, but if they are called for an interview concerning their third country resettlement, they
would not be able to get back in time, so that is why they applied to become incentive workers
in the camp. By being an incentive worker in the camp, they are close to the offices in case
they are called for an interview, but they still earn some money to buy meat, extra food,
clothes, ornaments, and the like; items not provided by the aid organizations.
Another benefit of being an incentive- or volunteer worker is that the work they do makes the
other beneficiaries happy and leads to a good relation with the beneficiaries. It makes other
beneficiaries happy, as the incentive- and volunteer help them solve issues and help them get
the food aid. Also, the incentive- and volunteer workers get more respect because they can
make things happen when the beneficiaries need something. A downfall of being an incentiveor volunteer worker is that it takes up a lot of time. As a volunteer worker you have to be
available 24 hours a day, and often you are Picture 8 English class
so busy that you even have to skip
breakfast, lunch, or dinner.

Image of self
As the results of the Q-methodology show,
these incentive- and volunteer workers see
themselves as easy to work with, which also
returns in the interviews: “they are peaceful
refugees here, the most [peaceful] in the
world.” But they also see themselves as
honest, active, not exploitive of the situation,
and as victims. They see themselves as
active, as they are always on the move for
their fellow refugees, as mentioned earlier
4

Meaning that they do it for the money
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sometimes the volunteer workers are so busy that they do not even have time to eat. The
elected volunteer workers, elected by the beneficiaries, believe that the fellow people choose
them because they believed that the elected person would solve their problems, and would
work better then other candidates. They also indicate that they treat all the beneficiaries the
same, because if they would not treat them the same the beneficiaries would file a complaint.
The fact that they see themselves as victims not only appears in the Q-methodology but also
becomes apparent in the interviews:
“Refugees are suppressed people. We are the lowest category of human beings”
“If the all life is going like this, they have no bright future, they don’t have a goal”
“His life is worse and just passing”
“They thought refugee life is a lower level life and they wish nobody would be a refugee”
“There is no chance to get success, no chance to get a home, or to support our family, so that
is too difficult”
“In leisure times, we are going to think to plan about our future, it was not so much bright, no
bright path”
“How was it to grow up in the camps? Though. What is though? So many problems, so many
difficulties”
“Before they go to school they are already hopeless, because they have no aim after finishing
their study and they don’t have their own land, property”
These quotes indicate that they see their life as refugee as something negative. But, when
asking the BRWF group how they feel compared to other refugees, in for example Africa, they
do indicate that:
“They have good and ordered distribution here, but there they have not”
“The support the organizations is doing they are supporting us good compared to them, in a
systematic way”
So the beneficiaries are aware of the situation they are in, and they know that they can be
worse off. The Bhutanese refugee camps in Eastern Nepal are ‘hailed by the UNHCR as
models for good practice’ (bhutaneserefugees.com, 2011).

Resettlement
Many interviewees indicated that they were forced to leave Bhutan: “due to the political
disturbances in Bhutan, they had to flee to Nepal.” None of the interviewees expected that
they would be without a country for such a long time:
“They expect as soon as be back in Bhutan, but there is not condition for that, so they became
refugee”
“When they left Bhutan, they were children then they thought after one or two months they
would be back to Bhutan, they did not think they would be a refugee and that they would stay
in Nepal so long”
“They did wrong leaving Bhutan and coming to Nepal, because they had to leave their lands
and other things”
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“We used to see that as temporary, after that we will be going back to Bhutan doing our own
business”
Some of the incentive- and volunteer workers want to return to Bhutan:
“Their future is very complicated. If they stay in Nepal or if they go to resettlement process…
when they [the resettled people] call them and told them they can not feel life in their
[resettled] home, their {resettlement] country, they are not satisfied there and they wish they
had not gone there, and they told them [the refugees still in Nepal], if you can do not come”
“If they can go back to Bhutan, maybe their future will be bright”
“She is hoping for repartition to Bhutan, she wants to go to her country, grow the crop, see my
land…it would be good for me if I would be taken to Bhutan”
And some are skeptic about the ‘better life’ in a third country, after hearing stories from already
resettled family and friends, but see no other option for their children: “The best way is to go
back to Bhutan, in spite that they are thinking for their coming generation, if they go third
country their future might be bright, but in some cases they have heard that in third country
some people are suffering from many problems.”
But others believe they will have a better future in a third country:
“It is better for them”
“He is optimist for their future, not for his own personal, but for the upcoming generation”
“For the bright future the choose third country resettlement because they don’t have any
option over here, because they have been recognized as Bhutanese refugees over here and
they don’t have the right to work in any part of the country...in her view for the bright future of
the children she is hoping to go here, only for that”
“I see my future is better there in third country, then in Nepal”
“They have not been identified, they did not get citizenship [of Nepal], they choose the best
option for third country resettlement“
“There are no jobs here, but when we go there, there will be a fitting job there”
“I think it will be good for us”
“They [the host community] have the concept that we are refugee, so discrimination… in US
they don’t say that”
Some even want to stay in Nepal: “He has grown up in Nepal, and he likes it here.” Overall the
interviewed incentive- and volunteer workers indicate that third country resettlement would be
the best option for their children. Some people do not want to resettle, but because family
members already resettled they do want to join their family. Especially the younger people are
very positive towards resettlement, the elderly people, those who do not speak English, are
more careful, they would prefer to see their land back, but because their families are resettling
or already resettled, they are joining them. There are also positive aspects mentioned during
the interviews of coming to Nepal:
“Now they know how to read and write the alphabet”
“I got literate when I got here, but over there [in Bhutan] I was illiterate”
“They only expected that their children will be looked after, and they did not know they would
get ration, they will get medical facilities”
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“When they got here they got free education, free medical services”
“When they came to Nepal, they had not heard of the word refugee, and they did not know
what is refugee, but they became refugee, and at that time they also don’t know, even they
don’t imagine that they can get facilities like this and survive like this”
Also many women from the BRWF indicated that in the camp they have learnt how to speak
English.
In this narrative of ‘Active Beneficiaries’ statement 38: ‘refugees are forced by the
organizations to resettle’ is not a distinguishing statement for the loaders, nor did it rank as a
statement people really have a clear opinion about (it scored -3), however during the
interviews it is mentioned that:
“The resettlement program is brought here in order to solve the entire refugee crisis, so we are
all gradually compelled to be resettled, but still some more 1000 people in the camp are not
interested in the resettlement program, they are still intending to go back in a dignified way to
their own home state, but yet it is not seen possible and the international community, I don’t
know, they have supported before, but not now. They are encouraging us, indirectly, to be
resettled”
“They are forcefully taken for third country resettlement, they have been forced, because we
don’t have identification over here, and since all the people, you don’t have the identity over
here, you don’t have land over here, so you have to go for third country, you will get identity
over there, so for that it is forceful for us”
“For the bright future they choose third country resettlement because they don’t have any
option over here, because they have been recognized as Bhutanese refugees over here and
they don’t have the right to work in any part of the country”
“So in their personal view they think that if they [the organizations] decrease the service and
percentage of food, then they will encourage the resettlement program, so the refugee apply
for that”
The refugees are not forced, in a direct manner, to resettle and they are also not threatened to
do so but according to the above statements there is no other option if they want to resume
their life again. Not all interviewees see it this way, one interviewee indicated that: “According
to the program that they [organizations] are thinking that it is right way [going for resettlement],
that is helping our futures a bit.”
The beneficiaries are sad and scared about being split from the rest of their (extended) family.
Beneficiaries sign up for resettlement on a form and when they resettle they are resettled with
the family members that they signed up on that same form, which makes it possible that if you
life with your husband you are resettled without your own parents. This leads to a lot of grief
and anxiety. People do not want to be separated from their families, and sometimes they are
even resettled to different cities in a country.
Now that more and more people are being resettled, it is starting to create problems. It is hard
to find new people to fill in the gaps. In the BRWF group interview it became apparent that the
vacancies could not be filled because people wanted to be paid for their work. And the
interviewees also indicated that the educated people would sign up for resettlement first,
leaving the less educated people behind in the camp, who are not interested or educated
enough to work as incentive- or volunteer worker.
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Image aid workers
The incentive- and volunteer workers often have contact with the staff of the different
organizations that are active in the camp. Many groups for which incentive workers work (like
the BRWF and BRCF) are set up by the organizations, and the program officers often come by
to see how everything is going. Also during election times and farewells the program officers
and other staff join the ceremonies. The incentive workers who work as teachers are in direct
contact with Caritas Nepal, who provides the education in the camps. Also, the volunteers
(e.g. camp secretary, (sub) sector heads, and their assistants) report directly to LWF, and are
often in the camp office of LWF to report births, deaths, marriages, and the like. This close
contact makes that these people are also aware of each other personal circumstances and
camp staff is even invited to weddings and other ceremonies. These close relations can be
seen back in the opinion that incentive- and volunteer workers have of the aid workers:
“Relationship [between refugees and staff of organizations] is mutual and good, [if] it will not
be, then we will not be in this situation now [alive]”
“Yeah they can be friends, as a human being, we are all human, and if they deny to be their
friends it is not human behavior”
“They can be friends? Yeah, it is possible”
“He thought that we are treating them [the staff] as a genuine person and never told them the
words we should not tell them, so we are treating them good, so they are happy”
The incentive- and volunteer workers do indicate that they have little contact with the
international staff:
“Before some years ago (’93, ’94) the international staff used to come in camp and ask about
their problems, and they solve their problems.. they don’t anymore”
“They have not been in touch much with international staff yet, maybe in the future”
“International staff do not come here every day, so there is a distance”
Although they have little contact with the international staff, the incentive- and volunteer
workers do believe that Nepali- and international staff treat them the same: “they are behaving
the same as the Nepali staff.”
The incentive- and volunteer workers describe the aid workers in a positive way, as the Qmethodology results show: staff like to talk to the refugees (36), staff does not only work in the
camp for the money they earn (47), staff is not exploitive (43), they are not ignorant to the
problems the refugees face (22), and there is no need to bribe the aid workers (6). This also
becomes apparent in the interviews:
“They are saying they [the staff] have not come for the sake of money; they have come to
support of them [the beneficiaries]”
“Because the national staff are cooperative with them, and good with sympathy as a refugee,
so they respect them more”
“Staff are doing good, because they are providing us ration, ignition material without any
complaints”
“If we behave good, they behave good”
“They don’t cheat and they share the treats”
“They are here to help us”
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“They [the staff] are doing their works according to their best and we are satisfied that they are
serving us and work for us”
“Why are the organizations here? In order to support refugees, if they [refugees] were not here
the organizations wont come”
“The organizations are not only looking after us, but they looking in different sectors, after
different category of people, not only refugee”
”[The organizations are here] because they [the refugees] are in crisis and are suffering from
lots of problem, so in view of the humanitarian, nationally and internationally, they are
supporting us”
On the other side, the beneficiaries that are active in the camp, like the incentive- or volunteer
workers, are not always happy with the aid workers. This also became apparent in the Qmethodology statement number 28, which was ranked 2, indicating that they do not totally
agree or disagree:
“They ask and complain in every agency, but they answer that there is not enough budget, so
they can not address the same problem, so they don’t give official complaint. In the case of
bamboo and thatch they give official complaint, they write a letter for the complaint, in spite of
that, they don’t address the problem, so they leave it”
“They are thinking that the agency can do more, but viewing from their place as a refugee they
don’t know the criteria [budget] of the organizations, but they can do more”
“Maybe [they are here] in order to develop good relations with other countries”
The incentive- and volunteer workers believe that the staff of the organizations sees the
beneficiary as “helpful and supportive.” But at certain points in time the staff also feels sorry for
them. Especially during the rainy season when everything gets wet and the organizations do
not have enough tarp folding for the beneficiaries to keep everything dry. In that respect the
incentive- and volunteer workers think the organizations feel sorry for them, for being a
refugee. The incentive- and volunteer workers in general, do believe that the staff respects
them, and tries to help them as much as they can.

Opinion provided aid
Aid distribution in the camp is done by the beneficiaries themselves with monitoring from LWF,
and happens in a fair way according to the incentive- and volunteer workers. Before the
current system of aid distribution (by weighing the food), there was a system of buckets. This
system was not fair according to the interviewees, many people got more then they deserved.
Nonetheless, even the interviewees who used to get more with the old bucket system are
happy with the current system as there is equity now, and it is visible now to everyone how
much they should get. Together with the new system an extra monitoring system was put in
place. Rations of the beneficiaries are now randomly checked for their weight, and it is also
possible for beneficiaries to approach this new monitoring system if they believe they got too
little, although not many beneficiaries make use of this service.
In general the incentive- and volunteer workers are happy that the organizations help them,
the incentive- and volunteer workers say that without the help of the organizations life would
not be possible for the refugees:
“We are thankful that we got education facilities and rations, they are supporting us and other
needs little, little that we are facing”
“If they did not support us we would die and suffer from starvation”
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“She does not have land to grow crops, so what the organizations are supporting them, its
medium, they don’t expect more”
“For daily livelihood it is enough”
“What they are giving us is good, if they don’t give us we would be in problem, so it is good”
However, especially with the provision of food, bamboo, and thatch the incentive- and
volunteer workers are not happy. Many of them say that food rations have become less5, and
are too little now:
“Bamboo for lightening is provided one every two months, but it lasts for only 5 to 7 days, so it
is insufficient”
“It is not enough for them”
“The food and non-food are not enough for them, they thought it should be increased in their
ratio, but the agency are decreasing day by day”
The beneficiaries have complained about the lack of bamboo and thatch, but the reaction was:
“Those who have flights to third country resettlement, you get their bamboo and thatch, we
don’t give you.” This will lead to a situation where the strongest and fastest will get their
bamboo and thatch, while the rest will have to get through the rainy season in a leaking hut.
As mentioned before, this relates to Q-statement 28, indicating that national staff is not always
doing a good job. In general incentive- and volunteer workers are not happy with the way their
complaints are dealt with:
“In case of bamboo and thatch they have give official complaint, they write a letter for the
complaint, in spite of that, they don’t address the problem”
When asking if the organizations lost interest in helping the refugees because they have been
there for such a long time already, the incentive- and volunteer workers answered that:
“They are seen tiring in practice”
“Sometimes they think that the refugee problem has been here for very long time, so they think
for long we do for them, so they just left, and let them survive on their own”
Also, for the members of the Camp Management Committee, complaints that are not dealt
with properly by the agencies lead to problems for them. If beneficiaries approach them with
complaints, as is the process in the camp and the members forward that complaint to the
organizations6, the organizations will or cannot do anything about the problems; the
beneficiaries get angry with the members of the camp management committee, which can
cause internal problems in the camps. But one interviewee also indicates that: “Refugee rights
are unlimited, never satisfied, they always demand more.” This would indicate that
beneficiaries do get enough to survive, but that they are always requesting for more.

Legitimacy
According to the narrative discussed in this chapter on which mainly active beneficiaries
loaded it seems that all in all the relationship between the active beneficiaries and the staff of
the organizations and between the active beneficiaries and the other beneficiaries is a good
5

Ilse Griek, PhD researcher in the camps, inquired at WFP, the provider of food, if food rations have become less,
and WFP indicated that food rations have never decreased.
6
See also statement 2 of the Q-methodology
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one. The active beneficiaries enjoy working in the camp, are respected by their fellow refugees
for the social work they do, but also feel a sense of obligation to work as volunteer- and
incentive worker as they have received help for so many years of many different organizations.
The active beneficiaries have a positive view of the staff and its organizations. The staff is
involved both professionally and personally, although the active beneficiaries are not per
definition happy with the aid that is provided. The active beneficiaries indicate that the aid is
too little, and decreasing. But the general feeling during the research in the camp was that
people accepted this issue, and did not question the provision of aid much. The aid distributed
in the ration counters is distributed in a fair way, but the items that are not regularly distributed
like food rations (distributed every 15 days) are not always distributed fairly; the strongest and
fastest persons with the most contact with the staff will have more chance of receiving these
items first.
Resettlement, on the other hand, is relatively new, and many questions, stories, and myths go
about resettlement. The active beneficiaries indicate that they feel, indirectly, forced by the
organizations to resettle; there is no other option.
The conclusion that can be drawn is that aid that is provided regularly and with a fixed system,
like the food ration, does not bring up many questions. On the other hand, new and irregular
things are source of more upheaval. Bamboo for huts for example; this is only distributed to
the families once every two years, and according to the interviewees it is a struggle to get the
bamboo, especially when the rainy season starts. The same counts for resettlement, this is a
new and not transparent issue. Refugees do not know when they will be resettled, they are not
aware of the procedures, and often do not understand why certain families are resettled before
they are. For these things (resettlement and bamboo) a lot of questions do arise, and
complaints are made.
From the above narrative and interviews with active beneficiaries it can be concluded that the
way the beneficiaries see the aid workers and organizations does not always influence the
legitimacy of aid. The aid beneficiaries have good relations with the organizations and its staff,
but are not happy with some of the aid items provided. A good relationship thus does not per
definition mean that the beneficiaries are happy with the aid provided. According to the active
beneficiaries a good relation does influence the provision of items that are not regularly
provided (like bamboo). A good relation is helpful during the distribution of these items,
according to the active beneficiaries
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6. Beneficiaries
The second narrative that appeared with the Q-methodology is that of the ‘Beneficiaries:’
The loaders on this narrative believe that the aid organizations are there to help the
beneficiaries (39, 23), although often they do not know which organizations are helping and
what those organizations exactly do (32), and they do not necessarily do a good job, but in
general they do (28). The unknown staff of these unknown organizations are not really
ignorant about what is important for the beneficiaries (22), but still the beneficiaries need to
work in order to survive (20). The relation between the beneficiaries and aid workers is not one
of equality though; they could not be friends (27), and they don’t know each other well (34).
The loaders on this narrative think positive about the chosen (sub) sector head (2, 37, 19) but
the beneficiaries need a good relation with the staff (33, 21), otherwise the lives of the
beneficiaries would be even more difficult (44, 8), although, initially, it is indicated that bribing
is not necessary (6).
This narrative was mainly held by beneficiaries who are not active in the camp (6) and by three
beneficiaries who are active in the camp (one as incentive- and two as volunteer worker).
None of the staff of LWF loaded on this narrative.
The statements that distinguish this narrative are:
Statement nr

Statement

Ranking

16

The host community is jealous of the services the refugees get

3

47

National staff only work in the camp for the money they earn

1

11

Staff follows the rules and procedures too closely

0

4

Staff is polite/respectful

-1

43

Staff is exploitive

-1

27

Refugees and staff can be friends

-1

28

National staff is doing a good job

-1

34

Staff and refugees know each other well

-2

13

Staff is not here for the right reasons

-2

3

The staff listens to the refugees

-2

32

The refugees know the different organizations and their activities in the camp

-4

26

Refugees and staff are equal

-4

Beneficiaries
The group that loaded most on this narrative is the beneficiary group, and then especially the
beneficiaries that are not working the camp as incentive- or volunteer staff for any of the
organizations. Some of the beneficiaries work (outside) the camp, in the host community in
construction while others work in the camp as tailor or they make thread. There is a routine in
the life of the normal beneficiary: every two weeks ration can be collected at the food counter,
where they have to help themselves according to the schedule of the sub sector head. Ration
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is given per sub sector; the sub sector head has a schedule that indicates who of the
beneficiaries help at which distribution with the distribution of the aid. Helping in the distribution
of the aid implies carrying food items from the warehouse to the distribution counter, and
distributing one of the seven distributed Picture 9 Food items in the camp
food items. The distribution of the food
items goes according to weight. The
beneficiaries that help during the
distribution weigh the amount of food
according to the information on the
ration cards, of which every household
has one. These ration cards need to be
brought to the distribution counter and
are signed when the households receive
their rations. A ration card has all the
information on it from the members of
that household. These cards are
compared to the information the sub
sector head has in his or her sub sector
book, and both the book and the card
are stamped and signed once the
household gets their rations. Not all inhabitants of the camps receive rations, those who are
married into the camp from the local community do not receive food aid, and those who did not
get an ID-card when these were distributed to the refugees also do not get food aid. Refugees
who did not receive an ID-card when they were distributed, often were not in the camp at the
moment of ID-card distribution because they were working outside the camp for example as
teachers in schools where they also boarded. Beneficiaries can subscribe to follow courses
(e.g. English, vocational training). Children go to school 6 days a week, they are free on
Sunday. Life of a refugee, after being in the camp for over 20 years, or being born in the camp,
is pretty seasoned.

Image of Self
According to the interviews with beneficiaries who are not active in the camp as incentive- or
volunteer worker these refugees see themselves as Bhutanese, even the Nepali women who
married a Bhutanese refugee and the refugee children who were born in Nepal. Most of the
refugees indicate that they feel sorry and sad for being a refugee and having to flee their home
country Bhutan:
“We were evicted by the Bhutanese government like animals, we were treated like animals,
our life has end now as a refugee, we may not uplift our life”
“She feels sorry for being a refugee”
“She feels sad, seeing the situation in the camp”
“I am not satisfied living in the camp”
“We are the poor people, so we don’t have anything”
“She has got two opinions, if she was in Bhutan she could have owned her own land, she
would have a complete house, she would not have to be depended on other for aid. Now she
is unhappy in this context. She is also happy in this context that her children are provided with
education and they are provided with food in this situation also”
“We are helpless”
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The beneficiaries believe that the staff of the organizations feels sorry for them and the
situation they are in:
“They used to say, because they know our pride, they have been suppressed [in Bhutan], they
have been dominated [in Bhutan], these people are refugees and don’t have any rights [e.g.
citizenship rights]”
“[The aid workers say:] These people are illiterate, these are the people who left their native
country and they life in asylum, so they feel sympathy”
“They think well of us, because they are looking after us from the beginning”
“They may feel we are genuine, they have the sympathy on the refugees, and they have the
feelings to help those needy people”
“They may have good feelings towards us, because they are helping us”
“They may see that these people are poor”
”They think that we are here as refugees, so they should help us”
But there are also interviewees who believe that the aid workers do not think positively of the
beneficiaries: “They have wrong thoughts upon us, since they don’t provide thatch and
bamboo. They have not given it to us, because maybe they have misused that. They don’t
have the positive thoughts of us. They might not know we need these things. They need to
help us with our roofs. They don’t know how we feel, because they have their fancy residential
house. Till now, they are having little sympathy.”
As mentioned earlier, the beneficiaries are very involved in the distribution of the food aid in
the camp. According to the schedule of the sub sector head the beneficiaries carry and
distribute the food aid. Elderly and sick people are not included in the schedule. Asking the
interviewees how they feel about helping in the camp, they indicate that they are all very
positive, but they also feel a sense of obligation as they are being helped as well:
“The organizations gives us, for that reason we have to help in some of the, in the distribution
we have to help”
“He is happy to help. It is for all people, helping hands are to be shared”
“I like helping because my wife and children get ration, so I go there and I carry and do
everything I can do”
“He helps for the help, for the welfare of the people”
“It is for us, so we have to help” [mentioned many times]
“She does not feel sorry that she has to help with the distribution, it is for us, so we feel nice
and happy to help”
“He will need help in the future, so he needs to help in the present”
“It is for us, it is for us to eat, so I think we have to help each other”
Of course there are also other reasons why people like to help:
“If you help them, the leftover foods, rations, are given to those people who don’t have any
ration in the camps [said by a person who does not get food aid]”
“She feels happy to help, because now she knows about the distribution also, what amount of
rations and she knows the scale”
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The to-be-distributed food is measured before the distribution starts, in order to distribute the
right amount of food for the number of people who have right of receiving food that distribution
according to the books. Therefore, it is interesting that there would be ‘left-over’ food to be
distributed to, e.g. people without ID-cards; as the food rations are measured to the demands
according to the books.

Resettlement
Most beneficiaries are looking forward to being resettled (mainly to the United States). Most of
them do indicate however, that there is no real other option. In a way they are forced to
resettle; they can not stay in Nepal, nor can they go back to Bhutan. Many of their relatives
have already been resettled, so they want to join them. Otherwise, some would have liked to
stay in Nepal. Some are not excited at all about the resettlement plans, they prefer to return to
Bhutan, and are willing to wait as long as it takes. Resettlement was a big issue once it
became an option. People had to subscribe at night, because otherwise other people would
say they are abandoning the Bhutanese cause. Fact is, life has been on hold for these people
for over 20 years already, many of them want to be able to work for their living again, have a
real house, and they do not want to be without an identity anymore. There are many anxieties
about the resettlement process. Many interviewees took the opportunity to ask the researcher
about resettlement when she gave the interviewees a change to ask her questions. There are
many myths going about, one of them being that the resettlement process is going to stop in
six or nine months. Or that the camp will close in so many months. These are myths, and are
not true. People are really afraid that they will be separated forever from their family who are
already resettled. Other questions concern bribing issues for resettlement, options for work
and/or school in a third country, and other future possibilities.

Image of (sub) sector head
Many interviewees only know their chosen (sub) sector heads, and the RCU of the camp, and
are not aware of all the aid organizations active in the camp as mentioned earlier. When the
interviewer reminds the interviewee of the aid workers present at the distribution they
remember again. Also many beneficiaries have never talked with the aid workers working in
the camp; as they have nothing to share with them. When the beneficiaries have a problem,
they will contact their sub sector head, as the process prescribes in the camps.
According to the Q-methodology, the loaders on this narrative think positive about the chosen
(sub) sector heads (2, 37, 19). This also becomes apparent in the interviews; many
interviewees talk positive about their (sub) sector heads:
“He is good, he is very near to us”
“He is doing a good job”
“He is helping, he is good. He is helping all the people”
“He is doing a good job, distributing what ever is given to us”
“He is good for us, he is giving us rations”
Although many interviewees do not want to become (sub) sector heads them selves. Many
indicate that they cannot be a (sub) sector head because they are illiterate, indicating that they
do look up to those who can. Another reason why many beneficiaries do not want to become
(sub) sector head is because it is a very busy job, always helping others, even to the extent
that the (sub) sector heads do not have time to eat. The people choose whichever (sub) sector
head they think will do the best job, or the one they like best, not really realizing they will put
this person up with a lot of work. (Sub) sector heads do not per definition put themselves up
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for the job, often they are put forward by the other beneficiaries without really wanting to do the
job, because the job is so busy and time consuming.

Image of aid worker
According to the Q-methodology narrative stated in the beginning of this chapter, the loaders
of this narrative believe that the aid organizations are in the camps to help the refugees (39,
23). This also becomes apparent in the interviews with the main loaders on this narrative, the
beneficiaries:
“They are really here to help us, they are not here for the money”
“To sustain our life here, so we are not hungry”
“They [the organizations] are here on a humanitarian ground, to help the refugees”
“They are here to help” [said by many interviewees]
“They give aid for me to be able to eat”
“To look after the refugees”
“To give us food”
“They are always with us, always helping us, when there is a various kind of crisis, especially
this refugee problem, they help us”
”Yeah, maybe they might get salary, but even though: they are working in favor of refugees as
a humanitarian concept and their dealings are well”
In general the interviewees believe that the organizations and its workers are in the camps to
help the refugees. Although some interviewees have other visions of why the organizations
and its workers are here:
“Maybe they are there to loot us”
“She don’t know what the organizations are doing here”
“They just come in the vehicle and go into the office, I don’t know why they are here, what they
do”
“They may not be knowing the internal affairs of the camp, since they don’t come and visit us
in person”
“Some are here for the pleasure, to have the experience of poorness”
“They are doing their duty for the money”
These views were not common though, but indicate that some beneficiaries do not know why
the organizations are here, or have a different opinion then most of the beneficiaries
concerning the question why organizations and its staff are in the camps.
Other interviewees indicated that the aid workers do help them, but that they don’t understand
why the refugees can’t just run all the offices in the camp:
“It would be very much graceful if our people would be given this type of jobs [posts like that of
the RCU]”
“She wants that the refugees also run the offices in the camp”
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One interviewee said that the aid workers should behave nicely, as they are part of a
humanitarian agency “once any one acts rudely or misbehaves with any refugee, then the
whole image of the agency will be gone.” Asking the beneficiaries about which organizations
exactly are active in the camp, most beneficiaries could not name the different organizations:
“She says she don’t know, she knows some of the people are giving them [aid], but who are
providing them, which organizations, she don’t know”
“She says that white people come see her and bring her stuff”
“She says she does not know, she heard that UNHCR provides the aid in the camp”
“He knows UNHCR, but the rest he does not know”
“UNHCR, he can’t read and write. He does not know any of the other organizations besides
UNHCR”
“We don’t know which organizations are giving us”
Most beneficiaries ‘start to remember’ when organizations are mentioned: “Yeah, she don’t
know but the hospital is there. But who is in the… AMDA? When we make her remember she
knows.” Of course there are also refuges that know all the organizations, but more then 50%
of the interviewed beneficiaries knew either none of the organizations or only UNHCR. The
fact that the beneficiaries are not aware of which organizations are active in the camp, or that
there at all agencies active in the camp, does partly explain that there are many beneficiaries
who are not able to name any of the organizations active in the camp.
When the beneficiaries are (made) aware that there are aid workers and agencies active in the
camp they think positively about these. In general the beneficiaries indicate that the aid
workers ‘are good’ as they provide for the refugees:
“They are working in favor of us”
“They are working very hard”
“I have positive feelings towards them, they are always with us when there is a problem”
“Good, they help us”
Some other beneficiaries also think less positively about the aid workers:
“What to say, he can’t say anything. They are here to earn the money, they look after the place
where they earn money”
“If you don’t know how to speak, they don’t bother about you”
“They don’t listen to our voice”
“They don’t feel anything towards us, they [staff] are from the upper class”
But actual contact according to the interviewees is minimal, which also became apparent in
the Q-methodology, where it the statement ‘Staff and refugees know each other well (34)’ was
ranked with -2, indicating that the loaders of this narrative did not agree with this statement.
“She don’t know how they [the aid workers] feel about her, they don’t come to her, they don’t
talk to her”
“Actually, I have not talked to them”
“She has seen them but she has not talked”
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Many interviewees also indicate that they have not talked to the staff of the organizations,
since they don’t have ‘any works’ with them. If beneficiaries have problems or complaints, they
follow the indicated path, that they first contact their (sub) sector head, who will forward the
problem higher up to the sector head, who will forward the problem to the RCU or to the
organizations concerned, if needed. This also becomes apparent in the Q-methodology, as the
statement ‘When refugees have a problem they go to the sub sector head’ is ranked 3,
indicating that they agree with this statement.
Although the Q-methodology narratives indicated that there is no need for bribing any one, in
the interviews this topics returns several times. Interviewees indicate that the aid workers did
request bribes otherwise they would not deal with the issues of the beneficiaries or the
beneficiaries would have to wait a long time for their issues to be dealt with. Especially
regarding resettlement issues people have said that they needed to bribe the officials in the
camp working on their case, because otherwise their case would be put on hold for an
unknown period of time. According to another interviewee the international staff and their
standards is the only reason why bribing does not occur so often: “If there was only local staff,
the staff here will naturally act as corrupted, because it is their nature.”

Opinion of provided aid
Almost all of the interviewees indicate that the food aid they get is not enough, especially in
families with few little children:
“The kits provided by LWF is not enough for 15 days”
“Foods is not enough”
“No it is not enough. If the infants are in the houses, it can last for the whole 15 days. But if the
grown-up are more, it won’t last for 15 days”
“The quantity should be raised up”
“It won’t last, she has to buy. She does not have a job, she has to buy the vegetables, she has
to buy the rice. Her husband goes for daily wages”
“It is not enough for them. They don’t have anyone to go for earning. Most of the people say
that we have to control our stomach”
“The facilities provided is not enough, we manage ourselves by weaving”
Many interviewees indicate that they miss clothes, meat and vegetables. These items are not
distributed by the organizations. The refugees are also not allowed to collect firewood from the
nearby forest, but the bamboo and kerosene provided is too little according to the refugees to
cook with. The refugees are also not allowed to work in the Nepali society, but many refugees
have to work in order to buy these items; they work in or (illegally) outside the camp.
Most of the beneficiary interviewees think positively about the aid workers, as mentioned
above. However, when asking how they feel about the aid provided, the beneficiaries are less
happy, since it is not enough. They are, however, very grateful that they receive aid and other
services at all to survive in the camp, and hardly complain about the aid being too little. Their
opinion about the provided aid does not influence the image they have of the organizations:
“Of course it is not enough, but also we are happy to get that. We are happy with what we
have”
“We are happy to get, but sometimes it is not enough”
“If they don’t give us [anything], we will have to go hungry”
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“I am never happy. But I am very happy that people help us”
“No, they are helping, we should not be angry with the helpers [who provide us food]”
The beneficiaries hardly complaint that the food is not enough, some beneficiaries did tell their
(sub) sector head that the food is not enough, but that nothing has changed. Just like the
image of the aid workers is not affected by the fact that the food is too little, also the image of
the (sub) sector head is hardly affected by the fact that their complaint is not dealt with. Most
of the beneficiaries look up to their (sub) sector heads and are afraid that if they complaint that
the (sub) sector head is not dealing properly with their problems that they will get in trouble:
“He is looking after us, so he is superior”
“We are small, so he may neglect us”
“As for us, he is the chief in the sector”
“We have to respect him, when we respect him I can’t scold him, I am not arguing with him”
Many beneficiaries do believe that the amount of food has been deducted, even if this is not
the case.

Legitimacy
The narrative discussed and the interview quotes in this chapter indicate that the beneficiaries
that are not active in the camp as incentive- or volunteer worker think positive of both the aid
workers and their fellow beneficiaries who are active in the camp. In general the not active
beneficiaries think that the aid workers feel sorry for them because of the situation they are in,
being a refugee. Also, the beneficiaries believe that the aid workers are in the camps to help
them. However, also many beneficiaries are not aware which organizations are exactly active
in the camps, and often they cannot mention the names of the different organizations. The
positive image that the not active beneficiaries have of the aid workers thus mainly stems from
the fact that the aid workers provide them with aid and other services.
The actual contact between the not active beneficiaries and the aid workers is limited. The
beneficiaries follow the indicated path if they have a concern or complaint; they first contact
their (sub) sector head, who will contact the sector head if the (sub) sector head cannot handle
the issue by himself, the sector head will involve the RCU if necessary, and the RCU will
approach the agency concerned if necessary; there is little contact between the not active
beneficiaries and the aid workers of the agencies. Many of the not active beneficiaries also
indicate that they do not have contact with the aid workers, as they ‘have no business to
discuss with them.’ The physical distance between the aid workers, especially the camp staff,
and the beneficiaries is small. On the other hand, the social distance between the aid worker
and the not active beneficiary is big. Beneficiaries do not approach staff easily and do not have
much contact with them; they live close to each other but in two different worlds. This also
becomes evident from the results of the Q-methodology – none of the aid workers loaded on
the narrative where the most not active beneficiaries loaded on; indicating that the world views
of these two groups are really different.
The life of a refugee in the camps has become pretty seasoned in the last 20 years,
distribution happens every 2 weeks. Beneficiaries help during these distributions, which makes
them happy, being able to do something in return, but is also done out of a sense of obligation
because they have been receiving aid for the past 20 years from different organizations.
Children go to school. The only thing that is new is the resettlement process. The resettlement
process is a debated issue, especially compared to the distribution of ration in the camp. Food
distribution in the camp is something regular, and has been regular for the past 20 years, even
during difficult times like nationwide strikes. Beneficiaries know the ins and outs of ration
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distribution, and have accepted more or less that the food distributed is too little, but anyhow
the beneficiaries are happy to receive it at all. People complain that food aid is too little, but at
the same time they are very happy to receive it at all. Resettlement on the other hand, is
something new. Beneficiaries are not familiar with the procedures, and many myths go about
resettlement. Often when bribing is mentioned, it is mentioned together with resettlement.
People are really anxious about the resettlement procedures, and it is an often discussed
subject.
What can be concluded from these two observations, the social distance and the new-ness of
resettlement, concerning the legitimacy of aid is that legitimacy of aid for not active
beneficiaries is not that much influenced. The beneficiaries think positive of the services
provided by the organizations, but are not always happy services provided. For the regular,
routinized services, like food rations, the social distance is bigger then compared to the social
distance of new services, like the resettlement procedures. With the resettlement procedures
the interviews take place with workers of IOM; actual contact between aid workers and
beneficiaries. From the informal chats and interviews with the not active beneficiaries in the
camps it became clear that these new services like resettlement blow up a lot more dust;
although people are not always happy with the food rations, they have come to accept this,
and hardly make work of filling a complain for example, while resettlement issues are a hotly
debated topic with many questions and myths.

42

7. Staff working in the camps
The third narrative that became apparent in the Q-methodology was that of the ‘Staff working
in the camps:’
In this narrative beneficiaries are seen as very involved in the camp (30).They are not helpless
(24) as they know their rights and duties. They know how to solve their issues (2, 40) & when
to involve the staff (21); in short they share the right issues with the right persons (33). This
does not mean they are always easy to work with (42). The aid workers are doing a good job
(28) guiding the beneficiaries (7) and they know what is important for the beneficiaries (22).
The aid workers want to help the beneficiaries (13, 23, 38), although the beneficiaries still
need to work in order to survive in the camps (20). Everything in the camp goes according to
the rules (6, 11, 19). Also the aid workers do not feel superior then the beneficiaries (45), and
they do not see the beneficiaries as helpless people or victims (44, 24) making it possible for
them to be friends (27).
This narrative is the main narrative among the staff working in the camp (4), while it is also the
main narrative of two beneficiaries, one of which works in the camp as an incentive worker.
None of the beneficiaries who work in the camp as volunteers hold this view.
The Q-methodology statements that distinguish this narrative from the other narratives are:
Statement nr

Statement

Ranking

30

The aid distribution done by the volunteers happens in a fair way

4

28

National staff is doing a good job

3

14

Staff gives preferential treatment to certain refugees

2

22

Staff is ignorant about what is important for refugees

1

42

Refugees are easy to work with

-1

44

Refugees are victims

-2

24

The staff in the camp sees the refugees as helpless

-3

LWF staff working in the camp
As stated earlier, the above narrative is mainly held by LWF staff that work in the camp. These
people work in an office which is situated in the camp. They work five days in the week
(Monday-Friday), starting around 9 o’clock in the Picture 10 meeting point
morning, and they take the bus back to Damak at
5 o’clock in the afternoon. They arrive in the
morning and leave in the afternoon with a shuttle
bus run by LWF, this bus also brings staff from
other organizations to Beldangi-1 and Beldangi-2.
The LWF office of Beldangi-1 is located close to
the entrance of the camp, and in the complex
where also the offices of the CMO, the RCU, and
the Nepal Bar Association are located. Some of
the incentive staff of LWF also have their office in
this complex (e.g. the radio operator and the
storekeeper). Close to the office is a meeting
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point for the beneficiaries where mostly incentive- and volunteer staff meet, but also ‘regular’
beneficiaries. Also, next to the complex of offices is the office of BRCF. For lunch the LWF
staff goes to the canteen, which is run by beneficiaries, also located close to the office
complex. The ERMP plot is located across from the office. The warehouse, where food items
for the rations are stored, is located further inside the camp, a five minute walk from the office
on the main road into the camp, next to the distribution counters. LWF staff of the camp can
also be found there, monitoring the distribution, checking stocks, and overseeing the offloading of (food) items from trucks.
Incentive- and volunteer workers are often in the office to arrange things like the registration of
birth, marriages, and deaths, but also for picking up records for the food distribution, and to
share personal stories. At the warehouse and distribution counters the staff also has contact
with the beneficiaries. Some of the staff also conduct hut visits from time to time.

Image of self
Two statements that are distinguishing for this particular narrative are ‘The aid distribution
done by the volunteers happens in a fair way’ (30) and ‘National staff is doing a good job’ (28).
These two statements are ranked respectively 4 and 3, this means that the loaders on this
narratives (strongly) agree with these statements. This is not that surprising as the main group
of loaders on this narrative are aid workers who work in the camp. They monitor the aid
distribution, if they had said that the aid distribution was not happening in a fair way, they
would imply they did not do their own job in a good way, which they obviously think they do. In
the interviews with camp staff it was stated that:
“LWF staff is well, all staff is well and they always try to help the refugees, best of all”
“Yes, when she goes to monitor the distribution then they tell her it goes fair”
“Every staff tries best of all to help the refugees”
Also according to the Q-methodology, the loaders of this narrative believe that aid workers are
doing a good job (28) guiding the beneficiaries (7) and they know what is important for the
refugees (22). For example, while it is officially not allowed for the refugees to work, many
refugees do. The staff working the camp understand that the refugees are working which is
also indicated in the Q-methodology ‘The beneficiaries need to work in order to survive in the
camps’ (20), a statement that is part of the narrative, on which staff working in the camp load.
Also in the interviews it became apparent that the aid workers working in the camp understand
that the refugees need to work in order to survive:
“They have to work, because our agencies provided facilities is not enough for them, they
need other things also”
“The services provided by the agencies are not enough for survival. We give them food and
non-food, but they also need clothes and other things”
“In my view, refugee person who go to host community, near the market they work, it is
positive, because host community get low rate too…all persons are deducted [rations are
deducted], so they can go to market to earn money”
Although, not all interviewees agreed with the statements mentioned above. Some other
interviewees indicated that:
“If they don’t work in their daily life they can still survive”
“Refugees have no tension for their daily survival and if they do work then it is less hard work”
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This quote indicates that although all the staff working the camp agree on many points, there
are also points on which the viewpoints are not the same.
According to the Q-methodology narrative the loaders on this narrative say that aid workers
want to help the beneficiaries (13, 23, 38). In the interviews with LWF camp staff, it is indicated
that LWF is active in the camps because they are a humanitarian organizations and that
helping people in need is their goal:
“Why is LWF staying? LWF is a humanitarian organization, we are directly helping”
“Why is LWF helping the refugees according to you? LWF is an humanitarian organization,
it’s policies and themes requests LWF to help these people”
“LWF is a INGO, and they help disadvantaged people, and refugees are also disadvantaged
people”
Even in strike periods, which are often in Nepal because of the lengthy process of drafting a
new constitution, LWF was able to provide the refugees with food. During these strikes all
public life is put on a hold, highways are closed down and shops are closed, but LWF
managed to provide their beneficiaries with aid, also in this period.
Although many of the interviewees had not visited the camps ever before they started working
for LWF, when asking the loaders on this narrative why they decided to join LWF it showed the
willingness of the camp staff to help refugees of which they do not know the exact situation:
“LWF is a humanitarian organization, which is working with refugees, so she was interested to
work”
“She joined LWF because if it is a humanitarian organization”
“LWF Nepal is humanitarian organization, LWF Nepal have some good vision, policy, and
other is my hobby to serve people who are critical condition/position so I join LWF Nepal”
“We have to address their problems”
However, when asking the loaders on this narrative why they joined LWF there are also some
personal reasons:
“I want to learn them [the refugees] and learn more and work with them”
“I wanted to change my personal life too”
“I wanted to change my job nature, and I also wanted to know the knowledge of refugee
camps”

Image of beneficiary
In the interviews it became apparent that the staff working in the camp thought that the
beneficiaries are very similar to them, illustrating that they do not feel superior to them (45):
“Actually, in my view, I find them general person, like other Nepali people, but their lifestyle is a
little different from the general Nepali people”
“I think they are the same like us, just like Nepali, but only they don’t have identity, but all other
things are the same as Nepali”
“I don’t think we are different, I think we are same, it is similar cultures and language, and
people are also similar”
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“We are the same”
They also do not differentiate between active and non-active beneficiaries in the camp;
everyone is equal in the camp in the eyes of the camp staff. Among the beneficiaries
themselves the camp staff does think there is a difference. The camp staff indicates in the
interviews that active beneficiaries (i.e. incentive- or volunteer workers) have a higher status
then regular beneficiaries, as these active beneficiaries can take care of a lot of problems.
The expectations of camp life and the image of a refugee according to the loaders of this
narrative before they started working in the camp as staff were more negative:
“First of all when I arrived in camp I don’t think the educated people also here, but when I work
here and time was passing then I saw the other smart persons also here, and some are
educated, that was surprising”
“Before she been at camp, she thought that they have a unmanaged life, but now she is here
she knows it is ok”
“I think very sorrowful conditions I saw that time”
Now that they work in the camp as staff the loaders of this narrative think very well of the
beneficiaries:
“I saw the other smart people also here”
“People are very educated, and they have good knowledge”
The loaders even state that the refugees could do the job of the staff (they have the ability and
knowledge), if they would be allowed legally. However, it is believed by the interviewees that if
the refugee would do the job, fairness could not be guaranteed, distribution would not be as
fair as it is now at this moment. The camp staff was also convinced that the beneficiaries are
aware of the organizations providing them with help, according to the staff all beneficiaries are
aware of LWF, both their name and what it is they exactly do. However, the researcher found
contradicting results after interviewing the non-working beneficiaries, either indicating that the
staff does not know the ‘normal’ beneficiaries as well as they think, or that these results show
the tendency of the beneficiaries to focus on the organization that is most important to them. In
one of the interviews with camp staff the interviewee also indicates this; if she gives the
beneficiaries the opportunity to ask her questions, often the questions will be concerning the
resettlement process, now a major theme in the life of the beneficiaries.
Another statement that was distinguishing for this narrative was ‘The staff in the camp sees
the refugees as helpless’ (24). This statement was ranked -3, indicating that the staff did not
agree with this statement. The beneficiaries are not helpless as many beneficiaries know their
rights and are aware of the issues at hand. Since they are not allowed to work they have more
time to discuss relevant issues with each other like: ‘what is human rights, education, [and]
sanitation.’ In the interviews with the camp staff it was even indicated that: “Every refugee are
now in power, so if they have some little mistakes or little difficulties they will first of all
complain to SSH, and after they will come to CMC, otherwise if they are close to RCU, they
will coordinate to RCU, they will come directly to RCU, so RCU will tell us ‘why is this
happening?” This quote shows that beneficiaries follow the indicated path when they have a
request or complaint. This also became obvious in interviews with other staff members in the
camp, and the above Q-methodology narrative indicates this (statement 33 – The refugees
prefer to keep to themselves). The researcher beliefs that this statement is a reasons why
loaders on this narrative indicate that the refugees are not always easy to work with (42). This
Q-methodology statement was a distinguishing statement ranked -1. This indicates that the
loaders slightly disagree with this statement. While beneficiaries do not complain often
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according to the interviewees, they are aware of their rights and when they know what is going
on in the camp, they can also protest against things they do not agree. This was very evident
with the beneficiaries in the Goldhap camps who were being transferred to Beldangi after a big
fire destroyed 95% of the Goldhap camp. These beneficiaries were aware of their rights, and
wanted to see their new huts before moving causing upheaval in the LWF office during almost
every move (the people of the Goldhap camp were moved in groups). Every move, the sub
sector heads told the CMC they wanted to see their new living environment, causing delay in
the moving. Another example can be taken out of the interviews with the camp staff where one
interviewee indicates that: ‘We are donor, we give ration, they expect that we give’. This said,
it does not mean that the staff sees the situation in which the refugees are as positive:
“They are in different kind of lifestyle, they are in pain because their parents or family are still
in Bhutan, they can’t meet”
“She thinks that they do not have a life of proper standard, they [the refugees] are suffering
from the pain”
“Refugees are people who have no land, no country, no identity”
“They don’t own a house, don’t have a country, they don’t have their own identity”
According to the loaders of this narrative it is possible for the beneficiaries and aid workers to
be friends (statement 27). This also became apparent during the time the researcher spent in
the camps. The camp staff is often invited to ceremonies of beneficiaries in the camp. One
could argue this is because of their culture, being respectful is very important. But even the
interviewees stated that:
“They share their personal problems too and talk not only formal but also informal with us”
“Sometimes they discuss family matters, or as a friend, because being friendly with them they
also come about some vents, if there is news that is exciting or like that they share”
“They like talking to us”
“I also have normal conversation with beneficiary, not related to the provided aid”
But also during the interviews the camp staff indicated that they can be friends with the
beneficiaries, 80% of interviewed staff responded positively when asked if beneficiaries and
staff could be friends. In general the camp staff also indicated that they think the beneficiaries
think positively of them:
“They respect staff, mostly they don’t do those things that are against staff”
“In my view, they behave with me positively, because I am friendly with them, because I
address their problem”
“They think we are their guardian”

Opinion provided aid
Especially concerning the aid delivery, the aid workers working in the camp indicate in the
interviews that beneficiaries are happy with the provided aid, but that it is not enough:
“It is not enough, because we give them one hut, and then they have to maintain their hut,
sometimes they demand [request] thatch or bamboo, and we can’t give in the proper time.
Because many people have the same problem at the same time”
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“The food is not enough”
“The food and non food is enough, but in the process of distributing the kerosene the people
complain it is too little”
“We provide them, who are very big family, we give them additional hut, which we say ‘double
hut’, but that is also not sufficient from them who are in 24 or 26 family members in their
family”
“In this community [camp] people are suffering from many things, because we give them
small quantity of rice, small quantity of lentils, but rice and lentils cannot fulfill everything for
them”
“They need some extra food to survive”
“In refugee camp huts are too much small, who are small family, hut then is ok. But for who
have large family, they are very sorrowful condition”
Asking the staff why the beneficiaries are not getting more food, some of them indicate that
food has been deducted: “First when they came to Nepal, they give them sufficient ratio, but
when refugees are going to near market to work, then WFP, in my view because I don’t know
what WFP think, WFP think that they earn money, so they can fulfill their own needs, so WFP
deduct their ration, I think this is going on since 6-7 years. Although, inquiry at WFP learns that
food rations have never been deducted. Staff do indicate that refugee sometimes complaint to
them about rations, but that they respond by saying that they are not responsible for the
amount of ration, only for the distribution. This way they can empathize with the beneficiaries,
without being held responsible, making it easier for the staff to continue to have a good
relationship with the beneficiaries.

Legitimacy
The narrative discussed in this chapter was mainly loaded on by aid workers working the
camp. These aid workers think positively of themselves – indicating that they are doing a good
job helping and providing for the refugees. They also think that the refugees agree with this.
The staff of the organizations mainly works in the camp because they agree with the goals and
objectives of LWF. Some also indicate personal reasons, but always in combination with the
general objective of wanting to help the refugees.
The aid workers indicate that they treat all the beneficiaries equally. However, the aid workers
do think that the beneficiaries do not think of themselves of equal among each other. The aid
workers think that the beneficiaries respect those who are active as volunteer- or incentive
worker, leading to the fact that these beneficiaries have a higher status, in the eyes of the
beneficiaries. The aid workers think that the beneficiaries know their rights and duties in the
camp, empowering the beneficiaries but also sometimes making it hard for the aid workers to
work with the beneficiaries.
According to the aid workers working in the camp the beneficiaries follow the indicated path
concerning contacting the organizations; the beneficiaries first contact their (sub) sector head,
who will, if necessary, forward the issue or problem further along the indicated path. The aid
workers working in the camp indicate that the food rations are too little for the beneficiaries.
However, as the aid workers working in the camp for LWF are not responsible for the amount
of food aid, only for the distribution, they can not do anything about this. The fact that there is
the food rations are to small does not influence the relation with the beneficiaries, since the aid
workers are not responsible for the amount of food rations. This makes it easier for the
beneficiaries and staff to be friends.
The aid workers in the camp indicate that they treat all beneficiaries equal; they do not think
more positive about a certain type of beneficiary. Thus, according to the staff in the camp the
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image they have of the beneficiaries does not influence the legitimacy of aid towards certain
groups. In general the aid workers do feel sorry for the beneficiaries, for the situation they are
in, and that is the reason why the different organizations help them survive.
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8. Staff working in the office
The last narrative that became apparent from the Q-methodology is about the ‘Staff working in
the office:’
This narrative feels strongly about the good work of the aid worker; they do a good job (11, 28,
14), they listen (3, 22) to the beneficiaries (31), they are friendly (1), they do not exploit the
beneficiaries (43, 38), & they do not feel superior (45). The aid organizations help the refugees
for the right reasons (13, 23). The loaders on this narrative also believe that the beneficiaries,
who are victims (44) need the aid (8, 10), and that they use the aid they receive wisely (25), so
that there is no real need for the beneficiaries to work (20). The beneficiaries are easy to work
with (42); as they go to the (sub) sector head when they have a problem (2). But the
beneficiaries are not always honest when talking to the staff (35). The (sub) sector heads work
for all the beneficiaries and not only for their own friends and family (19), so there is no need
for the beneficiaries to bribe anyone (6) or for the beneficiaries to really need connections with
staff to improve their situation (21). However, sometimes the (sub) sector heads misuse their
power (37) and they feel slightly superior over the other beneficiaries (9). The loaders on this
narrative do not really have an opinion about the fact if beneficiaries and staff can be friends or
whether the aid distribution is done in a fair way (27, 30).
All the office staff of LWF load on this narrative (3). Next to that also one camp staff member
with a hybrid view and one incentive worker load on this narrative. None of the not working
beneficiaries loaded on this narrative.
The statements that distinguish this narrative are:
Statement nr

Statement

Ranking

28

National staff is doing a good job

5

3

The staff listens to the refugees

5

44

Refugees are victims

2

37

(sub) sector heads often misuse their power

2

9

(sub) sector heads feel superior over other refugees

1

27

Refugees and staff can be friends

1

21

If refugees want to improve their situation they need connections with staff

0

30

The aid distribution done by the volunteers happens in a fair way

0

20

Refugees need to work in order to survive

-2

14

Staff gives preferential treatment to certain refugees

-2

35

Refugees are honest when talking to staff

-2
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Camp Staff
LWF-Nepal’s office in Eastern Nepal is Picture 11 Researcher with office staff during move from
Goldhap to Beldangi camp
located in Damak, around 49 people work
here. LWF-Nepal focuses on several areas
in its work, not only on the Bhutanese
refugees in the camps. Other areas that
LWF-Nepal focuses on are: emergency
response, disaster risk management,
sustainable livelihoods, and peace and
human rights. In the camps LWF-Nepal is
responsible for the care and maintenance of
shelters, service-centers, water supply,
sanitation, community services, and the
distribution of food and non-food items.
LWF-Nepal also has many activities and
projects for the host community like building
schools and providing income generation projects. Three staff members who work in the focus
area of the Bhutanese refugees in the camps were interviewed during the research period in
Nepal.

Image of self
During the interviews with the office staff it became apparent that they think that LWF is known
in the camp, although during interviews with the beneficiaries this seemed not to be the case.
The camp staff thinks the beneficiaries know LWF because “LWF works in frontline” and has
been helping the beneficiaries since the start of the camps:
“Yeah, because before the UNHCR, when they were displaced from their own country, there
was only LWF. So everybody knows LWF”
“Refugees know LWF because they have helped since the beginning”
The reason why LWF is active in the camp is because: “LWF is an international non
governmental organization, and their mission is to uphold the right of the poor and oppressed.
So definitely refugees are on of the very vulnerable community around the world, and
according to our goal and mission we are working over there [in the camp].” When asking why
the camp officer workers joined LWF the fact that LWF is a humanitarian organization was
mentioned as a reason. But also more personal reasons were mentioned:
“I am from the area and I was looking for a job”
“Everyone needs a job for survival”
The fact that the interviewees indicate that the reason they joined LWF was because they
needed a job, does not mean they do not care about the refugees. The Q-methodology
already indicated this, with the ranking of statements 13 (staff is not here for the right reasons)
rank -5 and 23 (staff is obliged to work in the camp) rank -3. But also during the interviewees it
was mentioned that:
“The very intention to join LWF was to work with the refugees”
“Every time when there is a national calamity, LWF is there; floods, fire incidents, will be there
to help and support the people, that is why I like LWF”
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According to the interviews with the office staff, LWF works closely together with other
agencies in the camp. There is a joint task force formed together with other agencies that
meets regularly to discuss issues at hand. To make sure the different organizations are not
doing the same activities there is a division of work according to the organizations’ area of
expertise. UNHCR is the umbrella organization, coordinating it all.

Image of beneficiaries
The office staff of LWF says in the interviews that they view the beneficiaries as siblings, what
the results of the Q-methodology confirm: ‘refugees and staff are equal’ (statement 26, ranked
4) and ‘national staff is superior to the refugees’ (statement 45, ranked -3). The staff thinks the
beneficiaries think of them as their siblings as well.
In the Q-methodology the loaders of this narrative indicate that refugees are victims (44).
During the interviews the refugees are described as:
“In my experience, refugees means they are stateless, and displaced from their home country
to another country”
“Victims of nation, when there is conflict in their country they had to flee to another country”
“Life of refugee is not good, no country, no citizenship, stateless people”
“There are refugee in camp, large population, too large, in a small area, with lot of problem,
because they are refugee, they are in exile”
According to the Q-methodology refugees are easy to work with (42), as they follow the
indicated path on who to contact if they have a problem (2). When refugees have a problem,
they should contact their sub-sector head, who will try to solve the issue. If the sub-sector
head can not solve the problem, the sector head will be involved. If the sector head can not
solve the problem, the CMC will be contacted. Only when the CMC can not solve the problem,
the organizations are involved, and then first the camp staff, and only if they cannot solve the
issue at hand the office staff is involved. This long process has as a consequence that the
office staff has little contact with the beneficiaries who are not working as volunteer- or
incentive staff. That the beneficiaries follow this long channel also comes back in the
interviews with the loaders on this narrative:
“The system is that they have to consult with the SSH, because we have to tell the
recommendations from the SSH and SH and camp secretary”
“CMC comes and shares complaint; this is the support and assistance we need”
“The way to reach LWF, the channel, is long: SSH  SH  CMC  LWF”
“They actually follow the line of channel”
“I only have contact with CMC and committees, camp level has more contact with normal
refugees”
According to the Q-methodology narrative stated in the beginning of this chapter, the loaders
of this narrative did not have a clear opinion about the issue of being friends with beneficiaries.
But during the interviews with the camp staff all interviewees indicated that they could be
friends with the beneficiaries. Although, one interviewee does indicate that during the ‘Goldhap
issue’ (moving the refugees from Goldhap camp to Beldangi), it is better to keep more
distance. The Goldhap move stirred a lot of emotions among the beneficiaries. Another
interviewee does indicate that they can be friends, but that he has no friends who are
refugees. Yet another interviewee indicates that there is a close relation, even staying in touch
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with resettled refugees. These mixed feelings might have influenced the results of the Qmethodology. In general, the office staff interviewees think positively of the beneficiaries:
“They are very active and friendly”
“The refugees are friendly, honest”
“They are very friendly and gentle”
The office staff thinks the beneficiaries are active as:
“They are responsible for the food-distribution, loading of food-items, checking of quality of
food, construction materials, they are in camp management committee, and they all have their
own unit, sub sector heads, so they are in power, they know their responsibilities”
“Everything in camp is not directly implemented by LWF, but by refugees (e.g. food
distribution), self-help management”
The above quotes also show that the beneficiaries have power in the camp; they check the
food on quality, they help distribute rations in the camp, and thus the situation in the camp is
not a situation of aid givers give, and aid receiver receive, but an arena in which both roles
(provider and receiver) are carried out by both parties (beneficiaries and aid workers). The
beneficiaries are also in power as they vote for their own (sub) sector head, who in his turn
votes for the camp management officer (CMO). Giving the beneficiaries influence in the way
the camp is managed. The fact that, according to the narrative, the beneficiaries do not really
need connections with staff to improve their situation (21) also stems from the fact that the
beneficiaries are in power and can pick their own ‘leaders,’ leaders who in turn contact the
agencies when needed.
According to the Q-methodology narrative of this chapter the (sub) sector head do sometimes
misuse their power (37), and feel slightly superior over the other refugees (9), but it does not
go as far as that they need to be bribed in order to get something done. The slight superiority
is not misplaced according the interviews with the office staff as one interviewee indicates:
“(S)SH have broader responsibility, but normal refugee also has responsibility like keeping
their surroundings clean.” So the (S)SH might feel slightly more superior as they have more
responsibilities in the camp, but they are only (S)SH by the grace of other refugees, and if they
do not do their job according to the expectations, they will not be re-elected next time. In the
eyes of the staff all beneficiaries are equal.
The above narrative of the Q-methodology also indicates that the refugees are easy to work
with (42). This also becomes apparent in the interviews with the staff: “We can easily
implement work. They [the beneficiaries] support us. Two way support. We ask them and they
deliver [skills].”
The situation in the camp is good. UNHCR even hailed the Bhutanese refugee camps in
Eastern Nepal ‘as models for good practice’ (bhutaneserefugees.com, early 1990). From the
interviews with the office staff the same conclusion can be drawn:
“Compared to other camps the camp is very peaceful as compared to other countries, the
refugee people are safe, they are sleeping freely, the camp internal situation is very normal,
free to move outside the camp”
“Jungle area, separate and good place. We are maintaining good management and security
and community watch. Overall it is well-managed”
Concerning the resettlement process, one interviewee indicated that Nepal should take their
responsibility: “They should go back to Bhutan or third country. Finally if 20.000 left, UNHCR
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should say to Nepal ‘take them,’ local integration. Many countries took people, Nepal should
also take them.

Opinion of provided aid
In the interviews with the office staff the majority agrees that the aid that is provided is not
enough:
“Food is enough, as for the criteria of UNHCR, I think it is not enough, when children are small
it is enough, but if children are older then it is not sufficient, in my personal view”
“We are able to fulfill their basic needs in a priority basis, so in that way they [the refugees] are
happy, but not satisfied”
According to the Q-methodology the loaders on this narrative indicated that there is no need
for the beneficiaries to work, as they receive aid from the organizations and the beneficiaries
use this aid wisely. However, during the interviews with staff working in the LWF office, it
became apparent that these interviewees did not agree with the view that beneficiaries did not
have to work:
“Not any organizations is providing them with tooth paste, clothes, shoes, so in my vision, they
have rights to work outside”
“Refugees have nothing [no clothes, meat, ornaments]. They use their earnings, the aid should
continue otherwise they have a problem”
“Basic needs are fulfilled, which we are helping to fulfill, but still there are various areas that
need to be addressed”
“I think as human being they also have desires to eat and wear and see pictures”
According to one of the interviewees the refugees even have a right to work as: “it is because
of the refugee that so many Nepali are working in various INGO’s.” Another interviewee
indicates that especially before the resettlement process started the refugees needed to work
in order to buy meat, clothes and other things. Since resettlement started, resettled families
send money to their family left behind in the camp, making it easier for the refugees to survive
without a job outside the camp.
The interviewees indicate that the aid that is provided is not 100%, but 80% of what the
beneficiaries need, due to budget limits. The interviewees also indicate that the beneficiaries
are aware of this, since LWF is very transparent and accountable:
“LWF provides everything and is transparent. This is they money we have and this is how we
spend it”
“I visit the camp from time to time to discuss and make plans. Every year there is a need
assessment with the CMC and sub committees in camp and we make plan for next year”
“We are working very transparently and know what is our accountability that is why, even in
complex situations like strikes, we can provide the refugees with our services”
However, during the group interviews with the active beneficiaries this does not become
apparent. During one of the group interviews it is said that they (the beneficiaries) do not know
why they are not receiving more aid, also they have not received a copy of the annual budget.
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Legitimacy
According to the narrative ‘Office staff,’ the loaders of this narrative think the staff is doing a
really good job. The main group of loaders loading on this narrative is the office staff is LWF.
The loaders on this narrative see the beneficiaries as their siblings, and treat all the
beneficiaries equal. Treating the beneficiaries equal and looking at them as siblings also
makes it possible for the two groups to be friends. The loaders on this group do not think the
life of a refugee is easy; refugees are victims.
The office staff believes that the beneficiaries also think positively of the staff, although they
have little real contact. Beneficiaries follow the indicated process if they have issues or
complaints. This process implies that the beneficiaries first contact their sub sector head, and
only after five other steps the office staff is consulted.
Beneficiaries are also believed to be very active in the camp and that they are in power. They
are able to check the quality of the rations and they can vote for their own sub sector heads,
who in turn votes for the sector head. Contact is thus not needed between the aid workers and
the beneficiaries for the beneficiaries to improve their situation. Of course, the fact is that there
is little contact between the aid workers of the office and the beneficiaries, but according to the
loaders on this narrative this is not a bad thing, as this contact is according to the loaders not
necessary.
The camps are well organized, but the food aid is too little according to the loaders of this
narrative. According to the loaders of the above narrative the beneficiaries are aware of the
reasons of the food shortage; budget issues. The beneficiaries are aware of this because LWF
is transparent and accountable. However, as it turns out; the beneficiaries are not aware of
this.
Overall, the loaders of the narrative ‘Office staff’ feel that the office staff is doing a good job,
and that everyone is happy and aware of what is going on in the camp. The loaders indicate
that they treat all the beneficiaries equal, and that the beneficiaries think positive of them as
well. Here a gap exists between the general opinion of the loaders of this narrative and the
beneficiaries. The beneficiaries indicate that they are not aware of why certain things happen
(or do not happen), meaning that the LWF is not viewed as transparent and accountable in the
eyes of the beneficiaries.
According to the views of the loaders of this narrative the images the loaders have of
themselves and of the beneficiaries does not influence the legitimacy of the aid provided; there
is not difference between the different beneficiaries and the aid workers give everyone the
same amount and quality of aid.
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9. Conclusion
This conclusion restates the aim of the report and summarizes what the report has achieved.
The aim of this thesis research was to see whether legitimacy influences and is influenced by
the images that aid beneficiaries and aid givers both have of themselves and of each other in
Nepal. The research objectives of this research that accompanied the aim are:
1. To extend the body of research done in this field;
2. To provide insight into how the quality and legitimacy of aid in the Bhutanese refugee
camps in Nepal can be improved by:
a. Researching what images aid beneficiaries and aid givers have of themselves;
b. Researching what images aid beneficiaries and aid givers have of each other;
c. Researching how through these images the legitimacy of aid is constructed;
3. To provide insights for LWF and other groups with whom the researcher worked
together on the legitimacy of aid in the Bhutanese refugee camps in Nepal;
4. To contribute knowledge and insights to the field school of which this research is part,
in order to compare different settings.
The research questions that were asked in order to reach the research objective were:
1. How do aid givers and aid beneficiaries see themselves?
2. How do aid givers and aid beneficiaries see each other?
3. What narratives are connected to the images that aid beneficiaries and aid givers have
both of themselves and of each other?
4. How do these images and narratives impact the legitimacy of aid?

9.1 Research Methods
This research was done by observing, doing (group) interviews, and by using the Qmethodology. The Q-methodology was used to add a quantitative element to the research, as
this kind of research is often qualitative in nature. The Q-methodology led to interesting
results; four clearly defined groups all with their own narrative, showing that there are four
distinct narratives, each loaded on by a different group, and hardly loaded on by members of
any other groups. There are some narratives that are loaded on by members of other groups,
but the most distant groups did not load on each other’s narrative (narrative 1 and 4). The fact
that there were four clearly defined narratives is an interesting discovery. Mostly literature only
talks about the aid beneficiary and the aid worker. The results of this Q-methodology show that
there is more than just the aid worker and the beneficiary; distinction can be made in the group
of aid beneficiaries (active and not active) and a distinction can be made between office and
camp staff. The distinctions show that there is something in between the beneficiary and the
aid worker. There are beneficiaries who work for the aid organizations in the camp, and there
are aid workers who work in the camp. These results support the new approach by Hilhorst
and Jansen (2010) who talk of a humanitarian arena, instead of humanitarian space. Aid
beneficiaries are not only beneficiaries; some of them are also working in the camp. The
results of this case study research proof that aid delivery is not a one-way process, but a
process in which all parties present and not present in the camp but are involved.
The different groups made visible with the Q-methodology are often not made distinct in
research, making the results of a research not as specific as it could be. The Q-methodology
also shows that office staff and not active beneficiaries are the least similar groups, the
interviews and observations revealed that these groups have the least contact with each other,
the little contact and sharing of ideas leads to the fact that these two groups have very distinct
world views. The results of the Q-methodology also show that the main difference between the
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active and not active beneficiaries is that the active beneficiaries are more positive about the
staff, as they have more contact with the staff: the unknown is less loved. While the difference
between the camp and office staff is that the office staff paints a more perfect picture
concerning the situation in the camp. After being in the camps the researcher can observe
from the results that the camp staff paints a more realistic picture.

9.2 Results
The results of the observations, (group) interviews, and Q-methodology showed that in general
the (active) beneficiaries and the staff think positive about themselves and of each other. The
staff indicated that they treat all beneficiaries equal, although among the beneficiaries
themselves the active beneficiaries are more respected and have a higher status. Both the
(active) beneficiaries and the staff also indicated that the food rations provided in the camps is
not sufficient. The beneficiaries are happy that they receive food at all, but indicate that it is too
little to survive. The people hardly complain about the fact that the food aid is too little. Their
culture plays a role in this. The culture of the people in Nepal and Bhutan is one of pleasing
and friendliness, complaining would not fit in this. People also do not complain as they have
come to accept the fact that the food aid is too little.
The staff of LWF agrees that the food aid is too little but also indicate that they cannot change
this, as they are only responsible for the distribution of aid. According to Péchayre (2011, p.
13) “labels, operational set-ups, project outcomes, and communications of humanitarian
agencies all contribute to their general image and how the population they assist perceive
them… Studies on perceptions should be conducted more frequently by organizations to
update and adjust their approaches according to assessed opinions.” This research concludes
otherwise; project outcomes do not by definition influence the image that aid beneficiaries
have of aid organizations. In the case of the Bhutanese refugees of the camps in Eastern
Nepal the provided aid is too little, but this does not influence the image the aid beneficiaries
have of the organizations as the groups think positively of each other but not of the provided
aid.
9.2.1 Social Distance
The results of this research also show that there is a big social distance between the not active
beneficiaries and the office staff. Not active beneficiaries have little contact with staff in
general; they contact their chosen sub sector head if they have issues or problems concerning
the provided aid and services. Next to that, the provision of aid in the camp is a ‘self-help’ setup. The beneficiaries themselves distribute the aid, with little interference of the staff for the
not active beneficiary. The beneficiaries are glad to help out in the camp, but also help out in a
sense of obligation; the organizations have been providing them with aid for a long time now.
Although the beneficiaries and the staff are physically close, the social distance is very big.
One can argue that due to the big social distance between the not active beneficiaries and the
office staff the worldviews of these two groups are so different. Q-methodology results
strengthen the conclusion of the social distance between not active beneficiaries and (office
and camp) staff versus the relation between active beneficiaries and camp staff, whose
worldviews are more similar. The narrative of not active beneficiaries was not loaded on by
staff at all, the narrative of the active beneficiaries was not loaded on at all by office staff, and
the narrative of the office staff was not loaded on by any of the not active beneficiaries. The
two narratives loaded on by the office staff and by the not active beneficiaries were the least
similar, with a correlation factor of only 39%. This strengthens the conclusion that these two
groups are least similar. An interesting point is also, that these two groups were most cynical
in the Q-methodology about the option of being friends (score of respectively 1 and -1).
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9.2.2 Routinized aid versus unroutinized aid
The social distance is mostly visible in the routinized aid distributions, like the provision of
food, which takes place every 15 days for the past 20 years. Here the beneficiaries hardly
have contact with the aid workers. With new or less routinized services like resettlement the
social distance is smaller. Beneficiaries are interviewed for resettlement directly by staff of
IOM. Resettlement is much more discussed and complained about towards to researcher then
the shortage of food. Beneficiaries indicate the food rations are too small, but have come to
accept this and (illegally) work in order to buy extra food. Resettlement on the other hand is a
debated issue, which brings up a lot of questions and myths. Bribing stories are also more
often told in combination with resettlement and non routinized aid, like the provision of bamboo
for the maintenance of the huts. For the distribution of bamboo for the huts, a good relation
with the aid workers does influence the delivery of aid. As the bamboo is only distributed once
every two years, with many difficulties. Sector heads lose accounts of who should receive
bamboo when, and aid workers indicate that bamboo can be taken from the huts of resettled
families, making it possible for the aid beneficiaries with good relations with the staff to be
more aware of who is resettled, making it easier for these beneficiaries to get their bamboo.

9.3 Conclusion
The overall conclusion is that images do not influence the legitimacy of aid, but the newness
and not routinezedness of aid does. Images are important as they tell you what the other
person thinks of you, but they do not influence the way people see the provided aid, nor does
it influence the way aid is given in this specific case study. Legitimacy of aid is influenced by
the fact if the provided aid is new or not routinized, not routinized as compared to the delivery
food rations. The new or not routinized aid is not as well structured as the routinized food
rations, therefore easier to influence, or thought to be influenced. Food rations have taken
place for 20 years now twice a month; all beneficiaries know how it works. Aid that is
distributed for a longer period like bamboo for the maintenance of the huts, which is distributed
once every two years, is something out of the ordinary, while the resettlement process is
completely new. These services bring more anxiety, bribing options, and myths, thus
influencing the legitimacy of aid.
The results of this case study will be compared with the results of the other field school case
studies in Uganda and South Sudan; countries with a different cultural setting. Once all the
results are published, a comparative article will be made.
Further research can provide interesting insights. Research into how exactly the myths
influence the legitimacy of aid can even further specify the conclusions made in this thesis.
Also, research into the relation of the host community with the beneficiaries can provide more
insight into the humanitarian arena approach for this case study.

9.4 Recommendations
This research also gave interesting insights in the information provision from aid workers to
beneficiaries. The aid workers interviewed indicate that they work in an accountable and
transparent manner. Once a year a meeting is held in the camps to see what is needed and
what can be done. Still the beneficiaries are not aware of many things. One example is the
‘deduction’ of the amount of ration distributed. According to the provider of the food, WFP, the
rations have need been deducted. Beneficiaries and staff of LWF indicate otherwise, this is an
issue that could use more transparency. Also the incentive- and volunteer workers are not
aware of the public annual reports of the organizations. They are not given, while this ‘easy’
solution can help the beneficiaries understand certain decisions of the different organizations
and help them explain to their fellow not active beneficiaries which organizations are active in
the camp and what they exactly do. This will reduce the amount of myths and lies, and will
increase the general knowledge about the organizations active in the camp.
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Appendix 1 Discussion Guides Individual Interviews
Discussion Guide Interviews Refugees
1. General information e.g.:
a. name
b. age
c. how long here
d. resettlement
e. incentive- or volunteer worker)
2. Discussing organizations present in camps e.g.:
a. Reasons they are here
b. Know any staff? Nationality?
c. See them? Where? How often?
d. Do you talk? About what?
e. Describe staff of organizations
f. How does staff describe you?
g. How do you feel about provided aid?
3. Discussing (S)SH e.g.:
a. Do you know him/her?
b. Have you ever run for (S)SH, why (not)?
c. What things do you discuss with (S)SH
d. How does the (S)SH do his/her job?
e. Does he listen?
f. Relation with organizations?
g. Description of (S)SH
4. Active in camp e.g.:
a. Helping in the camp
b. When?
c. How does it make you feel?
5. Foreigners e.g.:
a. Do you see foreigners in the camp?
b. Where?
c. What do they do here?
d. If they work; how are they doing their job?
e. Describe them
f. How do they see you?
6. Self e.g.:
a. describe your self
Discussion Guide Interviews Staff
1. General information (name, age, function, where from)
2. Relation refugee, e.g.:
a. Description
b. How are you described
c. Contact? Where? How often?
d. Interaction? Where? About what? With whom?
e. Do refugees approach you in the camp? What do you do?
f. Description of self
g. Description of relationship
h. Which refugees visit the office, why?
i. A refugee could be my friend
3. LWF
a. Why joined?
i

b. Awareness refugees of LWF
c. What do you do to help?
d. Why is LWF helping?
e. How often do you visit camp/huts?
f. Relation other organizations?
4. Active beneficiaries
a. Relation (S)SH/incentive workers/normal refugees
b. Status
c. Knowing of (S)SH/incentive workers
5. Aid
a. Finish the sentence: the work LWF does in the camps is…
b. Opinion aid provided, quantity/quality
c. Fair distribution?
d. Opinion camp
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Appendix 2 Discussion Guides Group Interviews
Discussion Guide Group Interview YFC
1. Born in the camp?
2. Vision of self?
3. How is it to grow up in camp?
4. Relation aid workers and refugees?
5. Opinion organizations
6. Effort organizations to help
7. Opinion aid workers of refugees
8. Relation host community
Discussion Guide Group Interview Incentive Workers
1. Organizations
2. Aid
3. Aid workers
4. Opinion aid workers of you
5. Expectations leaving Bhutan
6. Opinion of self
7. Relation host
Discussion Guide Group Interview CMC
1. Reason becoming (S)SH
2. Positive/Negative being (S)SH
3. Relation organizations
4. Relation other refugees
5. Type of person being (S)SH
6. Expectations leaving Bhutan
7. Relation host community
8. Resettlement
9. Friends staff?
Discussion Guide Group Interviews BRWF
1. Opinion self
2. Opinion staff has of you
3. Opinion staff
4. Expectations leaving Bhutan
5. Why are the organizations here?
6. Opinion aid
7. Complaints
8. Host community
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Appendix 3 Statements Q-methodology
Overview Q-methodology Statements and
their category
1. sub sector heads only work for their own friends
C
2. sub sector heads have more privileges then other refugees
R
3. refugees help in the camp because it is their duty
R
4. refugees help in the camp because they are grateful for the help they get
R
5. the host community is jealous of the services refugees get
C
6. the staff in the camps sees the refugees as helpless
T
7. national staff is obliged to work in the camp
R
8. international staff work in the camp because they want to help
R
9. refugees are forced by organizations to resettle
P
10. national staff only work for the money they earn
R
11. Refugees can do the job of the national staff in the camp
P
12. national staff is superior to the refugee
R
13. refugees can take care of themselves
R
14. national staff is doing a good job
R
15. refugees and staff can be friends
C
16. refugees and staff are equal
R
17. Staff is ignorant about what is important for refugees
P
18. if refugees want to improve their situation they need connections with staff
P
19. refugees need to work in order to survive
R
20. (sub) sector head often misuse their power
P
21. staff like to talk to refugees
C
22. refugees are honest when talking to staff
C
23. staff and refugees know each other well
C
24. the refugees prefer to keep to themselves
C
25. the refugees know the different organizations and their activities in the camp
P
26. refugees tell the staff what they need
C
27. the aid distribution done by the volunteers happens in a fair way
R
28. refugees use the aid they receive wisely
R
29. refugees are victims
T
30. staff is exploitive
T
31. refugees are easy to work with
R
32. refugees are active in the camp
T
33. refugees do everything in their power to improve their own situation
P
34. staff gives preferential treatment to certain refugees
P
35. staff is not here for the right reasons
R
36. refugees are friendly
T
37. staff is friendly
T
38. staff follows the rules and procedures too closely
P
39. the staff sees the refugees as exploitive
T
40. (sub) sector heads feel superior over other refugees
R
41. staff feels sympathy for the refugees
T
42. refugees are critical
T
43. the staff listens to the refugees
C
44. the staff is distant
C
45. if refugees want something from the authorities they need to bribe them
P
46. when the refugees have a problem they go to the (sub) sector head
P
47. the staff is polite/respectful
T

iv

Total: 11 statements over power (P), 16 statements over relation (R), 10 statements over
communication (C) en 10 statements over traits (T)
Q-methodology statements with
Values for Each Statement
Factor Arrays
No. Statement
1
2
3
4
1 staff is friendly
0
0
4
4
2 when the refugees have a problem they go to the SSH
3
3
5
4
3 the staff listens to the refugees
1 -2
2
5
4 staff is polite/respectful
1 -1
1
2
5 staff feels sympathy for the refugees
0
0
0
2
6 if refugees want something from the aut they need to bribe
-5 -5 -4 -5
7 the staff is distant
-2
0 -3 -1
8 refugees are critical
0
4
0
4
9 (s)sh feel superior over other refugees
-2 -1 -1
1
10 the staff sees the refugees as exploitive
-5 -2 -2 -4
11 staff follows the rules and procedures too closely
1
0
3
3
12 refugees are friendly
-1
1
2
1
13 staff is not here for the right reasons
-3 -2 -4 -5
14 staff gives preferential treatment to certain refugees
0
1
2 -2
15 (s)sh have more privileges then other refugees
0
1
1 -1
16 the host communi is jealous of the services the refugees get
-4
3 -1
0
17 R help in camp bec they are grateful for the help they get
1
3
0
2
18 refugees help in the camp because it is their duty
-1
2
1 -1
19 (s)sh only work for their own friends
-4 -4 -3 -3
20 refugees need to work in order to survive
1
4
3 -2
21 if R want to improve their situation they need con with staff
3
4
3
0
22 staff is ignorant about what is important for refugees
-3 -3
2 -4
23 national staff is obliged to work in the camp
-2 -3 -3 -3
24 the staff in the camp sees the refugees as helpless
-1
0 -4 -1
25 refugees use the aid (food, shelter, etc) they receive wisely
2
1
0
3
26 refugee and staff are equal
1 -4
2 -2
27 refugees and staff can be friends
3 -1
5
1
28 national staff is doing a good job
2 -1
4
5
29 refugees can take care of themselves
-1 -1 -2 -1
30 the aid distribution done by the volun happens in a fair way
2
2
4
0
31 refugees tell the staff what they need
2
2
1
3
32 the R know the different org and their act in the camp
-1 -4 -1
0
33 the refugees prefer to keep to themselves
-1 -3 -2 -2
34 staff and refugees know each other well
2 -2
0
1
35 refugees are honest when talking to staff
4
2
1 -2
36 staff like to talk to refugees
4
0
1
1
37 (ssh) often misuse their power
-2 -3 -2
2
38 refugees are forced by organizations to resettle
-3 -5 -5 -3
39 int staff work in the camp because they want to help
4
5 -1
0
40 R do everything in their power to improve their own sit
0
2
3 -1
41 refugees are active in the camp
3
1
0
1
42 refugees are easy to work with
5
3 -1
3
43 staff is exploitive
-3 -1 -3 -4
44 refugees are victims
5
5 -2
2
45 national staff is superior to the refugee
0
0 -5 -3
46 refugees can do the job of the national staff in the camp
-2 -2 -1
0
47 national staff only work for the money they earn
-4
1
0
0
v

Appendix 4 Tests Narratives
To decide on the number of factors (or narratives) several tests were done:
-

Kaiser’s rule – the number of eigenvalues > 1 : 7 factors
Cumulative percentage account for < 60% : 3 factors
Scree plot: elbow at 2 or 3 factors

Graph 1 Scree plot
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Table 6 shows that with four narratives the correlations between the factor scores is between
0.3965 and 0.5842, indicating that each pair of factors agrees on at least 39% and maximal
58% of the statements. This indicates that with a four narrative division of the Q-methodology
results, the level of consensus is not that high; maximal 58% of the statements between
narrative 4 and 1 overlap.
Table 6 Correlations between factor scores

Narratives

Narratives

1

2

3

4

1

1.000

0.5591

0.5722

0.5842

2

0.5591

1.000

0.4437

0.3965

3

0.5722

0.4437

1.000

0.5648

4

0.5842

0.3965

0.5648

1.000

But cheer reasoning also played a role. According to Webler et. al. (2009) the number of
factors should be decided on:
1. Simplicity: All else being equal, fewer factors is better, as it makes the viewpoints at
issue easier to understand. Of course, simplicity should not be taken so far that you
lose important and interesting information about differences in people’s views.
2. Clarity: The best factor solution is one in which each sorter loads highly on one, and
only one, factor. You should try to minimize the number of “confounders” (people who
vi

load on multiple factors) and “non-loaders” (people who do not load on any factor). If a
few confounders persist, that indicates that those people have truly hybrid views.
3. Distinctness: Lower correlations between factors are better, as highly correlated factors
are saying similar things. Nevertheless, it is not necessarily bad to have high
correlations, as long as the factor is otherwise satisfactory. It may be that two factors
agree on many issues, but their points of disagreement are particularly important (e.g.
if they disagree about a remedy that is being proposed as the next step at your site).
4. Stability: As you compare the results of using different numbers of factors, you will
notice certain groups of people tend to cluster together. This is an indicator that those
individuals really do think similarly. A good set of factors will preserve as many as
possible of these stable clusters.
The tests showed that the number of factors should be somewhere between 2 and 7, but
taking into account the ‘criteria’ established by Webler et. al. (2009), the researcher decided to
continue with four factors. These four factors showed the best clustered groups.
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