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Abstract​
After the end of their conflict with the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL), the Iraqi 
government initiated a policy to close all camps across Iraq housing individuals affected by 
conflict and facilitate their return to their areas of origin. At these areas of origin, millions of 
internally displaced people (IDPs) were also displaced by the ISIL conflict and already living 
outside of the camps, meaning both groups now co-exist outside of the camps. Using a novel 
dataset on movements of camp residents from closed camps, I leverage district-level variation in 
the population shares of inflows from the closed camps to estimate their effects on the welfare of 
IDP households already living outside the camps. Fearing ISIL-related stigma and targeting, 
inflows from the camps may not disclose their movements, while others faced barriers to 
returning to their areas of origin and moved to other districts. To overcome the resulting 
endogeneity in the inflows from camps, I use an instrumental variables strategy which leverages 
policy-driven inflows from closed camps while being orthogonal to local district conditions. 
Contrary to the debate on the camp closures policy, I do not find evidence that overall, inflows 
from camps affect the welfare of IDP households already living outside of camps. The difference 
in characteristics between inflows from the camps and IDP households receiving them outside of 
the camps appears to primarily mitigate the effects of the policy. However, compared to male- 
headed IDP households outside of camps, female-headed IDP households are more vulnerable to 
the inflows, highlighting the necessity of tailored policy interventions to address their specific 
welfare needs, especially their access to healthcare. 
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A nation cannot turn into a tent… into a caravan1 

– Dr. Karim Al-Nouri, Deputy Minister of the Iraqi Ministry of Migration and Displacement 

 

Introduction 

Although conflicts have significantly decreased in many countries, a large number of internally displaced 

people (IDPs) continue to remain displaced long after the conflicts have ended (IDMC 2023). This ongoing 

challenge also persists due to the limited enforcement of policies designed to assist IDP returns to their areas 

of origin in post-conflict settings. One notable exception is the nationwide camp closure policy enforced by 

the Government of Iraq. After the liberation of Iraqi territories previously controlled by the Islamic State of 

Iraq and the Levant2 (ISIL), which launched its territorial campaign in January 2014, the Iraqi government 

initiated a policy in December 2017 to close camps all over Iraq housing IDPs displaced by the ISIL conflict. 

This nationwide policy was designed to facilitate the return of individuals displaced by conflict and living in 

the camps to their areas of origin and support their reintegration into their communities. The government 

decision to close camps in Iraq sparked a widespread debate across international media and humanitarian 

organizations3, especially on the implications for those leaving the camps and the impacts on the communities 

that receive these populations. While the government and some media outlets described the policy as 

“reconstruction processes” and “recovery efforts” (Iraqi Ministry of Migration and Displacement and Iraqi 

Ministry of Planning 2020, 4; Associated Press 2023), humanitarian organizations warned of “further 

aggravated” effects for populations living outside the camps who are receiving inflows from the camps, as 

these inflows “increased the pressure on scarce services” in some locations (OCHA 2021b, 13; 2021a, 9). 

Besides the local populations living in districts receiving inflows from the closed camps, a particularly 

large and vulnerable population in the same districts which also received these inflows includes millions of 

IDP households who were also displaced by the ISIL conflict and already living outside the camps before 

camp closures began (see Figure 14). In particular, both inflows from the camps and IDP households outside 

of camps have fled the same ISIL conflict and many have experienced shared struggles, such as the destruction 

of assets in their areas of origin. In spite of these shared conflict-related experiences, descriptive evidence 

suggests that the two groups still differ in their educational profiles, which potentially limits their competition 

over labor market prospects and access to resources. The shared struggles yet different profiles thus raise the 

empirical question of whether inflows from the closed camps impacted the welfare of IDP households already 

living outside the camps. I focus my analysis on the impact of camp closures on IDP households displaced 

by ISIL between January 2014 and November 2017 who have already been living outside of the camps. This 

 

1 Translated from Arabic from an interview on MBC Iraq channel: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DfOlmhE3sw0 

2 Also known as ISIL, ISIS, or Da’ish. 

3 See Appendix Section A.1.2 for examples of excerpts from the media and organizations on the debate of the camp closures policy 

in Iraq. 

4 More details on the different populations in Figure 1 are discussed later with summary statistics for each group available in 

Appendix Table A.2. 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DfOlmhE3sw0
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period precedes the government's announced defeat of ISIL and the implementation of the nationwide camp 

closures policy. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Camp closures in Iraq and populations living outside of the camps receiving inflows 

from the camps. In the green box: the IDP household population in districts receiving inflows from 

the camps and examined in this paper. Author’s illustration. 

 

Despite the debate on camp closures and the substantial number of IDP households already living 

outside camps across Iraq, there has not been any empirical evaluation to support or refute the arguments 

about the policy’s effects on their welfare. In my paper, I provide an empirical assessment of this debate by 

leveraging a novel dataset on movements from the camps and examining a vast array of welfare outcomes of 

IDP households receiving inflows from the closed camps. I study the impact of inflows from the camps on the 

following welfare outcomes for IDP households receiving them outside the camps: household income, 

spending behavior across various categories (total expenses, food, healthcare, and rent), food security (dietary 

diversity and household hunger, respectively), and healthcare congestion experienced by these households. 

To the best of my knowledge, my paper is the first to provide an empirical assessment of a recent 

controversial policy promoting the returns of IDP households in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) 

region where 20 percent of all conflict IDPs in the world live (IDMC 2024). Despite their vast numbers in 

developing countries, and especially in Iraq, IDP households are underexplored in the literature as populations 

exposed to policy shocks. My first contribution is thus to examine the camp closures policy on the welfare of 

this large segment of the population. Second, my findings pinpoint the exact subgroup of IDP households 

outside of camps most vulnerable to the inflows and along which welfare dimension, namely widowed female- 

headed IDP households’ access to healthcare. 

Despite the debate on the adverse effects of the camp closures policy on IDP households outside of 

camps, I do not find evidence that overall, inflows from the camps adversely impact the welfare of IDP 
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households outside of camps, namely total spending, spending on food or rent, respectively, food security, or 

experience of healthcare congestion. In fact, I find some evidence of an increase in the household income of 

IDP households outside of camps and a reduction in their healthcare spending. The increase in household 

income could be partly explained by humanitarian assistance provided to IDP households outside of camps 

particularly in districts which received a higher share of inflows in the form of emergency cash or cash-for- 

work opportunities (IOM 2021b). Moreover, descriptive evidence suggests that inflows from the camps and 

IDP households outside of camps have different education profiles, which likely limits their competition for 

similar labor market opportunities and mitigates an adverse impact on the incomes of IDP households outside 

of camps. The reduction in healthcare spending could be explained by the provision of direct health support 

to IDP households outside of camps in districts with a high share of inflows. This support, which includes 

medical treatment and psychosocial services (IOM 2021b), likely reduces the out-of-pocket healthcare costs 

of IDP households outside of camps. 

 

Additionally, the findings from my paper highlight the importance of tailored policies and 

humanitarian assistance to ensure equitable benefits for all IDP households. Despite humanitarian assistance 

to IDP households outside of camps, widowed female-headed IDP households appear to be more vulnerable 

to inflows from the camps than male-headed IDP households, especially regarding access to healthcare. It also 

appears that compared to male-headed IDP households outside of camps, female-headed IDP households 

outside of camps compensate for their experience of healthcare congestion through increased food spending 

as a form of preventive health strategy to reduce their reliance on healthcare services. 

 

I provide four possible explanations for my overall findings. First, descriptive statistics and interviews 

I conducted with local human rights advocates in Iraq reveal that IDP households, on average, have higher 

levels of education compared to those arriving from the closed camps. As Iraqi government statistics indicate 

that employment in the informal sector with low pay and productivity are highest for populations with lower 

educational levels, potential competition between the two groups over similar resources is unlikely. Second, 

government assistance and humanitarian aid to the IDP households outside of camps may have mitigated the 

effects of the inflows from the camps. For example, through the Iraqi government’s provision of nationwide 

social assistance programs, which provides essential food commodities to most Iraqi citizens through the 

Public Distribution System (PDS), or through humanitarian assistance given to IDP households outside of 

camps in the form of emergency cash or short-term cash-for-work opportunities (IOM 2021b). Third, the 

overall magnitude of the inflows from the camps to the Iraqi population is only 1.64 percent of the total Iraqi 

population (CCCM Cluster 2017), which may explain the limited effects of the policy. Fourth, since the 

household-level data in my study was collected five to seven months after the latest examined camp closures, 

this analysis reflects the short-term impact of the camp closures policy on the welfare of IDP households 

outside of camps, as the long-term effects may take more time to materialize. 
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To conduct my analysis, I first combine two datasets: an unexplored household-level dataset that 

covers IDP households living outside of camps in districts receiving the inflows from the closed camps, and 

a novel dataset that allows me to identify the number of inflows arriving to each district where IDP households 

outside of camps live. I exploit the district-level variation in the share of inflows from camps which allows 

me to compare the welfare of IDP households residing in districts with a higher share of inflows to those in 

districts with minimal or no inflows. 

 

Although I include a battery of controls in line with the Iraqi context that can influence IDP 

households’ outcomes, there remain two sources of potential bias in OLS estimates. First, not all individuals 

leaving the camps may be willing to disclose their districts of arrival for fear of being targeted, especially if 

they have ISIL-affiliated family members. Additionally, it is possible that operational constraints limited the 

scope of humanitarian actors to capture the universe of all movements from the camps to the district, especially 

as the policy was sudden in nature, necessitating radical operational shifts for humanitarian actors (OCHA 

2021a; 2020; Global Shelter Cluster 2021). Hence, measurement error in the number of inflows can lead to 

attenuation bias. Second, although most individuals from the camps returned to their districts of origin, some 

individuals faced barriers in their returns and moved to other districts potentially due to unobserved 

characteristics of the district where they relocated to. For example, if these inflows from the camps relocate 

to districts with better local welfare provision and compete with vulnerable IDP households over resources, 

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) estimates might be biased downward, in absolute terms, as districts with better 

welfare provision could be better equipped to cope with the inflows from the camps. Conversely, if these 

inflows from the camps move to districts where they have stronger social networks than IDP households 

already there, for example through unobserved shared tribal affiliations, these networks can help the inflows 

access more or higher-quality resources, leading to greater competition with IDP households for resources 

and potentially biasing the OLS estimates upwards, in absolute terms. 

To address potential endogeneity in the inflows from the camps, I use an instrumental variables 

strategy in line with instruments applied in various studies on migration (Maystadt et al. 2020; Kadigo and 

Maystadt 2023; Chevalier et al. 2023; Del Carpio and Wagner 2015; Baez 2011; Ruiz and Vargas-Silva 2015). 

I leverage a third dataset detailing the pre-policy district of origin for all individuals from each closed camp 

and construct my instrument as follows. For a given district, I calculate the number of pre-policy camp 

residents who originate from that district within each camp. Then, each of these numbers is weighted by the 

inverse of the distance between each camp to the centroid of the given district. The instrument predicts that 

inflows to a given district from closed camps increase with the number of nearby camp residents who share 

the same origin as the given district, and the distance reflects the costs associated with relocating to a district. 

The growing literature on the effects of forced displacement on local populations explores their welfare 

(Kadigo and Maystadt 2023; Maystadt and Duranton 2019; Maystadt and Verwimp 2014; d’Errico et al. 2022; 

Kreibaum 2016; Alix-Garcia et al. 2018); health (Baez 2011; Nsababera 2020); wages and employment 
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(Bauer, Flake, and Sinning 2013; Morales 2018; Fallah, Krafft, and Wahba 2019); food security (Alix-Garcia, 

Bartlett, and Saah 2012; Alix-Garcia and Saah 2010; George and Adelaja 2022; Alam et al. 2022); housing 

(Alhawarin, Assaad, and Elsayed 2021; Rozo and Sviatschi 2021; Depetris-Chauvin and Santos 2018) and 

other outcomes (see the review by Verme and Schuettler (2021)). In terms of examining welfare and the use 

of the instrumental variables strategy, my paper relates to the study by Kadigo and Maystadt (2023). In their 

study, they use a shift-share instrument based on the distance between refugee settlements and the closest 

border crossing points and find that Ugandan households close to refugee settlements have significant welfare 

benefits. The healthcare implications of my paper for female-headed IDP households, compared to male- 

headed households, relate to the study by Cavatorta, Janssens, and Mesnard (2023). Using a structural model 

and data on poor households in Nigeria, they highlight gender disparities in healthcare access in the context 

of price subsidy interventions. Importantly, they caution that healthcare subsidies can lead to congestion if 

they are not accompanied by an increase in the capacity of public facilities. 

In the context of low and middle-income countries hosting the majority of IDPs, two areas in the 

literature are yet to be explored. First, the existence and evaluation of policies promoting returns of forcibly 

displaced populations. An exception, focusing on refugees, is the study by Blair and Wright (2021) which 

examines the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees’ (UNHCR) cash assistance program for 

Afghan repatriates from Pakistan. They find that sufficient cash transfers to repatriates diminishes insurgent 

violence by potentially increasing reservation wages and reducing the recruitment capabilities of insurgent 

groups in Afghanistan. Second, the effects of immigration on other pre-existing immigrant populations. A 

notable exception is the study by Card (1990), which finds that the Mariel Boatlift influx of low-skilled Cuban 

immigrants does not negatively impact the wages of similarly skilled non-Cuban immigrant workers in Miami. 

Another study on the United States by Fouka, Mazumder and Tabellini (2022) finds that immigrants living in 

areas that received more Black migrants experienced higher assimilation. 

My paper is structured as follows. Section 2 provides the context of internal displacement, welfare 

systems and the camp closure policy in Iraq. Section 3 presents the data. Section 4 describes the econometric 

model. Section 5 presents the results. Section 6 conducts a series of robustness checks and Section 7 provides 

a discussion and concludes. 

2 Context 

 
2.1 Conflict and Internal Displacement in Iraq 

Iraq suffers from a long history of internal displacement as a result of intercommunal tensions and 

nearly two decades of conflict including conflict with the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant (also known as 
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Da’ish, the Arabic acronym for al-Dawla al-Islamiyya fi al-‘Iraq wal-Sham5). Although the organization had 

been largely suppressed in Iraq, its campaign to capture territory intensified in July 2013, followed by its take- 

over of multiple cities across Iraq and Syria. The emergence of ISIL in Iraq and the subsequent war to defeat 

it led to one of the world’s largest displacement crises (IOM 2021c). Following significant military operations 

in December 2017, the former Iraqi prime minister Haider al-Abadi announced the defeat of ISIL. The 

reconstruction costs of the ISIL conflict to Iraq are estimated by the World Bank and the Iraqi government to 

be USD 88 billion (Iraqi Ministry of Migration and Displacement and Iraqi Ministry of Planning 2020). 

Just before the former prime minister’s declaration of ISIL defeat in December 2017, Iraq was home 

to nearly 6 million IDPs living in camps and outside of camps, 4,112,040 of which lived across Iraq while the 

rest of the IDPs resided in the autonomous Kurdistan Region in the north of Iraq. For the same period, the 

number of camps in Iraq6 was 517 and hosted 627,009 IDPs (CCCM Cluster 2017), or about 1.64 percent of 

the total Iraqi population. 

2.2 The Camp Closures Policy 

IDP camps in Iraq were managed by local governments where the camps were located, in coordination 

with the Iraqi Ministry of Migration and Displacement (MoMD) and international organizations (European 

Asylum Support Office 2020). IDMC (2020) estimates in 2019 the camp coordination and management costs 

for IDPs in Iraq to be approximately USD 20.9 million8. 

After ISIL was defeated by Iraqi forces in December 2017, the Iraqi government began promoting the 

return of IDPs to their liberated areas from ISIL and initiated a campaign to close and consolidate IDP camps. 

Camp closures also aimed to prevent violations experienced by IDPs living in camps, such as women and 

children, and to stop the exploitation of IDPs in camps for electoral purposes (Jabro 2021)9. The camp closures 

campaign intensified in the summer of 2019, paused in 2020 due to the Covid-19 pandemic and the 

appointment of a new prime minister, and then resumed in October 2020 (CIVIC 2021). According to OCHA 

(2020) and Global Shelter Cluster (2021), the camp closures process was both sudden and rapid. 

To support IDPs returning to their areas of origin from the camps, in 2019 the government announced 

that it will offer each returning IDP family of two or more members a one-time grant of (IQD) 1.5 million 

 

 

 

5 Previously, the organization was called the Islamic State of Iraq (ISI), after which ISI declared its merge with the Syrian al-Qa’ida 

affiliate, Jabhat al-Nusra (the Nusra Front). However, the latter continued to exist as their leader would reject the command of ISI 

(Stansfield 2016). 

6 Not including the Kurdistan Region of Iraq as camps there were unaffected by the policy at the time. 

7 Note that there are camps which form part of a larger camp location. For consistency, I treat camps constituting a larger camp as 

one entity, namely Amriyat al-Fallujah (AAF), Al-Habbaniyah Tourist City (HTC) and Bzeibez. 

8 IDMC (2020) notes that cost estimates in its report do not correspond to the actual amount spent by the government or humanitarian 

organizations but are estimates of the total amount that would have been required to meet the needs of IDPs. 

9 Translated from an Arabic interview with the current Minister of Migration and Displacement: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Va-FJTsM1SA 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Va-FJTsM1SA
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Iraqi Dinars (around USD 1,00010) and IQD 0.75 million (around USD 570) for single-member families on a 

first-come, first-served basis upon registering with the MoMD. In addition to the return grant, returning IDP 

families also receive food rations and non-food items such as clothing (IOM Returns Working Group 2021). 

Humanitarian aid was also directed towards IDP households already living outside of camps. In 

particular, the UN Humanitarian Coordinator in Iraq called upon organizations to scale up their operations 

and shift their focus from camp settings to assist both the inflows and the communities absorbing them 

(Stoddard et al. 2021). Indeed, a report by IOM (2021b) outlines the IOM’s response plan to the camp closures 

policy by targeting the following populations: IDP households living outside of camps, host communities, and 

IDPs relocating from the camp. With funding of about USD 98.6 million11, the IOM’s response plan included 

providing cash-for-work opportunities, emergency cash, and vocational training to the targeted populations 

(IOM 2021b). The IOM (2021b) response plan also included funding of USD 1.6 million for direct health 

support to IDP households outside of camps in the form of providing treatment of illnesses or mental health 

and psychosocial support. Additionally, a funding of about USD 5.5 million humanitarian aid included 

upgrades to the shelter conditions for IDP households outside of camps (IOM 2021b). 

Figure 2 depicts the number of open camps in Iraq from October 2018 till May 202312. Meanwhile, 

in the autonomous Kurdistan Region of Iraq13, the camp closures policy did not apply, and the camps remained 

operational (UNHCR 2023). In September 2020, just before the policy resumed, there were 18 camps in Iraq 

hosting 61,440 camp residents representing about 0.16 percent of all the Iraqi population (CCCM Cluster 

2020a). By January 2021, 12 of these camps closed, 5 were later turned into informal sites14 (where IDPs can 

still live but authorities would not be responsible for their administration), and the last remaining camp closed 

in 2023. Due to data limitations15, I focus my analysis on the inflows from 12 camps and an additional 2 

informal sites that closed in Iraq after the policy resumed from October 2020 to January 2021. Taken together, 

these 14 IDP sites hosted 45,599 IDPs (IOM 2020d). Figure 3 depicts the geographical location of the 14 IDP 

sites that closed in Iraq, excluding those in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq where the camp closures were not 

implemented at the time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10 Iraqi Dinars (IQD) are converted to USD using historical exchange rates obtained from Xe.com. 

11 This is the amount of confirmed funding. 

12 Data on the number of camps from February 2018 to September 2018 is unavailable for each month, so the figure begins from 

October 2018 as it the earliest date of consistent data availability. 

13 The Kurdistan Region of Iraq is an autonomous region in Iraq, consisting of 3 governorates out of 18 governorates in Iraq: Erbil, 

Sulaymaniyah and Duhok. A governorate, muhafaza, is first administrative division of Iraq, followed by the district, qad’haa. 

14 CCCM Cluster (2020b) defines informal sites as follows: areas not built to accommodate IDPs or returnees but serve that purpose, 

authorities are not responsible for their management or administration, assistance and services may be absent or irregularly provided 

and there is a minimum of 5 households in the site. I do not include in my analysis camps that did not close and were classified into 

informal sites as individuals may continue to live there. 

15 See Appendix Section A.9 for details. 
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Date 

 

Figure 1. Number of open camps in Iraq between October 2018 and May 2023. Author’s 

illustration. Source: CCCM. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Location of IDP sites that closed between October 2020 and January 2021 across districts 

in Iraq. The red triangles represent IDP sites. Author’s illustration. 

To mitigate concerns of selection bias of inflows from early camp and late camp closures to the 

districts, I compile data from pre-policy reports on camp residents who lived in camps that closed early before 

the camp closures policy pause and residents in camps that closed later after the policy resumed. I find no 

significant differences in their demographic, labor market, or camp infrastructure characteristics (see 

Appendix Table A.1). Reassuringly, this check limits the concern that observed effects of inflows from late 

closures on IDP households outside of camps are driven by pre-existing differences with early closures, 

ensuring the representativeness of the sample over time. 
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While the camp closures resulted in an overwhelming majority of individuals returning to their areas 

of origin, after the policy resumed, about a third of the inflows from the camps did not return to their areas 

and instead remained displaced, for example due to intracommunal tensions. To support these individuals, the 

Iraqi government outlined the following support strategy. First, informing those individuals about alternative 

locations for relocation. Second, ensuring their access to adequate shelter and assistance with essential needs 

such as food and third, tracking them to monitor their needs if they require additional support (Iraqi Ministry 

of Migration and Displacement and Iraqi Ministry of Planning 2020). 

2.3 Welfare in Iraq 

In this sub-section, I describe the institutional frameworks governing the labor market, food system, 

healthcare system, and housing system for both IDP households outside of camps and IDPs who left the camps. 

2.3.1 Labor market 

Just over half of the employment in Iraq is in the informal sector, which includes unregistered 

enterprises with employees working on a casual basis (CSO, KRSO, and ILO 2021). The informal sector is 

also characterized by low pay and low productivity (MoP Iraq, MoP Kurdistan Iraq, and CSO 2019). In 

particular, the probability of working in the informal sector in Iraq is highest for individuals with an 

elementary education or below, while for those with higher education, the probability appears to be null (CSO, 

KRSO, and ILO 2021). 

Given the probabilities of informal employment provided by the statistics offices of Iraq, the Kurdistan 

Region of Iraq and the International Labour Organization, a comparison of the educational profiles of IDP 

households living outside of camps and camp IDP households suggests that the two groups are unlikely to 

compete for similar jobs in the labor market. Using household-level data on both groups, I find that compared 

to IDP households living outside of camps, an overwhelming majority of camp residents (80%) appear to have 

no education or only elementary education16. In contrast, IDP households living outside of the camps are more 

likely to have higher levels of education beyond elementary school, namely secondary education, professional 

education or higher education (see Table 1)17. 

Table 1. Education profile of camp resident IDP households and IDP households living outside of camps 
 

Camp resident 

households 

IDP households outside 

of the camps 
Difference t 

 

No education 0.38 0.25 0.14 (8.31)*** 
 

Highest education: 

Elementary 

education 

 

0.42 0.27 0.15 (9.09)*** 

 

 

 
 

16 Elementary school in Iraq is 6 years long. Students are registered in the first grade at the age of 6 (Al-Shaikhly and Cui 2017). 

17 Indeed, I conduct interviews with local human rights organizations in Iraq which confirm this descriptive evidence. 
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Highest education:  

Secondary education 0.15 0.29 -0.15 (-11.29)*** 
 

Highest education: 

Professional 

education 

 

0.02 0.08 -0.06 (-9.41)*** 

Highest education: 

University 0.03 0.11 -0.08 (-10.66)*** 

 
 

Number of 

households 
1113 3567 

 

Note: This table shows the education profiles of camp resident households and IDP households outside of camps 

who have been living in their locations since the ISIL conflict till a month before the camp closure policy 

implementation (till November 2017). Source: MCNA 2019, a nationwide statistically representative household 

survey. 

 

2.3.2 Food security 

The majority of Iraqi citizens rely on food assistance from the Iraqi government through the Public 

Distribution System (PDS) (UNHCR 2016). The PDS is one of the world’s largest subsidy programs providing 

essential food commodities to most Iraqi citizens, including camp residents who left the camps and IDP 

households outside of the camps. Food provided through the PDS has been mostly sourced through imports 

(Krishnan, Olivieri, and Ramadan 2019). The mass distribution of food items through the PDS ensures that 

immediate international price increases for certain commodities do not directly impact the local Iraqi market 

(WFP 2022). Given this context, it is unlikely that inflows from the camps substantially affect demand and 

increase prices for essential food commodities outside of the camps. 

In addition to the PDS, humanitarian organizations such as the World Food Programme (WFP) have 

also supported IDPs in the form of food parcels or voucher transfers to allow affected households greater 

control and choice. A report by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) indicates 

that 16 percent of the food sourced by WFP is procured locally at an adequate quality and competitive prices 

(FAO 2014). 

2.3.3 Healthcare system 

In Iraq, the government finances most of the health sector, while a small yet expanding private sector 

is funded through patient out-of-pocket payments (World Bank 2017). There is no formal health insurance 

system in Iraq, and healthcare is provided for free through a network of hospitals and primary healthcare 

centers (PHCC) organized by the Ministry of Health (Mohsin, Mula-Hussain, and Gilson 2024). PHCCs offer 

services covering preventive and basic curative treatments, such as childhood immunization (Al Janabi 2023). 

If a case is severe, the patient is referred to the district’s hospital (Al Janabi 2023). However, it is not 

uncommon for IDP households to seek private healthcare as an alternative to public healthcare. For example, 

a study by IOM and Georgetown University finds that about 20 percent of IDP households outside of camps 

displaced between 2014 and 2015 use private hospitals to access healthcare between the end of 2019 and the 

beginning of 2020 (Al-Shami and Davis 2020). 
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Before camp closures, each IDP camp had one PHCC on-site run by the directorate of health of the 

governorate where the camp is located, or by local and international NGOs (Khan et al. 2021). While PHCCs 

provide basic healthcare services, patients who required more care were referred to the nearest health facility 

outside of the camp (Khan et al. 2021). However, some ISIL-affiliated households are required to obtain 

permission from security forces to access hospitals for care (IOM 2020b; European Asylum Support Office 

2020). 

After camp residents left the camps, they began relying on health facilities outside of the camps, which 

triggered concerns of strain and competition for scarce healthcare services used by IDP households already 

living outside of camps 

2.3.4 Housing and shelter 

The vast majority of IDP households residing outside the camps lived in rented accommodation (IOM 

2018). After camp closures, inflows from the camp closures arriving to areas outside the camps sought various 

forms of housing. A survey conducted by CCCM (2021) on camp residents who left the camps since the camp 

closures resumed shows that about 40 percent of them lived in rented accommodation, while the remaining 

60 percent were almost equally distributed among living in their own homes, staying with family or friends, 

or resorting to critical shelters like abandoned or unfinished buildings. This suggests that the majority of 

inflows arriving from the camps do not seem to be competing with the IDP households already living outside 

of camps over rented accommodation. Given the distinct educational profiles of both groups, and the expected 

limited labor market competition between them, it is difficult to argue that the two groups would compete for 

similar housing resources. It is thus unlikely that inflows from the camps would increase demand and rental 

prices for the types of housing inhabited by IDP households outside of camps. 

3 Data 

I use three main datasets to conduct my analysis. First, to determine the inflows arriving to the districts 

where IDP households live outside of camps, I use a camp movements dataset that tracks movements of 

individuals leaving the camps and records their districts of arrival. Second, I use a household-level dataset 

which includes data on IDP households living outside of camps across districts in Iraq. Third, I use data on 

the origins of camp residents before the policy resumption to address two potential sources of endogeneity in 

the inflows from camps: measurement error in the recorded inflows from the camps and omitted variable bias 

as some individuals leaving the camps faced barriers to their returns and moved to other districts potentially 

due to unobserved characteristics of those districts. In addition to these three main datasets, I compile data 

from multiple reports and datasets to construct geographical and pre-policy controls18. 

 

 

18 I consider the year 2018 as the pre-policy year as the year prior to that, 2017, was a year of conflict and liberation efforts against 

ISIL, so it does not serve as a relatively recent indicator for my analysis given the reconstruction occurring after the conflict and 

corresponding changes in the districts. Also, a few camps were closed by December 2018 as the camp closures intensified the 

following year, which mitigates possible large shifts in the population associated with camp closures till 2018. 
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Mosul 

  Khanaqin 

3.1 Camp movements data 

The first dataset used in this paper is the camp movements dataset. These datasets are Emergency 

Tracking datasets provided by DTM (IOM Displacement Tracking Matrix) which track households that left 

camps in Iraq between October 2020 and January 2021 and identify the camps they moved from and the 

districts they arrived to. The camp movements dataset used in this study records 26,963 inflows of individuals 

from the 14 closed IDP sites to areas outside of camps across Iraqi districts. The majority of these movements, 

approximately 70 percent, are individuals returning from the camps to their districts of origin, while the 

remaining 30 percent are individuals who remained displaced elsewhere outside of the camps. 

The map of Iraq in Figure 4 shows that the share of inflows from the closed camps relative to the pre- 

policy district populations appears to be minimal, suggesting that the argued adverse effects of the policy on 

IDP households outside of camps are likely to be mitigated. Some of the largest shares of the inflows from 

closed camps arrived in districts bordering the district of Mosul, where two IDP camps (Hammam Al-Aleel 2 

and Al-Jad’ah 1) were located. Indeed, before the camp closures, almost half of these two camps’ populations 

originated from these bordering districts. This suggests that districts are more likely to receive inflows from 

nearby camps, especially when a significant share of the residents in these camps originate from those districts. 

Similarly, on the eastern side of the map in Figure 4, there is a relatively large share of inflows from the camps 

arriving to the district of Khanaqin and its neighbouring district of Al-Muqdadiya. Khanaqin itself hosted two 

IDP camps (Al-Wand 1 and Al-Wand 2), with 100 percent of both camp populations’ originating from these 

two districts. 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Share of inflows from the camps (as a percent of the population in 2018). Author’s illustration 

using data from the IOM 
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3.2 Data on IDP households living outside of camps 

I use household-level data from the Multi Cluster Needs Assessment (MCNA) survey, a nationwide 

household-level survey conducted from June to August 2021 after the camp closures. REACH, a leading 

humanitarian initiative offering crisis-related information, conducted this survey. According to REACH, this 

survey serves as a quantitative evidence base for humanitarian decision makers to inform planning in Iraq. 

The survey is sampled through a two-stage stratified cluster sampling approach. That is, based on the IOM 

population lists of households displaced by conflict, a sampling frame was developed for all districts with a 

minimum of 200 households displaced by conflict, and then a sample of these households is drawn from each 

district19. 

The dataset covers 12,090 households in Iraq, including IDP households; other migrant households 

which include returnee households who were previously displaced by ISIL and whose dates of return to their 

districts is anonymous due to confidentiality and privacy concerns; IDP households in camps mostly in the 

autonomous Kurdistan region; and a few local households from the host community, across 62 of 120 districts 

in Iraq. These 62 districts are distributed across 14 governorates out of 18 in Iraq20. I restrict the analysis to 

IDP households living outside of camps who arrived at their locations from the start of the ISIL conflict 

(January 2014) until the month just before the announced defeat of ISIL (November 2017). This ensures that 

those IDP households do not include individuals who arrived from the closed camps due to the policy, as the 

data does not allow me to distinguish whether IDP households arrived from camps. Appendix Figure A.1 

illustrates the process through which 2,906 IDP households living outside of camps across 54 districts within 

14 governorates in Iraq are selected in my paper. In addition, Appendix Table A.2 provides summary statistics 

which describe the characteristics of five population groups in the MCNA 2021 survey: (1) the working 

sample of my paper, which is IDP households outside of camps who arrived to their districts before the camp 

closures policy; (2) IDP households who arrived after the camp closures policy; (3) IDP households living in 

camps; (4) returnee households with anonymous return dates; and (5) the small sample of host community 

households. Appendix Table A.2 shows that, on average, IDP households living outside of camps have lower 

incomes compared to host community households. However, they earn higher incomes than IDP households 

that still resided in the few camps that remained open or in the camps that remained operational in districts in 

the Kurdistan Region of Iraq at the time. 

Table 2 presents summary statistics for the outcome variables and household-level controls examined 

for IDP households living outside of camps. On average, these households earn about 60% of the average 

monthly income in Iraq, which is approximately USD 460 (CSO, KRSO, and ILO 2021). This income gap 

may be partly explained by the fact that around 70% of these households have experienced forms of violence 

 

19 According to REACH, locations in the districts were selected with probability proportional to size sampling. In each location, a 

set of geo-points was randomly generated and given to enumerators who would then interview an eligible household nearest to a 

given geo-point. 

20 4 governorates in southernmost Iraq are not covered in the survey, namely Al-Basra, Maysan, Muthanna, and Thi-Qar. 
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which typically result in the loss of their usual sources of livelihood at their areas of origin, such as loss of 

land or property, or perceived presence of explosive ordnance affecting their assets in their areas of origin. 

Notably, an overwhelming majority of the IDP households (96%) outside of camps receive food through the 

government’s Public Distribution System, which suggests that the effects of inflows on their food security is 

likely mitigated through the provision of already-existing food security mechanisms provided by the Iraqi 

government. 

Table 1. Summary statistics: household-level controls and outcome variables 
 

 

Outcome variables: 

 

FCS (Dietary diversity), 0-112 

score 

HHS (Household hunger), 0-6 

scale 

Monthly income (IQD) 

Monthly total expenses (IQD) 

Monthly food expenses (IQD) 

Monthly rent expenses (IQD) 

Mean Standard deviation 
 

 

 

62.026 21.823 

5.482 1.102 

370493.118 239697.820 

[USD 253.87721] [USD 164.251] 

459045.096 304468.226 

[USD 314.557] [USD 208.634] 

242862.529 155523.023 

[USD 166.419] [USD 106.571] 

101086.545 101557.588 
 

 

Monthly healthcare expenses 

(IQD) 

[USD 69.269] 

110933.930 

[USD 76.017] 

[USD 69.591] 

182884.256 

[USD 125.320] 

Healthcare congestion index 

[0,1] 

Household characteristics: 

0.241 0.084 

Female-headed household 0.106 0.308 

Household head age: 18-24 0.020 0.139 

Household head age: 25-49 0.708 0.455 

Household head age: 50-59 0.167 0.373 

Household head age: 60+ 0.106 0.307 

Location is household’s first 

place of displacement 
0.546 0.498 

 

Household attempted return but 

remained displaced 

Arrived at location in 2014 

0.107 

0.463 

0.309 

0.499 

Arrived at location in 2015 0.174 0.380 

Arrived at location in 2016 0.184 0.387 

Arrived at location in 2017 0.179 0.383 

First displacement in 2014 0.826 0.379 

First displacement in 2015 0.097 0.296 

First displacement in 2016 or 

2017 
0.077 0.267 

Receives PDS 0.958 0.201 

 

21 Iraqi Dinars (IQD) are converted to USD using historical exchange rates obtained from Xe.com. 
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Has more than 6 household 

members 
0.347 0.476 

Faces movement restrictions 0.145 0.352 

At least 1 adult has missing 

civil documentation 
0.971 0.167 

Affected by any violence 0.691 0.462 
 

Number of households 2906 
 

Note: This table shows the average share and standard deviations for the outcome variables and household-level characteristics for 

the sample of IDP households living outside of camps who arrived at their locations before the camp closure policy. Author’s 

calculations using MCNA 2021 survey. 

3.3 Data to construct the instrument 

To overcome endogeneity concerns, I leverage data from the IOM on the origins of camp populations 

just before the policy was resumed in October 2020 to construct my instrument. The data was collected 

between July and August 2020 and allows me to identify the exact district of origin of the camp population 

for each of the 14 IDP sites that closed. Using this data, I can determine the number of IDPs in each camp 

who originate from the same district as the district of residence for IDP households surveyed outside of camps. 

This data thus enables me to compute the predicted share of inflows from the camps to each district (see 

Section 4 for details on the empirical strategy). 

3.4 Pre-policy controls and geographic data 

 
I include various pre-policy and geographic variables that, in the Iraqi context, can affect the welfare of 

IDP households outside of camps, and may also influence movements from the camps. The pre-policy and 

geographic controls are as follows: 

• Violence per 1,000 inhabitants in 2018, which I define as the number of violent 

deaths in a district divided by the district’s pre-policy 2018 population (multiplied by 1000). Violence 

data is obtained from the Uppsala Georeferenced Event Dataset (UCDP-GED) (Davies et al. 2024; 

Sundberg and Melander 2013). Safer communities can facilitate the livelihoods of IDP households and 

can thus contribute to better welfare. 

• Whether a district has an Arab Muslim Sunni majority in 2015, using the Atlas of the Islamic World 

and Vicinity (Dr. M. Izady, 2006-present). I define districts as having an Arab Sunni majority if Arab 

Sunnis constitute more than half of the district’s population. Since the majority of IDPs are generally 

of Sunni background (Khaleel 2019), we can expect many of the inflows from the camps to return 

primarily to majority Sunni areas where they share common religious rituals and networks which can 

help improve their welfare. 

• Light intensity in 2018 as a proxy for local economic activity in each district using VIIRS data (Elvidge 

et al. 2021) and extracted using GeoQuery (Goodman et al. 2019). Increased economic activity can 

help offer livelihood prospects and facilitate access to markets. 
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• Population of a district in 2018 using data archives from the Central Statistical Organization of Iraq. 

Populated districts may be more likely to have improved access to services, which in turn can improve 

IDP households’ welfare. 

• Remoteness of a district. I control for the nearest distance from each district centroid to the nearest 

river in Iraq (Tigris or Euphrates rivers). Historically, many current cities and towns in Iraq were built 

on the Tigris and Euphrates rivers as their populations used irrigation for livelihoods (Al-Jamil 2008). 

Consequently, districts that are farther away from either river are considered relatively more remote. 

Table 2. Summary statistics: inflows, pre-policy and geographic district-level controls 
 

 

District-level control Mean Standard deviation 

Share of inflows from camps (%) 0.141 0.382 

Fatalities (per 1,000 inhabitants) 0.202 1.002 

Districts with Arab Muslim Sunni majority (%) 22.222 41.964 

Nighttime lights (normalized by population) 0.245 0.473 

Population 447475.222 467296.655 
 

Log (nearest distance to closest river, Tigris or 

Euphrates rivers) 
2.601 1.556 

Number of districts 54 
 

Note: This table shows the average share and standard deviations of inflows arriving from the camps, pre-policy and geographic 

district-level characteristics. 

 

Table 3 presents the district-level summary statistics for the share of inflows from the camps, pre-policy 

district-level controls and geographic controls. The average share of the inflows from closed camps arriving 

outside of camps across the 54 districts is only about 0.14 percent. This small figure, together with the different 

education profiles between both groups, inflows of humanitarian aid to both groups and the presence of 

government welfare mechanisms such as the Public Distribution System (PDS), suggests that in contrast to 

the debate on camp closures, the overall impact of inflows from the closed camps on the welfare of IDP 

households is likely to be minimal. 

4 Empirical Strategy 

To examine the effect of the camp closures policy on the welfare of IDP households already living 

outside of camps, I exploit the district-level variation in their exposure to inflows from camps that closed 

between October 2020 and January 2021. This allows me to compare the welfare of IDP households living 

outside of camps in districts with higher shares of inflows from camps to those in districts with lower shares 

of inflows. The welfare outcomes examined are as follows and are for the respective month prior to an 

interview: household income, total spending, spending on food, healthcare, and rent, respectively, two 

measures capturing food security (dietary diversity and household hunger, respectively) and experience of 

healthcare congestion. 
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Specifically, I estimate the following equation separately for each of the outcomes: 
 

𝑌 =  +  
 𝐼𝑛𝑓𝑙𝑜𝑤𝑠𝑑  + 𝑋

 + 𝑍 + 𝑢 (1) 
ℎ𝑑 𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑑,2018 ℎ𝑑 𝑑 ℎ𝑑 

where 𝑌ℎ𝑑 represents the logarithm of household income, household spending (total spending, food spending, 

rent spending and health spending, respectively); standardized measures of food security (the Food 

Consumption Score and the Household Hunger Scale, respectively), an index constructed for each household’s 

experience of healthcare congestion using principal components analysis for an IDP household outside of 

camp h in district d.    𝐼𝑛𝑓𝑙𝑜𝑤𝑠𝑑  is the main independent variable and represents the share of inflows 
𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑑,2018 

arriving from the closed camps to district 𝑑. The variable is then multiplied by 100 to facilitate interpretation. 

𝑋ℎ𝑑 represents household-level variables controlling for household-head gender; household-head age 

indicators (18-24, 25-49, 50-50, 60+ years old); whether a household has more than 6 household members; 

whether a household receives food assistance from the PDS; indicators for year of first-ever displacement 

(ISIL conflict years: 2014, 2015, 2016 or 2017); indicators for year of arrival to the current location (during 

ISIL conflict years: 2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017); whether the location of residence is the IDP household’s 

first place of displacement; whether the household attempted to return but remained in displacement; whether 

a household has been exposed to at least one of the following conflict measures: conflict-related injury; 

housing, land or property was damaged during the conflict or perceived presence of explosive ordnance. I also 

control for whether a household faces movement restrictions due to Covid-19 or other conflict-related 

reasons22 and whether any member above the age of eighteen in the household has missing civil 

documentation23. 

Considering the description in Section 3.4, I include 𝑍𝑑, a vector of pre-policy district-level and 

geographic variables. These variables capture the district-level fatalities per 1,000 inhabitants; a binary 

variable of whether the district has an Arab Sunni majority ethnoreligious composition; economic activity 

(proxied by the sum of nighttime lights normalized by the population of a district); population; and a measure 

of district remoteness which is captured by nearest distance from a given district to the nearest of the Tigris 

or Euphrates rivers in Iraq. 

While I include a battery of district-level and geographic controls in line with the Iraqi context that 

can influence IDP households’ welfare, two sources of endogeneity are possible. First, not all individuals 

leaving the camps may be willing to reveal their movements and districts of arrival for fear of being targeted, 

especially if they have ISIL-affiliated family members. It is also possible that operational constraints limited 

the ability of humanitarian actors to capture the universe of movements from the camps, especially as the 

policy was sudden in nature. Hence, measurement error in the number of inflows can lead to attenuation bias. 

 

22 Several IDP women and children reported facing movement restrictions if their family members are ISIL-affiliated (Jimenez- 

Damary 2020). 

23 Missing civil documentation due to conflict or for other reasons may hinder individuals from accessing livelihood opportunities 

or basic services. 
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Second, although most individuals leaving the camps returned to their districts of origin, some individuals 

faced barriers to their returns and moved to other districts potentially due to unobserved characteristics of the 

district where they relocated to. For example, if some inflows from the camps relocate to districts with better 

local welfare provision and compete for resources with IDP households outside of camps, the OLS estimates 

might be biased downward, in absolute terms, as districts with better welfare provision may be more equipped 

to cope with inflows from the camps. Conversely, if these inflows relocate to districts where they have strong 

social networks, such as unobserved shared tribal affiliations, these networks can facilitate their access to 

more or higher-quality resources. This in turn can increase competition for resources with IDP households 

who may lack such networks and bias the OLS estimates upward, in absolute terms. 

To address this potential endogeneity, I use an instrumental variables strategy in line with instruments 

used in various studies on migration (Maystadt et al. 2020; Kadigo and Maystadt 2023; Chevalier et al. 2023; 

Del Carpio and Wagner 2015; Baez 2011; Ruiz and Vargas-Silva 2015). The instrument is based on the 

observation that inflows to a given district from camps increase with the number of nearby camp residents 

who share the same origin as the given district, and the distance reflects the costs associated with moving to a 

district from the closed camp. I define the instrumental variable as the number of camp residents living within 

each camp c before the policy resumption who originate from district d, each weighted by the inverse of the 

distance from the centroid of district d to camp c, respectively. The sum is then weighted by the pre-policy 

population of district d. Formally, the instrumental variable which predicts the share of inflows arriving from 

closed camps to a given district is constructed as follows: 

 

𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝐼𝑛𝑓𝑙𝑜𝑤 𝑆ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒 = (∑ 
𝐶𝑎𝑚𝑝 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠𝑑,𝑐) * 

1 ∗ 100 (2) 
𝑑 𝑐 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑑,𝑐 

 

𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑑,2018 

Given the nature of the camp closures policy, the instrument predicts the share of individuals who return to a 

district and the distance provides the costs of moving to it. 

The instrument is based on camp closures being orthogonal to the local conditions of the districts 

where individuals from the closed camps relocate to. That is, the decision to close camps and the outflows 

resulting from the camp closures should not be influenced by specific characteristics of the districts receiving 

individuals from the camps. Based on several UN and humanitarian reports, there are various reasons to 

believe why this is the case. First, reports by the United Nations indicate that the camp closures were sudden 

and rushed in nature, necessitating radical operational shifts for humanitarian actors (OCHA 2021a; 2020; 

Global Shelter Cluster 2021). Second, the policy was widely implemented at a national level during the period 

October 2020 till January 2021 and largely independent of the local conditions at the districts in Iraq. This is 

evidenced by some individuals from the camps not able to return back to their areas of origin due to the 

unwelcoming attitudes of the tribes and communities at their districts of origin. Therefore, the rapid nature of 

the policy and the diverse experiences of individuals arriving from the camps with the communities at districts 

of arrival serve to reinforce the policy’s orthogonality in relation to the conditions at the districts of arrival. 
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Figure 5 illustrates the correlation between the observed and predicted share of inflows from the camps 

across the districts where the sample of IDP households live outside of camps. Not surprisingly, many of the 

districts have minimal predicted and observed shares because as described previously, the overall share of 

inflows from the closed camps to the total Iraqi population is small. While the predicted share of inflows 

appears to be lower in some cases than the observed share, the correlation between the two variables is high 

and statistically significant, which suggests that overall, the two variables reflect similar trends. In the next 

section, I show that the first-stage relationship between the observed and predicted shares of inflows from the 

camps to the districts is also strong and robust to various specifications. 

 

 

Figure 4. Correlation between the observed inflow share and the predicted inflow share 

using a scatterplot of 54 districts in Iraq. *** denotes significance at the 1% level. 

 

The exclusion restriction condition for instrument validity requires that the instrument affects the 

outcome variables only through the share of inflows from the closed camps. A possible challenge to this 

restriction is that the predicted share of inflows could be correlated with district proximity to the Tigris or 

Euphrates rivers, as some of the returning inflows originate from these districts. Historically, many districts 

were established along these two rivers, where there is higher economic activity which could enable these 

districts to absorb the inflow shock differently compared to more remote districts. To address this concern, I 

directly control for the nearest distance from each district centroid to the Tigris or Euphrates rivers. 

5 Results 

 
5.1 First-stage estimates 

Table 4 shows that the instrument is a strong predictor of the observed inflows from the camps. A 1 

percentage point increase in the predicted share of inflows from the camps to districts is associated with an 

increase in the observed share of inflows from camps by about 23.9 percentage points. The F-statistics (to be 

shown with the second-stage results as there are multiple outcomes examined) in Section 1.5.2 indicate that 
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the instrument is strong, sufficiently exceeding the Stock and Yogo (2005) critical value of 16.38 (10% 

maximal IV size) across all regressions. Furthermore, Appendix Table A.3 shows that the first-stage estimates 

in Table 4 are consistent in sign and magnitude when all controls are excluded from the model, and when key 

district-level controls of violence, remoteness and ethnoreligious Arab Sunni majority are excluded from the 

model at a time or all at once, suggesting that the relationship between the predicted and observed share is 

insensitive to their omission. 

Table 3. First-stage estimates 
 

 

Observed inflow share 
 

Predicted inflow share 23.897*** 

(3.780) 

Controls Yes 

Observations 2906 
 

Note: Regressions include the following household-level controls: an indicator for whether a household is reported as male-headed; 

household-head age indicators; whether a household has more than 6 household members; whether a household receives food 

assistance from the PDS; indicators for year of first-ever displacement; indicators for year of arrival to the current location; whether 

the location of residence is the IDP household’s first place of displacement; whether the household attempted to return but remained 

in displacement; whether a household has been exposed to conflict; whether a household faces movement restrictions due to Covid- 

19 or other conflict-related reasons, and whether any member above the age of eighteen in the household has missing civil 

documentation. District-level controls include fatalities per 1,000 inhabitants; an indicator of whether the district has an Arab Sunni 

majority ethnoreligious composition; the sum of nighttime lights normalized by the population of a district; population, and the 

nearest distance from a given district to the nearest of the Tigris or Euphrates rivers in Iraq. ***, **, * denote statistical significance 

from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% significance level, respectively. Robust standard errors in parentheses clustered at the district-level. 

5.2 Effects of Camp Closures on the Welfare of IDP Households Outside of Camps 

5.2.1 Household income and spending 

I first begin by examining the effect of inflows from the camps on the household income and spending 

of IDP households living outside of the camps24. Table 4 shows the OLS and 2SLS estimates. The OLS 

estimates in Panel A Column (1) do not suggest that inflows from the camps are associated with changes in 

the household income of IDP households living outside of camps. Compared to the 2SLS estimates in Column 

(2), the magnitude of the OLS effect is smaller in absolute terms, suggesting evidence of the expected 

attenuation bias due to measurement error in the inflows from the camps. 

As expected, I do not find evidence of a negative effect of inflows on household income of IDP 

households outside of camps. While the 2SLS estimates in Column (2) suggest that a 1 percentage point 

increase in the share of inflows from the camps increases IDP households’ income by 15.6 percent, this effect 

is weakly significant. This positive, yet only weakly significant effect may be partly explained by humanitarian 

aid to IDP households outside of camps in districts receiving a high share of inflows as a result of the camp 

 

 

24 I restrict the household income outcome to IDP households whose heads are below the retirement age (they represent 87 percent 

of the sample of IDP households reporting incomes), as the questionnaire asks households about total income from employment 

and pension. 
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closures policy. Specifically, in response to the camp closures policy, the UN Humanitarian Coordinator in 

Iraq called upon organizations to scale up their operations to assist both the inflows and the communities 

absorbing them (Stoddard et al. 2021). Indeed, the report by IOM (2021b) outlines that with funding of about 

USD 98.6 million, the IOM’s response plan to the camp closures policy targets communities absorbing the 

inflows, including IDP households living outside of camps. This funding includes the provision of emergency 

cash, cash-for-work opportunities and vocational training (IOM 2021b), which could have contributed directly 

to an increase in the household incomes of IDP households outside of camps in districts with a larger share of 

inflows. Importantly, the difference in the education profiles between inflows from camps and IDP households 

outside of camps likely mitigates competition which suggests that the aid could have contributed to a positive 

net effect on the incomes of the latter group. 

Table 4. Camp closures, household income and household spending of IDP households outside of camps 
 

 (1) 

OLS 

(2) 

2SLS 

A. Log (Household income)   

Share of inflows 0.084 0.156* 

 (0.087) (0.087) 

Controls Yes Yes 

Observations 2525 2525 

Kleibergen-Paap F statistic  46.474 

B. Log (Total expenses)   

Share of inflows -0.110 -0.020 

 (0.088) (0.069) 

Controls Yes Yes 

Observations 2889 2889 

Kleibergen-Paap F statistic  40.178 

C. Log (Food expenses)   

Share of inflows 0.022 0.118 

 (0.094) (0.103) 

Controls Yes Yes 

Observations 2889 2889 

Kleibergen-Paap F statistic  40.140 

D. Log (Healthcare expenses)   

Share of inflows -0.262 -0.413* 

 (0.205) (0.237) 

Controls Yes Yes 

Observations 2559 2559 

Kleibergen-Paap F statistic  33.017 

E. Log (Rent expenses)   
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Share of inflows -0.023 -0.108 

 (0.090) (0.132) 

Controls Yes Yes 

Observations 1878 1878 

Kleibergen-Paap F statistic  77.547 

Note: Regressions include the following household-level controls: an indicator for whether a household is reported as male-headed; 

household-head age indicators; whether a household has more than 6 household members; whether a household receives food 

assistance from the PDS; indicators for year of first-ever displacement; indicators for year of arrival to the current location; whether 

the location of residence is the IDP household’s first place of displacement; whether the household attempted to return but remained 

in displacement; whether a household has been exposed to conflict; whether a household faces movement restrictions due to Covid- 

19 or other conflict-related reasons, and whether any member above the age of eighteen in the household has missing civil 

documentation. District-level controls include fatalities per 1,000 inhabitants; an indicator of whether the district has an Arab Sunni 

majority ethnoreligious composition; the sum of nighttime lights normalized by the population of a district; population, and the 

nearest distance from a given district to the nearest of the Tigris or Euphrates rivers in Iraq. ***, **, * denote statistical significance 

from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% significance level, respectively. Robust standard errors in parentheses clustered at the district-level. 

 

Due to data limitations, empirically testing the role of humanitarian aid in explaining the impact of 

camp closures on welfare outcomes is challenging due to the different nature of aid distribution compared to 

household welfare outcomes. That is, while welfare outcomes capture frequent and essential expenses incurred 

by IDP households for survival in the 30 days prior to the interview, the data on whether aid has been received 

during this same timeframe exhibits limited variation. This could be because much of the aid, particularly 

after the camp closures, was front-loaded or distributed as one-off payments. For example, some forms of aid 

given to IDP households outside of camps included emergency cash, or short-term employment through cash- 

for-work (IOM 2021b). 

The results in Table 5 Panels B, C and E do not suggest evidence that inflows from the camps affect 

IDP households’ total spending, food spending or rent spending. While it is statistically insignificant, the 

effect on food spending is positive, indicating an 11.8 percent increase in response to the inflows from camps, 

which could be explained by the weakly significant increase in household income. 

Table 5 Panel D Column (2) suggests that a 1 percentage point increase in the share of inflows from 

camps decreases healthcare expenses by 41.3 percent, but the effect is weakly significant. This result could 

be again explained by humanitarian aid covering treatment for IDP households outside of camps. For example, 

the IOM (2021b) response plan included funding of USD 1.6 million for direct health support to IDP 

households outside of camps in the form of providing medical treatment, or mental health and psychosocial 

support. While the effect of inflows on rent spending for rent-paying IDP households outside of camps is 

statistically insignificant in Panel E, the sign of the estimate is negative. As humanitarian aid upgrades the 

shelter conditions for IDP households outside of camps (IOM 2021b), those previously living in substandard 

rental housing may reduce their rent expenses by relocating to these improved, aid-supported shelters. 

5.2.2 Food security 

I now turn to examining the effect of inflows from the camps on the food security of IDP households 

outside of camps using two measures of food security, the Food Consumption Score (FCS) and the Household 
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Hunger Scale (HHS). The former captures dietary diversity and the latter household hunger (see Appendix 

Section A.2 for a description of the construction of FCS and HHS variables). I standardize the two outcome 

variables to facilitate interpretation of these two variables. 

Table 6 Panels A and B do not suggest evidence that inflows from the camps affect the dietary diversity 

or the household hunger of IDP households outside of camps, respectively. This result could be explained by 

the widespread coverage of the nationwide food subsidy system in Iraq (the Public Distribution System, or 

PDS) for IDP households outside of camps, which may have helped mitigate adverse effects on their food 

security. In particular, almost all of the IDP households outside of camps in the sample rely on the PDS. Since 

the Food Consumption Score (which measures dietary diversity) remains unchanged while food spending 

shows a positive (yet insignificant) estimate in Table 5 Panel C, this suggests that IDP households outside of 

camps could be shifting their increased incomes toward purchasing larger quantities of food rather than 

prioritizing their nutrition. 

Table 5. Camp closures and food security of IDP households outside of camps 
 

 (1) 

OLS 

(2) 

2SLS 

A. Dietary diversity (FCS), 

standardized 

  

Share of inflows -0.081 0.242 

 (0.330) (0.400) 

Controls Yes Yes 

Observations 2906 2906 

Kleibergen-Paap F statistic  39.960 

B. Household hunger (HHS), 

standardized 

  

Share of inflows -0.147 -0.114 

 (0.110) (0.095) 

Controls Yes Yes 

Observations 2903 2903 

Kleibergen-Paap F statistic  40.093 

Note: Regressions include the following household-level controls: an indicator for whether a household is reported as male-headed; 

household-head age indicators; whether a household has more than 6 household members; whether a household receives food 

assistance from the PDS; indicators for year of first-ever displacement; indicators for year of arrival to the current location; whether 

the location of residence is the IDP household’s first place of displacement; whether the household attempted to return but remained 

in displacement; whether a household has been exposed to conflict; whether a household faces movement restrictions due to Covid- 

19 or other conflict-related reasons, and whether any member above the age of eighteen in the household has missing civil 

documentation. District-level controls include fatalities per 1,000 inhabitants; an indicator of whether the district has an Arab Sunni 

majority ethnoreligious composition; the sum of nighttime lights normalized by the population of a district; population, and the 

nearest distance from a given district to the nearest of the Tigris or Euphrates rivers in Iraq. ***, **, * denote statistical significance 

from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% significance level, respectively. Robust standard errors in parentheses clustered at the district-level. 
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5.2.3 Household experiences of healthcare congestion 

Table 7 presents the OLS and 2SLS estimates using the experience of healthcare congestion as the 

outcome variable. Healthcare congestion is constructed as an index using principal components analysis and 

normalized to range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating maximum healthcare congestion. I do not find evidence 

that inflows from the camps impact IDP households’ experiences of healthcare congestion by straining 

healthcare resources located outside of camps. The negative, yet statistically insignificant sign could be partly 

explained by the inflow of aid for direct health support to the districts receiving a relatively high share of 

inflows from the camps, for example through provision of staff and medical supplies or establishing a referral 

system for individuals who need specialized healthcare (IOM 2021b). 

Table 6. Camp closures and experiences of healthcare congestion by IDP households outside of camps 
 

 (1) 

OLS 

(2) 

2SLS 

Healthcare congestion index   

Share of inflows -0.011 -0.016 

 

Controls 

(0.009) 

Yes 

(0.011) 

Yes 

Observations 2906 2906 

Kleibergen-Paap F statistic  39.960 

Note: Regressions include the following household-level controls: an indicator for whether a household is reported as male-headed; 

household-head age indicators; whether a household has more than 6 household members; whether a household receives food 

assistance from the PDS; indicators for year of first-ever displacement; indicators for year of arrival to the current location; whether 

the location of residence is the IDP household’s first place of displacement; whether the household attempted to return but remained 

in displacement; whether a household has been exposed to conflict; whether a household faces movement restrictions due to Covid- 

19 or other conflict-related reasons, and whether any member above the age of eighteen in the household has missing civil 

documentation. District-level controls include fatalities per 1,000 inhabitants; an indicator of whether the district has an Arab Sunni 

majority ethnoreligious composition; the sum of nighttime lights normalized by the population of a district; population, and the 

nearest distance from a given district to the nearest of the Tigris or Euphrates rivers in Iraq. ***, **, * denote statistical significance 

from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% significance level, respectively. Robust standard errors in parentheses clustered at the district-level. 

 

5.2.4 Heterogeneous effects 

 

It is possible that more vulnerable groups of IDP households outside of camps experience different 

impacts from inflows resulting from the policy relative to less vulnerable IDP households. To explore this, I 

compare the effects on female-headed households, the majority of which are widowed (65% of female-headed 

IDP households in the sample), to male-headed IDP households outside of camps. 

 

I also compare IDP households outside of camps who arrived at their locations at later phases of the 

conflict in 2015, 2016, and 2017, respectively, to those who arrived at the beginning of the conflict in 2014. 

The largest displacement wave took place in 2014, when ISIL rapidly seized numerous districts in northern 

and central Iraq, several of which were inhabited by ethnoreligious minorities such as the Yazidis. However, 
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subsequent waves of IDP households were primarily driven by military operations aimed at reclaiming ISIL- 

controlled territories. Notably, compared to IDPs displaced in later waves of the conflict, those displaced 

earlier were able to access more stable or safe locations, such as in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq (IOM, Returns 

Working Group, and Social Inquiry 2018). This is because governorates later imposed stricter access policies 

for IDPs, which limited IDPs’ geographical relocation options (IOM, Returns Working Group, and Social 

Inquiry 2018). Moreover, governorates hosting IDPs tended to view IDPs from later waves as potential 

security risks (IOM, Returns Working Group, and Social Inquiry 2018). Consequently, IDP households that 

arrived earlier to a district may exhibit greater resilience to inflows from camps compared to those who arrived 

later, due to their improved access to resources in safer locations, stronger familiarity with their surroundings, 

and potential greater solidarity from their host communities given that some of the ethnoreligious minorities 

were particularly targeted during the conflict. 

 

While Table 5 provides some evidence that overall, inflows from the camps decrease spending on 

healthcare by IDP households outside of camps, Appendix Table A.4 Columns (3) indicates that female- 

headed IDP households exposed to inflows spend more on healthcare relative to male-headed IDP households. 

This can be explained by Column (8), which shows that female-headed IDP households exposed to inflows 

from camps face greater barriers to healthcare access compared to male-headed households, likely due to 

reduced public healthcare referrals as indicated by examining the heterogeneous effects on each individual 

healthcare outcome separately in Appendix Table A.5 Column (3). As a result, female-headed IDP households 

may be more likely to seek relatively more costly private healthcare alternatives than male-headed IDP 

households. Importantly, the relative increase in female-headed IDP households’ food spending in Appendix 

Table A.4 Column (2) could thus partly reflect a form of preventive health strategy to improve their overall 

health and reduce their reliance on healthcare access. 

 

Despite the humanitarian reports on the inflows of aid to districts receiving a high share of inflows 

from camps, this heterogeneous analysis suggests that female-headed IDP households in these districts may 

not be benefiting equally from aid interventions in terms of healthcare. However, there could also be two other 

possible mechanisms hindering their ability to obtain referrals. First, a supply-side mechanism may hinder 

access to referrals if the public healthcare system does not adapt to increased demand from incoming inflows 

from camps. For example, there could be congestion in the provision of specific healthcare services aimed at 

widowed IDP households affected by ISIL and living outside of camps, such as psychosocial support. With 

the arrival of widowed IDPs from the closed camps seeking similar services, especially as some of them faced 

violations and exploitation in camps (Jabro 2021), there could be some congestion in the ability of widowed 

households outside of camps to obtain these particular referrals. Second, compared to male-headed IDP 

households, widowed female-headed IDP households may face difficulties in navigating the healthcare 

system, making it more challenging to obtain healthcare referrals, especially in the face of inflows. Indeed, 

interviews conducted by IOM (2020a) reveal that widows struggle with navigating social welfare assistance 
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and bureaucratic processes, with some expressing a need for a male companion to help them through these 

systems. 

 

As anticipated, Appendix Table A.6 indicates that compared to IDP households that arrived at their 

locations during the early phase of the conflict in 2014, IDP households that arrived at their locations during 

the later phases of the conflict appear to be less resilient to the inflow shocks from camps as they have 

relatively worse welfare outcomes. Appendix Table A.6 Columns (4) and (8) suggest that the healthcare 

spending and experience of healthcare congestion of the IDP households who arrived at their locations during 

the later phases of the conflict is higher than those who arrived in 2014. Furthermore, Column (6) indicates 

that their food security in terms of dietary diversity (Food Consumption Score, or FCS) is lower than IDP 

households arriving in 2014. However, as the Kleibergen-Paap F statistic for these regressions is low, these 

results should be interpreted with caution. 

 

6 Robustness checks 

6.1 Spatial correlation 

In all my regressions, I account for potential correlation of the error term within districts by clustering 

at the district level. Nevertheless, spatial correlation might extend beyond district boundaries, resulting in the 

underestimation of standard errors and increasing the probability of false positive results. To address this 

issue, I implement the method by Conley (1999) and allow for spatial correlation within a radius of 25 

kilometers and 50 kilometers from the centroid of each district, respectively. The results from Appendix Table 

A.7 using a radius of 25 kilometers are overall consistent with the main results. Their magnitudes, however, 

are relatively larger. While the results in Appendix Table A.8 using a radius of 50 kilometers show some 

evidence of an increase in food spending, the estimate is weakly significant and overall, the results are 

consistent with the main results that cluster at the district-level. 

6.2 Excluding districts in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq 

As ISIL territorial expansion was not as extensive in districts in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq (KRI) as 

those in the rest of Iraq, a concern is that districts in the KRI are better equipped to cope with the inflows from 

the camps relocating to KRI and lead to the absence of adverse effects on the welfare of IDP households 

outside of camps. To address this concern, I exclude IDP households living in districts within the KRI, which 

represent about 17 percent of the sample of IDP households originally examined. Appendix Table A.9 shows 

that the results are overall consistent with the main results that include districts in the KRI. However, the 

weakly significant effect on healthcare spending in the main results becomes insignificant. Moreover, the 

weakly significant, negative effects on HHS or healthcare in Appendix Table A.9 are small in magnitude. 
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7 Discussion and conclusion 

This paper examines the impact of the inflows resulting from the nationwide camp closure policy in 

Iraq on the welfare of households displaced by the ISIL conflict who were already living outside of camps. 

By linking a novel dataset on camp movements to a household-level survey on these households, my empirical 

analysis exploits district-level variations in exposure to inflows among IDP households outside of camps. To 

address the endogeneity of inflows arising from potential measurement error associated with the fear of 

disclosing movements from camps due to ISIL-related stigma, along with unobserved district characteristics 

which could affect the relocation of inflows, I employ an instrumental variables strategy. Specifically, I 

leverage an unexplored dataset on the origins of inflows from the camps to evaluate the effects of the policy 

on the incomes, spending behavior, food security and experiences of healthcare congestion. 

 

Despite the debate on the adverse effects of the camp closures policy on IDP households outside of 

camps, I do not find evidence that overall, inflows from the camps impact their welfare. In particular, I do not 

find evidence of an impact on their total spending, spending on food or rent, respectively, food security, or 

experience of healthcare congestion. I find some evidence of an increase in the household income of IDP 

households outside of camps, which could be partly explained by humanitarian assistance provided to IDP 

households outside of camps in districts which received a higher share of inflows in the form of emergency 

cash or cash-for-work opportunities (IOM 2021b). Moreover, competition for similar labor market 

opportunities between inflows from the camps and IDP households outside of camps likely limits an adverse 

impact on the income of the latter, given their different education profiles. I also find some evidence of a 

reduction in their healthcare spending, which could be explained by the provision of direct health support to 

IDP households outside of camps, for example in the form of providing treatment of illnesses or mental health 

and psychosocial support (IOM 2021b), which likely reduces their out-of-pocket healthcare expenses. 

 

By exploring the effects of the policy on sub-groups of IDP households, I find that compared to male- 

headed IDP households, female-headed IDP households who are mostly widowed and exposed to inflows 

from the camps experience greater healthcare congestion and are less likely to receive medical referrals when 

utilizing public healthcare. Moreover, it appears that compared to male-headed IDP households outside of 

camps, female-headed IDP households outside of camps compensate for their experience of healthcare 

congestion through increased food spending as a form of preventive health strategy to reduce their reliance on 

healthcare services. 

 

I provide four potential explanations for the overall findings of my paper. First, descriptive statistics 

on the characteristics of IDP households outside of camps and inflows arriving from the camps indicate that, 

on average, the former are more likely to have higher levels of education. According to Iraqi government 

statistics, individuals with lower education are more likely to work in low-paying, low-productivity informal 

jobs, which suggests that competition between the two groups of IDPs is unlikely. Second, the humanitarian 
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assistance provided to IDP households outside of camps in response to the camp closures, combined with pre- 

existing government social assistance programs like the nationwide food subsidy program (PDS), could have 

alleviated the impact of inflows from the camps on the overall welfare and food security of these households. 

Third, the overall magnitude of the inflows from the camps to the Iraqi population is relatively small, standing 

at 1.64 percent of the total Iraqi population before the camp closures policy was initiated. Fourth, since the 

household-level data in my study was collected five to seven months since the latest camp closures 

implemented in early 2021, this analysis reflects the short-term impact of the camp closures policy on the 

welfare of IDP households outside of camps, as long-term effects may take more time to materialize. 

 

To conclude, I do not find evidence that overall, the camp closure policy in Iraq is detrimental to the 

welfare of IDP households living outside of camps. However, from a policy perspective, highly vulnerable 

IDP households, particularly those led by widowed females, require targeted interventions to ensure their 

smooth access to healthcare resources that address their specific needs. 
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Appendix A: “The Nationwide Camp Closure Policy in Iraq and the Welfare of Displaced Populations” 

 
A.1. Implementation of the Camp Closures Policy in Iraq, in the news 

A.1.1 Photo of camp closures in the news 
 

Photo: Kirkuk, December 2020 – last IDP camp closed down in Kirkuk – photo by: Karwan Salehi. Approval to use photo 

granted by KirkukNow News. 
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 "كرافاناااإلىااا..ااخيمةاااإلىااايتحولاااأناااوطنااايمكنااالا"

“A nation cannot turn into a tent .. into a caravan..”25 – Dr. Karim Al-Nouri, Deputy Minister of the Iraqi Ministry of Migration 

and Displacement 

“The situation of people in informal sites and other out-of-camp locations was already of particular concern but has been further 

aggravated by the arrival of new IDPs from closed camps” - OCHA26
 

“Iraq’s decision to shut down IDP camps too hasty, NGOs say” – Al Jazeera27
 

“Authorities began a rapid push in late 2020 to close displacement camps across the country to push forward with recovery 

efforts that have lagged years after the defeat of IS.” – Voice of America28
 

A.1.2. Debate on the camp closure policy in Iraq 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

25 Translated from Arabic from an interview on MBC Iraq channel: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DfOlmhE3sw0 

26  https://www.ecoi.net/en/file/local/2055675/202105_iccg_situation_and_needs_monitoring_report_1_-_final.pdf 

27 https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2020/11/16/iraqs-decision-to-shut-down-idp-camps-is-too-rushed-ngos- 

say#:~:text=International%20aid%20agencies%20have%20criticised,between%20local%20and%20national%20authorities. 

28  https://www.voanews.com/a/residents-aid-workers-surprised-by-closure-of-iraqi-camp-/7056221.html 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DfOlmhE3sw0
http://www.ecoi.net/en/file/local/2055675/202105_iccg_situation_and_needs_monitoring_report_1_-_final.pdf
http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2020/11/16/iraqs-decision-to-shut-down-idp-camps-is-too-rushed-ngos-
http://www.voanews.com/a/residents-aid-workers-surprised-by-closure-of-iraqi-camp-/7056221.html
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A.2. Construction of variables 

A.2.1. Income 

Household income refers to the IDP household’s response to the following question in the 

questionnaire “Could you estimate your household's total income (in IQD) from employment and pension 

over the last 30 days?”. 

A.2.2. Spending 

Total spending refers to the IDP household’s response to the following question “Could you estimate 

your household's total expenditure (in IQD) over the last 30 days?” 

Spending refers to the IDP household’s response to the following question “During the past 30 days, 

how much did your household spend (in IQD) on each of the following categories?”, which is categorized into 

a question on food spending, rent spending and medical care spending (including medicines). 

A.2.3. Food security 

Using the MCNA questionnaire, I construct the two outcome variables of food security, the Food 

Consumption Score (FCS) and the Household Hunger Scale (HHS) based on standardized methods from the 

World Food Programme (WFP) and the Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance (FANTA) project, 

respectively. The FCS is developed by the WFP to measure household food consumption and is considered 

by the WFP a proxy for food security highly correlated with other food security indicators of Vitamin A, 

Protein-rich and Hem Iron intake. It is a weighted diet diversity score computed using the frequency of 

consumption of different food groups consumed by a household during the 7 days before the survey. In the 

MCNA survey, a household is asked how many days in their last respective 7 days they have consumed the 

following food groups: cereals, including rice and bread; nuts and seeds; milk and dairy; meat, fish and eggs; 

vegetables; fruits; oils and fats; and sugar or sweets. The FCS is obtained by assigning standard weights for 

each of the food groups. FCS scores can range from 0 to 112 where a higher score indicates more food security. 

The formula for FCS is as follows: 

𝐹𝐶𝑆 = (𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑠 ∗ 2) + (𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑠𝑒𝑠 ∗ 3) + 𝑣𝑒𝑔𝑒𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠 + 𝑓𝑟𝑢𝑖𝑡 + (𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑡 ∗ 4) + ( 𝑑𝑎𝑖𝑟𝑦 ∗ 4) + (𝑓𝑎𝑡𝑠 ∗ 

.5) + (𝑠𝑢𝑔𝑎𝑟 ∗ .5) (A1) 

To address the multidimensional nature of food security measures, I complement my analysis by 

investigating the effect of the camp closure policy on household food hunger, measured by the Household 

Hunger Scale (HHS). Developed by the Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance (FANTA) which provided 

technical support to USAID and its partners, HHS can be used to evaluate food security and track hunger 

prevalence across regions. 

The HHS is calculated based on three questions regarding the occurrence and frequency-of-occurrence 

questions of three food security experiences within the household in the preceding 30 days. The first question 

is “In the past 30 days, was there ever no food to eat of any kind in your house because of lack of resources 
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to get food?”. If the household’s answer is yes, it reports the frequency of occurrence of this experience: 

“Rarely (1-2 times)”; “Sometimes (3-10 times)”; or “Often (10+ times)”. The second question is “In the past 

30 days, did you or any household member go to sleep at night hungry because there was not enough food?”. 

If the household’s answers yes, the household reports the frequency of occurrence given the same options as 

for the first question. The third question is “In the past 30 days, did you or any household member go a whole 

day and night without eating anything at all because there was not enough food?”, and the household then 

reports the frequency of occurrence if their answer is yes to this question. I construct the HHS in line with the 

method in Ballard et al. (2011). HHS ranges from 0 to 6 with a higher score indicating more food insecurity. 

For ease of interpretation between FCS and HHS, I invert HHS such that a higher score indicates more food 

security. 

A.2.4. Healthcare congestion 

This is an index constructed using principal components analysis and tetrachoric correlations and is 

normalized to range from 0 to 1. The variables used to construct the index are binary responses to the options 

for the questions: “What difficulties, if any, did you encounter when attempting to access health services or 

treatment in the past 3 months?” and “What barriers, if any, do women of reproductive age (15-49) face when 

accessing specialized reproductive health services? The options to the questions are as follows: 

Cost of services and/or medicine too high; did not get access to qualified staff at the health facility; 

public health clinic did not provide referral; public health clinic not open; medical staff refused treatment 

without justification; no medicine available at health facility/pharmacy; no treatment available for my disease 

at the health facility; waiting time to receive service too long; health services not inclusive of people with 

disabilities; insufficient number of female health staff; financial constraints; no reproductive health services 

available. 
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A.3. Selection bias checks 

Table A.1 Pre-policy characteristics of camp residents from early closures (camps closing before 

October 2020) compared to camp residents from late closures (camps closing at or after October 2020) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

group* 

 

 

source 

 

 

 

 

 

camps 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Note: * A vulnerable group in the report is defined by the report as having a female-headed household, a household with 

chronically ill individual(s), disabled individual(s), or pregnant/lactating women. The table shows the average share of 

camp residents from early and late camp closures for each characteristic using the report by CCCM Cluster for the period 

December 2017 to January 2018. Note that the report covers open camps at the time of data collection with at least 100 

households and no security or accessibility constraints. 

Early camp 
closures 

Late camp 
closures 

Difference t 

Share males 
50.39

 
50.43 -0.04 (-0.04) 

Share working age 

(18-59 years old) 37.61 

 

41.29 

 

-3.68 

 

(-2.20)* 

Share over 60 years old 2.13 2.71 -0.58 (-0.85) 

Share in a vulnerable 
29.65

 
 

25.43 

 

4.22 

 

(1.21) 

Share without income 
14.48

 
 

7.29 

 

7.19 

 

(1.60) 

Share unskilled labor 0.61 

 

0.86 

 

-0.25 

 

(-1.41) 

Hours of electrical 
   

provision per day in 
12.74

 16.43 -3.69 (-1.30) 

Access to PDS 
47.83

 
42.71 5.11 (0.54) 

Number of camps 23 7 30 
 

 



35  

A.4. Household-level survey: selection of IDP households 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure A.1. Households in the MCNA 2021 survey. * According to the UNHCR Curation Team, arrival dates 

may be anonymous for other migrant households (returnee households) due to confidentiality and privacy 

concerns. KRI denotes the Kurdistan Region of Iraq which was unaffected by the camp closures policy at the 

time. The red dashed orange box at the bottom represents the final sample of IDP households studied in this paper. 

Author’s illustration. 
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A.5. Summary statistics: Different types of households in MCNA 2021 

 
Table A.2. Summary statistics: Mean and standard deviation of outcome variables and household 

characteristics by each type of household surveyed in MCNA 2021 
 

 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

  

IDP HH outside 

of camps 

arriving before 

camp closures 

 

IDP HH outside of 

camps arriving to 

districts after 

November 2017 

 

IDP HH in camps 

 

Returnee 

HH 

 

Host HH 

 (working 

sample) 

    

Outcome 

variables: 

     

FCS (Dietary 62.026 54.36 64.07 62.47 75.13 

diversity), 0-112 

score 
(21.823) (19.93) (16.39) (22.00) (16.42) 

HHS (Household 5.482 5.231 5.786 5.499 5.914 

hunger), 0-6 scale (1.102) (1.399) (0.693) (1.125) (0.371) 

Monthly income 370493.118 350305.8 320933.7 420445.2 513893.7 

(IQD)  [USD 253.87] [USD 240.03] [USD 219.91] [USD 

288.10] 

[USD 

352.13] 

  (239697.820) (292906.9) (269678.1) (308433.8) (299509.4) 

Monthly total 459045.096 506809.4 471688.3 517205.5 459846.2 

expenses (IQD) [USD 314.55] [USD 347.28] [USD 323.21] [USD [USD 

 (304468.226) (603536.9) (374764.1) 354.40] 315.10] 

    (441539.5) (246457.8) 

Monthly food 242862.529 238754.9 265005.3 306914.3 319882.4 

expenses (IQD) [USD 166.41] [USD 163.60] [USD 181.59] [USD [USD 

 (155523.023) (144165.9) (157662.1) 210.30] 219.19] 

    (247897.4) (154150.3) 

Monthly rent 101086.545 99204.5 30444.7 21866.5 

expenses (IQD) [USD 69.27] [USD 67.98] [USD 20.86] [USD 

(101557.588) (109884.4) . (68759.2) 14.98] 

(63640.2) 

Monthly 110933.930 139082.0 149669.8 137279.3 101866.1 

healthcare [USD 76.01] [USD 95.30] [USD 102.56] [USD 94.07] [USD 
expenses (IQD) 

(182884.256) (484502.8) (290978.4) (207830.1) 69.80] 

(151240.2) 

Healthcare 0.241 0.474 0.482 0.474 0.485 

congestion index 

[0,1] 
(0.084) (0.0623) (0.0567) (0.0580) (0.0793) 
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Household 

characteristics: 
 

Female-headed 0.106 0.126 0.137 0.109 0.0860 

household (0.308) (0.332) (0.344) (0.312) (0.281) 

Household head 0.020 0.0279 0.0326 0.0244 0.0339 

age: 18-24  (0.139) (0.165) (0.178) (0.154) (0.181) 

Household head 0.708 0.673 0.700 0.630 0.686 

age: 25-49  (0.455) (0.469) (0.459) (0.483) (0.465) 

Household head 0.167 0.189 0.174 0.202 0.195 

age: 50-59  (0.373) (0.391) (0.380) (0.402) (0.396) 

Household head 0.106 0.111 0.0935 0.143 0.0860 

age: 60+  (0.307) (0.314) (0.291) (0.351) (0.281) 

Location is 0.546 0.0843 0.203   

household’s  first 

place of 

displacement 

Household 

(0.498) 

 

 

0.107 

(0.278) 

 

 

0.144 

(0.402) . . 

attempted return 

but remained 

displaced 

(0.309) (0.351) . . . 

 

Arrived at 

location in 2014 

0.463 . . . . 

(0.499) 

Arrived at 0.174 . . . . 

location in 2015 (0.380) 

Arrived at 0.184 . . . . 

location in 2016 (0.387)  

Arrived at 0.179 0.0195 . . . 

location in 2017 (0.383) (0.138) 

First  0.826 0.561 . . . 

displacement in 

2014 

First 

displacement in 

2015 

First 

(0.379) 

 

0.097 

(0.296) 

 

0.077 

(0.497) 

 

0.132 

(0.338) 

 

0.249 

 

 

. . . 

 

 

. . . 

2016 or 2017 

 

 

 

 

 

members 
 

 

 

 

has missing civil 

documentation 
(0.167) (0.132) (0.148) (0.187) (0.0948) 

 
 

displacement in (0.267) (0.433)  

Receives PDS 0.958 0.966 0.960 0.966 0.973 

(0.201) (0.182) (0.196) (0.182) (0.163) 

Has more than 6 0.347 0.469 0.473 0.391 0.326 

household (0.476) (0.499) (0.499) (0.488) (0.469) 

Faces  movement 0.145 0.209 0.170 0.264 0.0385 

restrictions (0.352) (0.407) (0.375) (0.441) (0.193) 

At least 1 adult 0.971 0.982 0.977 0.964 0.991 
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households 
 

Note: Mean of each variable for each type of population in the MCNA 2021 which reported its district of residence. Standard 

deviations in parentheses. Not all variables are necessarily applicable to all types of populations hence the missing cells. For 

example, IDP households in camps do not report rent as they live in the camps, and host households do not report their year of first 

displacement. IQD converted to USD using historical exchange rates obtained from Xe.com. Author’s calculations using MCNA 

2021. 

 

 

A.6. First-stage estimates sensitivity to omission of controls 

Table A.3. Sensitivity of first-stage estimates to omission of various controls 

 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

inflow share 

 

 

 

 
Note: Regressions include the following household-level controls: an indicator for whether a household is reported as male-headed; 

household-head age indicators; whether a household has more than 6 household members; whether a household receives food 

assistance from the PDS; indicators for year of first-ever displacement; indicators for year of arrival to the current location; whether 

the location of residence is the IDP household’s first place of displacement; whether the household attempted to return but remained 

in displacement; whether a household has been exposed to conflict; whether a household faces movement restrictions due to Covid- 

19 or other conflict-related reasons, and whether any member above the age of eighteen in the household has missing civil 

documentation. All the district-level controls include fatalities per 1,000 inhabitants; an indicator of whether the district has an Arab 

Sunni majority ethnoreligious composition; the sum of nighttime lights normalized by the population of a district; population, and 

the nearest distance from a given district to the nearest of the Tigris or Euphrates rivers in Iraq. ***, **, * denote statistical 

significance from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% significance level, respectively. Robust standard errors in parentheses clustered at the 

district-level. 

Affected by any 0.691 0.664 0.588 0.646 0.253 

violence (0.462) (0.473) (0.492) (0.478) (0.435) 

Number of 
2906 1079 1911 3486 442 

 

Without Arab 

All No controls Without Without 
Sunni

 

controls 
violence remoteness 

majority
 

control control 
control

 

Without 

violence, 

remoteness and 

Arab Sunni 

majority controls 

Predicted 
23.897*** 

23.789*** 23.916*** 23.713*** 23.881*** 23.719*** 

(3.780) (4.236) (3.800) (3.844) (3.814) (3.825) 

All Controls Yes No No No No No 

Observations 2906 2906 2906 2906 2906 2906 
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A.7. Heterogeneous effects 

Table A.4. Heterogeneous effects on welfare by reported gender of household head 
 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 

 

 

 

inflows 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

statistic 
 

Note: Regressions include the following household-level controls: an indicator for whether a household is reported as male-headed; 

household-head age indicators; whether a household has more than 6 household members; whether a household receives food 

assistance from the PDS; indicators for year of first-ever displacement; indicators for year of arrival to the current location; whether 

the location of residence is the IDP household’s first place of displacement; whether the household attempted to return but remained 

in displacement; whether a household has been exposed to conflict; whether a household faces movement restrictions due to Covid- 

19 or other conflict-related reasons, and whether any member above the age of eighteen in the household has missing civil 

documentation. District-level controls include fatalities per 1,000 inhabitants; an indicator of whether the district has an Arab Sunni 

majority ethnoreligious composition; the sum of nighttime lights normalized by the population of a district; population, and the 

nearest distance from a given district to the nearest of the Tigris or Euphrates rivers in Iraq. ***, **, * denote statistical significance 

from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% significance level, respectively. Robust standard errors in parentheses clustered at the district-level. 

Log(Income) 
Log(Total 

expenses) 

Log(Food 

expenses) 

Log(Health 

expenses) 

Log(Rent 

expenses) 
FCS HHS 

Healthcare 

congestion 
index 

Share of 
0.154** 

-0.031 0.096 -0.443* -0.102 0.221 -0.146* -0.019 

(0.075) (0.062) (0.097) (0.244) (0.123) (0.397) (0.086) (0.012) 

Share of        

inflows * 
Female- 0.024 0.150 0.295** 0.372** -0.074 0.289 0.432 0.043*** 

headed        

household        

(0.236) (0.162) (0.124) (0.187) (0.186) (0.182) (0.274) (0.011) 

Female- 
headed -0.183** -0.233*** -0.242*** -0.196** -0.089* -0.331*** -0.286*** -0.013** 

household        

(0.073) (0.045) (0.046) (0.067) (0.046) (0.077) (0.084) (0.004) 

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 2525 2889 2889 2559 1878 2906 2903 2906 

Kleibergen-        

Paap F 21.805 30.000 29.639 28.157 31.398 29.687 30.036 29.687 

 



 

Table A.5. Heterogeneous effects on individual healthcare outcomes by reported gender of household head 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

household 

 

 

 

 

 

F statistic 
 

Note: Regressions include the following household-level controls: an indicator for whether a household is reported as male-headed; household-head age indicators; whether a household has more than 6 household 

members; whether a household receives food assistance from the PDS; indicators for year of first-ever displacement; indicators for year of arrival to the current location; whether the location of residence is the IDP 

household’s first place of displacement; whether the household attempted to return but remained in displacement; whether a household has been exposed to conflict; whether a household faces movement restrictions 

due to Covid-19 or other conflict-related reasons, and whether any member above the age of eighteen in the household has missing civil documentation. District-level controls include fatalities per 1,000 inhabitants; 

an indicator of whether the district has an Arab Sunni majority ethnoreligious composition; the sum of nighttime lights normalized by the population of a district; population, and the nearest distance from a given 

district to the nearest of the Tigris or Euphrates rivers in Iraq. ***, **, * denote statistical significance from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% significance level, respectively. Robust standard errors in parentheses clustered 

at the district-level. 
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Cost of  Public  Medical 

services No access  health Public  staff 
and/or to clinic did health refused 

No medicine
 

medicine qualified  not  clinic treatment 
available at health 

was too  staff provide not open  without  
facility/pharmacy

 
high referral justification 

No 

treatment 

available 

for my 

disease at 

the health 

facility 

Health  Insufficie  Waiting     No 

services not nt number    time to reproductive 

inclusive of  of female   receive    health 

people with  health    service   services 

disabilities   staff too long  available 

Share of inflows 0.000 -0.010 -0.036*** -0.031 -0.006 0.050 -0.002 -0.016** 0.004 -0.025 -0.016 

(0.094) (0.014) (0.008) (0.021) (0.004) (0.040) (0.058) (0.005) (0.012) (0.018) (0.020) 

Share of inflows * 
Female-headed -0.064 

 
0.032 

 
0.121** 

 
0.000 

 
0.008 

 
0.010 

 
-0.072 

 
0.000 

 
-0.019 

 
0.007 

 
0.141 

household           

(0.121) (0.039) (0.049) (0.018) (0.005) (0.060) (0.082) (0.009) (0.013) (0.019) (0.113) 

Female-headed 
0.044

 
-0.012 -0.023** -0.013 -0.008** -0.009 -0.002 -0.001 0.005 -0.012 -0.042** 

(0.036) (0.013) (0.008) (0.008) (0.003) (0.014) (0.018) (0.005) (0.005) (0.008) (0.015) 

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 2906 2906 2906 2906 2906 2906 2906 2906 2906 2906 2906 

Kleibergen-Paap 
29.687

 29.687 29.687 29.687 29.687 29.687 29.687 29.687 29.687 29.687 29.687 
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Table A.6. Heterogeneous effects on welfare by year of arrival to displacement location 
 

 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 

 

 

 

inflows 

 

 

Arrived in 

 

 

 

Arrived in 

 

 

 

 

Arrived in 

 

 

2015 

 

 

2016 

 

 

2017 

 

 

 

 

 

statistic 
 

Note: Regressions include the following household-level controls: an indicator for whether a household is reported as male-headed; 

household-head age indicators; whether a household has more than 6 household members; whether a household receives food 

assistance from the PDS; indicators for year of first-ever displacement; indicators for year of arrival to the current location; whether 

the location of residence is the IDP household’s first place of displacement; whether the household attempted to return but remained 

in displacement; whether a household has been exposed to conflict; whether a household faces movement restrictions due to Covid- 

19 or other conflict-related reasons, and whether any member above the age of eighteen in the household has missing civil 

documentation. District-level controls include fatalities per 1,000 inhabitants; an indicator of whether the district has an Arab Sunni 

majority ethnoreligious composition; the sum of nighttime lights normalized by the population of a district; population, and the 

nearest distance from a given district to the nearest of the Tigris or Euphrates rivers in Iraq. ***, **, * denote statistical significance 

from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% significance level, respectively. Robust standard errors in parentheses clustered at the district-level. 

Log(Income) 
Log(Total 

expenses) 

Log(Food 

expenses) 

Log(Health 

expenses) 

Log(Rent 

expenses) 
FCS HHS 

Healthcare 

congestion 

index 

Share of 
0.169* 

0.003 0.181* -0.756*** 0.007 0.740*** -0.201* -0.034*** 

(0.102) 

Share of 

(0.066) (0.103) (0.120) (0.074) (0.206) (0.118) (0.009) 

inflows * 
-0.008

 -0.079 0.016 0.640** -0.760 -1.053*** 0.275 0.092** 

2015 
(0.277) 

 
(0.199) 

 
(0.191) 

 
(0.257) 

 
(0.684) 

 
(0.302) 

 
(0.394) 

 
(0.041) 

Share of        

inflows * 
-0.076

 0.017 -0.330* 0.848** -0.038 -1.410*** 0.308 0.041** 

2016 
(0.160) 

 
(0.177) 

 
(0.194) 

 
(0.263) 

 
(0.219) 

 
(0.352) 

 
(0.282) 

 
(0.019) 

Share of        

inflows * 
-0.018

 -0.096 -0.125 0.918*** -0.582* -1.279** 0.150 0.027** 

2017 

(0.188) 

 

(0.178) 

 

(0.230) 

 

(0.237) 

 

(0.322) 

 

(0.411) 

 

(0.223) 

 

(0.013) 

Arrived in 
0.090

 0.046 -0.014 0.024 0.066 -0.124 -0.123 -0.025** 

(0.074) (0.048) (0.063) (0.093) (0.064) (0.134) (0.114) (0.009) 

Arrived in 
0.062

 -0.045 -0.093 -0.022 -0.009 0.051 -0.050 -0.017 

(0.063) (0.070) (0.088) (0.090) (0.079) (0.136) (0.149) (0.012) 

Arrived in 
0.067

 -0.036 -0.073 -0.043 0.041 -0.083 -0.062 -0.016* 

(0.073) (0.067) (0.077) (0.107) (0.060) (0.132) (0.109) (0.009) 

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 2525 2889 2889 2559 1878 2906 2903 2906 

Kleibergen- 
Paap F 3.574 3.183 3.184 3.975 0.715 3.180 3.179 3.180 
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A.8. Robustness checks 

 
Table A.7. Using Conley standard errors, distance cutoff: 25km 

 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

inflows 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Regressions include the following household-level controls: an indicator for whether a household is reported as male-headed; 

household-head age indicators; whether a household has more than 6 household members; whether a household receives food assistance 
from the PDS; indicators for year of first-ever displacement; indicators for year of arrival to the current location; whether the location of 

residence is the IDP household’s first place of displacement; whether the household attempted to return but remained in displacement; 

whether a household has been exposed to conflict; whether a household faces movement restrictions due to Covid-19 or other conflict- 

related reasons, and whether any member above the age of eighteen in the household has missing civil documentation. District-level 
controls include fatalities per 1,000 inhabitants; an indicator of whether the district has an Arab Sunni majority ethnoreligious composition; 

the sum of nighttime lights normalized by the population of a district; population, and the nearest distance from a given district to the 

nearest of the Tigris or Euphrates rivers in Iraq. ***, **, * denote statistical significance from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% significance level, 
respectively. Robust standard errors in parentheses clustered at the district-level. Conley standard errors with distance cutoff of 25 

kilometers in parentheses using the Stata command developed by Foreman (2020). 

Log(Income) 
Log(Total 

expenses) 

Log(Food 

expenses) 

Log(Health 

expenses) 

Log(Rent 

expenses) 
FCS HHS 

Healthcare 

congestion 

index 

Share of 
0.345

 
 

0.166 

 

0.285 

 

-0.288 

 

0.083 

 

0.235 

 

-0.115 

 

-0.013 

(0.239) (0.269) (0.231) (0.364) (0.224) (0.406) (0.094) (0.014) 

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 2525 2889 2889 2559 1878 2906 2903 2906 
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Table A.8. Using Conley standard errors, distance cutoff: 50km 
 

 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 

 

 

 

 

inflows 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Regressions include the following household-level controls: an indicator for whether a household is reported as male-headed; 

household-head age indicators; whether a household has more than 6 household members; whether a household receives food assistance 

from the PDS; indicators for year of first-ever displacement; indicators for year of arrival to the current location; whether the location of 

residence is the IDP household’s first place of displacement; whether the household attempted to return but remained in displacement; 
whether a household has been exposed to conflict; whether a household faces movement restrictions due to Covid-19 or other conflict- 

related reasons, and whether any member above the age of eighteen in the household has missing civil documentation. District-level 

controls include fatalities per 1,000 inhabitants; an indicator of whether the district has an Arab Sunni majority ethnoreligious composition; 
the sum of nighttime lights normalized by the population of a district; population, and the nearest distance from a given district to the 

nearest of the Tigris or Euphrates rivers in Iraq. ***, **, * denote statistical significance from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% significance level, 

respectively. Robust standard errors in parentheses clustered at the district-level. Conley standard errors with distance cutoff of 50 
kilometers in parentheses using the Stata command developed by Foreman (2020). 

Log(Income) 
Log(Total 

expenses) 

Log(Food 

expenses) 

Log(Health 

expenses) 

Log(Rent 

expenses) 
FCS HHS 

Healthcare 

congestion 

index 

Share of 
0.345* 

 

0.166 

 

0.285* 

 

-0.198 

 

0.083 

 

0.235 

 

-0.115 

 

-0.013 

(0.192) (0.210) (0.170) (0.250) (0.119) (0.405) (0.101) (0.014) 

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 2525 2889 2889 2559 1878 2906 2903 2906 
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Table A.9. Excluding districts in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq 
 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 

 

 

 

 

inflows 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

statistic 
 

Note: Regressions include the following household-level controls: an indicator for whether a household is reported as male-headed; 

household-head age indicators; whether a household has more than 6 household members; whether a household receives food 

assistance from the PDS; indicators for year of first-ever displacement; indicators for year of arrival to the current location; whether 

the location of residence is the IDP household’s first place of displacement; whether the household attempted to return but remained 

in displacement; whether a household has been exposed to conflict; whether a household faces movement restrictions due to Covid- 

19 or other conflict-related reasons, and whether any member above the age of eighteen in the household has missing civil 

documentation. District-level controls include fatalities per 1,000 inhabitants; an indicator of whether the district has an Arab Sunni 

majority ethnoreligious composition; the sum of nighttime lights normalized by the population of a district; population, and the 

nearest distance from a given district to the nearest of the Tigris or Euphrates rivers in Iraq. ***, **, * denote statistical significance 

from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% significance level, respectively. Robust standard errors in parentheses clustered at the district-level. 

Log(Income) 
Log(Total 

expenses) 

Log(Food 

expenses) 

Log(Health 

expenses) 

Log(Rent 

expenses) 
FCS HHS 

Healthcare 

congestion 

index 

Share of 
0.182* 

 

0.049 

 

0.119 

 

-0.378 

 

-0.026 

 

0.350 

 

-0.157* 

 

-0.026* 

(0.093) (0.071) (0.108) (0.233) (0.126) (0.444) (0.087) (0.015) 

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 2161 2455 2453 2186 1557 2469 2466 2469 

Kleibergen- 
Paap F 44.885 

 
40.106 

 
40.064 

 
34.072 

 
74.482 

 
39.814 

 
40.011 

 
39.814 
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A.9. Additional information on datasets 

In this paper, my focus is on individuals leaving camps and tracked between October 2020 and March 2021, 

rather than those tracked in 2019, for primarily methodological reasons. First, it is difficult to assume that the 

stock of individuals leaving camps to districts in 2019 is fixed until 2021, the year of data collection for the 

2021 household-level survey used in this paper. Second, even if this paper were to examine the effect of lagged 

inflows from the camps to districts in 2019 and their subsequent effect on IDP households outside of camps 

in 2020, the analysis would be much less precise than the current one. This is because the household survey 

collected in 2020 which precedes the household survey used in this paper records only the governorate of 

residence for IDP households, whereas the household dataset used in this paper records their districts of 

residence. Subsequently, combining the two household datasets would lead to only four governorates of arrival 

in common between the two, which significantly limits the variation and precision of this analysis. Lastly, the 

camp movements dataset collected between October 2020 and March 2021 that is used in this paper precisely 

identifies the exact camp of origin for individuals leaving camps, whereas the camp movements dataset 

collected in 2019 only records their subdistricts of origin. 
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