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Support interventions for refugees in resettlement contexts are often perceived differently
by the refugees than by those who design or facilitate them. Sociocultural nuances can shape
both the ways refugees engage with support and how data on their needs is interpreted. While
practical aspects of resettlement—such as healthcare, housing, or financial assistance—are often
emphasized, deeper psychosocial needs like belonging, identity, and emotional well-being may
be overlooked. Three interconnected themes can be used to explore these incongruencies: 1)
post-migration psychosocial health, 2) the role of belonging during resettlement, and 3) the
potential of nature experiences (NEs) to support inclusivity and well-being. This study uses
surveys and interviews to explore how refugees experience and seek support, while also
examining how providers view the provision of support and its intended benefits—highlighting
potential gaps between these perspectives. The research further critically examines research
methods as well as nature-based social support programs, exploring their potential to promote

wellness while questioning provider assumptions about their results and benefits. Chapter 1



examines the influence of sociocultural and contextual factors on survey responses from
Ukrainian refugees, highlighting the need for reflexive, mixed-method research approaches.
Chapter 2 investigates the concept of belonging as experienced by resettled Ukrainian refugees,
detailing structural and interpersonal barriers that exacerbate feelings of exclusion and exploring
how social support efforts could better foster a sense of community and inclusion. Chapter 3
presents friluftslivinature-based initiatives in Norway as a case study, exploring their potential to
address the compounded stresses of displacement and the challenges of resettlement, while also
critiquing the normative cultural frameworks that may limit their inclusivity. Together, this
dissertation explores and underlines the importance of cultural awareness and participatory
approaches to refugee support, as well as the need to address systemic barriers to belonging and

well-being.
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Dissertation Introduction

Forced displacement has steadily increased in the last century (The Economist 2016), and
is expected to worsen, particularly in response to an increasing severity of global conflict
(Armed Conflict Location & Event Data 2024). As those forcibly displaced are relocating,
multi-faceted issues around social cohesion in host countries are becoming more prominent. The
2023 World Bank report on Forced Displacement and Social Cohesion calls for more research
about “how displacement changes various dimensions of social cohesion for those affected,” and
notes that most studies to date focus on the psychological effects and not on other outcomes
(World Bank 2023). One theme of overlooked outcomes could be at the nexus of refugee health
and social disconnectedness. People who have escaped conflict and migrated as refugees or
asylum seekers to other countries may face myriad barriers in pursuit of health care. Feeling
socially disconnected, or lacking a sense of 'belonging,' may further discourage these individuals
from seeking care, regardless of their access, awareness, or other potential barriers.

This dissertation utilized surveys, interviews, and literature review to examine what
barriers refugees are facing and what modalities are or are not serving them in addressing these
issues. An initial survey on migration decision-making and health behavior, for refugees who left
Ukraine following the Russian invasion in 2022, resulted in non-response and long, detailed
write-in responses. Follow-up interviews to explore these responses employed cognitive
interviewing to learn more about this idiosyncratic survey behavior, namely the choice to skip
questions or write-in text in a way that exceeded the expectations of the question (for example,
the respondent’s answer could have fit an available answer option, but they chose to write a
paragraph with additional details). These steps informed Chapter 1, “Application of Cognitive
Interviewing to Explore the Influence of Socio-Cultural and Contextual Factors on Survey
Response by Refugees from Ukraine (2022-2023),” and Chapter 2, “A Sense of Belonging:
Meaning and Barriers for Resettled Refugees from Ukraine (2022-2023).” These analyses
ultimately highlighted various stressors of the forced-displacement and migration experience and
a gap in social connectedness, which affected refugee psychosocial health, health-seeking
behavior, and more. Thus Chapter 3, “Building Belonging: A Critical Look at Nature-Based
Interventions for Health and Social Support for Refugees and Migrants (Insights and Cautions
from Norwegian Friluftsliv Integration Efforts),” explored a unique modality shown to improve
health for many sub-populations: time spent in nature. Chapter 3 examines how Norway,
specifically, integrates this approach into programs designed to enhance social connectedness for
migrants and refugees.

This research underscores how a lack of social connectedness—rooted in feelings of
non-belonging—exacerbates barriers to healthcare access and negatively impacts refugee
well-being. Insights from surveys and interviews with Ukrainian refugees revealed how the
stressors of displacement and migration, compounded by social disconnection, hinder
psychosocial health and health-seeking behavior. Norway is widely recognized for its
comprehensive resettlement support, providing refugees with robust assistance in economic,
educational, and healthcare domains while promoting successful integration into society. A
unique feature of Norway’s approach is its cultural emphasis on frilufisliv (see Chapter 3 for
more description)—a deeply rooted value of spending time in nature and engaging in outdoor
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activities, regarded as essential to well-being and quality of life. Beyond leisure, friluftsliv serves
as a framework for fostering inclusivity and community-building, also for immigrants. Norway’s
model demonstrates the potential application of activity/group-time spent in nature as a healing
and socially supportive way to address the psychosocial challenges faced by displaced
populations. By integrating physical activity with cultural and social interaction, friluftsliv
programs aim to create spaces where refugees can connect with their host communities, develop
a sense of belonging, and improve their mental health. At the same time, they may
unintentionally impose normative expectations about how nature should be experienced, framing
outdoor activities as a means of assimilating refugees into dominant cultural values rather than
centering their individual well-being and needs. This study explored this application through a
survey of frilufisliv service providers in Norway, highlighting how these providers viewed the
benefits and challenges of applying nature-based initiatives to the country’s broader intentions
around holistic refugee care and integration. Overall, by prioritizing a sense of belonging and
tailoring programs to bridge social gaps, host countries can better support refugees in
overcoming the physical and emotional toll of displacement, creating pathways to improved
health, resilience, and community integration.

11



Chapter 1: Application of Cognitive
Interviewing to Explore the Influence of
Socio-Cultural and Contextual Factors on

Survey Response by Refugees from Ukraine
(2022-2023)

Abstract

Cognitive interviewing techniques provided unique insights into response behaviors in an
online survey designed to examine health experiences and migration-related decision-making
among Ukrainian refugees. Conducted six months after an initial survey (summer 2022), these
interviews explored patterns of non-response, write-in tendencies, and the socio-cultural factors
influencing participation. Refugees frequently selected the ‘other’ option and wrote long,
emotive narratives, while often skipping questions with limited or potentially identifying
response options, such as demographic questions. Interviewees suggested that the survey
non-responses could be connected to contemporary and historical fears of spying, shame, stigma,
and the instability (liminality) of post-evacuation life. At the same time, lengthy write-in
responses reflected a strong desire to ‘be heard’—even anonymously—rather than burden family
and friends. In this way, the survey itself appeared to serve a therapeutic function for those
fleeing war and conflict. These findings highlight the value of mixed-methodology and cognitive
interviewing in capturing nuanced data, particularly among refugees navigating displacement
and sharing a socio-cultural context.

Introduction

Refugees who fled Ukraine (2022-) have a unique sociocultural context that influences
the way they interact with research and data-collection efforts such as standardized surveys. This
context 1s foremost associated with the protracted conflict with Russia, which has embroiled
Ukrainians, arguably, for more than a century (considering previous revolutions and bids for
independence during the historical periods including Tsarist Russia and the Soviet Union)
(Kessler 2022; Plokhy 2015; Reshetar 1968; Rogan and Morgan 2022; Rudnytsky 1972:197) .
The military invasion of Ukraine by Russian forces, on February 24, 2022, marked a peak of the
contemporary Russo-Ukrainian War, ongoing since 2014 (Fitzgerald and Davis 2023; Walker
2023). As of September 2023, a year and a half since the war’s latest escalation, more than 11
million people have been displaced — more than 6 million of them as refugees abroad (United
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 2023a; United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees 2023b).
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Past and present elements of the conflict in Ukraine have the potential to inform how
refugees from the region interpret and answer survey questions that may seem unrelated to war
or issues of statehood. Considering survey response in light of a shared geographical,
sociocultural, and historical origin provides insight for research with other refugee groups. It is
important to understand the connections between such influences and response to standard data
collection methods, so those designing such tools can refine them to mind contextual gaps. This
informed approach has the potential to improve the quality and capabilities of academic
approaches in migration research, better tailor programmatic support and service provision for
refugee populations, as well as provide a more accurate picture to policymakers.

But how to glean nuanced sociocultural influences on survey response behavior, is just as
important as the information itself. In combination with quantitative approaches, which produce
measurable data, qualitative approaches to research provide in-depth insights into the context and
meaning of human experiences and sociocultural influences (Creswell et al. 2011). This dual and
complimentary assessment, itself, represents an underused approach to understanding the
nuances of refugee needs. While mixed-methodology is recognized as an emergent method in
health-related research, it is rarely applied to refuge-specific endeavors. A systematic literature
review of 102 peer-reviewed publications on service-related research on refugees (2000-2020)
found only 5% used mixed-methodology (Subramanian, Finsterwalder, and Hall 2022). research
with recent (2022-) refugees from Ukraine also offer few studies employing mixed methodology.
A four-part series by UNHCR, in partnership with the World Bank, used focus groups to add
context to phone and internet-mediated surveys to understand the ‘intentions and different
underlying factors influencing decision-making’ of refugees from Ukraine (United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees 2022a; United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 2022b;
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 2023a; United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees 2023b). There does not seem to have been health-specific research with refugees from
Ukraine, however, using mixed-methodology. Health needs assessments have been done with
quantitative methods, such as with computer-assisted telephone interviews (CATI), by the World
Health Organization (Cojocaru, Cojocaru, and Oancea 2022). Neither of these initiatives, though,
appeared to additionally apply Cognitive Interviewing to explore how participants understood
what they were being asked. Cognitive Interviewing is the critical element used in this study to
elicit the ways sociocultural factors may influence refugee response behavior on health-based
surveys.

Theoretical Frameworks
Grounded Theory

Cognitive interviewing is an appropriate method for evaluating how survey questions are
interpreted by intended audiences (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2019; Miller et al.
2014). This approach to understanding survey data, which probes respondents to explain their
reasoning behind certain responses, echoes Glaser and Strauss’s Grounded Theory. Grounded
Theory seeks to explain and predict what is taking place rather than merely describe social
phenomena identified through qualitative research (Glaser and Strauss 2010; Rich 2015). This
approach allows for an analysis of the way knowledge is produced in society, along with the
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underlying knowledge itself (such as survey results) (Partington 2000). Since “researchers cannot
know exactly what the most significant social and social psychological processes are” (Charmaz
2002), cognitive interviewing can be a strong alternative to assumptions made through literature
review (Dey 1999). This approach also meets Grounded Theory’s recommendations to magnify
data by following leads which emerge through stages of collection, and the separation of these

stages allows for clarity without sacrificing the details of each methodological step (Charmaz
2006).

Cognitive Theory

Besides Grounded Theory, which informed the methodological step of following-up with
survey respondents to understand their responses, Cognitive Theory was also applied as a way of
assessing the cognitive aspects of survey methodology (CASM). Cognitive Theory proposes a
model that examines (1) comprehension of the (survey) question, (2) retrieval from memory of
relevant information, (3) decision processes, and (4) response processes (Tourangeau 1984).
CASM began as an interdisciplinary field in the early 1980’s on the understanding that survey
respondents interpret and form attitude judgments about questions beyond simply a literal
understanding of the words. CASM seeks to understand the role cognition plays in various
interpretations of survey questions, rather than simply reduce the likelihood of response ‘errors’
(Belli, Conrad, and Wright 2007). Besides avoiding uncomplicated wording or using simple
terms (Bradburn, Sudman, and Wansink 2004), cognitive interviewing to explore CASM
provides a way to derive insight on group psychology regarding the respondents’ context
(Schwarz 2007). In the case of refugees from Ukraine, fleeing a particular context with
significant historical, gender, social, and political implications, this exploration may hold value
that surpasses a more direct examination of the survey data alone.

Study Objectives

This paper aims to shed light on the ways the sociocultural context of refugees influences
their survey response behavior and the way survey respondents’ refugee-related circumstances
shape their interpretation of reported experiences.

Materials and Methods
Methodology

Using a Cognitive Interview approach and mixed-methodology design, this study
followed up the initial online survey with interviews conducted on web-based and mobile
platforms, to understand ‘Health Experiences and Migration-Related Decision Making.” Of the
three standard approaches to integrating both quantitative and qualitative forms of data (merging,
connecting, and embedding), ‘connecting’ was applied at the ‘point of interface’ as the
quantitative data (survey question responses) informed the subsequent qualitative data collection
(interview questions) (Creswell et al. 2011). As survey responses are unreliable reflections of a
person's full considerations, but prompting deeper recall can improve their reliability, follow-up
interviews were planned from the onset of the study (Zaller and Feldman 1992). In the interview
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stage, a multi-part Cognitive Interviewing question was asked to specifically understand
participants’ survey interpretation and response behavior.

Cognitive Interviewing

The cognitive interviewing question (Q2), the primary question used for the purpose of
this analysis, was as follows: “You signed up for this interview after doing a survey online about
Ukrainian Refugee Health and Migration Decision-Making during the Summer of 2022. While
your answers were anonymous, I’d like to ask you a few questions about your experience with
the survey in general:

[02A4] NON-RESPONSES: There were many questions that people left
unanswered, such as gender or current location. Why do you think a person would
choose not to answer those or other questions in the survey?

[02B] PREFERENCE FOR WRITE-IN RESPONSE: When
respondents did answer questions, many chose to select the “other” category,
when it was available, and wrote long responses. Why do you think respondents
seemed to prefer to write their own, long answers over choosing one of the
options?

Example Q2B.1: In response to the question “Do you know how to get medical
attention if you need it?”” With options Yes, No, or Other, respondents chose
“other” and wrote responses such as “I think I know.”

Example Q2B.2: In response to a question that asked “What were your reasons for
leaving Ukraine” one of the options was “war,” but several respondents did not
select that option, and instead selected “other” and wrote extensive details about
war-related violence like bombs or rockets.

Survey and Interview Tools

Our 80-question online survey was conducted during summer 2022 (June-September).
The survey was designed in Qualtrics in Ukrainian, Russian, and English, and posted (including
a project description and links to an associated website and Instagram and Twitter accounts), on
23 Facebook groups that referenced refugees from Ukraine (ex. “Ukrainian Refugees in Spain”).
The survey questions were adapted from standardized self-rated health questionnaires (Hays and
Morales 2001:200; Ohlsson-Nevo et al. 2021; Ware and Sherbourne 1992) and the Ukraine
Demographic and Health Survey 2007 (USAID 2007).

The follow-up interviews were conducted from February to March 2023 (six months after
survey data collection ended). Interviewees were recruited through a second survey link
(maintaining anonymity of the original survey) at the end of the survey, inviting survey
respondents to provide their contact information if they were interested in a follow-up interview
with a $25.00 incentive. Incentives were offered to increase interest and engagement with the
survey (Groves, Cialdini, and Couper 1992). At the time of sign-up, respondents could select
their preferred language (Ukrainian, Russian, or English). In January 2023 invitations with links
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to a calendar-scheduling platform were sent out by email to those who signed-up, as well as
through social messaging tools, based on preferences indicated in the online sign-up tool. Both
the invitations and the calendar-scheduling platform were available in Ukrainian, Russian, and
English with associated study information and a link to the study website (participants received
this information in the language they indicated at the time of signing-up). Interview questions
were based on the survey results, written initially in English and then translated to Ukrainian and
Russian and tested with native speakers for comprehension. The Russian-language interviews
were conducted by a PhD-student (the author), who was trained in motivational interview and
experienced in leading interviews on numerous previous studies; the Ukrainian-language
interviews were conducted by a Master of Public Health student (“research collaborator”) from
Ukraine (with training and observation by the author). Of the 18 interview questions, a single
two-part question (Q2), using techniques from literature on cognitive interviewing, asked
participants to provide potential explanations for non-response and preference for the ‘other’
answer option on the original survey.

Both survey and interview tools were tested on native speakers (Ukrainian, Russian) for
cultural and language comprehension, adjusted, and re-tested, before implementation.
Quantitative survey data was analyzed using R, and write-in text was translated into English by
the author. Interviews were recorded using the Zoom platform while the software Ava
synchronously created spoken language (Russian or Ukrainian) and live-translated (English)
transcripts. To make up for transcription software error, the recorded interviews were manually
corrected by the author and research collaborator. Interpretation was executed in cases when
English and Ukrainian/Russian phraseology did not allow for direct translation (these decisions
were confirmed with native speakers on an as-needed basis).

The recruitment method used in this study (sharing the survey link via Facebook groups
for refugees from Ukraine), cannot necessarily produce a representative or random sample of the
population from Ukraine as a whole. Instead, this study maximizes a small sample size (n=91
survey response, and n-15 interviewees) to apply long-form interviewing methodology as a
means of exploring how sociocultural factors influence survey response.

Results

The original, anonymous survey received 91 responses with digital consent during the
data collection period, June-September 2022. Key demographics of the survey and interview
participants are in Figures 1 and 2. Of the total 55 survey-respondents who chose to click the link
at the end of the survey inviting them to sign-up for a follow-up interview (with $25 incentive),
15 people completed interviews: 7 in Russian and 8 in Ukrainian. The 18-question interview
(range 40 min — 2.5 hours) and conducted over Zoom (14) and Viber (1).

Table 1. Survey Respondent Demographics
Participants 91
Current Location 11 Sweden, 11 Germany, 8 Norway, 8 Poland, 10 USA, remaining 0-4 per country
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Sex

Female 53

Male 10

27 No response

Ethnic origin

53 Ukrainian

1 Syria, 1 Latvian, 1 Moldova,
1 Russian, 1 Kazakh, 1 Belarussian

married to a woman
These responses suggest a persistent, possibly culturally influenced, preference for nonconformity or expressive

individuality when answering demographic questions.

Religious beliefs Christian, Muslim, Jewish, Atheist
Ages 19-66
Survey Language
(selected by survey
respondent) Russian 54 Ukrainian 32 English 5
Table 2. Interviewee Demographics
Caring
Chosen
Marital A £ Ethni
Interview | Gender arita Location ge _O r _n,l ¢ Religions [Sexual Identity
Laneuage Status Range| Minor |Origin
guag Children
5 Sweden
3 Norway
2 Germany 27,29,
9 Married |1 USA 33, 36,
.. 2 Single 1 Portugal 38, 38, L
kr 13 Christ 14 Het |
jg S:il:rllan 2 Male 3 Divorced |1 Hungary 39,42, |8 Yes 14 Ukrainian 13.]:: 1rs11i 1an ) “er:ir;);etzu;
. 13 Female|1 Other: 1 Poland 42,44, 17 No 1 Syrian ) Atv};, st an”
"cat and 1 Returnee to |45, 49, o woma
dog" Ukraine after |52, 53,
Seeking 64
Asylum in
Austria
Notes:

1. Chosen Interview Language: Of the 8 people who chose to do the survey in Ukrainian, one preferred
English during the actual interview and another preferred to hear Ukrainian but respond in Russian. A total
of 3 interviewees said they spoke English fluently and one spoke Arabic fluently.

2. Marital Status: Even when directly asked about their marital status, one respondent chose to answer in an
idiosyncratic way: “cat and dog”

3. Sexual Identity: This respondent chose not to identify their sexual identity, and instead state that they were

Survey Results

One key observation from the survey response behavior was that many questions,
particularly demographic ones, were left unanswered, yet respondents offered lengthy, detailed
responses when offered the option of a write-in textbox. Even questions such as Q35 “Where are
you now,” Q43 “What is your gender,” and Q66 “What year were you born,” saw 36% (33/91),
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40% (36/91), 41% (37/91) non-response, respectively. But, when given the option to explain
themselves in detail, respondents chose to write long answers that were very personal, seemed to
stray from the question, or provided significant detail that could have fit another answer choice.
For instance, Q18 asked “What were your reasons for leaving Ukraine? (Select all that may
apply):” the answer choices included “war/violence” as an option. Instead of choosing this
option, there were respondents who chose “other” and wrote-in answers including “War, damn it!
There are no other reasons!”, “Military actions of the aggressor country,” and long explanations
about bombing and destruction that occurred in their vicinity. Another example is Q42 “What, if
any, of the following challenges are you currently experiencing? (Select all that apply; please
explain more in the boxes below your answer choices)” and “local language” and “healthcare
access” were response options. Instead of choosing these, there were respondents who explained
their challenges with language barriers and said “sometimes there are terrible psychological
conditions. From sudden changes in mood from sharply positive to sharply negative. I did not
seek help from a specialist because I do not have insurance.” These detailed responses highlight
complex challenges that spanned beyond the listed options, touching on both mental health
struggles and systemic barriers to care.

This pattern suggests that respondents utilized open-ended text boxes as avenues to
express deeper personal experiences—particularly when predefined options were somehow
insufficient. In contexts of crisis or displacement, surveys may inadvertently provide respondents
with opportunities for self-expression and catharsis. Existing literature highlights the therapeutic
effects of narrative expression, particularly among those who have experienced trauma or
displacement. Studies show that narrative-based interventions help individuals construct
meaningful coherence of their experiences. Relevant therapeutic interventions include
Trauma-Focused Cognitive Behavioral Therapy, Cognitive Processing Therapy, Cognitive
Therapy, Consolidation/Reconsolidation Therapy, Eye Movement Desensitization and
Reprocessing, and Prolonged Exposure (Raeder, Clayton, and Boeckle 2023). Narrative
Exposure Therapy (NET) is one type of narrative-based intervention which has shown efficacy in
reducing post-traumatic stress disorder symptoms by encouraging individuals to construct
detailed narratives of their traumatic experiences, facilitating emotional processing and
integration (Lely et al. 2019; Schauer, Neuner, and Elbert 2025). In fact, “current research on
NET provides evidence on its effectiveness especially with refugee populations for whom it was
initially intended” (Grech and Grech 2018). Though these interventions are meant to occur as
deliberate therapy over the course of multiple sessions, the concept still applies—telling one’s
story can have a therapeutic effect.

Furthermore, trauma-informed survey practices emphasize the importance of allowing
respondents to provide answers beyond predefined options, recognizing that fixed choices may
not fully capture the complexity of their experiences. Open-ended responses are especially
valuable when working with trauma-affected populations, such as refugees, as they offer greater
autonomy and control over how individuals share their stories—an essential aspect of
trauma-informed research. Open-ended questions also offer respondents more opportunity to
share information that otherwise might be excluded from a more specific question (Sudman and

18


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?ZQkNMb

Bradburn 1974). This flexibility also helps minimize retraumatization by enabling respondents to
choose the depth and focus of their disclosures, fostering a safer and more respectful space for
self-expression (Johnson 2016; Ott et al. 2025). For individuals who have experienced
displacement or conflict, this approach can validate their agency and recognize the significance
of their personal narratives, ultimately strengthening both the ethical integrity of the research and
the authenticity of the data collected. As the survey respondents in this study seemed to prefer
the long, write-in options, and omission of identifying information, it seems that they embraced
the survey as a trauma-informed engagement.

Follow-up Interview Results

Cognitive interview Q2A inquired about why people might not respond to some survey
questions. All interviewees (see Discussion for selected quotes) suggested that the instability of
their lives and their associated uncertainty limited the ability to answer anything definitively.
They also cited shame, secrecy, guilt, and fear of judgment—primarily around “abandoning” their
motherland. This topic was also cited by nearly all interviewees as a potential explanation for the
lack of sex reporting (and low number of self-identified male participants) — as men either left
Ukraine illegally or were otherwise not contributing to defending their country as they were
expected to by their community members. Finally, interviewees also suggested survey
respondents may fear the survey isn’t truly anonymous or was run by Russians, spies, or others
seeking to collect information from Ukrainians in support of Russia.

Cognitive interview question 2B inquired about the preference of survey respondents to choose
“other” or otherwise write-in long explanations when the option was available. All interviewees
(see Discussion for selected quotes) suggested the answer options likely did not capture the
extent of respondents’ experience/feelings, and respondents may have had a desire to express
emotions or provide more details to fully-answer the questions. Interviewees also suggested
respondents may have wanted an anonymous outlet to express themselves and used the survey to
share their unique experiences which they otherwise didn’t feel comfortable talking about to the
people in their lives. Alternatively, interviewees suggested respondents could feel lonely or
isolated in their new locations, and feel limited in their opportunities to discuss their experiences
in general—a motivation to take the survey (as an outlet)-this also was employed as an
explanation as to why some chose to skip questions that provided less opportunity for them to
explain their personal circumstances (such as demographic questions).

Discussion

Interviewees’ responses to cognitive interviewing about their survey experience
demonstrate how complexity and context can be missed by narrow answer options, and also how
this unaccounted-for information about the refugee experience can lead to results that tell an
incomplete story. The rigidity of assessment tools based on limited-answer options do not allow
for responses with nuance, and this can limit data comprehension. The critical themes reported
by interviewees to explain survey question non-response were instability (liminality), shame, and
distrust. The primary theme reported by interviewees to explain the preference for choosing
‘other’ or otherwise writing-in answers when a multiple choice option was available, was a
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desire to tell one’s story—to be ‘heard.” The fact that most of the interviewees gave the same
explanations hints at the shared nature of their historical, socio-cultural, and contextual ties.

On Instability and Liminality

One quarter of the survey respondents did not answer key questions, such as Q35 “Where
are you now? —preventing cross-country comparison of the data. When interviewees were asked
why they thought survey participants chose not to answer this and other basic questions, some
suggested the instability of their lives constrained their ability to report a single place, even
momentarily:

“I wouldn’t answer if I myself didn’t know if I was staying in Germany. Maybe a person
wanted to move to another country or return soon to Ukraine.” (Female, 39, Germany)
“Because we do not have stability, we sometimes do not understand that if we are talking
about that location where we are, I can’t say where we are either, I’m constantly on the move
for a whole year, or maybe we are changing the place... We simply cannot tell you because
today we are here, tomorrow we will be already in another country or in another city
somewhere... we simply do not physically have a permanent place of residence.”
(Female, 45, Poland)

“It’s clear that a person didn’t yet find a place where they could be...” (Female, 52, Sweden)

“Maybe it's because they don't know where you are, because you left, you were afraid.”
(Female, 38, Germany)

Other respondents also cited the stress caused by wartime chaos as preventing them from
being able to process any question in the first place, including whether they know where to
receive medical care:

“Well, in order to answer questions, you need to think deeply. Maybe a person doesn’t have
the psychological (mental) energy to think now. You see, when a person is under stress, he is
focused on himself, this is a painful experience to analyze for him, it can be once again
traumatizing and hard...” (Female, 44, Sweden)

“When life changes so drastically at once, I believe that thinking deeply about how to get
medical assistance would not be a person’s first priority... When there was a lot of
immigration, and there was a lot of uncertainty for me and the people I knew, we didn’t even
always know what country we were living in, whether or not we would get help here...”
(Female, 49, Norway)

In their answers to the cognitive interview questions, the participants hint at the concept
of liminality. The refugee-specific experience with states of limbo or liminality after
displacement have been explored in anthropological and sociological research (Hartonen et al.
2022). Liminality was first described in the refugee context by Gennep (1960) as occurring
between a separation from the initial social context and followed by a ‘reaggregation’ into
society with a changed social status. Next, Turner (1969) described refugees as ‘threshold
people” who fall between ambiguous or indeterminate positions typically outlined by law,
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custom, convention, and ceremony. Migrants face various vulnerabilities due to their being
without legal protections (International Organization for Migration 2019), though Ukrainian
refugees were fortunate to be granted advantages under the EU Temporary Protection Directive,
such as residence permits and access to social welfare, medical care, education, family
reunification, banking services, and free movement within the EU (The Council of the European
Union 2001). Even so, there is always the possibility of return to Ukraine, which may not be up
to the refugees themselves, as the Temporary Protection Directive and/or war can end, and that
type of liminality can have a negative effect on the mental health of refugees (Coté-Olijnyk et al.
2024). Either way, the state of ‘permanent temporariness’ imposed by separation from family
and loss of opportunity (Carpi 2020; Menjivar 2006) along with many other emotional and
practical struggles, could all still contribute to a sense of being unsettled, and therefore unable to
answer questions with precision about the state of one’s life. Also, though some level of
inclusion can be said to be provided by legally recognized permanent protection status, this has
also been described as ‘incomplete inclusion’ since the protection is temporary, which can be
stressful in its own right (all the protections could be revoked at any time, meanwhile home is
still at war and life is still upended) (Abrego and Lakhani 2015).

This liminal state limits respondent ability to answer (with certainty) the question “Where
are you now?” Researchers might otherwise miss this nuance without a qualitative component to
explore why such a seemingly simple question would be otherwise left unanswered. Without the
cognitive interviewing follow-up (or other opportunity for qualitative context), non-responders
are recorded as being nowhere, so they become invisible as a consequence of methodological
decisions (Saltsman and Majidi 2021)—a well-known problem in refugee research
(Fiddian-Qasmiyeh 2020; Harrell-Bond and Voutira 2007; Polzer and Hammond 2008).

On Shame

Interviewees cited stigma and shame as potential reasons for not answering survey
questions, especially questions associated with leaving Ukraine, particularly for men.

“Because a lot of people think that if you left Ukraine, you are not a patriot, perhaps that is
why some people do not want to indicate that they are not in Ukraine.” (Female, 45, Poland)

“If there were men among them, then they would not want to advertise their gender, because
the question remains, how they left Ukraine.” (Female, 27, USA)

“Until now, many people do not display their location, where they are, so that friends do not
judge. They are afraid of the opinions of others. [Some of my] acquaintances traveled abroad,
her husband stayed in Ukraine, and she went abroad—she did not post any photos that she was
abroad. Then she came back. And [others do] similar actions, probably, so that people do not

condemn [them]...” (Male, 33, USA)

Participants expressed shame associated with leaving their motherland or loved ones
behind in a time of war, and some indicated the social and legal expectations for men, in
particular, to stay in Ukraine and fight. Ukraine’s “sex-selective” martial law (technically a
cabinet decree), in place since the beginning of the 2022 invasion, prevents men between the
ages of 18 and 60 to leave Ukraine (Waldie 2022). There are exemptions related to health status,
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presence of minor children, or other special family or work circumstances (Qiblawi and Alvardo
2022), though, even men who left legally, having fallen under one of these exceptions, have still
reported feeling shame (Harlan 2022). Outside of the legal requirements, social pressure from
military generals and citizens alike emphasize the expectations for men to remain in Ukraine
(Chevtayeva 2022; Maguire 2022; Stanton 2022). Connections can be made between these
contemporary social pressures and historical ties to the Soviet Union, during which dedication to
the ‘motherland’ was highly emphasized and there was a gendered character type of the
“working mother” and an emphasized patriarchy particularly in terms of militarization and
bureaucracy (Temkina and Zdravomyslova 2003). Even push-back, which has also been
significant, has been met with shame-based and gendered criticism, such as when a petition
criticizing the ban on men leaving Ukraine garnered 27,000 signatures, and Ukraine’s President
Zelensky responded with: “Can we show this petition to parents who lost their sons to defend the
country?” (Waldie 2022).

These concepts are important in research design with specific populations, such as
Ukrainian refugees who face gender-based war-time restrictions. While researchers may make
the logical assumption, that since fewer male Ukrainians are outside Ukraine—so fewer males
participated in their survey—they may miss the fact that male participants were motivated by
stigma or shame to withhold their gender entirely but nonetheless were represented in the survey
data.

On Distrust

In the unique context of Ukraine, both a post-Soviet state and a nation at war,
secrecy is normalized and trust can be withheld. Survey participants suggested that distrust in
the survey instrument/intention itself was a potential reason for participants choosing to consent
to the survey but not actually answer questions.

“Perhaps this is not some kind of test in the direction of help, but on the contrary, they
somehow want to know some information collected. Because since the beginning of the war,
we have been told in different ways that ‘do not send any of your data anywhere, to any
applications.” Maybe that's why they didn't want to.” (Female, 29, Norway)

“People have the experience that they shouldn’t share very personal information with people
they don’t know.” (Male, 64, Austria-Ukraine)

“... When I talk to my friends on the phone... [about Ukraine], they are silent. They say: ‘We
have no comment. You understand.’” Because they are told that everything is bugged,
everything is recorded on the phone. They try to talk less about such things. I mean, maybe
that's why a person didn't say where they were, because they were afraid that there would be
some kind of persecution. But I don't think it's persecution from the Ukrainian side.”
(Female, 38, Germany)

The findings underscore how deeply rooted distrust is to the context of post-Soviet
Ukraine. Secrecy became normalized based on censorship, mutual surveillance, and informant
culture that was typical during the Soviet Union under state-sponsored mechanisms like the KGB
and other intelligence agencies (Siddiqi 2023; Svenonius and Bjorklund 2018). This is only
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exacerbated by the ongoing war in Ukraine, which certainly affects participation in research
efforts. The reluctance of participants to disclose information, even after providing consent,
reflects a broader cultural and psychological landscape where secrecy and caution are survival
mechanisms. As participants noted, fears of surveillance, misuse of personal data, or
misinterpretation of intentions are significant barriers to engagement.

Participants also claimed the nature of an anonymous survey meant that no potentially
identifying information was expected of them, not even their gender:

“What does it matter where I am located? it doesn't matter." (Female, 43, Norway)

“Anonymous means completely anonymous, you know, so I won't say who [ am at all. A
person is a person.” (Female, 42, Portugal)
“Well it shouldn’t matter if [ am a woman or a man, my opinion should be taken into account
regardless of gender.” (Female, 39, Germany)

This distrust is particularly concerning for programmatic and policy interventions, as
effective support for refugees and displaced populations relies on social trust, transparent
communication, and collaboration between stakeholders. Research shows trust deficits hinder the
development and implementation of responsive, sustainable solution (El-Bialy et al. 2022; Hall
and Werner 2022; Hynes 2009; Strang and Ager 2010:201; Strang and Quinn 2021). Addressing
these challenges requires a nuanced understanding of the historical and sociopolitical context,
coupled with trust-building measures that prioritize participant safety, agency, and transparency.

On Being Heard

Refugees expressed a desire to tell their story in a way that didn’t overburden their loved
ones and somehow also stayed private — they used the write-in response options of the survey as
a way of doing that:

“They want to share. Perhaps no one asked him about his traumatic experience and he thinks
‘Oh, finally, I can tell at least someone!’” (Female, 44, Sweden)

“People did not choose an option, that means their option was not there. Their feelings were
not considered, and they decided to share their experience.” (Female, 42, Sweden)
“They want to share. There is such a situation when you don’t have anyone to tell what is
happening to you, no one cares about you. There are people who move to small towns and
they are the only Ukrainians there. They don't know the language, they don't know where to
go, they don't know who to complain to, they don't know what to do, and that's why they
participate in the survey” (Female, 42, Portugal)

“Maybe he has more information than is there or wants to tell more than what's on the
answer-option list, or wants to talk more about his experience. He may feel that the list doesn’t
capture the extent of how he feels.” (Female, 39, Germany)

“Maybe they wanted to share, talk... Perhaps [where they are now] there is no such circle of
communication as there was in Ukraine” (Female, 38, Hungary)
“Maybe what they wanted to say didn't fit into one short, specific answer.” (Female, 36,
Sweden)
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“At the beginning of the war, there were more emotions, emotions, and that's why they wanted
to write more” (Male, 33, USA)
“Perhaps people had no one to share their situation with—in the way they wanted to, and thus
wanted to convey information to someone. Perhaps you know, sometimes it is difficult to talk
about it with relatives. So to type it on the computer to a stranger, the way you want to say it,
can provide relief.” (Female, 29, Norway)

“I think that among those proposed there was no suitable option, or some suitable options
seemed to them that it was not extensive, or not specific, or they did not think that it was this
option and decided to explain. And maybe they needed to be heard.” (Female, 27, USA)

“Because everyone has their own story, and everyone probably wanted to tell it in their own
way, from their own side.” (Female, 38, Germany)

“I think that every person has many nuances about what has happened, therefore, pre-prepared
questions may not reflect the real picture of what is happening.” (Male, 64, Austria-Ukraine)

“Well from the very beginning, emotions were very high... Maybe people wanted to tell their
pain, their fears, their horrors, what they went through... Maybe there is opportunity to
speak...” (Female, 43, Norway)

“Because these options that were offered, they do not correspond to reality, they generally do
not suit us emigrants, we have completely different criteria” (Female, 45, Poland)

Survey responses highlight the competing desires among refugees to share their personal
stories and to maintain privacy, reflecting both the catharsis of being heard and the caution born
of vulnerability. The write-in survey options provided a unique outlet for participants to express
their experiences in a way that transcended the limitations of predefined answer choices,
allowing them to share their emotions, fears, and stories authentically. This aligns with literature
on the human need to narrate trauma as a means of processing and validating lived experiences,
especially in situations where conventional social networks may be absent or strained. At the
same time, participants' preference for anonymity underscores the balance between wanting to be
understood and fearing exposure or judgment. The desire to avoid identifying details—such as
location or gender—suggests a mistrust of systems or a reluctance to add further burdens to
already complex personal narratives. Together, these findings reveal the importance of creating
platforms that are flexible, empathetic, and sensitive to the nuanced needs of those sharing their
stories, ensuring both safety and acknowledgment.

Limitations

Inherently missing from this study are explanations of survey response behavior by the
individuals themselves who made the choices to skip questions or write in long and/or personal
text responses when it was not requested or seemingly necessary. The 15 of the 91 survey
respondents who participated in the Cognitive Interviews provided presumptions on the reasons
behind the highlighted response behavior patterns—though the behaviors may not have been
their own. This information is still insightful, though more personal decisions or influences
related to those behaviors are missing. Also potentially absent are anything that wasn’t directly
asked about, such as political or ideological friction in new communities. Though an integral
aspect to considerations of “belonging,” topics related to ideological or political fiction did not
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arise naturally in the open-ended interview. Moreover, given the sensitivity of these issues -
especially in the context of the Russo-Ukraine war—participants may have been hesitant to
openly discuss political or ideological tensions, particularly in a recorded interview and research
context. Cultural norms around privacy, historical legacies of secrecy in the region, and deeply
ingrained concerns over surveillance or political repercussions (Svenonius and Bjorklund 2018)
may have further influenced participants' willingness to share certain perspectives. As a result,
some of the more complex sociopolitical dimensions of belonging and exclusion may remain
unspoken, despite being critical to the resettlement experience.

Conclusion

This research on survey response behavior by refugees from Ukraine was explored to
inform survey instruments and data collection tools for greater data quality in insecure
environments — and to encourage researchers to reflexively look back at survey response data
and consider what it may have missed. Survey instruments could be restructured to welcome
lengthy commentary, even if they also encourage respondents to pick a pre-supplied category, or
researchers could add or strengthen a qualitative portion of their overall plan for data collection.
The best option would be to supplement limited-answer option surveys with qualitative methods
to elicit context-rich data (such as qualitative data from write-in responses, interviews, or
alternative methods) (Abraham et al. 2020). While this may seem hard to scale for research with
large populations, there are options to supplement with a subsection of the wider population of
respondents (as was the case with the 91 respondents of the survey that is the basis for this study,
supplemented by interviews with 15 of them); this has also been done in CATI-mediated research
with refugees from Ukraine in Poland (Laczynski, Marcin et al. 2022) .

Though survey respondents were hesitant to provide identifying details, they appeared
more willing to share what made their story unique or particularly challenging in the open-ended
textboxes. This behavior reflected a preference for flexibility in how and what they shared,
potentially offering insights into how refugees choose to engage with survey research. Cognitive
interviews revealed that the survey provided a rare outlet for self-expression, especially for those
who, as one interviewee explained, avoided sharing their experiences with loved ones to prevent
adding to their emotional burden. While these observations are specific to this research, they
align with trauma-informed survey design principles, which emphasize offering alternative
response options to fixed-choice questions to foster greater autonomy, flexibility, and emotional
safety (Johnson 2016; Ott et al. 2025). Although broader conclusions require further research,
this study highlights the potential for open-ended questions to offer emotional value to
respondents, particularly in studies involving trauma-affected populations.

The perceptions of refugees are a dual focus here, along with bringing awareness to
potential assumptions of the researcher. This paper calls for more consideration regarding how
research participants understand what is being asked of them and thus how they engage with it.
More effort to consider the context of the research participants might significantly mediate the
way they respond to the research questions or interact with the research tools. This also speaks to
the cognizance of the researcher or research team regarding the sociocultural context of the study
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population. In the case of this study, the PI has a family refugee background from Ukraine, local
language skills, and relevant regional experience. This background and skill set enabled the PI to
identify or at least initially be aware of a semblance of patterns regarding sociocultural context
translating into idiosyncratic survey response behavior worth exploring further. This was in
addition to engaging a research collaborator who was themselves from Ukraine. The Ukrainian
collaborator, who assisted with translation and Ukrainian-language interviews, was able to use
data from this study for their master’s thesis—further amplifying the potential of this research
initiative and effort (Bidovanets 2023). This type of inclusive research “describe[s how]
engaging with those closest to the issue makes for better science and a greater impact,” and also
emphasizes other aspects adopted in this study, such as paying research participants for their time
and choosing to do research which has the potential for positive social impact (National Institute
of Justice 2023). Thus, the author recommends future researchers undertake inclusive research
and co-create study designs with people connected to the study population, such as by having
similar backgrounds or contexts from which they can relate and maybe understand the study
population.

Overall, this study suggests that the socio-historical complexity of people’s lives should
be considered in the design and process of research about people experiencing forced
displacement, and research participants or co-creators should be provided the opportunity to
express that complexity. As trauma-informed approaches gain traction across diverse fields
(D’Andrea et al. 2013; Donisch, Bray, and Gewirtz 2016; Purtle 2020; Raja et al. 2015), there is
a growing recognition that research practices, including survey design, must also adopt
trauma-informed principles (Moreland-Capuia et al. 2023). While this is not an entirely new
concept, the response patterns observed in this study—where refugees often bypassed
limited-choice questions yet engaged deeply with open-ended textboxes to share personal
narratives of trauma—serve as a reminder that traditional survey formats may unintentionally
silence or constrain already-marginalized voices. As the interviewees in this study shared, there
are many reasons why a survey respondent might choose not to answer a question; analytic
approaches that merely mark non-answers as missing may themselves be missing a calling for a
deeper probe. That exploration can provide insight, which may be especially relevant in refugee
research, which the researcher(s) did not know to seek out in the first place. These non-answers,
or other incongruencies with the research format as originally intended, may signal underlying
emotions—such as shame, taboo, or personal desire/need—that point to deeper or more complex
dynamics than the study initially anticipated or was designed to uncover. By bringing more
awareness to this, this study encourages researchers to not just collect data from trauma-affected
populations but to truly respect their agency—designing tools that acknowledge and
accommodate the ways people want to tell their stories. As Irene Levin advises in her work
Silence, Memory, and Migration, researchers must avoid contributing to the silencing that
displaced people already experience at a macro level, and instead consider and recognize the
significance of their silences (2013). Understanding these silent undercurrents is crucial,
particularly in refugee research, as they may reveal unspoken struggles, social norms, or cultural
influences that offer more profound insight into the refugee experience overall than the research
could have initially hoped—or been designed—to uncover.
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Chapter 2: A Sense of Belonging: Meaning
and Barriers for Resettled Refugees from
Ukraine (2022-2023)

Abstract

The concept of "belonging" encompasses political, social, and emotional dimensions that
can significantly enhance health, illness, and healing—particularly for refugees, whose
circumstances often expose them to exclusion, marginalization, and displacement. In the summer
of 2022, an online survey explored the health experiences and migration-related decision-making
of refugees from Ukraine following the February 2022 Russian invasion. Follow-up interviews
with survey respondents explored the idea of "belonging," which appeared in write-in responses
on the original survey. Participants highlighted various barriers to feeling a sense of inclusion or
meaningful part of society, especially language challenges, that hindered their sense of
connection. They also offered insights into how support programs could better foster a sense of
belonging. These insights help to establish the importance of a sense of belonging in refugees’
overall well-being and can help future interventions shape and enhance the experience of
"belonging” for other refugees in their resettlement process.

Introduction

For refugees, exclusion or non-belonging is a profound and multifaceted experience with
far-reaching consequences for mental health, well-being, and ability to integrate into host
communities. This is particularly evident in the case of Ukrainian refugees displaced by the
Russian invasion, who were forced to flee their homeland rapidly, leaving behind loved ones,
homes, and a sense of stability. Many Ukrainian families were separated, as most men were
required to stay to fight, leaving women, children, and the elderly to navigate displacement
alone. This separation, combined with the uncertainty of whether they would ever return home or
see their loved ones again, has the potential to deeply disrupt a sense of self and community.

The disruption extends beyond emotional trauma to tangible difficulties in their new
environments. Ukrainian refugees, scattered across Europe in a short time frame, have faced the
daunting task of starting over—learning new languages, adapting to unfamiliar education
systems, and rebuilding economic and social support networks. In such circumstances, the
absence of belonging compounds these challenges, influencing their ability to access healthcare,
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engage socially, and maintain their mental health. Non-belonging is a tangible, lived experience
that undermines psychosocial health and health-seeking behavior.

Belonging involves being recognized and valued as a respected member of a community,
which is entangled with the political, social, and emotional dimensions of health and healing
(Mattes and Lang 2021). Without a sense of belonging, refugees can feel isolated and excluded,
which can lead to anxiety and fear, shaping how social spaces are perceived and accessed (Sibley
1995). In contrast, belonging can also foster integration, life satisfaction, and psychological
resilience (Song, Corcoran, and Zahnow 2024). Also, the shared experience of non-belonging
can catalyze the creation of supportive spaces (Ahmed 2000), yet such spaces often remain
inaccessible for refugees who face systemic barriers and societal exclusion.

The concept of belonging has been defined as the sharing of “... a history, values, and
practices and, most importantly, to feel recognized and appreciated as a morally equivalent
member of a community” (Grey 2010); it has also been referred to as embedded belonging, the
“...understanding of the entanglements of the political, social, and affective dimensions of
belonging and their effects on health, illness, and healing” (Mattes and Lang 2021). Social
engagement supports psychological and physical well-being, cultivating feelings of integration
and belonging. “Belonging itself consistently emerges as a positive factor, linked to better
settlement experiences, life satisfaction, and psychological well-being” (Song et al. 2024). Thus,
a sense of non-belonging is much more than an issue of loneliness, and instead a well-researched
indicator hindering well-being.

The concept of embodied belonging offers a valuable lens for analyzing how refugees
from Ukraine (2022-) navigate displacement, highlighting the social, political, and emotional
dimensions that shape their experiences. For refugees, non-belonging extends beyond
emotion—it materializes through structural barriers, alienation, and a loss of agency, all of which
directly impact health and well-being. Refugees described these experiences as deeply
disorienting, creating both emotional and physical strain (Mattes and Lang 2021). Displacement
often leads to estrangement from familiar social and cultural networks, crucial sources of identity
and support. Unfamiliar and unwelcoming environments can contribute to discomfort and
alienation — by contrast, fostering a sense of belonging can mitigate these effects and support
resilience. For refugees from Ukraine, the pervasive sense of displacement and uncertainty
exacerbates these dynamics, creating a critical need to understand and address non-belonging.
This context underscores the importance of exploring how belonging—or its absence—shapes
refugees’ access to healthcare, ability to rebuild their lives, and overall well-being in the
aftermath of forced migration.

Study Objectives
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This paper explores how refugees from Ukraine experience belonging (or not) in new
places of resettlement, and how and why that enhances or disturbs the migration and resettlement
experience. It also posits the possibilities to improve on situations of non-belonging.

Theoretical Frameworks

Social Cognitive Theory

Albert Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) (2000) is an interpersonal level theory
that emphasizes how people are both products and dynamic producers of their social systems.
The theory utilizes a Reciprocal Determinism construct based on behavior being a result of the
personal and environmental factors that all constantly influence each other. The theory focuses
on how personal agency “enable[s] people to play a part in their self-development, adaptation,
and self-renewal with changing times”—a fitting theory to apply to research on refugee behavior.
The theory lauds “agentic action” and all its potential for people to accomplish incredible feats
and overcome obstacles, but also explains “underminers of efficacy,” which can stand in the way
of human potential (Bandura 2000). These underminers stem from contemporary challenges
related to global politics and economics. Bandura cites mass migration as one of these conditions
that can contribute to social fragmentation and increase the demand on migrants to both manage
their roles in their larger society while maintaining ties to their ethnic subculture. This is
certainly the case for refugees who can face many constraints in the same context as they are
receiving support. Refugee social exclusion presents a barrier to accessing medical care. This
theory is based on people actively interpreting and demonstrating processes of cognition (such as
conceptions, judgment, and motivation) based on the outcomes of their actions, and then
transmuting that learning into future behavior (Schunk and Usher 2012). This could be used to
explain how refugees who have social experiences that make them feel excluded might become
less likely to seek care when they believe their new society perceives them in a negative manner
(Bandura 2000).

Materials and Methods
Methodology

A qualitative text analysis was conducted using interview transcripts from a
mixed-method study that included both survey and interview components. The study began with
an online survey consisting primarily of limited-answer questions, some of which included an
"Other" write-in option. Analysis of these write-in responses revealed emerging themes related to
belonging, which informed the development of subsequent interview questions. The interviews
were conducted in an open-ended format, allowing participants to elaborate on their experiences
and emotions beyond direct questioning. To ensure the findings were theoretically grounded and
participant-driven, exemplar quotes were selected from the transcripts to illustrate key themes
and their alignment with established literature on belonging.
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Participant Recruitment

Participants for the interview were recruited through an initial online survey during
summer 2022 (June-September). The survey was designed in Qualtrics in Ukrainian, Russian,
and English, and posted (including a project description and links to an associated website and
Instagram and Twitter accounts), on 23 Facebook groups that referenced refugees from Ukraine
(ex. “Ukrainian Refugees in Spain”).

The follow-up interviews were conducted from February to March 2023 (six months after
survey data collection ended). Interviewees were recruited through a second survey link
(maintaining anonymity of the original survey) at the end of the survey, inviting survey
respondents to provide their contact information if they were interested in a follow-up interview
with a $25.00 incentive. Incentives were offered to increase interest and engagement with the
survey. At the time of sign-up, respondents could select their preferred language (Ukrainian,
Russian, or English). In January 2023 invitations with links to a calendar-scheduling platform
were sent by email to those who signed up, as well as through social messaging tools, based on
preferences indicated in the online sign-up tool. Both the invitations and the calendar-scheduling
platform were available in Ukrainian, Russian, and English with associated study information
and a link to the study website (participants received this information in the language they
indicated at the time of signing-up). Interview questions were based on the survey results, written
initially in English and then translated to Ukrainian and Russian and tested with native speakers
for comprehension. The Russian-language interviews were conducted by a PhD-student (the
author), who was trained in motivational interview and experienced in leading interviews on
numerous previous studies; the Ukrainian-language interviews were conducted by a Master of
Public Health student (“research collaborator) from Ukraine (with training and observation by
the author).

The interview tool was tested on native speakers (Ukrainian, Russian) for cultural and
language comprehension, adjusted, and re-tested, before implementation. Interviews were
recorded using the Zoom platform while the software Ava synchronously created spoken
language (Russian or Ukrainian) and live translated (English) transcripts. To make up for
transcription software error, the recorded interviews were manually corrected by the author and
research collaborator. Interpretation occurred in cases where direct translation between English
and Ukrainian or Russian was not possible, with decisions confirmed by native speakers as
needed.

The recruitment method used in this study (sharing the survey link via Facebook groups
for refugees from Ukraine), cannot necessarily produce a representative or random sample of the
population from Ukraine as a whole. Instead, this study maximizes a small sample size (n=91
survey response, and n=15 interviewees) to apply long-form interviewing methodology as a
means of exploring how sociocultural factors influence survey response.

Questions on Belonging
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In the interviews participants were asked (Q12) “...how do/did you feel about your place
in the new society?” and “How you feel in terms of “belonging” in the society you live in now?”
In Russian and Ukrainian there is no direct translation for the word belonging, so the question
was explained as (Russian) “kak Bl OTHOCUTECH K CBOEMY MeCTy B HOBOM obmiectBe?” and
“UyBCTBYeTE JIM BBI YTO SBIISCTECH YACTHIO OOIIECTBA, B KOTOPOM BBI JKuBeTe ceriyac?” and
(Ukrainian) “...sx Bu cnpuiimaere cBoe Miclie B HOBOMY cycriibeTBi?” and “Yu BiguyBaeTe BU
ce0e YaCTHHOIO CyCIIILCTBA, B sIKOMY >kuBeTe 3apa3?” which directly translate (in both
languages) as “how do you relate to your place in your new society” and “do you feel a part of
the society in which you now live?” If interviewees answered that they did not feel like they
belong, they were asked “Is there something that could change that?” If interviewees asked for
clarification about this the dimensions of this concept, or did not seem to understand, it was
explained with the following questions, depending on the context of the interviewees’ response:
“Do you have friends or a social life?” “Do you have someone you can go to for help if you need
1t?” “Do you have someone you feel you can talk to about personal or private matters?” “Do you
feel people have sympathy for your situation (especially related to Ukraine)?” “Do you feel like
people you see regularly (neighbors, colleagues, others) care about you?”

Text Analysis Approach

To explore themes of belonging and non-belonging among refugees from Ukraine, the
interview data were analyzed using an inductive thematic approach. The interviews were both
recorded and automatically transcribed in their original Russian or Ukrainian languages. Errors
in the automated transcripts were corrected following a relistening of each recorded interview,
then translated into English while preserving linguistic and cultural nuances. When linguistic
expressions lacked direct translations, discussions with native speakers (including the research
collaborator) helped interpret culturally embedded meanings, ensuring that the sociolinguistic
context of interviewees remained intact.

An Excel table was used to systematically organize the data, with each interviewee
represented in a row and thematic categories assigned to columns. The thematic categories were
identified using (field) notes taken during the interview process as well as through the
relistening, transcription-fixing, and translation steps. This structure facilitated the identification
of emerging themes and patterns, including potential demographic influences on participants'
experiences, as demographic qualities were also included in the Excel table in each interviewee’s
row. This structured yet flexible approach allowed for both cross-comparative analysis and the
preservation of individual narratives.

Results

Of the 15 interviewees (Table 3), only one expressed feeling a sense of belonging in their
resettlement community, distinguishing them as an outlier among participants. This individual
was English-speaking and resettled in the USA with their family, where they could speak the
local language fluently. This person chose to conduct the interview in English, even though they
had initially signed up for a Ukrainian-language interview. Their ability (and choice) to
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communicate effectively in English likely played a significant role in their integration, as it
removed language as a barrier to forming connections and accessing services. Furthermore, they
were actively involved in a local Ukrainian church, which provided them with a strong sense of
community and cultural familiarity, blending ties to both their Ukrainian heritage and their new
environment.

In contrast, the remaining 14 interviewees reported feeling disconnected from their new
communities. They lacked local friends or trusted individuals for support or confiding and cited
language barriers as a significant obstacle to building relationships, accessing services, or feeling
integrated into their new environments. Several noted that, despite locals showing kindness or
sympathy, they could sense a lack of genuine acceptance, which further deepened their feelings
of exclusion. For some, the idea of belonging seemed unattainable, with a few stating that the
only way to restore their sense of home and connection would be to return to Ukraine. Others,
however, expressed hope, suggesting that learning the local language, gaining recognition for
their education credentials, and finding opportunities for meaningful work could help them feel
more connected and foster a sense of belonging in their place of resettlement.

Table 3. Interviewee Demographics

married to a woman
These responses suggest a persistent, possibly culturally influenced, preference for nonconformity or expressive
individuality when answering demographic questions.

idiosyncratic way: “cat and dog”
6. Sexual Identity: This respondent chose not to identify their sexual identity, and instead state that they were

Caring
Chosen . .
Interview | Gender Marital Location Age f‘or Eﬂ,m,l ¢ Religions [Sexual Identity
Language Status Range M-lnor Origin
Children
5 Sweden
3 Norway
2 Germany 27,29,
9 Married |1 USA 33, 36,
. 2 Single 1 Portugal 38, 38, .
3 gl;::il::]an 2 Male 3 Divorced |1 Hungary 39,42, |8 Yes 14 Ukrainian 13Jer£1irS1}slt1an 1{52;::;2‘?1
13 Female|1 Other: 1 Poland 42,44, 17 No 1 Syrian | Atheist  |woman”
"cat and 1 Returnee to (45, 49,
dog" Ukraine after |52, 53,
Seeking 64
Asylum in
Austria
Notes:

4. Chosen Interview Language: Of the 8 people who chose to do the survey in Ukrainian, one preferred
English during the actual interview and another preferred to hear Ukrainian but respond in Russian. A total
of 3 interviewees said they spoke English fluently and one spoke Arabic fluently.

5. Marital Status: Even when directly asked about their marital status, one respondent chose to answer in an

32




Discussion

Language as a Barrier

Language emerged as one of the most significant barriers to belonging, shaping both
practical integration and emotional inclusion. Many respondents described how their inability to
communicate fluently in the host society’s language created profound social and institutional
challenges, leaving them feeling alienated and disempowered. One participant noted, "Until now,
I cannot feel that I belong, because the big obstacle is the lack of knowledge of the language."”
Language operates here not only as a tool for interaction but also as a boundary that signals who
belongs within a community. For refugees, the inability to speak the dominant language
reinforces structural vulnerability, or “positionality that imposes physical/emotional suffering on
specific population groups and individuals in patterned ways”’ (Quesada, Hart, and Bourgois
2011).

Structural inadequacies in language training further compound this issue. One respondent
lamented, "They tell us that they teach us the language, but they cover 30 hours of language
learning in 2-3 months. How can we learn a language for [only] 30 hours in 8 weeks?" This
highlights systemic gaps that reflect broader dynamics of non/belonging, where exclusion
manifests not just socially but also through insufficient institutions (Mattes and Lang 2021).
Even in multilingual environments, the symbolic significance of language serves as a dividing
line. One participant described feeling excluded during informal interactions at work: "Here,
people will talk to each other in Swedish during breaks, even if they know you don 't speak it."
This participant was fluent in English, which helped them obtain work in their place of
resettlement (Sweden), but were still excluded due to not knowing the local language. These
dynamics highlight how the presence or absence of belonging has the power to create intimate,
exclusionary, and even violent divides (Wright 2015).

Language barriers also have direct implications for health and well-being. Non/belonging
undermines health by shaping how individuals navigate healthcare systems (Mattes and Lang
2021). Refugees who lack fluency often struggle to advocate for themselves or access
appropriate services, leading to further marginalization and health disparities. This underscores
the importance of addressing language as a critical determinant of integration and well-being.

Time and Effort Required for Integration

For many, language acquisition was seen as one part of the greater time and effort
required for integration. One respondent explained, "7o be a part of society, it seems to me that
you need to live here for 5 years, 10 years, learn the language well, understand the nuances."
This aligns with how non/belonging is a complex, continuous, and dynamic process, shaped by
multiple factors including structural and personal elements (Mattes and Lang 2021). Another
participant remarked, "It will take two years to study the language very well to somehow become
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a full-fledged member of society.” Belonging was widely described here as a process that unfolds
over time, requiring sustained effort and adaptation. This underscores the need for inclusive
policies that actively facilitate integration, particularly for refugees from Ukraine, to address both
immediate and long-term challenges (Kulhdnova et al. 2024).

Cultural and Social Differences

Cultural dissonance amplified feelings of alienation among respondents, who frequently
encountered challenges in navigating the norms and traditions of their host societies. One
participant reflected, "They have a lot of traditions, they have a different mentality in general.
Sometimes I don't understand them." This resonates with Wise’s (2010) notion of “affective
dissonance,” which arises when unfamiliar environments create a mismatch between individuals’
embodied memories and their day-to-day sensory experiences. Over time, such dissonance can
lead to a profound sense of estrangement, which may harm both mental and physical health
(Lems 2014).

For some respondents, engaging with cultural practices was viewed as essential for
belonging. One participant noted, "7o feel like a part of society, you need to...understand the
culture, understand the traditions, understand why they do this and not that.” This aligns with
Mattes and Lang’s concept of embodied belonging, which emphasizes the interplay of social,
moral, and sensorial dimensions of belonging (Mattes and Lang 2021). However, not all
respondents aspired to this level of integration. One individual stated, "/ feel part of my family,
but not part of this society. And I do not want that. I'm fine like this."” This perspective highlights
how individuals navigate the boundaries of belonging by prioritizing personal and familial
connections over societal inclusion, reflecting the flexibility of the concept (Wright 2015).

Perceived exclusionary attitudes deepened feelings of disconnection. One respondent
observed, "They support us, but they will be happy when we leave. Sweden is for Swedes, and
they don 't want Ukrainians." This statement reflects a dynamic in which the power to define
belonging rests with the local population, aligning with the “politics of belonging,” where social
position and power intersect to determine who is considered an insider (Yuval-Davis 2006). Such
perceptions can hinder both social and emotional integration, reinforcing patterns of
marginalization.

Employment, Education, and Personal Contribution

Employment emerged as a critical pathway to belonging, offering refugees not only
economic stability, along with a sense of agency and recognition. One participant articulated this
clearly: "To feel like a part of society, you need to understand your contribution to this society."”
Work offers a means of asserting one’s value and becoming embedded within local networks,
which research has shown to be essential for resettlement and life satisfaction (Disney,
McPherson, and Jamal 2021; Song et al. 2024).
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However, systemic barriers often prevented refugees from fully participating in the labor
market. One respondent shared, "Personal realization in a career of some kind [would help]. But
when you arrive, in Ukraine you have a diploma, but here — nothing." Another interviewee
voiced deep frustration over the non-recognition of their educational qualifications in their
country of resettlement, pessimistically remarking that “sthe moon would fall” before their
credentials would be acknowledged. This non-recognition of qualifications limits economic
opportunities, undermines refugees’ sense of identity and purpose, and, in the case of the latter
respondent, leads to feelings of disillusionment about future prospects and a sense of being
undervalued within the host society. Such barriers align with structural vulnerabilities that
disproportionately affect displaced populations. A loss of past identity associated with the
education and career one worked for can certainly erode one’s sense of worth. research has also
found that migrants have been seen as, or can themselves feel, less-deserving of state benefits
like health care if they are limited in their ability to contribute to their host society context
through legal work (Willen 2012).

Despite these challenges, many respondents emphasized the symbolic importance of even
small contributions. One individual stated, “I have a dream to contribute to society by paying
taxes... I see it as part of being a responsible citizen. When I arrived here, I quickly found a job.
I went to school as a parent, attending for about two weeks. Then the school director said, ‘I'd
like to hire you, but you don t have the proper documents.’ I replied, ‘Alright, how can we resolve
this?’ The director suggested that I continue volunteering for now, and we’d figure out the
payment later. So we agreed—not about money initially, but about time and commitment. Now, of
course, I pay taxes because I'm officially part of the system. I'm a contributing member of
society, making an impact. I also help Ukrainians here with organizational matters, especially
when questions or challenges arise. In these cases, the director often involves me to assist in
finding solutions.” This underscores how economic and other contributory participation can
foster a sense of inclusion, usefulness, and shared responsibility, as well as feeling needed. Such
acts of engagement, however modest, can serve as resources for resilience and healing, enabling
individuals to reclaim a sense of agency and belonging (Mattes and Lang 2021). That said, and
though that interviewee worked, paid taxes, and spoke English—allowing them to find a job
quickly—they still ultimately expressed lacking a sense of belonging, as their diploma wasn’t
recognized and they couldn’t speak the local language.

Social Networks and Support Systems

Social connections were a cornerstone of belonging for many respondents, offering vital
emotional and practical support. Structured environments such as workplaces, religious
institutions, and community programs often serve as entry points for building relationships. One
participant noted that their social connections came "From work, those who work with me. And
from the church, respectively,” highlighting how these spaces can create a sense of stability and
inclusion. Another person, in responding to where they found a sense of belonging or social
connection, said, "I started getting to know others, taking part in various programs, and then
they offered me to be the head of cultural programs.” The fact that the refugees accessed social
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programs that they had some familiarity with, from Ukrainian cultural activities to their religious
backgrounds, implies they found community in what was familiar to them. These experiences
may indicate emotional and social support emerged through supportive networks, aligning with
findings that such supportive networks can help reduce acculturative stress and improve mental
health outcomes (Baeza-Rivera et al. 2022).

Family also played a critical role in fostering belonging. One respondent stated that their
sense of belonging comes from their family: "Most of all it is family—husband, children, and our
friend...besides them, there is very few." While family ties may not directly alleviate emotional
distress, they can enhance psychological quality of life by providing continuity and stability
(Green et al. 2013; Song et al. 2024). However, the absence of broader social connections often
left respondents feeling isolated, with one individual observing, "I see that my children are
already more integrated than I am."” This generational gap reflects the layered and dynamic
nature of belonging, as family members may experience integration at varying paces with
different challenges for different age groups (Berry and Annis 1974; Suarez-Orozco, Todorova,
and Louie 2002; Yuval-Davis 2006).

Conclusion

The experience of non-belonging among refugees, particularly those displaced by
conflict, reveals profound and intersecting challenges that extend beyond individual struggles to
systemic and structural dimensions. Ukrainian refugees, forced to flee their homeland after the
Russian invasion, exemplify how displacement disrupts not only physical spaces but also deeply
held social, cultural, and emotional connections. Their separation from familiar environments,
loved ones, and roles within their communities has left many navigating a precarious and
unfamiliar existence, often without the support or tools necessary to rebuild their lives. This
disruption has tangible effects, influencing their ability to access services, form relationships, and
maintain mental and physical health.

Non-belonging is not simply a passive state of being, it actively shapes refugees’
behaviors, perceptions, and interactions with their new environments. Non-belonging is inscribed
in the body, manifesting as disorientation, alienation, loss of agency, and other challenges
(Mattes and Lang 2021). Refugees’ experiences of systemic exclusion—whether through
language barriers, unrecognized qualifications, or implicit societal attitudes—compound this,
leaving them feeling marginalized and undervalued. The interplay of these factors not only
hinders integration but also exacerbates mental health challenges, creating a cycle where
exclusion fuels anxiety, which in turn reinforces withdrawal from societal participation
(Crawford et al. 2023; Nguyen et al. 2024). This dynamic echoes Bandura’s Social Cognitive
Theory (2000), which posits that human behavior is shaped by reciprocal interactions between
personal, behavioral, and environmental factors. For refugees, negative feedback from their
environment—whether in the form of exclusionary attitudes or inaccessible systems—diminishes
their sense of agency and motivation.
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Interviewees in this study underscored how belonging operates on multiple levels: social,
cultural, political and structural. They identified language as a key barrier, not only as a means of
communication but as a marker of inclusion. Limited language ability was coupled with limited
language-learning support; language-based exclusion included both social and employment
opportunities which reinforced an outsider status. These linguistic barriers, coupled with
unfamiliar cultural practices and perceived hostility, deepened their sense of exclusion. Still,
interviewees did say they felt a sense of community, but it was typically with other Ukrainians
through church, therapy groups, or through long-distance relationships with family still in
Ukraine or abroad. This hints at the power of social networks which, when available, act as
critical lifelines, providing both emotional and practical support (Espinoza et al. 2023). However,
as nearly all interviewees expressed a lack of belonging in their place of resettlement—despite
many forming connections with other Ukrainians—it appears that social networks could be more
effective if they include diverse and locally embedded relationships with members of the host
community. However, this can be challenging when refugees do not speak the local language,
limiting their ability to communicate, and when adults have few opportunities to engage with
peers in professional settings that resemble their previous work environments.

Employment emerged as a potential pathway to reclaiming belonging, offering a means
for refugees to contribute and feel recognized. Yet systemic barriers, such as the non-recognition
of foreign qualifications, left many unable to access meaningful work. This not only hindered
their economic stability but also eroded their sense of purpose and self-worth. Conversely, those
who were able to participate in the labor market or contribute through volunteerism or paying
taxes, expressed a greater sense of integration and agency, though they still lacked a full sense of
belonging.

Time and sustained effort were frequently cited as prerequisites for belonging, with
respondents emphasizing that integration requires years of adaptation, learning, and interaction.
Yet the prolonged nature of this process often left individuals in a state of liminality, neither fully
included nor entirely excluded. This underscores the need for policies and systems that actively
facilitate integration, addressing barriers at every level—from language training and employment
opportunities to social support and cultural orientation. By fostering inclusive environments, host
societies can not only mitigate the effects of non-belonging but also access the potential of
refugees as active and valued members of their communities (Council of Europe 2023).

Ultimately, the concept of belonging must be understood as both a lived experience and a
structural condition, shaped by the intersections of social, political, and emotional dimensions.
For many refugees, this sense of belonging remains fragile, constantly undermined by the
uncertainty of their future (Hartonen et al. 2022). This persistent state of limbo has the potential
to further strain their mental health (Coté-Olijnyk et al. 2024), as it can foster social withdrawal,
mistrust in institutions, and emotional detachment: individuals hesitate to invest in communities
they may ultimately have to leave. Support efforts often focus solely on the “key domains of
integration... employment, housing, education and health” (Ager and Strang 2008), overlooking
the psychological toll of uncertainty and the systemic barriers that perpetuate exclusion. The

37


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?JpFuN8
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?alcnJn
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?fcoYQr
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?7nELXB
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?a8iy7p

findings of this study make this gap clear: almost none of the surveyed refugees reported a
genuine sense of belonging, despite all the support they are receiving. This absence reflects
missed opportunities—refugees remain in limbo, while host communities lose out on the
resilience, skills, and cultural richness that can be offered through the full participation of
newcomers. To cultivate diverse, stable, and cohesive societies of the future, policy and support
programs must address belonging as a central element, not a secondary consideration.

Chapter 3: Building Belonging: A Critical
Look at Nature-Based Interventions for
Health and Social Support for Refugees and
Migrants (Insights and Cautions from
Norwegian Friluftsliv Integration Efforts)

Abstract

Refugees can struggle to maintain good health and feel social connection during
resettlement. Nature-based interventions have been successfully applied to address the same
cadre of symptoms for many non-migrant sub-populations, but not refugees. In Norway, a unique
cultural concept known as frilufisliv has been applied to refugee and migrant social support
programming. The friluftsliv programs for refugees are publicized with great enthusiasm, though
their actual effect on health and wellness does not seem to have been studied. That being said,
encouraging refugees to interact with nature in social groups or as part of a local, socialized
tradition seems to have a lot of positive potential based on the well-known, health-promoting
powers of nature and inclusive support practices. While few studies have inquired about
Norwegian friluftsliv program experiences with participant migrants and refugees themselves, it
seems that none have queried the service providers who mediate them. The perspective of these
service providers can help add knowledge about the intent and reality of such initiatives and
provide insight into how they can be adapted globally to provide social support and promote
health and wellness of refugees.

Introduction

Refugees and Nature Experiences: An Overlooked Subpopulation

Refugees are a missing subpopulation in the prolific academic literature about the
wide-ranging health and social support benefits of time spent with or in nature. Such research has
fallen under several categories including Nature-Based Interventions (NBIs), Nature-Based
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Activities (NBAs), Interaction(s) with Nature (INs), and Nature-Assisted Therapy (NAT). These
terms reflect nuanced distinctions based on the intentions and structures of the programs: NBIs,
NBAs, and INs encompass varying approaches to using nature to boost well-being, typically for
specific sub-populations; Nature-Assisted Therapy focuses more on “...therapeutic
intervention[s] targeting the need of a special population, where the natural environment is
specially designed or specially chosen for the specific therapeutic activity” (Jensen, Caludi, and
Nilsson 2010; Poulsen, Stigsdotter, and Refshage 2015). Refugees, however, a group recognized
by many humanitarian agencies, governments, non-governmental organizations, and advocacy
groups as needing both social support and at risk of facing health inequities, have not been
researched as beneficiaries in relation to such programs (hereinafter referred to as Nature
Experiences, NEs).

The Norwegian Context: Friluftsliv and Its Cultural Significance

In Norway specifically, society has embraced the benefits of time spent in nature to such
an extent that there is a unique Norwegian concept for it called frilufisliv. Friluftsliv is embedded
in Norwegian culture, rhetoric, and law (“Friluftsloven,” a legal act relating to outdoor
recreation, was first passed in 1957) (Flemseter, Setten, and Brown 2015). Frilufisliv, translates
literally to “free air life.” The word was first published by one of Norway’s most famous
playwrights, Henrik Ibsen, in his poem “On the Heights” (“Pa vidderne”) in 1859, but the
concept has been a cultural component of Norwegian life, in distinct forms, for more than 5000
years (Elgvin 2009; TEDx Talks 2018). In its first use by Ibsen, the word is used in a critical
way, to contrast the freedom of solitude in nature with the stifling norms and expectations of life
in society (Elgvin 2009). Today that critical implication is long forgotten; instead, it is a cheery,
arguably commercialized (Margaryan 2017), concept. There are countless friluftsliv
organizations and initiatives, there is even an official webpage on it maintained by the
Norwegian government (Miljeverndepartementet 2006). The concept is not limited to nature, and
is instead referred to as a “...whole philosophy... a way of life” (Innovation Norway 2024),
highlighting its expansive scope. Refugees to Norway are even said to be systematically
introduced to friluftsliv, with the intent to increase their social inclusion (Anderson and Setten
2023). This communal framing may surprise readers from cultures where outdoor recreation is
often seen as a type of athleticism, with solitary or escapist connotations. Instead, in Norway,
friluftsliv is generally seen as an equitable avenue for embracing the values of Norwegian land
and society. So where better to look for the application of NEs as a means of refugee-related
support, than Norway?

Norway’s friluftsliv eco-philosophy is deeply embedded in its broader culture, and the
country has a strong track record of applying it to migrant integration. Norwegian philosopher
Arne Ness, a pioneer of deep ecology, developed the concept of ecosophy—a philosophy that
intertwines social responsibility with environmental protection. The Platform Principles of the
movement state that “all living beings have intrinsic value” and that “the diversity and richness
of life have intrinsic value” (Drengson, Devall, and Schroll 2011). Though Nass was advocating
more for the diversity and value of non-human (plant, animal, earth) life, the concepts fits well
with the way offering friluftsliv activities to migrants is understood in Norway as offering
support (whether the migrant themself sees it that way or not). Though critique is certainly
possible and viable, the role of time spent engaging in the outdoors not only shapes Norway’s
cultural identity but also offers a framework for inclusive initiatives, by emphasizing shared
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values of community, well-being, and respect for nature. With the right approach, the broader
benefits of NEs can be harnessed for refugees in other contexts, with potential inspiration from
the Norwegian friluftsliv model.

The Documented Benefits of Nature Experiences (NEs)

Interventions and research which leverage NEs are typically intended to prevent illness,
promote wellbeing and treat specific physical, mental or social health and wellbeing conditions.
These can be mildly-interventionist, such as adding plants to elderly homes, or can permanently
alter the physical environment, such as through construction or installation of greenspaces
(Shanahan et al. 2019). The overwhelming, documented benefits of NEs include social support
(such as improved relationships, positive impacts on communities, increased trust, and increased
social engagement, interaction, and connectedness), health benefits (such as improved sleep,
improved psychological condition, improved cognitive functioning, success in reaching mental
health treatment goals, increased physical activity, reduction of depression severity, reduction in
blood pressure levels, improved memory and attention, improved immune system function, and
reduction in stress and anxiety), and overall wellness (such as cultivating a sense of purpose).
These were the conclusions of single studies and literature reviews on NEs for the elderly
(Catissi et al. 2024; Gagliardi and Piccinini 2019; Sia et al. 2020), prison inmates (Toews,
Wagenfeld, and Stevens 2018), the elderly in prisons (Farrier, Baybutt, and Sayers 2024),
veterans with PTSD (Poulsen et al. 2015), people with hypertension (Ideno et al. 2017), cancer
patients (Morris et al. 2021; Song et al. 2022), cancer survivors (Ray and Jakubec 2014; Timko
Olson et al. 2023), cancer caregivers (Lehto et al. 2021), people in institutional settings more
broadly (hospitals, care homes, prisons) (Moeller et al. 2018; Sterckx et al. 2024) and those in
institutional settings with dementia (de Boer et al. 2017), postpartum women and parents (Hall et
al. 2024; Peters et al. 2020; South et al. 2021), workplace employees (Daniels et al. 2022;
Gritzka et al. 2020), people with clinical depression (Gonzalez et al. 2011; Hyvonen et al. 2023;
Joschko et al. 2023; Owens and Bunce 2022; Rosa et al. 2023), children with ADHD (Hood and
Baumann 2024; Stevenson, Schilhab, and Bentsen 2018), people living in “socio-economically
deprived communities” (Harrison et al. 2023) and in public/social housing (Houle et al. 2017;
Snep et al. 2023), people with stress-related illness (Johansson, Juuso, and Engstrom 2022),
university students (Boyd and Brindley 2023; Rakow and Ibes 2022; Vitagliano et al. 2023),
vulnerable youth (Overbey, Diekmann, and Lekies 2023), adolescent girls (Wiens et al. 2021),
and more. None of the studies, however, focus on or otherwise specify that they included
refugees.

Besides providing physical and emotional health benefits, NEs can also help refugees
build connections to their place of resettlement. This is supported in the literature in the concepts
of “affective place-making” and “embedded geographies,” as ways that engagement with
physical environments could lead to a positive sense of ownership. Affective place-making
describes “actively creating positive affective ties to place through sensorial practices... [that]
can equally contribute to people’s sense of belonging and well-being” (Sibley 1995), while
embedded geographies develop through “...engaging in a meaningful relationship with place
through particular strategies [that access the space,] ...which provide marginalized people with a
sense of agency, security, and confidence” (Dilger, Kasmani, and Mattes 2018). Meaningful
relationship making with places can lead to place attachment and then a desire to maintain and
care for that place (“place stewardship”), and these associations can enhance psychological
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well-being and promote resilience through continuity (Scannell et al. 2019). The relationship
between people and places are also key to social and community resilience (Berkes and Ross
2013; Maclean, Cuthill, and Ross 2014), and part of this comes from a sense of enchantment
with one’s natural environment (Herman 2015). This building of connection to place can also
create a sense of belonging which, in turn, can foster “a readiness to give and contribute to the
interests of those who co-constitute a social collective” (Grey 2010), suggesting that when
refugees feel connected to their new environment, they also contribute socially and economically
to Norwegian society. In these ways, NEs can go beyond immediate health benefits, serving as
powerful tools for fostering deeper emotional ties to resettlement contexts, which can strengthen
social cohesion, promote mutual understanding, support more inclusive and resilient
communities, and increase engagement between refugees and their new social contexts.

Friluftsliv and Refugees in Norway: Initiatives and Critiques

There are many efforts to engage immigrants in Norway in friluftsliv, documented in
media, reports about past projects, and a few studies critiquing these programs. These activities
fall under what is more typical for Norwegian culture conceptions of friluftsliv rather than
covering the wide range of NEs that are showcased in the interventionist studies in other
countries. The Norwegian friluftsliv version of outdoor activities have greater emphasis on
interaction with the wild outdoors, such as hiking, skiing, mountaineering, angling, camping, and
foraging for wild foods. Organized sports have also been argued to qualify as frilufisliv by some
as well, but even the argument is contentious—not just anything can count as frilufisliv (Gurholt
and Broch 2019). Some of the most publicized of these initiatives were organized by Den Norske
TuristForening s (DNT; The Norwegian Trekking Organization), the Governmental Agency for
Integration and Diversity (IMD1), the Norwegian Red Cross (NoRC), local NGOs, and
Norwegian municipalities, but most seem to be one-time affairs. One long-standing event, “Til
topps!” (“All the way to the mountain peak!”), specifically invited people with immigrant
backgrounds to climb the country’s highest peak, Galdhepiggen. This event, led by NoRC in
collaboration with the other organizations, occurred 11 times from 2006 to 2018 (Rede Kors
n.d.). There are also accounts of friluftsliv initiatives organized for refugees by asylum centers
and other community organizations. The topic of migrants engaging in frilufts/iv in Norway is
prolific.

Though popular and prolific, there is also important criticism to consider on the
applications of Norwegian frilufisliv for migrant and refugee integration. First and foremost,
Norwegian friluftsliv reflects a majority cultural lens that has been criticized for being normative
and erasing Indigenous and migrant perspectives. In their refugee and migrant-focused offerings,
friluftsliv programs often focus more on the resultant cultural integration implied through
engaging in friluftsliv than the health and wellness benefits associated with typical NE
interventions. In her dissertation “Making ‘Good Citizens’ in the Norwegian Outdoors?
Friluftsliv as a citizen-making project in refugee integration initiatives,” Sarah Anderson
concluded that unwritten rules and regulations of frilufts/iv impose normative parameters on how
nature should be experienced, particularly for refugees (Anderson and Setten 2023; Flemsater et
al. 2015). In his thesis “Social inclusion & integration: The process of redefining the identity of
reception centers in Norway,” Lee Cheng-Han concluded that integration-focused nature
activities do not address the most critical needs of asylum seekers, which include knowledge of
local language, addressing trauma, and forming connections with Norwegians—and how, in fact,
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these activities can be isolating without language knowledge and when they only include other
asylum seekers (Cheng-Han 2020).

Other relevant criticisms related to the normative cultural aspects of frilufisliv programs
overlap with the differences between Norwegian dominant culture and Indigenous Sami
perspectives. The traditional (and often contemporary) Sami world view emphasizes the
inherent, everyday connection between humans and nature—their worldview emphasizes a deep
interdependence between humans and the land, rejecting the notion of nature as something
external that people must be 'exposed' to (Skille, Pedersen, and Skille 2023). Sami perspectives
challenge the Norwegian frilufts/iv understanding of nature as a space to be used for a certain
purpose (resources, activity) rather than the landscape of every-day life (Muotka 2025).
Contemporary Norwegian friluftsliv, on the other hand, frames nature as a separate, often
recreational, space distinct from social and work life (Skille et al. 2023). This contrast can be
traced back to the origins of the term friluftsliv, which, as previously mentioned, first appeared in
Henrik Ibsen’s poem Pa vidderne (Elgvin 2009). In Ibsen’s framing, nature becomes an escape
from the confinements of ordinary life (Sturtevant 1910), in contrast to the Sami perspective,
where human life is inherently woven into nature rather than separate from it. Considering the
assimilation history of the Sdmi people in Norway, this is an important criticism to consider in
terms of how outdoor engagement policies and practices may unintentionally reinforce cultural
dominance and limit inclusive approaches to NEs. When applied to refugee integration, these
culturally normative frameworks shape how NEs are designed and implemented—often
positioning refugees as outsiders who need to be introduced to nature in ways aligned with
dominant Norwegian cultural values. This approach risks overlooking the diverse relationships
that refugees may already have with nature (Kloek et al. 2017; Lorentzen and Viken 2022b), and
it can inadvertently reproduce exclusionary practices under the guise of inclusion. Thus, while
nature-based interventions in Norway aim to promote social integration, they may, in practice,
reinforce cultural norms that limit truly inclusive and culturally sensitive pathways to belonging.

Other critiques relevant to Norway's efforts towards refugee integration via frilufisliv,
center on the lack of intentionality in incorporating social support into program structures. This
issue is symptomatic of a broader systemic challenge: the Norwegian political landscape often
restricts avenues for equitable burden-sharing in refugee protection. This limitation stems from a
narrow normative and political framework that dictates the scope of feasible policy options
(Reklev Grytvik 2015). This constrained perspective influences the design and implementation
of integration initiatives, resulting in fragmented efforts like well-known, one-off NEs for
refugees (ex. “Til Tops!”) that are visually strong representations of unity and support (in nature
and for refugees) but lack depth and sustainability. For example, a major cross-Nordic project
called ORIGIN (Outdoor recreation, nature interpretation and integration in Nordic countries)
(funded by the Nordic Council of Ministers, 2016) surveyed local researchers and relevant NGOs
and public/private actors about “the role of nature and cultural ecosystem services in the social
integration of immigrants into the Nordic societies” with the intention “to launch Nordic
cooperation within ‘nature based integration’” (Pitkénen et al. 2017). All the participants were
positive about these initiatives and their potential, but analysis suggested that the goals of the
programs were unclear and the academic benefits of such interventions were not translated into
informed program designs (Pitkédnen et al. 2017). Besides these critical takes, it seems that media
and academic publications on the concept of frilufisliv are overwhelmingly positive regarding
friluftsliv’s application towards integration (notwithstanding other health benefits), and do not
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demonstrate any consideration of the potential effect of isolation or any critical views of the
concept at all.

Global Recognition of Nature Experiences in Policy and Planning

In general, the overwhelming evidence supporting the benefits of NEs around the world
has led to an increasing number of governments, non—government organizations, and other
public and private stakeholders incorporating them into their policy and planning frameworks
(Shanahan et al. 2019). Examples include Melbourne’s Metropolitan Strategy, developed by the
Department of Infrastructure (Maller et al. 2009; Parks Victoria 2004), Scotland’s National
Planning Framework (Lloyd and Purves 2008), England’s “Healthy Lives, Healthy People:
Strategy for Public Health” (which aims to make “...nature part of everyday life”’) (Great Britain:
Department of Health 2010), and, of course, Norway. The government of Norway, through both
the Ministry of Climate and the Environment and the Ministry of Culture’s national Gambling
Scheme, provide significant funding to all the inter-municipal outdoor councils, outdoor
organizations, and grants for outdoor activities for various target groups with priority for
children, young people, people who are not physically active, and people with an immigrant
background (Miljeverndepartementet 2006). In 2024 alone the Gambling Scheme (the
monopoly system of legal gambling in Norway) provided NOK 7.1 billion to fund sports, culture
and volunteering in 2024 (NOK 505 million more than the previous year)—and
[rilufisliv-specific funding is partially funded through this mechanism (Ministry of Gender
Equality 2024). In fact, the 2025 budget for Norway’s “Year of Outdoor Activities” was already
allocated in 2023 so that the joint organization Norsk Friluftsliv could start planning well-ahead
(Miljeverndepartementet 2006).

This growing policy integration reflects a global recognition of the potential for NEs to
promote public health, social inclusion, and community well-being. However, as governments
and organizations continue to scale up NEs for the general public and as interventions for
specific sub-populations, it becomes crucial to critically examine how these programs are
designed and implemented—especially in multicultural contexts where cultural perceptions of
nature and outdoor activities may differ significantly. This study explores how such dynamics
play out within Norway’s frilufts/iv initiatives, from the perspective of the provider, particularly
in their efforts to engage refugees and migrants, and highlights the importance of culturally
sensitive approaches in ensuring that NEs truly serve diverse populations.

Theoretical Frameworks

The following three theories are closely tied to nature’s power to heal: the Biophilia
Hypothesis, Attention Restoration Theory, and Salutogenesis. This paper made use of all three of
these theories as a foundation to inform how and why NEs could be beneficial and applicable for
refugee populations.

Biophilia Hypothesis

The Biophilia Hypothesis proposes that humans have an innate love of nature and an
ability to thrive in a natural environment, dictated by evolutionary drives and instincts. Edward

43


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?fohhWq
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?xAGR90
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?xJFHYB
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Fgmt6E
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Fgmt6E
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Wkiz9S
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?4iJv3a
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?4iJv3a
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?NHKVKO

O. Wilson’s (Wilson 1986) landmark book examined the human tendency to focus on life/lifelike
processes as a potentially biologically-based need, integral to our development as both
individuals and members of a species. In this way, exposure to nature is imagined to have a
healing effect, in that it acts as a way for humans to return to their natural predispositions and
basic instincts (Gullone 2000; Kellert and Wilson 1995; Tidball 2012). This paper utilizes the
Biophilia Hypothesis to support the idea that people, Norwegians and migrants alike, are
naturally inclined to engage in nature to some extent.

Attention Restoration Theory

Attention Restoration Theory, derived from the work of William James (1984), proposes
that contact with nature allows the human mind to restore mental fatigue and cognitive resources
(Kaplan 1995). This is based on the following four components: (1) Being Away, a physical
distancing from ordinary work or one’s day-to-day environment, (2) Extent of Connectedness
with the natural environment, (3) Soft Fascination, an appreciation of elements of nature but
which does not require directed attention, and (4) Compatibility, a suitability of the natural
environment to that person’s personal preferences or purposes in being there (Kaplan 1995;
Vitagliano et al. 2023). The combination of these aspects of time in nature are thus theorized to
have a healing effect, for refugees/migrants and other groups alike, through mental/cognitive
restoration and relaxation.

Salutogenesis

Salutogenesis, developed by Aaron Antonovsky (1980), focuses on factors that promote
health and well-being, emphasizing the "Sense of Coherence" —Ilife's comprehensibility,
manageability, and meaningfulness—rather than the causes of illness. The Norwegian concept of
friluftsliv, which involves connecting with nature for recreation and restoration, inherently aligns
with salutogenic principles and can, hypothetically, serve as a resource for refugees in Norway to
find healing and integration. By engaging in outdoor activities, refugees may experience mental
and physical renewal, build social connections, and develop a greater sense of coherence as they
adapt to their new environment. Friluftsliv could also facilitate cultural integration by offering a
meaningful way to connect with Norwegian values and traditions, and that is how it is viewed in
the dominant perspective in Norway today (though this may not be the reality for migrants
themselves). Meaningful connections with the values and traditions of one’s place of
resettlement could foster a sense of belonging and well-being, though it will ultimately be
modulated by the experience and perspective of the migrants themselves.

Study Objectives

This paper examines the perceived benefits and range of outdoor programs available to
refugees in Norway, from the perspective of service providers. This study was done specifically
in the context of Norway due to its strong cultural traditions of friluftsliv and the associated
public funding and enthusiasm to support these types of programs (in general and for refugees).
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Materials and Methods
Methodology

A 15-question survey (See Appendix III) with all write-in (qualitative) answer options
was the primary method for data collection. Conversations and experiences in the field also
helped direct the author’s literature search, to support the findings from the survey data analysis,
and awareness of relevant Norway-based programs.

Participant Recruitment

The survey was initially posted on Norway-based Facebook groups that referenced
volunteerism, nature, refugees, and similar topics. Emails with the survey link and request for
participation were also sent to many outdoor organizations across Norway. The author physically
went to various organizations in Oslo to ask for people to take or pass along the survey. The
author’s own engagement in frilufisliv in Norway led to several survey engagements, though
other attempts were less fruitful. While shopping for maps for a weekend hike at the DNT’s Oslo
boutique, the author was advised by a staff member who became a survey participant. The author
tried, through this connection and by emails and calls, to connect further with DNT staff,
including attending several DNT nature outings and completing the training to lead day-hikes for
DNT (becoming a DNT guide herself), but either did not receive responses or did not find
someone who had engaged with refugees in their DNT role. The author also attended events and
registered as a volunteer at Redd Barna (the Norwegian branch of Save the Children) after
discovering the “A Natural Meeting” walking activity through Google and LinkedIn, but found
no staff aware of the program or interested in similar future initiatives. Another time, the author
went to rent outdoor equipment from BUA (barn- unge- aktivitet; children- youth- activities). As
BUA is not a refugee-focused organization or an organization which facilitates outdoor activities,
but instead provides free equipment to anyone with a Norwegian phone number, the author did
not originally plan to recruit survey respondents through BUA. However, through engaging in a
BUA equipment rental herself, the author learned from the staff about occasions where refugees
were escorted to BUA and guided in making membership accounts by social workers from NAV
(the Norwegian Labour and Welfare Administration). The BUA staff member who handled the
author’s equipment reservation became a survey respondent and directed the author to the
website of BUA contact infomation. As a result, the author was able to recruit several more
survey participants from BUA offices across Norway, many of whom reported involvement in
other friluftsliv organizations at a local level that the author otherwise may not have known to
contact. There were also unexpected engagements; one survey participant via a Facebook post
helped the author get a summer job as a tour guide on the islands in the Oslo Fjord; later, another
tour guide (then a co-worker, at Viking Hiking, Biking) agreed to take the survey too. Beyond
their participation in the survey, the author engaged in in-depth conversations with many people
who did not participate in the survey but otherwise engaged in friluftsliv activities alongside the
author during her time in Norway. These dialogues broadened the author's perspective, offering
insights she might not have otherwise encountered or discovered through formal study or online
research, deepening her understanding of the cultural and personal significance of friluftsliv.

Survey Tool
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A 15-question online survey was conducted during summer 2024 (April-September). The
survey was designed in Qualtrics in Norwegian and English. The survey tool was tested on
native speakers (Norwegian, English) for cultural and language comprehension, adjusted, and
re-tested, before implementation. Interpretation of responses was executed in cases when English
and Norwegian phraseology did not allow for direct translation; these cases are mentioned in the

discussion section “Rhetoric.”

The recruitment method used in this study (sharing the survey link via Facebook groups,
in-person conversations, and email) cannot necessarily be extrapolated to the population of other
NE service-providers in Norway or refugee-support service providers. The perspective of the
service providers also excludes the refugees themselves.

Results

Represented Service Provider Organizations

kom til Norge.”

"Det var stort d fd 14 flyktninger opp pd toppen av
Norges hayeste fjell, Galdhapiggen. Mange av
dem hadde aldri gatt pd tur for, og noen sa at
dette var det storste de hadde opplevd siden de

"It was a big moment to get 14 refugees up to the
top of Norway’s highest mountain, Galdhepiggen.
Many of them had never been on a hike before,
and some said this was the greatest experience
they had since arriving in Norway."
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The survey participants represented organizations based
across Norway (Figure 1), including the very north of
Norway, BUA Végan, to the southernmost tip, BUA
Lyngdalm. They also represented a wide range of
programs and activities such as hiking, skiing,
canoe/kayaking, foraging, volunteering, church-based,
and outdoor equipment rental. The 15 survey
participants represented 11 different organizations
including the outdoor equipment free-rental
organization BUA, which was represented seven times
(in addition to the 10 other organizations). To be clear,
several respondents listed associations with more than
one organization. BUA survey participants came from
BUA facilities across Norway, including BUA
Sandefjord (southeastern Norway), BUA Vagan
(Northern tip of Norway), BUA Lyngdal (Southern tip
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Figure 1. Map of organizations (offices) represented

by the survey respondents.

of Norway), BUA Hjellestad (southwestern Norway),
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BUA Bjoernafjorden (southwestern Norway), BUA Tinn (central Norway), and one from an
undisclosed BUA location. While their offices share the same name, the individual BUAs
generally operate independently, including in their fundraising efforts. The survey respondents
also represented Canoe/Kayaking organizations included the Akerselva River Paddleclub
(Akerselva Padleklubb) and the Oslo Kayak Club. Volunteer organizations included the Oslo Red
Cross’s Refugee Guide program (Oslo Rode Kors, Flyktningguide), and the Volunteer Centers of
Horten, Vigan, and Rjukan and Tinn (Frivilligsentral Horten, Frivilligsentral Vdgan,
Frivilligsentral Rjukan og Tinn). The other organizations included the Oslo Regional Council of
Outdoor Life (Oslo og Omland Frilufisrad), the Norwegian Society of Mycology and Foraging
(in collaboration with Asylum Centers, minority school classes, Red Cross, and Blue Cross), The
Church City Mission (Kirkens Bymisjon), The Ski Association (Skiforeningen), and the
Norwegian Tourist Organization of the Drammen Region (Den Norsk Turistforening, DNT
Drammen og Omegn).

Service Provider Perspectives on Refugee Friluftsliv Participant Demographics

"Friluftsliv is central to our organization. Our primary role is to promote outdoor activities 'for
all' and advocate for the natural areas in the Oslo region."

In response to an open-ended question about the demographics of the people who
participated in their refugee-focused friluftsliv NEs, Survey respondents focused on country of
origin, listing the following: “countries in Africa,” “the Middle East,” Afghanistan, Chile,
Eritrea, Ethiopia, the Gambia, Iran, Iraq, Mexico, Kenya, Somalia, Syria, Sudan, Yemen,
Yugoslavia, Ukraine, and "25 different countries." Several respondents also gave age categories,
reporting that the refugees were children, young adults, families, and adults; only one
respondent, representing the Mycology and Paddling organizations, mentioned the elderly. Half
the respondents mentioned that both sexes were represented equally (“both men and women,”
“both girls and boys,” “50%-50%" etc.). Several respondents stated or implied that they do not
necessarily keep records or keep track of demographics, saying things like “this is not registered
information,” “we do not record such data about our participants,” “difficult to quantify,” “exact
numbers are hard to say...” and “...we do not distinguish between refugees and other residents...
we mainly focus on measures that do not differentiate between the groups (where you come
from).” Finally, in response to asking how many refugees were served by the program, answers
ranged from 18 to “thousands.”

29 ¢¢

Organizational Challenges and Continuity

The survey responses highlight several organizational capacity limitations in supporting
refugees through nature-based programs. One of the most cited challenges is funding. Many
organizations rely on a mix of municipal, state, and private grants to sustain their activities, but
these resources are often insufficient or inconsistent. For example, some organizations mentioned
dependence on sporadic external grants from private foundations or state bodies, leaving their
programs vulnerable to interruptions. This financial instability limits the ability to scale
programs, invest in infrastructure, or hire specialized staff to better support refugees.
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Another major limitation is language and cultural barriers. Several respondents indicated
that refugees often face challenges understanding program instructions or using the provided
equipment, requiring organizations to invest additional time in communication and training. The
lack of multilingual staff or translation resources further complicates efforts to bridge these gaps.
Some organizations also mentioned the need to spend significant time creating user profiles or
explaining services to participants, which diverts attention from expanding or improving their
offerings.

In addition to these issues, some organizations noted challenges in tailoring programs to
meet the diverse needs of refugees. Factors such as lack of swimming or outdoor experience and
difficulties in matching activities to the interests or skill levels of participants were common.
These challenges highlight the need for better funding, training, and strategic planning to build
the organizational capacity required for inclusive, effective refugee support.

Provider-Perceived Benefits

"It is a great way to share the joy of local nature with people who are new to the landscape.
People can learn the basics of local activities that not only help them understand the local
environment better but also the local cultural connections to the natural environment."

“Happiness, integration, mastery, physical and mental health, quality of life, socialization, and
less likelihood of being involved in drugs, gangs, or crime.”

"Det var fantastisk d se barna, mange av dem | "It was amazing to see the children, many of
fra krigsrammede omrader, leke fritt i them from war-torn areas, play freely in
naturen. Noen av dem hadde aldri sett sno for, | nature. Some of them had never seen snow
og gleden i ansiktene deres da de bygde sin before, and the joy on their faces when they
forste snomann var ubeskrivelig."” built their first snowman was indescribable."

Nature-based programs help refugees explore local nature, learn outdoor skills, and
connect with Norwegian culture through activities like skiing, canoeing, berry picking, and
hiking. According to providers, these experiences promote happiness, integration, physical and
mental well-being, and language learning. According to the service providers, friluftsliv program
participants build social networks, gain confidence, and become familiar with Norwegian nature
and culture. For some, these activities seemed to normalize nature, easing fears from past
experiences. Overall, these programs are perceived to enhance inclusion, well-being, and quality
of life.
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Types and Styles of Engagement

"Det er dyrt med utstyr, og okonomien til en "Equipment is expensive, and a refugee
flyktningfamilie kan veere stram. Derfor er vi | family’s finances can be tight. That’s why we
veldig enkle a bruke, da det gar fort og make it very easy to use our service—it’s
enkelt." quick and simple."

Organizations reported offering nature-based programs for refugees including day
programs, summer and winter camps, and outdoor activities linked to language and cultural
integration courses (/ntroduksjonsprogrammet, or Introduction Programs). Activities include
kayaking, hiking, skiing, yoga, and nature sports instruction. Many initiatives focus on free
equipment loans, providing access to skiing, snowboarding, hiking, and general outdoor gear.
Some programs facilitate participation in local volunteer organizations and coordinate free
equipment rentals through BUA. Providers said that providing free outdoor equipment (via
BUA) reduces financial barriers, allowing children to join school trips and adults to engage
beyond municipal services. Other efforts, like FamilieLokkis (Family Tree), promote parent-child
outdoor interaction, supporting integration by introducing families to Norwegian nature and local
outdoor opportunities. Additional offerings include guided tours in Oslo, mountain trips, and
outdoor events such as skating and activity days. Programs emphasize friluftsglede (enjoyment
of nature) in schools and during holidays, ensuring refugees can experience and integrate into
Norwegian outdoor culture.

Refugees reportedly engaged with friluftsliv through special days like Fri-friluftsdager
(Free Frilufts Days), where they participate in kayaking, guided hikes, skiing, yoga, and
foraging. Many borrow equipment repeatedly, integrating outdoor activities into their routines.
Some have also volunteered, gaining language practice and work experience through programs
like BUA. Survey respondents said that this repeated participation fosters social connection and
cultural integration, with some refugees learning about Norwegian outdoor customs, flora, fauna,
and hyttekultur (cabin culture) in the process. Others, who might have remained isolated in
reception centers, instead joined outdoor excursions. While engagement levels varied, those
involved gained exposure to Norwegian traditions and opportunities to connect with their new
environment.

Discussion

Nature-Based Experiences and Social Integration
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"Vi bare tar dem med ut hit og gir dem
verktoyene og mulighetene, og hdper at noen
av dem kanskje ser mulighetene og bestemmer
seg for d prove ting som ski eller fiske pd egen
hdnd."

"We just bring them out here and give them
the tools and the opportunities, and hope that
some of them might see the possibilities and
decide to pursue things like skiing or fishing
on their own."

“We saw several positive effects, including many positive nature experiences, a sense of
mastery, and a feeling of community. It also made the forest and nature less
intimidating—especially important for those who have fled and see nature as a scary place."

"Vi ser at voksne flyktninger ofte trenger mer
tid til a bli kjent med frilufisliv, mens barn
raskt blir en del av aktivitetene. Mange av
dem blir senere guider for sine egne familier
og venner."

"We see that adult refugees often need more
time to get familiar with friluftsliv, while
children quickly become part of the activities.
Many of them later become guides for their
own families and friends.”

The survey responses explain that friluftsliv-based programs in Norway are being used as
a tool for refugee integration, with refugees engaging in activities such as skiing, hiking,
kayaking, and berry picking. Many programs aim to introduce participants to Norwegian outdoor
culture, an approach that aligns with affective place-making and embedded
geographies—concepts that suggest engagement with physical spaces fosters belonging and
agency (Dilger et al. 2018; Mattes and Lang 2021; Sibley 1995). These programs seem to seek
not only provision of access to nature but also the building of social networks and development
of confidence through repeated participation in outdoor activities.

The reported use of Free Frilufts Days and repeated equipment borrowing suggests that
some refugees are actively integrating frilufts/iv into their routines rather than engaging in it as a
one-time experience. This contradicts critiques that nature-based refugee programs are largely
symbolic or short-term, though that critique is levied at more well-known events and even
refugee asylum center-managed events (Cheng-Han 2020), instead indicating that at least some
participants see continued value in outdoor engagement. However, it remains unclear whether
this integration is widespread, or whether certain subgroups—such as younger participants or
those with prior outdoor experience—are more likely to benefit.

One interesting point made by a service provider-respondent, is that some refugees, who
might have otherwise remained isolated in reception centers, joined outdoor excursions. This
speaks to previous research which highlighted nature as a social equalizer that can facilitate
interaction between marginalized groups and local communities (Harrison et al. 2023). However,
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it is important to note that simply providing access to nature does not guarantee social
integration. Refugees facing language barriers, trauma, or cultural differences in how nature is
experienced may struggle to fully engage with these programs. This echoes critiques that
friluftsliv-based integration initiatives can inadvertently exclude those who do not fit dominant
Norwegian outdoor norms (Anderson and Setten 2023).

Health and Well-Being Benefits

“Nature sports are the best activities to get them integrated, healthy, and happy, and less likely
to engage in crime. It improves quality of life and benefits society as a whole.”

Service providers asserted that nature-based programs promote refugee well-being,
particularly through hiking, skiing, and kayaking, which they believe contribute to happiness,
stress relief, and improved quality of life. This perspective aligns well with Attention Restoration
Theory (Kaplan 1995), which highlights nature’s role in reducing mental fatigue. Additionally,
Salutogenesis (Antonovsky 1980) supports the idea that physical activity, social connection, and
structured engagement contribute to well-being. However, while the respondents did provide
some anecdotes, it seemed that these assertions were based more on their assumptions based on
their own understanding of the value of friluftsliv, rather than from direct information or
observation from/of migrants themselves. Many highlighted the role of physical activity and time
in nature in fostering mental resilience. Though these statements appeared to be assumptions on
the part of the provider, they also align with research on NEs that link nature exposure to reduced
stress, anxiety, and depression (Gonzalez et al. 2011; Hyvdnen et al. 2023; Shanahan et al. 2019).
While service providers see friluftsliv as beneficial, further research is needed to assess refugees'
direct experiences and perspectives.

Structural Implications, Policy, and Funding

"We help refugees with language training. With borrowed equipment, they have been able to
participate in activities they otherwise would not have had the opportunity to, and this
contributes to increased inclusion in society."

"We help refugees with language training. With borrowed equipment, they have been able to
participate in activities they otherwise would not have had the opportunity to, and this
contributes to increased inclusion in society."

"Vi ser jo at vi kan skape mindre forskjeller. "We see that we can reduce disparities,

Scerlig nar det kommer til barn pa skolen. Vi | especially when it comes to children in

gjor det mulig for barn og unge som ikke har | schools. We make it possible for children and
rad til diverse utstyr a kunne veere med youth who cannot afford various equipment to
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klassen sin pd fjelltur, skitur eller andre join their class on mountain hikes, ski trips, or
aktiviteter.” other activities."

While NEs and friluftsliv programs may provide significant benefits for refugees, their
adaptability and scalability remain key concerns, particularly for countries with fewer financial
resources than Norway. Survey respondents reported multiple funding sources (despite still
feeling funding precarity) supporting their programs, primarily from government agencies and
financial foundations. Financial support from institutions such as DNB (Norway’s largest
financial services group), Spare Bank Stiftelse, SpareBank 1’s Community Promise
(Samfunnsloftet), and the 200-year-old Gjensidigestiftelsen financial foundation demonstrates a
well-established public-private funding model. Government funding sources were similarly
diverse, coming from municipal and county governments, state-level funding, and
migrant-specific agencies including UDI (the Directorate of Immigration), IMDi (the Directorate
of Integration and Diversity), and BufDir (the Norwegian Directorate for Education and
Training). Survey participants noted that they conduct additional fundraising on an as-needed
basis.

This strong financial backing reflects Norway’s sovereign wealth fund, high-tax system,
and commitment to equitable social programs. Norway is consistently ranked among the world’s
wealthiest countries, primarily due to its success in the oil and energy sectors, and is
characterized by high GDP per capita, income equity, and robust social support programs,
including universal health and social insurance coverage (International Trade Administration
2024; Tikkanen et al. 2020). Beyond earmarked funding, Norway also has an institutionalized
cultural and legal framework supporting frilufisliv, which makes outdoor recreation an integral
part of not only Norwegian social life but also government-funded refugee integration efforts.
Programs that combine frilufisliv with language training, cultural education, and social inclusion
initiatives are justified in policy reports citing the positive effects of outdoor engagement on
health and well-being, particularly for children, people with disabilities, and immigrants
(Regjeringa.no 2001).

While many other European and North American countries accept more refugees in total
numbers, Norway has been among the top four countries in recent years in refugee intake relative
to population size (Christophersen 2023). By 2024, 107,186 people in Norway had a refugee
background (including those not yet granted asylum), making up 5.7% of the population
(Statistic Norway 2024). The small number of people to support, combined with Norway’s
extensive funding mechanisms, may make sustained investment in nature-based refugee
programs more feasible, in ways that may not be easily replicable elsewhere.

Adapting Norway’s nature-based refugee integration model to resource-limited contexts
requires alternative funding and policy approaches. Governments and humanitarian organizations
can explore public-private partnerships, leverage health and environmental funding, and seek
international donor support. Integrating nature-based activities into broader programs—such as
language learning, employment training, and psychosocial support—can enhance impact, while
prioritizing low-cost, community-driven initiatives improves accessibility. While Norway
demonstrates the potential of nature in refugee integration, its financial and structural advantages
make direct replication challenging. Instead, countries can adapt key elements, such as access to
outdoor spaces and frilufisliv principles, to fit local economic and social conditions.
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A Note on Rhetoric and its Potential Effects

Frilufisliv s a cultural concept that has been integrated into the Norwegian language in
myriad ways. Most of the 15 survey respondents used versions of the Norwegian word frilufisliv
to describe refugees’ benefits and ways of engaging with their organizations. This could suggest
that the refugees are perceived as engaging in friluftsliv in an inherently friluftsliv manner,
though whether the refugees themselves were aware of this was not mentioned. For example, one
survey respondent explained that participants in their Ski Organization (Skiforeningen) had the
opportunity to “enjoy the outdoors at school and during holidays” using the word frilufisglede
(glede = joy) for “enjoy the outdoors.” They also described their programs as friluftstilbud
(tilbud = offerings). A BUA respondent used the word frilufisutstyr ( utstyr = equipment) to
describe the kind of equipment refugees could borrow from their organization. Another BUA
representative said that refugees can “...familiarize themselves with which outdoor activities the
equipment we lend can be used for. And they get a good insight into Norwegian outdoor life.”
Here outdoor activities were friluftsaktiviteter and Norwegian outdoor life was Norsk friluftsliv.
A respondent from the Oslo og Omland Friluftsrad (Oslo Regional Council of Outdoor Life;
note Frilufisrad, Rad=advice/council) described their frilufisdager, or special days on which they
host free friufisliv activities. Another BUA representative said refugees get to “fale pa
felleskapet og nettopp dette med d kunne delta i det som gjerne er Norsk kultur. Skiturer,
fiellturer og andre type frilufisturer...” or “feel the community, precisely because they are able to
participate in what is often Norwegian culture. Ski trips, mountain trips and other types of
outdoor trips...”

It remains unclear if rhetoric steeped in the cultural concept of frilufisliv has any effect,
positive or negative, on those new to it, or if this could be demonstrative of Anderson’s criticisms
of the normative expectations of Norwegian NEs (Anderson 2024). What is widely established in
refugee literature, though, is the extent to which language barriers can have an exclusionary
effect. Language barriers can cause refugees to struggle with speaking and comprehension,
leading them to feel isolated, hopeless, and anti-social, depressive, lacking confidence to speak
up or participate in education courses, missed job opportunities, and can make it difficult to make
friends (BRYCS 2016). If the programs that support refugees in Norway engage in NEs with
complexity regarding culturally mediated language, it may not simply be a difference in
translation, but of an inherently exclusionary mindset (that ‘we’ all experience the outdoors in
the same, Norwegian way). This mindset can lead to inadvertent exclusion or acculturation.

Acculturation, the homogenizing of cultures which is associated with migrants adapting
and adopting the culture of their place of resettlement, can be clinically harmful. This overriding
or erasure of one’s lifelong culture can induce psychosocial stress and stress-related health
problems including cardiovascular disease, depression, and gastrointestinal problems (Fox,
Thayer, and Wadhwa 2017). The greater the discrepancy between origin and host environments,
the harsher this effect, because there are greater challenges for migrants to learn how to navigate
their new systems and life (Berry and Annis 1974). The support that frilufisliv NEs could provide
thus may be inhibited due to the very Norwegian way they are meant to be experienced. These
effects may be inadvertent, but nevertheless barriers relating to language and acculturation
processes can even lead to a decreased ability or willingness by refugees to access and obtain
care (Morris et al. 2021). Support services should instead emphasize inclusivity, be
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culturally-tailored, and intentionally reduce language barriers (Coumans and Wark 2024;
Federici and O’Brien 2022).

Limitations
Perspective

This study was based on service provider perspectives, with support from the literature. It
did not include the perspectives of the refugees or migrants themselves, who had actually
engaged with NEs in Norway. This information is hard to come by. For instance, one series of
studies about immigrant women experiencing nature in Norway, by Catherine Anne Nicole
Lorentzen and Berit Viken (both affiliated with the University of Southeast Norway),
interviewed 14 immigrant women about their perceptions of time spent in nature. The women
reported that they generally had positive attitudes towards nature and wanted to participate in
outdoor activities like hiking and skiing but faced barriers due to a lack of information on how to
start, where to go, whom to contact, and what equipment or regulations applied, leaving them
uncertain about access and participation (Lorentzen and Viken 2020, 2022b, 2022a). Though one
of the studies addressed the mental health and nature engagement, the others primarily focused
on where immigrant women went (urban vs. rural nature) and what types of walks they took,
without examining relevant cultural expectations, normative standards, or social barriers.
Notably, the women did not seem to engage in specially designated immigrant friluftsliv
activities, despite their interest in participating—suggesting a lack of accessible entry points and
clear information. Similar challenges arose in the present study, particularly regarding the
difficulty of identifying and accessing such initiatives or staff members involved in
immigrant-focused friluftsliv programs (see Materials and Methods, Participant Recruitment).
Future research should explore not only they type of nature activity or indicators of health, but
also examine structural barriers limiting participation, and the ways in which cultural
perceptions, social belonging, and institutional support shape immigrants' and refugees'
engagement with nature.

There is some Norway-based research to suggest that immigrant-frilufts/iv-NEs may not
all be as positive as they are perceived by the providers, researchers, and lawmakers. Sarah
Anderson and Gunhild Setten’s research on the ‘systematic introduction’ of refugees to friluftsliv
provides significant critique about the normative implications and reinforcement of tradition and
‘sameness’ on those who participate (Anderson and Setten 2023; Flemseter et al. 2015; Pitkdnen
et al. 2017). One of their conclusions was that refugees perceived frilufisliv as “a Norwegian
tradition that ‘ought to be’ learned” and this can impose a sense of being different (Anderson and
Setten 2023). Synneve K. N. Bendixsen’s research on embodied belonging with migrants in
Norway is also a source of some insight, though there was only a single mention of nature. In
this example, a study participant criticized the healthcare they received in Norway because they
were prescribed more physical activity and time spent in nature. Bendixsen explains that “while
Norwegian citizens would be familiar with such medical advice, to [the migrant-participant] it
was culturally unfamiliar, and perhaps also somewhat demeaning” (Bendixsen 2020). This scant
research is largely anecdotal, but hints that more information needs to be assessed from the
perspective of the refugee-participant about how NEs affect their lives and integration
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experiences, as is done in the research with so many other sub-populations who receive NEs as
interventions.

Finally, it is unclear from the service providers in this study whether they are aware of the
specific elements of NEs that contribute to the desired outcomes, such as increased social
engagement or decreased stress. Additionally, it is not evident how these programs were
perceived by the migrant participants, leaving a gap in understanding their impact from the
participants' perspective. There is also uncertainty about whether the service providers are
themselves migrants, which could influence their approach and connection to the participants.
Finally, it remains unclear whether these providers have received any formal education or
training that would help them better understand the experiences and perspectives of the refugee
participants.

Challenges with Recruitment

The aforementioned challenges (Materials and Methods, Participant Recruitment) with
survey recruitment may serve as a note of awareness to future non-Norwegian researchers
attempting online and in-person research in or about Norway. Future researchers may also
consider social dynamics in the Norwegian setting. For example, market research companies
reported that Norwegians may be difficult to recruit for online research due to strong privacy
concerns and a general distrust of data handling. Additionally, Norwegians tend to trust public
institutions more than private companies, especially regarding data handling, with particularly
low trust in social media and digital platforms, which may further contribute to reluctance in
participating in online research (Datatilsynet 2020). While this study did not intentionally set out
to examine Norwegian-foreigner interactions in research or collaboration, the author encountered
notable challenges over 1.5 years in Norway, including difficulties in securing institutional
support, ethical approvals, research funding, and partnerships. These experiences underscore
potential obstacles that non-Norwegian researchers may face and highlight the importance of
anticipating structural and social barriers when planning research in or about Norway.

Conclusion

Incorporating NEs into refugee support programs has the potential to enhance
wellness-promoting approaches that foster connections between refugees and their host
countries. Norway’s version of an NE, frilufisliv, is rooted in government support, private sector
funding, and longstanding cultural values, making its model unique. Research highlights that
NEs influence “the environment in which people live, work, learn, recreate or heal” (Shanahan et
al. 2019) and can enhance practical support efforts like employment and education. Moreover,
NEs foster social connections, a critical component in developing a sense of belonging (Song,
Corcoran, and Zahnow 2024). As belonging is linked to community involvement (Grey 2010),
investing in NEs for resettling refugees could lead to more cohesive and engaged communities.
The example of frilufts/iv-NEs in Norway is not without criticism though, as it purportedly can
be facilitated in a normative manner, and this may be more exclusionary than supportive. The
Norwegian Friluftsliv website (Norskfriluftsliv.no) presents these assumptions clearly on their
Diversity and Inclusion page: “Nature is a unique tool for contributing to increased inclusion.

55


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?MXB2FY
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Kwk9No
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Kwk9No
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?AIyIHw
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?AIyIHw
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?1lOe9e

Many people experience nature as an open and unprejudiced arena that does not ask questions
about who you are and where you come from. Therefore, Norsk Friluftsliv believes that outdoor
activities can become Norway's largest arena for inclusion” (NorskFriluftsliv 2025). Such
statements beg the questions—do migrants or refugees really prefer not to be asked about who
they are or where they come from? Is that the best way to be inclusive?

That said, service providers surveyed in this study overwhelmingly perceived friluftsliv as
a means of enjoying fresh air and nature, improving health through physical activity, and
fostering cultural adaptation through embracing the values of the host community. These
assumed results align with theories of Biophilia, that humans have an innate affinity for nature,
which fosters well-being when they engage with natural environments (Wilson 1986),
Salutogenesis, which emphasizes how engaging life experiences can bolster an individual's sense
of coherence—thereby promoting health and well-being (Antonovsky 1980), and Attention
Restoration, which suggests that exposure to natural environments can alleviate mental fatigue
and improve concentration, thereby supporting cognitive functioning and overall mental health
(Kaplan 1995). However, the effectiveness of friluftsliv to support refugee well-being is context
dependent. Norway’s deeply ingrained ‘get outside’ culture makes social connection through
outdoor activities more plausible, but in reality, there are several barriers to interacting with
locals such as unaddressed language barriers or refugee/migrant-focused activities which limit
interaction with ethnic Norwegians all-together. Future refugee support programs incorporating
NEs, wherever they occur in the world, must ensure accessibility for all participants, offering
language support, adaptive equipment, and trauma-informed programming to prevent exclusion.

Further research is needed to understand how NEs can be optimized for refugee support
programs in other, non-Norwegian contexts. What works (or doesn’t) in Norway may (also) not
necessarily work elsewhere, as the funding, popularity, and accessibility of frilufisliv/NE
programs is partially due to a unique combination of Norway’s sovereign wealth fund, high-tax
system, and commitment to equitable social programs. The concept also may not translate to
countries where nature-based recreation is not culturally embedded. For nature-based programs
to be effective elsewhere, structured mentorship, accessibility measures, and cultural adaptation
must be prioritized (Cheng-Han 2020). Also, the country’s small population, and relatively small
proportion of refugees (5.7% of Norway’s total) may make extensive investment in social goods
more feasible (Statistics Norway 2024). In countries with larger refugee populations and fewer
resources, alternative funding structures, public-private partnerships, and integration of
nature-based activities into broader social programs could help bridge gaps related to reduced
availability of such support.

Another important consideration in promoting NEs for effective refugee support is
ensuring that their lived-experienced and real needs are central to program planning and
facilitation. A significant gap in this study—and the broader literature—is the limited direct input
from refugees themselves on how NEs and friluftsliv programs have influenced their migration
and resettlement experiences. While service providers emphasize the benefits of these programs,
prior studies in Norway suggest that beneficiaries may perceive them differently (Anderson
2024; Anderson and Setten 2023; Cheng-Han 2020; Flemsater et al. 2015). Filling this gap in
data and input is essential to avoid replicating the suggested shortcomings of Norway’s friluftsliv
model, which risks being used as tools for “making good citizens” of its refugee and migrant
participants (Anderson 2024). Still, leveraging nature experiences in refugee support programs is
a recommended method to cultivate holistic well-being among refugees, including health,
happiness, social connection, adaptation, and a sense of belonging. However, for these initiatives
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to be effective and honor the experiences and backgrounds of the refugees themselves, it is
essential to prioritize cultural contextualization, accessibility, and active involvement of refugees
in program development.
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Dissertation Conclusion

The experiences of refugees navigating resettlement highlight the complexity of
structural barriers, dimensions of socio-cultural adaptation, and how host-country institutional
and social support mechanisms are enacted and perceived. Central to this discussion is a call for
refugees’ voices and values to be integrated into refugee research. This ensures that refugee
insights not only inform more effective research methodologies but also shape the policies and
programs meant to support them. The perspectives analyzed in this dissertation, obtained through
surveys and interviews with both refugees and service providers and supplemented with
literature review, shed light on meaningful forms of support as well as service gaps that often lie
beyond the viewpoint of non-refugee academics and practitioners. Engaging these stakeholders
as active participants in research enhances the relevance of findings and ensures support systems
reflect the diverse realities, priorities, and agency of those they intend to serve. This approach
could foster more adaptive, sustainable, and equitable resettlement strategies, ultimately
strengthening both individual and collective health and social outcomes.

One of the most salient points to emerge from these connected studies is the critical role
of belonging in refugee resettlement—a factor often overlooked in support programs.
Well-established in the literature as a key determinant of well-being, a lack of
belonging—stemming from displacement, exclusion, or marginalization—can profoundly disrupt
mental, emotional, and physical health. The survey results and interviews with refugees from
Ukraine reveal that belonging is deeply shaped by social interactions, perceived acceptance, and
daily experiences of inclusion or exclusion, all of which directly impact holistic health during
migration and resettlement. However, despite their intentions, critique of support programs
serving refugees from Ukraine—and even Norway’s friluftsliv initiatives designed to foster unity
and integration—suggest they are unintentionally exclusionary in practice.

Language and cultural familiarity emerged as central to either facilitating or hindering
integration. Refugees from Ukraine reported significant difficulties in accessing resources and
employment due to linguistic barriers, which in turn affected their ability to form meaningful
social connections and establish a sense of belonging. Even when free language classes were
offered, participants expressed frustration with the inadequacy of these programs, citing
infrequent classes and lack of depth as systemic obstacles. Furthermore, while community
support networks and structured social initiatives can foster inclusion, some interviewees found
themselves confined within social circles of other Ukrainians, which, rather than alleviating
homesickness, sometimes amplified feelings of disconnection from the host community.
Critiques of friluftsliv as a normative Norwegian cultural concept highlight similar exclusionary
effects. Without intentional efforts to adapt to needs such as language barriers and be open to
refugees' and migrants' unique cultural perspectives and modes of being, NE programs intended
to be supportive may ultimately alienate newcomers rather than bring people closer together.
This is especially true when their main goal is to assimilate migrants and refugees to the
dominant Norwegian way of experiencing nature.

Despite these challenges, NEs, such as Norway’s frilufisliv programs, offer innovative
models for promoting refugee well-being. Drawing from frameworks like the Biophilia
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Hypothesis, which posits an innate human affinity for nature, and Attention Restoration Theory,
which highlights nature’s capacity to reduce mental fatigue and stress, these programs present
alternative avenues for socialization, mental health support, and cultural exchange. Additionally,
the principles of Salutogenesis, focusing on factors that promote well-being and a sense of
coherence, align with the restorative aims of frilufts/iv. However, findings from this study reveal
that while such programs hold potential, their benefits are contingent on how inclusively they are
designed and implemented. Nature programs that encourage independent exploration (e.g., BUA
outdoor equipment rentals) or refugee-only activities (e.g., Red Cross-organized hikes) risk
reinforcing social divides unless intentionally designed to foster meaningful cross-cultural
connections.

Cognitive interviewing in this study aligned with Grounded Theory (following emergent
leads during data collection) enabled a deeper understanding of how refugees interpret survey
questions and share their experiences. Cognitive Theory further illuminated how refugees
process survey questions, especially considering the cognitive impacts of trauma and
displacement, enhancing the accuracy and relevance of the findings. Social Cognitive Theory
provided a lens to explore how refugees’ behaviors and decisions—such as seeking support
services—are shaped by the interplay of personal agency, social dynamics, and systemic barriers,
helping explain how exclusionary experiences may discourage future engagement with available
resources.

Participatory research methods, which engage these stakeholders as active contributors
rather than passive subjects, are essential for addressing gaps in service provision and for
enhancing the relevance of both programmatic and research outcomes. Research must seek to
understand perspectives from the eye of the refugee themselves, rather than through the lens of
the researchers’ carefully constructed questions or through the NE/friluftsliv-provider’s
self-limiting assumptions about refugee needs and experiences. Traditional quantitative
indicators of integration, such as employment rates and language proficiency, fail to capture the
nuanced realities and complicated challenges that refugees may face even when they meet formal
criteria of assessment. Thus, refugee research must bridge the divide between lived experiences
and measurable outcomes through mixed-method approaches that combine qualitative narratives
with empirical data.

Policymakers, practitioners, researchers, and refugees themselves must work
collaboratively to design support systems that are not only effective but also inclusive, adaptive,
and sustainable. The findings from this study highlight that support programs—including
[rilufisliv or NE initiatives—can unintentionally reinforce divisions between refugees/migrants
and host communities or otherwise exclude refugees/migrants. By recognizing and addressing
both structural and psychosocial barriers, societies can create spaces where refugees are not
merely accommodated but actively welcomed and valued as members of their new communities.
Through more participatory, culturally responsive, and intersectional approaches, refugee
research and policy can co-create solutions that better reflect the realities of displacement and
resettlement. In doing so, support programs become more capable of fostering well-being, social
cohesion, and long-term integration—ultimately contributing to healthier refugees and more
unified host communities.
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Appendix

I. (Survey) Ukrainian Refugee Migration Decision
Making and Health, Survey Questions with Consent
Form

CONSENT FORM: Please read the following and provide your electronic signature if you
consent to participating in this study:

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in an anonymous survey about nature-based
programs or organizations in Norway which have provided services to refugees. The aim of this
survey is to learn more about the range of nature-based activities, challenges, experiences, and
services for refugees in Norway.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: This 15-question survey will take approximately 10-15 minutes.
RISKS AND BENEFITS: There are no foreseeable risks associated with this study.

PARTICIPANT'S RIGHTS: If you have read this form and have decided to participate in this
project, please understand your participation is voluntary and you have the right to discontinue
participation at any time during the survey. Please only take this survey if you are 18 years of age
or older.

DATA USE: Your survey responses cannot be withdrawn after submission and may be involved
in secondary use, banking, and/or future sharing for research related to the topic of time/physical
activity in nature.

QUESTIONS: If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this research, its
procedures, risks and benefits, contact Principal Investigator (PI):

Larisa Ozeryansky
University of Washington
Seattle, Washington 98105

lozeryan@uw.edu
Survey Questions and Responses in English/Russian/Ukrainian

1. Language Choice / Bbi0op sizbika / Budip moBu
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Question: Please choose your language. / [loxxanyiicra, BeiOepure s3bIk. / byap nacka,
BUOEPITH MOBY.

Options:
e English / Aarnmiickuii / AHriiiceka
e pycckuii 361K / Russian / Pociiicbka MoBa
e Vkpainceka moBa / Ukrainian / YkpaiHcbka MOBa

Message after selection: Thank you! You may now begin the survey. / Cnacu6o! B
MOXKeTe Ha4ath onpoc. / [lskyemo! Bu MmoxkeTe po3nodyaru OnmuTyBaHHS.

2. Consent / Coryiacue / 3rona
Question: Consent Form... / bnank cornacus... / @opma 3roau...
Response: (Space for digital signature)
3. Current Location / Tekyumiee mectonosio:xxenue / [loroune micue3HaxoaxeHHs
Question: Are you currently in Ukraine? / Bur ceiiuac B Ykpaune? / Bu 3apa3 B Ykpaini?
Options:
e Yes/Jla/Tak
e No/Her/Hi

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (IToxxanyiicra, 0ObICHUTE B
nojie Huxke) / [Hme (mosicHiTh, Oyab 1acKa, y MO HUKYE)

4. Temporarily left Ukraine / Bpemennblii orbe3a n3 Ykpaunsl / TumuacoBuii Buizg 3
Ykpainun

Question: Did you leave Ukraine temporarily and then return? / Bel BpeMeHHO yexanu u3
VYkpaunsl, a MOTOM BepHYIuCh? / Bu TuMuacoBo Buixanu 3 YkpaiHu, a moTim
MOBEPHYJIHUCS?

Options:

e Yes (Please explain in the box below) / la (IToxkamnyticta, 00bSCHUTE B TIOJIE
Hke) / Tak (MoscHITh, Oy/Ib JTacKa, Y MOJI HHKYE)

e No/Her/Hi

5. Reason for Staying in Ukraine / Ilpyunna npe0biBanus B Ykpause / [Ipuuuna
3aJIMIICHHS B YKpaiHi

Question: Why did you stay in Ukraine? / Ilouemy BbI ocTanuce B Ykpautne? / Homy Bu
3aUIIMINCS B YKpaiHi?

Response: (Write-in text)

6. Last Day in Ukraine / Ilociennuii nenb B Ykpaune / OcTaHHiil ieHb B YKpaiHi
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Question: When was the last day you were in Ukraine? (Month, Day, Year - e.g., March
1, 2022) / Kora BBl B mociieHui pa3 Obu1H B Ykpanne? (Mecsll, AeHb rojia - Halpumep,
1 mapra 2022 r.) / Konu Bu octranHiit g1eds Oynu B Ykpaini? (Micsib, neHb Pik — Hamp. 1
oepesns 2022 p.)

Response: (Write-in text)

7. Ukraine Lived With / C kem npoxxuBaiu B YKpauHe / 3 KM BH KWJIH B YKPaiHi

Question: In Ukraine, I lived... (Select all that apply) / B Ykpaune s xwuin... (Beibepure
BCe MOaXosIre BapuanTel) / B YkpaiHi s xuB... (Bubepits yce, 0 MiAXOAUTH)

Options:

With a partner (wife/husband/partner) / C maptHepoM (3keHOM/Myk)eM/TTapTHEPOM )
/ 3 mapTHEPOM (JIPYKUHOIO/I0IOBIKOM/TIAPTHEPOM )

With a child/children / C pebenxkom/neTsmu / 3 TUTUHOO/ IITHMHU

With elderly relatives (parents, grandparents, etc.) / C moKuabIMu
pOACTBEHHUKAMHU (poauTenH, 6a0yIIKy, ASAYIIKH U T.1.) / 3 TITHIMUA pOIUYaMHU
(6atpkamu, niaycsMu, 6adycsMH TOLIO)

With disabled relatives / C poacTBeHHUKaMu-uHBaIUAaMu / 3
poarYaMu-iHBaII IaMU

With other relatives (Please explain in the box below) / C npyrumu
poncrBennnkamu (Iloxkamyiicta, OObSICHUTE B TIOJIE HIOKE) / 3 THIIMMH pOAMYAMHA
(ITosticuith, Oynb J1acka, y MOJIi HIDKYE)

With non-relatives (Please explain in the box below) / JIpyroe (He poACTBEHHHUKH )
(IToxxanyiicta, o0bsicHuTe B mojie Hke) / [ammi (He poauyi) (ITosicHiTh, Oyb
JackKa, y moji HUxKYe)

Alone (single) / Onun (ogra) / Onun (ogHA)

With friend(s) / C qpyrom umu npy3esimu / 3 1pyrom abo npy3saMu

8. Caretaker in Ukraine / OnexkyH B Ykpause / OnikyH B YKpaiHi

Question: In Ukraine, were you a caretaker for elderly or disabled relatives or other
relatives? / B YkpanHe Bbl yXaXuBaju 3a MOKWIBIMU POJACTBEHHUKAMH WM WHBAJUIAMU
WK IpyruMH poAcTBeHHUKamu? / B YkpaiHi BU AOTVIsAamu 32 NITHIMU, iHBATiIaMU YU
IHIIMMHU poArdaMu’?

Options:
e Yes//la/ Tak
e No/Her/Hi
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e Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (Iloxxanylicta, 00bsicHUTE B
nosie Hike) / Inmie (mosicHiTh, OyAb J1acKa, y TOJ1 HUXKYE)

9. Caretaker Ukraine Post-Migration / OnekyHcTBo nocje murpanuu / OnikyHcTBO nicJis
Mirpamii

Question: Did you leave Ukraine with the people you are caretaker for? / Bel mokunynu
VYkpauHy ¢ JIIOJIbMH, 32 KOTOPBIX BBl yxakuBaere? / Bu moixanu 3 Ykpainu 3 THMU
JIOIbMH, 32 SIKUMHU OTIKy€eTech?

Options:
e Yes/Jla/Tak
e No/Her/Hi

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (IToxxanyiicra, oObsICHUTE B
nojie Huxe) / [Hie (mosicHiTh, Oyab J1acKa, y MOJi HUKYE)

10. Ukraine Home Type / Tun xniabs B Ykpause / Tun xutina B YKpaini

Question: What was your living situation in Ukraine? / KakoBa Oblia Baiia ;ku3HEeHHAsI
cutyanus B Ykpaune? / Slkoro Oyia BaIla KHUTTEBa CUTYyallist B YKpaini?

Options:
e Rent - apartment / Apenia kBaptupsl / Openpa - KBapTupa
e Own - house / CBoii nom / BiiacHwii - Oy1uHOK
e Country House (Dacha) / laua / [laua
e Dormitory / O6mexwurune / ['ypToxXuTOK
e Own - apartment / CBos kBapTHpa / BracHa - kBapTHpa
e Rent - house / Aperna noma / Openna - OyTuHOK

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / [Ipyroe (Iloxxamnyiicra, o0bsicHUTE B
nosie Huxe) / [Hie (moscHiTh, Oy/b J1acKa, y MOJi HUXKYE)

11. Ukraine Employment / 3ansitocth B Ykpaune / Pooora B Ykpaini

Question: What was your employment status in Ukraine? / Kakoii y Bac ObL1 cTaryc
3aHsATOCTH B YKpaune? / Slkuii OyB Bam crtaryc poOoTH B Ykpaini?

Options:

e Employed full time (one primary job) / [TonHas 3aHATOCTh (OIHa OCHOBHAS
pabota) / [loBHUi1 pobounii 1eHb (0JHa OCHOBHA po0OOTa)

e Employed full time (more than one primary job) / IlonHas 3ansiTocTh (60NEE
onHou pabotel) / [ToBHUI pobounii AeHb (Oinble ogHieT poOoTH)

e Employed part time / Pabota Ha HenomHbIi pabounii neHs / [IpanesnamroBanuit
HENOBHHM poOouuii 1eHb
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e Unemployed / be3pabotusie / be3pobiTHuit

e Student/ Yuenuk / CtyneHT

e Retired / B orcraBke / Ha mencii

e Homemaker / Jlomoxo3siika / Jlomorocnonapka

e Self-employed or entrepreneur / Cam03aHSTBIN WK TPEAIPUHAMATEIND /
Camo3aitHsaTuii abo mianprueMenb

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (IToxxanyiicra, 0ObSICHUTE B
nojie Huke) / [Hie (MosicHiTh, Oyab JTacKa, y MOJIi HUKYE)

12. Information Sources / UcTtounuku uadpopmanuu / [xepena indpopmanii

Question: How important were the following sources of information in informing your
migration decisions? (0 = not important, 5 = somewhat important, 10 = very important.
Please be specific and write what sources of information you used in the box below your
answer choices; e.g., Social Media: Facebook) / Hackonbko Ba)KHBI OBLITH CIICTYIOIITHE
MCTOYHHUKHU HHPOpMALUU U1 HH(OOPMUPOBAHUSA O BalllUX pelIeHusx o murpanuu? (0 =
HE Ba)KHO, 5 = HECKOJIBKO BaKHO, 10 = oueHb BakHO). [loxkanylicTa, ykaxXuTe KOHKPETHO,
KaK#e UCTOYHUKU MH(POPMAIINH Bbl UCTIOIH30BAIIH, B TIOJIE MOJI BAPHAHTAMHU OTBETA;
HanpuMep, corraibhbie cetr: Facebook / Hackinbku BaxJMBHUMHE OyJTd HaBEICHI HUKYE
JoKepena iHdopMarii A NPUHRHATTSA pilieHsb 1moa0 Mirpamii? (0 = He BaXIUBO, 5 = 1emio
BaXIUBO, 10 = myxe BaxiuBo). Byas macka, ykaxiTh, SKi Jpkepena iHdopmariii Bu
BUKOPHUCTAJH Y TOJI MiJl BAIIMMH BapiaHTaMH BIAMOBIEH; HANPUKIIAA, COLiaNbHI
mepexi: Facebook

Options:
e Social Media / Conmanbnsie cetu / Col.Meia
e Local news / MectHble HOBOCTH / MicIieBI HOBUHH
e International news / MexyHapoHabie HOBOCTH / MiXKHApOIHI HOBHHH

e Recommendations of friends/family / Pekomengannu npy3ei/ponHsix /
Pexomenpnarnii npy3iB/poanHu

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (Iloxxanyiicta, 00bsicHUTE B
nosie Hke) / Inmie (moscHiTh, OyAb J1acKa, y MOl HUXKYE)

13. Info Sources Used / Ucnionnb30BaHHbIEe HCTOYHUKHN HH(popMannu / Bukopucrani
aKepesia ingopmanii

Question: What were your main sources of information which you used to make
decisions about migrating out of Ukraine? Please be specific. / KakoBbl Obu1n Barm
OCHOBHBIE HCTOYHUKH WH(POPMAIIUHU, KOTOPBIE BB UCIIOJIH30BAIIN JIJISI TIPUHSITUS PEIICHUS
o Bble3zie 3 Ykpaunsl? [loxanyiicra, OynbTe KOHKpETHbI. / SIkuMu Oyiu Ballli OCHOBHI1
Jpkepena iHdopMarlii, 3a J0MOMOTOI0 SIKUX BU MPUHMAaIH PIIEHHS PO MIrpariio 3
VYkpainu? bynp nacka, Oy pTe KOHKPETHI.
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Response: (Write-in text)
14. Why Left (Time) / [louemy yexanu (Bpemsi) / Homy 3ammuiau (4ac)

Question: Why did you decide to leave Ukraine when you did? / [Touemy BbI pemmnu
yexarb U3 YKpauHbl, KOTJa Bl 9TO cAenanu? / YoMy BU BUPIIIMIU 3aIUIINTH YKpaiHy,
KOJIM BUPILIMINA?

Response: (Write-in text)

15. Final Destination Decision / Bb10op kKoHe4HOro nyHkTa Ha3HavyeHusi / BuOip kpainu
NPHU3HAYEHHSA

Question: What influenced your decision in choosing your final destination country? /
Yro moBNUSIIO Ha Ballle pelIeHue NP BEIOOpE CTpaHbl KOHeUYHOro Ha3HadyeHus? / 1o
BIJIMHYJIO Ha Ballle pilIeHHsS Y BUOOP1 KpaiHU KIHIIEBOTO IPU3HAYCHHS?

Response: (Write-in text)

16. Final Destination Travel Method / Cnnoco0 nepeaBu:keHusi B CTpaHy Ha3HaYeHus /
MeTona noxopo:Ki B KpaiHy NpU3HAYeHHA

Question: What influenced your decision in terms of how you traveled or what borders
you crossed? / UTo mOBIUSIIO Ha Ballle pelieHne OTHOCUTEIHHO TOTO, KaK BbI

My TEIIeCTBOBAJIM MJTU KaKKe IpaHuIbl BBl iepecekanu? / 1llo BrumHyno Ha Bare
PIIIEHHS 100 TOTO, SIK BU MOJOPOXKYBAIU YU K1 KOPJOHU TIEPETUHATIN?

Response: (Write-in text)

17. Final Destination Human Influences / Bimsinue sioneii Ha BbI0op cTpansl / Biuius
Jrofei Ha BUOip kpaiHu

Question: Did certain people influence your decision to leave Ukraine or choose a
destination country? Which people (examples: husband, friends, etc.)? / [ToBmusum nu Ha
Ballle PELICHNE yeXaTh U3 YKPauHbl WK BbIOpaTh CTPaHy Ha3HAUEHUs ONpe/IeICHHbIE
momu? Kakue mroau (mpuMepsl: My, Ipy3bs U T. 1.)? / Uu BIUTMHYIU TI€BHI JIFOIH HA
Ballle PIlICHHA NOKMHYTH YKpaiHy ud BUOpATH KpaiHy npu3HadeHHs? Ski ionu
(TpUKIIAAK: YOJIOBIK, JAPY3i TOIIO)?

Options:
e Friends / py3bs / Hpy3i
e Neighbors / Cocemu / Cyciau
e Romantic partner / Bropas nmomoBunka / J[pyra mosoBruHka

e Other Relatives (Please explain in the box below) / lpyrue poncTBeHHUKH
(IToxxamyiicra, oObsicHuTe B mone Hike) / [ani ponudi (IlosicHiTh, Oyap nacka, y
TIOJT1 HIDKYC)

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / [Ipyroe (Iloxxamnyiicra, o0bsicHUTE B
nose Huxe) / [nme (IlosicHiTh, Oyab 1acka, y 1MoJi HUXK4e)
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e Personal Decision / JInunoe pemenne / Ocobucte pimeHHs
18. Reasons for Leaving / [Ipuuunbl orbe3na / [Ipuyyunu BUi3QY

Question: What were your reasons for leaving Ukraine? (Select all that apply) / ITo
KaKUM IPUYMHAM BBl yexanu u3 Ykpaunsl? (BeiOpars Bce, yto moaxonut) / Ski Oynu
MPUYHHM 7151 TOTO, 100 3aymmuTh Ykpainy? (Bubepith yce, 1o miaxoauTh)

Options:

e Employment Opportunity / Bo3amoxxHoCTh TpynoycTpoiicTBa / MOXIUBICT
NpaleBIalITyBaHHS

e Safety / besomacHocTs / besneka

e Crime/Corruption / [Ipectynnocts/Koppymiwus / 3nounnHicTs/Kopymiis

e War/Violence / Boitna/Hacunue / BiiiHa/HacHIBCTBO

e Education Opportunity / O6pazoBarenbHasi BO3MOXHOCTb / MOXKITUBICTh OCBITH

e Social Reasons (family, friends, partner, etc.) (Please explain in the box below) /
ComnmanbHbIe IPUYUHBI (IPY3bs, ceMbs, mapTHep U T. 1.) ([Toxanyiicra,
o0bsicHUTE B MoJie HIke) / CoriasibHi TpUYrHY (Ipy3i, CiM'sl, TAPTHEP TOIIO)
(ITosicuiTh, Oynb J1acka, y TIOJI HUXKYE)

e Health reasons (Please explain in the box below) / Coctosinue 310poBbst
(IToxxanyiicra, o0bsicHuTe B nosie Hwke) / [Ipumunnan 3q0poB’s ([losicHiTh, Oy
JlacKa, y ToJjIi HUK4e)

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / [Ipyroe (IToxxanyiicra, o0ObsicHUTE B
nosie Huke) / [ame (IlosicHiTh, Oyap J1acka, y MMoJIi HIKYE)

19. How Left Ukraine / Kak yexanu u3 Ykpaunsbl / Ak 3anummunian Ykpainy

Question: How did you leave Ukraine? / Kak BbI yexanu u3 Ykpaunsl? / Ik Bu
3anumuiny Ykpainy?

Options:
e By foot / [lemxom / ITimmkn
e By car/ Ha mamune / ABTomoO1ii1em
e By bus/ ABrobycom / ABTOOyCcOM
e By train / [Toe3zngom / [loTsirom
e By plane / Camonerom / JliTakom

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (IToxxanyiicra, 0ObICHUTE B
nosie Huxke) / [ume (IlosicHiTh, Oyap 1acka, y MoJi HIXKYE)

20. Why Transport / ITlouemy BbiOpaju Tpancnopt / Yomy o0pasiu TpaHcnopt
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Question: Why did you decide to take this form of transportation? / [louemy BbI permmau
BOCITOJIb30BAThCSI 3TUM BUAOM TpaHcropra? / YoMy BU BUPILIWIIA CKOPUCTATHUCS [TUM
BUJIOM TPaHCIIOPTY?

Response: (Write-in text)
21. Travel Challenges / IIpo6siembl B myTu / IIpodaemu B 1opo3i

Question: Did you encounter challenges on your way to the border (or airport)? /
CraJIKMBaJMCh JIM BB C TPYAHOCTSIMH Ha ITyTH K TpaHwuIie (i B adporopt)? / Uun
CTHKAJIMCS BH 3 TPYIHOIIAMH Ha IIIJISXY IO KOPJOHY (200 aeporopry)?

Options:

e Yes (Please explain in the box below) / la (Iloxkanyticta, 00bsCHUTE B TIOJIE
Hwke) / Tak (ITosicHiTh, OyaIb Jacka, y MO HIDKYE)

e No/Her/Hi
22. Border Challenges / [Ipo0;1embl Ha rpanune / [Ipo6iemMn Ha KopaoHi

Question: Did you encounter challenges at the border (or in the airport)? / CrankuBanuch
JIM BBI ¢ IPO0OJIeMaMu Ha TpaHMIle (MM B adponopty)? / Un CTUKAIKCS BU 3 TPYAHOIAMHU
Ha KOPJIOHI1 (41 B aeporopTy)?

Options:

e Yes (Please explain in the box below) / la (Iloxkamnyticta, 0ObSCHUTE B TIOJIE
Hwke) / Tak (ITosicHiTh, Oyab Jacka, y MO HIDKYE)

e No/Her/Hi
23. Border Crossing / Ilepeceyenue rpanunbi / [lepeTun kopaony

Question: What border did you cross when leaving Ukraine? / Kakyto rpanuity Bbl
nepeceKasy Mpu Bble3se U3 YkpauHbl? / SIKuil KOpOH BU NEPETHYHN, BUDKIKAIOUH 3
VYkpainu?

Options:
e Poland/Ukraine / ITonbma/Ykpauna / Ilonsmia/Yipaina
e Belarus/Ukraine / benapycs/Ykpauna / binopycs/Ykpaina
e Russia/Ukraine / Poccusi/Ykpauna / Pocist/ Ykpaina
o Moldova/Ukraine / MonnoBa/Ykpauna / MonjoBa/Ykpaina
e Romania/Ukraine / Pymbiaus/Ykpauna / Pymynisa/Ykpaina
e Slovakia/Ukraine / CnoBakust/Ykpauna / CnoBayunHa/YkpaiHna
e Hungary/Ukraine / Benrpus/Ykpauna / Yropmuna/Ykpaina

e [ left Ukraine by plane (Please type your destination country in the box below) /
BbLIETEN/a U3 YKparHbI Ha camosieTe (MoXKalyicTa, YKaKUTe CTPaHy Ha3HaYeHUS
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B noJie Hike) / S Bunetip/BuiieTina 3 Ykpainu jiTakom (Oy/ib j1acka, BBEIITh
KpaiHy MPU3HAYCHHS Yy MOJIi HUXKYE)

Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (Iloxxanyiicta, 00bsicHUTE B
niosie Hwke) / [ame (ITosicHITh, Oyab J1acka, y TIOJi HAXKYE)

24. Stay or Go On (1) / Ocrarbcs niam noexatsb aauabiie (1) / 3aaummTucs um ixatu gadi (1)

Question: Did you stay in the first country you went to from Ukraine, or did you go to a
second country? / Bel ocTanuch B IepBOii CTpaHe, B KOTOPYIO BbI OTIIPABHIIUCH U3
YKpauHbI, WK BB IOE€XAJHM BO BTOPYIO cTpany? / Bu 3anummiucs B nepuriit kpaidi, Kyau
Moixajau 3 YKpaiHu, 4 MoiXajau B IpyTy KpaiHy?

Options:

I stayed in the first country I traveled to from Ukraine / 5 octancs/ocranace B
MEPBOM CTpaHe, B KOTOPYIO Mmoexan U3 YKpauHbl / S 3aNumnBCs/3aIuimiacs B
TIepIIiil KpaiHi, KyJu 1oixaB 3 YKpaiHu

I went to a second country / § yexan/a Bo Bropyto ctpany / S moixas/moixana a0
Ipyroi KpaiHu

25. Stay or Go On (1), Why (2)? / Ilouemy nmoexasu gaasuie (2)? / Homy moixasaum gaJi (2)?

Question: Why did you travel to a second country? / [Touemy BbI Ho€xaJii BO BTOPYIO
crpany? / YoMy Bu moixaiau 10 Apyroi KpaiHnu?

Response: (Write-in text)

26. Where (2) / Bropas crpana / /Ipyra kpaina

Question: What was the second country you traveled to? / B kakoii Bropoii cTpaHe Bbl
noObBau? / SIkor0 qpyroro KpaiHOO BU MOOyBan?

Options:

Poland / ITonsmia / Tombima

Belarus / benapycs / binopych

Russia / Poccus / Pocist

Moldova / Monnosa / Moniosa

Romania / Pymbiaus / PymyHis

Slovakia / CnoBakus / CioBauunHa

Hungary / Benrpus / Yropuiuna

The U.K. / BenuxoOputanus / BenukoOpuranis
The U.S./ CHIA / CILIA

Germany / I'epmanus / Himeuunna
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e France / ®panuus / Opanuis

e C(Canada/Kaunana / Kanana

e [taly / Utanus / Itamis

e Spain / Ucnanus / Icnanis

e (Czech Republic / Yenickas Pecrybnuka / Yechka PecrryOrika
e Turkey / Typuus / Typeuunna

e Norway / Hopserus / HopBerist

e Portugal / [Topryramus / [Topryraiis

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / [Ipyroe (Iloxxamnyiicra, o0bsicHUTE B
none Hike) / [nme ([losicHiTh, Oyab acka, y MO HIKYE)

27. Stay or Go On (2) / Ocrarbcs Wi nmoexars AaJjbiie (2) / 3aaumuTUCA YM ixaTu aaJi (2)

Question: Did you stay in the second country you went to, or did you go to a third
country? / Bel octasuch Bo BTOpoii cTpaHe, B KOTOPYIO MOeXalu U3 YKpauHbl, HIIU
Moexaju B TPEThIo cTpany? / Bu 3anummiucs B ApyTiid KpaiHi, Kyau noixaiau 3 YKpainu,
YH M01XaJIU B TPETIO KpaiHy?

Options:

e [ stayed in the second country / 5l octasncs/ocranack Bo BTopoii crpane / 5
3aJIMIIMBCS/3aIUIINIIacs B Ipyriil KpaiHi

e [ traveled to a third country /  yexan/a B TpeTbto cTpany / S moixas/moixana y
TPETIO KpaiHy

28. Stay or Go On (2), Why (3)? / Ilouemy noexau aajasiie (3)? / Homy noixaau aaJi (3)?

Question: Why did you travel to a third country? / [louemy BbI moexanu B TPEThIO
ctpany? / YoMy BU MOiXajH B TPETIO KpaiHy?

Response: (Write-in text)
29. Where (3) / Tperns cTpana / Tpersi kpaina

Question: What was the third country you traveled to? / B kakoit TpeTbeii cTpane Bbl
noObiBanu? / SIKy TpeTio KpaiHy BU MOIOPOXKYBaIH?

Options:
e Poland / I[Tonpma / [Tonba
e Belarus / benapycs / binopycs
e Russia/ Poccus / Pocis

e Moldova / Monnosa / MonnoBsa
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e Romania/ Pymbinus / PymyHis

e Slovakia / CnoBakus / CioBaudriHa

e Hungary / Benrpus / YropuuHa

e The UK./ Benukobpuranus / Benukooputanis
e The U.S./CIIA /CIIA

e Germany / I'epmanus / Himeuunna

e France / ®pannus / Opaniis

e C(Canada/Kanana / Kanana

e [taly / Uramus / ITanis

e Spain / Ucnanus / Icrianist

e (Czech Republic / Uenickas Pecriyonuka / Uechka PecnyGiika
o Turkey / Typuus / Typeuunna

e Norway / Hopserus / Hopgeris

e Portugal / ITopryranus / [Topryramnis

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (IToxxanyiicra, 0ObSICHUTE B
nosie Huxke) / [nme (IlosicHiTh, Oyap 1acka, y MoJii HIXKYeE)

30. Stay or Go On (3) / Ocrarbcst niam noexarsb Aauabiue (3) / 3aaummTucs 4m ixatu gaJi (3)

Question: Did you stay in the third country you went to, or did you go to a fourth
country? / Bel ocTanuch B TpeTheil cTpaHe, B KOTOPYIO BBl OTIIPABHIINCH U3 YKPAWHBI,
WIN BBl yE€XaJli B YETBEPTYIO cTpaHy? / Bu 3anummincs B TpeTii KpaiHi, Kyau noixaau 3
VYKpainu, uyu noixajiu B YETBEPTY KpaiHy?

Options:

e [ stayed in the third country / S octancsi/ocranace B TpeTbeii crpane / 5
3QJIMIIKBCSI/3aIMIITUIACS B TPETiH KpaiHi

e [ traveled to a fourth country / §I yexan/a B yeTBepTyto cTpany / S moixas/moixamna
y 4eTBEPTY KpaiHy

31. Stay or Go On (3), Why (4)? / Ilouemy noexanu gaasiie (4)? / Homy moixasau gaJii (4)?

Question: Why did you travel to a fourth country? / [Touemy BbI Ho€xajau B 4E€TBEPTYIO
cTpany? / YoMy BM 1OiXaju B U€TBEPTY KpaiHy?

Response: (Write-in text)

32. Where (4) / YerBepras ctpana / YerBepTa Kpaina
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Question: What was the fourth country you traveled to? / B kakyto ueTBepTyo cTpany
BbI oexanu? / SIKy ueTBepTy KpaiHy BH moOyBaiu?

Options:

Poland / Ilonpma / I[onbima

Belarus / benapycs / binopych

Russia / Poccus / Pocist

Moldova / Monnosa / MonioBa

Romania / Pymbians / PymyHis

Slovakia / CnoBakus / CioBauunHa

Hungary / Benrpus / Yropuuna

The U.K. / BenuxkoOpuranus / BenukoOpuranis
The U.S./ CHIA / CILIA

Germany / I'epmanus / Himeuunna

France / ®pannms / Opaniist

Canada / Kanana / Kanama

Italy / Utamus / Itamist

Spain / Ucnianus / Icnanis

Czech Republic / Yemickas PecniyOnuka / Uecbka PecryGiika
Turkey / Typuus / Typeuunna

Norway / Hopserus / Hopseris

Portugal / ITopryranus / [Topryranis

Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (Iloxxanyiicta, 00bsicHUTE B
nonie Hke) / Inme (IosicHiTh, Oyab J1acka, y MOJIi HIKYE)

33. Stay or Go On (4) / OcTarbcst niM noexarsb aAauablie (4) / 3aaummuTucs um ixatu aadi (4)

Question: Did you stay in the fourth country, or did you travel to a fifth country? / Bst
OCTaJIMCh B YETBEPTON CTpaHe, B KOTOPYIO Bbl OTIIPABUIIMCH U3 YKPAUHBI, MU BB
MOEXaJH B IATYIO cTpany? / Bu 3anummimcs B 4eTBEpTii KpaiHi, KyIu MOiXaiu 3
VYKkpaiHu, 4y 1oixaiau B I’ ATy Kpainy?

Options:

I stayed in the fourth country / S octancs/ocranace B ueTBepToit crpane / 5
3aJIMILIMBCS/3aIMIINIIACS B YETBEPTIN KpaiHi
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e [ traveled to a fifth country / 51 yexan/a B nsaTyto ctpany / 5 noixap/moixana y
I ATy KpaiHy

34. Five Countries or More / IIaTh cTpan u 6osabuie / II’ATH KpaiH i Oiabiue

Question: Please provide more information in the box below about your journey (why
did you travel through so many countries, where else did you go and why?). /
[Toxanyiicta, IpeoCTaBbTe B MOJI€ HUKE JOMOIHUTENBbHYIO HH(OPMALIHIO O CBOEM
MyTENIECTBUU (ITOYEMY BBl TYTEIIECTBOBAIH 110 CTOJIBLKUM CTPaHaM, TII¢ CIIe BbI
noObIBau 1 odemy?). / Byab nacka, Hamalte 6unbine iHGopMalii y Mo HiK4Ie Ipo
BaIlly MOAOPOK (YOMY BH TTOJIOPOXKYBAJIM Yepe3 CTIIBKH KpaiH, Kyau 1ie moOyBaH i
yomy?).

Response: (Write-in text)
35. Current Location / Tekymee mecronosio:kenue / [loroune micue3sHaxoaKeHHs

Question: Where are you now (please enter the city or town name in the box below the
country you select)? / B xakoii crpaHe Bbl ceifuac? mokaiayicTa, BBEAUTE Ha3BaHUE
ropoJia WIH MOCEeJIKa B 1MOJIe o BRIOpaHHOM BaMu cTpaHoi / B sikiii kpaiHi Bu 3apas?
Oy/ib J1acka, BBEIITh Ha3By MicTa abo MicTa y MO i BUOPaHOIO KpaiHOIO.

Options:
e Poland / [Tonpma / [Momnbia
e Belarus / benapycs / binopycs
e Russia/ Poccus / Pocis
e Moldova / MonpnoBa / Monnosa
e Romania/ Pymbinus / PymyHnis
e Slovakia / CrioBakust / CioBaudrHa
e Hungary / Bearpus / Yropuuna
e The UK./ Benukobpuranus / BenukoObputanis
e The U.S./CIIA /CIOA
e Germany / I'epmanus / Himeuunna
e France / ®panuus / Opanuis
e (Canada/ Kanana / Kanama
o [taly / Uramus / ITanis
e Spain / Ucnanus / Icrianist
e (zech Republic / Yemickas Pecriyonuka / Yechka PecmyOmika

o Turkey / Typuus / Typedunna
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Norway / Hopserus / Hopseris
Portugal / ITopryranus / [Topryranis

Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (Iloxxanyiicta, 00bsicHUTE B
niosie Hwke) / [ame (ITosicHITh, Oyab J1acka, y TI0Ji HAXKYE)

36. Plans to Move / ILi1anbl Ha nepee3n / [Lnanu Ha nepeisj

Question: Are you planning on moving again within the next 3 months? / [Inanupyere
7 BBl CHOBA Tepeexarh B TedeHue cieaytomux 3 mecsues? / [lnanyere Bu 3HOBY
nepeixaTy BIPOJOBK HACTYITHHUX 3 MiCSIIiB?

Options:

Yes / a/ Tak
No /Her / Hi

Not Sure / He 3naro / He 3nar0

37. Current Living Situation / Texymee mecto npo:xkuanusi / Iloroune micue npokuBaHHs

Question: Who do you currently live with? (Select all that apply) / C kem BbI ceifuac
xuBete? (BeiOpars Bce, uTo moaxoaut) / 3 kumM Bu 3apa3s xkusete? (Bubepits yce, mo

IT1IXO/TUTH )
Options:
e With a partner (wife/husband/partner) / C mapTHepom (3keHOH/MyKeM/TTapTHEPOM )
/ 3 mapTHEpOM (APY>KUHOKO/IO0TOBIKOM/TIAPTHEPOM )
e With child/children (no partner) / C peberkom/neTbMu / 3 TUTHHO/ TITEMU
e With elderly relatives (parents, grandparents, etc.) / C moxuiapIMu
POICTBEHHUKAMH (POAUTENH, 0a0yIIKY, JEAYIIKH U T.A.) / 3 TITHIMH pOJUYaMU
(baTpkamu, migycsmMu, 6adycsMH TOIIO)
e With disabled relatives / C poacTBeHHUKaMHU-UHBAIHIaMU / 3
poarYaMu-iHBaIiIaMU
e With other relatives (Please explain in the box below) / C npyrumu
poncrBennnkamu (Iloxkamnyiicra, 0ObSICHUTE B TI0JIE HUKE) / 3 IHIIMMHU pOAMYAMHU
(ITostcHiTh, Oynb J1acka, y MOJI HIXKYE)
e Alone (single) / Onun (ogna) / Onun (oxHA)
o With friend(s) / C apyrom nim apy3bsimu / 3 Apyrom abo Apy3sMH
e Other (non-relatives) (Please explain in the box below) / [Ipyroe (ue

ponctBeHHukH) (IToxkanyiicta, 00bscHUTE B nose Huxe) / [Hie (He poauul)
(ITosticHiTh, Oynb J1acka, y MOJIi HIKYE)

38. Current Home Type / Texymas Kninmnas Curyanus / Ilorouna Kutiiosa Curyanis
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Question: What is your current living situation? / KakoBa Bailia HbIHEIIHSISI )KU3HEHHAs
cutyanus? / Ska Baira HUHIIIHS KUTTEBA CUTYAIlist?

Options:

e Rent - apartment / Apenna kBaptupsl / Openza - KBapTHpU

e Own - house / CBoii nom / BiiacHwii - Oy1uHOK

e Country House (Dacha) / laya / [laua

e Dormitory / O6mexwurune / ['ypToxXuTox

e Own - apartment / Cost kBaptupa / BimacHa - kBapTupa

e Rent - house / Apenna noma / Openna - OynIuHKY

e Center for Refugees (Please explain in the box below) / LlenTp nms 6exxeHies
(IToxxamyiicra, oObsicaute B mone Hke) / Llentp ans 6ixxenui (IloscHiTe, Oyab
J1acKa, y TOJI1l HUXK4eE)

e Staying with relatives / [IpoxxuBanue y poactBeHHUKOB / [lepeOyBaHHS y ponudiB

e Staying with other people (non-relatives) (Please explain in the box below) /
[IpeObIBanMEe ¢ ApyrUMH JTIOAMU (HE poacTBeHHUKaMHK) / [lepeOyBaHHS 3 IHITUMHU
JObMU (HE poIUvaMu)

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / pyroe (IToxanyiicra, 0ObsICHUTE B

nosie Huxke) / ume (IlosicHiTh, Oyap 1acka, y MoJi HIXKYeE)

39. Current Employment / Texkymuii Craryc 3ansitoctn / Iloroununii Craryc Podorn

Question: What is your current employment status? / KakoB Bamr Tekymuii craryc
3aHsaTocTu? / SIkuii Bamr cratyc poboTH 3apas?

Options:

Employed full-time (one primary job) / [loiHas 3aHATOCTH (OIHA OCHOBHAs
pab6ora) / [ToBHuUi poOounii 1eHb (0JHA OCHOBHA POOOTA)

Employed full-time (more than one job) / [ToiHas 3ansTOCTH (OONIEE OMHOM
pabotsi) / [loBHUI poOoUMii eHb (OiIbIe OMHIET pOOOTH)

Unemployed / be3 pa6otsl / bes podotu
Student / Yuenuk / CtyneHT

Retired / B orcraBke / Ha mencii

Homemaker / Jlomoxo3siika / Jlomorocrnonapka

Self-employed or entrepreneur / CaM03aHSTBIN WM TIPEANPUHUMATEIH /
Camo3zaiiusatuit abo mianpueMenb

Employed part-time / Henonuslii paGouwnii nens / HenoBHui po6ounii 1eHb
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e Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (Iloxxanylicta, 00bsicHUTE B
nonie Hike) / Tnme (IosicHiTh, Oyab 1acka, y MOJI HIKYE)

40. Financial Assistance / ®unancoBas [lomomn / ®inancosa Jlonomora

Question: Are you receiving any form of financial assistance? / [TomyuaeTe 11 BbI
¢unaHcoByto momoib? / Yu oTpumyeTte B Oyib-Ky (piHAHCOBY JOTIOMOTY?

Options:
e Yes/Jla/Tak
e No/Her/Hi
41. Type of Financial Assistance / Bun ®unancosoii Ilomomu / Bun ®@inancosoi Jlonomorn

Question: What kind of financial assistance are you receiving? (Select all that apply and
put the amount and currency per month below each selection) / Kakyto puHaHCOBYIO
oMOIIb BBl Ioyuaete? (BeiOepute Bce MOMXOMAIINE BAPUAHTHI U YKAKUTE CYMMY U
BaJIIOTY B MECSII IO/ KaXXIbIM BEIOOpOM) / SIKy (hiHAaHCOBY JOTIOMOTY BH OTpUMYy€Te?
(BubepiTh yce, 0 MiAXOAUTH, 1 TOCTABTE CyMY Ta BaJIOTY Ha MICSIh ITi/T KOXXHUM
BHOOpOM)

Options:

e Living stipends from the government in my current country / Ctunesnauu ot
MIPABUTENILCTBA B MOEH HbIHEIIHEH cTpaHe / CTUNEH 1] Ha IPOXXKUBAHHS Bifl ypAIy
B MOili HUHIIIHIA KpaiHi

e Financial assistance from relatives / MarepuanbHasi TOMOIIs OT POJICTBEHHUKOB /
MarepianbHa JOIIOMOTa Bijl pOINYIB

e Financial assistance from social contacts (non-relatives) / @uHaHCcOBast TOMOIIb
OT COIMAJIbHBIX KOHTAKTOB (HE POJIICTBEHHUKOB) / MaTepiaibHa 101moMora Bifl
COLIIAJTbHUX KOHTAKTIB (HE POANYIB)

e Housing stipends from the government in my current country / XKuuniasie
CcyOCHIUU OT MPaBUTEILCTBA B MOCH HBIHEIIHEH cTpane / JKUTIOBI CTUNICH/IIT BT
ypsAoy B MOili HUHIIIHINA KpaiHi

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / [Ipyroe (IToxxanyiicra, oOObsICHUTE B
niosie Hwke) / [ame (ITosicHiTh, Oyab J1acka, y TI0JT HAXKYE)

42. Current Challenges General / Tekymue IIpooaemsi / [Torouni IIpodiaemu

Question: What, if any, of the following challenges are you currently experiencing?
(Select all that apply; please explain more in the boxes below your answer choices) / C
KaKHMH U3 CIEIYIOIINX MPOOIeM BbI CTAIKHBAETECH B HACTOSIIIEE BPEMSsI, €CITH TAKOBBIE
umerorcs? (Beibepute Bce MOIXOSIINE BapHAHTHI; TOXKAITYICTa, 00BSICHUTE OOMBIIE B
MOJISIX IO/ BAaIlIUMHU BapUAHTaMHU OTBETOB) / 3 SKMMHU TIPpOOIeMaMy BH 3apa3 CTUKAETECH,
akiio Taki €? (Bubepith yce, 110 MiIX0aUTh; MOSACHITH, Oy/b Jacka, TOKIAIHIIIE B MOJIIX
I1]] BalllUMU BaplaHTaMHU B1JIIOBIAEH)
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Options:

Local language / MecTHbl# 51361k / MiciieBa MOBa

Registration or other administration relevant to migration (ex. visas, other
paperwork) / Perucrparus win apyroe aiMUHUCTPUPOBAHNE, IMEIOIIICE

OTHOUIEHHE K MUTPaLluy (Hapumep, BU3bl, IpyTrue 10KyMeHThl) / Peectpanis abo

1HIIIe YIPaBJIIHHS, 0B’ 3aHE 3 MIrpaLli€lo (HanpuKiaji, Bi3H, 1HII JOKYMEHTH)

Issues related to my children's schooling / IIpo6nemsl, cBsi3aHHbIE ¢ 00yUeHUEM
MouX HeTel B 1kose / [Iutands, MoB’13aHi 3 HABYaHHIM MOIX JiTeH

Issues related to employment / Bornipocsl, cB3aHHBIE C TPY10yCTPONUCTBOM /
[TuTanHs, MOB’sA3aH1 3 MpaleBIaITYBaHHAM

Finding a place to live / Bonipocsl, cBsi3aHHbBIE C MOEH KUJIUIIHON CUTYyaIruei /
[TuTaHHs, M0 CTOCYIOTHCA MO€ET JKUTIOBOT CUTYAITii

Integrating into the local community (ex. making friends) / UaTerpanus B
MECTHOE COOOIIECTBO (HApUMeEp, 3aBECTU APY3€el, HAUTH COLIMATIbHYIO
noz/iepkKy) / InTerpaiiis B MiclieBy CIIIBHOTY (HalpHUKIal, 3HAUTH JIpy3iB,
3HAWTHU COLIANIbHY MIATPUMKY)

Accessing healthcare services / Jloctyn k MenuuuHCKUM yciryram / Jloctyn 1o
MCIUYHHUX ITOCIIYT

I am not experiencing any challenges / 51 He ucTIBITBIBatO HUKAKUX MTpoOemM / S
HE BIIYyBAlO KOIHUX TPYIHOIIIB

Other (Please explain in the box below) / JIpyroe (00bscHuTE, TOXKAITyHCTA, B
nosie Huxke) / [ame (IlosicHiTh, Oyap 1acka, y MoJii HIXK4e)

43. Gender / I1oa / CraThb

Question: What is your gender? / Kakoro Bl nona? / fIka Bama ctars?

Options:
e Male / Mysxckoii / HonoBiua
e Female / Xenckuii / )Kinoua
e Other (please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (noxanyiicra, o0bsiCHUTE B

nosnie Huke) / [ame (IlosicHiTh, Oyap J1acka, y MoJii HIXKYe)

44. Self-Rated Health / Camoonenka 3n0poBbsi / Camooninka 310poB'st

Question: How would you rate your health (0 = very poor, 10 = excellent) / Kak ObI BbI

OIICHIIIH CBOE 3710poBhe (0 = oueHb maoxoe, 10 = ommnuHoe) / Ik OM BU OIIHUIIN CBOE
3nopoB’st (0 = myxe norane, 10 = BiiMiHHE)

Response: (Choice by number)
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45. Self-Rated Activity / Camoounenka ®@usnuyeckoit AktuBHocTH / Camooninka @i3su4HOL
AKTHBHOCTI

Question: How would you rate your current level of physical activity? (0 - almost never
leave the house, 5 - some exercise, regular walking, 10 - very active, moving throughout
the day) / Kak ObI BBl OLIEeHIJIM CBOM HBIHEITHHI ypoBeHb (u3nueckoit aktuBHOCTU? (0 -
MOYTH HE BBIXOXKY U3 JIOMa, 5 - HEMHOT'O 3aHUMAIOCh CIIOPTOM, PETYJsipHbIE NPOryaku, 10
- OYCHb aKTUBHAs JKU3Hb, JIBUTAIOCH B TCUCHUE JIHS) / SIk OM BU OL[IHWIIM CBili TOTOYHHIMA
piBeHb (i3nuHOT akTUBHOCTI? (0 - Mai>ke HIKOJIHM HE BUXOIIXKY 3 JIOMY, S5 - (pizuuHi
BIIPABH, PETYJSPHI NPOTYISHKH, 10 - qyKe akTUBHE KHUTTS, PyX MPOTITOM JIHS)

Response: (Choice by number)
46. Tobacco Use / Ynorpeodsaenue Tabaka / BxxuBanus TioTiony

Question: Do you smoke (use tobacco products) more, less, or the same now, as
compared to when you lived in Ukraine? / Kypure nu Bei (ynorpebnsere Tabaunbie
u37Ieus) OOJbIIe, MEHBIIIE HITH CTOJIBKO JKe ceidvac, 10 CPAaBHEHHIO C TEM, KOT/Ia YKHJIH B
VYkpaune? / Uu kypute BU (BKHUBA€TE TIOTIOHOBI BUpOOH) O1IIbIIIE, MEHIIIE YU TaK CaMo
3apa3, HiK KOJIU BH KUK B YKpaiHi?

Options:
e More / bonbmie / binbie
e Less/ Menbmie / Menme
e Same / Ctonbko xe / Tak camo
e | am a non-smoker / 5 He xypro / 5l He Kypro
47. Alcohol Use Amount / Ynorpeoaenue AJIkoroJisi / BakxuBanHusi AJIKOroJiio

Question: How much alcohol (beer, liquor, wine, etc.) do you drink? (0 - never; 5 - two
or three drinks per week; 10 - three or more drinks per day) / Ckomnbko amkorojist (TUBoO,
CIUPTHBIC HAITUTKH, BUHO U T. A.) BbI ibeTe? (0 — HUKOTNA; 5 — IBa-TpU HAKUTKA B
Henento; 10 — Tpu 1 6onee HanuTKa B JIeHb) / CKIJIbKH aJIKOTOJIO (ITHBA, aJIKOTOJIEHUX
HanoiB, BUHA To10) BU BxkuBaere? (0 - Hikonu; 5 - 1Ba a00 TpH HAIOI HA THXKICHB; 10 -
Tpu abo OLIbIIE HAMOIB HA JICHB)

Response: (Choice by number)

48. Alcohol Use Comparative / Ynorpeoaenne Ajskorosi (CpaBHenue) / BixxuBanus
Aaxoroso (IlopiBHsIHHSA)

Question: Do you drink more, less, or the same amount of alcohol now (as compared to
when you lived in Ukraine)? / Bbl ibeTe 00JbIIIe, MEHBIIIE WM TAKOE K€ KOJTHYECTBO
aJIKOTOJIs ceryac (1o CpaBHEHHUIO ¢ TeM, KOT/Ia BbI )KWJIM B YKpauHe)? / Bu m'ete Oinbiie,
MeHIe abo Take X KiIbKICTh aJKOTOJIIO 3apa3 (IIOPiBHIHO 3 TUM, KOJIM BH JKHJIU B
VYkpaini)?

Options:
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o More / Bonbie / Buipiie
o [Less/ Menbiie / Mene
e Same / Takoe xe / Tak camo

e [ do not drink alcohol now and I did not drink when I lived in Ukraine / I He nbro
/ 51 He BXXUBarO

49. Pregnant Y-N / bepemenna iu Bo1? / Bu Baritha?
Question: Are you pregnant? / Ber 6epemenna? / Bu BaritHa?
Options:
e Yes/Jla/ Tak
e No/Her/Hi

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (moxanyiicta, OObICHUTE B
nosie Hwke) / [ame (ITosicHiTh, Oyab J1acka, y TI0JTi HAXKYE)

50. Pregnancy Experience / OnbiT bepemennoctu / locBin Baritnocri

Question: How has your pregnancy experience been during migration and resettlement? /
KakuM Obu1 Balll onbIT 6€peMEHHOCTH BO BpeMst MUTpalMU U niepeceneHus? / SIkum Oys
Balll JIOCBIJ] BariTHOCTI MiJ1 Yac Mirpaiii Ta nepeceieHss’?

Response: (Write-in text)
51. Breastfeeding Y-N / Kopmaenue I'pyabio / I'pynne BuronosyBanns
Question: Are you breastfeeding? / Bol kopmuTe rpyasto? / Bu rogyere rpynsmu?
Options:
e Yes/Jla/Tak
e No/Her/Hi

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / [Ipyroe (noxaiyiicra, o0bsSCHUTE B
nosie Huke) / [ame (IlosicHiTh, Oyap 1acka, y Mo HIKYe)

52. Breastfeeding Experience / OnbiT I'pynnoro Bekapmiausanms / locsin I'pyanoro
BuronxoByBanHst

Question: How has your breastfeeding experience been during migration and
resettlement? / Kakum ObLJT Balll ONBIT TPYJHOTO BCKAPMIIMBAHMS BO BPEMsI MUTPALIUH U
nepecesienus? / Slkum OyB Balll TOCBIJ TPYIHOTO BUTOAOBYBAaHHS I11J1 4ac Mirpaiii ta
nepecesieHHs?

Response: (Write-in text)

53. Chronic Illness Y-N / Xpouuueckue 3a6osieBanusi / XpoHiuHi 3aXBOpIOBaHHS
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Question: Do you experience any difficulties or limitations in your daily life due to
chronic illness, disability, handicap, physical weakness, or mental problems? If so, to a
large extent or to some extent? (Please explain in the box below) / cnibiTeiBaeTe 11 Bbl
Kakue-JIM00 3aTpyIHEHHSI WIM OTPAHUYCHUS B TIOBCEIHEBHOW )KU3HU U3-32 XPOHUUECKOTO
3a00JIeBaHusl, HTHBATMTHOCTH, (PU3MUECKUX HETOCTATKOB, (PU3NUYECKOM CIT1a00CTH HITN
npobiem ¢ ncuxukoit? Ecnu a, To B 3HAUNTENFHON WIIM B HEKOTOPOU CTETIEHU?
(IToxxamnyiicTa, OOBSICHUTE B TIOJIE HU)KE Balll BApHaHT oTBeTa) / Uu BiquyBaere Bu sikich
TPYIHOIII Y1 0OMEKEHHS Y TIOBCAKICHHOMY JKUTTI Uyepe3 XpOHIUHe 3aXBOPIOBAHHS,
IHBaJTHICTh, (DI3UYHI HEMOMIKH, (I3UYHY CIa0KICTh a00 MpooIeMH 13 CuXikor? Skio
TakK, TO 3HAYHOIO 4u NIeBHOIO Miporo? (ITosicHiTh, Oyap Jacka, y Mo i BalliM
BapiaHTOM BiAMOBIiI1)

Options:
® Yes, to a large extent / Jla, B 3HaunTenbHOM cTenieHu / Tak, 3HAUHOIO MipOIO
® Yes, to a small extent / Jla, B HekoTOpoii cTenieHu / Tak, MeBHOO MipOrO
e No/Her/Hi

54. Chronic Health Issues Y-N / Xpouuueckue IIpo6siembl co 3nopoBbeM / XpoHidHI
IIpoGnemu 3i 3qopoB’sam

Question: Do you have any ongoing or chronic health issues? / Ectb 11 y Bac
MOCTOSTHHBIC WJIM XPOHUYECKHE PoOIeMbl co 310poBbeM? / Un € y Bac TpuBaji uu
XPOHIYHI TPOOJIEMH 31 310pOB’sIM?

Options:
e Yes/Jla/Tak
e No/Her/Hi

55. Chronic Illness Type / Tun Xpounueckux 3adoseanuii / Tun XpoHiyHux
3axBopOBaHb

Question: What ongoing or chronic health issues do you have? (Select all that apply;
please explain more in the box below your choice) / Kakue Texyiue XxpoHnyeckne
po0sIeMbl CO 310pOBbEM Yy Bac ecTh? BriOepuTe Bce MoAXoAsIe BapUaHThI;
noXkanxyicra, 00bsacHUTE OOJIbIIE B MOJIE O] BAallIUM BHIOOPOM. / SIKi y Bac XpoHI4HI
npo6iemu 31 310poB’siM? BubepiTh yce, 110 NiAX0auTh; Oy/b J1acka, HOSCHITH OUIbLIe y
TIOJTI TT1JT BallTUM BHOOPOM.

Options:
e Dental / Cromaronorudeckue / CTOMaTonorivHi
e Psychological / [lcuxomorndeckue / Ilcuxomnorivni
e Cardiovascular / Cepaeuno-cocyauctsie / CeprieBo-CyInHHI

e Respiratory / Pecniupatopnslie / JluxanbpHa cuctema
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e Diabetes and/or kidney function / /InabGet n/unu ¢pynkuuns nouek / liaber ta/ado
(GYHKIIIST HUPOK

e Cancer/Pax / Pak

e Sexually Transmitted Infection or HIV / Undexus, nepenaromiasicsi IoJ0BBIM
mytem, i BUY / [ndekis, mo nepenaeTbes crareBUM Iuisixom, abo BIJI

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / [Ipyroe (IToxxanyiicra, oObsiICHUTE B
nosie Hwke) / [ame (ITosicHiTh, Oyab J1acka, y TIOJi HAXKYE)

56. Chronic Illness Care / Iloayuenne Meaununckoii Ilomomu / Orpumannsa MeauvHoi
Jdomomorn

Question: Are you getting care for these problem(s)? How? (Please explain in the box
below your answer choice) / Bsl moiy4aere momoip B perieHnu 3tux npoodinem? Kak?
(IToxxanyiicta, 0ObsSICHUTE B TI0JIC HU)KE Balll BApUAHT 0TBeTa) / YU OTpUMy€eTE BH
noromory oo 1ux npoodmnem? Ak? (IloscHiTh, Oyab acka, Y MO i1 BallluM
BapiaHTOM BiJTOBI1)

Options:
e Yes/Jla/Tak
e No/Her/Hi

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / [lpyroe (noxanyiicra, 0ObSICHUTE B
nosnie Huke) / [nme (IlosicHiTh, Oyap 1acka, y MoJii HIXKYeE)

57. New Health Issues Y-N / HoBble IIpo0iemsi co 3nopossem / Hogi IIpoGaemu 3i
3n0poB’sam

Question: Have you experienced any new health issues since you left Ukraine? / beutu
JIM y Bac HOBbIE MPOOIEMBI CO 310pPOBBEM IOCIIE TOTO, KaK Bbl MOKUHYIN YKpauHy? / Un
BUHUKIJIM y Bac SIKICh HOBI TIPOOJIEMH 31 3710pOB’SIM TICIISt TOTO, SIK BU 3aJIMIIIIN YKpaiHy?

Options:
e Yes/Jla/ Tak
e No/Her/Hi

58. New Health Issues Type / Tun HoBsbix IIpodsaem co 3nopoBbem / Tun HoBux IIpo6iiem 3i
3n0poB’sam

Question: What new health issues are you experiencing (health issues which started after
you left Ukraine)? (Select all that apply and please explain more in the box below your
choice) / Kakue HOBbIe mpo0IeMbI CO 370POBbEM Bbl UCTIBIThIBaeTE? (IIPOOIEMBI CO
37I0POBbEM, KOTOpBIE HAaYaJIMCh I1OCIIE Balllero oThe3/a 3 YKpaunsl) BeiGepute Bce
MOIXOAIINE BapHAHThl M 00bACHUTE MOAPOOHEE B MOJIE MO/ BalllMM BbIOOpOM. / SIKi HOBI
mpoOseMu 31 30pOB’SIM Y Bac BUHUKJIH? (TIpOOIeMHU 31 3A0POB’ M, SIK1 MOYATHCS MiCIs
TOTO, SIK BU 3aJIMLIMIN YKpaiHy) Bubepits yce, 1110 TiAXOAUTH, 1 HOACHITH, Oy/b JacKa,
OlIbILIe Y MOJ MiJ] BallIUM BUOOPOM.
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Options:
e Dental / Cromaronoruyeckue / CTOMaTOIOIYHI
e Mental / ITcuxonornyeckue / Ilcuxomoriuni
e (ardiovascular / Cepaeuno-cocynuctblie / CeplieBo-CyJUHHI
e Respiratory / Peciupatopnsie / JluxanbHa cuctema

e Diabetes and/or kidney function / /InuabGet n/unu ¢pynkuuns nouek / liabet ta/ado
(hyHKIIISI HIPOK

e Cancer/Pak / Pak

e Sexually Transmitted Infection or HIV / Undexus, nepenaromiasicsi IoJI0BBIM
mytem, i BUY / [ndekis, mo nepenaeTbes crareBUM Iuisixom, abo BIJI

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / [Ipyroe (IToxxanyiicra, oObsiCHUTE B
nosie Hwke) / [ame (ITosicHiTh, Oyab J1acka, y TI0J HAXKYE)

59. Medical Attention / loctyn k Meaununckoi [lomomm / loctyn 1o Meauunoi
Jdomomorn

Question: Do you know how to get medical attention if you need it? / 3Haere i1 Bbl, KaK
MOJTYYUTh MEIUIIMHCKYIO TIOMOIIIb, €CJTM OHA BaM MoHaa00uTcs? / Un 3HaeTe BH, SIK
OTPHMATH MEIMYHY JIOTIOMOTY, SIKIIIO BOHA BaM MOTpiOHA?

Options:
e Yes/Jla/Tak
e No/Her/Hi

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / lpyroe (noxanyiicta, OObSICHUTE B
nosnie Huke) / [ame (IlosicHiTh, Oyap 1acka, y 1Mo HIK4e)

60. Emotional Support / Imonuonanasnas Ilonaepsxkka / Emoniiina IlinTpumka

Question: How often are you able to find the following types of emotional/informational
support? / Kak yacto BbI MOXXETE€ HAUTH CIEAYIOIINE BUIbI

HMOLMOHAIBHON/ MH(OPMAIIMOHHOM Moep KK ? / SIK yacTo BU MOXKeTe 3HAMTH Taki
BUM eMoLiHO1/iH(popMaIiiftHOT miaTpuMKn?

Emotional Support (I) / Omonuonanbnas [Hoaaepxka (I) / Emouniiina Ilintpumka (I)

Question: Someone you can count on to listen to you when you need to talk / Kro-to, Ha
KOTO BBl MOKETE PACCUUTHIBATH, YTO OH BBICIYIIAET BAC, KOTJa BaM HYXHO ITOTOBOPHTH /
XTOCh, Ha KOTO BU MOJKETE PO3PaxOBYBAaTH, 1100 BUCITyXaTH Bac, KOJIM BaM MOTPiOHO
HIOTOBOPUTH

Options:

e None of the time / Hu pasy / XKognoro pazy
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e Some of the time / Hexotopoe Bpems / [lesikuii uac
e All of the time / Bece Bpems / Bech uac

Emotional Support (Il) / Imounonansuas [Mogaep:xkka (II) / Emouniiina IlinTpumka

an

Question: Someone to give you information to help you understand a situation / Kto-To,
KTO MPEI0CTAaBUT BaM HH(POPMAIINIO, KOTOPAsi IOMOXKET BaM MOHSATH CUTYaIHo / XTOCh
HaJacTh BaM iH(OpMaIlito, SIKa JOITOMOXKE BaM 3pO3YMITH CUTYAIIII0

Options:
e None of the time / Hu pazy / JKogroro pazy
e Some of the time / Hexotopoe Bpems / [lesikuii uac
e All of the time / Bece Bpems / Bech uac

Emotional Support (III) / Imounonansnas Ionaep:xka (II1) / Emouiiina
Higrpumka (I1I)

Question: Someone to give you good advice about a crisis / KTo-To, 4T00bI 1aTh Bam
XOPOIIIHH COBET 0 Kpusuce / XTOCh JacTh BaM CIYIIHY MOPAIy 100 KPU3H

Options:
e None of the time / Hu pa3y / JKogHoro pazy
e Some of the time / Hekotopoe Bpems / [leskuii gac
e All of the time / Bce Bpems / Bechb uac

Emotional Support (IV) / Imouunonansuas lonaepxka (IV) / Emouiiina IlinTpumka
v)

Question: Someone to confide in or talk to about yourself or your problems / Kro-to,
KOMY MOKHO JIOBEPHTBLCS WJIH TIOTOBOPUTH O cede uin cBoux mpobiemax / Komych
JOBIPUTHCS YU TIOTOBOPUTH TIPO ceOe Yu CBOI MpodIeMu

Options:
e None of the time / Hu pazy / JKognoro pazy
e Some of the time / Hexotopoe Bpems / Jlesikuii uac
o All of the time / Bce Bpems / Bech uac
61. Tangible Support / Omyrumas Ilogaep:kka / Binuyrna IlinTpumka

Question: How often are you able to find tangible support? / Kak yacto BbI MOXKETE
MOYYUTh OLYTUMYIO TIOJACPKKY? / SIK 4acTO BU MOXKETE OTPUMATH BIAUyTHY
MIATPUMKY ?

Tangible Support (I) / Omyrumas Ioanepxka (I) / Biguyrna Ilintpumka (I)
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Question: Someone to help you if you were confined to bed / KTo-T0, KTO moMosxeT Bam,
€CJIH BBl OBUTH MTPUKOBAHBI K IMMOCTENH / XTOCH TIOTIOMOXE BaM, SKIIO BU MPUKYTI 10
JKKa

Options:
e None of the time / Hu pa3y / KogHoro pazy
e Some of the time / Hekotopoe Bpems / [leskuii yac
e All of the time / Bce Bpems / Bechb uac
Tangible Support (II) / Omyrumas Ioanep:kka (II) / Bizuyrna Ilintpumka (I1)

Question: Someone to take you to the doctor if you needed it / KTo-To, kTO 0TBE3€T Bac k
Bpady, €clIM BaM 3TO HY>KHO / XTOCh BijIBe€3€ Bac J10 JIKaps, SKIIO0 BaM L€ MOTPiOHO

Options:
e None of the time / Hu pa3y / JKogHoro pazy
e Some of the time / Hexotopoe Bpems / Jleskuii uac
o All of the time / Bce Bpems / Bech uac
Tangible Support (II1) / Omyrumas [Monaepxka (II1) / Binuyrna IlinTtpumka (I11)

Question: Someone to prepare your meals if you were unable to do it yourself / Kro-To,
KTO TOTOBHT BaM €1y, €CIIM BbI HE MOXETE CENIaTh 3TO caMH / XTOCh, XTO MPUTOTYE BaM
1Ky, SIKIITO B HE MOXKETE 3pOOUTH 11€ CAMOCTIHHO

Options:
e None of the time / Hu pa3y / XKognoro pazy
e Some of the time / Hexoropoe Bpems / Jlesikuii uac
e All of the time / Bce Bpemsi / Bechb uac
Tangible Support (IV) / Omyrumas [logaepxkka (IV) / Binuyrna IlinTtpumka (IV)

Question: Someone to help with daily chores if you were sick / Kro-to, ko momoxer ¢
MTOBCETHEBHBIMH JICJIAMH, €CJIH BbI 33005171 / XTOCh, XTO JIOTIOMOXKE 3 IIIOJICHHUMHU
CIpaBaMH, SIKIIO BU 3aXBOPLIH

Options:
e None of the time / Hu pa3zy / Kognoro pasy
e Some of the time / Hexotopoe Bpems / [lesikuii uac
o All of the time / Bce Bpems / Bech uac
62. Affectionate Support / JlackoBas Ilonnepxkka / Hixna IlinTpumka

Question: How often are you able to find affectionate support? / Kak yacto Bel MOXkeTe
HATH JTACKOBYIO MOJAEPKKY? / SIK 4aCTO BH MOXKETE€ 3HANTH HIKHY MIATPUMKY?
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Affectionate Support (I) / JlackoBasi [lonnepxkka (I) / Hizxna IlinTtpumxka (I)

Question: Someone who shows you love and affection / Kto-T1o, kT0 moka3siBaeT Bam
T000Bb U MPHUBSI3aHHOCTH / XTOCh, XTO BHUSIBIISIE BaM JIIOOOB 1 MPUXUIBHICTD

Options:
e None of the time / Hu pa3zy / Kognoro pasy
e Some of the time / Hexotopoe Bpems / [lesikuii uac
o All of the time / Bce Bpems / Bech uac
Affectionate Support (II) / JlackoBas [logaep:kka (I1) / Hizkna IlinTpumxka (IT)

Question: Someone to love and make you feel wanted / Kto-T10, 4T00BI 1100UTH 1
3aCTaBUTh BaC YyBCTBOBATh ceOs sxkenmanHbIM / KOoroch, KOro MojkHa JIFOOMTH 1 3MyIITyBaTu
Bac BiluyBaTH cebe OakaHUM

Options:
e None of the time / Hu pa3y / JKogHoro pazy
e Some of the time / Hekotopoe Bpems / [leskuii gac
e All of the time / Bce Bpems / Bechb uac
Affectionate Support (III) / JIackoBas Ilonaep:xka (III) / Hixkna IMigTpumka (I1T)

Question: Someone who hugs you / Kto-To, kto 06HUMaeT Te0s1 / XTOCh, XTO TeOE
o0iitmae

Options:
e None of the time / Hu pa3y / JKogHoro pazy
e Some of the time / Hekotopoe Bpems / [leskuii gac
e All of the time / Bce Bpems / Beck uac
63. Social Interaction / Counaabnoe B3aumoneiicreue / CouiajibHa B3aemonis

Question: How often are you able to find positive social interaction? / Kak gyacto BbI
MOXETE HAWTH MOJIOKUTEIBHOE COLMAIbHOE B3auMojeiicTBre? / SIk 4acTo B MOXKeTe
3HAWTU NO3UTHBHY COLIAJIbHY B3a€EMO1I0?

Social Interaction (I) / Counanbnoe B3aumoneiictBue (I) / Couianbna B3aemonis (I)

Question: Someone to have a good time with / C kem xopo1o nposectu Bpems / 3
KHUMOCH 100pe MPOBECTH Yac

Options:
e None of the time / Hu pa3y / KogHoro pazy

e Some of the time / Hekortopoe Bpems / Jlesikuii uac
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o All of the time / Bce Bpems / Bech uac

Social Interaction (IT) / Counanbnoe B3aumoneiicreue (II) / Conianbna B3aemonist
(1))

Question: Someone to get together with for relaxation / C kem cobparbcst 1t oTabixa / 3
KHM MOYKHA 310paTucs I BIATIOYHHKY

Options:
e None of the time / Hu pa3y / XKogHoro pazy
e Some of the time / Hekotopoe Bpems / [leskuii gac

e All of the time / Bce Bpemsi / Bechb uac

64. Current Challenges Health Write-in / Texymue IIpooaemsbi 310poBbsi (OTKpBITHIH
Bonpoc) / Ilorouni IIpodaemu 3nopos’s (Binkpure Ilutanus)

Question: What other health, emotional, social, or other challenges are you facing in
your life right now? / C xakumu erie MeAUIIMHCKIME, SMOIIMOHAIBHBIMU, COITUATTBHBIMU
WIN APYTUMH TIPOOIeMaMu Bbl CTAJIKUBACTECh B CBOCH YKU3HU NPIMO ceivac? / 3 sIKuMu
11e nmpoOeMaMu 3i 3J0pOB’sIM, EMOI[ITHUMH, COI[IaIbBHUMHU YH 1HITUMU TPOOIeMaMH B
3apa3 CTUKAETECh Y CBOEMY JKUTTi?

Response: (Write-in text)

65. Health Experiences Write-in / OnbITbl 3npaBooxpanenusi (OTkpsoiThiii Bonpoc) /
Hocsin Oxoponu 3n10poB’s (Binkpure Ilntanus)

Question: If there is anything else you would like to share about your health experiences,
particularly related to your migration journey, please include it in the box below. / Ecu
€CTb YTO-TO €III€, YTO BBI XOTENHN OBl paccKa3aTh O CBOEM OIIBITE B 00JIaCTH
37paBOOXPaHEHHsI, 0COOCHHO B CBSI3M C MUTPAIIKEH, IOXKAITYICTa, YKAXKHUTE 3TO B MOJIE
HIDKe. / SIKIIO € 11e M0Ch, YMM BH XOTLUIN O TOIUINTHCS 3 TIPHUBOJLY CBOTO 37J0POB’,
30KpeMa, MOB’s[3aHOTO 3 BAIIO0 MITpaliifHOI0 MaHAPIBKOIO, OyIb JackKa, ToaiTe e B
1oJIe HIKYE.

Response: (Write-in text)

66. Birth Year / T'on poxxnenus / Pik Hapoa:keHHs1

Question: What year were you born? / B kakoM oy Bl poamiuck? / Y sskomy pori Tu
HapOAUBCS?

Response: (Choices by year)

67. Ethnicity / JTHn4Yeckas npuHa jIe:kHOCTh / ETHiYHA NpUHAIeKHICTh

Question: How would you describe yourself? (Select all that apply) / Kax Ob1 BbI ce0st
oncanu? (BeiOpars Bce, uro noaxonut) / Sk 6u Bu ommucanu cede? (Bubepith yce, 1o
IT1JIXO/TUTh )
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Options:

* Ukrainian / Ykpaunen / YkpaiHeupb

* Bulgarian / bonrap / bonrap

* Crimean Tatar / Kpeimckuii Tarapun / Kpumcebkuii Tatapun
* German / Hemen / Himeus

» Hungarian / Manpsip/Benrep / Maasipu/Benrepenb

* Jewish / EBpeii / €Bpeit

* Moldovan / MonnoBan / MongoBan

* Polish / Ilomnsik / Tomnsik

* Russian / Pycckuii / Pocistaun

* Romanian / Pymsia / Pymyn

* Other (Please explain in the box below) / [Ipyroe (IToxxanyiicra, 0ObsICHATE B TIOJTIE
Hke) / [HIe (mosICHITh, Oy/Ib J1acKa, y TMOJIi HUKYE)

68. Language / SI3bix / MoBa

Question: What language(s) do you speak at home? (Select all that apply) / Ha xakom
s3bike Bol gaine Bcero ropopure goma? / Ha skiit MmoBi Bu wacTiiie Bcboro ropopure
Baoma?

Options:

* Ukrainian / Ha ykpanHckoM / YKpaiHCHKOIO MOBOIO

* Russian / Ha pycckom / Pocilickkoro MOBOIO

* Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ha apyrom (Iloxanyiicra, 00bsICHHUTE B 1OJIE
Huxke) / [Hie (MmoscHITh, Oy/Ib JIacKa, y MOJIi HUXKYE)

69. Mother Birthplace / MecTto po:xxaenus marepu / Micue HapoI:KeHHsI MaTepi

Question: Where was your mother born? / I'ne ponunace Bama mats? / Jle Hapoaunacs
BaIa Matu?

Options:

* Ukraine / Ykpauna / Ykpaina

* Bulgaria / Bonrapus / Bonrapis

» Germany / I'epmanus / Himeuunna

» Hungary / Benrpus / Benrpis

* Moldova / Mongasus / Monmosa

* Poland / ITonpa / [oneima

* Russia / Poccus / Pocist

* Romania / Pymbiaus / PymyHist

* Other (Please explain in the box below) / [Ipyroe (IToxkanyiicta, o0bsICHUTE B TIOJIE
Hwke) / [Hme (mosicHiTh, Oyab Jacka, y ol HUXKYe)
* I don't know / 41 He 3nato / He 3Hato

70. Father Birthplace / MecTto po:xxnenusi orua / Micue HapoI:KeHHs1 0aTbKa

Question: Where was your father born? / I'me poauicst Bamr orenr? / Jle HapoauBCs Bl
Taro?
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Options:

* Ukraine / Ykpanna / Ykpaina

* Bulgaria / bonrapus / bonrapist

* Germany / I'epmanus / Himequnna

* Hungary / Benrpus / Benrpis

* Moldova / Monnasust / Mongoa

* Poland / ITonpmma / Ionbmma

* Russia / Poccus / Pocist

* Romania / Pymbraus / PymyHis

* Other (Please explain in the box below) / [Ipyroe (IToxxanyiicta, 0ObsICHATE B TIOJTIE
Hke) / [HIe (MosICHITh, Oy/Ib J1acKa, y MOJIi HUKYE)
* [ don't know / 51 He 3Hato / He 3Hat0

71. Respondent Birthplace / Mecto poxaennst pecnonaenta / Micue HapoI:KeHHs
pecIoHIeHTa

Question: Where were you born? / I'ne B ponunucs? / Jle Bu HapOAMIUCH?

Options:

* Ukraine / Ykpauna / Ykpaina

* Bulgaria / Bonrapus / Bonrapis

» Germany / I'epmanus / Himeuunna

» Hungary / Benrpus / Benrpis

* Moldova / Mongasus / Monnosa

* Poland / [Tonpma / [Tonbrma

* Russia / Poccus / Pocis

* Romania / Pymbiaus / PymyHist

* Other (Please explain in the box below) / [Ipyroe (IToxkanyiicta, oObsICHUTE B TIOJIE
Huxke) / [Hie (MoscHITh, Oy/Ib JIacka, y MOl HUXKYE)
* [ don't know / 4 He 3nato / He 3Hato

72. If Born Elsewhere / Eciiu Ponnaucs B JIpyroii Crpane / Sikmo Hapoaunucst B Inmii
Kpaini
Question: When and why did you move to Ukraine? / Korna u nouemy Bbl iepeexaiu B
VYkpauny? / Konu 1 vomy Bu nepeixanu B Ykpainy?
Response: (Write-in text)
73. Creed Y-N / Bepoucnosenanue /la-Her / Bipoeuznanns Tak-Hi

Question: Do you identify yourself with any religion or creed? / OTHOCHIM 11 BBI CE0s1
KOTJa-HUOY/Ib K KaKOW-JINOO peuruy Wik Bepoucnosenanuto? / Yu BigHocunu Bu cebe
KOJIUCH JI0 SIKOICh PEJIirii UM BipOCIIOBiTaHHS?

Options:
e Yes/Jla/Tak
e No/Her/Hi
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Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (Iloxxamnyiicta, 00bsicHUTE B
nosie Hike) / Inmie (mosicHiTh, OyAb J1acKa, y TOJ1 HUXKYE)

74. Which Creed / Kakoe Bepoucnosenanmue / Sike BipoBuznanus

Question: Which one exactly? / K kakoit umenno? / [lo sikoi came?

Options:

The Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patriarchate / Ykpannckas
IpaBOCIaBHAS EPKOBb MOCKOBCKOTO maTpuapxara / YKpaiHChKa IIpaBOCIaBHA
1epkBa MOCKOBCBKOTO Marpiapxary

The Ukrainian Autocephalous Church / Ykpaunckas aBrokedanbHas HEepKOBb /
VkpaiHcbka aBTOKe(anbHa EepKBa

The Greek Catholic Church / I'pexo-karonudeckast mepkoBb / [ pexo-kaTomuiibka
LIEPKBa

Another Orthodox Church (Please explain in the box below) / [Ipyras
npaBociaBHas 1epkoBs (Iloxkanyiicra, 00bscHHUTE B Mojie HIKe) / [HITa
npaBociaBHa 1iepksa (IlosicHiTh, Oyap 1acka, y Mo HIK4e)

The Roman Catholic Church / Pumcko-karonndeckas iepkoBb /
PumchKo-KaToIMIIbKA IIEPKBA

Another Christian Church (Please explain in the box below) / JIpyras
xpuctranckas nepkoss (I[loxkanyiicra, oobsicHuTe B ose Hipke) / [Ha
xpuctustHebKa 1iepkBa (I1osicHITh, OyaIb Jacka, y Mo HIKYE)

The Protestant Church / IIpotecrantckas niepkoBb / [IpoTecTanTCchKa IIepKBa

The Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Kyivan Patriarchate / Ykpaunckast
npaBociaBHas 1epkoBb KnueBckoro narpuapxara / YkpaiHCbKa IpaBOCIIaBHA
nepkBa KuiBcekoro marpiapxary

The Muslim Faith / MycynemaHckas Bepa / MycyabMaHChKa Bipa
The Jewish Faith / Uyneiickas Bepa / KOneiicbka Bipa

One of the Eastern Religions (Please explain in the box below) / Onna u3
BocTouHbIX penuruil ([loxanyiicra, o0bsicHuTe B nojie Huke) / OHa 31 CX1JHUX
peuiriii (IlosicHiTs, Oynb acka, y MO HIKYE)

Another Non-Christian Religion (Please explain in the box below) / dpyras
HexpucTtranckas penurus (Iloxanyiicra, oObsicHuTe B mosie Hibke) / [Hina
HexpucTusiHebka peniris (IlosicHiTh, Oynb 1acka, y Mol HIKYE)

75. Education / O0pa3oBanue / OcBira

Question: What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? / Kakoit
caMblil BBICOKHMI ypOBEHb 00pa3oBaHMs, KOTOPbIi Bel momyunnmm? / Skuit HakBUIIMA
piBEHb OCBITH, sikuii Bu 37100ym11?
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Options:

Incomplete primary education (less than 4 years of secondary school) / Hemonnoe
HavyaspHOE 00pa3oBaHue (MEHbIIE 4-X KIIacCOB cpeaHeil mKkoisl) / HermoBua
ITOYaTKOBA OCBiTa (MeHIIE 4-X KJIaciB CePEIHBOT IITKOJIN)

Primary education (grades 4-7 of secondary school) / HauansHO€ 0O6pa3zoBanue
(4-7 xkmaccos cpemneili mkoubl) / [TouaTkoBa ocBiTa (4-7 KiIaciB cepeaHbOI IITKOJIH)

Incomplete secondary education (certificate for grades 8-9 of secondary school) /
Henonnoe cpennee oOpasoBanue (arrecrar 3a 8-9 KiaccoB cpeHe MIKOIbI) /
Hemnosna cepenns ocBita (aTectar 3a 8-9 Ki1aciB cepeHbOT IIKOJIH )

Vocational school on the basis of incomplete secondary education / [ITY na 6a3ze
HernonHoro cpeaHero oopazosanus / [ITY Ha 6a3i HEMOBHOT cepeHBOI OCBITH

Incomplete higher education (junior specialist - diploma of a technical school,
college) / Hemomnuoe Briciiee oOpazoBanue (MIaAMIANA CIICIIMAIACT — JTUTIIOM
TEeXHUKyMa, YUUJIHIIA, Kojuleaka) / HemoBHa BHIa ocBiTa (MOJOIMIN CIeIialicT
— IUTUIOM TEXHIKyMY, yUWIIAIIA, KOIEIKY )

Complete higher education (Specialist) / [lomHoe BbIcIIee oOpa3zoBaHue
(cenmanuct) / [loBHa BHIIa OCBiTa (CIEIIATICT)

Complete higher education (Master) / [TomHoe BbIcIIee oOpazoBaHue (MarucTp) /
[ToBHa BuIa ocBiTa (MaricTp)

Postgraduate degree / AcimpanTypa, ydeHas crenedb / AcmipanTypa, HayKOBHMA
CTYHIHb

Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (IToxanyiicta, 00bsicHUTE B
nosie Hke) / [HIe (mosicHITh, Oy/Ib J1acka, y TIOJIi HUXKYE)

76. Marital Status / Cemeitnoe IMonoxkenune / Cimeitnuii Ctan

Question: What is your marital status? / KakoBo Bamie cemeitnoe nonoxenne? / Sxuit
Balll CIMEHHHUI cTaH?

Options:

Single (never married) / He xenar / He 3amy>xem / Heonpysxenuii / He3aM1XKHS
Married / XXenat / 3amyxem / Onpysxenuii / 3aMixHs

Widowed / Bnosa / Bnoserwr / Baosa / Baisens

Divorced / B pa3Bone / Posnyuenuii / Posnyuena

Separated / Kusem pasnenbHo / JKuemo okpemo

Common Law Marriage/Partnership / I'paxknanckuii 6pax / L{uBinsHMi 1111006

Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (Iloxxanyiicta, 00bsicHUTE B
nosie Hike) / Inmie (mosicHiTh, OyAb J1acKa, y MOl HUXKYE)
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77. Children Y-N / leru 1a-Het / JlitTu Tak-Hi
Question: Do you have children? / VY Bac ects netu? / Y Bac € aitu?
Options:
e Yes/Jla/Tak
e No/Her/Hi

e Other (Please explain in the box below) / Ipyroe (IToxxanyiicra, 0ObICHUTE B
nojie Huxke) / [Hie (mosicHiTh, Oyab J1acKa, y MO HUXKYE)

78. Number of Children / KosmuectBo /lereii / KiabkicTs JliTei

Question: How many children do you have? / Ckonbko y Bac nereii? / CKiJIbKH y Bac
iTen?

Response: (Choices by number)
79. Ages of Children / Bo3pact [dereii / Bik [iteit

Question: What ages are your children? (Select all that apply) / Kakoro Bo3pacra Bamu
netu? (Beibpars Bee, uto moaxoaut) / Slkoro Biky Barmi nitu? (Bubepits yce, 1mo
IT1TXO/TUTh )

Options:
e (0-2/0-3/0-4
e 3-5/3-6/3-7
o 6-10/6-11/6-12
o 11-2/11-3/11-4
e 13-15/13-16/13-17
e 16-18/16-19/16-20

e 19 orolder/ 19 unu crapme / 19 abo crapue

II. (Interview) Ukrainian Refugee Migration Decision
Making and Health, Interview Questions and Consent
Form
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Introduction:

Hello! My name is , I am a student at the University of Washington studying health and
migration.

I will be conducting this interview with you today - there are 18 questions and this should take around one
hour of your time. You can choose to not answer any of the questions and you can stop the survey at any
time.

The goal of this study is to understand the decision-making and the health and well-being of people who
were living in Ukraine during the Russian military invasion on February 24, 2022.

To be clear, during this interview we will use the phrase “February 2022 to refer to the date of the
Russian invasion which occurred on February 24, 2022.

We hope that we will learn from your experience and contribute to a more supportive and healthy world.
At the end of the interview we will send you the $25 incentive gift card by email. Can I verify your email
address? . And what country are you in now? Okay. You will receive the email
with the gift card in a few days, and in that email will also be a link to a second survey. You can take this
survey and please give this link to people you know from Ukraine. This will really help our research

project!

Would you mind if we recorded the audio of this interview? it will be confidential and only used
internally.

Do you have any questions?

Okay, let’s get started.
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Questions

Probes/Notes

Warm-up question (goal: to get people thinking about the
current state of their lives)

A. Please tell me a little about you as a person, can you
describe yourself?

B. What is your life like now?

A.
Where were you born?
What are your interests or hobbies?

B.
How do you spend your time?
Who do you spend your time with?

Topic: Survey follow-up - Cognitive Interviewing

You signed up for this interview after doing a survey online
about Ukrainian Refugee Health and Migration
Decision-Making during the Summer 2022. While your
answers were anonymous, 1’d like to ask you a few
questions about your experience with the survey in general:

A. NON-RESPONSES: There were many questions
that people left unanswered, such as gender or
current location. Why do you think a person would
choose not to answer those or other questions in the
survey?

B. PREFERENCE FOR WRITE-IN RESPONSE:
When respondents did answer questions, many
chose to select the “other” category when it was
available, and wrote long responses. Why do you
think respondents seemed to prefer to write their
own, long answers over choosing one of the
options?

2. examples from the survey:

Ex. In response to a question that asked
“What were your reasons for leaving
Ukraine” one of the options was “war,”
but several respondents did not select that
option, and instead selected “other” and
wrote details about the war.

Ex. In response to the question “Do you
know how to get medical attention if
you need it?”” With options Yes, No, or
Other, respondents chose “other” and
wrote “Haseproe 3nar0” (I believe I know).
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Topic: Current Location

Where are you now (city, country)?
A. When did you arrive there?
B. How did you get there - by what route?
C. Why did you decide to go to your current location?
a. Did you know what the situation was like
there for refugees coming from Ukraine?
b. Did you know anyone there personally?
¢. Did you have any connections to support
services, before you arrived?
d. Did you work with anyone to help you
travel?
D. What is your current legal status in the country that
you are in?
E. What was/is the process like in applying for legal
status in the country you are in? Was/is this
challenging - why or why not?

If they answer that they are currently in
Ukraine, go directly to Question 2

1. Were there other countries between
Ukraine and your current location - which
ones and why did you go to them and then
leave them?

2. What borders did you cross?

2.d. an organization? anyone giving you
advice or support?

Topic: Decision to Stay

A. If currently in Ukraine:
01. Why did you decide to stay in/ return to Ukraine?
02. How did you decide when and where to go within
Ukraine after February 24, 20227
B. If currently NOT in Ukraine:
01. How long after February 24, 2022 did you stay in
Ukraine? Why didn’t you leave until then?
02. Did you move within Ukraine after February 24,
2022 - before you left the country? How did you
decide when and where to go within Ukraine?

Note: This question aims to understand
the interviewee s decision-making about
remaining in Ukraine while they were
there - whether that was for one week after
February 2022, 6 months, if they came
and returned several times, or if they
never left. We want to know why they
stayed - for however long they did.
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Topic: Decisions to Leave

Please walk me through your decision to leave Ukraine?

For example, at what point did you decide to leave Ukraine?
How did you decide where to go, when, and with whom? And
what did you do to prepare?

Note: skip this question if interviewee has
never left Ukraine

What influenced your decision to leave or
method of leaving Ukraine?

Topic: Future Plans for Location and Decisions to
Leave/Stay

Do you have plans to move (again) soon or in the future?
Why/ why not?

When? Why then?

Where? Why there?

Topic: Support

The following sections are about support from
organizations, governments or other institutions.

What kinds of financial or other support have you
received since February 20227

1.
2.

3.

How did you receive this support?

Did you interact with certain people, organizations,
or governments? How did they affect your journey?
How would you evaluate the support you have
received?

Is there any type of support that is missing or not
enough? What kind? Why?

If they say they are receiving NO support,
ask -

Financial:

1. How are you financially
supporting yourself? (2) is the
way you financially support
yourself now different from
before February 2022 - how so?
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Topic: Support

The following questions are about social or emotional
support from people who are close or far.

8A. have you received financial or other material support
from people you know since February 2022? What kind?

8B. What other aspects of your life do you find supportive?

8C Please explain the way that the people in your life now
(in person or by distance) affect the way you feel?

8D. Do you have pets, have you moved with them,
why/why not?

If so, what does your pet mean to you?

IF THE PET IS WITH HIM NOW: how do you feel about
the fact that your pet is with you now?

IF THE PET IS NOT WITH HIM NOW: how do you feel
about the fact that your pet is not with you now?

If they say they are receiving NO support,
ask -

Financial:

2. How are you financially
supporting yourself? (2) is the
way you financially support
yourself now different from
before February 2022 - how so?

Social/Emotional:

1. How has your social/emotional
support changed since February
20227

8B. Let the interviewee determine for
themselves what “support” means. If they
ask for guidance, just ask them what they
consider to be supportive or to provide
support. No right or wrong answers!

8C.

Who are those people? How do you know
them?

If they are long-distance: how often do
you communicate, how (ex. viber,
whatsapp)?

Topic: Health - General
A. Please explain the status of your physical health
status now?
B. Please explain the status of your mental health
status now?
C. Are you experiencing any health concerns in your
life today?
01. If yes: What are they? Are these concerns
new, since February 20227
02. If no: How would you compare your health
now to before February 20227
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10

Topic: Health - Medication

10A. Did you take medication on a regular basis when you
lived in Ukraine before February 24, 20227

01. If yes: If you are comfortable, can you please

explain what the medication was for?
10B. Do you take medication on a regular basis now?

01. If yes: If you are comfortable, can you please
explain what the medication is for?If yes: How is
obtaining your medication now different than
before February 24, 20227

02. If they were taking medication in Ukraine before
February 2022, and now they are not: Why do
you not take this medication anymore? How has
that affected your life?

11

Theme: Healthcare access

11A Please tell me about the last time you saw a doctor or
accessed medical care?

e If YES receiving support/healthcare services, etc. -

o Was/is this support specific for Ukrainian
refugees?

o How do you find the quality of this
support?

o How do you find the language or cultural
style is comfortable for you?

e [F INTERVIEWEE IS IN UKRAINE: has the way
you access medical care changed since February
2022, if so, how?

e [F THE INTERVIEWEE is NOT in Ukraine: How
do you access healthcare?

o Please compare how you access healthcare
now to how you accessed it when you were
in Ukraine?

11B. Have you talked about your stress or mental health
with a medical professional or another person?

11C. How do you pay for healthcare services?

11D. How do you find the quality of these services and
experience?

11A. Where did you find information
about health services or support?

11C.
01. Are they free in your current
country?
02. Do you have health insurance?
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12 12A. If you have moved at all (within or outside of Ukraine) | Explaining “belonging”:
since February 2022, how do/did you feel about your place
in the new society? e Do you have friends or a social
life?
12B. How do you feel in terms of “belonging” in the society e Do you have someone you can go
you live in now? to for help if you need it?
o [fthey DON'T feel part of their society. Is there e Do you have someone you feel
something that would change that? you can talk to about personal or
private matters?

e Do you feel people have sympathy
for your situation (especially
related to Ukraine)?

e Do you feel like people you see
regularly (neighbors, colleagues,
others) care about you?

13 13A. Many people are exposed to a disturbing or traumatic | Traumatic events could include:

event at some point in their lives.

Have you experienced such an event?

13B. Are you affected by seeing the situation of Ukraine in
the media?

natural disasters
accidents

sexual assault

physical assaults

combat

childhood sexual abuse
torture

or life-threatening illness.

These experiences can happen in any of
the following ways:

Directly experiencing the event
Witnessing the event

Learning that the event happened
to a close family member or close
friend

or

Experiencing repeated or intense
exposure to distressing details of
the event.
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14

How would you compare the possibilities in your life from
before February 24 2022 to now?

Are there challenges in your life now that
were not present in your life before
February 24, 2022? Which kind?

Are there opportunities in your life now
that were not present in your life before
February 24, 2022? Which kind?

What/who contributed to those
opportunities?

What/Who did hinder possible
opportunities to happen?

If they say that their lives are the same
now as they were before February 2022,
then you can remind them about
something they said earlier in the
interview that made it seem like their life
had changed.

15

15A. How would you compare your personal traits from
before February 24, 2022 and now?

Personal traits could include your personality, physicality,
or emotions, or the way you interact with other people.

15B. How would you compare the way you think about
yourself, the world, and others, now, as compared to before
February 24, 2022?

If they report changes - ask what they
think may have contributed to those
changes.

Do you perceive these changes as
negative, positive, or neutral? (can ask for
each change they reference)
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16 | How would you compare your relationships with family Do you feel closer to some people?
and friends from before February 24, 2022 and now?
Or more distant?
Why? How so?
17 | How would you compare your values and perspective on Has your spirituality been affected? And
life from before February 24, 2022 and now? how?
18 Topic: Survey follow-up: Identity/Demographics Family status: children? other people

Please tell me about yourself -
18A. What is your age?

18B. What is your gender?

18C. How do you identify yourself?

18D. What is your marital and family status?

What is the highest level of education you received? What

was your field of work before February 2022 and what is it
now?

living in the homelet them define family...
(let them define ‘family’)

18C. How do you identify yourself? - - - -
- what groups do you consider yourself a
part of?

18.D. Educational levels (taken from
original survey):

e Incomplete primary education
(less than 4 years of secondary
school)

e Primary education (grades 4-7
of secondary school)
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Incomplete secondary
education (certificate for grades
8-9 of secondary school)
Vocational school on the basis
of incomplete secondary
education

Incomplete higher education
(junior specialist - diploma of a
technical school, college)
Complete higher education
(Specialist)

Complete higher education
(Master)

Postgraduate degree

Other (Please explain in the
box below)

Complete secondary education
(certificate of complete
secondary education for grades
10-11)

Graduated from vocational
school on the basis of
incomplete secondary
education (certificate for grades
8-9 of secondary

Additional training based on
complete secondary education
(professional, general
education courses, etc.)
Vocational school on the basis
of complete secondary
education

Basic higher education
(bachelor)

(Survey) Norwegian friluftsliv Service Providers, Survey

Questions and Consent Form

Consent Form

Please read the following and provide your electronic signature if you consent to participating in this
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DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in an anonymous survey about nature-based programs or
organizations in Norway which have provided services to refugees. The aim of this survey is to learn
more about the range of nature-based activities, challenges, experiences, and services for refugees in
Norway.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: This 15-question survey will take approximately 10-15 minutes.
RISKS AND BENEFITS: There are no foreseeable risks associated with this study.

PARTICIPANT'S RIGHTS: If you have read this form and have decided to participate in this project,
please understand your participation is voluntary and you have the right to discontinue participation at any
time during the survey. Please only take this survey if you are 18 years of age or older.

Data Use:
Your survey responses cannot be withdrawn after submission and may be involved in secondary use,
banking, and/or future sharing for research related to the topic of time/physical activity in nature.

Questions:
If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints about this research, its procedures, risks, and benefits,
contact Principal Investigator (PI):

Larisa Ozeryansky
University of Washington
Seattle, Washington 98105
lozeryan@uw.edu

Survey Questions (all write-in response)

1. What is the name of the organization or program you work for, related to nature-based programs
for refugees?

2. What kind of nature-based programs or services have been offered to refugees by your
organization?

3. How long did your/your organization support the nature-based programs which provided services
to refugees?

4. How did refugee participants learn about the programs/services you offered?

5. How many refugees participated in the programs/services you offered?

6. Please describe the demographics of refugee groups who participated in the programs/services
you offered (age, gender, country of origin, etc.):

7. Please explain the funding that supported/s the nature-based programs/services for refugees
offered by your organization?

8. What is/was your role at your organization regarding nature-based programs/services for
refugees?

9. What (if any) challenges did you/your organization encounter in providing services/programs to
refugees?

10. Are the services/programs for refugees by your organization ongoing, or did they (or some part)
stop? Please explain.
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I1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

What did you see as benefits or positive effects of your organization's nature-based
services/programs on the refugees who participated?

What role do you find "friluftsliv" or other Norwegian cultural values play in your organization's
work?

Please describe the way refugees have engaged with your organization's services/programs in
terms of "friluftsliv" or other Norwegian cultural values.

Please share one or more meaningful anecdote(s) here regarding refugee participation in your
organization's nature-based programming/services.

Are there any online, public records (website, publication, etc.) of your organization's initiatives
specifically regarding refugees in nature? Please paste one or more links here.

OPTIONAL: Are you interested in being contacted in the future to provide more information
regarding your experience with nature-based programs/services for refugees? If so, please provide
your contact information here. (Note: All provided information will remain anonymous for study
records.)
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