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Introduction 
The conflict in eastern Ukraine and the events which occurred in the Autonomous Republic of Crimea (ARC) 
in 2014 have led to the displacement of more than 1 million individuals across the entire country. According 
to the Ministry of Social Policy of Ukraine, in July 2020, there were 1,448,615 people registered as internally 
displaced persons (IDPs) who left their homes and moved to different oblasts of Ukraine. Areas with the 
highest shares of IDPs located further away from the mentioned oblasts included the city of Kyiv (160,036) 
and Kyiv Oblast (63,267), Kharkiv Oblast (134,335), Dnipropetrovsk Oblast (71,277) and Zaporizhia Oblast 
(56,107). 

In June 2020, the International Organization for Migration (IOM), Mission in Ukraine conducted community 
consultations with internally displaced persons (IDPs), host communities’ members, and key informants 
working with IDPs in five locations of Ukraine (Lviv, Sumy, Vinnytsia, Zhytomyr, and Poltava) to inform the 
High-Level Panel on the situation of IDPs in the country. UNHCR, NRC, and DRC also conducted 
consultations in different parts of the country. The IOM-led consultations were carried out through the 
organization’s National Monitoring System on the Situation of Internally Displaced Persons (NMS) within 
the Project ‘Essential Humanitarian Assistance and Early Recovery Support of Vulnerable Returnees, IDPs, 
and other Conflict-Affected Communities in Eastern Ukraine’ funded by the U.S. Department of State 
Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration (PRM). 

Methods and geographical coverage  
The consultations were conducted in the western, central, and northern parts of the country covering the 
oblasts with the highest concentration of IDPs in those particular regions (excluding Kyiv City and Kyiv 
Oblast): Lviv Oblast (11,055), Zhytomyr Oblast (7,049), Sumy Oblast (11,205), Poltava Oblast (22,522), and 
Vinnytsia Oblast (11,188). The consultations were held in the form of focus group discussions (FGDs).  

In August 2020, IOM in cooperation with the NGO ‘Center ‘Social Indicators’ (Center for Sociological 
Research and Development to Promote Openness, Democracy and Humanity in Society)" carried out fifteen 
(15) FGDs using online means of communication (Skype). The FGDs were conducted with the IDPs, 



 

members of host communities and key informants (KI). From six (6) to eight (8) participants were engaged 
in each FGD. During the FGD selection process, all the potential respondents were informed that 
participation in the discussions was entirely voluntary and all the inputs would be kept anonymous. 

Results   

Durable Solutions 
While there are attempts by national NGOs to proactively engage IDPs into the life of host communities, 
these attempts are rather non-systematic and disorganized. There is a pronounced understanding among 
IDPs, that values of the host community need to be treated with respect and there an understanding among 
host community members that more efforts need to be undertaken to help IDPs feel welcomed and 
accepted. 

Host community members adequately perceive the possibility of IDPs permanently remaining in host 
communities. Intolerance towards IDPs does not reflect the sentiment of most host community members, 
who largely see IDPs as economic assets to their communities but is to some extent inherent in views of 
radical elements. 

Availability and affordability of housing as well as scarce employment opportunities remain key problems 
preventing IDPs from fully successful integration into host communities, provoking occasional conflicts with 
local authorities and host community members. 

Although, some IDP respondents expressed willingness to return to their pre-displacement communities, 
the majority were reluctant to return, at least while the conflict is ongoing, considering the volatile 
economic and security situation in the country. 

IDPs do not have a significant influence over the life of host communities, however, they contribute to it 
both by using public services and actively working. 

Host community members are often underinformed about the challenges and successful examples of IDP 
integration. The implementation of joint activities engaging the local population and IDPs will facilitate their 
communication and cohesion. 

Participation and Accountability 
Although some IDPs are struggling to communicate their problems to the Government, systems exist to 
facilitate this communication (NGOs/CSOs, volunteers etc.), although their own resources and capacities 
are limited (KIIs). 

IDPs tend to question the effectiveness of Government and do not express any belief their voices are being 
heard. Similar frustration is often projected on NGOs and CSOs by IDPs who have never received any 
assistance from such entities. 

Self-organization and cooperation are deemed crucial tools for IDPs to be heard in any decision-making 
process. There is a notion that IDPs could achieve more when being proactive and approaching the relevant 
decision-making bodies with elaborated and specific suggestions. 



 

IDPs tend to have lower trust in their ability to introduce changes by providing their feedback, than 
representatives of host communities. However, obtaining access to voting made IDPs more confident that 
their voice matters. 

IDPs admit that there are ways to broadcast their opinions, however, many are skeptical about their 
effectiveness. Burdening and ineffective bureaucracy as well as corruption are key issues preventing the 
IDPs from feeling free to communicate their needs to the Government. 

IDPs tend to have a higher level of trust towards NGOs. Grassroots initiatives are considered as successful 
tools for social change.  

Prevention and Protection 
While the participants struggled to provide specific suggestions on how the Government could have 
prevented their displacement, it was commonly recognized, that the Government needs to enhance 
protection of the most vulnerable categories of IDPs, such as pensioners, people with disabilities or people 
with lower income, who are significantly more exposed to risks for their well-being in case of displacement.  

IDPs do not in general put the blame for their displacement on the government but are nearly unanimous 
in their agreement that the Government must take a larger responsibility over their well-being after 
displacement.  

While there are no major concerns among the majority of IDPs about their physical safety in host 
communities, the problem of economic security preoccupies IDPs significantly more. However, those 
residing in Collective Centers do voice out concerns over their physical safety as they are not always 
comfortable with people they have to live with. 

Both IDPs and host community members share the feeling that the relationship between the two groups is 
improving, compared to the mass displacement phase. However, this change is more visible on the level of 
personal relations, rather than on the level of the entire society, where the issue of cultural differences 
often takes over the discourse. 

There used to be certain tensions between IDPs and community members over the perception of security, 
however, it gets better with time. IDPs feel better integrated today and perceive existing conflicts as rare 
and isolated events not necessarily connected to their displacement status. 

Mutual recognition of documents by conflict sides remains a particularly pressing issue preventing many 
IDPs from exercising a number of their constitutional rights, including the right to own property. 

Coordination and HDPN 
Although, there is no such need for coordination compared to the period of mass displacement, since 
emergency assistance is largely replaced by sectoral privileges in education and access to social services, 
those NGOs that remain operational continue to coordinate at local levels. 

There is a sentiment, that IDPs are not sufficiently represented in the work of organizations focusing on the 
IDP response. 

Although, many IDPs struggle to draw a clear line between the emergency assistance and services aimed 
at longer term recovery and development, some say they would prefer the money to be spent on larger 



 

development goals, since one-off assistance does not make much difference for them, while otherwise 
they would have a chance to benefit from a structural change. 

At the same time, many IDP respondents tend to have unfulfilled basic needs, which they would like to be 
addressed in the first place. Some also admit they had attempted to use the available livelihood assistance, 
provided by employment centers and international agencies, including IOM, to launch their own businesses 
but were not able to continue because of the lack of experience and relevant skills. 

Housing and compensation for damaged or destroyed property are assessed as key recovery priorities. 

Psychosocial assistance and learning programmes remain among key priorities for IDPs. 

IDPs note the lack of assessment of IDP needs and highlight that IDPs need to be approached and treated 
differently, based on their specific vulnerabilities and not as a homogenous group. 

Specific Needs and Capacities 
Displaced people with disabilities lose access to their habitual means of coping, and are subject to 
additional stress which, when added up to general economic insecurities carried by IDPs, positions them in 
a particularly dangerous situation, physically, psychologically and financially. 

Elderly people (and especially lonely seniors) face particular challenges as they have no means to provide 
for themselves and cover their lodging costs, while it is very difficult psychologically to accept moving into 
elderly care facilities.  

Internally displaced single mothers also face serious challenges as often economically insecure. These 
challenges increased significantly during COVID-19 crisis. 

With donor funding for supporting vulnerable IDPs shrinking, some IDPs with disabilities lose access to 
nursing support and medicines.  

State-funded medical supplies for children with disabilities and people with rare diseases are scarce and 
often unavailable, which puts less economically secure IDPs into a more vulnerable position compared to 
host community members with similar needs. 

Muslim IDPs often face a lack of Muslim-friendly spaces and services, for instance separate public pools for 
Muslim girls are never available. There is a notion that there is an insufficient public discussion about 
specific needs of Muslim IDPs. 

COVID-19 
The COVID-19 crisis made existing economic problems deeper and more pronounced. Those IDPs, who do 
not own housing in the place of displacement and lose their source of income due to the quarantine 
restrictions, are faced with the difficult choice of returning to the previous place of residence, which for 
many is undesired. 

With restrictions regarding the operation of crossing points, travelling to the pre-displacement places of 
residence has become significantly more expensive and problematic. Those IDPs who decide to enter the 
NGCA from the territory of the Russian Federation effectively violate the Ukrainian immigration law and 
face fines when entering the GCA. 



 

Not being able to access the habitual circle of friends and relatives made IDPs more exposed to 
psychological risks of isolation. 

Access to information (particularly on the work of social protection bodies and algorithms of actions in case 
of infection) was insufficient. 

There were cases when IDPs residing in Collective Centers were required to present a negative COVID-19 
test to continue to reside in the Center, however in the absence of symptoms, free-of-charge tests were 
not provided and the IDPs were forced to take paid tests in private clinics.   

Diabetes-diagnosed IDPs often faced lack of medicines and access to health due to the overload of health 
facilities. 

Since many IDPs settle in further-away locations where rent is cheaper, many face problems with the 
Internet connection, hence distance learning in school was often problematic and at times inaccessible. 
Affordability of the computer equipment and the Internet connection was also a problem for many IDP 
parents. 

Conclusions 
Access to housing and employment remain key problems preventing IDPs from successfully integrating into 
host communities: "In my opinion, the main condition is a job with decent pay. You can live in any city, as 
long as you have work. There is not much work here, the choice is little, and the salary is not very high". 
Although, language and certain cultural differences remain to some extent a source of frustration for a 
portion of IDPs and host community members, they are not assessed as a major prevention for integration 
of IDPs. 

IDPs do have tools to voice out their needs and concerns but are generally skeptical about the effectiveness 
of this process: (“Nobody cares about us. We must unite ourselves as IDPs and present specific suggestions 
and demand specific solutions”) 

Concerns over physical safety remains an issue for those IDPs residing in Collective Centers: “You cannot 
feel safe when you live with 300 different people: some of them abuse drugs, some abuse alcohol, you 
cannot detach and feel secure”. For the majority, however, the issue of economic security remains the 
prevailing problem. 

IDPs with disabilities and other specific needs are subject to multiplied vulnerabilities which positions them 
in a particularly dangerous situation, physically, psychologically and financially: “This assistance for people 
with disabilities simply does not exist. I have a disabled child and I am told to go by the medicine. And if I 
don’t have the money, the conversation is over”. 

COVID-19 crisis made existing socio-economic issues more acute and pronounced. Many IDPs face the risk 
of losing their employment, hence also facing eviction and the risk of having to return to NGCA: “COVID-19 
has impacted IPDs very seriously: if you lose your job and you want to return to Donetsk, regardless of your 
political views, it is much more difficult to do now. So, you cannot rent a place here and you cannot return 
to Donetsk because the borders are closed. And people end up paying a lot of money to get their relatives 
out, just because of COVID”.  

 


	Introduction
	Methods and geographical coverage
	Results
	Durable Solutions
	Participation and Accountability
	Prevention and Protection
	Coordination and HDPN
	Specific Needs and Capacities
	COVID-19
	Conclusions

