


Objective and methodology

The research aims to understand:

➢ What impacts the likelihood of IDPs in feeling integrated within the host locations;

➢ What impacts the likelihood of the host community in being willing to accommodate 
the IDP population

Methodology and fieldwork
The research relies on data on IDPs hosted in Baghdad and Sulaymaniyah governorates 
from IOM Longitudinal Study and additional survey to host community in Baghdad and 
Sulaymaniyah. The total sample is almost 1,600 interviews.

Two contexts:

➢ Sulaymaniyah has maintained most of its IDP population since the start of the LS 

➢ In Baghdad, a significant amount of IDPs have already returned

This allows for comparison of factors that may influence IDPs’ decision to integrate and 
HC willingness to accept IDPs.



• The Inter-Agency Standing Committee’s (IASC) Framework for Durable Solutions for Internally 

Displaced Persons is the standard metric for determining IDP integration. Within this 

framework, IDPs achieve local integration (or sustainable return or relocation) when they:

1. No longer have specific assistance and protection needs and vulnerabilities that are directly 

linked to their displacement 

2. Enjoy their human rights without discrimination on account of their displacement

• The general indicators (8 criteria) tend to focus on the structural acquisition of rights. This 
includes:

1. Enjoyment without discrimination of safety and security; 

2. Adequate standard of living including access to adequate food, housing, healthcare, and 
education; 

3. Access to employment and livelihoods; 

4. Access to mechanisms for the restitution of housing, land, and property or compensation if 
restitution is not possible; 

5. Access to and replacement of personal and other documentation; 

6. Voluntary reunification with family members separated during displacement; 

7. Participation in public affairs; 

8. Access to justice, reparations, and information about the causes of violations. 



Measuring IDP Integration and HC Acceptance 
of IDPs

However, the IASC Framework for Durable Solutions:
• It does not account for the “identificational” aspects of it
• It is one way, and does not assess the Host Community acceptance of IDPs

This study complements the IASC Framework:
• By looking at IDPs feeling of integration
• By looking at HC willingness to accept long-term presence of IDPs
• By looking to Integration as a two-way dynamic (IDP – HC; HC – IDP)

The indicators define a framework that might serve as blueprint for approaching 
local integration as a durable solution in Iraq.



Measuring IDP Integration and HC Acceptance 
of IDPs
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How to measure IDP Integration?1





• IDPs who are displaced within their districts of origin are twice as likely to have high 
feelings of belonging to the host community but are less likely to report positive life 
satisfaction as compared to other IDPs.

• Being protractedly displaced plays a slightly negative role in perceived satisfaction, 
while not affecting any other indicator of integration.

• The economic situation of IDPs when they are first displaced facilitates their feelings of 
integration.

• Weak correlation between poor mental health of IDPs and low feelings of satisfaction 
and being accepted





• Safety is the structural factor with the highest positive contribution to integration if 
measured as feelings of belonging and acceptance.

• Strong social capital is positively correlated with likelihood of integration, but can have 
negative impacts when it is too rigid.

• IDPs living in subdistricts with higher levels of poverty and lower host community 
confidence in institutions and democracy report a higher degree of integration than 
those living in more affluent and institutionally strong areas.





• Different measures of social capital reported from the IDPs perspective, including trust 
in their host community and perceived cultural affinity, are strongly linked with all 
measures of integration. 

• Barriers to IDP movement are also critical barriers to integration

• Negative experiences and interactions IDPs have in displacement, including exclusion 
from housing, public services, or employment, are correlated with low integration.



How to measure Host Community
acceptance?2





• Host community residents who do not own their homes are less likely to hold positive 
views in relation to the IDPs living in their locations. They view IDPs as competitors for 
accessing housing.

• Relative economic wellbeing is associated with higher acceptance of IDPs across all 
indicators, particularly with regard to IDPs remaining indefinitely.

• Perceived marginalization by NGOs, UN, and international community has negative 
effect on host community views of the IDPs living in their locations.

• Positive views on diversity and greater sense of a national identity among host 
community members increases the likelihood of acceptance of IDPs for the long-term.

• Hosting the displaced brings previous receiving community grievances related to 
violence and conflict to the fore, negatively impacting the willingness to accept IDPs in 
the short- and long-term.





• Greater perception of ethno-religious diversity in hosting locations pre-2014 increases 
the likelihood of host community members to have positive feelings about IDPs in 
general and in their ability to choose where they wish to reside in displacement.

• Host communities who are frustrated with current levels of public service provision or 
with aid provision directed toward them are less likely to accept IDPs across two 
indicators––residing in their locations in general and staying indefinitely.

• The view that there are no job opportunities available to working age populations in a 
location also decrease the likelihood of host community members accepting IDPs’ 
presence in their locations in general and indefinitely.





• Host communities who feel they are more marginalized than the IDPs residing in their 
locations are less likely to accept their presence, regardless of time period.

• Host communities who feel IDPs are not integrated or are a security threat tend to 
hold more negative views across all three acceptance indicators. 

• In more specific terms with respect to compatibility, host communities are more 
amenable to IDPs being able to choose where they live if the IDPs have extended 
family or friends already there, if the IDPs come from the same ethno-religious group 
as them, or their places of origin are of a similar urban or peri-urban character as the 
hosting location.

• Spatial patterns and urban morphology also influence acceptance of IDPs in that in 
those areas where IDPs are enclaved or that have a high proportion of IDPs relative to 
the rest of the population, host community members prefer the displaced to live in 
camps.



1. Interventions in locations hosting people who remain displaced for a lengthy time 
need to better and more meaningfully put the host community into the picture, 
ensuring their needs are also considered. 

2. Economic factors remain one of the biggest determinants to integration. In areas 
where there are socioeconomic disparities and scarce opportunities, interventions 
should not only address immediate needs or creating short-term impact, but rather, 
tackling structural concerns to address overarching urban poverty.

3. IDPs, by a wide margin, feel they are culturally compatible with their host 
communities while host community residents have much more rigid and specific 
criteria for what compatible looks like for them. Bridging this gap through policy and 
programming is critical. More emphasis needs to be placed on interventions that are 
specifically oriented around social cohesion and finding common narratives.

4. Lack of justice and / or formal acknowledgement of both IDPs and host communities’ 
experiences of violence and displacement is an obstacle to integration. Host 
communities who feel unsatisfied with the way conflict-related violence in the past 
was dealt with tend not to accept IDPs. Processes aimed at accountability and redress 
for violations of this most recent conflict should not overlook past unresolved issues 
that could lead to collective blame.
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