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the home as a microcosm to understand community structures
Commonalities and differences between camp homes 
Commonalities

‘Home as a microcosm of camp social structure’ – this phrase points directly to the ambivalences underlying any discussion of refugee camps, as well as those who inhabit them. In the first part of this presentation I will first discuss ways in which the idea of any home as a microcosm is true, and then ways I think it is not true. In the second part I will briefly outline a research project of my own to record refugee women’s stories of home, and say why I think this is important.  
That a camp home is a microcosm is supported as existentially true by these considerations: i) first, a camp home is tied to its camp environment in ways that homes in ‘normal’ residential areas are not, since it co-exists with the camp, remaining only as long as the camp remains. ii) the occupants of a camp home do not own the land under it, and can only sell their house through informal transactions that strictly speaking are illegal; though we speak of ‘camp communities’ non-ownership of land raises questions about the kind of community that can develop from it; iii) the size, shape and in some cases repair of homes is limited by external authorities beyond those that apply to citizen-owned habitat, and with different motives.
 Though regulations governing camps and their inhabitants may differ slightly between fields due to variation in host government policies, the framework formed by UNRWA and the host governments within the Arab League ensures a relative similarity of management and status of camps across fields. 
UNRWA’s original mandate from the UN emphasized the humanitarian aspect of camps, whose necessity to shelter and succour the thousands of destitute expulsees  has been taken for granted in subsequent UN reports and most scholarly studies. Yet underlying the mission of protection was the need to control. Western diplomatic reports show that fear of communism was from the beginning a basic element in ‘international community’ discourse about the refugees; it was a fear fully shared by the host governments. Establishing the camps – or formalizing their existence -- coincided with the first refugee censuses, at least in Lebanon, and censuses were the beginning of an intense surveillance of refugee movement and demographics.
 Settlement in camps and movement between them was strictly regulated in the early days in Lebanon, with refugees forbidden to change their ‘nafooz’ (registration) from one area to another. The recollections of older inhabitants of Shateela camp reveal that the first Director put guards on the camp’s main entrances at night to monitor entry and exit. Such practices remind us that ‘camps’ belong to a set of institutions that includes prisons and military training schools, formed to discipline participants and separate them from ordinary citizens, family and domesticity. In the political upheavals that followed the Nakbeh of 1948, as well as the rise of the Resistance movement and two Intifadas, camps have offered circumscribed targets of disciplinary violence. Enemy attacks and Resistance mobilization have both been crucial factors in creating an existential solidarity between camp households.
Francophone researchers of the CERMOC school have been the most systematic interrogators of the meaning of the term ‘camp’ as used in relation to Palestinian refugees.
 They have noted ambiguities and variations in type of camps and their inhabitants, and the strange absence of any single official definition of a ‘camp’.
 In her study of  the organisation of space in Wihdat camp (Amman), Hana Jaber extracts three objective parameters that define a given space as a camp: i) the tutelage over it of UNRWA and the government department concerned with refugee affairs; ii) the juridical status of the land on which it is built, and the contract allowing its usage; and iii) the juridical status of its inhabitants, assumed all to be refugees  (Jaber 1996: 241-245). This is a useful analytical contribution to guide research into the establishment of camps, of which there has been little up to now. But to understand the historical evolution of camps – and even more their potential development – I propose that we need to add a fourth parameter: how camp inhabitants act – using the word in its broadest sense -- within the manifold constraints of their situation. A focus on the subjectivity and agency of camp inhabitants potentially enables us to understand a range of their resistance - emotional, practical, identitarian, and political -- towards their quasi- imprisonment in camps. A historical review of changes in the use of camp space and of habitat would bring out the agency of camp inhabitants, and delineate how these changes reflect the values, needs, and powers of families at different times, as well as of different sectors within families – senior men and juniors, parents and children, male and female, etc.
We still do not know enough about how the first camps were set up (Jaber 1996: 244-5).
  Particularly interesting is the question whether UNRWA officials responsible for this operation encouraged, or simply allowed, the clustering of people from the same village in quarters within camps. The political and cultural effects of such ‘re-gathering’ of villages had an importance that increased as the implementation of Resolution 194 became ever more distant. More could be said about the effects of village ‘re-gathering’, but I’ll restrict myself here to one, that while embodying the humiliation of refugeedom, the camps also came to hold a quite contrary meaning and values, as spatial substitute for the lost land of Palestine, to be preserved and defended. Because camp populations were in great majority rural in origin, peasant culture was valued and reproduced, however debated against ‘modernity’, however modified and ‘nationalised’.
 This shared subjective meaning of camps as representing the ‘watan’ forms a bond between constituent homes, and helps explain, for example, the extraordinary degree of mutual help shown by families under siege during the ‘Battle of the Camps’.
Camp battles brought out the dual character of camps as zones of reproducing resistance and as zones of control. Especially Shateela, an archetypal target because of its small size, geographic vulnerability, and close connection with the Resistance leadership, was picked on for exemplary destruction in September 1982, and again from May 1985 to December 1987. To the west of Shateela, the Sports City on higher ground was used by the Lebanese Army for heavy shelling, while Amal snipers took advantage of the high buildings which surrounded the camp to make its streets ‘killing fields’. It was during these sieges that Palestinians inside the camp went underground, digging the tunnels through and under homes that enabled them to survive and counter-attack. 
Before moving on to discuss socio-economic differentiation between camp homes, I pause to acknowledge practices that suggest a sense of ‘oneness’. In Lebanon, even when people buy out of camps, they usually choose locations that are close, and visit relatives and neighbours frequently. When they emigrate from Lebanon, even if they acquire a foreign passport, return visits in the summer are said to be the rule.
 Local as well as national events are commemorated, for example the massacre of September 1982, by people living outside the camp as well as those who have remained. Donations are sent by the better-off to repair sacred sites. Camp websites are set up. Marriages re-connect emigrants and those who stayed behind. These manifestations of connection point to a sense of belonging to a refugee collectivity, and the shared experience of living in a camp, which subjectively distinguishes those who feel they are the ‘real refugees’ from other, more fortunate Palestinians, the exiles, whose resources enabled them to settle after 1948 in ‘normal’ space. Whether they are signs of a community in the classic sense of the term, I doubt. A transient community, perhaps. 
Social differentiation 
On the other hand the term ‘microcosm’ implies a homogeneity between homes that is deceptive. No camp home is like another camp home, whether in its material structure, its household composition, its position vis-à-vis streets and passages, its place in community hierarchies of status and respect, or the life chances of its children. Viewed against these criteria, camp homes are now, and always have been, the material frames of  difference. 
To start with space allocation: early camp photographs, whether of tents or huts, suggest uniformity of space allowance. But this might be an appearance only.  Analysing the spatial organisation of Wihdat camp (Amman), Jaber notes, “For the moment, we do not have a map of the camp at the time of its establishment. Nor do we have information as to the criteria adopted by UNRWA in choosing which families to admit, nor their initial distribution in the camp’s interior”.
 Probably this process differed between different fields of UNRWA operations, and perhaps even between different camps in the same host country. But it is likely that pre-1948 socio-economic differences were translated into space allocation. For example, in hayy Kweikat in Bourj al-Barajneh camp, where I lived on and off in the early 1970s, the space occupied by the man who had been the village’s largest land-owner was two or three times larger than that of neighbouring families. It may be also that the size and importance of villages was linked to their position and space allocation within camps. In Bourj Barajneh, the quarter of the largest village, Kabri, is to be found at the eastern edge of the camp, closest to the suburb of the same name, and to UNRWA’s original ration distribution centre. In Shateela, the homes of people from the single largest village, Majd al-Kroom, were clustered near the Directors’ office and the UNRWA Feeding Centre, both of which were headed by men from this village. Though it’s hard to substantiate this because there are so few people left who remember the first settlement, I suspect that there was a relationship between village size, position in the camp, and family status. Umm Ghanem, whose life story I recorded, and who came from the small village of Menshiyyet-Akka, said that she and her husband first had to settle outside the border of Shateela camp, a zone where refugees were more exposed to police harrassment than inside the camp’s boundaries. She added that her village, Menshiyyeh, was not represented on the informal council of village elders that the camp Director formed.
 
In parentheses: it is relevant to the issue of ‘development strategies’ that a shadow of this early council continued to exist under the PLO, when Arafat set up Popular Committees representing the Resistance factions in all camps. Though these factional Popular Committees continued to exist after the evacuation of the PLO leadership to Tunis in 1982, the ‘ahaly al-mukhayem’ remained as a representational reference in Shateela, used in a way that suggests it means a group consisting of certain, not all, families -- probably leading families from leading villages.
 As a footnote, this term was resurrected recently in Shateela as a basis for the election of a representative entity in opposition to the Popular Committee, long accused of flagrant corruption. We could take this to indicate an historical richness of representative repertoires, or it could point to a blockage of social and political development, an absence of possibility of new forms of leadership.
After the first settlement of camps, new forms of social differentiation began to emerge based in expanded educational opportunities, and an open labour market in the oil-producing countries. In the early 1970s, during my fieldwork in Bourj al-Barajneh camp, two changes in the structure of homes took place in the alley of hayy Kweikat where I used to stay, under my eyes, reflecting new sources of income, and a weakening of pre-1948 family and social authority. Right across the alley from my temporary habitation was the home of the land-owning patriarch I referred to earlier. With him in the same walled compound lived two of his married sons, with their wives and children. One day I found that the younger married son had cancelled the door of his home that had opened onto the shared courtyard, and had opened instead a door onto the street, thus marking a definite end to extended household sharing of space, income and food. The other change was that a younger neighbour of the patriarch, whose father had owned no land in Palestine, only herds of sheep and goat, began to build what eventually became a three-storey building with separate apartments for his sons.
 This family had occupied two small rooms with no yard when I first arrived in Bourj Barajneh, but the household head had rank in one of the Resistance groups as well as a clerical job in a big Palestinian construction company, whereas the sons of the ex-land owner held semi-skilled jobs such as ‘hares binaya’. Though the people of Kweikat still talked of being ‘one family’, new as well as old forms of social differentiation were everywhere apparent, expressed in the size and construction materials of homes, their internal arrangement and furnishing, and more subtly in visiting patterns,  and cultural ‘atmosphere’. Another of our neighbours in hayy Kweikat kept livestock – not just chickens on the roof as many people did, but goats for milking, in part of their home. A member of the family with whom I lived remarked sardonically -- after I paid a call on the goat-owning family -- “There’s nobody you don’t visit”. 
Socio-economic differentiation appears to be widening. FAFO surveys of camps in Jordan and Lebanon carried out in the late 1990s found that the gap between lowest and highest incomes in camps was higher than among Palestinians outside, or in the host society. Income statistics for Lebanese camps and gatherings show that the poorest tenth of inhabitants account for 1.0% of all income while the upper tenth earns 32% of all income earned. The two top deciles together account for 50% of the whole (FAFO 2003: 158) The FAFO survey goes on to analyse the demographic characteristics of poorest and least poor households, finding poverty closely related to the educational level and age of household heads, and less closely to household size and the number of wage-earning members. ‘Poor’ and ‘ultra poor’ households have a higher incidence of poor sanitation, household crowding, and health problems; their households heads are likely to be older. 
 In gross numbers, 35% of refugees in Lebanon – in camps and gatherings -- fall below the poverty line, and 16% below the ultra-poverty line, using the World Bank’s measures of $2 and $1 per day income, as measures. The FAFO survey notes a slightly higher incidence of female-headed households in both ‘poor’ and ‘ultra-poor’ categories, but claims that this difference is not significant. 
However, if one looks at special cases of poverty in camps, or if one compares households that have remained with others that have moved out, one finds that gender -- whether of household head or of children -- makes a very clear difference to life chances. Families that could afford to buy homes outside the camp in the 1970s were ones with a number of sons employed in the Gulf, or elsewhere; a preponderance of daughters was characteristic of non-mobile families. Among women I visited often in Shateela camp between 1982 and 1988, women without men – whether widows, divorced, abandoned, or single women without families – were more likely to be living in substandard housing, and to depend on aid. Any NGO that works in camps can point out cases of severely disadvantaged families, either female-headed, or with a chronically sick or disabled  male head, sometimes multiply displaced, sometimes with one or more handicapped children. Children in such families have little chance of even finishing elementary school. 

It should be noted that while sharp socio-economic differentiation exists in camps it is not expressed spatially – ultra-poor households are physically juxtaposed to better-off ones. It is also not very visible in difference in qualuty of habitat. Camp people know who the ‘hardship’ or ‘problem’ families are, but difference isn’t always evident, whether in home exteriors or interiors. NGO social workers become quite skilled at estimating need, based on their knowledge of how many family members are employed, whether abroad or in Lebanon, and what sources of aid families have access to. But the movement of aid – whether in the form of charity in Ramadan, or through NGO programmes, or remittances from abroad – seems to do little either to decrease the gap between ‘better off’ and ‘ultra poor’, or to generate employment and income. I’ve heard that this overall lack of savings is being partially counteracted by the formation of small loan associations, but don’t have any data on how these are working out. 
The man who was Shateela’s only millionaire once told me that in the camp’s early days “prosperity was created by the movement of feet”. He had opened Shateela’s first general store in the early 1950s, a period when, in spite of poverty, camp families found work, and saved, and bought essentials. His words are a reminder that Shateela camp was in some ways privileged by its closeness to Beirut, and to large social institutions like the Ma’wah al-Ajazeh and the Maqassad Hospital, which used to employ Palestinians. Sabra market was close by, drawing buyers from all over the city. In the late 1960s, a street was cut along the western edge of the camp,  destroying some camp homes, but creating a commercial thoroughfare connecting Sabra to the airport road. Camp homes along this street got the chance to open shops, benefitting from the crowd of motor and pedestrian traffic that passed by. Such possibilities for commerce were less in camps far from main streets and from urban centres (for example Wavell camp in the Beqaa, Dbeyeh camp in Matn, or Rashidiyyeh and Bourj al-Shemali in the province of Tyre). It would be interesting to explore links between proximity to urban centres, commercialisation, and the development of local committees.  
A final note on the ‘humanization’ of camp homes, a process through which each home comes to reflect its occupants: though ‘humanization’ differentiates between homes, it is distinct from the structural socio-economic differentiation I wrote about before. It is interesting because it can be seen as a form of resistance to the uniformity imposed on camp habitat by legal constraints and poverty, and as a register of refugee refusal of their exclusion from normality. We find camp homes lived in ‘as if’ they were property, and ‘as if’ residence could be permanent. From the beginning, plants have been introduced wherever possible, especially herbs used in cooking; roof tops are shaded by vine arbours, and often harbour domestic animals. Women and men worked to buy the basic commodities needed to raise their households above destitution.
 Walls are used to display nationalist and family symbols – the photos of parents and martyred children, certificates, handwork, reproductions of Palestinian artists. Even as camp homes embody out-of-placeness and absence of future, they also give ground for a persistent creativity, a daily life refusal to be victimized. The camp in general, but the home more particularly, is where efforts to personalize and nationalize space becomes visible. It is here that the fourth parameter in defining a camp – the subjective and emotional – is made concrete.

B: A proposal to record women’s histories of homes
We can map changes in the physical layout of camps and of individual camp households. But we cannot properly understand the evolution of camp space and its potentialities for self-managemen without a focus on the subjectivity and agency of camp inhabitants. In more ways than one – for history and for future development – we need to listen to narratives of construction. The study I am proposing to carry out will record the stories of refugee women about their homes. I choose ‘home’ as a focus for narratives for several reasons: i) the camp home is situated at the heart of the tensions that I spoke about earlier, between external control and daily life resistance, between collective confinement to a space of exclusion and constraint and desires for normalization and ‘self’ expression; ii) the term ‘home’ (beit) is likely to evoke a wide range of recollections, for examples of relationships between parents and children, between siblings, and between neighbours; iii) the word ‘home’ evokes three analytically distinct but emotionally connected levels of belonging: family, community, and homeland, all of which have gender implications; iv)  the labour of women in reproducing family, community and nation is generally not recorded, and needs to be so for history to be comprehensive. Women tend to see their work as a’edi, (‘normal’), ie. not worth speaking about, whereas feminist historians would argue that Palestinian national history cannot be understood or written without recording the experiences of refugee women. But they need a ‘push’ to prompt them to recall their work and feelings about building homes in camps.

Homes are a nexus between the external and the internal, between public and domestic authority structures. They are also the most immediately visible markers of refugee status. Even relatively good housing projects for refugees can be resented by those who have to live in them because their difference from 'normal' neighbourhoods marks them out and stigmatizes their inhabitants with the refugee label (Zetter 1991). In Lebanon in particular, from the perspective of segments of the host population, camps are visible zones of ‘difference’, of poverty and criminality, resented as deformations of the national landscape.
 The feelings of camp residents are much more ambivalent  and fluctuating, depending on the moment (Sayigh 2005). Camp homes are concrete reminders of loss, separation, poverty, the absence of freedom and future. Yet as we saw, they are felt to be territory to be defended, paid for with blood, sites of Palestinian identity, and, since 1982, as embodiment of refugee claims on the international community. 
Refugees make up around 70 % of the Palestinian population, and their experience of refugeedom has already lasted for three or four generations. We would expect that this experience would be a crucial element in Palestinian history and identity. Yet Palestinian class structure is such that it is difficult for non-elite voices to become part of the national record. The official commemorations of the Nakbeh in 1998 are one compelling instance of the omission of the voices of men of rural origin and women. (Hammami 2005).
 This means that refugee spokesmen and spokeswomen must emerge and insist on writing their collective experience into national history. 
Women and the home: the gendering of domestic space

It is particularly important for refugee women to be part of this recording process. Of the many reasons for this particular category to be mobilised to participate, I will give only three: i) The Nakbeh commemorations that I've just referred to show that if women don't actively intervene, they will be left out of the record. At best, only women who were members of the national movement will be included; ii) though they form part of the General Union of Palestinian Women (GUPW), refugee women do not as yet have a representative entity of their own; iii) refugee women are sharp observers of the level where national movement politics interact with local and family structures, entering homes and changing age and gender relationships; it would be a mistake to lose their historical witness; iv) research already done with women refugees strongly suggests that they were builders and sustainers of 'homes', especially in the years between expulsion and the establishment of UNRWA, when refugee deprivation was greatest.
 Women's stories about homes have the potential to bring out multiple effects of the Nakbeh expulsions, for example the way the first expulsion gave rise to other displacements and new losses of home; the contradiction between the international promise of return in UNGA Resolution 194, and its non-implementation; separation from family – family of origin and family of procreation; the struggle to bring up children whose futures are put in doubt by their refugee status. We know how national histories leave out the 'domestic domain' as uninteresting and unimportant, because most historians don't know how to deal with it, and because they take its reproduction for granted. The ideology of separation between the political and the social, with the political as essentially the domain of men and the social that of women, is part of most nationalisms; and Palestinian nationalism is no exception as scholars such as Islah Jad, Joseph Massad and Mary Layyoun have noted. 
A fifth reasons to record refugee women’s narratives is the scope of their social labour. Suad Joseph was one of the first researchers to observe the importance of the social and informal political work that housewives in Middle Eastern milieux carry on alongside their domestic labour. In her study of women's visiting patterns in an ethnically mixed, low-income Beirut neighbourhood just before the outbreak of the Lebanese Civil War (1975), she found that women's visiting crossed sectarian and ethnic boundaries as much as they reinforced ties of kinship and sect, to the point where they were seen as dangerously subverting sectarian mobilisation (Joseph 1983).  Palestinian refugee women are similarly involved in social networking that reproduces local camp communities and refugee national culture as well as ties of kinship, friendship, and political patronage. The specificities of this extension of the housewife role needs to be more fully understood. The trajectories of women’s visiting are one way of visualizing spatial linkage within and between camps as well as to Palestinians outside  them, and to Lebanese. Because of this extension of women’s social labour into spaces outside the home, we need to take care not to focus narratives too narrowly on the home, but to encourage narrators to include broader spaces such as neighbourhood, community, and beyond.  
A sixth reason why refugee women's stories of home need to be recorded is that they make homes where a home in the ‘normal’ meaning of the word, ie as an owned or rented shelter in a national homeland, cannot exist. Thus a first theoretical step in the research I am proposing is to discard the public/domestic dichotomy as misleading. Neither a true public nor a true domestic space can exist for Palestinian (or other) refugees. The implications of the dichotomy suggest – as many feminists have argued – that the oppression of women originates in the domestic sphere, and can be eliminated or mitigated through action in the public sphere. But consideration of immigrant and refugee communities – and especially for women within them – makes clear that the 'public sphere' that exists for citizens is not accessible to them. As Anannya Bhattacharjee argues in her study of South Asian women immigrants in the United States, the concepts 'public' and private' slide into one another depending on perspective (Bhattacharjee 1997). The concept of a public domain cannot be separated from the state, and the state controls the composition of its population through selective immigration and naturalization laws. A 'public' that is created by such laws is essentially 'privatized' in the sense that a 'national family' is built through the exclusion of certain categories (eg. refugees, illegal immigrants.) Such a 'public sphere' cannot be considered as an arena where all classes and both genders have equal access to justice. In the case of the United States, South Asian women can only enter if men make applications for them, thus increasing their dependence on men. In Lebanon, refugee ID card holders are excluded from full participation in the public sphere, while Palestinian women only exist legally in relation to fathers or husbands. Like the 'ethnic' communities created by [that] immigration selectivity in the United States, camps  are both public and private from the perspective of women immigrants: competition for respect between camp communities and the host population makes them generally oppressive for women. Immigrant and refugee women oppressed in the home cannot escape into the local community, nor find justice in the 'public domain'.  As ethnic ghettos, camp communities constitute private space as far as women are concerned. The option of leaving an oppressive home does not exist, since the individual home and the camp community are co-terminous. 
To sum up what I feel are the values of recording women's stories of homes: secure home ownership is out of reach for Palestinians in general, whether they live under Israeli occupation or in the Arab diaspora. Insecurity of the home is more marked in certain areas than others, for example currently in occupied Gaza and the West Bank, and Iraq, or formerly in camps in Lebanon. Women's legal rights in homes depend on national legal regimes and community customs, but as refugees they are likely to be doubly distanced from claiming ownership, since diaspora conditions have prevented Palestinian law from evolving and from general application. The already existing tensions in women's relation towards the home surely become greater under refugee conditions. On the one hand, the conditions in which they carry out their responsibility for home-building and maintenance are harsher; on the other, their rights to self-expression and ownership are more fragile. The local camp community as extension of 'home' has both positive and negative implications for refugee women, parallel to those of the home itself. Both are constraining in culturally specifical ways, both are domains where women exercise agency and win respect; but both are subject to a patriarchal authority which diaspora conditions tend to reinforce (Abdulrahim  1990). The remoteness of a national homeland where normality can be realised remains painful for all Palestinians, but women suffer in specific ways, as legal nonpersons, and  as mothers whose children's futures are threatened. Palestinian refugee homes are full of the memorabilia of missing members – dead, in prison, in the best cases studying or working abroad. How will all these situational features be expressed in women's stories of homes and of themselves within the home?
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�  It is a question for research whether restrictions on camp housing was imposed by UNRWA or host governments or both. Certainly in Lebanon, up to 1970 and after 1982, the police actively prevented camp inhabitants from expanding or repairing their homes, or building outside camp boundaries. The motive appears to have been to discourage ‘towteen’ (refugee settlement) and demographic expansion. 


� See Zureik 2001.


�  See Destramau 1994 and 1996; Jaber 1996 and 1997; Shami 1994; Sfeir-Khayat 1998.


�  In Jordan the chief difference is between: i) camps created after 1948, whose inhabitants were termed ‘refugees’; ii) the ‘emergency camps’, set up for ‘displaced refugees’ after the Six Day War; and yet others set up for the ‘displaced’, originally inhabitants of the West Bank who became refugees for the first time in 1967 (Jaber 1997: 239).  





�  Though UNRWA documents have been opened to some scholars they are not generally accessible to researchers.


�  There has been a long debate between scholars concerning the ‘ruralism’ of camp populations. My own position is that terms such as ‘peasant culture’ and ‘urbanisation’ merely disguise complex processes of cultural change among camp-dwelling refugees which need more sensitive investigation. 


� We don’t know how many camp people have ‘disappeared’ into the diaspora, losing touch completely with relatives and neighbours in the camp.


�  Jaber 1997: 244-5, my translation.


� "Jihad Bisher recalls that his father, the Director, set up a tent opposite his own…and invited a few older men who were not working, the village notables, to meet there occasionally as a kind of consultative body, a mejlis al-shuyyukh…”  (Sayigh 1994: 41).


�  The delegation that went out from Shateela to negotiate with the Israeli army just as the massacre was commencing (September 16, 1982) was composed of these elders, led by Abu Ahmad Sa’eed, a notable from Majd al-Kroom (Sayigh 1994: 119). 


� Building vertically was forbidden, but under the PLO anyone who had the means to expand his home upwards did so. It is a question for research at what moment and through what justifications it became legitimate to consolidate or expand homes. In the early 1950s, camp refugees in Lebanon demonstrated against UNRWA shelter-construction because they saw it as intended to implement ‘towteen’ (settlement outside Palestine).


� Egset no date: 31-33. (NB: These FAFO papers were not supposed to be quoted or cited. But the lapse of time since their writing should have legitimated their use by researchers, since they contain much more detailed information than the published versions.) 


�  In the words of Umm Khaled from Shateela: “[In the beginning] men and women worked. We worked to buy blankets, quilts, beds, saucepans, frying pans... Every time we worked we bought something... From the time we left Palestine until now, this has been our life...Whenever we save a bit of money, or build a home, or do anything, it all goes, nothing is left for us”. Interview recorded July 20, 1992.





� As non-national, bounded and ‘abnormal’ areas, camps lend themselves to hostile imaging, as exemplified in the Lebanese journalist Gebran Tueni’s epithet for camps as ‘islands of insecurity’.


� Hammami found that in testimonials published in Al-Ayyam over more than a year  to commemorate the Nakbeh, few were recorded with men of rural origin and only seven with women. Women were entirely missing from the list of intellectuals invited by Al-Ayyam to give political analyses of the Nakbeh (Hammami 2004).


�  See Maghaames 2005. Students in a class I gave at Birzeit University’s Institute for Women’s Studies in 2006 carried out small research projects on women’s roles in sustaining families between 1948 to 1951, with interesting results.





