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IocMaTpajo UCTe MojaBe, HCTOBPEMEHO IocMaTpajyhu u jenHu apyre, KOMyHUnupajyhu
ca okoimHOM 1 Mel)ycoOHO, U nuTajyhu ce o cBpcH, IMJbEBUMA M METOIaMa CBOT paja.
ExcniepumenT 6u cBakako OMO 3a0KPYXKCHH)U J1a je CBHUX CelaM YYEeCHHUKA IPIIIOKIIIO
pamoBe W Ja Cy OHH MOXKIa y mHcaHo] (opMH OOHMIUIA jOII jemaH Kpyr W OWiu
MeljycobHo koMeHTapucanu. TuMe Ou ce BepoBaTHO M30€rIa M MMOHEKA IOrpeIiHa WiH
MOTPEIIHO MHTEepHpeTHpaHa Wid cxBahieHa wuHpOpMmanuja, Koja ce ,,ACKPHBHIA™ Y
MMOMEHYTOj KaKO(OHHUJU 10 KOje je TOBPEMEHO JI0JIa3miio y Mel)ycoOHO] KOMyHHKAITHjU.
AU ¥ OBakaB KakaB je, OBaj 300pHUK je AparoleH H, y U3BECHOM CMUCIY, jeIMHCTBEH
JIOTIPHHOC KAaKO IO3HABamy JOKajdHe Kyntype y CBHHHIM, TaKO W paclipaBH o
npoOieMUMa, MeToAaMa 1 IIPOLeCHMa TEPEHCKOT HCTPAKUBAA.
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It would be hard to overstate the importance of ongoing or recently conducted
research on forced migration. The volume of such inquiries in the past two and a half
years is the result of the so-called refugee crisis, which is one of the most complicated
and heavily debated issues on the European political agenda, academic fora and in
public life. A number of conferences, publications and research projects have come to
life since the onset of the crisis, some of them with outstanding results. When it comes
to conferences, the Centre for Southeast European Studies of the University in Graz
organized one of the most thoroughly conceived scientific events on the topic. The
occasion had a real interdisciplinary character, as one could find anthropologists,
historians, sociologists and even practitioners of refugee policy among the presenters.
Geographically and thematically all of them had their focus on Southeast Europe.

On the opening day the key-note speaker, Ulf Brunnbauer (Institute for East and
Southeast European Studies, University of Regensburg) provided a broad historical
overview of refugee policies in the region, starting from the 19th century. The topic has
a real multi-layered and complex character, therefore it offered lots of opportunities for
the presenter to highlight some lesser known aspects of refugee movements, such as the
fact that the (re)settlement of forced migrants has actually been the main immigration
form in the region. Contrary to the current dominant public consensus, Southeast
Europe has not only been characterized by emigration — it has always had strong
immigration features as well. Speaking of the intentions of the states, it became clear
from Brunnbauer’s lecture that ,.ethnic engineering”, internal colonization and similar
practices have always been common methods of political elites in creating better
conditions for ethnic majorities.

The thematic focus concentrated more on the present on the second day, as the
presenters moved to the analyses of actual events. All of them provided key
considerations for interpreting the current crisis. The main claim of the panels of the
second day was that the Balkans appears as a periphery in many scientific narratives,
and Dane Taleski’s (South East European University) argument was no exception. He
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highlighted the temporary aspect (which entails political neglect and defencelessness) of
Southeast Europe, by which forced migrants predominantly view the region as a transit
zone. Danilo Mandi¢ (Department of Sociology, Harvard University) focused on the
Syrian forced migrants and the role of human smuggling. He presented an
extraordinarily detailed material, through which it became clear that refugees view the
role of smugglers in a positive way, since they provide them with better chances of
reaching their goal. On the other hand, they are mistrustful towards official policies.
Furthermore, it is worth noting, as Mandi¢ did, that those forced migrants from Syria
who want to come to Europe are usually opposing the Assad-government, while those
who stay in the country have a more pro-Damascus stance. Seraina Riiegger (ETH
Ziirich) had a more abstract approach in her analysis of the connections between
conflicts and migration. Summarizing a vast amount of data from the previous decades,
she concluded that when the number of refugees rises, so does the frequency of armed
conflicts. At the same time, risk of insecurity becomes critically higher when
marginalized groups who do not receive government support appear and their ethnic
background is different from that of the host society. Conclusion: there is no proper and
sustainable refugee policy without the will and readiness of states to apply all-round and
careful steps.

The second section deepened the look on the role of the state and the civil sector.
Elissa Helms (Central European University) emphasized the importance of discursive
strategies surrounding the Balkan route. The impacts of these discourses create solid
boundaries between gender (highlighting masculinity) and by the use of various
orientalist discourses the already troubled interpretation of the region becomes even
more burdened with stereotypes. Nevena Gojkovi¢ Tiirlinz (independent researcher) was
dealing with the relationship of the Serbian state and civil society regarding their actions
aimed at managing forced migration. Based on extensive fieldwork conducted in
Belgrade, she concluded that civil organizations rely heavily on foreign support,
moreover that foreign organizations give much more voice to refugees than
governmental institutions do. It becomes clear based on these conclusions that the civil
sector plays an essential role in refugee policy and that without their activities the
situation on the ground could be even graver. Vedran Dzihi¢ (Austrian Institute for
International Affairs) called attention to new phenomena in boundary-making and
identity politics in Serbia and Croatia. The refugee crisis in his interpretation means that
nationalistic sentiments and the machinations with state boundaries remain the main
features in Balkan politics. This findig is supported by the fact that the crisis in 2015 did
not increase European cohesion between Budapest and Zagreb, instead it reinforced
ethno-politics.

During the third session, civil sector was in the centre of attention once again.
Effrosyni Charitopoulou (Nuffield College, University of Oxford) did a well-executed
anthropological fieldwork in two villages on the island of Lesbos. As it turned out, the
structure of the relationship between locals and forced migrants is of crucial importance.
In the first village, locals helped refugees during and after their arrival, therefore their
contact was personal and direct. Moreover, due to spacial mobility, the forced migrants
did not have to stay in the village. In the second settlement, there was no direct contact
between the groups; the local residents possessed a more negative attitude, and because
of an establishment of an informal camp, antagonisms emerged between the groups.
Chiara Milan (Center for Southeast European Studies/Scuola Normale Superiore) tried
to summarize the challenges which plague the functioning of the civil sector. One of her

713



<= MachHuk ETHorpadbckor nHetutyta CAHY LXV (3); 704-721 =

main findings was that beside their tendentious activities, NGOs dealing with refugees
in the region lack long-term strategies and the cultural dispositions of the these NGOs
are causing various problems. Eugene Michail (School of Humanities, University of
Brighton) redirected the attention to the Greek context. The site of his fieldwork was the
island of Chios, where he explored how a local community formulates its opinion and
what can influence it, as it is not a fixed phenomenon — it can change over time in
multiple ways. On Chios, the locals were overburdened by the consequences of the
refugee crisis, but the emergence of foreign organizations did not result in relief either,
instead it led to aversion of the local community towards the activists of the
organizations. It is interesting to notice that every action in the field can interrupt
existing practices both in positive and negative ways, therefore, every policy should pay
careful attention in order to create positive results.

The closing session of the first day was a roundtable discussion led by Florian
Bieber with the participation of Adelheid Wolfl (Der Standard), Kilian Kleinschmidt
(IPA Switxboard) and Melita H. Sunji¢ (UNHCR Vienna). All three of them came from
primarily non-academic institutions, which gave the conference a pleasant diversity.
The journalist of Der Standard made an exhaustive account based on her experience in
the field by the help of a string of photographs. The representative of UNHCR provided
a detailed and practical criticism of the refugee policies in the countries affected by the
crisis. For example, she is convinced that the idleness of European states led to the
strengthening of the smugglers’ network, which means that today illegal channels are
much more tempting than official ones. The gravity of this phenomenon increases if we
take into account that there were a number of sings from 2010 which showed the
possibility of a major migration crisis. In the end, Kleinschmidt concluded that various
viable plans exist regarding the managing of forced migration towards Europe,
however, international actors are yet unable to come to a consensus on this issue.

The third day began with a thematic block on the role of media, which is arguably
one of the most influential tools when it comes to politics, public opinion and the voice
of refugees. Alaaddin Paksoy, Ibrahim Efe és Muzeyyen Pandir (Department of
Journalism, Anadolu University/Department of Humanities and Social Sciences, Isik
University) made an extensive quantitative research in the Turkish media in order to
grasp the profile of refugees through semiotic and content analysis. His results show
that Turksih media is rather positive or neutral towards forced migrants, but this attitude
is still centred around Turkish interests, while the interests of the refugees remains
poorly advocated. The presentation of Nikos Panagiotou és Mustafa Selguk (School of
Journalism and Mass Communications, Aristotle University) made a useful contribution
to the previously mentioned findings, as they monitored the role of media in influencing
Greek public opinion during 2015 and 2016. They concluded that if the state and the
international community is weak, than the role of media becomes more important and
intensive. In this process various media emerge which present hoaxes and conspiracy
theories. Finally, Krisztina Racz (Institute for Philosophy and Social Theory, University
of Belgrade) attempted to determine a set of anthropologically-based concepts useful in
describing and analysing refugees flecing through the territory of Serbia. She
highlighted the often neglected need to rethink and re-evaluate our basic set of
analytical tools in order to create a more precise and realistic picture about ongoing
processes in the field. For example she used the expression ,,nameless places” for
meeting and grouping places of forced migrants, by which we can better emphasize the
marginal and hidden aspects of these localities. Moreover, she highlighted waiting as
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the main routine and activity of these people — waiting for a bus, a train, to cross the
border or to meet with their family members.

The last session was centred on the topic of nationalism, Euroscepticism and
xenophobia. Cvete Koneska (St Antony’s College, University of Oxford) analysed the
ways in which the European Union tries to enforce its interests. Apart from providing a
detailed account of the policies of the EU, she highlighted that the enlargement process
cannot solve all the problems in the Western Balkans, namely the issues which surround
refugee policy. Srdan Jovanovi¢ (Department of Communication and Media SOL, Lund
University) grasped the presence of xenophobia and hidden nationalism in public
discourse in Serbia, bringing to the listeners’ attention that these are largely connected
to the interests of the political elite in the country. An interesting ,,game” of the current
president of Serbia can be observed: in some cases he and his party allow xenophobic
and nationalistic speech, but in other occasions they restrict it. The final presenter of the
conference was Marta Stoji¢ Mitrovi¢ (Institute of Ethnography, SASA), who’s findings
resonated well with Jovanovi¢’s remarks. From her viewpoint Serbian migration policy
took a turn towards security policy which entails the normalization of xenophobia.
»Reading” the public life in Serbia shows that the political elite idealizes its own role,
while it puts the blame on forced migrants if problems occur.

In conclusion, it is obvious that the conference was focused on the most important
problematics of European refugee policy. One can only hope that this kind of
professional knowledge will have more voice in the media.

Péter Vatas¢in

CepampeceT roguHa paga ETHorpadyckor uHctutyTta CAHY —
XPOHUKa npocnase

YV 2017. roguaun, EtHorpadeku mactuTyT CAHY je obemesxkxno 70 roamHa pana u
mocrojama. [loBomoM mpociaBe jyOwieja, TOKOM YHTaBE TOJAMHE OPraHU30BAHU CY
Pa3UuUTH MPUTOHH CaAPXKajH KOjU CY 3a IMJb MUMalM J1a, KaKO aKaJeMCKOj, TaKo U
HajIIMPOj jaBHOCTH, TPEICTaBe M NpUOIMKe AenaTHocT MHCTUTyTa, TeMe KojuMa ce
UCTPaXMBa4YM KOJU Cy Ha HEMy 3aI0CiieHH 0aBe U pe3yJsiTare BUXOBHX UCTPAKHUBAIbA.
OBa 6e3Malio IEJOroAuIlkba MaHU(ecTalija OTHOoYENa je HUKIYCOM Mpe/iaBarmba IoJ
Ha3uBoM [llma emmonosuja u anmpononocuja mo2y 0a Ham Kaxcy o Hama camuma?
Pumyan u ceaxoonesuya. Hzmely penucuje u cexyiapnocmu, KOjU je pealn3oBaH y
capanmu ca LleHTpoM 3a mpemaBauky nenatHocT 3amyxOomne Mmmje M. Komaprma.
[IpenaBama cy ce oapxaBana y Manoj canm KomapueBe 3amyxOune, cBake cpene y 18
4yacoBa, y mepuoxny o 17.5. no 14.6.2017. ronuue. Y OKBHPY OBOT HUKIyCa, IpeIaBarmba
cy oapykainu: pod. ap Jbuspana ['aBpunoBuh — Hempasicusarse usmutibeHux c6emosa:
pearnocm u panmasuja, np Visan Bophesuh — Aumpononoe mely nasujauuma. /la au je
moeyha awmpononocuja ¢yobana?, np Anekcangpa Ilasuhesuh — Caxpana unu
kpemayuja? Jla au nam mpeba obpazosare 3a cmpm?, np Mupocnasa Jlykuh
Kpcranosuh — Memamopgosze cnexkmaxna — Opywimeenu npocmop u opama M Jp
Muneca Credanosuh banosuh — I'aepunr Cmeganosuh Benynosuh usmely dse enoxe.
OBaj muKIyC INpelaBama jeé 3aUHTEPECOBAHO] JABHOCTH IPEICTaBHO IIHPHHY OICera
WCTPaXXMBAYKUX HMHTEpEecOoBama capaJHWKa W capanHuna ETHorpadckor WHCTHUTyTa
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