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Most of the countries in Asia which hosted displaced 
populations continued to show strong economic 
growth in 2007, but most IDPs failed to benefi t as their 
relative poverty increased in comparison to non-dis-
placed populations. In a number of countries in the re-
gion there was little evidence of effective programmes 
to provide them with employment or education op-
portunities, or to promote their social, cultural and 
civil rights.

Displaced children’s right to education
Armed confl ict and forced displacement invariably 
threaten children’s right to education, as schools are 
destroyed or requisitioned to house IDPs. Displaced 
children lose their access to school during displace-
ment and as parents become too poor to afford their 
education or too afraid to send them to school. 

In Myanmar (Burma), while children living in cease-
fi re areas had access to schools, those in confl ict-
affected areas had very few schools and their educa-
tion was frequently disrupted as fi ghting broke out. 
As a result of the confl ict in Sri Lanka, the educa-
tion of thousands of children was disrupted as many 
schools were closed and used as shelters for IDPs. In 

Afghanistan, the education of many IDP children re-
mained disrupted throughout the year as the confl ict 
caused schools to close.

IDP children remained without education in many 
parts of India in 2007. In Gujarat, many Muslim IDPs 
who returned to their areas of origin stopped sending 
children to school for fear of violence there, while thou-
sands of tribal children in India’s north-eastern states 
were forced to abandon their education after being 
displaced. Children as young as nine years of age were 
forced to seek work under a food-for-work programme 
in Chhattisgarh state, and fact-fi nding missions to the 
Chhattisgarh relief camps in 2007 noted that a number 
of children were unaccompanied by their parents, 
and that some children in boarding schools had been 
deported to the camps without the consent or the 
knowledge of their parents68. 

Many IDPs in Nepal lost essential documents dur-
ing their fl ight. As well as preventing them from ac-
cessing basic services, this blocked their attempts to 
send their children to school. Where administrative 
structures no longer existed in their districts of ori-
gin, displaced people found it impossible to obtain 
replacement documents. During 2007 there was no 
evidence of concrete government action to facilitate 
the issuance of new documents to replace those left 
behind or lost.

A Karen man smokes pipe 
outside his bamboo hut at 
a make-shift camp near the 
Salween River in Myanmar 
(Burma). 
Photo : Reuters, courtesy 
www.alertnet.org
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Urban displacement : the search for livelihoods 

In confl ict-affected countries such as Pakistan, 
Afghanistan, Nepal and Timor-Leste, populations 
boomed in the capitals and other large cities. The 
fl ow into cities of people displaced by confl ict or re-
turning refugees added to the general urbanisation 
trend witnessed across Asia. These urban IDPs were 
usually excluded from any assistance scheme, and 
many descended into destitution with inadequate 
housing and limited access to basic social services. 
However, like migrants moving to urban centres 
in search of better economic opportunities, many 
forcibly displaced people who gravitated to cities 
did not envisage a return to their rural areas even 
after the end of confl ict.

As in previous years, many of the Afghan refugees 
returning from Pakistan and Iran during 2007 – esti-
mated at 400,000 people – did not go back to their 
original homes where continued insecurity and poor 
economic and social infrastructure made reintegra-
tion unsustainable, but moved to the main cities 
such as Kabul in search of better economic oppor-
tunities. Between 2001 and 2007, the population in 
Kabul increased from 1.5 million to 4.5 million. This 
extraordinary rate of growth has placed a huge strain 
on urban infrastructures and municipalities’ capac-
ity to deliver basic services. The city of Kandahar, 

located near the areas of fi ghting in the south of 
the country, also saw a signifi cant IDP infl ux dur-
ing the year. With the authorities and UN agencies 
seeking to avoid setting up new camps in the area, 
many of the newly displaced had no choice but to 
settle in empty public buildings or build illegal mud 
huts around the city. Owing to very diffi cult security 
conditions – WFP suffered at least 30 attacks on its 
convoys during the year – it was often diffi cult for 
assistance to reach the displaced.

In Nepal, rapid urbanisation and population 
growth combined with the infl ux of confl ict-related 
IDPs led the population of the Kathmandu valley 
to more than double between 1995 and 2004 : it 
was by 2007 home to 30 per cent of the country’s 
total population. IDPs’ arrival in large numbers not 
only strained municipalities’ capacity to deliver ba-
sic services such as water supplies, sanitation and 
waste management, but also increased real estate 
and rental prices. High rental prices combined with 
lack of opportunities to earn a living made it very 
diffi cult for the poorest to fi nd adequate accom-
modation in cities such as Kathmandu. IDPs, cut 
off from community and family support structures, 
regularly found themselves forced to live in the 
most inadequate conditions.

Experiences of return 
and restitution of property
Across the region, IDPs’ attempts to leave camps and 
return homes to rebuild lives and livelihoods were 
complicated by unresolved issues of land and property 
as well as continued protection concerns. 

In March 2007, Sri Lanka’s government launched 
a massive programme to return IDPs to areas of 
Eastern province which it considered under control, 
despite the serious concerns of humanitarian agen-
cies and IDPs themselves over the lack of security 
and inappropriate conditions there. Although the 
more overtly coercive aspects of the return proc-
ess were eased in the following months, IDPs were 
threatened by the government that their food ra-
tions would be cut off and that they would be 
forced to leave the camps unless they agreed to 
return.

Property restitution for Sri Lanka returnees con-
tinued to be very complicated, especially for those 
who had been displaced a number of times. The 
loss of documents to establish land title remained 
common as a result of displacement or the destruc-
tion of homes and government land ownership 
offices, while the loss of other civil documenta-
tion such as marriage, death and birth certificates 
also caused hardship for IDPs seeking government 
assistance. 

In Timor-Leste, the widespread land and property 
disputes which arose in the wake of the large-scale dis-
placement that occurred before and after the 1999 inde-
pendence vote contributed signifi cantly to the regional 
divisions between easterners and westerners that led 
to the May 2006 violence. At the time, easterners were 
quicker to return to Dili and occupied land and houses 
left vacant by those who had temporarily relocated to 
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West Timor. Lack of progress by the government in ad-
dressing housing and property issues after the May 2006 
violence continued to foil the return attempts of many 
IDPs, who decided to return to the camps because of 
attacks or threats from their former neighbours.

In Bangladesh, the return home of IDPs was ham-
pered by land ownership and property disputes and 
also by disagreements about whether Bengali settlers 
should be considered as IDPs. The 1997 peace accord 
did include mechanisms to address internal displace-
ment, but a task force to rehabilitate the displaced and 
a land commission to settle land disputes still did not 
function effectively. 

In some areas of Nepal the displaced were welcomed 
back, and land and property was returned to them 
according to commitments made by the Maoists in 
the Comprehensive Peace Accord at the end of 2006. 
However, in other areas the Maoists opposed returns 
of IDPs they considered “criminals”, mainly politically 
active people and landowners. In the absence of any 
proper mechanism for the restitution of land and prop-
erty, many displaced people chose not to return to 
areas they believed to be unsafe, preferring instead 
to try to integrate locally.

Overall, the response provided by national authori-
ties to the protection and assistance needs of their 
displaced citizens remained insuffi cient. While some 

governments made progress during 2007 to formulate 
strategies to deal with their internal displacement 
problem, and took some steps to ensure that IDP’ 
rights were guaranteed, or at least that violations 
of these rights were minimised during all phases of 
displacement, most limited their actions to ad-hoc 
humanitarian interventions. With few exceptions, 
governments of the region did little to improve their 
human rights record, in particular when dealing with 
political aspirations of minorities or marginalised 
groups, and they continued to be the main agent 
of displacement across the region. Few invested ad-
equate political or economic resources in addressing 
the root causes of confl icts or in helping returning 
or resettling populations make a successful transi-
tion from emergency assistance to recovery and re-
integration. In some countries, corruption or weak 
administrative capacity continued to result in a wide 
gap between policy commitments and their imple-
mentation on the ground, while some governments 
continued to deny their displaced population ad-
equate protection and assistance, severely restricting 
aid agencies’ access to the affected population or 
even refusing to acknowledge the existence of an IDP 
problem altogether.

In February 2007, the government of Nepal issued 
a revised IDP policy, bringing it in line with interna-
tional standards such as the UN Guiding Principles 
on Internal Displacement. By the end of the year, 
the government had announced a relief package 
of $5.6 million to help returnees, and some of that 
money had already been used to assist returns. In 

Responses of national 
governments

A lesson at an IDP site 
in Trincomalee district, 
northern Sri Lanka, June 
2007. The school building 
was being used to house 
displaced people. 
Photo : Kavita Shukla, IDMC
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close collaboration with the United Nations, the 
government also developed directives to help local 
authorities implement the IDP policy. However, by 
early 2008, the directives had not yet been formally 
approved. 

The fl edgling government of Timor-Leste continued 
to demonstrate goodwill towards IDPs and made ef-
forts during 2007 to ensure that the basic humanitar-
ian needs of the large displaced population living in 
camps in Dili and in rural districts were met. Despite 
these efforts, widely supported by the international 
community, many IDPs were still reported to face 
signifi cant humanitarian challenges. Also, the gov-
ernment’s return and reintegration strategy proved 
largely unsuccessful, mainly because of its incapacity 
to address key obstacles to return, in particular protec-
tion concerns, land and property disputes in areas of 
return and the lack of reconstruction of damaged or 
destroyed houses. 

In Indonesia, where the majority of the displaced 
had returned or resettled for several years, widespread 
corruption and embezzlement of humanitarian funds, 
and devolution of responsibility for IDPs to ill-equipped 
and ill-resourced provincial governments made it very 
diffi cult to ensure that these solutions were sustainable. 
In Afghanistan, the capacity of relevant government 
ministries to address IDP and return issues remained 
limited in 2007, partly due to the high turnover of of-
fi cials in relevant central and provincial roles. 

The overall response of the Indian government to 
the internal displacement situation in the country was 
criticised for being inconsistent and dependent on 
requests for support from state authorities. The central 
government’s response to the Kashmiri Pandit IDPs 
remained much more generous than its response to 
IDPs in other parts of the country, in particular in the 
north-east and Chhattisgarh state, where it continued 
to deny most international humanitarian actors access, 
arguing that local governments should take full care 
of the affected people. 

Access restrictions remained a central feature of inter-
national humanitarian responses in Asia. International 
agencies were denied access to the IDPs in Balochistan 
by the government of Pakistan, and the fear of re-
prisals by security forces prevented local groups from 
providing protection and assistance. The Sri Lankan 
government placed restrictions on humanitarian 
agencies’ access to some areas of return, particularly 
in the Batticaloa west area, making it more diffi cult 

for returnees to obtain seeds and agricultural tools. 
However, there was a welcome easing of restrictions 
on aid agencies during the latter part of the year. In 
contrast, in Myanmar (Burma), the most vulnerable IDP 
groups in the confl ict-affected areas along the eastern 
border remained beyond the access of virtually all 
international humanitarian organisations. 

The limits to national responses were also refl ected 
at the regional level. There were no regional initiatives 
during 2007 to bring a more concerted response to 
situations of internal displacement, which continued 
to be viewed as a strictly internal matter. However, 
the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) 
decided in July to set up an intergovernmental hu-
man rights commission, despite strong opposition 
from several of its members, most notably Myanmar 
(Burma). The effectiveness of such a body remained 
to be demonstrated as it would operate within a 
consensus-based organisation based on the princi-
ple of non-interference. At the end of November, 
ASEAN members upheld this principle when they did 
not permit the Special Advisor to the UN Secretary 
General to brief them on the human rights situation 
in Myanmar (Burma).

The international community continued to varying 
degrees to help national governments to protect and 
assist their displaced citizens, but a number of cases 
it was not given the chance to do so. The UN, though 
actively involved in the IDP response in Nepal, Timor-
Leste, Sri Lanka, Afghanistan and to a lesser extent in 
the Philippines and Indonesia, did not address internal 
displacement in Myanmar (Burma), Bangladesh, India, 
Thailand, Laos or Uzbekistan, mainly because of the 
government’s opposition. 

Within the wider UN humanitarian reform, the clus-
ter approach, applied in four countries of the region, 
did not impact on the situation of the region’s confl ict-
induced internally displaced as it was only deployed 
in response to humanitarian emergencies caused by 
natural disasters. Similarly, the Central Emergency 
Response Fund (CERF), established by the UN to close 
the funding gap and enable a more timely response to 
humanitarian needs, did not dramatically change the 
funding situation in confl ict-affected countries. Of the 
ten countries of the region where CERF provided funds 
during 2007, only in Sri Lanka, Afghanistan, Myanmar 
(Burma), Nepal and to a lesser extent Timor-Leste 
did the fund directly support programmes for people 
internally displaced by confl ict. 
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A woman and child walk past residential buildings being 
rebuilt in the Chechen capital Grozny. Despite reconstruc-
tion efforts, lack of access to housing overtook personal 
security as the main obstacle to IDPs’ return in Chechnya. 
Photo: Reuters, courtesy www.alertnet.org
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In Europe, some 2.5 million people continued to be 
internally displaced, mainly in the Caucasus and the 
Balkans, but also in Turkey and Cyprus. Most of these 
people fl ed their homes some 15 years ago as a result 
of confl ict arising from rejected independence claims 
and territorial disputes. While the majority of the coun-
tries had by 2007 been in a post-confl ict recovery and 
development phase for several years, the situation of 
most internally displaced people had not improved 
signifi cantly and remained a cause for concern. Many 
of the remaining IDPs were still unemployed and en-
dured poor housing conditions and limited access to 
services and opportunities to improve their life. 

While most of the governments of the region contin-
ued to take some responsibility for internally displaced 
people under their jurisdiction, many IDPs continued 
to fi nd it impossible to realise the property rights and 
economic, social and cultural rights enjoyed by their 

non-displaced neighbours. Only a few hundred thou-
sand had found a durable solution to their displace-
ment over the past decade, and most of these had 
struggled to rebuild their lives away from their areas 
of origin as it remained impossible or impracticable for 
them to return to their previous homes.

Patterns of displacement

Almost all the IDPs in Europe were in 2007 in situations of 
protracted displacement which had lasted several years 
or even decades. Large-scale displacement resulted from 
intercommunal confl ict in Cyprus and the Turkish oc-
cupation of northern Cyprus from the 1960s, and from 
the armed confl ict in south-eastern Turkey between 
government forces and the Kurdistan Workers’ Party 
(PKK) in the 1980s and 1990s. Following the break-up of 
Yugoslavia in the early 1990s, inter-ethnic violence and 
armed confl ict displaced millions of people. 

As the Soviet Union began to disintegrate, hun-
dreds of thousands of people were similarly displaced 
by armed confl ict and ethnic violence. In the Russian 
Federation, Chechen separatists sought self-determi-
nation, and Ingush militias and North Ossetian secu-

rity forces battled for control of Prigorodny district. 
In the south Caucasus, Abkhaz and South Ossetian 
minorities bid for independence from Georgia, and 
Armenia and Azerbaijan fought over the territory of 
Nagorno-Karabakh. 

Continuing displacement in 2007

The number of people displaced in Europe fell from 2,7 
million in 2006 to 2,5 million in 2007. This overall de-
crease was partly due to a fall in the reported number 
of IDPs in some countries, but it was also largely due 
to IDMC’s decision to consider the number of IDPs 
in Cyprus as undetermined as of 200769. In the early 
1960s Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots fought over 
their political place in the newly independent Cyprus, 
and although a peacekeeping force was deployed in 
1964, violence erupted again in the early 1970s when 
a coup supported by Greece prompted Turkish troops 
to invade the island. With the island divided since 1974, 
over 200,000 Greek and Turkish Cypriots who fl ed their 
homes have been unable to return home. More than 
thirty years on, it is unknown how many of those peo-
ple continue to live in an IDP-like situation.
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In other countries the number of IDPs remained 
stable or continued to slowly fall. Despite continuing 
low-intensity confl ict in Chechnya between separa-
tists and government forces, the number of IDPs in 
the Russian Federation originating from Chechnya 
decreased from around 159,000 to 137,000, due to 
returns and a de-registration exercise carried out by 
the authorities. In Bosnia and Herzegovina, after com-
pleting a re-registration exercise, UNHCR reported a 
decrease from 185,000 in the spring of 2005 to 132,000 
in October 2007, mainly due to return and local inte-
gration; in Croatia, the number fell to a little over 3,000 
as a result of local integration. 

In Serbia and in Macedonia, there was no signifi -
cant change in the reported number of IDPs, with 
some 227,000 IDPs in Serbia (excluding Kosovo), 21,000 
in Kosovo and 790 in Macedonia at the year’s end. 
In Georgia with some 247,000 IDPs, Azerbaijan with 
690,000 and Turkey with up to 1.2 million, the fi gures 
from 2006 were the latest available. 

There was no current and reliable data on the 
number of IDPs in Armenia, or on those in Russia origi-
nating from North Ossetia. Unlike other countries in 
the region, Armenia has no law to defi ne IDPs and so 
compiling fi gures and gathering information on their 
situation has proven diffi cult.

Return movements
Government efforts to facilitate returns during 2007 had 
only limited success. This was mainly due to diffi cult 
economic conditions in areas of potential return, ethnic 
discrimination, insecurity, but also unresolved land and 

property issues. In some countries, the return process was 
also intimately linked to the resolution of broader political 
issues of territorial delimitation and sovereignty.

A mere few thousand IDPs returned home in 2007, in-
cluding some 4,500 people in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
about 1,500 in Serbia and small numbers in Chechnya 
and North Ossetia. By early 2007 around 30 per cent 
of IDPs in Croatia, 20 per cent in Georgia and 12 per 
cent in Turkey had returned to their homes or areas 
of origin since their original displacement. Figures 
were unavailable for Armenia and Macedonia, and 
return was still not possible in Azerbaijan and Cyprus. 
However, in many countries in the region, return was 
not necessarily permanent as IDPs shuttled between 
their current and former homes, or later decided to 
take up residence in a new area.

In most countries of the region, the return of IDPs was 
hampered by limited employment options, poor access 
to social services, few sustainable housing options, inad-
equate infrastructure, insuffi cient guarantees of physical 
security and resulting obstacles to free movement. The 
EU enlargement division concluded in 2007 that almost 
no progress had been made on return of IDPs in Kosovo 
and that “the return process remains a major challenge 
ahead, politically, institutionally and also fi nancially”70. 
The issue of tenancy rights of IDPs in cities remained an 
obstacle to return in Croatia, as tenants displaced from 
socially owned property were not entitled to compensa-
tion or restitution. In Turkey, many IDPs were unaware 
of the government return programme, and some who 
applied received little or no aid71. In all areas of the 
Balkans, ethnic discrimination and the lack of employ-

A Roma woman dancing 
at a ceremony to mark the 
return of the Roma com-
munity to Roma Mahala in 
Mitrovica, Kosovo, March 
2007. 
Photo: OSCE/Hasan Sopa
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ment opportunities discouraged IDPs from returning to 
their former places of residence. The ethnic make-up of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina’s local political structures had 
the effect of preventing IDPs returning to areas where 
they would be of a minority ethnicity.

In other cases, broader political processes blocked 
IDPs from returning to their homes. The stalemate per-
sisted between Azerbaijan and Armenia over Nagorno-
Karabakh, and as a result there was little hope of large-
scale return, although the government of Azerbaijan 
was developing a plan for the return of IDPs during the 
year72. The deadlock over the confl icts in Georgia also 
stood in the way of organised return of IDPs to Abkhazia 
and South Ossetia. Similarly in Cyprus, both the Greek 
Cypriot government and Turkish Cypriot administra-
tion failed to implement the 2006 agreement which 
would lay the groundwork for further negotiations, and 
IDPs on both sides of the buffer zone continued to be 
prevented from taking possession of their properties. 
In Russia, some IDPs from North Ossetia claimed that 
the government was barring their return by declaring 
their villages water conservation zones, but the gov-
ernment stated that there were no villages closed for 
return73. Similarly, some Roma were cut off from their 
settlements in Bosnia and Herzegovina since they have 
been declared water supply or “buffer zones”, waste 
storage sites, or the property of municipal authorities 
or the non-Roma population74.

Resettlement and local integration
With many obstacles still preventing return in many 
countries, resettlement and local integration often rep-
resented for IDPs the only route towards a durable so-
lution. While some government initiatives proved suc-
cessful in providing land, housing and improved living 
conditions, many diffi culties were reported with regards 
to the quality and location of the resettlement sites and 
the lack of inclusion of IDPs in resettlement processes 
which were sometimes reportedly forced upon them. 
The experience of Azerbaijan’s major programme to 
resettle IDPs is further considered below.

The governments of Dagestan and North Ossetia 
in Russia also resettled IDPs in 2007. The authorities 
in Dagestan allotted land plots, bricks and fi nancial 
assistance to over 130 IDPs from Chechnya, while in 
North Ossetia, the government established the vil-
lage of Novy for IDPs unable to return to their original 
homes. While some 250 IDP families accepted the offer 
and resettled in Novy, others insisted on their right 

to return to their places of origin, even resorting to 
hunger strike protests in Moscow. At year’s end their 
demand had not been met. 

In some areas there was reluctance to support the 
integration of IDPs at their current place of residence. 
The international community in Bosnia and Herzegovina 
initially avoided giving support to the local integration 
of IDPs so as not to make pemanent the effects of ethnic 
cleansing during the war; thus initiatives to provide per-
manent housing and employment in areas of displace-
ment were only established recently and were limited 
to the most vulnerable residents of collective centres. In 
Serbia, the government was hesitant to allow IDPs from 
Kosovo to permanently settle in Serbia proper before 
the status of Kosovo was fi nalised, for fear of reducing 
their claim over Kosovo, though the Council of Europe 
warned that IDPs in Serbia “should not be held hostage 
to future political settlements”75. 

IDPs’ enjoyment of their rights

More than fi fteen years after fl eeing their homes, most 
of those still displaced in Europe were unable to reset-
tle or return to their original homes and did not fully 
enjoy all of their rights in the areas where they were 
living. They faced threats to their physical security, poor 
housing conditions, limited access to social services, 
lack of employment opportunities and diffi culties in 
getting restitution or compensation for the property 
they left behind. Many were particularly vulnerable, 
including traumatised survivors of atrocities, sick and 
disabled people, elderly people without family support 
and single mothers. A registration exercise in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina in 2007 showed that 40 per cent of IDPs had 
a chronic illness, 33 per cent had a physical or mental 
disability, 21 per cent were minors and 14 per cent were 
over 65. Nonetheless, the attention of international hu-
manitarian organisations was waning and humanitarian 
aid during 2007 continued to decline.

Personal safety and integrity 
Most IDPs did not face immediate physical security 
concerns in their place of displacement, except in 
Russia, where in some areas of the north Caucasus, 
IDPs continued to face security risks along with the 
general population. In several countries, threats to 
their security in areas of origin continued to discourage 
people from returning home.
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In Chechnya, the security situation improved in 
some ways, but separatist rebels and government 
forces continued to fi ght, and illegal detention and 
torture of civilians were ongoing. Many IDPs refused 
to return home to mountain villages because of 
the continued hostilities and landmines76. Security 
declined in Ingushetia in 2007; in mid-2007 federal 
troops arrived to reinforce security, but by the end of 
the year skirmishes between local security forces and 
armed groups were being reported on a regular basis, 
and there was a sharp increase in the number of ab-
ductions and killings of civilians of minority groups. 
Civilians were also targeted in North Ossetia, where 
several Ingush youth were shot, and in Dagestan, 
where security forces conducted special opera-
tions in which villagers were beaten and detained. 
Chechen IDPs living in areas of Russia outside the 
north Caucasus were also at risk: incidents of violence 
and intolerance in a number of regions against people 
originating from the north Caucasus continued to be 
reported in 200777.

In most other countries, returnees faced risks to 
their physical security. In Kosovo and to a lesser 
extent in Bosnia and Herzegovina, they continued 
to endure ethnically-motivated attacks and initi-
midation. Landmines and unexploded ordnance 
posed a security threat to returnees in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, as well as in Turkey and Armenia. While 
de-mining efforts continued in Turkey and Bosnia 
and Herzegovina in 2007, the Armenian govern-
ment’s policy not to de-mine its territory until the 
confl ict with Azerbaijan is resolved threatened the 
security of IDPs who had returned to border areas. 
Though it had not acceded to the Mine Ban Treaty, 

Azerbaijan’s National Agency for Mine Action con-
tinued marking and clearing landmines in 2007. 
However, with shots still fi red across the frontier and 
tensions remaining high78, returnees in Armenia had 
to be accompanied by soldiers when cultivating their 
land, and resettlers in Azerbaijan feared for their 
physical security in villages less than ten kilometres 
from the line of contact. With no resolutions to the 
confl icts in Georgia, frequent security incidents also 
remained an obstacle to return in South Ossetia and 
to a lesser extent in Abkhazia.

Displaced people in Turkey who returned to areas 
bordering northern Iraq faced insecurity as the govern-
ment deployed troops along the border in mid-2007 
and declared some of these areas “temporary security 
zones”. The village guard system also continued to 
threaten the physical security of returnees; established 
by the Turkish government in the 1980s to protect vil-
lages against PKK attacks, these local militia have since 
been implicated in a variety of human rights viola-
tions including the confi scation of returnees’ land79. 
The Turkish parliament adopted amendments in 2007 
allowing for the recruitment of an additional 60,000 
provisional village guards80.

Violence and intimidation in Kosovo continued to 
discourage IDPs from travelling outside their area of 
displacement. Kosovo Serbs in particular tended to 
live in enclaves surrounded by Albanian neighbour-
hoods, making it diffi cult for some to access local 
services such as law courts or health clinics. When 
IDPs did travel, it was often between enclaves and 
using humanitarian buses run by the Kosovo authori-
ties to facilitate movements of members of minority 
groups. 

A rural settlement in Barda, 
Azerbaijan, November 
2007. where IDPs had been 
living for over 15 years in 
makeshift shelters. With no 
heating system or proper 
windows, this dwelling 
failed to provide suffi cient 
warmth, ventilation, physi-
cal security or privacy. 
Photo: Nadine Walicki, IDMC
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Accessing social services and health care
IDPs struggled to access social benefi ts and health 
care services for a number of reasons linked to their 
lack of personal documents and inability to register 
for support. 

Some could not replace lost or destroyed docu-
ments. In Serbia and Azerbaijan, IDPs had to approach 
their “municipality in exile” to access the records they 
needed from their original place of residence, which 
often entailed costly travel. For IDPs in Serbia, certain 
documents were only available on request in Kosovo, 
where most were unable or unwilling to go; those 
who applied to Kosovo authorities to have employ-
ment records, driving licenses or university diplomas 
reissued encountered a mixed response, especially as 
some records had been destroyed or lost. The lack of 
mutual recognition of documents between Serbia and 
Kosovo represented an additional obstacle for IDPs to 
avail themselves of their rights.

Roma IDPs from Kosovo faced particular obstacles 
with regard to documentation. Some 20 to 40 per cent 
never had proof of their identity or residence before 
their displacement, and had to initiate costly procedures 
in order to be registered. Living in informal settlements 
without legal residence or identifi cation, Roma IDPs 
could not acquire an IDP card to register new births, ap-
ply for citizenship and access health care, social benefi ts, 
employment and education. The lack of documentation 
also presented the risk of statelessness in an independ-
ent Kosovo for those who could not prove their link 

with Kosovo when applying for citizenship. The Offi ce 
of the Prime Minister in Kosovo made recommenda-
tions to ease Roma’s access to documents, but their 
implementation was uneven. 

To access free health care services IDPs in Serbia had 
to present a health certifi cate. To get this certifi cate 
they had to present their IDP identity card, for which 
they needed a personal identifi cation card, temporary 
residence registration, and proof of their residence 
before 1999. Thus many could not access health care 
or other assistance and services. Less than half of Roma 
IDPs have health certifi cates, and access to health care 
is a serious problem for many Roma IDPs in Serbia due 
to a range of cultural and procedural barriers. 

In Ingushetia, the Russian Migration Service took 
IDPs living in the private sector off the forced migrant 
register in early 2007, as they were not registered at 
their current place of residence. This rendered them 
ineligible for government benefi ts, and the cost of 
appealing against their de-registration was prohibitive 
for many IDPs.

IDPs and returnees throughout the region continued 
to face discrimination in access to social services, which 
sometimes undermined the sustainability of returns. 
Minority returnees in Bosnia and Herzegovina often 
faced intimidation and discrimination in accessing 
services and entitlements, as the authorities in some 
areas of Croat-controlled Herzegovina and some towns 
in the eastern Republika Srpska continued to resist mi-
nority returns, obstructing their access to local services 

A collective centre in Gori, 
Georgia, housing people 
displaced from South 
Ossetia. By 2007, some of 
Georgia’s IDPs had been 
living in collectives centres 
for fi fteen years. 
Photo: Tako Tavartkiladze, 
NRC
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including municipal power and water, education, issu-
ance of important civil documents and health care81. 
Similarly, in Kosovo, minority IDPs often had to rely on 
the limited facilities situated in their enclave. Kosovo 
Serbs largely relied on parallel institutions operating 
on the territory of Kosovo under the de facto authority 
of Serbia to meet their needs in terms of documents, 
education, health care and justice.

Access to livelihood opportunities
Many IDPs continued to struggle to secure a liveli-
hood, because job opportunities were still scarce in 
the depressed economic environments of the region, 
and also because they faced additional diffi culties 
compared with non-displaced nationals in overcom-
ing administrative obstacles or adapting to urban job 
markets.  

Unemployment rates remained high in most coun-
tries of the region as the local economies struggle to 
recover from the confl ict: the unemployment rate in 
Chechnya was estimated at between 50 and 80 per cent 
in 2007, and that of the Serbian community in Kosovo 
at 70 per cent. In Azerbaijan, IDPs living in areas border-
ing Nagorno-Karabakh suffered higher unemployment 
than the local population, despite government schemes 
to introduce fi nancial credit and employment quotas 
for IDPs. According to the Georgian authorities, IDPs 
in Georgia had a higher rate of unemployment than 
the non-displaced population, and their employment 
was often unstable and unrelated to their professional 
qualifi cations. Jobs were scarce throughout Bosnia and 
Herzegovina with only an estimated 17 per cent of IDPs 
employed, while 20 per cent of IDPs still had no source 
of income in October 2007. 

Even where there were opportunities to earn an 
income, IDPs faced obstacles in gaining employment. 
In Serbia IDPs had to produce a work booklet to receive 
employment benefi ts; those who lost their booklet dur-
ing fl ight faced a lengthy procedure to have a new one 
issued, and those who never had one had to submit 
their request in their place of permanent residence. 

In Azerbaijan, many IDPs were at a disadvantage 
because they lacked the skills, contacts and capital 
to compete in the job market; local banks would not 
lend to those without registered residence. The UN 
Representative on the Human Rights of IDPs urged the 
government in Azerbaijan to strengthen programmes 
to help IDPs become more self-suffi cient. IDPs in Turkey 
also struggled to compete in the urban labour markets 
since they were more skilled in agriculture and animal 
husbandry, had a low level of education, and often did 
not speak Turkish. 

Returnees faced additional obstacles to earning an 
income, including threats to their physical security, 
problems regaining access to property and land, dis-
crimination and lack of capital. Unemployment of re-
turnees was most pronounced in Turkey, Russia, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina and in Kosovo. In Armenia and Turkey 
returnees were unsafe accessing their agricultural land 
because of land mines and, in the case of Armenia, 
ongoing hostilities with Azerbaijan. In Turkey some 
who had returned had found their orchards, fi elds and 
livestock neglected, confi scated or destroyed. 

Given the lack of work opportunities, many IDPs 
continued to depend on government assistance. In 
2007 most IDPs in Armenia, and many in Georgia, still 
relied on government and humanitarian assistance 
programmes. In Georgia, IDPs frequently faced debt 

New housing for a 
displaced family from 
Chechnya who opted 
to stay in neighbouring 
Ingushetia, July 2007. 
Photo: Nadine Walicki, IDMC
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problems as the assistance was insuffi cient to meet 
their needs. In Azerbaijan, the displaced shared many 
of the economic challenges of their non-displaced 
neighbours; however, with a lower income and greater 
expenditure on food and transport, IDPs were more 
dependent on government allowances and pensions. 
In Russia, humanitarian aid and pensions, unemploy-
ment allowances and child benefi ts were still the main 
source of income for many IDPs. 

Displaced children’s access to education
In all countries, primary education was free and com-
pulsory and the lack of documentation was seldom an 
obstacle. However, poverty and the need to provide 
economic support to the family was the main obstacle 
to education in the region, while in some countries, 
ethnic discrimination was reported to discourage at-
tendance. In most countries, school conditions for 
displaced children were reported to be poor due to a 
lack of qualifi ed teachers and equipment.

Most IDP children and youth in the region were 
enrolled in primary and secondary education. Figures 
on enrolment rates of displaced children were only 
available for Serbia, where the rate stood at over 90 
per cent, and most schools were willing to enrol chil-
dren without proper documentation. Schools in Russia 
usually enrolled IDP children without any particular 
problems, while in Turkey IDP school attendance was 
maintained in some areas by government incentives 
for parents to keep their children in school. 

Parallel education systems and curriculums were 
organised in Kosovo, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and 
Georgia, which often discouraged ethnic integration. 
Displaced ethnic Abkhaz children living in Georgia 
proper continued to be schooled separately in Abkhaz 
and Russian. Conversely, ethnic Georgian children re-
turning to Abkhazia after being displaced in Georgia 
proper lacked Abkhaz and Russian language skills and 
so struggled to acquire the skills and knowledge for 
higher education or employment. 

The condition of schools for IDP children varied. In 
the Caucasus, many IDP kindergartens and schools were 
in urgent need of repair as well as new equipment and 
supplies and additional qualifi ed staff. In Azerbaijan, 
new schools were built in resettlement villages, while 
children in other areas could attend either a school for 
the displaced or a local school, though these were often 
in the same building. According to the government, this 
system helped to preserve the fabric of communities to 

facilitate their eventual return, and in a 2007 survey in 
Azerbaijan, principals, teachers, parents and children 
unanimously stated their preference for separate IDP 
schools. However, schools were already being built to 
cater to both IDP and local children.

In some countries, displaced children did not attend 
school or dropped out because their parents could 
not afford to send them to school. Some displaced 
children in Turkey, for example, stopped going in order 
to contribute to the family income; non-attendance 
was reported in Azerbaijan, due to the movement of 
families in search of employment. Other IDP children, 
in particular Roma in the Balkans, did not go to school 
because they did not speak the language or suffered 
from bullying at school. 

Enjoyment of property rights

Across Europe the main concerns for IDPs were to 
access adequate housing and to assert their proper-
ty rights. Housing conditions of Europe’s IDPs varied 
widely. Information on the living conditions of IDPs 
who were able to access private sector housing was 
generally limited; nonetheless, the majority of IDPs in 
Georgia, Russia, Turkey, Cyprus, Serbia and Croatia were 
living in private apartments or houses, as were some 
in Armenia, Azerbaijan and Macedonia. The standard 
of this private accommodation was often inadequate: 
many of Turkey’s IDPs were living in shacks with no infra-
structure, while many IDPs in rural Azerbaijan had lived 
for 15 years in crowded makeshift dwellings, without 
electricity or effective protection from the elements, on 
land allocated by the government for their temporary 
use and for which they had no security of tenure.

Other IDPs in Serbia, Azerbaijan, Georgia and else-
where were living in informal settlements, squatting 
in illegally occupied buildings or makeshift dwellings 
where they were vulnerable to disease and extreme 
weather, without the proof of residence needed for gov-
ernment support, and at constant risk of eviction. 

Still other IDPs in Georgia, Russia, Serbia, Croatia and 
Bosnia were in public buildings such as university dor-
mitories, schools and hospitals, commonly referred to 
as collective centres. While some displaced families had 
managed over time to secure alternative accommodation 
and move out of the centres, many others had by 2007 
lived in these buildings for over 15 years. Families often 
occupied a single room with no separation of the sexes 
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or age groups, with rooms becoming more crowded as 
families grew over time. Areas shared by residents such 
as kitchens and bathrooms were often dilapidated and 
supplies of gas, electricity and water were irregular. 

The scarcity of housing continued to stop IDPs return-
ing to their areas of origin. In Bosnia, by March 2007, 
over 40 per cent of damaged housing had still not been 
rebuilt. While the reconstruction programme benefi ted 
many displaced people, very few of those whose ten-
ancy rights had been cancelled during the war, and who 
could not repossess their property due to discriminatory 
legislation, were included in the programme. The re-
construction programme that began in 1996 continued 
in 2007 with 2,000 homes rebuilt; but there were 2,500 
outstanding requests and almost 15,000 cases under 
appeal, some of which had been pending for four years. 
In Armenia, IDPs returned to houses in need of repair 
and some were living in abandoned basements in the 
absence of any compensation system.

In Chechnya, lack of housing overtook personal secu-
rity as the main obstacle to return. Only some returning 
IDPs received help to rebuild their destroyed homes. 
Many were unable to fi nd a place in collective centres, 
and were forced to accept temporary accommodation 
or land from the authorities or else fi nd their own solu-
tion. The majority of resettlers used home-made bricks 

and recycled materials to build some sort of shelter. 
Access to public utilities was usually poor with the elec-
tricity, gas and water supplies either frequently inter-
rupted or non-existent in resettlement areas. Under the 
federal government’s housing programme established 
in 2005, people registered by the Migration Service as 
in need of housing were entitled to a housing subsidy, 
but at the end of 2007, there was still no detailed infor-
mation on the impact for IDP families.

Redress for lost property
Several governments in the region issued compensa-
tion for lost property in 2007, though in most countries 
it has not led to widespread return and reconstruction 
of private housing. In Turkey, property compensa-
tion commissions continued their work in 2007, but 
half way through the year only around 42,000 out of 
270,000 applicants had been awarded compensation. 
In response to accusations of inconsistency and delay, 
Damage Assessment Commissions were by 2007 fol-
lowing standardised guidance on compensation deci-
sions and award levels. 

In Azerbaijan, the UN Representative on the Human 
Rights of IDPs highlighted that any future compensa-
tion schemes would have to overcome the fact that 
IDPs lack title deeds of their previous property. As the 

Evictions of IDPs from collective centres

In some countries in the Caucasus and the Balkans, 
IDPs were offered alternative accommodation or 
compensation in exchange for vacating temporary 
government housing. Such agreements can result 
in improved living conditions for IDPs, but this was 
not always the case in the region in 2007.

In a government effort to close the collective cen-
tres in Chechnya, residents were offered incentives to 
resettle including use of land or an interim grant for 
rental accommodation. However the compensation 
and assistance was seldom perceived to be adequate 
and some residents alleged they were evicted from the 
collective centres through physical force or threats. In 
2006 there were 21 collective centres in Grozny housing 
4,400 displaced families, but at the end of 2007 only 12 
remained, housing around 1,000 families. 

In Georgia, the number of evictions of IDPs 
from collective centres fell in 2007. The process 

of eviction following the government’s sale of 
buildings varied, but there was no information on 
forceful evictions. While some IDPs were offered 
alternative accommodation, others were offered 
insuffi cient compensation. A November assess-
ment showed that many of those evicted from 
collective centres in the autonomous republic of 
Adjara were now living with relatives or in ac-
commodation that they owned, rented or had 
paid a deposit on. 

Ten collective centres in Serbia were closed in 
2007 without durable alternatives being offered to 
the residents, while displaced Roma families living 
in informal settlements in Bosnia and Herzegovina 
were subjected to frequent evictions, making it dif-
fi cult for them to register their residence and obtain 
offi cial identifi cation documents, receive medical 
care or send their children to school. 
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Resettlers in Azerbaijan

Since 2001, the government of Azerbaijan has built 
new settlements for some 70,000 IDPs, and in 2007 
the President of Azerbaijan approved further invest-
ment of over $1billion until 2011 for the continued 
resettlement of IDPs and the creation of livelihood 
opportunities for them. IDPs have chosen to resettle 
without pressure being put on them, often from 
the IDP settlements with the worst and unhealthiest 
conditions. Those who have decided not to resettle 
have been free to seek other solutions, but have not 
received government assistance to do so.  

Resettlers have received a new house and a small 
plot of land to use until return to their original 
homes becomes possible. Receiving newly built 
homes as well as an adjacent plot of land, resettled 
IDPs have generally enjoyed a real improvement in 
their housing conditions. 

While most resettlement areas have medical 
centres, daycares and schools, the new villages are 
often in remote areas without public transport links, 
and the physical security of IDPs has in a few cases 
been compromised by the proximity of the line of 
contact with Armenia and the landmines there. 
Land is often infertile and water supply interrup-
tions are frequent.

The government acknowledged in 2007 that the 
main challenge in resettlement areas was to create 
livelihood opportunities, given the limited infra-
structure and access to job markets and transport 
networks. Besides work as teachers, medical staff 

or shopkeepers, there are few opportunities in the 
villages for resettlers to become self-reliant. 

Resettlers’ houses remain the property of the 
state, unlike housing built and allocated to IDPs by 
humanitarian organisations, and so occupants have 
limited security of tenure. However, opportunities 
to move on from the new settlements are limited, 
as IDPs must formally register their new residence if 
they are to continue to receive assistance. However, 
residence permits for large cities are diffi cult for IDPs 
and others to obtain, and so relocation in search of 
work is liable to lead to the loss of assistance.

New resettlement villages in Azerbaijan, November 2007: 
Zubchuk, a new village to which IDPs will move in 2008 
(above), and Dord Yol-2, less than seven kilometres from 
the line of contact with Armenian forces (below). 
Photos: Nadine Walicki, IDMC
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country had no laws for restitution or compensation 
for property lost or damaged during the confl ict, some 
IDPs appealed to the European Court of Human Rights 
to assert their right to use and enjoy their property. 

In Georgia, a law on property restitution in South 
Ossetia came into force at the beginning of 2007, but 
it was not recognised by the de facto South Ossetian 
authorities. Cases resolved through the Georgian 
courts therefore led to compensation being issued, 
which was generally insuffi cient to enable IDPs to ac-
cess adequate alternative shelter. Meanwhile, Georgian 
IDPs from Abkhazia were able to register their titles to 
land and property in a state inventory under the “My 
House” programme launched in 2006 by the Georgian 
authorities.

Restitution of property in the Balkans had largely 
been completed by 2007, but in many cases did not 
result in the return of IDPs to their original homes. In 
Bosnia, the success in resolving most cases enabled a 
signifi cant number of IDPs and refugees to return or 
allowed them to rent or sell their pre-war property to 
help them integrate in the area they were displaced to. 
In Serbia, the Kosovo Housing and Property Directorate 
(HPD) resolved almost all of the 29,000 claims from 
Kosovo Serbs displaced into Serbia proper before its 
closure in mid-2007, but only 18 per cent of applicants 
opted to return to their property. In Croatia repos-
session of private property was largely completed, 
although only about 25 per cent of these properties 
were subsequently occupied by their owners. However, 
former tenants or occupants of social housing were 
not eligible for repossession, and in November 2007 
the EU highlighted the need for Croatia to “deal with 
compensation claims of those who lost occupancy and 
tenancy rights in Croatia”82. 

Russian courts turned down all applications for res-
titution of lost or seized property in Chechnya, in-
stead promoting compensation schemes by which IDPs 
could receive compensation for destroyed housing up 
to a maximum of around $5,000 for those who had 
resettled and about $14,000 for those who returned 
to Chechnya. Only people whose homes were almost 
completely ruined were eligible, and reportedly com-
pensation was generally insuffi cient to repair them or 
build another house. Most recipients put the money 
towards buying a car, a plot of land, construction ma-
terials or daily living expenses. By late 2007, over 80,000 
people had benefi ted from these schemes, but there 
were still more than 250,000 applications to be proc-

essed. Although residents of collective centres were 
listed as priority recipients, payments and processing 
of outstanding applications had been on hold since 
2006 due to a lack of federal funds. 

Displaced people in Cyprus were in 2007 awaiting 
an ECHR ruling on the effectiveness of the property 
commission established in 2006 in north Cyprus by 
the Turkish Cypriot administration. Towards the end 
of 2007 the commission had received 300 applications 
from Greek Cypriots and made decisions on 28 cases, 
generally awarding fi nancial compensation, but also 
restitution and in one case property exchange. The 
ECHR was also examining the voluntariness of the 
property exchange agreement as well as the validity 
of Turkish Cypriots’ appeals for property restitution to 
the Greek Cypriot courts.

In some countries, people who chose to resettle also 
faced insecurity of tenure. In Azerbaijan and in Russia, 
some IDPs could not formalise their ownership of land 
plots, and so resettlers could neither register as resi-
dents nor sell the houses they had built on the land.

Although donor support continued to wane in 2007, 
governments continued to take responsibility for their 
internal displacement situations, and several govern-
ments worked to facilitate returns. In Kosovo, the gov-
ernment established municipal safety councils, con-
tinued implementing community and “go and see” 
visits, and for the majority of returns, rebuilt the return-
ees’ homes. Similarly, the government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina contributed to a “return fund” to fi nance 
the reconstruction of housing in 30 municipalities and 
to support a project aiming to close collective centres. 
Georgia’s National IDP Strategy contained provisions for 
return, but had yet to be implemented at the end of the 
year. However, the government of Georgia and the de 
facto Abkhaz authorities agreed on UNHCR’s document 
Strategic Directions for the Return of IDPs to Gali83. 
Armenia and Turkey both had programmes to facilitate 
the integration of returnees, but while returnees have 
already benefi ted from Turkey’s programme84, Armenia 
had yet to adopt and fi nance its programme. In 2007, 
Turkey designated its General Directorate of Provincial 
Administration as responsible for all IDP-related policies 
and compensation programmes. 

National and international 
responses
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The main regional organisations focusing on internal 
displacement in Europe are the Council of Europe, the 
European Union and the Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). A number of Council 
of Europe initiatives in 2007 promoted an improved re-
sponse to the situations of IDPs throughout the region, 
especially those in the south Caucasus and the Balkans, 
and advocated for the further development of govern-
ment strategies for voluntary and sustainable return 
or local integration. The Council’s Commissioner for 
Human Rights considered internal displacement issues 
during missions to Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia, 
and the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) is-
sued several judgements relating to internal displace-
ment in the region. In late 2007, it ordered Russia to 
pay about $260,000 to the owners of an estate in a 
Chechen village for its occupation and damage by 
Russian police units. There were also several appeals 
before the ECHR concerning the denial of property 
restitution in Russia. 

The Council’s Committee of Ministers also contin-
ued to review the property rights of Greek Cypriots 
in northern Cyprus. The Committee on Migration, 
Refugees and Population of the Parliamentary Assembly 
published a report on displaced persons in the Balkans, 
calling for governments to address the deep-rooted 
pattern of discrimination in the region. In an opinion 
on the state of human rights in Europe, the Committee 

also highlighted the slow progress towards durable 
solutions for IDPs in the north and south Caucasus, 
singling out the situation of IDPs from North Ossetia 
in Russia.

At the European Union, the Azerbaijan Parliamentary 
Cooperation Committee expressed deep concern 
about the ongoing diffi cult situation of IDPs and urged 
the European Commission Humanitarian Offi ce to con-
duct a mission to assess their needs. The European 
Commission allocated close to $3 million to vulner-
able groups in Abkhazia, including IDP returnees, and 
continued with a $380 million programme to encour-
age the economic development of Turkish Cypriots 
on both sides of the buffer zone in Cyprus. European 
Neighbourhood and Partnership Instruments were 
issued for Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia, which 
contained provisions for landmine removal and assist-
ance in the case of return.

The OSCE continued to mediate confl ict resolution 
negotiations in Azerbaijan and Georgia, and the UN 
continued to do the same in Georgia and Cyprus. The 
OSCE also made recommendations on educational 
institutions in Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

However, despite all these efforts, the internally 
displaced people of Europe still remained far from 
achieving full enjoyment of their rights or durable 
solutions to their situations, whether in their places of 
origin or elsewhere.

Displaced residents of 
a collective centre in 
Mostogradnja, Serbia, 
September 2007. 
Photo: Praxis
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Countries Number of IDPs 
(rounded)

Government 
fi gures

UN fi gures Other fi gures Comments

Afghanistan 161,000 160,884 
(UNHCR, 
January 2008) 

UNHCR estimates include 128,748 
people displaced during the Taleban 
regime and in 2002, and 32,136 newly 
displaced by ongoing confl ict to the end 
of 2007.

Algeria Undetermined 1,000,000 
(EU, 2002)

No recent fi gures available.

Angola 20,000 19,566 
(UN–TCU, 
November 
2005)

UN fi gure refers to the number of IDPs 
in the Cabinda region. No recent fi gure 
is available.

Armenia 8,400 8,400 
(NRC, 2005)

No recent fi gure available.

Azerbaijan At least 690,000 686,586 
(March 2007)

686,586 
(UNHCR, 
December 
2006)

UNHCR fi gure includes only those dis-
placed from Nagorno Karabakh and the 
seven occupied territories. 

Bangladesh 500,000 500,000–
550,000 
(2000)

60,000 
(AI, 2000)

In 2000 the government reported 
128,364 displaced families, or 500,000-
550,000 IDPs, in the Chittagong Hill 
Tracts, though Amnesty International 
and others reported in 2000 an IDP 
fi gure as low as 60,000. No more recent 
information is available.

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

132,000 131,600 
(October 2007)

131,600 
(UNHCR, 
October 2007)

Burundi 100,000 100,000 
(OCHA, 
November 
2006)

Central African 
Republic

197,000 197,000 
(OCHA, 
December 
2007)

Chad 179,000 178,918 
(UNHCR, 
October 2007)

Colombia 2,390,000–4,000,000 2,387,538 
(January 2008)

4,000,0000 
(CODHES, 
February 2008)

CODHES fi gure is cumulative since 1985, 
while government fi gure is cumulative 
only since 1994 and does not include 
intra-urban displacement; displacement 
due to crop fumigations; or displace-
ments which took place since January 
2007 (as IDPs can only register one year 
after their displacement).

Congo 7,800 7,800 7,800 (OCHA, 
November 
2004)

No recent fi gures available.

Annexe: 
IDP Country Figures
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Countries Number of IDPs 
(rounded)

Government 
fi gures

UN fi gures Other fi gures Comments

Côte d’Ivoire 709,000 709,000 
(UNHCR, 
March 2007)

UNHCR’s fi gure is based on a 2006 
UNFPA survey conducted in fi ve 
government-held zones. 

Croatia 3,200 3,200 
(October 2007)

3,200 (UNHCR, 
October 2007) 

Cyprus Undetermined 210,000 
(Republic 
of Cyprus, 
September 
2007) 

210,000 
(UNFICYP, May 
2003)

0 (“Turkish 
Republic of 
Northern 
Cyprus”, 
October 2007)

In the absence of any recent survey, it 
is unclear how many of the estimated 
210,000 people forced from their homes 
in the 1970s can still be considered as 
displaced. 

Democratic 
Republic of the 
Congo

1,400,000 1,312,368 
(OCHA, 
December 
2007)

OCHA fi gure does not include 150,000 
IDPs reported in 2007 but not yet veri-
fi ed in North Kivu.

Eritrea 32,000 8,900 
displaced 
households in 
Gash Barka and 
Debub (March 
2006)

32,000 
(UNICEF, May 
2007)

Ethiopia 200,000 200,000 (UN, 
August 2007)

Georgia 222,000–247,000 247,000 
(February 
2007)

221,597 
(UNHCR, 
2006)

2006 estimate followed a verifi cation 
exercise carried out by the govern-
ment and UNHCR, which has not been 
endorsed by the government.

Guatemala Undetermined 242,000 
(UNFPA, May 
1997)

At the end of 2007 the government had 
not agreed on criteria to include IDPs in 
a national reparation programme and it 
is unclear how many people can still be 
considered as displaced. 

India At least 600,000 At least 
600,000 
(IDMC, May 
2007)

Compiled from various available fi gures.

Indonesia 100,000–200,000 100,000–
200,000 
(IDMC, 
December 
2007)

Compiled from various available fi gures.

Iraq 2,480,000 2,480,000 
(IDP Working 
Group, 
February 2008)

2,176,769 
(Iraqi Red 
Crescent 
Organisation, 
January 2008) 

1.2 million people are estimated to 
have been displaced prior to 2003.  
Approximately 200,000 were displaced 
from 2003 to 2005. Inter-communal 
violence from since February 2006 led 
to an additional 1,268,000 people being 
displaced as of December 2007.
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Countries Number of IDPs 
(rounded)

Government 
fi gures

UN fi gures Other fi gures Comments

Israel 150,000–420,000 150,000 
(Cohen, July 
2001); 420,000 
(BADIL, May 
2006)

BADIL fi gure includes displaced Bedouin, 
with their numbers estimated on the 
basis of an average annual growth rate 
of 4.2 per cent in 1950-2001, and 3 per 
cent since.

Kenya 200,000 216,834 
(National 
Operations 
Centre, January 
2008)

250,000 
(OCHA, 
January 2008)

Includes an estimated 100,000 displaced 
by end December 2007 following 
elections, and 100,000 people believed 
to be displaced beforehand. The total 
increased rapidly during January 2008, 
and the OCHA fi gure referred only to 
post-election IDPs.

Lebanon 90,000–390,000 33,000 
Palestinian 
refugees 
displaced 
(September 
2007); 40,000 
Lebanese 
displaced since 
July 2006 
(December 
2007); 16,750 
prior to July 
2006 (July 
2006)

70,000 since 
July 2006 
(UNHCR, 
December 
2007) in 
addition 
32,000 newly 
displaced 
Palestinians 
(UNRWA, 
September 
2007)

50,000–
300,000 prior 
to July 2006 
(USCR, 2005); 
600,000 prior 
to July 2006 
(USDOS, 2006)  

Displaced populations include Palestinian 
refugees displaced from Nahr El Bared 
camp, Lebanese displaced by the July-
August 2006 confl ict, and people still 
displaced as a result of the 1975-1990 
civil war and Israeli invasions.

Liberia Undetermined Undetermined 
(UNHCR, July 
2007)

About 23,000 people are believed to be 
still in former IDP camps, including some 
16,000 who received a return package 
and 7,000 who claim to have been 
denied assistance. Verifi cation exercises 
are ongoing.

Macedonia 790 788 
(October 2007)

Mexico 5,500 5,500 
(Zapatista off-
cials, October 
2007); 12,000 
(Center for 
Human Rights 
Fray Bartolomé 
de la Casas, 
June 2003)

The 5,500 fi gure is based on interviews 
held with Zapatista offi cials.

Myanmar 
(Burma)

At least 500,000 503,000 
(Thailand 
Burma Border 
Consortium, 
October 2007)

Estimate relates to eastern border areas 
only and does not include signifi cant 
numbers of IDPs in the rest of the 
country.

Nepal 50,000–70,000 50,000–70,000 
(OCHA, July 
2007)
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Countries Number of IDPs 
(rounded)

Government 
fi gures

UN fi gures Other fi gures Comments

Nigeria Undetermined 1,210,000 
(National 
Commission 
for Refugees, 
September 
2007)

No reliable fi gures available. NCR fi gure 
does not clearly differentiate between 
people still displaced and those who 
have returned. 

Occupied 
Palestinian 
Territory

25,000–115,000 24,547 (OCHA, 
October 2004)

115,000 
(BADIL, 
October 2007)

Lower estimate only includes IDPs 
evicted by house demolitions in Gaza 
between September 2000 and October 
2004; higher fi gure cumulative since 
1967. Estimates are conservative due to 
lack of agreed defi nition and methodol-
ogy.

Pakistan Undetermined 25,000 
(May 2007)

84,000 
(UNICEF, 
August 2006)

200,000 
(Baloch Rights 
Council, May 
2007)

In October 2007, confl icts led to the 
displacement of 80,000 people in 
North Waziristan and at least 500,000 
in the Swat valley. It is not known how 
many IDPs were able to return by end 
of year.

Peru 150,000 150,000 
(Ministry 
of Women 
and Social 
Development, 
May 2007)

Philippines 120,000–300,000 120,000 (WFP, 
March 2006); 
300,000 (WFP, 
January 2008)

There are no overall national IDP fi gure 
available. The higher and most recent 
estimate represents the number of IDPs 
who will benefi t from WFP food assist-
ance in 2008. Up to 160,000 people 
were newly displaced by confl ict in 
2007.

Russian 
Federation

19,000–159,000 82,200 (Federal 
Government, 
February 2006)

158,905 
(UNHCR, 
December 
2006)

18,759 
(DRC, 
28 December 
2007)

Government fi gure includes forced 
migrants registered in Ingushetia and 
Chechnya, while UN fi gure includes 
IDPs in Ingushetia, Chechnya, Dagestan 
and other areas, and forced migrants 
from North Ossetia and elsewhere. DRC 
fi gure includes IDPs in Ingushetia or 
Dagestan who meet DRC benefi ciary 
criteria. 

Rwanda Undetermined In the absence of any recent survey, it 
is unclear how many people can still be 
considered as internally displaced. In 
2000, more than 600,000 people were 
still recognised as such. 

Senegal 14,000–22,000 64,000 (IOM, 
June 2003)

14,000–22,000 
(IDMC, 
September 
2006)

Compiled from various available fi gures.
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Countries Number of IDPs 
(rounded)

Government 
fi gures

UN fi gures Other fi gures Comments

Serbia 247,000 227,504 
(UNHCR, 
December 
2007)

Estimate includes 206,000 IDPs in Serbia, 
20,000 unregistered Roma displaced in 
Serbia, and 21,000 IDPs in Kosovo. 

Somalia 1,000,000 1,000,000 
(UNHCR, 
November 
2007)

Sri Lanka 460,000 460,000 
(IDMC, 
December 
2007)

Diffi culties in determining exact numbers 
due to overlap between confl ict- and 
tsunami-induced IDPs, and between those 
displaced by confl ict before and since 
2006. According to estimates of interna-
tional humanitarian agencies, 460,000 
people remained displaced by confl ict 
and violence at end 2007, including over 
181,000 displaced since April 2006. 

Sudan 5,800,000 4,465,000 
(OCHA, 
September 
2007)

5,800,000 
(IDMC, 
November 
2007)

The estimate of 5,800,000 IDPs is based 
on separate UN estimates for Darfur, 
Khartoum, and Southern Sudan. By 
mid-2007, 1,325,535 returned IDPs had 
been recorded.

Syria 430 000 430,000 
(November 
2007)

Timor-Leste 100,000 100,000 
(OCHA, July 
2007)

Togo 1,500 1,500 (OCHA, 
November 
2006)

Turkey 950,000–1,200,000 953,680–
1,201,200 
(Hacettepe 
University, 
December 
2006)

Over 
1,000,000 
(NGOs, August 
2005)

Hacettepe University survey commis-
sioned by the government.

Turkmenistan Undetermined No estimates available.

Uganda 1,270,000 1,272,693 (UN, 
November 
2007)

The UN fi gure includes IDPs in new 
displacement sites, but excludes certain 
IDP groups, such as IDPs in urban areas.  
In addition, and as acknowledged by the 
UN, data received from the Teso sub-
region does not cover all districts.  Some 
556,643 IDPs have also returned to their 
villages of origin (UN, November 2007), 
but they still have ongoing needs in 
terms of protection and assistance.

Uzbekistan 3,400 3,400 (IOM, 
May 2005)

No more recent fi gures available.
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Countries Number of IDPs 
(rounded)

Government 
fi gures

UN fi gures Other fi gures Comments

Yemen 25,000–35,000 25,000–27,000 
(UN, October 
2007)

30,000–35,000 
(ICRC, May 
2007)

Of an estimated 77,000 war-affected 
people in Saada region, ICRC and the 
UN have considered roughly one third to 
one half as internally displaced.

Zimbabwe 570,000 569,685 (UN, 
July 2005)

UN estimate only covers those made 
homeless by Operation Murambatsvina 
in 2005. Not included in this fi gure are: 
former farm workers displaced by the 
fast-track land reform programme; mine 
workers made homeless by Operation 
Chikorokoza Chapera in late 2006 - early 
2007; people who originally benefi ted 
from land distribution under the fast-
track land reform programme but who 
have since been evicted again from the 
land on which they were resettlled; and 
people displaced as a result of direct 
targeting on political grounds.

Global Total 26,000,000 IDMC, 
December 
2007

Estimate based on the analysis of avail-
able country fi gures and additional 
information on displacement and return 
trends.
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