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Abstract 
 

International security and regional development depends largely on the composition and 
distribution of the world population. Top refugee resettlement countries have concerns about the 
consequences of their commitment to humanitarianism. Refugee resettlement countries often 
have dispersal policies designed specifically to manage the distribution of recently arrived 
refugees. Secondary migration presents a challenge to the goals of dispersal policies and may 
raise questions regarding domestic security, regional development, and the future of global 
refugee assistance. Refugees likely engage in secondary migration due to some perceived 
benefits from moving, yet it is actively discouraged by many local voluntary agencies. We survey 
caseworkers and administrators in a series of qualitative interviews about their experiences with 
secondary migration. We find secondary migration may be increasing, generates an unfunded 
mandate for local communities, and often harms refugee wellbeing. These results allow us to 
contribute to a better strategy for achieving the goals of refugee resettlement, namely geographic 
dispersion and refugee integration.  
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Introduction 
 
Top refugee resettlement countries often have concerns about the consequences of their 
commitment to humanitarianism. In March of 2015, David Miliband, the President of 
International Rescue Committee, one of the nine national refugee resettlement agencies in the 
U.S., wrote an Op-Ed in The Washington Post saying: 
 

In the face of a dismaying political stalemate on the big questions of war and 
peace, there is every reason to use one of the few tools to ease the suffering of 
Syrians that is wholly within the power of the West. It is well past time for the 
United States and other Western countries to commit to a dramatic boost in the 
resettlement of Syrian refugees. 
 

This statement caused opponents of refugee resettlement to point to the costs of refugee asylum 
in the United States and other Western countries. Chairman of the Committee on Homeland 
Security, Rep. Michael McCaul, wrote a letter to the White House National Security Advisor 
saying he was “concerned about the possibility of groups like ISIS exploiting the refugee 
resettlement process to mask the deployment of operatives in the West via a federally funded 
Jihadi pipeline”. Others have concerns with issues of regional development, job security, and 
welfare dependency when refugees are resettled in their home communities1. The impending 
challenge for top refugee resettlement countries in the West is to balance the perceived costs of 
refugee resettlement in their country with the needs to eliminate suffering and the benefits of 
global humanitarian assistance. 
 Indeed, international security, population pressures, and homogenous ethnic enclaves 
perpetuating poverty and crime are commonly cited fears of rich country governments 
committed to the resettlement of refugees (Andersson, Brama, and Holmqvist, 2010; Bloch and 
Schuster, 2005). Many of these countries are therefore concerned with the impact refugee 
resettlement has on the composition of their national populations and have interests in the 
geographic distribution of refugees. In attempts to mitigate these concerns many of these 
countries have enacted dispersal policies designed to control where refugees live (Schech, 2014; 
Wren, 2003). While dispersal policies attempt to control where refugees settle, refugees are free 
to move wherever they like upon arrival in the United States and other OECD countries. 
Therefore the goals of these dispersal policies are often handicapped by a phenomenon known as 
secondary migration2. 
 In this paper we examine the experiences of local voluntary agencies with secondary 
migration of refugees. In an effort to better understand the dynamics of refugee integration and 
migration behavior, we seek a revised strategy of how best to advise and assist recently arrived 
refugees. We seek to investigate the question of how the perceived costs of refugee resettlement 
are effectively minimized so that the United States may safely and effectively assist in mitigating 
the global refugee crisis. More specifically, we seek to understand how the current practices for 
managing secondary migration affects refugee assistance services and the integration of refugees 
into the United States. Additionally, we seek to find out how these current practices impact 
domestic security, regional development, and the desire for a justifiable geographic distribution 
of refugees. Finally, we seek to learn how these impacts on domestic security and regional 
development influence how the U.S. and other OECD countries will respond to emerging 
humanitarian needs. 
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 This next section provides with some background information on secondary migration. 
The third section is a summary of the recent research regarding secondary migration and 
dispersal policies. The fourth section provides a brief description of research methodology. The 
fifth section organizes and summarizes the comments gathered from various members of the 
refugee resettlement industry. Section six uses a comparative case study analysis to further 
contextualize and discuss the insights from the qualitative interviews. The final section 
concludes.  
 
Secondary Migration of Refugees 
 
Using secondary migration data provided by the Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR) figures 1 
and 2 show the agglomeration effects of secondary migration of refugees in the lower 48 states.  
In both 2012 and 2013 fiscal years refugees are seen to be moving out and into the same states. 
Many of the top out-migration states receive a high number of initial placements per year. The 
top in-migration effected states are affected more heavily. Minnesota, for example, received 
more refugees via secondary migration than through initial resettlement in both 2012 and 2013 
fiscal years. This suggests that refugees tend to agglomerate rather than disperse; more about this 
will be discussed in the next section 

	  
 Many have observed refugees taking advantage of their right to move very soon after 
their arrival. Even in the early years of the US Refugee Act, secondary migration was a 
documented challenge (Forbes, 1984). In recent years secondary migration, typically defined as 
inter-state migration within 8 months of arrival (Weine et al., 2011; Maine, 2009), has become a 
topic of increasing importance in the field of refugee resettlement. The impacts of secondary 
migration are being recognized as costs in the sense of adversely effecting domestic security and 
regional development outcomes. Therefore secondary migration has potentially detrimental 
implications for the future of global refugee assistance. 
 Secondary migration is not just a phenomenon observed in the United States. Other top 
third-country refugee receiving nations also experience secondary migration. In Canada a large 
number of refugees move into cities such as Toronto, Vancouver, and Montreal from their initial 
resettlement locations (Krahn et al. 2005; Simich et al. 2002; CIC, 2001; Abu-Laban et al. 1999). 
Likewise in the United Kingdom, refugees resettled across the country move into metropolitan 
areas such as London, Birmingham, and Manchester shortly after arrival (Stewart, 2011). 
Australia, as well, experiences similar patterns with refugees often settling in metropolitan 
Sydney (Burnley, 1982; Fozdar and Hartley, 2013).  
 We calculate that in both 2012 and 2013 between 16 and 17 percent of refugee arrivals to 
the United States migrated to another state from their initial location within the first 8 months. It 
is helpful to put these numbers in perspective as only about 1.5% of the general U.S. population 
moves across state boundaries each year. The magnitude of secondary migration seems to be 
relatively large. Intra-state migration of refugees is not recorded by local voluntary agencies or 
the ORR, therefore total refugee migration may, in fact, be higher. Moreover, ORR secondary 
migration data might underestimate the true magnitude of the phenomena as these numbers only 
reflect secondary migration that is observed and recorded by local voluntary agencies. An 
unknown number of refugees may have moved without the knowledge of the local voluntary 
agency in either the initial location or the receiving location. 
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Previous Research 
 
On the surface, the event of a refugee moving with minimal assistance seems as if it should be 
rare. Existing data and case studies, however, suggest that secondary migration of refugees is 
remarkably common (Beer & Foley, 2003; Harte, Childs, and Hastings, 2009; Mott, 2010; 
Simich 2003; Forbes, 1984; Ott, 2011; Weine et al., 2011; Stewart, 2011). Many studies aim at 
understanding the primary motivations of secondary migration. Economic factors such as 
employment opportunities and housing prices have been reported as important factors 
influencing refugee migration behavior (Bryan, 1990; Forbes, 1984; Wong, 1995; Zavodny, 
1999). Increasingly, however there is a realization of the fundamental importance of living close 
to established social and ethnic networks for refugees, especially in the initial stages of 
resettlement (Harte, Childs, and Hastings, 2009; Nann, 1982; Simich et al., 2002). 
 Western countries that resettle the most refugees use dispersal policies as a tool intending 
to prevent urban housing shortages and population pressures potentially leading to enclaves of 
poverty and crime (Schech, 2014). The United States Refugee Act of 1980 reveals a strong 
desire for the suitable geographic dispersal of refugees. The Refugee Act stipulates an “intended 
distribution of refugees among the States and localities,” and strives to “…insure that a refugee is 
not initially placed or resettled in an area highly impacted by the presence of refugees or 
comparable populations…” (ORR, 2012). Ott (2011) notes that dispersal policies have 
historically only been concerned with the initial location of resettlement and have largely 
disregarded the migration patterns of refugees after resettlement.  
 Historically refugees have overwhelmingly been resettled in metropolitan centers, with 
98 percent of all refugees resettled in metropolitan areas between 1983 and 2004 (Singer and 
Wilson, 2006). Much of the reason for this trend is due to urban areas being seen as best suited 
for efficiently delivering services to recently arrived refugees (Hyndman et al., 2006). While the 
desire for dispersal is strong, the need to efficiently provide services and assistance leads most 
refugee resettlement agencies to, at least initially, ignore rural areas. Rural areas are, however, 
increasingly becoming involved through secondary migration. Some academics have recognized 
an economic pull of refugees to smaller, more rural, towns and communities initially for 
employment purposes in low-skill and low-wage sectors such as agriculture, tourism, and food 
processing (Fennely, 2005; Jensen and Yang, 2009; Marks, 2014; Schwei and Fennely, 2007; 
Stull, 1998). Other pull factors might include lower housing costs in rural areas and also labor 
shortages due to reduced migration from Latin America (Hyndman, 2006; Schech, 2012; Schech, 
2014). Additionally rural areas have become attractive for refugee parents who have concerns 
with their children becoming involved in gangs in urban areas (Fiori-Khayat, 2008; Morrice, 
2007; Wortley and Tanner, 2008). Increased settlement in nonmetropolitan and rural areas may 
help combat refugee youth gang culture (Deuchar, 2011). In section six we will discuss some of 
the challenges secondary migration presents for smaller, more rural, communities and compare 
some of the experiences these places have in assisting refugee integration.  
 In recent years, however, this trend seems to be shifting. Starting in 1999, in an effort to 
“regionalize” immigration, the Canadian government administered an experiment by resettling 
refugees in smaller, more rural, communities. A cohort of refugees from Kosovo was resettled in 
several small communities outside of Vancouver (Sherrell et al., 2005). The results of this 
experiment were mixed: many refugees found it difficult to find employment but liked many of 
the small-town amenities not found in urban centers (Sherrell et al., 2005; and Hyndaman and 
McLean, 2006). More recently, Schech (2014) found that the Australian Department of 
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Immigration and Citizenship has been directing refugees away from metropolitan areas. In 1998 
about 70 percent of all refugee arrivals in Australia were resettled in either Melbourne or Sydney, 
by 2009 this proportion had decreased to 54 percent (Schech, 2014).  
 Critics of dispersal policies claim that such policies prohibit the goal of refugee 
integration. Instead, dispersal policies are primarily in place to “forestall social problems, inter-
ethnic conflict, and other burdens” such as the development of “ghettos” and “ethnic enclaves”. 
(Schech, 2014; for specific critiques see Andersson, Brama, and Holmqvist, 2010; Boswell, 
2003; Finney and Robinson, 2008; Robinson, 2003; Walton-Roberts, 2005; and Wren, 2003). 
Additionally, dispersal policies create an obstacle for refugees seeking to use their social, ethnic, 
or cultural networks (Beaman, 2012; Hume and Hardwick, 2005; Lamba and Krahn, 2003). 
Among these critics it is believed that refugees are worse off due to dispersal policies. Not only 
have refugees been forced to leave their home country, they are also destined to be resettled in 
locations where they may never have freely chosen to live.  
 More recently dispersal policies have been presented in a more positive light (Schech, 
2014). Refugees are increasingly found moving to rural areas in search for work and some of the 
amenities exclusively available in rural areas (Massey, 2008; McConnell and Miraftab, 2009; 
Torres, Popke, and Hapke, 2006; Williams, 2007). This trend, whereby local employers and 
residents accept the ethnic difference of migrants in return for low-skill and low-wage labor 
productivity, has been deemed a “silent bargain” for rural areas by Torres, Popke, and Hapke 
(2006). Whether migrants face a future of increased marginalization in rural areas or are actively 
integrated through the emergence of “rural cosmopolitanism” remains an unanswered and 
important question (Schech, 2014). 
 The ORR does not define its use of the term integration (Marks, 2014). Additionally, 
there is no generally accepted definition, theory, or model of refugee integration in any academic 
studies (Castles et al., 2001). There are many different definitions of integration that create a 
wide spectrum of views. On one end of the spectrum is “Anglo-conformity” theory, which states 
that integration is being forced to give up cultural and ethnic traditions and conforming to the 
culture and traditions of the United States (Brubaker, 2001; Vinokurov et al, 2000). On the other 
side of the spectrum is the “Cultural pluralism” theory, which states that integration occurs when 
one values one’s own identity and cultural traditions while also maintaining relationships with 
the new home and society (Berry, 1997).  
 We’ve shown the existing research on the motivations of secondary migration; it seems 
refugees move to benefit from pre-existing social capital and employment opportunities (also see 
Haug, 2008). We’ve seen the general desire for the geographic distribution of refugees; 
documenting a potential shift in the mentality away from resettling refugees in large urban 
centers. Lastly, we’ve summarized some of the concerns with refugees moving into rural areas. 
Little research has addressed how local voluntary agencies, tasked with resettling and 
acculturating refugees in the various communities and localities, are impacted by secondary 
migration. This is where this paper now turns.   
 
Research Methods 
 
The insights contributing to this research are drawn from open-ended qualitative interviews of 
caseworkers and administrators working in the field of refugee resettlement. Individuals from a 
cross-section of US states were contacted to gain from the diversity of experience with secondary 
migration across the country. Contact was first made with the office of the State Refugee 
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Coordinator from each state. Various administrators from each state’s Refugee Coordinator’s 
office completed most interviews. On several occasions, however, we were referred to 
individuals from local agencies that were able to speak to more of the nuances of secondary 
migration within the state. Interviews were completed in 39 of 49 states that resettle refugees3. 
 Interviews were completed by phone and included a mix of open-ended and closed 
questions specifically about experiences with secondary migration. Respondents averaged over 
12 years of experience working in the field of refugee resettlement and were often overseeing the 
allocation of funds, the direction of services, and other administrative duties. Interviews took 
place in January and February 2015 and each lasted between 30 minutes and an hour. Anonymity 
of respondents is upheld throughout this research as many work for government agencies or 
government funded agencies and were asked to speak openly from their own experience and 
share their own opinion. Insights therefore are do not necessarily represent the opinion of any 
local voluntary agency, the ORR, or the U.S. government.  
 
The Local Voluntary Agency Experience 
 
 Migration is generally thought of as an investment with upfront costs and long-term 
benefits (Borjas, 2000a; Bowles, 1970 also see Sjaastad, 1962). Refugees likely desire to move 
based on some perception that changing locations will improve their life. Evidence suggests 
secondary migration, on average, pays off as one researcher found immigrants benefited from 
migration across state boundaries in terms of both employment and earnings (Hall, 2007). The 
primary concern is that refugees tend to gravitate towards their social, ethnic, or cultural 
networks (Harte, Childs, and Hastings, 2009; Nann, 1982; Simich et al., 2002). The debate that 
surrounds this issue in refugee resettlement policy focuses on the question of how living in an 
ethnic enclave affects community integration for recently arrived refugees. While the policy 
implications of this debate are large the evidence yields ambiguous results. Some researchers 
find a positive relationship between labor market outcomes of immigrants and the relative stock 
of immigrants in the area (Edin, Fredriksson, and Aslund, 2003). Others find a negative 
relationship between the proportion of refugees in a city from the same country and community 
integration of refugees (Borjas, 2000b). Still others find evidence of a mixed effect with refugee 
networks generating labor market information flow but also contributing to labor market 
competition (Beaman, 2012). 
 Local voluntary agencies, however, cannot afford ambiguity. It is commonplace to find 
local resettlement agencies actively discouraging refugees from engaging in secondary migration 
(Church World Service, 2013). One veteran of the refugee resettlement industry half-jokingly 
stated, “My job over the last 15 years has been to talk refugees out of moving”. While the 
challenges secondary migration bears on local voluntary agencies justify this policy, how this 
policy affects the goals of refugee resettlement, namely community integration and geographic 
dispersal, remains an open question.  
 Therefore secondary migration is a topic with increasing buzz in the refugee resettlement 
industry. While the challenges and costs of secondary migration are becoming clearer, optimal 
strategies of how to manage secondary migration have remained elusive. Through the qualitative 
interviews we administered, three broad conclusions arose. First, secondary migration is an issue 
of increasing magnitude. Second, secondary migration creates an unfunded mandate for local 
communities. Third, secondary migration threatens the wellbeing of refugees. 
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Secondary Migration Rising 
 
While discussing the dynamics of secondary migration an associate director from a national 
voluntary agency remarked, “It’s what we always say, today’s ‘no U.S. tie’ is tomorrow’s U.S. 
tie”. Essentially every previously resettled refugee represents a potential gravitational pull on 
every new arrival. Previous research has shown that much of the initial motivation for secondary 
migration is the desire to live in close proximity to friends, family, and others in their cultural or 
social network (Harte, Childs, and Hastings, 2009; Nann, 1982; Simich et al., 2002). As the 
United States accepts refugees from similar countries year after year, the strength of these 
cultural and social networks increase. As these networks strengthen so does the probability a 
refugee will desire to move into the proximity of these networks. 
 While there is little data to back up the claim that secondary migration is a growing 
phenomenon, many respondents agreed. An executive director of a local voluntary agency 
hypothesized that, “The increase in global connectivity, communicating through Skype and other 
products, may allow for new arrivals to have remained in better contact with friends and family 
resettled years prior; which increases secondary migration”. Many others agreed that secondary 
migration seems to increasing relative to the recent past.  
 The conditions that drive secondary migration may be increasing. As shown in figure 3, 
the top ten refugee-sending countries over the past 15 years have been a mix of just 20 countries 
with several being prominent senders for nearly all of the last 15 years. These countries represent 
the country of origin for roughly 93 percent of the refugee arrivals between 2000 and 2014. This 
means that social, cultural, and ethnic networks are growing stronger year after year. Refugees 
originating from long-standing top refugee-sending countries need to be resettled under different 
assumptions than refugees arriving from a relatively new refugee-sending country.  
 
 In principle resettling refugees in areas where the largest population of their ethnic group 
reside seems practical. In practice, however, the interests of dispersal policy present an obstacle. 
As the U.S. Refugee Act stipulates refugees are “…not initially placed or resettled in an area 
highly impacted by the presence of refugees or comparable populations…” (ORR, 2012). When 
we asked a veteran caseworker from a local voluntary agency why so many refugees are resettled 
in areas with little to no existing population from their ethnic group, she remarked, “Well, even 
though we are fairly certain that they will eventually move, the best we can do is try to convince 
them to stay.” 
 
The Unfunded Mandate 
 
One of the initial motivations for interviewing individuals working in the field of refugee 
resettlement was to learn about the consequences of secondary migration on local agencies. How 
does secondary migration impact the reliability of their funding and the efficacy of their 
programs and services? There are two key components to assessing the consequences of 
secondary migration: first in terms of out-migration and second in terms of in-migration.  
 It is difficult for administrators to comment on the magnitude of secondary migration in 
their state or region. Respondents had a long list of reasons why understanding the exact 
magnitude of secondary migration is difficult. A reason repeated by many respondents is simply 
that refugees are not required to inform local agencies of their migratory decisions. One State 
Coordinator pointed out a potential unintended consequence of local agencies discouraging 
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secondary migration, stating: “Refugees may not want to disappoint their caseworker who has 
been actively trying to get them to stay, so they just leave without informing anyone.” One 
respondent candidly remarked, “When a refugee leaves, they are no longer ours to worry about, 
our job is to assist the refugees who live in our state”.  
 Lack of reliable information about the out-migration of refugees creates a problem in 
places where refugees in-migrate. When local agencies are unaware of the magnitude of out-
migration, local agencies are also unaware of the magnitude of in-migration. Some academics 
note that secondary migration creates “hidden populations” of refugees in the receiving area 
(Jacobsen, 2006). In the presence of these “hidden populations” it is challenging for local 
agencies to plan and budget for their services and assistance packages. Refugee assistance is 
largely front-loaded to allow for refugees to integrate into the United States as quickly as 
possible. It was generally accepted among respondents that refugees who move within the first 
90 days, a period known as the Resettlement and Placement (R&P) period, cause the most issues 
for local agencies. As services diminish over time so do the consequences of these “hidden 
populations”. Some states, however, have employment services that refugees are eligible for up 
to five years after arrival; therefore the window for potential challenges can be quite large. 
 When refugees are visible in top receiving areas they tend to strain public infrastructure 
and stress the welfare system (Boswell, 2003; Robinson et al., 2003). Numerous respondents 
mentioned financial stress on local schools as a result of secondary migration. In a 2010 report to 
the U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations entitled, Abandoned Upon Arrival: Implications 
for Refugees and Local Communities Burdened by a U.S. Resettlement System That is Not 
Working the stress on local schools in Fort Wayne, Indiana was highlighted on page 9: 
 

The superintendent of Fort Wayne Community Schools, Dr. Wendy Robinson, 
acknowledged that two schools in her system with large refugee populations face 
imminent risk of being taken over by State authorities because of chronic 
underperformance. Dr. Robinson stated, “We are robbing Peter to pay Paul…The 
one-size-fits-all approach is just not working.” The reality on the ground is that 
money is regularly diverted from other programs to address the special needs of 
refugee youth because “they’re our kids once they are here,” she said. 
 

The impact on schools addresses an important point about the consequences of secondary 
migration. There is a necessary distinction between the secondary migration of families and the 
secondary migration of individuals. Individual adult refugees move and eventually find a job; 
families have kids who need to go to school. Often refugee children are behind in their education 
or lack sufficient English language ability to keep up with their peers at school. Public school 
systems mandated to provide an education for the children in their districts are challenged to 
provide educational services to refugee children who, perhaps, have faced gaps or disruptions in 
their formal education. 
 
The Wellbeing of Refugees 
 
When asked why local agencies work so hard to discourage secondary migration most 
respondents cited a perceived detrimental effect on refugee wellbeing due to secondary migration. 
Respondents from several states told stories of refugees who moved away rather quickly after 
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arrival and either confessed they wished they hadn’t moved or actually ended up returning to 
their initial placement community.  
 Several respondents qualified their remarks by suggesting that refugees, who move 
within the first 90 days of arrival, the R&P period, are far more likely to experience diminishing 
wellbeing than those who stay beyond this period. R&P funds are allocated in two modes: a cash 
grant of a fixed amount of money per refugee and funds directed to local voluntary agencies to 
provide services. The stated policy is to write a check of the remaining balance of the R&P 
funding to the new agency serving the migrating refugee. Many respondents stated that in 
practice this rarely happens due to complications of transferring funds between local agencies. 
Additionally there seems to be confusion on this policy, as one State Refugee Coordinator 
reported that, “R&P funding does not follow refugees to their second location.” 
 An additional challenge is for many refugees to locate housing in their new location. In 
the initial location housing is provided and the first 6 months of rent is paid for with R&P founds. 
It is often difficult for refugees to locate and obtain housing when moving into a new location. 
Many refugees move to live closer to friends or family and so may be able to live with them, at 
least temporarily. Other refugees are not so lucky. It is well known in the refugee resettlement 
industry that many Somali refugees typically move in or around the Minneapolis area. An 
executive director for a local agency with experience resettling Somali’s commented that, “Many 
Somalis that move into Minneapolis end up, at least initially, living in homeless shelters”. The 
risk of secondary migration leading to homelessness was raised multiple times throughout the 
interviews. This introduces challenges and costs, such as crime and poverty, and potential for 
drug addiction and mental illness. 
 The idea that secondary migration may be detrimental to refugees remains the most 
controversial. Migration theory states clearly that migrants move due to some sort of perceived 
benefit of moving (Borjas, 2000; Bowles, 1970; Sjaastad, 1962). Yet if individuals from local 
resettlement agencies generally see secondary migration as detrimental to the wellbeing of the 
refugee, why do refugees willingly choose to move so soon after resettlement? A few potential 
reasons gathered through the interviews and through previous research are examined in the next 
section. 
	  
Discussion	  
	  
The question remains, how should secondary migration be managed? The current practice of 
trying to convince newly arrived refugees to abstain from secondary migration, is challenging in 
part, because it is difficult to advise someone who has already made up their mind. When 
refugees arrive in the United States with set geographic preferences, it is difficult for even the 
most well-intentioned caseworker to shift those preferences. An example mentioned several 
times by respondents, particularly on the east coast, is of Lewiston, Maine. In 2002 the mayor 
wrote an open letter to the relatively new Somali community in the area, requesting that they 
stop encouraging their friends and family to follow them to Maine. In years following more 
Somalis moved into the city (Huisman, 2011). By 2004 the city of Lewiston, Maine was named 
one of the best places to do business in America and by 2007 the National Civil League named 
Lewiston an All American City (Ellison, 2009). It is unclear if Lewiston flourished despite the 
presence of Somali refugees or as Mekraz et al. (2012) suggests that Lewiston actually has the 
Somalis to thank for what it has become today3. What remains clear is how strong of a desire 
some refugees have to live in specific geographic locations. 
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 An important question, which requires future consideration, is what are the drivers of 
secondary migration? Secondary migration seems to reflect poor initial placement strategies on 
behalf of the ORR and local voluntary agencies. If refugees are moving shortly after resettlement, 
then something isn’t working properly in the system: not enough good information is being 
collected, local services are not meeting refugee expectations, or numerous other shortcomings 
of resettlement policy may be brought to light due to the persistence of secondary migration. 
More research investigating why refugees are so often placed in locations where they never 
intend to stay could reduce costs in the resettlement system. 
 This all raises a normative question regarding the purpose of the initial placement in 
resettlement policy. Is the initial placement designed to be a location where refugees are to live, 
integrate into society and economy, and put down roots? Or is the initial placement a place 
where refugees are to receive services, acclimate to the United States, and make informed 
decisions on where to live? Some perceive the answer to this question, in practice, is the former 
and see the current resettlement system as being characterized by a “sedentary notion of 
solutions for refugees” (Ott, 2011). The answer to this fundamental question of how the 
resettlement system should be, given the magnitude of secondary migration, will help determine 
an optimal strategy for managing the secondary migration of refugees.  
 One idea that rose out of the research is a ‘launch pad’ approach of refugee resettlement. 
Upon arrival in the United States, instead of sending refugees immediately to communities all 
around the country, refugees would spend time in a smaller number of receiving or ‘launch-pad’ 
locations. In these locations refugees would be provided with better targeted and more efficiently 
administered services. After some time, refugees would be given resources and information to 
choose where they want to live. Candidates for such locations could be colleges that have closed 
down, decommissioned military bases, or other underused infrastructure that provides existing 
capability for both simple yet adequate housing and program administration. Upon meeting 
certain requirements refugees would be assisted in moving to wherever they want to live in the 
United States. Under this strategy refugees would be given more agency and support in choosing 
their settlement location. The upshot would be localities, which may be suffering from 
depopulation, could compete for the population benefits of refugees settling in their communities. 
Successfully designing and implementing a ‘launch pad’ refugee resettlement approach would 
lead to more appropriate refugee placements, better communication, and better community 
preparation. 
 Another important question with a difficult answer is whether secondary migration 
generally leads to integration. For this we will now turn to two cases, which suggest several 
components of how secondary migration can be used to fulfill the goal of refugee integration. 
 In December 2006, Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) mounted its largest 
ever workplace raid. Two of the many locations affected were meatpacking plants in Colorado 
and Texas. Each of the plants faced labor shortages in the wake of ICE arresting and detaining 
the illegal immigrants who had found jobs working in the meatpacking industry. As few 
American workers value meatpacking jobs, even with pay at almost double minimum wage, both 
plants turned to refugees to fill their labor needs (Jordan, 2008). Each area, however, had widely 
differing experiences with refugees and it is informative to investigate the factors that may have 
caused this divergence.  
 In both locations jobs were widely advertised and targeted at refugees in many 
surrounding cities. While employment is an important ingredient in refugee integration and 
social inclusion (Ager and Strang, 2008), questions remain about whether jobs at meatpacking 
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plants will lead to integration. The meatpacking industry previously operated by employing 
illegal immigrants, people who, for legal reasons, had distinct obstacles for employment and 
social inclusion. The seamless transition of the meatpacking industry from employing illegal 
immigrants to refugees reflects the innate challenges and obstacles refugees face integrating into 
the U.S. economy and society. Unfortunately refugees, perhaps who were successful in various 
professional fields in their home country, have little choice but to accept low-skill, low-status, 
and low-wage employment in the United States (Schech, 2014). 
 Fort Morgan, Colorado has a population of roughly 11,400 people and is home to over 
1,000 Somali refugees, the majority of whom moved to the area for employment in the local 
meatpacking plant (Marks, 2014). Several respondents familiar with refugee resettlement in 
Colorado spoke highly of the refugee experience in Fort Morgan. Additionally, a report 
published by the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) noted refugees in Fort Morgan 
showed “high levels of civic attachment” and felt that their “opinions mattered” and expressed 
desires to “make Fort Morgan a stronger community” (Marks, 2014). A refugee services 
administrator in Colorado explained the successful secondary migration experience of Fort 
Morgan saying, “Refugee integration and community acceptance has been a priority and we’ve 
spent much effort investing into the community”. The administrator noted that funding for this 
effort did not come through the ORR, it was an initiative funded and inspired at the local level.  
 Refugees in Amarillo, Texas had the opposite experience as those in Fort Morgan. 
Amarillo is Texas’s 14th largest city, with a population of roughly 195,000. About 60 miles north 
is the small town of Cactus, Texas that is home to a meatpacking plant. In the wake of the ICE 
raid the meatpacking plant attracted employment from the Burmese refugee population originally 
resettled in Huston (Jordan, 2008). Many have relocated to nearby Amarillo and commute to 
Cactus. A New York Times article explains some of the difficulties the community has faced 
(Maclaggan, 2014). Some local officials worry that the growing refugee population in Amarillo 
is straining the city’s public safety officials ability to respond to 911 emergency callers who 
speak numerous languages. Local schools are challenged to teach students who sometimes 
cannot read English or even their home language. Cultural difference between the refugees and 
locals are stark and create conflicts. On at least one occasion a refugee was found hunting for 
food on a local cattle ranch. An administrator familiar with the situation in Amarillo confirmed 
the difficulties the community has had with refugees and even claimed that local resettlement 
agencies have urged the meatpacking plant to refrain from advertising jobs to refugees in top 
refugee resettlement cities in Texas such as Huston, Austin, and Dallas. 
 What made the experiences in Fort Morgan and Amarillo so different? And what can we 
learn about these cases that could begin to lead to an optimal strategy for managing the 
secondary migration of refugees? Three factors stand out: communication, preparation, and 
participation.  
 Both locations experienced similarities immediately following the ICE raid and in the 
early stages of employment opportunities and refugee migration. In both Fort Morgan and 
Amarillo there was a lack of communication about the potential influx of refugees. In the 
UNHCR report on refugee integration in Fort Morgan, public administrators commented, “There 
wasn’t a plan in place ahead of time” and “When […] they just show up it just creates havoc” 
(Marks, 2014). Similarly the meatpacking plant in Cactus, Texas did not reach out to local 
voluntary agencies, instead they sent a company recruiter to Huston to advertise in a Burmese 
apartment complex and three days later a bus picked up the interested refugees (Jordan, 2008). 
The need for better communication is not new here; others have called for greater interagency 
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collaboration, information sharing, and communication (Brick et al., 2010; Farrel et al., 2008; 
Dwyer, 2010).  
 In our survey multiple respondents at both the state and local agency level brought up the 
issue of a lack of inter-agency information sharing and communication on multiple occasions. 
One coordinator who was relatively new to the field stated, “Quite frankly we all don’t even use 
the same or compatible case management systems”. The most salient policy proposal to come 
out of this research is to standardize the case management systems of local voluntary agencies. 
This would allow for better information sharing and increased planning for incoming refugees. 
Perhaps with better communication systems, refugees may actually realize the perceived benefits 
that motivate secondary migration. 
 It is here where the similarities between Fort Morgan and Amarillo end. The lack of 
preparation did not stop local voluntary agencies in Fort Morgan from preparing the community 
for the influx of refugees. Instead the local agencies in Denver and Fort Morgan launched an 
effort to shift the attitudes and prejudices of the locals in Fort Morgan. A Colorado agency 
worker explained that while the Fort Morgan experience ended up being positive, it took a 
massive effort to prepare the community for the influx of refugees, stating, “We had to spend 
resources that did not come through our typical streams. “ The same worker suggested that the 
ORR could make efforts such as this easier for local voluntary agencies by providing funds 
appropriated specifically for community preparation projects.  
 Finally, the community in Fort Morgan actually participated in the influx and integration 
of the refugees. Some academics have stated that refugee integration requires a “reevaluation of 
longstanding notions” of local people (Torres, Popke, and Hapke, 2006). Still others have 
similarly stated that real integration requires an “intermingling and interaction between societies 
and changing social formations, attitudes, and politics” (Beck and Grande, 2010). It seems this is 
what happened in Fort Morgan and exactly what didn’t happen in Amarillo. The challenges the 
New York Times article site as being detrimental to Amarillo—a difficulty with English language 
proficiency, challenges in local schools, and cultural clashes—are all present in Fort Morgan. 
The difference is Fort Morgan had the ability and resources to overcome the challenges and 
Amarillo did not.  
 
Conclusion 
 
As the need for refugee assistance increases, so do concerns of the costs of refugee resettlement 
in Western nations. A resettlement system ill-equipped to handle the dynamics of secondary 
migration will exacerbate these costs and unless policy changes are made this may lead to 
reduced global refugee assistance. In the face of a call by global humanitarian leaders for a boost 
in the resettlement of refugees in Western nations, equipping the system to truly achieve its 
stated goals has become imperative. Effectively minimizing costs and concerns may lead to 
quicker and more meaningful refugee integration and an increased contribution on behalf of the 
United States toward the global refugee crisis. 
 A generally accepted definition of community integration should be developed in order to 
better equip and measure the integration of refugees into various locals across the United States. 
A suggested definition of community integration should include a mix of the following 
attributes: ability to live independently, communicate across ethnic and cultural lines, make 
informed civic choices and voting decisions, update livelihood strategies as opportunities evolve, 
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utilize open access resources, improve the living standards of the next generation, maintain a 
cultural identity, and make broad contributions to the economy, society, and culture.  
 An increased understanding of the dynamics of refugee social networks and how to best 
utilize existing networks may prove prominent for the future of the resettlement system. Social 
networks are increasingly being included in academic research when studying a host of topics. 
Specifically of interests to refugee analysis is the literature on social networks and labor market 
outcomes and migration (Beaman, 2012). This trend should be continued into the field of refugee 
studies. A deeper understanding of the existing social networks of refugees upon arrival as well 
as how social networks develop after arrival may prove important in designing the future of 
global refugee assistance programs and policy. Efforts to foster within-ethnicity social networks 
similar to the Hmong National Development organization may help mitigate issues of cultural 
displacement that may occur in populations that are dispersed. Such networks may mitigate the 
felt need of refugee to agglomerate. 
 Finally, a more complete understanding of how to equip and prepare existing U.S. 
communities to welcome refugees may assist in better meeting the stated goals of the U.S. 
Refugee Act. Many academics argue that refugees should be allowed to move as secondary 
migrants (Marks, 2014; Ott 2011; Werker, 2007). Many of those who work in the refugee 
resettlement industry agree that restricting secondary migration takes away an important 
characteristic of third country resettlement. Those in the industry, however, are all too aware of 
the costs of a premature move for a newly arrived refugee. This research indicates that refugees 
should be assisted in facilitating their integration into the United States, even if integration 
requires secondary migration. Rather than aiming to prevent secondary migration, efforts should 
be implemented to prevent refugees from damaging their wellbeing through secondary migration. 
This could be through a combination of more appropriate initial placements, better 
communication of secondary migration patterns, funding for both better community preparation 
and real community acceptance for refugees.  
  
Notes 
 
[1] The opinions of those who oppose refugee resettlement and are concerned with Western 

country asylum as a tool for humanitarian assistance are summarized and can be found at: 
www.refugeeresettlementwatch.wordpress.com 

 
[2] Some researchers use the term ‘onward migration’ in place of ‘secondary migration’. For the 

remainder of this paper, consistent with the bulk of the literature, we use the term ‘secondary 
migration’ to refer to refugees who have moved over a state boundary within their first 8 
months in the United States. 

 
[3] Wyoming does not resettle refugees. 
 
References 
 
Abu-Laban, B., T. Derwing, H. Krahn, M. Mulder, and L. Wilkinson (1999) The Settlement 
 Experiences of Refugees in Alberta. Ottawa: Citizenship and Immigration Canada, rev. 
 ed. 
 



	   13	  

Anderson, R., A. Brama, and E. Holmqvist. (2010). “Counteracting Secregation: Swedish 
 Policies and Experiences.” Housing Studies 25 (2):237-356.  
 
Ager, A. & Strang, A. (2008). Understanding integration: A conceptual framework. Journal of 
 Refugee Studies, 21 (2), 166-187. 
 
Beaman, L. (2012) Social Networks and the Dynamics of Labour Market Outcomes: Evidence 
 from Refugees Resettled in the U.S. Review of Economic Studies. 79, 128-161 
 
Beer, A. & Foley, P. (2003). Housing need and provision for recently arrived refugees in 
 Australia, Australia Housing and Urban Research Institute (AHURI). Australia: Southern 
 Research Centre. 
 
Beck, U., and E. Grande (2010) “Varieties of Second Modernity: The Cosmopolitan Turn in 
 Social and Political Theory and Research” The British Journal of Sociology 61 (3): 409-
 443 
 
Berry, J. (1997). Immigration, acculturation, and adaptation. Applied Psychology: An 
 International Review, 46 (1), 5-68.  
 
Bloch, A., and L. Schuster. (2005) “At the Extremes of Exclusion: Deportation, Detention, and 
 Dispersal.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 36 (3) 491-512 
 
Borjas, G. (2000a) Economics of Migration. International Encyclopedia of the Social and 
 Behavioral Sciences. Section No. 3.4, Article No. 38. Available at: 
 <http://demografi.bps.go.id/phpfiletree/bahan/kumpulan_tugas_mobilitas_pak_chotib/Ke
 lompok_10/Referensi_paper/Borjas_2000_Economics_of_Migration.pdf> 
 
Borjas, G. (2000b) Ethnic Enclaves and Assimilation. Swedish Economic Policy Review. 7 (2) 
89- 122 
 
Bowles, S. (1970) Migration as Investment: Empirical Tests of the Human Investment Approach 

to Geographical Mobility. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 52(4), pp.356–362. 
Available at: <http://www.jstor.org/stable/1926312>  

 
Boswell, C. (2003) “Burden-sharing in the European Union: Lessons from the German and UK 
 Experience.” Journal of Refugee Studies. 16 (3): 316-335. 
 
Brick, K., Cushing-Savvi, A., Elshafie, S., Krill, A., Scanlon, M., & Stone, M. (2010). An 
 examination of challenges and proposed solutions. Columbia University. Retrieved from 
 http://www.sipa.columbia.edu/academics/workshops/documents/IRCFINALREPORT 
 .pdf. 
 
Brubaker, R. (2001). The return of assimilation? Ethnic and Racial Studies, 24 (4), 531-548. 
 



	   14	  

Bryan, T.G. (1990) Southeast Asian Refugee Resettlement in San Diego, California, and 
 Albuquerque, New Mexico. Master’s Thesis. The University of New Mexico. 
 
Burnley, I.H. (1982) Lebanese Migration and Settlement in Sydney, Australia. International 

Migration Review, 16(1), pp.102–132. Available 
at: <http://www.jstor.org/stable/2545244>  

 
Castles, S., Korac, M., Vasta, E., & Vertovec, S. Integration: Mapping the field. London: Home 
 Office. Retrieved from http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rdspdfs2/rdsolr2803.doc. 
 
CIC (Canadian Immigration and Citizenship) (2001) ‘Pursuing Canada’s Commitment to 

Immigration: The Immigration Plan for 2002’, Ottawa: Minister of Public Works and 
Government Services Canada. 

 
Church World Service (2013) The Effects of Moving. Tri-Agency Webinar. May 23, 2013. 
 Shared with permission by Bethany Christian Services. 
 
Deuchar, R. (2011) “People Look at Us, the Way We Dress, and They Think We”re Gangsters’: 

Bonds, Bridges, Gangs and Refugees: A Qualitative Study of Inter-Cultural Social 
Capital in Glasgow. Journal of Refugee Studies, 24(4), pp.672–689.  

 
Dwyer, T. (2010). Refugee integration in the United States: Challenges & opportunities. Church 
 World Service Immigration and Refugee Program. 
 
Edin, P.A., P. Fredriksson, O. Aslund (2003) Ethnic Enclaves and the Economic Success of 
 Immigrants: Evidence from a Natural Experiment. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 118, 
 312-357 
 
Ellison, J. (2009) Lewiston, Maine, Revived by Somali Immigrants. Newsweek. 1/16/19. 
 Available at: <http://www.newsweek.com/lewiston-maine-revived-somali-immigrants-
 78475> 
 
Farrel, M., Barden, B. & Mueller, M. (2008). The Evaluation of the Refugee Social Service 
 (RSS) and Targeted Assistance Formula Grant (TAG) Programs: Findings from Three 
 Sites. Fall Church, VA: The Lewin Group. 
 
Finney, N., and V. Robinson. (2008) “Local Press, Dispersal and Community in the Construction 
 of Asylum Debates.” Social and Cultural Geography 9 (4): 397-413. 
 
Fiori-Khayat, C. (2008) ‘Ethnicity and Juvenile Street Gangs in France’. In Van Gemert, F., 

Peterson, D. and Lien, I.L. (eds) Street Gangs, Migration and Ethnicity. Portland: Willan 
Publishing, pp. 156–172. 

 
Forbes, S. (1984) Residency patterns and secondary migration of refugees. Migration news, 
 34(1), pp.3–18. Available at: <http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/12178947>  
 



	   15	  

Fozdar, F. and Hartley, L. (2013) Refugee Resettlement in Australia: What We Know and Need 
to Know. Refugee Survey Quarterly, 32(3), pp.23–51. Available 
at: <http://ezproxy.msu.edu:2047/login?url=https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?dire
ct=true&db=poh&AN=90069804&scope=site>  

 
Harte, W., Childs, I. & Hastings, P. (2009). Settlement Patterns of African Refugee Communities 
 in Southeast Queensland. Australian Geographer, 40 (1), 51 – 67. 
 
Hall, M.S. (2007) Moving On and Moving Up: Interstate Migration in the Process of 
 Immigrant Assimilation. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 
 Sociological Association. Available at: 
 <http://research.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/1/8/2/3/5/p182350_i
 ndex.html>  
 
Haug, S., (2008) Migration Networks and Migration Decision Making. Journal of Ethnic and 
 Migration Studies. 34 (4). 585-605. 
 
Huisman, K. (2011) Why Maine? Secondary Migration Decisions of Somali Refugees. 
 Irinkerindo: A Journal of African Migration. Issue 5. Available at: 
 <http://www.africamigration.com/Issue%205/Articles/PDF/Kimberly-Huisman_Why-
 Maine.pdf> 
 
Hume, S. and S. Hardwick (2005) African, Russian, and Ukrainian Refugee Resettlement in 
 Portland, Oregon. Geographical Review. 95 (2) pp. 189-209. 
 
Hyndman, J. and J. McLean (2006) Settling Like a State: Acehnese Refugees in 
 Vancouver. Journal of Refugee Studies, 19(3), pp.345–360. Available 
 at: <http://jrs.oxfordjournals.org/content/19/3/345>  
 
Hyndman, J., N. Schuurman, and R. Fiedler. (2006) ‘Size Matters: Attracting Immigrants to 

Canadian Cities,’ Journal of International Migration and Integration. 7 (1). 1-25 
 
Jacobsen, K., (2006) Refugees and Asylum Seekers in Urban Areas: A Livelihood 
 Perspective. Journal of Refugee Studies, 19, p.273. Available 
 at: http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/jrefst19&id=279&div=&collect
 ion=journals. 
 
Jensen, L., & Yang, T. (2009). Taken by surprise: New immigrants in the rural United States. In 
 B. Jentsch and M. Simard (eds). International migration and rural areas – global 
 perspectives. Hampshire, UK: Ashgate Publishing, Ltd. 
 
Jordan, M., 2008. Factories Turn to Refugee Workers. Wall Street Journal. Available at: 
 <http://www.wsj.com/articles/SB121271241538150613> 
 
Krahn, H., T.M. Derwing, B. and Abu-Laban  (2005) The Retention of Newcomers in 
 Second- and Third- Tier Canadian Cities1. International Migration Review, 39 (4), 



	   16	  

 pp.872–894. Available at: <http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1747-
 7379.2005.tb00292.x/abstract>  
 
Lamba, N. and H. Krahn (2003) Social Capital and Refugee Resettlement: The Social Netoworks 
 of Refugees in Canada. Journal of International Migration and Integration. 4 (3). 335-
 360. 
 
Maclaggan, C., 2014. Amarillo Struggles to Handle Influx of Refugees.The New York Times. 
 Available at: <http://www.nytimes.com/2014/02/21/us/amarillo-struggles-to-handle-
 influx-of-refugees.html> 
 
Maine Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Multicultural Affairs. (2009). 
 Multicultural resources—Introduction to Immigration. Available at: 
 <http://www.maine.gov/dhhs/oma/MulticulturalResource/intro.html> 
 
Marks, J. (2014) “Rural Refugee Resettlement: Secondary Migration and Community Integration 
 in Fort Morgan, Colorado. New Issues in Refugee Resettlement, UNHCR. New York, 
 New York. Research Paper No. 269 Available at: 
 <http://www.unhcr.org/5326c7cd9.html> 
 
Massey, D.S., ed (2008) New Faces in New Places: The Changing Geography of American 
 Immigration. New York: Russell Sage Foundation 
 
McConnell, E.D., and F. Miraftab (2009) “Sundown Town to ‘Little Mexico’: Old-timers and 
 Newcomers in an American Small Town.” Rural Sociology 74 (4): 605-629 
 
Mekraz, A., N. Bleeker, J. Cooper, A. Dickman, M. Gamez, R. Grassl-Bradley, L. Hansen, D. 
 Kelly, D. Means, F. Mohs, A. Pontynen, D. Shelton-Williams, W. Tisdale (2012) “The 
 Somali Communit in Barron, Wisconsin, and the American Dream” A Report of the 
 Wisconsin Advisory Committee to the United States Commission on Civil Rights.  
 
Mott, T. (2010). African Resettlement in the US: The Role and Significance of Voluntary 
 Agencies. Journal of Cultural Geography 27 (1), 1 – 31.  
 
Morrice, L. (2007) Lifelong learning and the social integration of refugees in the UK: the 

significance of social capital. International Journal of Lifelong Education, 26(2), pp.155–
172. Available at: <http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02601370701219467> 

 
Nann, R.C. (1982) Uprooting and Surviving — An Overview. In R. C. N. D. S. W, 

ed. Uprooting and Surviving. Priority Issues in Mental Health. Springer Netherlands, pp. 
1–10. Available at: <http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-94-009-7734-1_1>  

 
ORR – Office of Refugee Resettlement. (2010) Report to Congress. U.S. Department of Health 
 and Human Services and the Administration for Children and Families. Available at: 
 <http://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/orr/fy_2010_arc_final.pdf> 
 



	   17	  

ORR – Office of Refugee Resettlement. (2012) The Refugee Act. Published: August 29, 2012. 
 Available at: <www.acf.gov/programs/orr/resource/the-refugee-act> 
 
Ott, E. (2011). Get up and go: Refugee resettlement and secondary migration in the USA. New 
 Issues in Refugee Research. New York: UNHCR. Retrieved from 
 <http://www.unhcr.org/4e5f9a079.pdf.> 
 
Pinto, S.M. (2002) Residential Choice, Mobility, and the Labor Market. Journal of Urban 
 Economics, 51(3), pp.469–496. Available at: 
 <http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0094119001922545>  
 
Robinson, V. (2003) “Redefining the ‘Problem’ and Challenging the Assumption.” In Spreading 
 the ‘Burden’? A Review of Policies to Disperse Asylum Seekers and Refugees, edited by 
 V. Robinson, R. Andersson, and S. Musterd, 159-177. Bristol: Policy Press 
 
Schech, S., (2012) Seeing like a region: parliamentary discourses on asylum seekers and refugees 
 in Scotland and South Australia. Population, Space and Place, 18(1), pp.58–73. 
 Available at: <http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/psp.649/abstract> 
 
Schech (2014) Silent Bargain or Rural Cosmopolitanism? Refugee Settlement in Regional 
 Australia. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 40(4), pp.601-618. Available at: 
 <http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2013.830882> 
 
Schwei, T., & Fennely, K. (2007). Diversity coalitions in rural Minnesota communities. CURA 
 Reporter, Winter. 
 
Sherrell, K., J. Hyndman, F. Preniqi (2005) ‘Sharing the Wealth, Spreading the ‘‘Burden’’: The 
 Non-metropolitan Settlement of Kosovar Refugees in British Columbia’, Canadian 
 Journal of Ethnic Studies 37(3): 75–95. 
 
Singer, A. and Wilson, J.H. (2006) From “There” to “Here”: Refugee Resettlement in 
 Metropolitan America. The Brookings Institution. Available at: 
 <http://www.brookings.edu/research/reports/2006/09/demographics-singer> 
 
Simich, L., M. Beiser, and F. Mawani. (2002) Paved with Good Intentions: Canada’s 
 Refugee Destining Policy and Paths of Secondary Migration. Canadian Public Policy / 
 Analyse de Politiques, 28(4), pp.597–607. Available at: 
 <http://www.jstor.org/stable/3552217>  
 
Simich, L., M. Beiser, and F. Mawani. (2003) Social Support and the Significance of Shared 
 Experience in Refugee Migration and Resettlement. Western Journal of Nursing 
 Research, 25(7), pp.872–891. Available at: <http://wjn.sagepub.com/content/25/7/872>  
 
Sjaastad, Larry A. “The Costs and Returns of Human Migration,” Journal of Political 
 Economy 70 (October 1962): 80–93.  
 



	   18	  

Stewart, E.S. (2012) UK Dispersal Policy and Onward Migration: Mapping the Current State 
 of Knowledge. Journal of Refugee Studies, 25(1), pp.25–49. Available at: 
 <http://jrs.oxfordjournals.org/content/25/1/25> (Accessed December 26, 2014). 
 
Stull, D. (1998). On the cutting edge: Changes in Midwestern meatpacking communities. The 
 Rural and Regional Essay Series. Society for the Study of Local and Regional History 
 
Torres, R.M., J. Popke, and H.M. Hapke (2006) “The South’s Silent Bargain: Rural 
 Reconstructuring, Latino Labor and the Ambiguities of Migrant Experience.” In Latinos 
 in the New South: Transformations of Place, edited by H.A. Smith and O.J. Furuseth, 37-
 68. Aldershot: Ashgate. 
 
UNHCR (2015) “Resettlement: A New Beginning in a Third Country” Available at: 
 <www.unhcr.org/pages/4a16b1676.html> 
 
Vinokurov, A., Birman, D., & Trickett, E. (2000). Psychological and acculturation correlates of 
 work status among Soviet Jewish refugees in the United States. International Migration 
 Review, 34 (2), 538-559. 
 
Walton-Roberts, M. (2005) “Regional Immigration and Dispersal: Lessons from Small- and 
 Medium-sized Urban Centers in British Columbia.” Canadian Ethnic Studies Journal. 37 
 (3): 12-23. Available at: <http://www.confmanager.com/main.cfm?cid=128&nid=1805> 
 
Weine, S.M., Hoffman, Y., Ware, N., Tugenberg, T., Hakizimana, L., Dahnweign, G., Currie, 
 M., and Wagner, M. (2011) Secondary Migration and Relocation Among African 
 Refugee Families in the United States. Family Process, 50(1), pp.27–46. Available at: 
 <http://search.proquest.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/docview/857923683?pq-
 origsite=summon>  
 
Werker, E. (2007) Refugee Camp Economies. Journal of Refugee Studies, 20(3), pp.461–480. 

Available at: <http://jrs.oxfordjournals.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/content/20/3/461> 
 
Wong, M. (1995) Emerging patterns of African refugee resettlement in the United States. 

Master’s Thesis. Florida Atlantic University, Boca Raton, FL 
 
Wortley, S. and Tanner, J. (2008) ‘Respect, Friendship and Racial Injustice: Justifying 
 Gang Membership in a Canadian City’. In Van Gemert, F., Peterson, D. and Lien, I. L. 

(eds) Street Gangs, Migration and Ethnicity. Portland: Willan Publishing, pp. 192–208. 
 
Wren, K. (2003) “Refugee Dispersal in Denmark: From Macro- to Micro-scale Analysis.” 

International Journal of Population Geography 9 (1):57-75 
 
Zavodny, M. (1999) Determinants of Recent Immigrants’ Locational Choices. International 
 Migration Review, 33(4), pp.1014–1030. Available 
 at: <http://www.jstor.org/stable/2547361>  

	  



	   19	  

Appendix (Figures and Tables): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1: Net Secondary Migration, Fiscal year 2012 
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Figure 2: Net Secondary Migration, Fiscal Year 2013 
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Table 1: Migration Rates, 2012 and 2013 Fiscal Years 

 Refugees General U.S. 
Population 

Year 2012 2013 2012 2013 
Total Migration N/A N/A 11.6% 11.5% 
Intra-state Migration N/A N/A 9.8% 9.6% 
Inter-state Migration 17.2% 16.4% 1.5% 1.5% 
Sources: (1) ORR arrival and secondary migration data  (2) U.S. Census data 
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Source:	  Author's	  compilation	  of	  ORR	  arrival	  data,	  2000-‐2014	  

Figure	  3:	  Top	  Refugee	  Sending	  Countries,	  2000-‐2014	  


