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The displacement of refugees and IDPs is pre-eminently a humanitarian and a human rights challenge. But
large-scale displacement crises also present significant development opportunities and challenges, in addition
to the humanitarian needs and the ‘humanitarian imperative’. Using a political economy analysis the policy
note demonstrates the developmental impacts of displacement, highlights evidence-based arguments in
favour of developmental approaches to assisting displaced populations and their hosts, and indicates the
scope these approaches offer for sustainable responses that benefits not only displaced people but also
host societies. It provides a systematic analytical and methodological framework for: mitigating the negative
impacts, by improving strategies to tackle the economic costs and impacts of displacement; and maximising
developmental returns from displacement.

OVERVIEW
Thirty years ago ICARA 1 and 2 (1981, 1984) highlighted
the developmental ‘burden’ that refugees and IDPs
place on their host countries - socio-economic costs
and impacts, arresting economic growth, distorting
markets, environmental degradation, and political
and security strains. That the majority of the world’s
47 million refugees and IDPs are now in protracted
displacement accentuates these negative impacts.

be productive; weakens the fragile social fabric of
displaced communities; radicalises dispossessed
people, underpins the emergence of regional and
global security threats and can destabilise host
governments; increases the burden on international
donors. Crucially current models have yielded little
progress toward satisfactory interim or durable solutions
to the increasingly protracted displacement of refugees
and IDPs.

The humanitarian relief model to tackle the
displacement of refugees and IDPs has evolved, over
many decades, into a multi-sectoral regime, playing
a vital, complex and far reaching role in securing the
lives, dignity and protection of forcibly displaced and
disaster affected people. But displacement produces
many other consequences, it: erodes human capital
and increases poverty amongst people who could

The ‘humanitarian-development’ nexus has the potential
to turn negative outcomes such as these into positive
solutions to some of these profound challenges.
Yet, despite the gathering momentum that supports
the ‘humanitarian-development’ nexus, it remains a
significant conceptual division and an enduring feature
of crisis response. The primacy of the humanitarian
paradigm and precepts of emergency assistance and
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1 This Policy Brief is based on a Working Paper and Analytical Background study available at: www.endingdisplacement.org
2 ICARA - International Conference on Assistance to Refugees in Africa.
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protection, have tended to sideline coherent thinking
and action that could mitigate the adverse effects,
promote development-led interventions, and provide
systemic and sustainable socio-economic development
for the displaced and their hosts.
This Policy Note transcends these concerns and
explains why refugee and IDP displacement is not just
a humanitarian challenge but should also be framed
as a developmental and economic opportunity, and
why development-led solutions offer a robust and
sustainable response to situations of large scale and
often protracted population displacement to the benefit
of all those affected, displaced people as well as their
hosts.

1. THE MOMENTUM FOR
DEVELOPMENT-LED PRAXIS
There is an increasing momentum for development-led
praxis which has already yielded positive outcomes
since the benefits of placing refugees and IDPs at the
core of developmental praxis are widely documented.
The approach offers substantial further potential.
Innovative, market-led development praxis mitigate
the negative consequences of forced displacement
and promote the positive economic contribution
of refugees and IDPs. For example, cash transfer
platforms and commodity vouchers reduce the
vulnerability of displaced populations and, from a
developmental perspective, help to integrate them into
local markets. For host communities, there are also
positive developmental impacts: cash feeds into the
local economy, encouraging consumption, stimulating
demand and thus expanding the productive capacity
of the host country. ‘Monetisation’ of humanitarian
assistance recognises the displaced as agents of their
own economic wellbeing - not dependent ‘victims’ by framing interventions around securing livelihoods,
increasing resilience, and making them economic actors
engaged in sustainable and self-reliant development.
The expanding role of private sector entrepreneurs
and the business sector represents another
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WHAT IS A DEVELOPMENT-LED APPROACH
TO DISPLACEMENT CRISES?
Responding to the needs of both displaced
populations and the host communities,
a development-led approach provides a
comprehensive and systematic response to
displacement crises which seeks to: mitigate
the negative impacts of displacement; improve
strategies that tackle the economic costs and
impacts of displacement and maximise the
developmental opportunities and potential of
displacement situations.
A development-led approach:
•	Mainstreams displaced populations into
developmental programming at community,
area and national/sector and international
levels.
•	Places refugees and IDPs as economic
actors at the core of developmental as well
as humanitarian praxis, building on their
productive resources and assets.
•	Engages the potential of the private sector to
improve the lives and livelihoods of displaced
populations and their hosts, whilst expanding
the productive capacity of the host economy.
•	Maximises the capacity and synergy of
international development and humanitarian
actors and interventions to promote
development-led strategies.
•	Encourages host governments and public
sector agencies to incorporate the needs
and potential of refugees and IDPs into
development planning strategies.
•	Maximises the socio-economic benefits
for host populations that derive from
humanitarian and development programming
for displaced populations.
•	Applies a systematic approach to the
analysis of the public sector costs, fiscal
stress and disequilibria created by displaced
populations, and the ways these can be
mitigated by humanitarian, developmental
and government strategies.
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
Development and humanitarian actors can reinforce
humanitarian precepts such as restoring dignity,
improving protection, reducing dependency and
vulnerability, and increasing empowerment with
development instruments which promote economic
well-being, self-reliance and resilience.
By engaging the corporate sector, humanitarian
actors can better sensitise it to humanitarian
precepts and values, and development actors can
better harness resources for development-led
responses.
Policies and programmes that widen the private
sector’s manufacturing and service sector
engagement with displaced populations, can
enhance the productive capacity of the host
economy as a whole.

dimension of newly emerging, neo-liberal, market-led
development praxis. Beyond the conventional support
for humanitarian efforts, this sector is expanding its
entrepreneurial and developmental interest in less
familiar production and service sectors that offer
a profit-seeking, commercial rationale and market
opportunities: construction and contracting, banking
and mobile money services, internet, social media and
communications, security, insurance and writing down
risk. As a developmental actor, the corporate sector has
enormous, yet untapped, potential to improve the lives
and livelihoods of both the displaced and their hosts.
By expanding international agency-led development
praxis, intergovernmental humanitarian and
development actors are transforming their role in
promoting development-led responses to mass
displacement and disaster recovery. Within the UN,
Initiatives such as the One-UN, the Early Recovery
Cluster, led by UNDP, the IASC’s 2010 ‘Urban Strategy’,
the 2011 Report of the UN Secretary-General on Durable
Solutions in the Aftermath of Conflict, use the language
of economic development-led approaches and place

increasing emphasis on programming that stimulates
economic and social recovery.
Through the High Commissioner’s dialogue and
Excom, the UNHCR has embarked on significant new
initiatives that highlight the importance of developmentled responses to protracted refugee crises that build
on productive capacities and promote self-reliance
as the basis for achieving durable solutions to the
needs of refugees and returnees, and of their host
communities. The objectives of the World Bank’s Global
Program on Forced Displacement (GPFD) are to identify
opportunities for a more systematic contribution of the
World Bank to developmental responses to forced
displacement that support economically and socially
sustainable solutions. In partnership with a few donors
and international agencies, the European Commission
is also promoting development-led programmes as a
means to enhance protection by harnessing the human
capital, labour, and skills of refugees and by offsetting
the negative impacts of displaced populations in hosting
communities. These policies are contained within its
Global Approach to Migration Management (GAMM)
and actioned through significant initiatives such as the
new Regional Development and Protection Programmes
(RDPPs), led by Denmark in the Middle East.
Development-led approaches are also being driven
by context- and situation -led praxis. For example,

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
International humanitarian and development actors
should aim to:
•	convergence between multilateral development
and humanitarian actors and the formation of
appropriate institutional structures;
•	engage with parallel reforms in the international
funding of development and humanitarian
programmes;
•	develop programmatic and operational tools,
at macro- and micro- scales, that mainstream
development-led approaches in a coherent and
systematic way.
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more than half the world’s refugees and IDPs now live
in urban areas. These dynamics, and the economic
and developmental resources that urban-based
refugees and IDPs possess, define a new context
and opportunity for humanitarian and development
actors who are adapting and mobilising their tools and
strategies to urban locations.
Refugees and IDPs have many assets, skills, resources,
and evidence confirms the economic and social
contribution they make to their host cities by expanding
markets, importing new skills, creating transnational
linkages, rejuvenating communities. There is also
evidence that women gain better income and more
financial independence in urban areas.
An important rationale for development-led solutions
is that urban economies are cash-based and so
programmes for urban refugees and IDPs, such as
cash-transfers, directly stimulate urban markets,
whilst possessing reasonable capacity to absorb
disequilibrium effects. A significant developmental
opportunity in urban areas is shelter demand
from urban based refugees and IDPs. This can
destabilise housing markets; but it is also a significant
developmental resource and economic multiplier with
linkages to property development, construction and
building materials industries that largely benefit the
host economy and expand its productive capacity. Yet,
the potential to provide links between humanitarian
and development programmes in this sector is often
ignored or underplayed.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
In situations of protracted displacement,
development-led responses should aim to:
•	capitalise on the opportunities for longer term
investment strategies that benefit both the
displaced and their hosts;
•	encourage self-reliance of IDPs and refugees
and to develop their skills and capacities that will
enable successful return and reintegration.
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
In capitalising on the opportunities presented by
displaced people in urban areas:
•	humanitarian actors must engage with the wide
range of urban/municipal and private sector
interlocutors, many of which are development
oriented;
•	development actors should mainstream
displaced populations in their development
programmes;
•	urban authorities and public agencies should
build the needs and potential of refugees and
IDPs into urban development and management
and planning strategies.

The majority of displaced people now live in protracted
displacement, another significant contextual change
which highlights the pressing need for development-led
strategies to provide longer run sustainable solutions.
Promoting the economic development opportunities
which refugees and IDPs present, and utilising their
skills and resources to become more productive
members of the host society can help to alleviate short
and long run negative impacts. Self-reliant refugees are
likely to be better prepared to go home and reintegrate
if they have enhanced their skills and capacities and
have built up some savings which they can take home.

2. EVIDENCE FROM THE FIELD
– Developmental responses and
outcomes
There is compelling, though under-reported, research
evidence of positive, aggregate developmental
outcomes from displacement crises with benefits
accruing to both refugees and their hosts; the impacts
are most clearly discernable at the micro-economic
level. These outcomes are usually spontaneous and not
the result of planned development-led interventions.
Studies of refugees and IDPs in camp and rural settings
show positive aggregate economic effects for local
populations and the displaced themselves.
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For example, a 2010 study of Dadaab refugee camps in
Kenya acknowledges negative impacts but also reveals
positive economic impacts: annual benefits for the host
community totalled US$ 82 million in 2009 through
increased trading and business opportunities, camprelated employment, improved infrastructure.

poverty, are vulnerable and lack adequate protection.
The aggregate benefits for the city as a whole are
considerable: larger commercial enterprises are
integrated into the formal urban economy, Kenyans
benefit from the generally lower cost of goods, Somali
businesses creating employment for Kenyans.

A number of longitudinal studies of the economic
impact of refugees (mostly from Burundi) in Western
Tanzania demonstrate positive aggregate development
outcomes and economic benefits for the hosts. Local
and refugee businesses flourished, notably farmbased, rural households, more educated people,
young adults and women. Conversely the presence
of refugees exacerbated negative effects for nonfarm and urban households and less skilled workers.
Infrastructure investment significantly benefited the
economic wellbeing of hosts and refugees – an
example of refugees helping to rectify a development
deficit. Crucially, the Burundian refugees had become
self-sufficient and reasonably integrated after years in
protracted exile.

There are few studies of how planned, developmentled strategies might mitigate negative impacts and
promote positive developmental outcomes and their
impacts. In response to the 1974 invasion of Cyprus by
Turkey, the occupation of over one third of the island,
and the forced displacement of 40% of the population,
a Government-led macro-economic strategy (1975-86)
successfully restored the economic productivity of the
country within 10 years, using the displacement disaster
as an economic development opportunity, housing and
infrastructure reconstruction as the leading sector of
economic recovery, and the refugees as a development
resource.

Findings such as these are consistent with those
from other contexts - Ethiopian and Eritrean refugees
in Sudan, Mozambican refugees in Malawi. For
example, Eritrean refugees penetrated nearly all the
economic sectors in Kassala, displaying a high degree
of integration into the city’s daily life despite being
unregistered, largely unaided and subject to legal
restrictions.
In the urban context, a 2006 study of Nairobi
demonstrates how urban Somali refugee
businessmen transformed Eastleigh suburb into a
vibrant commercial hub. This is attributed to their
pre-existing entrepreneurial knowledge and capital,
pro-active engagement in the informal economy, the
government’s neo-liberal trade liberalisation, and
strong trading links to diasporic networks. Although
highly integrated in the city, there are differential
outcomes across demographic and socio-economic
groups. Whilst a significant proportion is economically
secure and self-sufficient, many refugees also live in

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
In the longer run and in aggregate terms, refugees
can become self-reliant economic actors and
the negative impacts of refugees are usually
compensated by market-led adjustments in the
local economy. These outcomes have invariably
been achieved with minimal humanitarian relief and
protection or developmental assistance.
Recognising these factors, humanitarian
and development policy and programmatic
interventions can play a crucial role in:
•	accelerating the developmental gains,
reducing the impact of market distortions and
distributional imbalances for both the displaced
and the host populations;
•	capitalising on the wide range of development
opportunities available in urban areas;
•	facilitating planned developmental-led
programmes which can enhance sustainable
economic benefits and reduce the negative
economic impacts of the refugees and IDPs.
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WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS OF DEVELOPMENTLED APPROACHES TO DISPLACEMENT
CRISES?
Development-led interventions can more
effectively address the social, economic, and
political challenges which displaced populations
present by:
A development-led approach:
•	Maximising the utility and better harnessing
the productive assets of refugees and IDPs
– human capital, labour, skills – thereby
supporting local growth and development.
•	Enhancing human rights, dignity, security
and protection of the displaced populations
by reducing livelihood vulnerability and
increasing self-reliance.
•	Facilitating and promoting expansion of the
productive capacity of the host economy.
•	Enabling refugees and IDPs to contribute to
public sector revenue streams by enhancing
their productive capacity.
•	Diminishing tensions between host
communities and displaced populations by
ensuring that refugees and IDPs become
more self-sufficient and less dependent on
public sector resources and services.
•	Reduces the security and protection risks to
refugees and IDPs by offsetting some of the
negative impacts they produce.
•	Reducing the risk of extremism and recurrent
conflict through giving refugees and IDPs
security, resources and opportunities to
support their economic and social well-being.
•	Easing pressures for secondary movements
of displaced populations in search of
economic security.
•	Providing the displaced with resources to
improve their current situation and prepare
for possible return.
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Evidence from a planned, cash transfer programme for
newly arrived IDPs and poor households in Mogadishu
found that beneficiaries’ income levels and purchasing
power were enhanced, debts were reduced, and
alternative sources of income developed. Significantly,
there were no changes in market prices.

3. DEVELOPMENT-LED SOLUTIONS THE NEED AND THE POTENTIAL
This section demonstrates how strategies to tackle
the economic costs and impacts of displacement and
maximise developmental returns can be enhanced by
more robust conceptual and methodological apparatus,
a more systematic analytical framework, and by the
application of appropriate metrics.
Public sector services experience the most pronounced
negative impacts and costs of population displacement
– increases in short run revenue costs, fiscal stress
and longer term capital costs, decline in service quality
because of supply inelasticity.
But there are public sector gains that may offset
some of the negative impacts: revenue from service,
property and user charges will increase, as will income
and business taxes with rising economic productivity;
donors and NGOs provide substantial inputs to cover
additional public sector revenue and capital costs and
this may benefit the local community at marginal cost;
the opportunity costs for the host population from
externally funded public services can be considerable;
there may be development gains from infrastructure
investments.
At the same time, different socio-economic and
demographic groups will incur different direct or indirect
costs. These distributional imbalances are frequently
acknowledged, but rarely measured or compensated
for. Thus the true public sector costs and impacts of
displaced populations, who bares these consequences
and how they are compensated for, remain
unaddressed. This reinforces fiscal stress on the public
sector and suboptimal investment by governments and
donors because the potential benefits, distributional
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objectives and economies of scale are not accurately
accounted for.
The private sector gains, in aggregate, from the impact
of refugees and IDPs, but there are disequilibrium
effects and fluctuations.
The micro-economic impacts on the host populations
yield differential outcomes for producers/suppliers and
consumers and for rural and urban dwellers. Short-run
price hikes for basic goods and services are more
likely to impact the poor and landless rural households.
Local labour markets may be adversely affected and
wage levels depressed putting additional pressure on
household livelihood vulnerability.
Conversely, producers and market traders in the host
population may potentially benefit from rising prices and
lower labour costs in the short run and rising demand
and improved productivity, profitability and new
infrastructure in the long run.
Given the importance of the urban economy, urban
sector micro-level impacts are particularly significant
and spread across a wider spectrum of economic
sectors. Oversupply of labour benefits employers.
Urban housing markets are particularly susceptible to
the impacts of increasing refugee and IDP demand
causing hikes in rent levels, penalising poorer urban
dwellers in the host community. Conversely, increased
demand benefits indigenous investors, land owners and
developers, contractors, building materials merchants.
This should enhance the long run productive capacity
of the sector and the country’s overall economic output
– a beneficial developmental output.
For the displaced populations, their economic assets
– skills, capital, labour supply – are usually under- or
un- utilised.
From a macro-economic perspective, displaced
populations can have a positive impact on GDP,
increasing demand and consumption for goods and
services thus stimulating expansion of the productive

capacity and output, improving productivity and
increasing overall economic output. Refugees and
IDPs may introduce new skills or skills in short supply.
Significant positive impacts may be felt in investment
and capital formation – for example housing,
infrastructure, start-up of new businesses.
Leakage of investment capital and consumption
expenditure by outgoing remittances from refugees will
reduce the positive developmental impacts on the host
economy. But incoming remittances add investment
and purchasing power to the host economy.
Overall, there is a strong macro- and micro- economic
case for promoting market and development-led
responses to the presence of displaced populations,
but the impacts and outcomes are neither socially nor
economically optimal. Maximising the developmental
benefits and correcting distributional imbalances
require governments to take a much more proactive
role in managing the ‘displacement impacted economy’,
and for donors to take much fuller account of the
opportunities and the constraints on their actions.
Externalities, the unpriced costs the impacts incurred
by people or areas where refugees and IDPs settle,
are a significant feature in displacement contexts.
They produce negative developmental effects – e.g.
environmental degradation, added urban congestion,
a perceived decline in security. Negative externalities
are usually long run, rarely compensated by public
expenditure or humanitarian or developmental
assistance.

POLICY BRIEF

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
Displaced populations become self-reliant economic
actors, largely through spontaneous action rather
than from humanitarian/development interventions.
The economic concepts that underpin development
praxis and field evidence indicate that there can be
aggregate economic benefits from the presence of
refugees and IDPs. However, whilst there is a strong
micro- and macro- economic case for promoting
development-led responses to the presence of
displaced populations, there are substantial market
imperfections such that the impacts and outcomes
are neither socially nor economically optimal for the
host and the displaced populations and they tend to
be long run.
Accordingly, maximising the developmental
benefits and correcting distributional imbalances
requires that governments to take a much more
proactive role in managing the ‘displacement
impacted economy’, and that donors take much
fuller account of the opportunities and the
constraints on their programmes and policies to
achieve sustainable development gains. Strategies
for public sector investment, fiscal management
and long run development policies should:
•	minimise fiscal stress;
•	maximise the short and long run developmental
gains from investment in public sector services;
•	encourage private sector investment in
humanitarian and development programmes.
Fuller attention to public sector costs and impacts
lies at the heart of development-led approaches in
order that:
•	the fiscal burdens and the benefits are
appropriately calibrated for host governments;
•	the developmental contribution of humanitarian
actors to public services are articulated or
measured;
•	the potential contribution to public service
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delivery that developmental actors could make
in providing humanitarian ‘investment’ is fully
measured.
An important objective of economic policy is to
use development-led solutions to maximise the
utility of human and economic capital of displaced
populations. This requires procedural, regulatory
and legal reform to fully engage displaced
populations in the economy. These policies can
increase the potential of the displaced populations
to: contribute to government revenue streams;
become productive members of the host country’s
economy; and enhance their own self-reliance, and
to their ability to better reintegrate upon return.
The lack of systematic and appropriate economic
and econometric analysis is a major shortcoming
in current policy making. Comprehensive
measurement and analysis of the costs, impacts,
externalities and benefits from the presence
of displaced populations are pre-conditions
for achieving the developmental potential and
opportunities present by displaced populations. A
parallel requirement is to enhancing programmatic
policies tools and approaches to promote economic
development and engage displaced people in the
host economy.
Mainstreaming development-led strategies for
refugees and IDPs into national economic planning
machinery can: ensure that forced migrants
are better integrated into more sustainable
development policies; underpin investment
and financial initiatives that promote economic
development; ensure more effective use of
development resources and assets; maximise
the scope for joint provision of public goods
and services; alleviate tensions between host
and displaced communities; mitigate negative
externalities.

ROUNDTABLE ON SOLUTIONS

9

COPENHAGEN 2 - 3 APRIL 2014

FURTHER READING
Alix-Garcia, J. and Saah, D. (2008) The Effects of Refugee Inflows on Host Country Populations: Evidence
from Tanzania. San Francisco: University of San Francisco. http://ssrn.com/abstract=836147
(reprinted in World Bank Economic Review 24:1, March 2010, pps. 148 – 170)
Bailey, S. and Hedlund, K. (2012) The impact of cash transfers on nutrition in emergency and transitional
contexts. London: Overseas Development Institute (ODI).
Binder, A. and Witte, J. M. (2007) Business engagement in humanitarian relief: key trends and policy
implications, London: GPPI Global Public Policy Institute, An HPG Background Paper.
www.gppi.net/fileadmin/gppi/ODI-paper-binder-witte-2007.pdf
Buchanan-Smith, M. and Maxwell, S. (1994) ‘Linking Relief and Development: An Introduction and
Overview’, International Development Studies Bulletin, 25(4).
Burke, J and Fann, L. (2014) Humanitarian crises, emergency preparedness and response: the role of
business and the private sector - Indonesia case study, London: Overseas Development Institute (ODI).
Callamard, A. (1994) ' Refugees and Local Hosts: A Study of the Trading Interactions between
Mozambican Refugees and Malawian Villagers in the District of Mwanza’, Journal of Refugee Studies, 7:1,
pps. 39-62.
Campbell, E. (2006) ‘Urban Refugees in Nairobi: Problems of Protection, Mechanisms of Survival, and
Possibilities for Integration’, Journal of Refugee Studies, 19:3, pps. 396-413.
Danida and UNHCR. (2010) Joint evaluation of the protracted refugee situation (PRS) for Burundians in
Tanzania. Nordic Consulting Group, Copenhagen.
www.oecd.org/countries/sudan/47164501.pdf
Development Initiatives. (2012) Tracking Spending on Cash Transfer Programming in a Humanitarian
Context. Briefing. Wells, UK: Development Initiatives Ltd.
Dunn, S., Brewin, M., and Scek, A. (2013) Cash and Voucher Monitoring Group Final monitoring report of
the Somalia cash and voucher transfer programme, London: Overseas Development Institute (ODI).
www.odi.org.uk/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-files/8521.pdf
Government of Kenya. (and Danish and Norwegian Embassies in Nairobi). (2010) In Search of Protection
and Livelihoods: Socio-economic and Environmental Impacts of Dadaab Refugee Camps on Host
Communities. Nairobi: Government of Kenya.
http://kenya.um.dk/en/~/media/Kenya/Documents/Finalper cent20Report30092010.ashx.
Harvey, P. and Bailey, S. (2011) Cash Transfer Programming in Emergencies, Good Practice Review 11,
London: Overseas Development Institute (ODI).
www.alnap.org/resource/6257.aspx

POLICY BRIEF

Humanitarian Futures Programme. (2012) Commercial-Humanitarian Engagement in the Horn of Africa
Crisis: A Scoping Study of the Response in Kenya and Somalia. London: Kings College London.
www.humanitarianfutures.org/sites/default/files/HFP%20Horn%20of%20Africa%20Crisis%20
Scoping%20Study.pdf.
Ibáñez, A.M. and Moya, A. (2009) ‘Vulnerability of Victims of Civil Conflict: Empirical Evidence for the
Displaced Population in Colombia’, World Development, 38:4, pps.647-663.
IASC (Inter-Agency Standing Committee). (2010) Meeting Humanitarian Challenges in Urban Areas. Geneva:
IASC.
www.humanitarianinfo.org/iasc/pageloader.aspx?page=content-subsidi-common-default&sb=74.
IDMC. (Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre). (2012) Internal Displacement in Africa: A Development
Challenge, Geneva: IDMC.
http://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/Full per cent20Report_772.pdf.
IFRC. (2012) World Disasters Report, Geneva: IFRC.
www.ifrcmedia.org/assets/pages/wdr2012/resources/1216800-WDR-2012-EN-FULL.pdf
Jacobsen, K. (2005) The Economic Life of Refugees, Bloomfield, CT: Kumarian Press
Jacobsen, K. (2006) ‘Refugees and Asylum Seekers in Urban Areas: A Livelihoods Perspective’, Journal of
Refugee Studies, 19:3, pps. 273-286.
Kok, W. (1989) ‘Self-Settled Refugees and the Socio-Economic Impact of their Presence on Kassala, Eastern
Sudan’, Journal of Refugee Studies, 2:4, pps. 419–440.
Kuhlman, T. (1990) Burden or Boon? A Study of Eritrean Refugees in the Sudan, Amsterdam: Free University
Press.
Lim, A. (2003) ‘The Role of the Business Sector in Disaster Preparedness and Response,’ The International
Conference on Total Disaster Risk Management, Conference Report, December 2003.
www.adrc.asia/publications/TDRM2003Dec/27_MR.%20ALBERTO%20LIM.pdf
Long, K. (2011) Permanent crises? Unlocking the protracted displacement of refugees and internally
displaced persons. Oxford: Refugee Studies Centre.
www.rsc.ox.ac.uk/publications/rec-reports/unlocking-protracted-displacement-policy-overview.pdf
Maystadt, J.-F. and Verwimp, P. (2009)Winners and Losers among a Refugee-Hosting Population.
International Association for Research and Teaching, ECORE, Discussion Paper, 2009/34. Louvain-la-Neuve,
Belgium: CORE.
www.uclouvain.be/cps/ucl/doc/core/documents/coredp2009_34.pdf.
Macrae, J. and Harmer A. (2004) Beyond the continuum: an overview of the changing role of aid policy in
protracted crises HPG Report 18

10

11

ROUNDTABLE ON SOLUTIONS

COPENHAGEN 2 - 3 APRIL 2014

Pantuliano, S. Buchanan-Smith, M., Metcalfe, V., Pavanello S., and Martin E. (2011) City Limits: Urbanization
and Vulnerability in Sudan. Synthesis Report, Humanitarian Policy Group, London: Overseas Development
Institute (ODI).
Perouse de Montclos, M-A. and Kagwnaja, P.W. (2000) ‘Refugee Camps or Cities? The Socio-economic
dynamics of the Dadaab and Kakuma Camps in Northern Kenya’, Journal of Refugee Studies, 13:2 pps. 205222.
Phillips, M. (2003) The role and impact of humanitarian assets in refugee-hosting countries, New Issues in
Refugee Research, Research Paper No. 84, Geneva: UNHCR.
www.unhcr.org/3f818aa04.html
Refugee Studies Centre (2012) Unlocking the Crisis of Protracted Exile, Oxford: Refugee Studies Centre,
University of Oxford.
www.rsc.ox.ac.uk/research/governance/unlocking-crises
Stoddard, A. (nd) Humanitarian Firms: Commercial Business Engagement in Emergency Response, Global
Public Policy Institute
www.disastergovernance.net/fileadmin/gppi/RTB_book_chp14.pdf
Stoianova, V. (2012) Private Funding: An Emerging Trend in Humanitarian Donorship. Wells, UK: Global
Humanitarian Assistance.
www.globalhumanitarianassistance.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/Private-funding-an-emerging-trend.pdf.
United Nations (UN). (2011) UN Secretary-General on Peace-Building in the Immediate Aftermath of Conflict,
A/63/881–S/2009/304,Decision 2011/20 Durable Solutions Follow up to SGs 2009 Report on Peace
Building, New York: United Nations.
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/EXTSOCIALDEVELOPMENT/
Zetter R and Deikun, G. (2010) ‘Meeting Humanitarian Challenges in Urban Areas’,
Forced Migration Review, 34, Oxford: Refugee Studies Centre.
www.fmreview.org/urban-displacement/FMR34.pdf
Zyck, S., and Armstrong, J. (2014) Humanitarian crises, emergency preparedness and response: Jordan case
study, Humanitarian Policy Group, London: Overseas Development Institute (ODI).
www.odi.org.uk/publications/8147-jordan-private-sector-humanitarian-aid-refugee
Resources/244362-1265299949041/6766328-1265299960363/SG-Decision-Memo-Durable-Solutions.pdf
UNDP, UNHCR and World Bank. (2010) Concept Note: Transitional Solutions Initiative: UNDP and UNHCR
in collaboration with the World Bank. Geneva: UNDP, UNHCR and World Bank. www.unhcr.org/4e27e2f06.
html.

POLICY BRIEF

UNDP and UNHCR (2012) Joint Programme Document. Eastern Sudan. Transitional Solutions Initiative (TSI),
Joint Programme,
www.sd.undp.org/content/sudan/en/home/operations/projects/crisis_prevention_and_recovery/
transitional_solutions_initiative/
UNHCR. (2008) Protracted Refugee Situations: Revisiting the Problem, Standing Committee, 42nd meeting.
EC/59/SC/CRP.13. Geneva: UNHCR.
www.refworld.org/docid/486903142.html
UNHCR. (2009a) UNHCR policy on refugee protection and solutions in urban areas, Geneva: UNHCR.
www.unhcr.org/cgi-in/texis/vtx/search?page=search&docid=4ab356ab6&query=urban%20refugees.
Whitaker, E. (2002) ‘Refugees in Western Tanzania: The Distribution of Burdens and Benefits among Local
Hosts’, Journal of Refugee Studies, 15:4, pps. 339-358.
World Bank. (2010) The Impacts of Refugees on Neighboring Countries: A Development Challenge,
Washington DC: World Bank.
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/9221/WDR2011_0028.pdf?sequence=1
World Bank. (2012a) Forced Displacement Programme within Social Cohesion Violence Prevention Programme, Washington DC: World Bank.
www.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTSOCIALDEVELOPMENT/0,,contentMDK:22326480~menuPK:1304499~pagePK:148956~piPK:216618~theSitePK:244363,00.html
Zetter, R. (1992) ‘Refugees and Forced Migrants as Development Resources: the Greek-Cypriot Refugees
from 1974’, The Cyprus Review, 4:1, pps.7-39.
Zetter, R. (1995) ‘Incorporation and Exclusion: the Life Cycle of Malawi’s Refugee Assistance Programme’,
World Development, 23:10, pps. 1653-1667.

ROUNDTABLE ON SOLUTIONS

COPENHAGEN 2 - 3 APRIL 2014

