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Currently numbering over twenty-six million, internally displaced persons are often the most at-risk yet 
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contributor to IDPs’ decisions to return, but it also finds a correlation between merely pledging to provide 
property restitution and increased resettlement. 
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Introduction 

 Hundreds of thousands of people are displaced from conflict every year. Forced to flee from their 

villages, communities, and homes in search of protection, some are able to find refuge with families and 

friends, but most are crowded into camps or left to wander into more inhospitable environments where 

they become victims of further violence, sexual and psychological abuse, and disease.1 Since 2008, 

about thirty-five countries continue to have displaced persons living in protracted situations. Unable to find 

sustainable solutions for them, these countries are encountering significant barriers to their 

reconstruction.2 The issue of displacement ultimately affects the economic welfare and future stability of 

post-conflict nations. This study seeks to answer: can governments actively promote the resettlement of 

their displaced by specifically setting up property restitution rights? 3 

Internally displaced persons (IDPs) are individuals who have been forced to leave behind their 

homes and livelihoods due to conflicts, violence, natural disasters, or targeted government discrimination. 

Although refugees and IDPs often flee for similar reasons, IDPs do not cross international borders largely 

because it is intimidating, they expect their governments to protect them, or they are denied asylum by 

other nations.4 While the number of refugees has been declining in recent years, IDP numbers are 

drastically increasing to more than double the amount of refugees. When first calculated in 1982, IDPs 

totaled about 1.2 million in eleven countries. At the end of 2008, that number has grown to 26 million in 49 

countries.5 

In comparison to other continents, Africa has the greatest proportion of IDPs at about 45% with 

11.6 million, two million newly displaced in 2008. According to the Internal Displacement Management 

Center (IDMC), three out of five conflicts with large displacement situations are found in Africa. 

Nevertheless, in 2008 there were no new conflicts causing displacement in Africa, and four countries – 

the Democratic Republic of Congo, Uganda, Sudan, and Kenya – all had large scale returns of 300,000 

or more.6  

                                                            
1 Danevad and Wates, eds. 2002: 3 
2 Jennings and Birkeland, eds. 2009: 9 
3 “Property restitution rights” will be defined in the Literature Review 
4 Cohen and Deng 1998: 29‐31 
5 Weiss 1999: 363; Sert 2008: 1 
6 Weiss 1999: 363; Sert 2008: 1 
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Legally, the distinction between IDPS and refugees is substantial; refugees are able to benefit 

from the 1951 International Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees, its 1967 Protocol, and 

assistance from the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) established in 1950. Due 

to the nature of internal displacement, it is more difficult to secure them assistance, particularly through 

international organizations like the UN, due to issues of international intervention and state sovereignty.7 

Therefore, it is the governments of these people who are legally responsible for them. Oftentimes, 

however, they lack resources or they are simply unwilling to be accountable to their people. In fact, 2008 

saw eight countries – Ethiopia, Indonesia, Israel, Myanmar, Sudan-Darfur, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, 

and Zimbabwe – failing to acknowledge the displacement of some four million people. Furthermore, in 

                                                            
7 Barnett 2001: 266; Barakat and Chard 2002: 820 
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fourteen countries, government armed forces were the main perpetrators of violence and discrimination 

against their own displaced population. 8  

Scholars of displacement such as Francis M. Deng of the Brookings Institution, however, believe 

that resolving the issue of displacement in post-conflict nations is a necessary prerequisite for that nation 

to achieve lasting peace and economic rebuilding.9 When facing situations of internal displacement, the 

majority of governments continue to promote return and resettlement as the most durable situation. In 

over half of the case studies conducted by the IDMC, resettlement was the only solution offered by 

national authorities.10 Although scholars have long assumed that it is always in the best interest of IDPs to 

resettle, that is usually not the case. Being given the right to resettle is not sufficient for resettlement; 

IDPs will rationally make the decision to remain or resettle given their economic and security prospects.11  

In this study, I posit that the major obstacle to resettlement, especially in cases of protracted 

displacement, is the lack of access to livelihoods and housing. This perception is based on the 

assumption that if the displaced are guaranteed rights to often their most valuable possession, their 

property, which is not only a home but a source of capital, they will be incentivized to choose 

resettlement. I test this theory first with a global sample then focus specifically on Africa, the region which 

suffers from the most endemic IDP situation. My quantitative analysis is based upon an original dataset, 

the compilation of which is explained in subsequent sections. My research substantiates that by providing 

IDPs with property restitution rights and the agencies to enforce them, governments increase their rates 

of resettlement by an order of magnitude. In fact, even just the commitment to provide property restitution 

correlates with increases in resettlement. Additionally, while these global results are reflected in cases 

specific to Africa, the greater significance of governments forcing resettlement on IDPs in Africa 

compared to other regions may better elucidate the endemic IDP situation there. Finally, I conclude with 

two case studies that complement my findings. 

 

 

                                                            
8 Jennings and Birkeland, eds. 2009: 9 
9 Deng 1993: 54 
10 Jennings and Birkeland, eds. 2009: 9  
11 Deininger et al. 2004: 4 
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Literature Review and Theoretical Arguments 

 
“The appropriate executive bodies should prevent the properties of internally displaced people 

from illegal appropriation, occupation and use…peace can be gained only after resettlement of these 
people on other territories or in their returned territories”.12  

 - Article 17 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
 

Currently, the widely-accepted principles in the literature are (1) property rights are not only 

important for IDP resettlement after the conflict, they are universal human rights; (2) property rights are 

necessary for the economic development of the nation and the post-conflict maintenance of peace, and 

(3) their existence may even be a prerequisite condition for IDPs to even consider returning and 

resettling. Nevertheless, there exist debates within the context of IDP resettlement and property rights 

regarding the level of international involvement, the types of property rights best suited for post-conflict 

nations with displaced persons, and under what conditions IDPs may choose not to resettle. 

 
The Guiding Principles on Property Rights 

When displaced, IDPs often lose their property through the looting and destruction of crops and 

livestock, the burning and bombing of communities, and the theft of private homes and land. The property 

left behind by IDPs during displacement is generally their most valuable asset.13 When owners are 

uprooted for several years, their properties are often looted or occupied by unregulated squatters, 

resulting in the destruction of cultivated lands. Additionally, powerful local authorities and combatant 

groups may formally or informally confiscate and distribute the “vacant” land to supporters.14 Other issues 

concerning peace and security are brought up once the property rights are contested because the 

mechanisms for solving property disputes could have dramatically changed during the conflict and 

subsequent rebuilding efforts. In many cases, legal documents, property registries, and even the 

landmarks serving to define land plots are destroyed. Thus, when restitution is addressed, the information 

about claims is inefficient. These issues are further exacerbated when applied to regions that rely on 

                                                            
12 UDHR 1948 
13 Brookings 2008: 170 
14 Cohen and Deng 1998: 24  
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traditional methods of land tenure, based upon unwritten but collectively known rules within a community 

or tribal group.15 

Returning home for these populations is especially difficult due to the lack of enforceable 

mechanisms in legislation.16 In order to amend the gap in international humanitarian laws regarding IDPs, 

in March 1992, the UNHCR requested that the Secretary-General appoint a special representative on 

IDPs to research human rights issues relating to IDPs, “including an examination of existing international 

human rights, humanitarian and refugee laws and standards and their applicability to the protection of and 

relief assistance to internally displaced persons”.17 Thus Francis M. Deng of the Brookings-Bern Project 

on Internal Displacement was appointed as the first Special Representative of the UN Secretary-General 

on IDPs. In 1994, working with Roberta Cohen, he drafted the legislative framework, The Guiding 

Principles on Internal Displacement, “a broadly recognized framework of normative standards and 

institutional arrangements that is intended to alleviate the international legal vacuum existing in 

occurrences of internal displacement”.18  

 Regarding issues of property, Principles 21, 28, and 29b state: 

Principle 21  
1. No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of property and possessions.  
2. The property and possessions of internally displaced persons shall in all circumstances be 
protected, in particular, against the following acts:  

(a) Pillage;  
(b) Direct or indiscriminate attacks or other acts of violence;  
(c) Being used to shield military operations or objectives;  
(d) Being made the object of reprisal; and  
(e) Being destroyed or appropriated as a form of collective punishment.  

3. Property and possessions left behind by internally displaced persons should be protected 
against destruction and arbitrary and illegal appropriation, occupation or use.  
 
Principle 28  
1. Competent authorities have the primary duty and responsibility to establish conditions, as well 
as provide the means, which allow internally displaced persons to return voluntarily, in safety and 
with dignity, to their homes or places of habitual residence, or to resettle voluntarily in another 
part of the country. Such authorities shall endeavour to facilitate the reintegration of returned or 
resettled internally displaced persons.  
2. Special efforts should be made to ensure the full participation of internally displaced persons in 
the planning and management of their return or resettlement and reintegration.  
 
 

                                                            
15 Brookings 2008: 172 
16 Chimni 2002: 170. 
17 UNHCR Resolution 1992/73 
18 Sert 2008: 18 
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Principle 29  
2. Competent authorities have the duty and responsibility to assist returned and/or resettled 
internally displaced persons to recover, to the extent possible, their property and possessions 
which they left behind or were dispossessed of upon their displacement. When recovery of such 
property and possessions is not possible, competent authorities shall provide or assist these 
persons in obtaining appropriate compensation or another form of just reparation.  
 

These provisions attempt to encompass the major problems encountered by IDPs. However, in order to 

achieve wider approval, these principles are not intended to be a binding treaty. As soft laws, they mostly 

serve as foundations for policymakers and international organization manuals. Although humanitarian law 

such as the Guiding Principles and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights explicitly prohibits the 

destruction of property and calls for the restitution or compensation needed by IDPs for their property 

losses, the gap between normative provisions and implementation is extensive.19 

 
International Actors and State Sovereignty 

The provisions in the Guiding Principles state that the responsibility for ensuring these rights lies 

in “competent authorities,” which has led to confusion and further challenges in protecting IDPs. The 

UNHCR seems the most logical provider of assistance due to their “substantial know-how in the 

international protection of refugees” and in displacement. However, in an evaluation of the UNHCR’s 

decision-making processes, Vanessa Mattar and Paul White found that with IDP issues, the UNHCR’s 

operation decision-making was “uncertain, inconsistent, and unpredictable” due to “a high degree of 

polarization amongst the UNHCR staff that [is] proactive and forceful about engaging in IDP situations 

and those who view the issue beyond the mandate”. 20 This concern with the mandate is ultimately a 

concern with state sovereignty, especially for African countries.21 Before the 1990s, the UNHCR 

intermittently provided for a small percentage of IDPs but refused to categorize them as refugees; they 

feared entanglement with domestic politics and dilution of their directives.22 Today, when the UNHCR 

does decide to engage with IDPs, their process and timing in making that decision are inconsistent, 

although they are more likely to intervene in cases that link IDPs with refugees.23   

                                                            
19 Cohen and Deng 1998: 107, 122 
20 Mattar and White 2005: 1,2 
21 Deng 1993: 209; Sjostedt 2007: 27 
22 Barnett 2001: 266 
23 Mattar and White 2005: 2 
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The specific challenges of sovereignty and political entanglement that the UNHCR face are 

reflected in other international actors attempting to assist IDPs. Behind bilateral governmental donors, 

nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) are currently the second greatest source of protection and relief 

often due to their roles as implementing partners for agencies such as the UN. In many of the third world 

countries who have protracted IDP situations, NGOs have taken on the responsibility of running public 

institutions and providing basic services. However with situations of internal displacement, NGOs also do 

not have formal mandates or charters to work with IDPs. Although in these situations, their paramount 

concern is to provide humanitarian assistance to the displaced, NGOs are often crippled by lack of 

coordination and especially lack of cooperation from governments.24  

Concerning state sovereignty and humanitarian provisions, it is understood that “a state may 

derogate from certain human rights obligations that are key to life-essential protection but that at the 

same time are derogable”.25 Both Deng and Cohen believe that sovereignty must be redefined as a 

“concept of responsibility,” a commitment to protecting citizens against human rights. In order to move 

forward, international actors must approach governments with this definition of sovereignty in order to 

establish more effective partnerships and realize international humanitarian expectations through national 

laws and policies. This study will examine how property rights as outlined in national laws and provisions 

by the government through peace treaties can considerably impact IDP resettlement.     

 
Property Rights, a Development Paradigm 

Often the literature, international actors, and IDPs themselves use a narrow range of meanings to 

define property, mainly in the sense of property as “a thing to be physically restored or materially 

compensated for rather than as a relationship that needs to be established”.26  In the modern context, 

however, property is not a physical entity “but the legal expression of an economically meaningful 

consensus about assets…between people as to how those assets should be held, used, and 

exchanged”.27  

                                                            
24 Cohen and Deng 1998: 187‐190 
25 Cohen and Deng 1998: 122 
26 Norton 1998: 37 
27 de Soto 2000: 157 
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A further debate in the literature reflects how property rights are understood and which types of 

property rights—statutory or customary—should be implemented in these post-conflict nations. 

Customary land management is a multi-layered system that reflects traditional, community views about 

property. However, these systems often discriminate against women, and due to the lack of formal 

records, they are subject to more disputes. The implementation of property rights in post-conflict country 

rebuilding is often through formal legal systems set up with the assistance of international organizations. 

However, these statutory systems, often directly copied from Western states’ frameworks do not reflect 

the different livelihoods and customs of the region. Economist Hernando de Soto finds that most citizens 

are still not able to benefit from statutory property rights because they are unclear, inefficiently attained, 

not universal throughout the country, and not transferrable.28 A dual system that combines both statutory 

and customary may also be flawed in its implementation. For example, the Burundi Land Code in 1986 

attempted to bridge the two systems but due to confusion, many competing claims arose as well as 

government corruption, leading to less than 5% of the land registered under this code.29  

In The Mystery of Capital: Why Capitalism Triumphs in the West and Fails Everywhere Else, de 

Soto identifies the main obstacle to economic growth in poor nations is the lack of systems of 

representation: property with no formal record of ownership or industries with undefined liability. He 

attributes the advance of Western nations to capitalism, an essential component of which is bring able to 

represent capital. Without documentation of capital, “these assets cannot readily be turned into capital, 

cannot be traded outside of narrow local circles…cannot be used as collateral for a loan, and cannot be 

used as a share against an investment”.30 The main development challenge for many non-Western post-

conflict countries is not only to record their land and buildings into maps and documents but also to 

integrate their informal economy and extralegal conventions with formal legal conventions.31  

Since post-conflict populations often find undefined property rights confusing and unsettled upon 

return, there may be incentive for IDPs against returning home due to the lack of defined property rights. 

Faced with the prospect of no property—which is tied to capital and economic opportunity—IDPs may 

                                                            
28 de Soto 2000: 172 
29 Kiggundu 2008: 1‐2 
30 de Soto 2000: 6 
31 Sert 2008: 27 
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rationally choose not to return. Well-defined property restitution rights are the crucial means for increased 

welfare and reintegration of returned IDPs; they serve as the catalyst for deciding to resettle. 

 

Theories on the Desire to Return 

While property rights provisions may be one incentive for IDP resettlement, there exist several 

other conditions. According to Klaus Deininger of the World Bank in “Towards Sustainable Return Policies 

for the Displaced Population,” the decision to return is affected by the vulnerability of the IDPs such as the 

socio-demographic characteristics of the households—whether the majority is made up of the elderly, 

children, or women with little to no rights to land; the intensity of trauma endured during the displacement 

process and the duration of the displacement; and finally, the economic environment and opportunities of 

the reception site.32  

 

  
Although internal displacement has garnered growing attention from the international community, 

as of yet, systematic studies with global insights are scarce. Ideally studies on the IDP desire to resettle 

would rely on surveys of IDPs; however, current scholarship has not provided sufficient amounts of 

survey data on the IDP experience. Therefore, in order to address the lacking empirical evidence 

measuring the relationship between property rights provisions and IDP resettlement globally, I will 

quantitatively examine the effects of different property rights commitments on the percent change in IDP 

numbers following the years after a conflict.  

 

Empirical Design and Data Description  
  

The research posits that, while taking into account the factors proposed by Deininger concerning 

the desire to resettle, property rights provisions are a significant incentive for resettlement leading to a 

                                                            
32 Deininger et al, eds. 2004: 4‐27 

Table I. Deininger’s Theories of Return  
Determinant Theory 
Vulnerability More vulnerable households are more reluctant to return 
Conflict Duration and 
Intensity 

The higher the intensity of the war and the longer the war’s duration, rates of 
return will decline 

Economic Prospects Economic recovery incentivizes the desire to return 
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decrease in the number of IDPs in the years following a conflict. Additionally, I theorize that effects of 

governments implementing and enforcing these rights versus providing only rhetorical commitments in 

legislation or peace treaties will also be notable. 

I hypothesize: 

H1: The presence of national property restitution legislation for IDPs will decrease the number of 
internally displaced more quickly and in greater numbers following a conflict.  
 
H2: The marginal effect on percent change in IDPs will be greater in instances of enforced 
property rights as opposed to instances of only rhetorical commitments.  

 

I will test these hypotheses twice, first with the global sample of conflicts then only within the region of 

Africa. 

Since detailed, global survey data for IDP resettlement is nonexistent, I have put together an 

original data for this research using various sources and my own coding arrangement to measure 

property rights (see Table III). The quantitative analysis is technically a panel design of individual 

terminated conflicts and their subsequent annual resettlement. Observations, such as the percent change 

in IDPs, will be measured yearly within a five year span following a conflict. This research anticipates that 

since the treatment variable will not show significant changes over time, the major points of comparison 

lie between conflict terminations rather than within them; thus the analysis more closely resembles a 

cross-sectional design.  

On the one hand, measuring five years after each conflict’s termination allows for standardized, 

unbiased units of observations for each unit of analysis. On the other hand, since some conflicts reoccur 

in a country within the five years following a previous conflict, the statistical analysis takes into 

consideration the issue of censoring. Thus, the data includes a dummy variable called Re-Conflict Year 

that signals the presence of a new, possibly displacement-inducing, conflict.   

 The unit of analysis is specific conflict terminations. The sample consists of conflicts terminating 

from between 1990 to 2008, the majority of which are civil wars. This interval is chosen because 

international attention on providing rights for IDPs largely began in the 1990s. In addition, the United 

Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) requesting that the Secretary-General appoint a 

Special Representative for IDPs in 1992, and the legislative framework for IDPs, The Guiding Principles 

on Internal Displacement, was not created until 1994.  
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 The global sample comprises of 110 terminated conflicts from 60 countries. For Africa, the 

sample of 45 conflicts is from 26 countries. Several of these countries have had more than one conflict 

leading to displacement. All of the conflicts with their start and end dates are taken from the Uppsala 

Conflict Data Program’s UCDP Conflict Termination Dataset v.2.1 (2008). The IDMC’s country pages and 

the Internal Displacement Global Overview are utilized to narrow down from all of the conflicts to only the 

specific countries that have had or still have IDPs since 1990 due to conflicts.33 For time-series 

component of this research, each unit of analysis contains a five year interval beginning with the year of 

conflict termination, and every variable is measured for each of the five years. See example below: 

 

 
The dependent variable, initially called IDPS, is the percent change of the number of IDPs in 

order to account for population differences between countries. It is calculated from statistics of IDP 

numbers provided by the Forcibly Displaced Populations Dataset, 1964-2008 from the U.S. Committee for 

Refugees and Immigrants (USCRI) and the UNHCR Statistical Online Population Database. The formula 

is: 

 

 
 
The formula of the dataset takes into account the instances in which observations are missing in between 

years by calculating from the last original IDP statistic within the five years.  

                                                            
33 Jennings and Birkeland, eds. 2009: 9 

Table II. Section of Dataset to Illustrate Sample Design  

Country Conflict 
Start 

Conflict 
End 

Conflict 
End 
Year  

Post-
Conflict 
Years 

Re-Conflict 
Year 

# of IDPs Y: % 
change 
in IDPs 

X: PR 
Code 

Afghanistan 4/27/1978 12/7/2001 2001 2001 0 1,000,000 0.00 1
      2002 0 700,000 -0.30 1
      2003 0 250,000 -0.64 2
      2004 0 183,000 -0.27 2
      2005 0 176,600 -0.03 2
Algeria 12/1/1991 2002 2002 2002 0 150,000 0.00 0
      2003 0 150,000 0.00 0
      2004 0 500,000 2.33 0
      2005 0 500,000 0.00 0
      2006 0 1 -1.00 0
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Due to presence of new IDP inducing conflicts during the five years, oftentimes the number of 

IDPs extend from 1 to for example, 60,000 mathematically resulting in an astronomical percent change, 

IDPS2, which is IDPS artificially bound between 1 and -1, is the dependent variable. If the percent change 

is negative, it is assumed that the IDPs from that conflict chose to resettle. However during a few 

instances in the sample (for example, The Republic of Congo from 2003-2005, Kenya 2007-2009, Sri 

Lanka 2001-2007, and Timor Leste 1999-2003 and 2006-2008), the choice of resettlement was made not 

by the IDPs, but by the government forcibly shutting down camps or forcibly moving IDPs into government 

sanctioned spaces. Since the research question is only applicable when IDPs choose their resettlement, 

a control dummy variable called Forced Resettlement controls for these instances.   

 The treatment variable is the institutionalization of property rights for IDPs. I operationalize it by 

individually coding the variable which ranks the formal references, its strength, and implementation of a 

nation’s property restitution legislation found in national laws and/or peace agreements. The majority of 

this coding is derived from Housing and Property Restitution Rights of Refugees and Displaced Persons: 

Laws, Cases, and Materials (2007), compiled and edited by Scott Leckie. It includes much of the 

legislation and agreements made concerning the property rights of refugees and IDPs. Other sources 

include the IDMC country pages, UNHCR’s RefWorld, and the Brookings-Bern Project’s National and 

Regional Laws and Policies on Internal Displacement Index (see Appendix I for list of all sources).  

The variable ranges from 0 to 3: 0 is the absence of property restitution provisions or if present, 

they only provide for refugees; 1 is a vague commitment by the government to provide property rights to 

IDPs; 2 is a specific commitment detailing the means and agencies with which to implement the rights; 

and 3 for cases of actual implementation. To illustrate the difference between 1 and 2, an example of 

Code 1 is Cambodia’s Agreement on a Comprehensive Political Settlement on the Cambodia Conflict 

(1991): 

There must be full respect for the human rights and fundamental freedoms of all Cambodians, 
including those of the repatriated refugees and displaced persons…these rights would include, 
inter alia, freedom of movement within Cambodia, the choice of domicile and employment, and 
the right to property…mass repatriation should commence and be completed as soon as 
possible.34 
 

                                                            
34 Leckie 2007: 27 
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An example of Code 2, on the other hand, is Georgia’s Law of the Republic of Georgia Concerning 

Internally Displaced People (1996): 

 Article 4 
1. The present Law shall recognize the right of forced migrants and other individuals to submit 

for the Commission’s review all decisions made on the basis of Article 69 of the Housing 
Code of 1983 pursuant to which they lose their right to reside in the period during and 
following the conflict. 

Article 6 
1. For the purpose of implementing the goals envisaged by the present Law, a Commission on 

Restitution and Compensation shall be established for the period of 9 years.35 
 
Leckie, director of Displacement Solutions and drafter of several UN legal frameworks for refugees, notes 

that “these standards have not, alas, been taken seriously in every context,” resulting in millions of 

displaced unable to exercise their legally recognized restitution rights due to the lack of political will or 

discriminatory practices.36 Thus, Code 3 signifies that the government has moved out from the rhetoric 

into policy implementation. This has only occurred twice, with Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1995 and Tajikistan 

in 1998. When regressing with this treatment variable, I use xi or interaction expansion to expand each 

code of 0, 1, 2, and 3 into its own dummy variable to determine the marginal effects of each code. The 

graph below illustrates the average % change in IDPs for each of the terminated conflicts with their 

corresponding code.  

                                                            
35 Leckie 2007: 308 
36 Leckie 2007: xix 
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The first control variable of Re-Conflict Year is not to account for a confounding variable, but 

rather to control for the issue of censoring previously described. It is operationalized by a 0 if the year is 

not a conflict year and 1 if the year falls within a new conflict’s occurrence. Similarly, the second control 

variable of Forced Resettlement is a dummy variable that simply accounts for when the decision to 

resettle is not the IDPs’.  

For unobserved heterogeneity that does not change over time, I include fixed effects of Year of 

Conflict End and Region, since regional trends are also associated with displacement. For example, most 

post-conflict countries in Africa suffer from acute problems in nation-building: “crises of national identity 

and unity, ineffective government authority and control, limited capacity for economic productivity and 

resource distribution…” Africa is also the region with the most endemic IDP difficulties, home to almost 

half of the world’s IDP population. The graph below illustrates regional trends from 1990 to 2008 in IDP 

numbers, although it must be noted that the numbers depicted come from this research’s sample of 60 
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countries. There are many more IDPs not included in the graph, especially from 2000 to present, because 

their nations’ conflicts have not yet terminated.  

 
 
The several confounding factors that may lead to improperly drawn conclusions between the 

presence of IDP property rights and IDP resettlement are based upon Deininger’s theories of return. The 

first factor is the nature of displacement by the conflict; the duration and the intensity of the conflict would 

affect IDPs’ decisions to resettle aside from the presence of property rights. For example, if atrocities 

were committed against civilians, IDPs may be less likely to leave IDP camps. Thus, the control variables 

to reflect the duress of the conflict are Conflict Duration, calculated in fractions of a year, and Civilian 

Deaths.  The source for the civilian deaths variable is found in the UCDP One-sided Violence Dataset v 

1.3, 1989-2007 as the Civilian Best Estimate. The civilian deaths value at the first year of the conflict’s 

termination is calculated as the sum of all civilian deaths during the duration of the conflict depending on 

the duration. Subsequent values are also included in years post-conflict.  

The next confounding factor related to IDP vulnerability is based on their demographics. The 

control variables Percent Population Under the age of 15 from the World Bank’s Health, Nutrition, and 
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Population Statistics and Ethnolinguistic Fractionalization from the Journal of Economic Growth, volume 

8, no. 2, (2002) by Alberto Alesina, Arnaud Devleeschauwer, William Easterly and Sergio Kurlat account 

for these demographic vulnerabilities that would also deter the desire to resettle.  

Finally, the general improving economic and political conditions of the post-conflict country may 

motivate IDP resettlement regardless of having property rights. The real GDP per Capita chain series 

variable serves as a proxy for the general economy’s health; it is taken from the Penn World Table 

Version 6.3 (2009). Additionally, there exist general characteristics of a country that would naturally lead 

to the adoption of property restitution rights and the effective resettlement of IDPs. Both phenomena 

reflect well-provisioned public goods, which is a reflection of the level of representation of a nation’s 

citizenry. The Democracy variable is measured through a rating system of -10 (hereditary monarchy) to 

10 (consolidated democracy) by the Polity IV Project’s Political Regime Characteristics and Transitions, 

1800-2008. 
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Table III. Descriptive Statistics 
Variable Definition #Obs Mean Std Dev Min Max Source 
ObsUnits Conflict label of 

conflicts resulting in 
IDPS consisting of 
country name and 
year of conflict end 

0 
 

    Internal 
Displacement 
Monitoring Center 
(IDMC) 

ConEnd Year of conflict end 
fixed effects variable  

550 1998.09 4.86 1990 2008 UCDP Conflict 
Termination Dataset 
v.2.1 

PostConYRS Post-Conflict Years 
label  

550 2000.09 5.06 1990 2012  

ReConYR Re-Conflict Year  
1 if new conflict arises 
during post-conflict 
years, 0 if not 

550 .19 .39 0 1 UCDP Conflict 
Termination Dataset 
v.2.1 

IDPS2 Percent change in 
IDPs 
artificially capped 
between -1 and 1  

421 -.06 .45 -.99 1 USCRI World 
Refugee Survey 
Series and UNHCR 
Statistical Online 
Population Database 

PRCode Property Rights 
Code  

419 .79 .89 0 3 Leckie 2007, 
Brookings-Bern 
Project on Internal 
Displacement, and 
IDMC 

ConDur Duration of Conflict  550 6.39 10.23 .08 53 UCDP Conflict 
Termination Dataset 
v.2.1 

rGDPpc Real Gross Domestic 
Product per capita 

438 3685.30 3945.43 153.16 24054.96 Penn World Table 
v.6.3 

Demo Democracy  
score ranging from -10 
to +10  

480 1.24 6.08 -9 10 Polity IV Project 

ForcRe Forced Resettlement  
1 if  IDPs were forced 
into resettlement 
0 if not 

550 .04 .20 0 1 IDMC and 
Brookings-Bern 
Project on Internal 
Displacement 

Reg Region 
fixed effects variable 
1 = Latin America 
2 = Europe & Eurasia 
3 = Middle East 
4 = Africa 
5 = Asia 

550 3.58 1.19 1 5  

CivDBe Civilian Deaths 
summed from entire 
conflict duration 

386 7834.69 56841.45 25 504882 UCDP Conflict 
Termination Dataset 
v.2.1 

ELF Ethnolinguistic 
Fractionalization 

530 .55 .22 .13 .93 Alesina 2003 

Pop15 Percent of 
population under 15 

492 36.88 9.39 16.06 51.35 World Bank’s HNP 
Stats 
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Method 
 
 To determine the effects of the Property Rights Code on the Percent Change in IDPs following 

five years after a conflict, I utilize basic OLS regressions using a Fixed Effects model. I run separate 

regressions to first highlight just IDP vulnerability and their desire to resettle, then just their post-conflict 

environment and their desire to resettle, and finally a mix that include both confounding factors as 

Deininger has proposed.  

Vulnerability Regression: 
% Change in IDPs i,t = β0 + β1 (Property Rights Code)it + β2 (Conflict Duration)i + β3 (Civilian 

Deaths)it  + β4 (% Population Under 15) it + β5 (Ethno-linguistic Fractionalization)it + β6 Re-
Conflict Year)it + β7 (Forced Resettlement)it  + β8 (Region FE)i + β9 (Conflict End Year FE)i 
+ ε 

 
Post-Conflict Environment Regression: 

% Change in IDPs i,t = β0 + β1 (Property Rights Code)it + β2 (Democracy)it + β3 (Real GDP per 
capita)it  + β4 (Re-Conflict Year) it + β5(Forced Resettlement)it  + β6 (Region FE)i + β7 
(Conflict End Year FE)i + ε 

 
Deininger Factors of Return Regression: 

% Change in IDPs i,t = β0 + β1 (Property Rights Code)it + β2 (Conflict Duration)i + β3 (Democracy)it  
+ β4 (% Population Under 15) it + β5 (Real GDP per capita)it + β6 Re-Conflict Year)it + β7 
(Forced Resettlement)it  + β8 (Region FE)i + β9 (Conflict End Year FE)i + ε 

 
I run each of these regressions first with the global sample. Then I restrict the dataset to only 

observations in Region 4, which is Africa, and run these regressions a second time. 

 
Results  
 
Global Sample 
Table III. Property Rights and Percent Change in IDPs with Global Sample   
 Basic:  

No Controls 
Regression  
With Fixed 

Effects 

Regression 
One: 

Vulnerability 
Controls 

Regression 
Two: 

Economic 
Environment 

Controls 

Regression 
Three: 

Deininger 
Mixed 

Controls 
Property Rights Code: 1 -.154** 

(.062) 
-.162** 
(.073) 

-.205** 
(.100) 

-.219* 
(.120) 

-.220* 
(.126) 

Property Rights Code: 2 
 

-.193*** 
(.058) 

-.146* 
(.080) 

-.256** 
(.125) 

-.219** 
(.108) 

-.219** 
(.113) 

Property Rights Code: 3 -.332** 
(.144) 

-.308* 
(.170) 

-.348* 
(.202) 

-.451 
(.350) 

-.476 
(.399) 

Re-Conflict Year 
 

  .146** 
(.096) 

.147* 
(.086) 

.151* 
(.091) 

Forced Resettlement 
 

  -.529 
(.231) 

-.067 
(.249) 

- .062 
(.264) 

Conflict Duration   .001 
(.004) 

 .000 
(.005) 
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Population under 15   .000 
(.011) 

 .002 
(.061) 

Ethnolinguistic 
Fractionalization 

  .189 
(.295) 

  

Civilian Deaths   .000 
(.000) 

  

Real GDP per Capita 
 

   .000 
(.000) 

.000 
(.000) 

Democracy    -.003 
(.010) 

-.003 
(.009) 

Constant 
 

.049 
(.038) 

-.003 
(.152) 

-.068 
(.526) 

-.147 
(.228) 

-.275 
(.832) 

 
R-squared .041 .082 .130 .122 .122 
Number of Observations 332 332 214 246 245 
Root MSE .449 .446 .453 .491 .494 
Table III Notes: OLS estimation.  Standard errors in parentheses.  Effects are significantly different from zero at 90% (*), 95% (**), 
99% (***) confidence.   

Throughout these three regressions, holding all else constant, a similar picture of the relationship 

between property rights and IDP resettlement emerges: there is a marginal effect of about a 22% 

decrease in the percent change of IDPs when the property rights codes are 1 and 2.  

With the regression focused on vulnerability, the marginal effect of a vague commitment to 

property rights on average, holding all else constant, results in a 20% decrease in the percent change of 

IDPs at the 95% confidence level. Moving from a vague commitment to a more specific commitment, the 

marginal effect on average increases slightly to a 25% decrease, also at the 95% confidence level.  

Looking at the regression focused on the post-conflict political and economic environment, both 

codes of 1 and 2 result in about a 21% decrease in the percent change of IDPs, holding all else constant. 

While Property Rights Code 2 is significant at the 95% confidence level, Property Rights Code 1 in this 

case is at the border of significance at the 95% confidence level.  

Finally, with the third regression that encompasses all the factors from Deininger’s theories of 

return, which reflects reality the most closely out of the three regressions, Code 1’s marginal effects result 

on average with a 22% decrease in the percent change of IDPs at the 90% confidence level, and Code 2 

also results at about a 22% decrease in the percent change of IDPs, but at the 95% confidence level.  

These results all show that first, the presence of property rights commitments whether vague or specific 

not only correlate with a decrease in IDP numbers, there is a considerable decrease in the percent 

change of IDPs.  
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In other words, on average, without the presence of property rights, the annual percent change in 

IDP numbers globally is on average about an increase of 5% (see Appendix II). Since the marginal effect 

of property rights commitments is on average -22%, this means that having a code of 1 or 2 would now 

lead to a 22% decrease in the 5% increase of IDPs, holding all else constant. By having just a 

commitment to providing property rights, the 5% increase in IDPs on average is now about a 17% 

decrease. Although both codes in all three regressions are significant at the 90% confidence level, having 

a more specific commitment to property rights with Code 2 is significant at the 95% confidence level. 

Additionally, it is interesting to note that the marginal effects of Code 1 and 2 increase on average when 

going from the basic regression without any control variables to the three regressions which do reflect the 

real world more accurately.  

Regarding the second hypothesis on the difference between the effects of rhetorical commitment 

versus implementation, the results also show on average, holding all else constant, an increase in the 

marginal effect of property rights. In the third regression with the mixed control variables, the marginal 

effect of having implementation more than doubles that of commitments alone with a decrease of 48% in 

the percent change of IDPs. Although Code 3’s effect on the dependent variable is significant at the 90% 

confidence level with only the first regression, this is most likely due to the fact that there are only two 

conflict terminations in the sample with Code 3. It will be interesting in the future, with more observations 

of Code 3, to determine whether that marginal effect is significant. 

Africa Sample 
Table IV. Property Rights and Percent Change in IDPs for Africa   
 Basic:  

No Controls 
Regression  
With Fixed 

Effects 

Regression 
One: 

Vulnerability 
Controls 

Regression 
Two: 

Economic 
Environment 

Controls 

Regression 
Three: 

Deininger 
Mixed 

Controls 
Property Rights Code: 1 -.239** 

(.104) 
-.180 
(.201) 

-.425* 
(.248) 

-.191 
(.198) 

-.177 
(.203) 

Property Rights Code: 2 
 

-.402** 
(.184) 

-.430* 
(.248) 

-.657** 
(.304) 

-.406 
(.291) 

-.543** 
(.270) 

Re-Conflict Year 
 

  .103 
(.236) 

.102 
(.147) 

.081 
(.158) 

Forced Resettlement 
 

  -.676** 
(.332) 

-.787** 
(.317) 

- .928*** 
(.315) 

Conflict Duration   .003 
(.010) 

 .012 
(.008) 

Population under 15   .051 
(.032) 

 .039 
(.030) 
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Ethnolinguistic 
Fractionalization 

  .758 
(.767) 

  

Civilian Deaths   .000 
(.000) 

  

Real GDP per Capita 
 

   .000 
(.000) 

.000 
(.000) 

Democracy    -.016 
(.019) 

-.016 
(.019) 

Constant 
 

.100 
(.065) 

.028 
(.059) 

-.122 
(.526) 

-.074 
(.149) 

-1.945 
(1.456) 

 
R-squared .063 .092 .191 .132 .156 
Number of Observations 129 129 87 112 112 
Root MSE .553 .582 .582 .597 .595 
Table IV Notes: OLS estimation.  Standard errors in parentheses.  Effects are significantly different from zero at 90% (*), 95% (**), 
99% (***) confidence.   

When the observations in the dataset are only limited to those in the region of Africa, a slightly 

different picture emerges. In the dataset, there are no instances of Property Rights Code 3, enforcement 

of the rights promised so I cannot test the second hypothesis regarding the effects of enforced rights. The 

regression results show that vague commitments alone are not very significant. In the regressions with 

the vulnerability and mixed controls, Property Rights Code 2’s marginal effect holding all else constant is 

approximately a 54% to 66% decrease in the percent change of IDPs. This is significant at the 95% 

confidence level.  

In comparison to the global regressions in which Forced Resettlement’s effect was not significant, 

Africa’s Forced Resettlement variable has a marginal effect, depending on the set of controls, of on 

average between a 68% to even 93% decrease in percent change. It is significant at the 95% confidence 

level for the first two regressions and significant at the 99% confidence level for the last regression. 

Compared to other regions, Africa’s post-conflict IDP situation is highly characterized by involuntary 

return.  

 
Interpretation 
 
 The quantitative analysis supports the main argument of this research, that the rate of 

resettlement for the internally displaced is higher with the presence of property rights mechanisms. In the 

cases of on-the-ground, effective implementation of property restitution rights, the return rate could on 

average go from a 6% decrease annually in IDPs to more than a 50% decrease, although more instances 

of these cases are needed to determine the significance of this marginal effect.  
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While these results affirm the effect of property rights on IDP resettlement and by extension, 

rehabilitation, the most fascinating discovery of this research, however, is that even with just a 

commitment to property rights, whether vague or specific, the effect on the resettlement of IDPs is on 

average a 28% decrease. This begs the question, why would simply mentioning giving IDPs property 

rights in national legislation or peace agreements, even vaguely, without enforcement still have the 

desired effect of having more IDPs resettle?  

 I offer two possible explanations. First, even though the property rights commitments may never 

fully translate into their intended mechanisms thereby improving the economic conditions with which to 

incentivize return, the decision to return is largely based upon perceptions. Having a government that 

makes a statement about IDPs having the right to property restitution or compensation, the IDP may feel 

more protected by their government and therefore, less vulnerable.  

 Secondly, the presence of well-defined property rights for IDPs may simply be a proxy for better 

treatment of IDPs by the government in other areas such as security, which would explain for the 

correlation between property rights commitment and resettlement. While many post-conflict governments 

can and do ignore the plight of their internally displaced and act antagonistically toward international 

organizations, these nations which choose to make property rights commitments already show an 

adherence to international humanitarian law and the pressures from the UN and NGOs. Practically, this 

could mean that instead of making the NGOs’ work more difficult by being uncooperative, these nations 

are partnering with NGOs to find more durable solutions and give IDPs access to outside resources. At 

the very least, national authorities are more hesitant to commit human rights abuses with the presence of 

NGOs.37 

Property rights commitments can fail to be implemented not because the government is unwilling 

but simply because they lack the resources and capabilities. Yet rather than perpetrating more violence 

and alienation on their IDPs, these nations share the same goals as IDPs and international organizations, 

wanting rehabilitation. Thus, while the rhetoric of giving IDPs property rights may not directly induce IDP 

resettlement, it may be a proxy for other factors such as increased cooperation between the government 

and international organizations.   

                                                            
37 Cohen and Deng 1998: 198 
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For the region with the highest proportion of displacement, Africa’s IDP situation is typified by 

governments forcing resettlement by closing displacement camps or creating villages to move the 

displaced without giving them a chance to recover their homes prior to conflict. Although these political 

regimes may believe that they are quickly solving displacement, policies of forced resettlement may 

further exacerbate divisions, tensions, and inequalities not leading to true reconciliation.  

In drawing these results and interpretations, this research faces issues with data. Not only are 

most estimations of IDP population figures broad approximations with many IDPs reluctant to be identified 

as such, different states adopt different definitions for “IDP.” Additionally, since property rights as an entity 

more closely resembles a legal or traditional expression rather than a bundle of goods, how governments 

define and attempt to implement property rights varies greatly from state to state. A future study may be 

able to identify more observations of Code 3 and have a more nuanced property rights code that can 

account for the different types of property rights provisions. I have chosen to incorporate two case 

studies—Rwanda as a case of forced resettlement in Africa and Bosnia and Herzegovina to further 

elucidate the possible successful relationship between property rights and IDPs.  

 

Case Study: Rwanda and post‐genocide Imidugudu 

 Following the civil war and genocide in 1994, those who survived faced the overwhelming task of 

reconstructing Rwanda’s physical, social, and political infrastructure, with over 40% of homes destroyed 

from the violence. The institution of Paul Kagame’s Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), a Tutsi-dominate 

government, led to a mass return of about 800,000 mostly Tutsi refugees from Uganda who had left 

decades earlier due to ethnic violence. Then in 1996, 1.4 million Hutu refugees who had fled due to the 

fear of reprisals also returned en masse from the Democratic Republic of Congo. Returning soldiers who 

had been responsible for the genocide launched an insurgency which was quickly and violently put down 

by the RPF in the north-western prefectures of Ruhengeri and Gisenyi.38 From this incident, about 

630,000 or half the population in this region became displaced.39   

                                                            
38 Jennings and Birkeland, eds. 2009: 50 
39 Kleine‐Ahlbrandt 2004: 23 
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 In 1993, the Arusha Accords signed between the government and the RPF included a protocol for 

repatriating refugees and resettling IDPs, that the type of settlement would be “villages-grouped type of 

settlement to encourage the establishment of development centers in rural areas and break with the 

traditional scattered housing”.40 This laid the framework for the policy of villigisation or imidugudu in 

Kinyarwanda. Instead of returning to their traditional hillside dwellings, tens of thousands of families were 

forced to relocate to newly created settlement sites, established by the government with assistance and 

funding from international agencies such as the UNHCR, UN Development Programme, and other 

NGOs.41 The political intention behind villagisation was to prevent insecurity, separate civilians from 

insurgents, provide basic goods more efficiently, and distribute the land for maximum economic 

productivity. However, this forced resettlement failed to achieve stated objectives and led to further 

humanitarian crises.42  

 For example, most families, headed by women or children, were unwilling to relinquish their 

former livelihoods so top-down directives and authorities destroyed their homes. Although the settlements 

                                                            
40 Jennings and Birkeland, eds. 2009: 50 
41 Kleine‐Ahlbrandt 2004: 23 
42 Jennings and Birkeland, eds. 2009: 50 
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were intended to provide relief and development, often they lacked adequate water, sanitation, health and 

other basic services. Additionally, the settlements were located on flat, fertile land forcing farmers to use 

unsafe hillsides for cultivation which decreased agricultural productivity. Although international 

organizations were present throughout this process, they were ineffective in coordinating to protect the 

rights of IDPs. Even after significant international criticism of villagisation, these organizations continued 

to support it because due to the competitive donor market, this process had easily quantifiable results of 

straightforwardly using funding to build settlements.43     

 In 2005, the IDMC found that the majority of resettled IDPs still lived in inadequate conditions.44 

The villagisation policy demonstrates how certain African nations may generate resettlement involuntarily, 

as supported by the empirical study, but still not achieve durable solutions for. Nevertheless, Rwanda’s 

case was encouraging because its government recognized the issue and presence of IDPs and 

acknowledged the Guiding Principles as legitimate international standards. Although the policies 

executed violated many of these principles, this case was still an important step toward recognizing the 

Guiding Principles as international law.    

 

Case Study: Bosnia and Herzegovina’s Claims Commission 

 IDP resettlement in Bosnia and Herzegovina is generally viewed as a relative success, largely 

due to the government’s support of voluntary return. The early 1990s were beset by generalized violence, 

armed conflict, and massive human rights abuses between Yugoslav, Croatian, and Bosnian forces. 

When the Bosnian War ended in 1995, approximately half of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s population, 2.2 

million, were displaced or exiled. 1 million became IDPs.45 In Housing and Property Restitution in the 

Context of the Return of Refugees and Internally Displaced Persons – Preliminary Report of the Special 

Rapporteur (2003), Paulo Sérgio Pinheiro of the UN reports that during the conflict, different political 

parties passed abandonment laws that were largely discriminatory, such as stripping refugees and IDPs 

                                                            
43 Kleine‐Ahlbrandt 2004: 23 
44 Jennings and Birkeland, eds. 2009: 50 
45 Davies 2004: 12 
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of their occupancy rights.46 The challenge for the government and international actors was to establish a 

fair and efficient framework for return. 

 
After the war, both the Dayton Peace Accords’ Annex 7 and the Republika Srpska Law on the Use of 

Abandoned Property (1996) outlined mechanisms to protect the property rights of the displaced. These 

provisions repealed the discriminatory abandonment laws in 1998, and more specifically, the Dayton 

Peace Accords created a national Commission on Real Property Claims (CPRC). Its mandate was to 

process the tens of thousands of property claims, ensuring a fair return process or providing 

compensation for the property lost.47  

The CPRC immediately faced many limitations: the proposed Compensation Fund never materialized 

due to lack of donors, the decisions made the CPRC on behalf of a claimant were difficult to enforce and 

represented for the owners, only the first step towards a long process of recovering property, and the 

CRPC itself was poorly funded. However, it still managed to confirm an individual’s right to ownership or 

                                                            
46 Leckie 2007: 137 
47 Leckie 2007: 138 
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occupancy from before the war in 1991.48 Additionally, it provided owners with documentation – 

certificates that would be recognized nationally. Even with a limited mandate and inadequate 

enforcement, the CPRC has led to the announcement in 2003 that “the property law implementation 

reached 78% throughout Bosnia and Herzegovina”.49 This relative success emphasizes the importance of 

having a national political will encouraging voluntary resettlement. Proponents of the CPRC in the 

international community believe it is an innovative model that can be applied to other countries with 

displacement.50  

 

Conclusion 

 The literature agrees that the steps toward rebuilding a post-conflict nation must include 

addressing displacement, that it is a necessary pre-requisite for lasting peace. This study recognizes that 

resettlement is a complex issue, and that it cannot be assumed that IDPs prefer resettlement. Following 

Klaus Deininger’s theories of return, IDPs are rational beings that make the choice to resettle when it is 

beneficial to them, based upon factors of their own vulnerability and the post-conflict economic and 

political environment. Therefore, I argue for the significant role of property restitution rights in ending 

displacement because it provides a major incentive towards the desire to return.  

This research attests to the impact of implementing property rights mechanisms with the more 

efficient increase in IDPs resettled; if significance can be confirmed in the future, the results of this 

research would provide policymakers a more measurable effect of property rights on IDP resettlement, 

from an average of a 6% annual decrease following a conflict to more than a 50% annual decrease. While 

the study was limited by the lack of survey data, gaps in data, and limited cases of property rights 

implementation, further research should be done as more conflicts continue to end in this decade.  

This study also discovered interestingly that simply by endorsing commitments to provide 

property rights to IDPs, the percent decrease in IDP numbers is greatly augmented. This phenomenon 

may be a proxy for the difference between governments unwilling to cooperate with international agencies 

                                                            
48 Davies 2004: 12 
49 Leckie 2007: 139 
50 Davies 2004: 13 
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and to recognize the needs of their displaced and governments who accept the Guiding Principles on 

Internal Displacement.  

Post-conflict IDP rehabilitation is politically charged. As of yet, there is still no consensus of how 

to categorize IDPs or when to stop identifying them as IDPs; political actors often manipulate 

classifications in order to include or exclude people from receiving IDP benefits. For African nations such 

as the Congo, Kenya, and Rwanda, the empirical evidence has shown post-conflict ruling regimes forcing 

resettlement, which may not necessarily coincide with IDPs’ best interests. While the case study of 

Bosnia and Herzegovina is one of the few successes of IDP restitution by the government, it has been 

argued that the international promotion of minority returns there was also “a political tool to reverse the 

wrongs of the war” and to create ethnically heterogeneous, mixed communities.51 Thus, this issue 

concerns global governance. It is not enough for international organizations such as the UN and other 

NGOs to become more involved in issues of internal displacement; ultimately, success in ending and 

preventing displacement lies in the partnership between international actors and committed national 

governments who understand that state sovereignty is a concept of responsibility to its citizens.    

Internal displacement is not a temporary problem which ends with resettlement. Displacement is 

a long-term affliction that disrupts not only individuals, but also communities and societies. While property 

provides the displaced with shelter and economic resources, it also has cultural and political significance; 

property ownership is often tied to class hierarchy, indigenous ancestry, class structure, and cultural and 

national identity.52 Giving IDPs property rights offers them the opportunity to represent their capital and to 

rebuild their identity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                            
51 Sert 2008: 51 
52 Sert 2008: 260 
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APPENDIX I: Independent Variable, Property Rights Code  
 

Country Conflict 
End 
Year 

PR Code Source  

Afghanistan 2001 1, 2 

Decree on Dignified Return of Refugees (2001); Decree 89 of the 
Head of the Transitional Islamic State of Afghanistan, Regarding 
the Creation of a Special Property Disputes Resolution Court 
(2003) 

Algeria 2002 0 Internal Displacement Monitoring Center 

Angola 1995 1 Republic of Angola and UNHCR (1995) 

Angola 2002 1, 2 

Norms on the Resettlement of Internally Displaced Populations 
(2001); Standard Operational Procedures for the Enforcement of 
the “Norms on the Resettlement of Displaced Populations” (2002) 

Armenia 1994 0 
THE LAW OF THE REPUBLIC OF ARMENIA ON POPULATION 
PROTECTION IN EMERGENCY SITUATIONS (1998) 

Armenia 1999 0 IDMC 

Azerbaijan 1994 0 
Law on the Social Protection of Internally Displaced Persons and 
Persons with Equal Status (1999) 

Azerbaijan 2005 1 

Law of the Republic of Azerbaijan ‘On status of refugees and 
forcibly displaced (persons displaced within the country) persons’ 
(May 1999) 

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 1995 3 

General Framework Agreement on Peace In B-H (Dayton Peace 
Agreement) Annex 7: Agreement on Refugees and Displaced 
Persons (1995); Law on the Cessation of Application of the Law on 
the Use of Abandoned Property (1996) 

Burundi 1992 0 UN Commission on Human Rights, 28 November 1994, para. 37 

Burundi 2006 2 

Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreement for Burundi (2000);  
Protocol for the Creation of a Permanent Framework for 
Consultation on the Protection of Displaced Persons (CPF/PDP) 
(2001) 

Cambodia 1998 1 
Agreement on a Comprehensive Political Settlement on the 
Cambodia Conflict (1991) 

Central 
African 
Republic 2002 0 IDMC 
Central 
African 
Republic 2006 0 IDMC 

Chad 1994 0 IDMC 

Chad 2002 0 IDMC 

Congo 1994 0 IDMC 

Congo 1999 0 IDMC 

Congo 2002 0 IDMC 
Cote 
D’Ivoire 2004 0 Rural Land Act (1998) 

Croatia 1993 2  Law on the Status of Displaced Persons and Refugees (1993) 

Croatia 1995 2 

The Erdut Agreement (1995); Law on Modifications and 
Amendments of the Law on the Status of Displaced Persons and 
Refugees (1995) 

Democratic 
Republic of 
Congo 
(Zaire) 2001 1 

 Department of Land Affairs, Environment, Nature Conservation, 
and Tourism (2002) 

El Salvador 1999 2 Peace Agreement between El Salvadore Gov't and the Frente 
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Farabundo Marti para la Liberacion Nacional (1992) 

Eritrea 1997 0 IDMC 

Eritrea 1999 0 IDMC 

Eritrea 2003 1 IDMC 

Ethiopia 1997 0 Federal and Regional Land (1997) 

Ethiopia 2002 1 Federal and Regional Land Reformed (2005) 

Georgia 1993 1, 2 

Abhazia, Georgia, Russian Federation and UNHCR (1994); Law of 
the Republic of Georgia Concerning Internally Displaced People 
(1996) 

Georgia 2004 2 

Law of Georgia on Property Restition and Compensation on the 
Territory of Georgia for the Victims of Conflict in Former South 
Ossetia District (2006) 

Guatemala 1995 2 Agreement on Identity and Rights of Indigenous Peoples (1995) 

India 1993 0 IDMC 

India 1994 0 IDMC 

India 1995 0 IDMC 

India 1997 0 IDMC 

India 2000 0 IDMC 

India 2004 2 
National Policy on Resettlement and Rehabilitation for Project 
Affected Families (2003) 

Indonesia 1992 0 IDMC 

Indonesia 1998 0 IDMC 

Indonesia 2005 0 IDMC 

Iraq 1993 1 Iraq Property Claims Commission- Leckie, Scott FMR 30 

Iraq 1996 1 Iraq Property Claims Commission- Leckie, Scott FMR 30 

Kenya 2007 0 IDMC 

Kenya 2008 0 IDMC 

Lebanon 1990 2 The Taif Agreement (1989) 

Liberia 1995 1, 2 
Cotonou Agreement (1993); Republic of Liberia and UNHCR 
(1996) 

Liberia 2003 1 

Comprehensive Peace Agreement between the Government of 
Liberia and the Liberians United for Reconciliation and Democracy 
(LURD) and the Movement for Democracy in Liberia (MODEL) and 
Political Parties (2003) 

Macedonia 2001 2 “Zakon Za Obligacioni Odnosi” (2001)  

Mexico 1994 0 IDMC 

Mexico 1996 0 
Centro de Derechos Humanos Fray Bartolomé de Las Casas, A.C 
(1998) 

Mozambique 1992 1 
The Rome Process: General Peace Agreement for Mozambique 
(1992) 

Myanmar 1992 1 Union of Myanmar and UNHCR (1993) 

Myanmar 1994 1 Union of Myanmar and UNHCR (1993) 

Nepal 2006 2 National Policy on Internally Displaced Persons (2007) 

Niger 1992 0 IDMC 

Niger 1994 0 IDMC 

Niger 1997 0 IDMC 
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Occupied 
Palestinian 
Territory 1996 0 

BADIL Resource Center for Palestinian Residency and Refugee 
Rights 

Peru 1999 2 
Law Concerning the Internally Displaced (Law No. 28223) (1990s-
2004) 

Philippines 1995 0 IDMC 

Philippines 1997 1 

"Agreement of Peace" (2001); the "Implementing Guidelines on the 
Humanitarian, Rehabilitation, and Development Aspects of the 
GRP-MILF Tripoli Agreement of Peace of 2001" 

Russia 
(Soviet 
Union) 1993 1 

 Law of the Russian Federation on Forcibly Displaced Persons 
(1993);  Resolution of the Supreme Soviet of the Russian 
Federation on Enactment of the Law of the Russian Federation 
"On Forcibly Displaced Persons" (1993) 

Russia 
(Soviet 
Union) 1996 2 

 Decision of Prime-Minister of the Government of Moscow on 
Improving Work Related to Refugees and Forcefully Displaced 
Persons (1994) 

Rwanda 1994 1 Arusha Peace Agreement (1993) 

Rwanda 2002 1 Villigization Process (1996) 

Senegal 1990 0 UNHCR Refworld 

Senegal 1993 0 UNHCR Refworld 

Senegal 1995 1 
Information sur le statut de « résident de fait » ainsi que sur les 
droits et obligations liés à ce statut (1995) 

Sierra Leone 2000 1 Lome Peace Agreement (1999) 
Serbia 
(Yugoslavia) 1991 0 IDMC 
Serbia 
(Yugoslavia) 1999 2 

National Strategy for Resolving the Problems of Refugees and 
Internally Displaced Persons (2002) 

Sri Lanka 
(Ceylon) 2001 1 

National Framework for Relief, Rehabilitation and Reconciliation  
(2002) 

Sri Lanka 
(Ceylon) 2003 2 

Joint Strategy to Meet the Immediate Needs of Returned Internally 
Displaced Persons (2002-2003) 

Sudan 2005 1 
Comprehensive Peace Agreement- Agreement on Wealth Sharing 
during the Pre-Interim Period (2004) 

Tajikistan 1998 3 
Tajikistan General Agreement on the Establishment of Peace and 
National Accrod- Protocol on Refugee Issues (1997) 

Timor Leste 1999 0 IDMC 

Timor Leste 2006 0 IDMC 

Turkey 2005 2 

Law No. 5233 The Law on the Compensation of Damages that 
Occurred due to Terror and the Fight Against Terrorism (2004); 
Van Provincial Action Plan for Responding to IDP Needs (2006) 

Uzbekistan 2004 0 
IDMC:  “ Uzbekistan: authorities deny return of several thousand 
villagers displaced from Tajik border” 
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APPENDIX II: SUMMARY STATISTICS OF IDPS2 WITH PRCODES 0, 1, 2, 3 
 

Variable #Obs Mean Std Dev Min Max 

summarize idps2 if prcode ==0 

IDPS2 160 .0488642 .480972 -.999998 1 

summarize idps2 if prcode ==1 

IDPS2 78 -.1053757 .4341155 -.999998 1 

summarize idps2 if prcode ==2 

IDPS2 86 -.144568 .4020925 -.999999 1 

summarize idps2 if prcode ==3 

IDPS2 8 -.2834908 .4171296 -.99998 .045 
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