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Abstract 
This systematic review studies how the absence of a concrete policy could seri-
ously threaten a refugee-prone country as the global displaced population has 
significantly increased. This study focuses explicitly on Bangladesh’s refugee 
policy dilemma regarding the displaced Rohingya population (DRP). After the 
2017 genocide and mass displacement in Myanmar, over a million DRPs live 
in Bangladesh with uncertainty since the host country is unwilling to provide 
them with refugee status and the impossibility of returning to their home in 
Rakhine due to the intensified war situation. Bangladesh has undoubtedly 
proved its sincerity and humanitarianism by opening the border for the perse-
cuted DRPs, providing them with primary care and shelter. However, procras-
tination in formulating any concrete policy for determining management strat-
egy and the future of these additional people in an overpopulated country un-
dermines Bangladesh’s efforts and ultimately endangers its national security. 
The policy gap was reflected in Bangladesh’s failure to implement various ma-
jor initiatives of repatriation and relocation. Bangladesh, one of the top 10 ref-
ugee-hosting countries, has no comprehensive refugee or related policies. This 
study aims to comprehensively document and review how Bangladesh’s policy 
dilemma not only deprives Rohingya refugees but also jeopardizes the coun-
try’s refugee management programs, which ultimately pose a threat to national 
security. This study attempts to develop some policy suggestions upon review-
ing the existing literature, which could serve as a foundational guideline for 
refugee management in Bangladesh and ensure human rights-related issues for 
the DRPs. This study analyzes existing refugee policy-related scholarly articles 
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and scrutinizes some gray articles to understand refugee policies and best prac-
tices for management. The Rohingya issue became more complicated as the 
various infighting minority groups announced establishing their government 
in Myanmar, renouncing any affiliation with the ruling Army administration. 
At this stage, Bangladesh discovered itself under a double-edged sword of 
maintaining communication with both parties. So, this study found that Bang-
ladesh could be an example of how a policy dilemma ultimately leads a country 
to a national security concern. 2017’s genocide and its aftermath incidents 
made the Myanmar crisis worse, which also made Bangladesh’s repatriation-
only solution more complex. 
 

Keywords 
Refugee Policy, Refugee Management, Policy Dilemma, Rohingya, Genocide, 
National Security 

 

1. Introduction 

The Southeastern part of Bangladesh, which is the temporary home of over a mil-
lion violent fleeing Myanmar’s Rohingya people, has been witnessing severe tur-
moil due to ongoing frictions in its surrounding regions (Sadat al Sajib, Islam, & 
Sohad, 2022: p. 92). Dwellers of the world’s largest refugee camps spend their days 
in fear and insecurity in highly surveilled and confined environments (Ansar & 

Khaled, 2021: p. 9). The host country and other non-governmental organizations’ 
combined efforts provide immediate solace and humanitarian support to the ex-
odus upon facing genocide in Myanmar’s Rakhine State in 2017. After around 
seven years of forced displacement, recent incidents have also killed and displaced 
thousands (UNHCR, 2024); a bleak future awaits the Rohingya people, as no sus-
tainable immediate solution is yet to be visible. With the Rohingya’s statelessness, 
the host country, Bangladesh, puts itself in real danger as almost all its endeavors 
to solve this crisis failed due to a proper and practical policy guideline (Najmus 
Sakib, 2023: p. 6). The dilemma-prone Bangladesh is about to face more pressure 
due to inadequate preparedness and not having enough diplomatic interventions 
to deal with the refugee issue, with the gradual worsening of the Myanmar crisis 
as various groups fight for independence (Milton et al., 2017: pp. 6-7).  

The 2017 genocide forced over 0.7 million Rohingya people to cross the border 
into Bangladesh’s Cox’s Bazar District (Riley et al., 2020: p. 2). With this migra-
tion, the district’s overall number of displaced Rohingya population (DRP) 
reached over 0.9 million; some sources said the actual number could be over a 
million, making it one of the world’s fastest-growing forced displacement crises 
(HRW, 2021: p. 60). Bangladesh has been dealing with Rohingya refugees who 
have been here for decades with an ad hoc policy. Bangladesh had no refugee pol-
icy until the 1980s as President Ziaur Rahman’s government had to make an ad 
hoc policy to deal with the Myanmar military junta and was able to send back 

https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2024.1210033


S. J. Shuvo et al. 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/jss.2024.1210033 485 Open Journal of Social Sciences 
 

around 200,000 Rohingya refugees who arrived in the country in 1978. The second 
wave of around 250,000 refugees arrived in the country in 1991 and 1992 was dealt 
with a policy focusing on quick and safe return. Of which, 230,000 were sent back 
to their home country by 1997 and the rest of them stayed in the country with 
refugee status under the collaboration of UNHCR. In 1992, Bangladesh formed 
the Refugee Relief and Repatriation Commissioner (RRRC) under the Ministry of 
Disaster Management and Relief (MODMR) aiming to deal with the relief activi-
ties of the refugees and send back them to their origin country. However, the suc-
cessive government has denied refugee status to the newly arrived people and con-
sidered them undocumented immigrants. 

In 2013, the government adopted a Rohingya refugee strategy titled “National 
Strategy on Myanmar Refugees and Undocumented Myanmar Nationals” focus-
ing on five imperative issues: surveying the officially designated refugees and un-
documented Myanmar nationals in Bangladesh; provisions of their basic needs; 
strengthening the Bangladesh-Myanmar border management; stronger diplo-
matic engagement with Myanmar at the bilateral and multilateral levels; and for-
mation inter-ministerial and inter-agency level coordination committee at the na-
tional and local levels to deal with the Rohingya crisis in Bangladesh. 

In 2017, Bangladesh witnessed a massive influx of Rohingya refugees close to 
one million, which was an immense pressure for the country to deal with such a 
large volume of undocumented immigrants by taking different measures under 
the collaboration of various local and international organizations and agencies. 
Therefore, the capacity of RRRC was also increased from 4 to 40 and support staff 
from a dozen to over 300. Also, a taskforce was also formed combining officials 
different ministries and agencies from the local and national levels to monitor 
with the Rohingya refugee issues. 

After the arrival of around 200,000 Rohingya refugees in 1979, the Bangladesh 
government formulated an ad hoc policy aiming at repatriation as the ultimate 
goal, which later dealt with two refugee influxes in 1991 and 1992 on the same ad 
hoc basis.  

The 2017 Rohingya influx, which Bangladesh accepted from a humanitarian 
ground, was an enormous pressure for the host to deal with such a large volume 
of DRPs. Bangladesh took different measures by collaborating with various local 
and international organizations to manage the persecuted Rohingyas. Among 
the measures, Bangladesh increased the capacity of the existing Rohingya man-
agement committee. It formed a task force combining officials from different 
ministries and agencies at the local and national levels to monitor the issue. 
With a combined effort from all parties together, Bangladesh was able to provide 
basic support to the Rohingya refugees. However, Bangladesh’s Rohingya man-
agement strategy faced serious setbacks when all three major steps, repatriation, 
relocation, and assimilation, failed, with a worsening Myanmar war situation. 
The host country fell under immense pressure and had no proper direction to 
deal with the crisis.  
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Bangladesh, one of the top 10 refugee-hosting countries, has no comprehensive 
refugee or related policies (Khan & Rahman, 2020). The absence of a comprehen-
sive guideline created various problems in refugee management, misunderstand-
ing with the donor agencies, and posed a threat to its sovereignty, as Bangladesh 
has already witnessed a war threat from neighboring Myanmar (Paul & Ganguly, 
2024; Rahman, 2023). Bangladesh has so far used the advantage of not being a 
signatory to the 1951 Refugee Convention and its 1967 Protocol; however, it has 
obligations to listen to the donor agencies due to various other legal bindings and 
funding dependency on international actors (Mohammad et al., 2012: p. 151). 
This situation is similar to Jordan’s experience of hosting Syrian refugees without 
being a signatory of the 1967 protocol (Al Qaralleh & Salameh, 2022: p. 2). With 
that, Bangladesh is a unique example of a refugee host who is under serious secu-
rity threat and diplomatic conundrum due to a power struggle between Myanmar 
revels and the ruling Army administration (Alam & Ripon, 2024). Many studies 
(i.e. Ayoub, 2019; Basok, 1996; Maley, 2016; Wasem, 2020) focused on developed 
countries’ refugee acceptance policy and their accommodation. However, few 
studies (i.e. Al Qaralleh & Salameh, 2022; Gordenker, 1983; Kaiser, 2005) focus 
on refugee management policy for a country with limited resources or developing 
country perspectives. Moreover, Bangladesh’s experiences of dealing with DRPs 
and its gradual worsening situation are worth a proper study.  

Our primary findings show that the Bangladesh government is always in a 
dilemma regarding adopting a concrete refugee policy. The host initiated a pro-
ject to formulate a national refugee policy in 2013, which they canceled later, 
blaming a fund shortage. Subsequently, it started taking on big projects for re-
location and repatriation without much discussion with experts, stakeholders, 
and other parties involved in refugee management, even the Rohingyas. This 
systematic review discussed the issue explicitly in the later part of the study. This 
study aims to comprehensively document and review how Bangladesh’s policy 
dilemma not only deprives Rohingya refugees but also jeopardizes the country’s 
refugee management programs, which ultimately turns into a national security 
threat. We have some specific queries based on the rationale to understand the 
issue more deeply. We try to comprehend how a concrete refugee policy is nec-
essary to decide the best practices in refugee acceptance, denial, and manage-
ment. Second, what kind of measures should a developing country like Bangla-
desh take to deal with a large number of refugees? Finally, what are the appro-
priate ways to engage people in deciding important issues of refugee manage-
ment, diplomacy, and national security initiatives? The subsequent sections of 
this study strive to address these questions by reviewing the existing literature 
and developing some policy suggestions. 

2. Method 
2.1. Search Strategy 

This study will analyze the existing refugee policy-related scholarly articles 
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focusing on Australia, Brazil, Canada, Germany, Jordan, and the United States of 
America (USA) and scrutinize gray articles to understand refugee policies and 
strategies of some lower-middle-income countries. We define policy as text (Ball, 
1993: p. 11), meaning a comprehensive written guideline on overall refugee man-
agement. This systematic review was designed according to the 2015 Preferred 
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews guidelines (Moher et al., 2015) and con-
sidered both peer-reviewed and gray literature (Mahood et al., 2013). Five elec-
tronic bibliographic databases were thoroughly searched using a list of pertinent 
text words and/or matching controlled vocabulary based on each database: Google 
Scholar, ProQuest, Semantic Scholar, Baidu Scholar, and Ref Seek. We used the 
following combinations of subject headings and keywords: Refugee Policy; Refu-
gee Policy and Human Rights; Refugee and Human Rights; Rohingya Refugees 
and Policy; Rohingya Refugees and Human Rights; Rohingya Refugees, Refugee 
Policy and Bangladesh; Bangladesh and Refugee Policy; and Bangladesh, Refugee 
Policy and Human Rights. 

Furthermore, keywords were also utilized to search grey literature on the web-
sites of important organizations, such as the Ministry of Food and Disaster Man-
agement (MoFDM) of Bangladesh, Ain o Salish Kendra (ASK)—A Legal Aid and 
Human Rights organization, Amnesty International (2016), Asian Human Rights 
Organization, Bangladesh Red Crescent Society, International Committee of the 
Red Cross (ICRC), Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), Médecins Sans 
Frontières (MSF), Human Rights Watch, and International Organization of Mi-
gration (IOM), Internal Displacement Monitoring Center, among other UN agen-
cies including the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), 
United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF), and World 
Food Program (WFP). We looked through Google Scholar further to see any miss-
ing reports and articles. Every document’s reference lists were also reviewed for 
pertinent reports and articles.  

2.2. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

This study primarily included peer-reviewed articles, reports, working papers 
from various organizations and institutions, and theses and dissertations written 
in English. We focused on scholarly articles on international refugee policy and 
regional and country-level legal best practices. In grey articles, we focused mainly 
on Bangladesh, Rohingya refugees, and measures and strategies for managing 
DRPs. Our selection criteria were two layered-first, we wanted to provide a series 
of solid examples of how international organizations, developed and non-devel-
oped countries take policy initiatives to manage the refugee crisis, and our second 
goal was to provide scenarios from the field, how experts emphasize for a con-
crete policy and how the Bangladesh government seldom listen to that. So, we 
thought that both scholarly articles and grey articles would provide enough foun-
dation of corpus for this systematic review. We specifically emphasize the corpus 
published between 1960 and May 2024, emphasizing international refugee policy, 
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country policy, and Bangladesh’s legal framework for dealing with the Rohingya 
refugee crisis and how the absence of a concrete policy obstructs rights and op-
portunities for both the victims and the host country. We did not include edito-
rials, opinion articles, books, book reviews, and papers in languages other than 
English. As Bangladesh and Rohingya refugees are the main focus areas of the 
study, we strived to narrow the focus areas from universal policy framework to 
developed country practices to most refugee-prone countries to Bangladesh. We 
chose 1960 as the baseline year because Rohingya refugees began to migrate to 
Bangladesh in 1962 as a result of the military takeover of Myanmar, where they 
were being persecuted and their human rights violated. They had to flee Burma, 
which later became Myanmar, to find safety in Bangladesh, India, Malaysia, and 
Thailand.  

2.3. Study Selection Process 

The researchers used a multi-stage approach in the screening process to deter-
mine the inclusion eligibility criteria. First, we eliminate any duplication of the 
corpus by screening the titles of the collected articles. Then, we eliminate any 
blatantly irrelevant studies, and last by abstract to make sure the studies were 
eligible and relevant. The researchers found 863 articles, 774 of which were 
scholarly and 56 of which were gray. The study selection process is summarized 
in Figure 1. After primary scrutiny based on repetitive articles, titles, and ab-
stracts, the researchers found 663 articles. The total number of articles reached 
67 after excluding non-English, unclear sources, and news reports unrelated to 
refugee policy and human rights. The final scrutiny was based on the conference 
abstract; the researchers found 21 scholarly articles. Regarding grey articles, the 
researchers found 56 in their primary search. Out of that, the number came 
down to 17 after scrutiny based on the complete refugee policy and human 
rights report. After reading the full text of the selected articles, the researchers 
found 11 for final review.  

The selection criteria were independent and multi-layered. Two researchers, 
Shah Jahan Shuvo (SJS) and Jamal Uddin (JU), worked collaboratively to search, 
scrutinize, and finalize the articles. The third researcher, Mahbbat Ali (MA), re-
viewed the articles and provided further scrutiny.  

2.4. Data Extraction and Synthesis 

One researcher (SJS) primarily independently extracted the data and saved it in a 
Google Drive folder, whereas the other two researchers (JU and MA) also screened 
the articles. A piloted form was used to extract data. The following information 
was taken from the data: study aims and objectives; study characteristics (such as 
sample setting and population); study details (such as author name, year of pub-
lication, study design, and intervention). The primary researcher (SJS) used sim-
ilar details to extract grey literature, which was then reviewed by two other re-
searchers (JU and MA).  
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Figure 1. Study selection process. 

2.5. Analysis 

The selected studies were reviewed and reread to familiarize with the data and 
spot themes and patterns in each study. The information was taken out of every 
study verbatim to ensure no crucial information was lost (Fereday & Muir-
Cochrane, 2016: p. 90). That was verified by going over the study’s objectives 
again. That procedure made it easier to discover the themes and sub-themes of 
each study, which were typically present in the study’s findings section. Each the-
matic analysis was contrasted to ascertain the relationships between the research-
ers. Even though there was a lot of research (n = 32), the findings of the studies 
had characteristics that helped to establish common categories for the relation-
ships between the studies. A few examples of such elements are structural, social, 
political, and economy-related. We conducted a comparative analysis of the 
themes and sub-themes found in each study and vice versa. Translation involves 
matching and comparing themes from different articles to ensure that the major 
research topics are included. These actions were carried out by the principal in-
vestigator (SJS) in close coordination with the other researchers (JU and MA). The 
process of translating research findings from one study to another was succeeded 
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by fresh data interpretation and argument development. The group developed a 
line of reasoning and created a model (Figure 2) that described the results. 
 

 
Figure 2. Descriptions of findings. 

3. Results 

A total of 21 articles and 11 reports were included in the final review, as shown in 
Figures 3 and Figures 4. Most of the studies included here were qualitative. This 
research emphasizes the refugee policy perspective and how policy-related dilem-
mas and indecisiveness could harm the displaced/refugees and the host countries. 
The grey articles included in this study were primarily annual reports, studies on 
the human rights scenario of the Rohingya refugees in Bangladesh, and independ-
ent analyses conducted by human rights organizations, United Nations (UN) af-
filiated organizations, and other non-governmental organizations (NGOs). This 
study also provides a historical background of how nation-state formation neces-
sitates the production of refugees and how various legal and policy initiatives were 
initiated to uphold human rights and safe and secure resettlement of the displaced 
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people globally. The 1951 UN Convention on Refugee Protection and its later pro-
tocol for ensuring refugee rights and how states formulate policies are discussed 
to provide a complete idea of refugee policy (Janmyr, 2021: p. 189). This study 
also found how various countries accept or deny refugees and how no refugee 
policy countries like Bangladesh become clueless about dealing with refugees/dis-
placed people in terms of accepting, rejecting, and/or playing a vital role with 
other international organizations to resolve a crisis.  

 

 
Figure 3. List of scholarly articles. 
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Figure 4. List of grey articles. 

3.1. Nation-State Refugee Production 

Keely (1996) described the reasons for refugee production based on the dynamics 
of the nation-state. For example, European states such as Germany and Italy are 
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rooted in cultural and religious identity. To keep the harmony of the majority 
population, European countries’ nation-building process was followed by the ex-
pulsion of Muslims from Spain, Jews from Germany, and Protestants from the 
French. In particular, Islam was viewed as problematic in Europe in terms of the 
separation of religion from the state structure. On the other hand, in the nine-
teenth century, language became a core element of national identity. For example, 
France and Germany took the initiative to spread their languages and promote 
their culture by taking massive programs in writing history, founding museums, 
and recovering folktales and folk music—the recent trend of getting recognition 
as hyphenated nations such as the USA and Canada.  

Political disagreements in a nation-state create chaos, which ultimately pro-
duces refugees. Some other forms of refugee production are if a state attempts to 
establish a supernational identity and if a nation-state focuses on developing a 
national identity based on the dominant group’s culture and tries to eliminate the 
ethnic/minority groups. Usually, ethnic cleansing turns into genocide. People flee 
from a country when violence erupts, and a particular group of people feels that 
they are on the other side or wrong side politically, culturally, religiously, ethni-
cally, and ideologically. For example, European refugees are mostly displaced 
from their countries because of political repercussions by the communist govern-
ment, primarily in the 1940s and 50s. In such a situation, the need for a global 
policy regarding refugees and other displaced people initiated by the United Na-
tions High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR).  

3.2. Global Refugee Policy: A Universal Safeguard 

Scholars defined the global refugee policy from the ground of safety and security 
to the vulnerable community. James Milner described the global refugee policy as 
“a formal statement of any proposed course of action in response to a problem 
relating to protection, solutions, or assistance for refugees or other populations of 
concern to the global refugee regime. It is discussed and approved within UN-
HCR’s governing structures” (Milner, 2014: p. 480). Milner showed a conceptual 
framework for understanding refugee policy as a product and process. The ‘prod-
uct’ of global refugee policy is the formal statement of a problem relating to pro-
tection, solutions, or assistance for refugees or other populations of concern to the 
global refugee regime. The ‘process’ is the essential question that must be ad-
dressed, as it diverts resources away from investments in protection, assistance, 
and solutions for the forcibly displaced. A more systematic understanding of the 
process of global refugee policy could ensure that these scarce resources are di-
rected in the most effective way possible. As mentioned above, global refugee pol-
icy may be studied as a product, namely, the formal policy document. How are 
specific examples of global refugee policy created? Who are the actors that influ-
ence the agenda-setting and deliberation stages? Where are decisions made? How 
are these decisions influenced by the interests and beliefs of various actors, both 
formally within the decision-making process and outside the formal process?  
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Also, the global refugee policy may be studied as a process. Approaching pol-
icy as a process encourages a focus on the meaning and impact of global refugee 
policy once created. How does the meaning of global refugee policy translate 
from formulation to implementation? What are the factors that affect the im-
plementation of global refugee policy? Is there variation in implementing par-
ticular examples of global refugee policy in different contexts? What explains 
this variation, and what does this variation tell us about the nature and claims 
of global refugee policy? What role does global refugee policy play in explaining 
outcomes in different contexts and policy areas relative to other regional, na-
tional, and local factors? 

Milner defined different key institutions involving global refugee policy as ‘ac-
tors.’ These ‘actors’ are primarily the states and UNHCR but may also include 
NGOs and other members of the research and advocacy communities. At the do-
mestic level, there are five stages of policy formulation, according to Howlett and 
Giest (2013), which are i) agenda setting, ii) policy formulation, iii) decision mak-
ing, iv) policy implementation, and v) policy evaluation. 

On the other hand, Gammeltoft-Hansen (2014) analyzed global refugee pol-
icy from the perspective of the interdisciplinary relationship between interna-
tional relations (IR) and international legal theory. The relationship between 
law and politics in this area is thus better characterized as a process of coevolu-
tion where legal interpretation and refugee policy have each developed through 
mutual action and reaction. In the last 25 years, a trend of increasingly restric-
tive refugee policies from humanitarian approaches has been seen in traditional 
and new asylum countries. Among the different restrictive measures, deterrence 
policies have been introduced legally or physically to prevent refugees from ac-
cessing asylum.  

Gammeltoft-Hansen & Tan (2017) provided a future direction for global ref-
ugee policy, asking questions about the end of the deterrence paradigm. The 
study said that as the migration and refugee crisis has recently grown, developed 
countries have responded to the crisis with the deterrence policy measure. This 
has produced a distorted refugee regime globally, which is fundamentally based 
on the principle of deterrence rather than human rights protection. A crucial 
statistical fact shows the truth of this situation, presently, 86 percent of the 
world’s refugees reside in a low- or middle-income country, whereas 20 years 
ago, it was 70 percent (UNHCR, 2015). Gammeltoft-Hansen & Tan (2017) ar-
gued that the current “crisis,” more than a crisis regarding refugee numbers and 
global protection capacity, should be seen as a crisis in terms of the institution-
alized responses pursued by states. Refugee law, policy, and international laws 
are very much matters of politics. During the Cold War, international refugee 
law came to play a crucial role in legitimizing the politics of the West. Following 
the end of the Cold War, receiving refugees no longer served an ideological 
agenda. At the same time, globalization has made knowledge of faraway desti-
nations and transcontinental transportation more readily available.  
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3.3. Refugee Policy and Regional Cooperation 

Regional cooperation is one of the critical ways of managing refugees and policy 
intervention. The supporting initiatives of the Council of Europe (CE) member 
states in 2015 after the arrival of a large number of refugees from Middle Eastern 
countries provided us with a recent successful collective venture. The 2015-2016 
refugee influx in the European countries unfolded the systematic deficiencies in 
the European Union (EU) in managing such a crisis (Niemann & Zaun, 2018: p. 
12). Refugee policies in this region have had numerous ramifications since 
countries have yet to decide on any common agenda regarding asylum and other 
similar issues (Juss, 2005: p. 792). EU countries took various steps, including 
reforming laws and policies to accommodate newcomers. CE’s initiatives in for-
mulating policy for accepting and integrating refugees were applauded among 
many successful interventions as “previously existing deficits and accentuated 
the structural limitations of domestic asylum systems across several European 
countries” (CE, 2019: p. 5). The CE, an 11-member regional cooperative organ-
ization, formulated a policy paper to assist its member states in creating and 
implementing integration policies that protect immigrants’ and refugees’ fun-
damental freedoms and human rights according to the European Convention 
on Human Rights.  

However, the situation regarding refugee intervention differs among the South 
and Southeast Asian regional organizations. Most of the governments in this re-
gion have frequently disregarded the condition of Rohingya refugees, breaking 
their international commitments to return no one to a location where their life or 
freedom would be in danger (HRW, 2021: p. 7). The South Asian Association for 
Regional Cooperation (SAARC), an eight-member country organization, has al-
ways been silent about the flights of the Rohingya population. On the other hand, 
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), another 10-country re-
gional organization, stayed quiet after some discussion on the Rohingya refugees. 
Regarding the Rohingya problem, the ASEAN Intergovernmental Commission on 
Human Rights (AICHR) did not say much to put pressure on Myanmar. In mid-
2018, while visiting the AICHR website, not a single word was found on Myan-
mar’s state atrocities against the Rohingya (Islam, 2019: p. 11). It is also important 
to note that “after Burma joined the ASEAN, the plight of the Rohingya was con-
veniently forgotten” (Parnini, 2013, as mentioned in Islam, 2019: p. 11). 

According to Islam (2019), China and India were significant regional investors in 
Myanmar and had cordial ties with the government. Thus, among various factors, 
the Rohingya issue needed to be connected appropriately because insufficient polit-
ical opportunities were available on a national, regional, and global scale. Major na-
tions like China, India, and Russia said nothing. In the UN Security Council, China 
and Russia exercised their veto power over a resolution about Myanmar. On the 
other hand, Yesmin’s (2016) comparative study on the refugee policy of Bangladesh, 
Malaysia, and Thailand found that all these regional destinations of Rohingya refu-
gees were enacting more authoritarian policies for accepting persecuted Myanmar 
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nationals since killing and torture have become a regular phenomenon without any 
sustainable solutions to the crisis.  

3.4. Nation-State Refugee Policy: A Light-Bearer for  
Both Host and Victims 

Countries manage the flow of displaced people differently based on their national 
policy or other legal framework. The global refugee crisis is not new; however, 
recent natural and artificial crises have increased it. Developed countries are more 
careful and cautious about accepting refugees due to resource scarcity, internal 
politics, and socio-cultural reasons. The war on terror and the Middle Eastern ref-
ugee influx in various European countries was an excellent example of that. Except 
for Germany, most of the developed countries refused to accept Middle Eastern 
refugees. However, among the destinations of the displaced people, the United 
States (US) has been one of the tops since World War II due to its liberal approach 
to granting the victims of political, racial, and religious (Wasem, 2020: p. 248). 
The US adopted different policies to receive and manage the refugee population 
at different times. In general, the US has an immigration policy of receiving a cer-
tain number of immigrants from across the world annually. Thus, receiving refu-
gees sometimes fits into their general immigration policy. For example, in 1945, 
President Harry Truman ordered the issuance of 39,000 visas from their unused 
immigration quota relative to all faiths, creeds, and nationalities of the European 
displaced persons to reduce human suffering. Later, the country passed the Dis-
placed Person Act in 1948 and received many refugees who were persecuted by 
the communist government or the victims of antisemitism.  

On the other hand, Canadian refugee policy is influenced by international hu-
manitarian organizations and domestic human rights groups (Basok, 1996: p. 
133). Canada was involved with the UN effort from the very beginning to settle 
the European displaced people after World War II. Canada received around 
40,000 European refugees from 1945 to 1952. However, it had no formal refugee 
policy until the 1976 Immigration Act, effective in 1978. Their refugee definition 
was also in line with the UN concept. Lacroix (2004) discussed the theoretical 
framework of the refugee claimants of Canada based on two questions: i) What is 
the impact of the refugee policy on the refugee claimants, and ii) How does the 
refugee determination process alter their subjectivity? This study also shows the 
impact of gender on refugee life. The refugee determination process in Canada is 
lengthy and complicated as different steps are involved in this determination pro-
cess. 

Similar to Canada and the USA, Australia has a long-term tradition of receiving 
refugees from different countries with the collaboration of UNHCR, especially 
people who fled their home countries following political persecution (Maley, 
2016: p. 677). The country received Hungarian refugees in 1956 following the ag-
gression of the communist government. In 2015, the Australian government re-
ceived 12,000 Syrian refugees, being influenced by public criticism for drowning 
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a 3-year-old refugee child seeking to reach Europe. However, asylum seekers who 
arrive in the country by boat without a valid visa face strict application of laws, 
such as detention, and are sent back to their home country. Australia’s refugee 
receiving strategy is one of the components of its annual immigration intake, 
190,000. Australia made several refugee policies at different times, including its 
first refugee policy in 1951 to fix refugee protection and their rights, amended in 
1954, 1967, and 1973. The revised law focused on not forcing the refugees back to 
their countries. Germany set an example of how a country’s base policy could need 
to be revised to face a sudden influx of refugees. Ayoub (2019) studied Germany’s 
prompt and constructive reaction to the 2015 refugee crisis by making a solid, 
quick revision of the existing base policy. Then, German Chancellor Angela Mer-
kel intervened and initiated an executive order to accept Syrian refugees as the 
EU’s Dublin declaration obstructed immigrants regarding registration issues. Ac-
cording to the Dublin declaration, refugees were required to register first and then 
be allowed to enter. With a bold statement of “Wir schaffen das” or “We can do 
this,” describing her decision as a ‘national duty,’ (Dockery 2017b as mentioned 
in Ayoub, 2019: p. 580), Merkel allowed the refugees to enter the country first, 
provided them with primary support, and then proceeded with other procedures.  

Nevertheless, Brazil’s refugee policy is rooted in historical context and has 
changed over time due to socio-political reasons (Moreira, 2017: p. 26). In 1945, 
Brazil’s immigration policy welcomed people from European countries to con-
tribute to its development, especially in the growing industrial and modern agri-
cultural sectors. With this spirit, Brazil signed agreements with international ref-
ugee organizations in 1947 and welcomed around 40,000 European refugees. 
However, Brazil’s immigration policy underwent revisions during the military re-
gime (1964-1985) as authorities perceived immigrants as potential security 
threats. In 1977, UNHCR and religious organizations collaborated with the gov-
ernment to allow South American refugees in Brazil under an agreement where 
refugees would be relocated within six months of their entry, with UNHCR taking 
responsibility for their protection. However, local organizations, such as the Jus-
tice and Peace Commission affiliated with the Catholic Church, opposed the mil-
itary regime’s strict conditions for refugee settlement. Brazil’s refugee policy be-
came more liberal by reestablishing the country’s democratic political system. 
During the Cardoso government (1995-2002), efforts were made to improve Bra-
zil’s international image by addressing human rights issues domestically and co-
operating with international organizations.  

However, the experiences of refugee management and policy interventions in 
Asian countries are different. For instance, Sari (2018) discussed the Indonesian 
government’s policy on handling the migration wave of Rohingya refugees by the 
end of 2015. This study shows that though Indonesia officially did not allow Roh-
ingya migration and to have their refugee status, government officials and local 
people showed a humanitarian view to them. The Indonesian Army Force Com-
mander gave orders to help the Rohingya refugees by sending food and water to 

https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2024.1210033


S. J. Shuvo et al. 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/jss.2024.1210033 498 Open Journal of Social Sciences 
 

the ship that had been floating for a long time in the waters of the Malacca Straits. 
As Indonesia and Myanmar are both members of ASEAN, Indonesia, in addition 
to conducting bilateral diplomacy, brought the Rohingya issue to ASEAN. An 
emergency ASEAN meeting was held in May 2015 in Putrajaya, Malaysia, to dis-
cuss the Rohingya refugee issue, which Myanmar did not attend.  

3.5. Countries with No Refugee Policy Face More Challenges 

Studies found that countries with no concrete refugee policy to manage a sudden 
influx of refugees and try to deal with the crisis based on ad hoc or any other 
temporary legal framework ultimately usher in a long-term crisis. Historically, 
many refugee problems have been solved without or with minimal legal frame-
work due to proper diplomacy, charismatic leadership, and/or the root cause. For 
instance, around 10 million Bangladeshi refugees were sheltered in India during 
Bangladesh’s War of Independence in 1971. After a nine-month war, Bangladesh 
gained independence, and most refugees were returned to Bangladesh (Murshid, 
2011: p. 59). However, this kind of decision could also bring long-term problems 
if the root cause of the crisis is not resolved. The Rohingya issue is an appropriate 
example of such a problem, which Bangladesh has been carrying since 1978. Bang-
ladesh had plenty of time to formulate a concrete policy to deal with the Rohingya 
crisis without carrying it out all the years, which became a major issue after the 
large amount of DRPs in 2017. Moreover, Bangladesh has not experienced a secu-
rity threat from Myanmar before, both from infighting revolutionaries and the 
ruling Army Administration, being a neighbor and host of millions of Rohingya 
population. So, Bangladesh is now shielding a double-edged sword and needs to 
keep ties with both parties for a sustainable solution to the crisis. Bangladesh pri-
marily thought repatriation would be the only solution to the Rohingya problem 
without considering a holistic approach. Bangladeshi policymakers seemed igno-
rant that refugee protection and national security should be viewed as comple-
mentary, not conflicting. As Kerwin (2016) pointed out, three vital points of how 
refugee protection and national security are connected. Kerwin said 1) refugee 
protection could enhance human and state security with 2) possibilities of bene-
fitting a state, such as increased vitality, economic prosperity, diversity, preserva-
tion of core values, and even bolstering military strength. Finally, 3) refugee pro-
tection and national security strategies are mostly in agreement rather than con-
sidering them separately. The Middle Eastern country Jordan faced a similar ex-
perience to Bangladesh by hosting millions of Syrian refugees. Being a non-signa-
tory of the UN Convention and without a concrete refugee policy, Jordan became 
clueless, having a sudden influx of refugees (Al Qaralleh & Salameh, 2022: p. 2). 
Though Bangladesh and Jordan’s experiences have similarities regarding the size 
of the immigrants, the Rohingya crisis is deeper than the Syrian refugees for many 
reasons. 

The majority of DRPs are unwilling to return to the Myanmar battlefield as the 
conflict and casualties are still an everyday phenomenon over there. In addition 
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to their unwillingness, the Rohingya have a legitimate fear of being persecuted 
based on their race and religion. On the other hand, Bangladesh does not accept 
the Rohingya as refugees due to the shaky binding power of international refugee 
law for non-state parties, fractured global and regional emotions, and geopolitical 
interests. They even meet the requirements of Article 1 A (2) of the Convention 
to qualify as refugees. The Rohingya refugees are entitled to rights and safeguards 
under the Convention despite manipulation on a global and regional scale. As a 
nonparty State to the Convention but a significant home to Rohingya refugees, 
Bangladesh’s legal approach toward the Rohingya is equivocal in the subject of 
recognizing their refugee status. Bangladesh, on the other hand, is a member of 
the ExCom and is widely known throughout the world for housing Rohingya ref-
ugees. Bangladesh has made an effort to protect the rights of the Rohingya under 
customary international law and other international human rights treaties to 
which it is a party, albeit in the absence of treaty commitments. While Bangladesh 
has primarily fulfilled its commitment to refrain from returning refugees, it has 
not yet fulfilled its commitment to provide other rights, such as work, healthcare, 
and education. Bangladesh’s provision of “protection space” should be applauded. 
However, there is still a need for more focus on controlling aid allocation and 
coordinating service delivery (Alam, 2019: p. 11). 

4. Bangladesh’s Refugee Management and Policy Problems 

Ashraf (2021) explained Bangladesh’s refugee policy following the two features of 
Jacobsen’s framework, which are legal and bureaucratic response and attitude to-
ward international relief organizations. Bangladesh had no refugee policy until the 
1980s as President Ziaur Rahman’s government had to make an ad hoc policy to 
deal with the Myanmar military junta and was able to send back around 200,000 
Rohingya refugees who arrived in the country in 1978. The second wave of around 
250,000 refugees arrived in the country in 1991 and 1992, and a policy was imple-
mented focusing on quick and safe return. Of these, 230,000 were sent back to 
their home country by 1997, and the rest stayed in Bangladesh with refugee status 
under the collaboration of UNHCR. In 1992, Bangladesh formed the Refugee Re-
lief and Repatriation Commissioner (RRRC) under the Ministry of Disaster Man-
agement and Relief (MODMR), aiming to deal with the relief activities of the ref-
ugees and send them back to their country of origin. However, successive govern-
ments have denied refugee status to the newly arrived people and considered them 
undocumented immigrants.  

In 2013, the government adopted a Rohingya refugee focusing on five impera-
tive issues: surveying the officially designated refugees and undocumented Myan-
mar nationals in Bangladesh, provisions of their basic needs; strengthening the 
Bangladesh-Myanmar border management; more robust diplomatic engagement 
with Myanmar at the bilateral and multilateral levels; and formation inter-minis-
terial and inter-agency level coordination committee at the national and local lev-
els to deal with the Rohingya crisis in Bangladesh. After the 2017 influx of DRPs, 
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Bangladesh took different measures under the collaboration of various local and 
international organizations and agencies. Therefore, the capacity of RRRC also 
increased from 4 to 40, and the support staff increased from a dozen to over 300.  

4.1. Not a Decision Actor, Just an Implementation Agency 

Bangladesh was not so active in refugee management programs rather than behav-
ing as an implementing agency. Financial deficiency could be one of the significant 
reasons why Bangladesh is not playing a proactive role in the refugee resettlement 
program. However, the lack of legal and administrative guidelines impedes Bangla-
desh from being proactive. Findings show that Bangladesh works with various or-
ganizations as a host/local counterpart to fulfill the requirements of development 
partners/donor agencies without thinking about formulating any distinct refugee 
policy or dealing mechanisms. For instance, the Emergency Multi-Sector Rohingya 
Crisis Response Project (EMRCRP) was implemented by the Ministry of Disaster 
Management and Relief (MoDMR) of Bangladesh with two other government or-
ganizations (RPF, 2019). To implement this project, the government of Bangladesh 
(GoB) formulated a guideline for implementing agencies and non-government or-
ganizations (NGOs) titled Resettlement Policy Framework (RPF).  

4.2. Policy Dilemma Reflects on Relocation and  
Repatriation Initiatives  

Findings revealed that the repatriation deal, which was signed between Bangla-
desh and the Myanmar government, was a wrong approach to resolving the pre-
sent refugee problem, given the ongoing threat of violence and the refugees’ re-
fusal to return. The governments of Bangladesh and Myanmar signed the ambi-
tious repatriation agreement in November 2017, with a commitment to take back 
1500 refugees to their homes per week. According to the Bangladesh Foreign Min-
istry, all “eligible” Rohingya should be returned to their home country within two 
years. Nevertheless, the scope of this bilateral agreement is limited to migrants 
who entered Bangladesh after October 2016. From October 2016 to March 2018, 
793,751 migrants entered Bangladesh, indicating that deporting them all would 
take more than ten years (Relief Web, 2018: p. 5). 

Bangladesh started relocating refugees to Bhasan Char of Hatiya Island to con-
trol criminal activities and save the tourism hub of Cox’s Bazar. However, this 
initiative stumbled due to fund shortages and allegations of various human rights 
violations (HRW, 2021). Bangladesh devised a plan to ease refugee pressure in 
overcrowded Cox’s Bazar camps and relocate around 100,000 refugees to Bhasan 
Char, roughly 60 kilometers from the mainland, in late 2020. Bhasan Char means 
a floating island, a newly formed silt island in the Bay of Bengal built in the last 20 
years (Hossain, 2020: p. 4). The program halted after relocating around 27,000 
Rohingya refugees as the UN and other humanitarian agencies expressed concern 
over such an initiative due to severe life risks from flood, cyclones, and storms, 
with a massive concern of confining refugees in a distant land terming it as “an 
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island jail middle in the sea” (HRW, 2021: p. 23). Findings show that humanitar-
ian specialists have warned about safety since infrastructure building on Bhasan 
Char began in 2017. Later, the Bangladesh government dropped the relocation 
program, alleging a funding crisis (HRW, 2021).  

4.3. Policy Project Refusal and No to Social Integration 

With complexities in relocation and repatriation, Bangladesh is strict with no so-
cial integration of the DRPs. The host has declined a Refugee Policy Review 
Framework (RPRF) project proposal, saying that the social integration of refugees 
would bring more harms than good. The World Bank (2019) proposed RPRF pro-
ject aims to provide additional support for establishing socioeconomic develop-
ment opportunities for refugee and host populations in the host country, thor-
oughly examining refugee policy and institutional contexts. Bangladesh authority 
rejected the proposal in mid-2021 after consulting internally and concentrating 
on the repatriation-only solution. However, it is surprising that Bangladesh initi-
ated a project in 2017 to formulate a refugee policy, which they abandoned due to 
fund shortages. Findings show that the World Bank (2019) sponsored the pro-
posed RPRF project with detailed directions for formulating an integrated refugee 
policy. The RPRF talked about three long-term refugee options—resettlement, lo-
cal integration, and voluntary repatriation, where Bangladesh considers only the 
last option. Bangladesh stepped in for resettlement, for instance, Bhasan Char, 
which was canceled after the rights organization found severe human rights vio-
lations. Bangladesh declined the RPRF proposal without properly discussing it 
with the respective bodies (The Daily Star, 2021).  

4.4. No Refugee Policy: Bangladesh in a Real Danger 

It is not an exaggeration to say that the current Rohingya refugee crisis is unique 
for Bangladesh from previous influxes in 1978, 1991, and 1991. During previous 
incidents, Bangladesh took immediate steps, terming those situations as humani-
tarian crises, and undertook executive orders to provide refuge to the victims (Re-
lief Web, 2018). The incumbent governments simultaneously provided humani-
tarian assistance to refugees with cooperation from international agencies and 
continued consultations with the Myanmar government about repatriation. How-
ever, the present crisis has several ramifications regarding Bangladesh’s handling 
of DRPs. First off, Bangladesh is unable to resolve the present Rohingya crisis as 
it did before due to the vastness of the crisis, government indecision, and lack of 
diplomatic negotiations. Bangladesh resolved previous incidents with a govern-
ment executive order to provide immediate humanitarian assistance and repatri-
ation by developing a diplomatic consensus with the Myanmar government. 
Moreover, Bangladesh’s push-back and blocking of international agencies’ initia-
tives also failed as persecuted Rohingya people flooded its Southeastern border. 
So, it proves that arbitrary and transitive decisions ultimately backfire and 
threaten the overall administrative and diplomatic process. Second, the absence 
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of a legally binding framework/guideline provides the host country with a gray 
area in fulfilling the requirements of the refugee community that need to be suffi-
ciently met. This has resulted in haphazard and slow policy development. Bang-
ladesh initiated formulating a national strategy for handling the mounting crisis 
of Rohingya refugees in 2017, which was abandoned later due to a funding crisis. 
The country has now prioritized short-term assistance over longer-term absorp-
tion into Bangladeshi society.  

4.5. Policy Absence: Security Threat and Barrier to Justice 

The continuous pressure from DRPs in the bordering areas put Bangladesh in a 
real crisis with a war situation in Myanmar. Bangladesh security forces have al-
ready found a series of allegations that both its nationals and Rohingya refugees 
were joining with the infighting rivals, which put the host country under serious 
security threat. During several raids in the Hill-track districts, security forces re-
covered advanced firearms and ammunition left by the infighting groups. With-
out a policy guideline and fruitful discussion with its neighbors, Bangladesh fears 
a war threat, which ultimately puts the country under a sovereignty threat. More-
over, the spiral of criminal offense and violence in the Rohingya camps and its 
surrounding areas put the population of the locality in danger (Al Imran et al., 
2014: p. 238; Hossain, 2020: p. 2). Murder, shooting, abduction, rape, and sexual 
assault become a common phenomenon. For instance, a 2023 investigation by 
Human Rights Watch (2023) documented 26 cases of violence against Rohingya, 
including murder, kidnapping, torture, rape and sexual assault, and forced mar-
riage. Victims report encountering multiple obstacles to receiving police, legal, 
and medical support and the authorities’ inability to offer safety and security or 
bring charges against those in charge. Law enforcement agencies continue their 
efforts to punish the offenders. However, Bangladesh’s criminal justice system and 
policy are inadequate for handling many criminal cases (HRW, 2023: p. 2; Mo-
hammad et al., 2012: p. 148). 

The present Rohingya crisis proved Bangladesh’s projection of repatriation as the 
ultimate solution wrong. The nature and gravity of the current problem are far dif-
ferent from previous incidents for various reasons (ICG, 2023: p. 11). First, the size 
of displaced people is over a million, which is still an increasing number due to se-
vere turmoil in the Rakhine and surrounding states of Myanmar as various groups 
are fighting against the junta-backed government. So, repatriation to Myanmar be-
came uncertain. Bangladesh and Myanmar governments signed a pact in 2017 to 
repatriate Rohingya, which was canceled in mid-2023 before sending a single refu-
gee back due to security concerns and the unwillingness of refugees to return to 
Myanmar. Humanitarian organizations and donor agencies also urged the Bangla-
desh government to scrape such initiatives as it will throw the refugees in further 
danger. Second, the human rights organizations and donor agencies urged Bangla-
desh to provide refugees with civil facilities and access to various rights like 
healthcare, education, and employment. Bangladesh’s authority considers such an 
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initiative impossible for a densely populated country with a large unemployed pop-
ulation. Rights organizations expressed their concern that the current refugee treat-
ment in Bangladesh is below human rights standards as Rohingyas are confined in 
camps with minimal basic facilities. However, Bangladesh’s authorities see no pos-
sibility of providing complete civil facilities to the DRPs. Third, the Bangladesh gov-
ernment has employed nearly all its energy to combat the immense political turmoil 
in recent years. So, the Rohingya issue is almost out of discussion in the government 
agenda (ICG, 2023: p. 27).  

Furthermore, the spontaneous reaction lends a feeling of temporariness to the 
refugee environment (Manzur & Prova, 2023: p. 14). The study of Manzur and 
Prova (2023) indicated three components work together to produce the ad hoc 
approach to governance: first, there is no national legislation on refugees; second, 
the government is adamant that repatriation is the only viable long-term answer 
for the Rohingya population residing in Bangladesh; and thirdly, rash decisions 
and inconsistent enforcement of policies. Stressing a comprehensive national pol-
icy, the study concluded that though the ad hoc approach may not be adequate to 
control such massive DRPs, there is no quick fix for the protracted issue. Any 
short-term agenda could rather exacerbate tensions in the refugee camps. Since 
the Rohingya refugees in Bangladesh are protected by domestic law, a more cohe-
sive system could be built on increased responsibility-sharing among all parties 
involved (Manzur & Prova, 2023: p. 5).  

5. Discussion 

Bangladesh’s political landscape witnessed a significant change recently due to a 
mass uprise that ousted the Sheikh Hasina regime. However, the DRP issue did 
not show any positive results. Instead, more displaced Rohingya entered the Bang-
ladesh camps. Chief advisor of Bangladesh’s interim government, Dr. Muhammad 
Yunus, committed to finding sustainable solutions to the DRP crisis. Dr. Yunus 
previously stressed a concrete plan and global cooperation to resolve the human-
itarian crisis.  

The interim government should begin its journey where the previous admin-
istration made a gridlock. Experts found severe flaws in Bangladesh’s previous 
efforts to repatriate the Rohingya people to the battlefield of Myanmar, where 
more uncertainty awaits the vulnerable group. The relocation project to Bhasan 
Char also faced serious criticism as it will put the DRPs in “a floating jail,” and 
most of the Rohingyas are not interested in moving there. Bangladesh’s helpless-
ness became visible as the budgetary allocation for the Rohingya started shrinking 
in 2022 after the Russian invasion of Ukraine. The Israel-Palestine conflict pushed 
the Rohingya issue to the margin of international discussion.  

Moreover, residents of the Southeastern parts of Bangladesh, including the 
DRPs in camps, are at risk due to the atrocities in surrounding areas. Bangladesh 
administration fears an assumed attack from Myanmar as several incidents have 
already happened that were seen as war instigations. So, the present war-like 
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situation is an addition to Bangladesh’s ongoing struggle to manage the Rohingya 
refugees. However, it seems like the Bangladesh authority took the situation 
lightly and solved it on an ad-hoc basis. Internal and global experts emphasized 
the need for a concrete refugee policy with proper directions to accept, relocate, 
resettle, and repatriate the refugees. The Rohingya crisis has become more com-
plicated as there are multiple authorities in Myanmar now. So, Bangladesh must 
maintain communication with all parties to stay safe.  

This systematic review showed how various countries take steps to accept and 
manage the refugee crisis. Hundreds of studies were conducted to investigate how 
a concrete refugee policy helps nations face crises diligently and take practical ac-
tions to use the crisis as an opportunity. Bangladesh has tremendous opportuni-
ties to gain experience from the best global policy practices. It is evident that the 
refugee crisis is not a new phenomenon; many countries have been dealing with 
such a problem for a long time. The UNHCR and other international organiza-
tions have also assisted in solving the crisis. The examples of refugee management 
in developed and non-developed countries also provide significant lessons on 
dealing with and resolving a problem. Experts suggested Bangladesh could do the 
same with proper diplomatic interventions and strategic communication against 
Myanmar’s allegations that the Rohingyas are illegal immigrants from Bangla-
desh. Surprisingly, the Bangladesh government seldom listens to these and con-
centrates on ad-hoc policy or supporting basic humanitarian projects. Bangladesh 
government’s role in the Rohingya issue once again comes back to the discussion 
as the anti-military revolutionaries are about to win the war. Experts fear that un-
less the Bangladesh government can maintain a balanced communication with 
both the revolutionary and the Army administration regarding the displaced Roh-
ingya’s safe return to their homes. Specialists already asked the Bangladesh gov-
ernment to start a serious diplomatic mechanism for ensuring the homeless Roh-
ingyas return to their homes.  

6. Policy Recommendations 

As Rashid (2019) mentioned, experts recommend a durable solution for Roh-
ingya, including restoration of their civil and political rights in Myanmar, political 
and economic burden sharing by developed countries, and capacity building for 
Rohingya. Voluntary repatriation, local integration, and third-country resettle-
ment are the three tenets of durable solutions. According to Cuenod (1989), as 
mentioned in Rashid (2019), five variables that influence the solution of a refugee 
crisis are a) the attitude of the refugees themselves, b) the attitude and policy of 
the country of first asylum, c) the attitude and policy of resettlement countries, d) 
the attitude and policy of the country of origin; and e) hidden factors. This study 
found that all variables were negatively active in resolving the Rohingya crisis. 
Though Bangladesh welcomed the persecuted Rohingya, it is unwilling to do an-
ything else except repatriation. The Myanmar situation closed the door of repat-
riation with Bangladesh’s no to social integration. The third-country resettlement 
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of Rohingya will ultimately fulfill the hidden desire of the Myanmar state actors 
as they want to remove the ethnic minority from the Rakhine.  

This systematic review developed some policy recommendations based on the 
existing literature, keeping a durable solution to the Rohingya crisis in mind. 
These recommendations will provide sufficient guidelines for managing the refu-
gee crisis. Various socio-political reasons are undoubtedly responsible for a crisis 
like the Rohingya genocide. However, it is unique due to its longevity, repetitive-
ness, and severity. Our policy recommendations are as follows.  

6.1. To the Bangladesh Government 

First, Bangladesh should develop a global discourse against the Myanmar govern-
ment’s labeling of Rohingyas as ‘illegal immigrants from Bangladesh.’ This is an 
old allegation which Bangladesh did not address properly. Indeed, the Rohingya 
minority’s language, religion, and some other socio-cultural practices are similar 
to neighboring Cox’s Bazar people. There is no evidence that Rohingyas migrated 
from Bangladesh. However, the Bangladesh government never talks about this is-
sue, which provides ground to the Myanmar authorities.  

Second, the government should be involved in decision-making sectors in the 
refugee management process with other stakeholders. The present Myanmar war 
situation made the DRP problem more than a mere refugee crisis. Bangladesh 
should move away from being just an implementation agency. There should be 
programs for collaborating with international organizations, aid agencies, and 
DRPs to delineate the best possible options.  

Third, Bangladesh should form a Rohingya emergency cell with a core body of 
experts from different sectors, including lawyers, diplomats, security experts, civil 
society members, and academicians. An expert body must assess all sides of a pro-
gram before finalizing it. 

Fourth, the host should formulate a detailed security plan both for Bangladesh 
and the Rohingya refugees as the war situation has been worsening. As Bangla-
desh’s existing legal framework does not cover various new security issues, the 
host could invite foreign experts to figure out possible security options.  

Fifth, Bangladesh needs a more comprehensive program beyond humanitarian 
aid and shelter. It is wise for Bangladesh to maintain good communication and a 
collaborative environment with its stakeholders to increase Rohingya refugees’ ac-
cess to livelihood programs and educational opportunities until their repatriation. 
Bangladesh’s unemployment rate is high, and there are resource limitations. So, 
the host could engage the UNHCR and other international organizations in this 
process.  

Sixth, Bangladesh should initiate a multi-party diplomatic program to stay 
afloat of the crisis. Based on the proper discussion and recommendations from 
the experts, the host country should develop communication as the looming/up-
coming political development in Myanmar will ensure a safe, sustainable, and dig-
nitary return of the Rohingya refugees.  
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6.2. To the Aid Actors and NGOs 

First, take the initiative to minimize the aid gap for the DRPs. The DRPs’ aid amount 
has declined since late 2022 after the humanitarian crisis started worldwide. So, the 
DRP aid money has come to a bare minimum level. 

Second, DRPs need a strong collective voice to ensure the quality of their edu-
cation and vocational training programs. Aid agencies and NGOs could play a 
significant role in this issue.  

Third, with education and training, international organizations could initiate 
income-generating activities for skilled and non-skilled DRPs, which would also 
help minimize the aid gap for refugees.  

6.3. To All Other Parties 

First, strategic communication should be initiated to engage all relevant parties 
and experts in formulating sustainable policy recommendations. A disorganized 
set of rules and procedures would not be adequate to sustain the Rohingya refu-
gees in Cox’s Bazar and Bhasan Char until a safe and widespread return is feasible 
(Manzur & Prova, 2023: p. 20).  

Second, collaborate with Bangladesh authorities to ensure more significant ben-
efits for the Rohingyas through properly implementing the projects and aid pro-
grams.  

Finally, make a consorted effort to pressure the Myanmar authorities and the 
possible new regional administration to take back the DRPs and provide them 
with proper citizenry rights and facilities.  

This study is not out of limitations; rather, it lacks some of the required com-
ponents. A systematic review can accumulate existing research and be based on 
that. This study does not meet this limitation. Second, the Rohingya issue is an 
ongoing problem, and more incidents happen every day, and more research is also 
coming on this issue. So, it was difficult for us to provide a holistic scenario of the 
Rohingya crisis in this study. Future research should focus on an empirical study 
combining perspectives of both the host country actors and the genocide survival 
Rohingyas.  

7. Conclusion 

Bangladesh has undoubtedly proved its sincerity by opening the border for the 
persecuted DRPs. The humanitarian approaches of the Bangladeshi policymakers 
were applauded due to the bold decision to host a large number of refugees in an 
overpopulated country. However, the host country’s procrastination in formulat-
ing any concrete policy undermines its efforts and ultimately endangers national 
security. The policy gap was reflected in its failure to implement various major 
initiatives of repatriation and relocation, depriving the DRPs of other basic rights. 
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