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		Foreword

					Katrina M. Powell

			

	
				 The exhibition, Violent Infrastructure: Ecologies of Decay and Displacement, is a salient testimony to the lasting impacts of the effects of forced displacement. The exhibit demonstrates that infrastructural responses to displacement, whether by local, regional, state, national, or international entities are complex and often inadequate. Now more than ever, with the number of internally displaced persons (IDPs) increasing at alarming rates, documenting and understanding state, international organization, and nongovernmental responses to that phenomenon is critically important to designing and realizing sustainable and equitable solutions. I want here to point to the ways that engaged actors, even those with the best of intentions, often undermine the rights of displaced persons as corporate, state, religious, ethnic, and humanitarian priorities compete for resources. At the end of 2022, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) reported there were 108.4 million forcibly displaced people worldwide because of persecution, conflict, human rights violations, and ecological disasters. That total included refugees, asylum-seekers, and internally displaced persons. The number of displaced people has increased by more than five million in the months since the publication of the UNHCR’s 2022 Mid-Year Trends report and by more than 19 million since that agency’s report in 2021. More than 1 in 74 people worldwide are now considered forcibly displaced, and almost 90% of them are residents of low-and middle-income countries, placing strain on already frequently resource-stressed communities (Mid-Year Trends 2022 2022).
 This trend has also brought an increase in the number of refugee camps/centers and with them the logistical and managerial challenges of housing large numbers of people. These facilities, whether refugee camps or detention/reception centers, are politically fraught, with a variety of actors competing for resources. One difficult question confronting these often rudimentary and nominally temporary accommodations is the fact that many are managed by for-profit companies. That fact calls into question how those corporations might be contributing to, and gaining from, people’s suffering. If, for example, a firm is profiting from detaining people, what motivation might there be to create and enforce policies calling for prompt consideration of asylum claims? Similarly, if refugees are not allowed, by national law, as is very often the case, to obtain employment, how might they be expected to earn and save money to move elsewhere?
 The UN has highlighted several nations and areas now confronting major displacement challenges: Haiti, Ukraine, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, the Horn of Africa (specifically Somalia and large portions of Kenya and Ethiopia), the U.S.-Mexico Border, Afghanistan, and the Central Sahel region (Mali, Niger, and Burkina Faso). The effects of climate change, including drought, worsen the impacts of forced displacement as those affect food supplies, travel routes, and housing availability. Families risk everything to flee conflict, targeted violence, and natural disasters, and there is a frightening international apathy toward the impossible choices these individuals make in doing so. Individuals are blamed for their “choice,” their forced migration is too often demonized (if not criminalized), and the rhetoric of crisis and emergency that accompanies their plight further identifies them as responsible for their displacement (Paynter 2024). However, and irrespective of the opprobrium and discrimination they may face for their enforced flight from their homes, those affected, as those profiled in this book poignantly illustrate, have no choice but to seek to make their way in life despite their unwanted and unwelcome situations.
 Western nation populations, particularly those not affected significantly by civil unrest or natural disaster, often perceive worldwide displacement as an issue “out there.” Meanwhile, while the United Nations has called for durable solutions, such initiatives as it has been able to launch have often focused on providing immediate shelter and food for those displaced. However, the increasing numbers of displaced people across the globe suggests that those institutional processes have been unable to provide sustainable solutions to date. Indeed, the social and physical infrastructural systems in place can exacerbate the problems of forced relocation, resulting in at least a doubly violent system for those affected. As the images in Violent Infrastructure attest, forced displacement has lasting impacts, and the social and physical infrastructural response is a key component to ameliorating or, at best, eliminating those effects.
 One key issue that has arisen from widespread failure to respond adequately to the growing numbers of displaced has been the fact that the institutional systems addressing displacement are often steeped in colonialist, essentializing, and racist assumptions. Narratives of displacement produced by institutions of power are often reductionist. Often these sense-making accounts focus on victimhood, which can consequently be used against people who are displaced—once one is categorized as vulnerable, one may be vilified and blamed for being in that condition or, perhaps worse, be disparaged for receiving undue “benefits,” however meager, when other citizens do not. When people are displaced, for example, they are required to provide personal information as well as the reasons for their flight, though often those are patent, to gain eligibility for temporary housing and food distributions. However, that information can also be used to regulate their movements and, as in the case in this volume, de facto to warehouse them in increasingly unhealthy conditions. Monolithic narratives about the displaced that focus on despair, victimhood, or proof of citizenry represent a very specific narrative trajectory of the displaced that often coincides with, and frequently too, arises from, violence, betrayal, and forced removal.
 Individual and community-based responses to institutional narratives of displacement often offer a stark contrast to these broader “othering” social narratives (Powell and Takayoshi 2012; Powell 2015). In their own words, as in this text, those displaced often speak back to monolithic narratives. Often, however, those stories are ignored by state decision-makers. Like the accounts that appear here and in the Violent Infrastructure exhibit, displacement narratives center on the everyday, the individualized, and the autobiographical. As such, they inform our understanding of the transnational, historical, generational, and cyclical phenomenon of forced relocation.
 Indeed, as scholars and practitioners have examined forced displacement, it has become clear that both a global context and a location-specific approach are necessary to understand the realities in which those affected find themselves residing. Dismantling violent infrastructures is no easy task. In the United States, for instance, several infrastructures were built on government sanctioned displacement (e.g., the American Indian Removal Act of 1830, Executive Order 1066, and the National Interstate Highways and Defense Act). To investigate the interconnected issues of forced displacement, U.S. scholars have focused not only on constitutional history, legislation, and Supreme Court cases that affected displaced populations, but also the many sociological, engineering, architectural, and geographical issues at play when forced removal occurred. At work in these institutions of power are rhetorical representations of groups of people as displaceable. In the United States historical racism, classism, and misogyny have shaped debates concerning who counts as a citizen in such terms. Whether formally or informally, many of those same factors often shape how IDPs are viewed in their nations too. These elements together can coalesce in various ways or across multiple points of intersection to “justify” populations neglecting or systematically mistreating their fellow-citizen IDPs.
 Marginalized or dehumanized groups do resist such treatment. However, their categorization as vulnerable makes it difficult for their efforts to gain popular purchase or salience. As Judith Butler has argued,
 Once groups are marked as ‘vulnerable’ within human rights discourse or legal regimes, those groups become reified as definitionally ‘vulnerable,’ fixed in a political position of powerlessness and lack of agency. All the power belongs to the state and international institutions that are now supposed to offer protection. Such moves under-estimate, or actively efface modes of political agency and resistance. To understand those extra-juridical modes of resistance, we would have to think about how resistance and vulnerability work together, something that the paternalistic model cannot do. (Butler 2016)

 Butler offered an alternative to how analysts should understand the term vulnerability, as, in fact, created through “embodied social relations.” That description helps to clarify the ways that counter-narratives can constitute resistance. Viewing resistance (to popular and official representations and to government officials’ decision-making) as the agentive acts they are can provide insight into the ways that marginalized communities seek to disrupt systemic exclusion and make socially constructed inequalities visible as they do so.
 This analysis illustrates the importance of employing feminist approaches to intersectionality to capture the complexities of displacement (Bastia 2014). This analytical lens focuses on the structures and processes that connect with one another to produce or exacerbate social inequality. These mechanisms and the processual overlap of these violent systems are also sometimes referred to as assemblages or entanglements (Nash 2019). Their interplay results in placing targeted individuals in situations of precarity, and often sustained insecurity, as in the case of the IDPs housed at Tskaltubo featured in this book.
 Responses to a variety of forced displacements have also unwittingly exacerbated existing gendered and other inequalities. This is in part because public policies that address symptoms of crisis do not engage in a critical reworking or reimagining of the structures that attend them. For example, governmental demands for evacuations for natural disasters often assume certain privileges that marginalized and displaced populations lack. Public policy responses to such emergencies, for example, often uncritically use resilience as a frame that emphasizes individuals’ responsibility to adapt rather than pressing efforts to secure structural change, thus resulting in the continuation of existing inequities. This example highlights the fact that how populations know the displaced matters. Such understanding shapes the laws, surveillance strategies, architectures, and practices used to address local and global displacement and migration.
 One illustration of the importance of how societies imagine this population has been captured in the concept of “warehousing,” which has been broadly discussed in a variety of fields to understand the implications of placing persons seeking refuge in long-term, yet formally or nominally impermanent, resettlements. Merrill Smith (Director of Government Relations and International Advocacy for the U.S. Committee for Refugees and Immigrants and the editor of the World Refugee Survey) has argued that warehousing keeps people “in protracted situations of restricted mobility, enforced idleness, and dependency—their lives on indefinite hold—in violation of their basic rights under the 1951 UN Refugee Convention” (Smith 2004). This concern has been widely discussed and problematized since Smith’s article appeared from sociological, economic, political, architectural, and engineering perspectives, among others. From a humanities perspective, however, understanding representations of these spaces can inform how governments and populations think about “durable solutions” and their implications. What Violent Infrastructure asks its readers to consider is whether the abandoned sanatoria in Tskaltubo ever constituted suitable structures to house a forcibly displaced population. Any organization (whether community or government) involved in resettlement is not immune to the inequities that innately exist when warehousing human beings, and it seems plain in this case that long-term neglect led not only to unhealthy and dangerous living conditions, but also to public animus. Both outcomes were surely avoidable, but government officials’ choices nonetheless resulted in each.
 Media coverage of IDPs can bring awareness to such spaces, yet it rarely does so by focusing on the daily lives or the heterogenous experiences of those displaced. If such were to occur more routinely, the narratives written or spoken by the people living in such locations would contradict, as in the Tskaltubo case, prevailing social myths even as they would likely demonstrate that inhabitants have not been able fully to realize their visions of “home” (Paynter and Powell 2023). The agentive acts revealed by narratives of lived experiences of containment allow residents to experience self-efficacy and to share their displacement accounts (Seethaler-Wari et al. 2022, 11–12). Overall, the images and narratives that appear in this volume represent a “convergence of aftermaths… [that together point up] the gaps and failures of official [service and support] systems” (Paynter and Powell 2023).
 Finally, although discourses often frame IDPs situations as “temporary,” this Georgian case suggests a reality very often true elsewhere as well—their displacements are, more often than not, protracted. Moreover, the sheer and growing scope of global displacement suggests that in the face of income inequality, climate change, environmental degradation, and violent conflict, such long-term dislocation is becoming the new normal.
 The work in Violent Infrastructure is critical to understanding these challenges, as it reports the manifold experiences of a population that has endured decades of forced displacement while living amidst regime neglect; social stigmatization; and deteriorating, or worse, physical infrastructure. Popular efforts to imagine, very often in vain, the enormity and enormous implications in the abstract of what more than 100 million displaced people means globally can and often do deepen the separation of IDPs from the broader social spheres they inhabit. But the photographs and accounts in this volume, provided by the internally displaced people themselves, provide an intimate, striking counter to such abstraction, while also reminding all of their humanity, rights, and indeed, citizenship.
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		The Making of Violent Infrastructure: Ecologies of Decay and Displacement

					Ariel Otruba

			

	
				Motivations for the Exhibition
 Violent Infrastructure: Ecologies of Decay and Displacement is a traveling Photovoice and creative geography exhibition that examines the emotional effects of protracted displacement under abject housing infrastructure conditions in the Republic of Georgia. This book, like the exhibition on which it is predicated, is based on a feminist visual ethnography conducted by Ariel Otruba and her Georgian research team: Nino Dzotsenidze, Mariam Orjonikidze, and Natia Kekenadze. The exhibit features photographs taken by ten internally displaced persons who fled the 1992–1993 war in Abkhazia following the collapse of the Soviet Union. Following Georgian independence in 1991, the state suffered civil unrest and economic crisis throughout the 1990s. In 2008, relations between Georgia and Russia deteriorated, tensions escalated, and a five-day war occurred in August. That conflict culminated in Russian recognition of the sovereignty of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Tensions continue between Georgia and Russia regarding the sovereignty and governance of those territories, and consequently, concerns about human rights and freedom of movement for conflict-affected populations persist.
 Georgia’s IDPs number more than a quarter of a million. This population has faced an ongoing struggle for protection, rights, and durable housing since fleeing Abkhazia and South Ossetia. While slightly more than half of those displaced have found refuge in private accommodations, the remaining IDPs occupy numerous state-owned collective centers. These dwellings were generally residentially segregated and positioned on the fringes of urban centers. Despite recent government efforts to improve conditions by either privatizing collective centers or resettling those displaced to new housing, the process has been slow and arduous. Many current IDPs can expect to remain in limbo in precarious housing situations for years to come.
 The government relocated the ten individuals whose photographs are featured in the exhibit to abandoned sanatoria in the former Soviet balneological spa resort of Tskaltubo in the Imereti region of western Georgia after fleeing Abkhazia. Most of these IDPs resided in the largely unmaintained sanatoria for three decades before the government resettled them into high-rise apartment complexes between 2019–2024. The IDPs involved in the exhibit chose the photo titles and pseudonyms employed in it. Captions briefly narrate the stories behind each photo, and taken together, they demonstrate how housing quality evoked feelings of humiliation, fear, nostalgia, or longing; shaped life trajectories and intimate relationships; and structured decisions, daily routines, and social practices among affected IDPs. During a period of unprecedented numbers of forcibly displaced people worldwide, the exhibition and this accompanying volume aim to inspire a critical reimagining in favor of the provision of more caring and just housing for displaced populations in Georgia, the South Caucasus, and beyond.
 To collect the photos, Otruba and her team engaged IDPs in the research process using Photovoice. This arts-based participatory action research method seeks to highlight the voices of those belonging to socially marginalized groups for the purpose of encouraging social change. This methodology is part of a burgeoning, interdisciplinary area of research among geographers called the Geohumanities. The exhibition serves as a site of affective knowledge translation—a way of “knowing otherwise”—which brings displaced persons’ lived experiences to life. In doing so, the collection creates new possibilities for improving audience political, moral, and spatial literacy by reconstructing IDP life histories and by advocating for housing justice for that group. Violent Infrastructure has also functioned as a pedagogical tool for engaging learners domestically and abroad in questions related to post-socialist Eastern European and Eurasian politics and governance, urban planning, social and environmental justice, humanitarianism, peacebuilding, public health, and research ethics.
 
 Methodology
 The photos exhibited in Violent Infrastructure were collected during a feminist visual ethnography conducted by Otruba, Dzotsenidze, Orjonikidze, and Kekenadze in 2021 and 2022 in Tskaltubo. The phrase “feminist visual ethnography” refers to a form of inquiry using cameras to collect data to capture and express the lived social realities of a group of people and their relationship to their environment. The research team’s field work included participant observation, documentary photography, and semi-structured (walking) interviews with Photovoice. The team recruited participants through a combination of purposive and snowball sampling. The choice of these methods was informed by a feminist onto-epistemological approach that exercises an ethic of care and commitment to emancipation, while being attentive to the intersubjective, situated, embodied, emotional, and material processes of knowledge production within uneven relations of power.
 Between July and October 2021, Otruba and Dzotsenidze involved ten IDPs living in former Soviet sanatoria in Tskaltubo in a Photovoice research process. This community-based photographic participatory research method combines autophotography—in which participants take photos of their environment—and photo elicitation, which uses photos to spark discussion. Despite efforts to achieve gender parity, only two participants identified as male, with ages ranging from the early 30s to the 70s.
 Each Photovioce participant completed three interview sessions, totaling four to six hours. The team conducted, recorded, and transcribed each interview in Georgian with consecutive English interpretation. Participants responded to questions about their personal history beginning with their arrival to Tskaltubo following displacement; interpretations of their housing conditions and infrastructural change over time; and the perceived impacts of displacement on their life outcomes, relationships, routines, and cultural practices. Participants then received training and a digital camera (Kodak PIXPRO FZ43) to enable each to document their housing conditions visually. Researchers provided minimal prompting to maximize participants’ creative freedom to share what they perceived had been most important about their displacement experience.
 Participants then chose five photos to discuss in-depth during subsequent interviews. The second interview explored the stories and emotions interviewees attached to the photographs, while the third addressed whether and how the images could promote social change. These photos and interviews comprised the core of the Violent Infrastructure exhibition. Beyond Photovoice, Otruba and Dzotsenidze also photographed the sanatoria and conducted an additional ten interviews with IDPs. Those included informal as well as extended conversations. They also interviewed a former government official and several representatives of civil society organizations working to improve socio-economic conditions for displaced people in Georgia.
 Because some of the research participants had begun to receive contracts from the government to relocate to new apartments, the research team extended its study period to investigate how the new housing would affect the IDPs’ lives. In summer 2022, Otruba, Orjonikidze, and Kekenadze revisited the sanatoria to observe infrastructural changes after many IDPs had moved and to understand better why some families still resided in the old buildings. They conducted twenty in-depth interviews (60–180 minutes each) and about fifteen informal interviews during that visit. Half of those engaged in this round of in-depth interviews had previously participated in the Photovoice inquiry in 2021. This book focuses primarily on findings that arose from the 2021 Photovoice portion of the study.
 The researchers chose Photovoice as a trauma-informed and compassionate approach to help vulnerable participants overcome any difficulties they might be experiencing expressing the emotions arising from their experiences. Many participants revealed that this was the first time they had been asked about the impacts and personal import of their displacement experience. They generally found the process positive and meaningful. Some explained that their engagement with Photovoice had helped them address emotions and memories they had neglected as they engaged in years of daily struggle to live each day amidst often degrading and difficult conditions. The method provided participants with the opportunity to share their stories as they understood them. Privileging their voices and partnering with them in the research process dignified them as individuals while also helping to bridge any power inequities between those engaged and members of the research team.
 
 The Evolution of the Exhibition
 Exhibitions are often an important component of Photovoice as a way for participants and researchers to work together to encourage social change. Violent Infrastructure evolved out of the research team’s desire to work with participating IDPs to help them maximize the social and political impact of their displacement experiences. Unlike many Photovoice examples, those engaged in this study elected to remain anonymous and to limit their involvement in the exhibition of the photographs out of fear of further stigmatization or that their criticisms of government inaction might affect their access to housing or other promised support.
 The exhibit has evolved since its initial display in summer 2022. First, the team piloted a series of small pop-up events featuring what was then described as the “Tskaltubo Photovoice Project” across a series of days in public parks in cities suggested by the study’s participants. In Mzuiri Park in Tbilisi and on Batumi Boulevard in Batumi (Figure 1), the researchers engaged pedestrians with the photographs using a fabric banner displaying several of those images and a Quick Response (QR) code inviting individuals to visit a website containing additional photos and captions.[1]
 When Ariel Otruba was appointed InFocus War and Peace Scholar in Residence at Moravian University in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, for the 2022–2023 academic year, she spent several months developing a multipart exhibition in collaboration with Christopher Shorr, Artistic Director of the Moravian University Theatre Company. The resulting exhibit, which was offered free to the public, was entitled Violent Infrastructure: Ecologies of Decay and Displacement. Otruba and her research team selected a collection of 30 IDP photographs for the show based on image quality as well as how well each represented major research findings and contributed to depicting a diversity of stories and perspectives. The team also ensured that each participant had multiple photographs in the exhibition. Otruba enhanced selected photographs slightly using Adobe Lightroom to improve image quality and bring aesthetic cohesion to the collection, but this step did not fundamentally alter any photographer’s perspective or intentions. For example, edits included minimal adjustments to contrast and exposure, as well as minor cropping. The study team then arranged to have the selected photographs enlarged to 18 inches by 24 inches and printed on water resistant gatorboard. They were then mounted for initial display in the H. Paty Eiffe Gallery in the Haupert Union Building (HUB) at Moravian University for two months beginning in late November 2022. Each image was accompanied by a title, the pseudonym of the participant who shot the photo, and a descriptive caption written and translated from interviews with the displaced (Figure 2).
 
 [image: Four people stand in a park near a white banner with text and images. Sunlight filters through trees, casting long shadows.]Figure 1. Mariam Orjonikidze and Ariel Otruba discuss the “Tskaltubo Photovoice Project” with pedestrians during a pop-up event on Batumi Boulevard in Batumi, Georgia. Photo by Natia Kekenadze. August 2022. [image: A group of young adults sits in a circle on the floor. The walls display large photographs of decaying buildings and ruins.]Figure 2. Undergraduate students in World Politics at Virginia Tech meet with Ariel Otruba to discuss Violent Infrastructure: Ecologies of Decay and Displacement in Newman Library, Blacksburg, Virginia. Photo by Ariel Otruba. October 2023. In addition to the exhibition, the organizers offered Moravian University audiences an immersive multimedia installation in that institution’s Arena Theatre that sought to capture what life was like in the Tskaltubo sanatoria. Ariel Otruba and Christopher Shorr wrote the production’s script using research data, interview transcripts, and other archival materials, including relevant media. Shorr directed the effort. Moravian students, staff, and faculty assisted with set creation, sound and video operation, and voice acting. Other students served as stage crew and ushers. Those who constructed scenes and sets did so using footage from Otruba’s ethnography and other archival videos.[2] Sample scenes appear in Figures 3 and 4. Student actors recorded excerpts of translated IDP interview transcripts for the show. The immersive experience began with a description of Joseph Stalin’s amendment to the Soviet constitution guaranteeing workers the right to rest and leisure, which created an impetus for health tourism in Tskaltubo given its unique radon-carbonate mineral springs. The installation then shared the story of the collapse of the Soviet regime and subsequent ethnopolitical wars, which led to Georgia’s first wave of internal displacement. As audiences moved through the production, they next learned about the IDPs efforts to make the abandoned spa buildings into homes and how they adapted, as time passed, to the deteriorating material conditions of the sanatoria as they fell into profound disrepair. Thereafter, the immersive experience presented the Georgian government’s recent efforts to privatize the buildings for possible renovation and IDPs’ reflections on the future of Tskaltubo in the wake of their relocation. The immersive installation was up for four nights and attracted more than 100 visitors and two student groups: one graduate MFA class and an undergraduate public health class. A video walk-through of the installation is available on YouTube (Shorr and Otruba 2022). Both the photo exhibition and the immersive multimedia installation kicked off on Thursday, December 1, 2022, with an opening night lecture and reception.
 
 
 
 [image: Dimly lit room with red & blue Soviet flag, Stalin & Lenin portraits, dresser with radio, lamp, projection of an old film.]Figure 3. Constructed sets and scenes from the immersive multimedia installation at Moravian University in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. Photo by Ariel Otruba. December 2022. 
 
 [image: A dark room with recreations of enclosed balconies on an old, worn Soviet building with images eerily projected onto them.]Figure 4. Constructed sets and scenes from the immersive multimedia installation at Moravian University in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. Photo by Ariel Otruba. December 2022. Following this major public event, Otruba and her team began exploring how they could develop Violent Infrastructure into an exhibition that could travel to different locations in the US and abroad. Otruba developed marketing materials, including a brochure and online form to advertise and recruit potential sponsors. Otruba also printed a second set of smaller 9-inch by 12-inch prints that could be displayed at pop-up events to increase exposure to the project. The first test of this concept occurred at the Caucasus Research Resource Center (CRRC) conference, New Frontiers: The South Caucasus Amidst New Challenges, in Tbilisi in June 2023, at which Otruba and her team exhibited a tabletop display of the photographs and facilitated a research methods workshop on Photovoice (Figure 5). Otruba later expanded that initial offering into a two-part, five-hour online course for the American Research Institute of the South Caucasus (ARISC) in early September 2023. She has also added display boards for the smaller prints to allow the show to be moved more readily to different venues (Figure 6).
 
 [image: A group of people in discussion, sitting on green chairs in a conference room. A table in the background displays photos.]Figure 5. Violent Infrastructure on display in the background during a breakout discussion activity with participants of the Photovoice workshop at The Caucasus Research Resource Centers (CRRC) conference in Tbilisi, Georgia. Photo by Ariel Otruba. June 2023. [image: Woman in a tan suit stands next to a black display board showcasing a series of images depicting urban infrastructural decay.]Figure 6. Ariel Otruba and Violent Infrastructure (small prints) at Rutgers University in New Brunswick, New Jersey. Photo by Jenny Isaacs. October 2023. Next, the research team received an invitation to offer the exhibition at Virginia Tech at that University’s Newman Library in Blacksburg, Virginia, from the Director of the Virginia Tech Institute for Policy and Governance (VTIPG), Max O. Stephenson Jr. and Director of the Center for European Union, Transatlantic, and Trans-European Space Studies (CEUTSS), Yannis Stivachtis. The exhibition was on display at Virginia Tech from October 1 to December 15, 2023. During her campus visit to open the exhibit, Otruba delivered a research talk, facilitated a workshop on Photovoice as participatory method, and completed a podcast interview with graduate students for the Community Change Collaborative for its Trustees Without Borders series (“Podcasts” 2023). The relationships she established at Virginia Tech during her visit to Blacksburg ultimately led to this volume. In the time following the exhibition at Virginia Tech, Otruba has delivered presentations and shown the photos at Rutgers University, Miami University, Arcadia University, Lafayette College, and the Association for Slavic, East European, and Eurasian Studies Association. She continues to solicit interest for future venues.
 While exposing spatial injustice and advocating for the improvement of housing conditions for IDPs in Georgia remains a central goal of the exhibition, offering it at educational institutions and academic conferences has demonstrated its pedagogical value. In addition to promoting consideration of housing injustice, the project challenges audiences to interrogate the epistemic violence embedded within the configurations of power/privilege and traditional hierarchical regimes of coloniality that have long dominated research practice.
 
 Violent Infrastructure’s Creators and Contributors
 Violent Infrastructure and this companion volume are the products of many contributors and institutional partners. The project developed initially out of Otruba’s desire to unsettle the power and privilege of her positionality and research practices as a white, Western female scholar from the United States working with a vulnerable population in the Global South. Otruba has been traveling to Georgia and studying conflict-affected populations there since 2011. From 2013–2019, she conducted a multi-sited ethnography examining the impact of border securitization practices by Russian forces on rural populations along the Administrative Boundary Line (ABL) of South Ossetia. After completing that project, Otruba began questioning her research practices and seeking to ensure that her work became more trauma-informed, collaborative, and participatory.
 Her field work along the South Ossetian ABL raised many questions about violent geographies from an urban political geography perspective, particularly the slow, infrastructural violence and social death of vulnerable populations in abject border spaces. This interest prompted her to explore the architecturally significant and unique cultural heritage of the sanatoria of Tskaltubo. Informed by emerging trends in the literature on infrastructural and emotional geographies, Otruba was interested in learning what harm had resulted for IDPs because of the decades they had inhabited the decaying ruins. How had IDPs suffered physically and emotionally from isolation; a lack of basic electricity, heating, and plumbing; and from penetrating moisture, mold, and rot?
 In 2021, Otruba recruited Dr. Nino Dzotsenidze, an international comparative education expert, to collaborate on the initiative. Having previous experience using Photovoice, Dzotsenidze was instrumental in jump-starting field work, especially when US State Department travel warnings for COVID-19 initially prevented Otruba from going to the field. After several weeks, Otruba was able to join Dzotsenidze in Tskaltubo. As the two completed their ethnography and Photovoice project, the Georgian government offered many of the IDPs then residing in the sanatoria new apartments. In response, the collaborators wondered how the lives of those who had been so long displaced might be affected by the proposed infrastructural changes. This led to a second round of fieldwork in 2022. Otruba and Dzotsenidze recruited Mariam Orjonikidze, M.A. student in Sociology and Anthropology at Ilia State University, and Natia Kekenadze, PhD student in Urban Studies at Tbilisi State University, to join their investigative effort as they undertook this fresh round of interviews.
 This volume is the product not only of the research team and the IDPs whose experience it seeks to capture, but also of the talents of other scholars and students associated with the Virginia Tech Institute for Policy and Governance, who enthusiastically saw the potential of this project. This includes Drs. Stephenson and Stivachtis; Non-Resident Research Fellow, Dr. Neda Moayerian; affiliated Ph.D. student, Amin Farzaneh; and Community Projects Manager and Research Faculty Member, Lara Nagle. All have contributed significantly to this work. Dr. Katrina M. Powell, Director of the Virginia Tech Center for Refugee and Migrant Displacement Studies, provided a Foreword for the volume.
 
 Book Organization
 This book is organized into eight chapters. The Foreword offers a reminder of the increasingly protracted nature of internal displacement as the number of individuals so afflicted continues to climb globally. It suggests that the photographs of Violent Infrastructure highlight the critical role that social and physical infrastructure, including the overarching governance environment, can play in preventing or ameliorating the effects of marginalization, inequality, and warehousing of displaced people. In Chapter 2, “The Human Rights of Displaced Populations,” the authors examine the human rights paradigm within the context of displaced populations, emphasizing the limitations of the international system and how this ultimately shapes the protection of IDP rights. Chapter 3, “Geographies of Protracted Displacement in Georgia,” focuses on the failure to guarantee the right to adequate housing by interrogating dwelling type, geographic location, and the quality of IDP housing in the wake of three waves of displacement in Georgia. This chapter is followed by “Emotional Ecologies of Infrastructural Violence and Housing Injustice in Tskaltubo,” which uses photos from Violent Infrastructure to show the slow and intimate violence of infrastructural disrepair, particularly how conditions of the sanatoria in Tskaltubo have disrupted IDP life trajectories, shaped that population’s sense of its rights and protections, and transformed how they imagine their futures. Chapter 5, “The Continuum of Housing Question and the Case of Georgia’s Displaced Population,” examines the evolution of IDP housing policy in Georgia. Despite the introduction of a State Strategy on IDPs and its subsequent action plans, which have nominally sought to eliminate collective centers, the chapter argues for the adoption of more participatory approaches to integrate displaced individuals’ perspectives into decision-making concerning their welfare and housing. Chapter 6, “Photovoice: Learning From Lived Experiences with the Potential to Facilitate Social Change,” provides an overview of the Photovoice method and the unique benefits and challenges of its use in participatory projects seeking to promote social change. The editors bring the volume to a conclusion in Chapter 7 by highlighting four major questions and concerns about the treatment of displaced persons in Georgia related to vulnerability, protractedness, resilience and agency, and government failure.
 
 Dual Translation
 This book is available in English and Georgian. The authors wrote all chapters in English first and each was then translated into Georgian. This approach embodies the ethos of the research team’s collaborative and participatory practice, particularly the shared goal to decolonize academic research and publishing. It also aims to make the stories offered in this text as broadly available as possible. Rigorous academic scholarship in English on conflict affected populations in Georgia remains limited. Still fewer such resources are available in Georgian. As a result, many Georgians have little knowledge of the lived experience of the IDPs who reside among them. Publishing this volume in Georgian not only responds to gaps in knowledge, but it also serves to combat stigma concerning IDPs within Georgian society. Finally, translation increases the reach and social impact of this project with the goal of improving material and social conditions for forcibly displaced populations in Georgia and elsewhere.
 In writing this book, the research team recognizes the contentious politics of language privilege and place naming. They have attempted to circumvent privileging one language and position over the other as best as possible by using “Tskhinval(i),” “Sukhum(i),” and “Gal(i)” on the reference map. They also use the names “Abkhazia” and “South Ossetia” referring to the territories that were historically the South Ossetian Autonomous Oblast and the Abkhaz Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic under the Soviet Union. They avoid the use of “Tskhinvali region” or “Samachablo,” which would privilege the Georgian state’s position on the territorial sovereignty, nor do they use “Republic of South Ossetia” or the “State of Alania” or “Republic of Abkhazia,” which would privilege the recognition of these territories. They also acknowledge that terms such as “de facto,” “separatist,” and “breakaway” territories also tacitly favor Georgian sovereignty claims; therefore, we favor phrases such as “disputed” territories to avoid conferring sovereignty in either direction.
 
 References
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 	The researchers also sought to offer a pop-up exhibition in a third location, a park in Kutaisi, but encountered obstacles from the mayor's office when attempting to secure a permit. ↵
	Otruba’s brother, Victor Otruba, assisted with set construction and creation of audio-visual content for the installation. ↵
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				 Human displacement represents a multifaceted and intricate phenomenon, affecting millions of individuals across diverse contexts. According to the Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre (IDMC) (2023), there were 71.1 million internally displaced people (IDPs) across the world at the end of 2022—62.5 million had been displaced by conflict and violence and 8.7 million were forced to flee their homes as a result of disasters. According to the IDMC (2023), the rapid escalation of conflict and violence in nations such as Ukraine and the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), along with significant natural disasters, including major flooding in Pakistan, were principal causes of this massive global population dislocation. These numbers do not include the IDPs from the ongoing Israel–Hamas war. The United Nations Relief and Works Agency (UNWRA) has reported that as of April 1, 2024, “up to 1.7 million people (over 75 per cent of the population) have been displaced across the Gaza Strip, the majority multiple times.” According to the latest IDMC (2023) report, newly displaced individuals from various conflicts/disasters added to the tens of millions already enduring protracted displacement due to ongoing conflicts and recurrent disasters. Rooted in causes as varied as wars and environmental calamities, the phenomenon of displacement poses formidable impediments to the realization of fundamental human rights for affected populations. As Walter Kälin, the United Nations (UN) Secretary General’s Representative on the Human Rights of Internally Displaced Persons, has noted,
 Too many internally displaced women and girls remain exposed to sexual and gender-based violence or other forms of abject exploitation, too many displaced children have no chance to access even basic education or are recruited into armed forces and armed groups, and too many men have lost any hope of regaining their ability to care for their loved ones. (Kälin 2011, 43)

 This chapter examines the human rights paradigm within the context of displaced populations, providing definitions, highlighting key international actors and pivotal issues/challenges, and sketching proposed remedies for the structure’s continuing challenges. Drawing upon the foundational tenets of international law, including pertinent treaties and conventions, we outline the rights of displaced persons and also describe the companion responsibilities vested in states and other stakeholders to safeguard those rights and ensure the protection and well-being of that population.
 
 Defining Forced Displacement
 Before delving into the human rights of those displaced, it is essential to define what constitutes a displaced population. Forced displacement, also termed forced migration or relocation, entails the involuntary or coerced movement of individuals away from their homes or home regions. The United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees has described forced displacement as resulting from, “persecution, conflict, generalized violence, or human rights violations and events seriously disturbing public order” (UNHCR 2023, 2). A person subjected to forced displacement may alternatively be labeled a “forced migrant”; a “displaced person”; or, if displaced within their home country, an “internally displaced person.”
 UNHCR considers an individual who left their home due to economic hardship to be an economic migrant and, in legal terms, not a displaced person. If a displaced individual was forced from their home as a result of economic development, the High Commissioner considers such relocation to be development-induced displacement. If a displaced person crosses an international border and falls under the provisions of a relevant international legal instrument addressing refugees, asylees, and the displaced, they may be able to apply for asylum in a different nation and become a refugee, if their application to do so is successful. Although often incorrectly used as a synonym for displaced person, the term refugee refers specifically to a legally recognized status that accords specific legal protections.
 An individual who left their home region because of political persecution or violence, but did not cross an international border, is commonly considered an internally displaced person. These people are subject to more tenuous international protection than refugees. In 1998, the UN High Commissioner on Human Rights published Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement and defined internally displaced people as:
 Persons or groups of persons who have been forced or obliged to flee or leave their homes or places of habitual residence in particular as a result of or in order to avoid the effects of armed conflict, situations of generalized violence, violations of human rights, or natural or human-made disasters and who have not crossed an internationally recognized State border. (OCHA 1998, 3)

 The following sections delve into the human rights of IDPs and the current challenges in realizing those in today’s global political, economic, and social context.
 
 Human Rights Framework
 According to the UN,
 Human rights are rights inherent to all human beings, regardless of race, sex, nationality, ethnicity, language, religion, or any other status. Human rights include the right to life and liberty, freedom from slavery and torture, freedom of opinion and expression, the right to work and education, and many more. Everyone is entitled to these rights, without discrimination. (United Nations 2023)

 The protection of human rights is enshrined in numerous international instruments, including the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR), the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), and the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC), among others. These treaties establish a comprehensive framework for the protection and promotion of human rights for all individuals, including displaced populations.
 
 The Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement
 The United Nations Commission on Human Rights adopted the Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement (GPID) on April 17, 1998. These tenets serve as an internationally recognized standard to guide governments, humanitarian agencies, and development organizations as they offer aid and protection to IDPs. This said, it is essential to note that the GPID is not a legally binding treaty. However, the Principles have gained widespread recognition and acceptance across the international community. Many countries and organizations have voluntarily incorporated its standards into their policies, laws, and practices concerning internal displacement. The Guiding Principles’ influence extends beyond formal legal obligations, as it emphasizes the importance of respecting the rights and dignity of IDPs.
 Principle 1 of the GPID asserted that IDPs “shall enjoy, in full equality, the same rights and freedoms under international and domestic law as do other persons in their country” (OCHA 1998, 3). The Principles emphasized that initial displacement without just cause is prohibited (Principles 5–7). Displaced individuals retain a wide array of rights, including access to essential humanitarian aid such as food, medicine, and shelter; protection from physical harm; education; freedom of movement and residency; participation in public affairs; and engagement in economic activities (Principles 10–23). Additionally, displaced persons are entitled to assistance from competent authorities with voluntary, dignified, and secure return to their native homes, or resettlement, or local integration, as appropriate to their circumstances. Any of these may include entitlement to support in recovering lost property and belongings. In cases where restitution is not feasible, the Principles embrace compensation or appropriate reparations (Principles 28–30).
 However, as other scholars have argued, the existence of the GPID does not automatically translate into the protection of IDPs’ rights. Ferris (2011), for example, has contended that the GPID’s relative effectiveness in preventing arbitrary displacement remains uncertain. This situation poses significant challenges to safeguarding the human rights of IDPs. Regarding the right not to be arbitrarily displaced, Dirikgil (2023) has contended that a nation-driven approach can serve as a pragmatic and effective framework for realizing that aspiration. The challenge with such an approach lies not in its content or even in international recognition of its appropriateness, but rather in such factors as a lack of political will among state officials to work toward such goals or instability or incapacity in government institutions (Dirikgil 2023).
 As noted above, IDPs are most often citizens of the country from which they are uprooted. As such, they are entitled to the same set of rights as nondisplaced nationals, including the right to participation in public and political life. However, according to a recent Global Protection Cluster (2020) report, IDPs confront multiple challenges in exercising their political rights. The absence of an inclusive legal framework in Europe and elsewhere poses a significant hurdle. In addition, in conflict-affected regions, public participation is often disrupted due to challenges related to identification. This reality affects IDPs rights to self-determination (Article 1 of the ICCPR) and non-discrimination (Articles 2 and 26 of the ICCPR), resulting in exclusion. Without proper documentation, IDPs face difficulties in proving their identity and asserting their political rights. Legal and practical barriers may also arise from national residency requirements. For instance, in Afghanistan, IDPs must register for support at their place of residence (from which they had been displaced) to be eligible to vote. Such conditions can hinder their political participation. More generally, IDPs’ return to their areas of origin is often hampered by insecurity and intimidation. In countries such as Afghanistan, the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), and Iraq, security-related issues pose major obstacles to IDPs’ public participation. In such cases, effective arrangements for absentee voting are crucial (Global Protection Cluster 2020).
 
 The Kampala Convention: Protecting Internally Displaced Persons in Africa
 The Kampala Convention (African Union 2009), officially known as the African Union Convention for the Protection and Assistance of Internally Displaced Persons in Africa, was adopted during a Special Summit of the African Union (AU) held in Kampala, Uganda on October 23, 2009. That gathering of continental leaders aimed to provide legal protection and assistance to those forced to flee within their own countries due to armed conflicts, violence, natural disasters, or large-scale development projects. The Kampala Convention was the world’s first binding agreement specifically tailored to address IDPs’ needs. States party to the convention commit to proactive measures to prevent displacement whenever possible. The agreement guarantees IDPs the right to protection from harm, discrimination, and violence and of access to basic humanitarian assistance, including shelter, healthcare, and education.
 While the Kampala Convention is legally binding for its signatories, its effectiveness, like all international agreements, nonetheless depends on national implementation. The AU has encouraged participating states to incorporate its provisions into their domestic laws and policies. However, challenges persist in ensuring consistent enforcement across all Union member states. As Kamungi has observed,
 In most African countries, good laws are frequently rendered impotent by a political culture of impunity. Perpetrators of human rights violations are often untouchable: powerful people in government, in the economy and in other influential sectors. The strength of their control and influence undermines civil society. This results in a hostile, indeed dangerous, political environment for victims and for advocates pushing for durable solutions. It also translates into protracted situations of displacement, suggesting that displacement in most of Africa is a political question needing far more than legal solutions. (Kamungi 2010, 54)

 Despite the delineated rights for IDPs in the GPID and in the Kampala Convention along with other legal documents, it has often proven difficult to prompt states to ensure their effective enforcement. The following section provides examples of various national efforts to protect IDPs’ rights.
 
 Examples of IDPs’ Rights in Various Countries
 State responses to IDPs vary significantly, influenced by their individual political, economic, social, and cultural contexts. Generally speaking, regime actions reflect the capacity and willingness of governments to address IDPs’ needs as outlined and manifest in their policy priorities and international obligations. In 2011, the UN Secretary General’s Representative on the Human Rights of IDPs observed hopefully,
 [There] is a greater readiness of states to discuss their displacement situations. There are still countries like Myanmar or Pakistan which deny that people displaced by military operations are IDPs but overall, I felt a growing willingness of governments not only to discuss IDP issues but also to take at least some steps to better assist and protect them. Some countries, in particular Georgia and Azerbaijan and to some extent also Bosnia, Serbia and Colombia, have started to address their protracted displacement situations with measures to improve the living conditions of their IDPs while awaiting return or other durable solutions; however, problems remain, particularly in the area of livelihoods and for IDPs with special needs. (Kälin 2011, 43–44)

 According to the GP20 report (the culmination of a three-year multi-stakeholder initiative to mark the 20th anniversary of the Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement) (2018), the experiences of Fiji, Niger, South Sudan, and Vanuatu during the previous two decades had highlighted the importance of sustained government commitment to developing, adopting, and implementing national laws and policies addressing internal displacement. Despite complex factors shaping the political willingness of leaders in each of these nations to comply with relevant international obligations concerning their IDPs, according to this report, these countries had addressed their displacement challenges transparently and had complied with their commitments in so doing.
 Colombia has provided another example of a nation willing to support IDP rights and to honor its international obligations thereby. That nation has suffered with an internal conflict since 1964. As a result, the country has one of the largest populations of IDPs globally, second only to Syria. According to IDMC (2022), in 2022 approximately 4.7 million people in Colombia, which accounted for 9% of the country’s entire population, were internally displaced. The Colombian Constitutional Court has played a crucial role in protecting and advocating for IDP rights. The Court has significantly influenced government policy and responses to the specific needs and vulnerabilities of the nation’s displaced. In Decision T-025 of 2004, for example, Colombia’s high court declared an “unconstitutional state of affairs” due to the gap between IDP rights guaranteed by law and the government’s insufficient efforts to protect and ensure them. The Court not only outlined a basic bill of IDPs’ rights, but also issued concrete orders for programs and policies to address the unconstitutional character of existing internal displacement initiatives (Nimons 2021). Decision T-025 led to specific orders that compelled national and local officials to improve assistance to IDPs aimed at upholding their fundamental rights. Despite significant political opposition, the Colombian Congress approved Law 1448 of 2011 after four years, amidst peace negotiations with the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC). Recognizing IDPs as victims of the Colombian conflict, the decision stands as the world’s largest reparation and peace-building program. The law aims to protect and support IDPs, delineating stages of intervention and establishing criteria for ceasing special protection. Additionally, it offers compensation through indemnities and land restitution. Indemnities, up to $10,000, aim to alleviate poverty and require program recipients to participate in investment workshops (Ibáñez, Moya, and Velásquez 2022). Land restitution follows a three-stage process, with the government identifying areas and claimants applying to the Restitution Unit. In effect in its various holdings, the Colombian Constitutional Court incorporated the GPID into national law.
 IDP organizations have also played a critical role in addressing the legal standing and rights of those displaced in Colombia. Overall, Colombia’s Constitutional Court has been instrumental in shaping IDP rights in that nation and its efforts have spurred ongoing efforts to address the complex challenges faced by that group in the country (Rivadeneira 2009; Small 2012; Nimons 2021). The progress that has been attained could not have occurred without the Court’s sustained interest and engagement (political will) and without the continuing compliance and cooperation of other governmental actors.
 
 Challenges to Realization of IDPs’ Rights
 Schimmel (2022, 500) has argued that “IDPs suffer as a result of often arbitrary distinctions between them and refugees in international refugee law, international human rights law, and international humanitarian law.” He has highlighted the lack of explicit, dedicated legal safeguards for IDPs in comparison to those individuals (refugees) who have crossed international borders and argued that this disparity often leads to neglect of the rights and needs of IDPs, resulting in insufficient humanitarian responses from entities such as the United Nations, its agencies, member states, and global humanitarian nongovernmental organizations (INGOs). Internally displaced persons find themselves ensnared in what Ruddick (1997) has termed a “sovereignty trap,” severely impeding their ability to realize their human rights. Unlike refugees, who benefit from the explicit legal framework provided by the United Nations 1951 Refugee Convention, IDPs lack comparable formal protections, as we have outlined above. While the Refugee Convention has historically provided a degree of safeguarding for refugees, recent years have seen its enforcement challenged, particularly by European states (Stephenson Jr. and Moayerian 2025), Australia (Ziersch, Due, and Walsh 2020), some nations in the Middle East (Moayerian and Stephenson Jr. 2023), and by the United States (Coen 2020). 
 Nonetheless, and despite this turn, the Convention has exerted considerable influence on national refugee policies in countries where the rule of law is respected. Meanwhile, the situation for IDPs is markedly different (Rosenberg 2004; Schimmel 2022). The absence of explicit legal protections leaves those displaced utterly dependent on the states in which they reside for protection. International law, while placing responsibility for human rights protection on states, fails to provide substantive legal recourse for individuals when states fail to uphold those rights. As a result, IDPs are often abandoned to the whims of their nation-states, with limited avenues for redress. Efforts to establish specific international legal rights for IDPs have faced obstacles for decades. Nations have shown reluctance to create new legally binding human rights laws, fearing that the UN or other countries might thereby be able to intervene in their domestic affairs. Some national leaders have also expressed concern that explicit rights for IDPs could undermine the rights of refugees or work to dissuade nations from offering asylum to refugees. As a consequence, IDPs overall continue to lack the formal international protections enjoyed by refugees, leaving them vulnerable and often overlooked when humanitarian initiatives are undertaken.
 This scenario, at least in part, stems from the foundational principles of international law, which prioritize the sovereignty and self-determination of nation-states. The core international human rights treaties, while designed to protect individual rights, ultimately defer to the authority of nation-states to respect and ensure those claims. The inherent tension between state sovereignty and human rights leaves IDPs with limited recourse when states violate, or what often amounts to the same, ignore, their rights. Indeed, as if to underscore this point, a report by the UN Secretary-General’s High-Level Panel on Internal Displacement (2021) underscored a profound lack of political will among nations to address internal displacement, with many states failing to acknowledge or take responsibility for their displaced citizens and residents. Additionally, according to that report, the UN, donor countries, and international financial institutions have not demonstrated the commitment necessary to address the protracted global displacement crisis effectively.
 The High Panel’s report also highlighted several issues contributing to this continuing lack of political will in some nations. First, there is often limited recognition of the extensive costs of inaction for those displaced. Second, even when political will exists, capacity gaps and operational constraints often hinder progress. Third, addressing internal displacement is frequently sidelined by competing governmental policy agendas. Last, there is insufficient accountability for state actors who fail to respond appropriately to internal displacement. Moreover, internal displacement is frequently popularly viewed as a short-term humanitarian issue, which diverts attention from the primary responsibility of states to lead action for solutions. This perspective, or better perhaps, mythology, also hampers other actors across the humanitarian-development-peace nexus, disaster risk reduction, and climate change adaptation from fulfilling their roles in preventing and resolving internal displacement. Together, these factors often result in relative governmental as well as UN neglect of IDPs, perpetuating a cycle of invisibility. Despite global commitments to leave no one behind under the Sustainability Development Goals, internal displacement has not received the urgent attention and action it requires.
 The current international internal displacement crisis has been compounded by other global crises, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, which have exacerbated the vulnerabilities of such individuals. The economic downturn triggered by the pandemic has strained resources, particularly in fragile countries, increasing the risk of new or renewed displacement. Additionally, according to the UNHCR’s Strategic Framework for Climate Action (2024), the global climate crisis is expected to increase internal displacement significantly due to its escalating impacts. Without urgent action, the number of people displaced by climate-related disasters is projected to rise dramatically in the coming decades, posing further challenges for the world’s countries and for the United Nations.
 
 UN Cluster Approach to Secure the Rights of IDPs
 The UN has a special body dedicated to the rights and needs of refugees, i.e., UNHCR. However, there is no international agency dedicated to protecting and fulfilling the rights and needs of IDPs (OCHA 1998). Since the mid-late 1990s, UNHCR has expanded its outreach to internally displaced persons, although its primary focus remains refugees. While the international refugee entity has incorporated some programs for IDPs under its mantle, it lacks the dedicated resources to address their requirements adequately (Schimmel 2022). Nonetheless, and within these constraints, the UNHCR has recently improved its services for IDPs through, in part, the UN’s cluster approach to humanitarian action. When large non-refugee humanitarian crises due to conflicts or natural disasters occur and the needs of affected and displaced individuals surpass the responsible nation’s governmental capacity to respond adequately, the UN appoints a Humanitarian Coordinator (HC) to coordinate and “cluster” international agency emergency assistance (Inter-Agency Standing Committee 2015). These crises are characterized by their scale and complexity, necessitating a multi-sectoral approach involving various humanitarian aid actors.
 Each cluster is accountable to the HC through its Cluster Lead Agency (CLA), as well as to national authorities and affected populations. UNHCR typically assumes primary responsibility for the protection of IDPs in such cases. According to its announced policy, UNHCR (UNHCR 2019) assists Resident/Humanitarian Coordinators and UN/Humanitarian Country Teams involved in its cluster in developing a comprehensive protection and solutions strategy for IDPs in complex emergency situations, emphasizing evidence-based analysis. The UN refugee agency provides expertise and guidance on protection priorities, working to ensure that such efforts remain central to the humanitarian response to unfolding scenarios, wherever those may occur. The UN refugee office has also pledged to work to involve local and national actors in its cluster initiatives so that those officials may appropriately assume leadership for developing strategies and action plans to address internal displacement. Currently, UNHCR leads the Global Protection Cluster and co-leads the Global Shelter Cluster with the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC) and the Global Camp Coordination Camp Management Cluster (CCCM), alongside the International Organization for Migration (IOM).
 
 [image: Infographic depicting the responsibilities of different global clusters during humanitarian crises.]Figure 7. Global Cluster Lead Agencies (Inter-Agency Standing Committee 2015). See Appendix for image description. This allocation of responsibilities reflects broad international recognition of UNHCR’s expertise and experience in dealing with displaced populations. However, several scholars have criticized the cluster approach (Stephenson Jr. and Schnitzer 2009; Stumpenhorst, Stumpenhorst, and Razum 2011; Heath 2014; Gagnet 2017; Stephenson Jr. 2017). For its part, the UNHCR (2006) issued a lessons learned report that underscored the critical need for improved cooperation among agencies and organizations within the cluster structure, highlighting the political will problem within states. Similarly, evaluations of UNHCR’s operations in Lebanon and Syria in the mid-2000s highlighted concerns about participating international agencies prioritizing their own interests within clusters rather than focusing on assuring the rights and delivery of services to those displaced. Despite the cluster approach’s aim to foster collaboration and clarify roles among international agencies seeking to provide support in complex emergencies, there remains a persistent issue of intense competition among those for visibility and control, which risks undermining accountability and efficacy within such efforts (Maier 2007). 
 According to Maier (2007), the frequent lack of involvement of host governments and NGOs in cluster efforts also poses significant challenges to the approach’s effectiveness. Writing before the onset of the Syrian migration of mid-2010, Maier contended that developing countries have shown limited awareness and ownership of the humanitarian reform process, and he highlighted a pressing need for UN entities to enhance their engagement with host governments in the future. There is a notable and frequent disconnect between headquarters and country cluster leads, as highlighted by NGO findings (Maier 2007; Lyytinen 2008; Stumpenhorst, Stumpenhorst, and Razum 2011) and the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) Interim Self-Assessment of Implementation of the Cluster Approach in the Field (2006). This break is attributed to ineffective guidance from UN agency headquarters personnel to the country level and is especially problematic for IDP assistance. Accountability of country cluster leads to the Humanitarian Coordinator, a crucial aspect of the cluster approach, remains unclear and lacks systematic operationalization (Heath 2014). The relationship between global and country clusters also continues to lack precision. Many observers perceive this relationship as a work in progress, with details of cluster operation still awaiting clarification. Using the example of Haiti, Stumpenhorst and colleagues (2011) analyzed the UNHCR cluster approach. They contended that during the second phase of relief efforts, a lack of cooperation and communication among NGOs became pronounced.
 As planning transitioned into implementation, coordination with the UN Office for Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (UNOCHA) often diminished, while concerns about visibility, competition, and donor accountability took precedence. Consequently, numerous independent projects, often small in scale, emerged without adequate feedback to the clusters regarding their initiation, completion, or abandonment. Identifying new gaps in assistance provision was delayed as a result. The authors found that challenges to improving communication were exacerbated by the perception of cluster meetings as time-consuming, compounded by logistical hurdles caused by the emergencies being addressed such as damaged or blocked roads hindering travel. Most importantly, Stumpenhorst and colleagues (2011) claimed that UNOCHA’s role was primarily that of an information platform, lacking the authority to issue directives. When program line directives could only be issued by national governments, an effective coordination process inevitably depended on the goodwill and cooperation of the state as well as engaged UN entities, INGOs, and NGOs. In short, the cluster approach endeavors to mobilize both international and national resources effectively in response to extraordinarily difficult conditions.
 However, every such endeavor is fraught with challenges, primarily stemming from the necessity for coordination among international agencies, affected governments, and various UN entities and INGOs. This coordination is hindered by the distinct levels of accountability these organizations maintain towards different populations, particularly contrasting with the accountability local officials uphold. Additionally, competition among these institutions for prominence and funding further complicates the collaborative effort. Past scholarly work has underscored the pivotal role of political will among international actors, particularly funders, in assuring service provision to IDPs. Moreover, the academic literature has underscored the inevitable mediation of international efforts by the attitudes and objectives of local officials, alongside the fiscal capacities of their governments. Notably, the transient nature of international actors in affected regions raises doubts regarding their capability to induce substantial shifts in local attitudes or behaviors. Ultimately, the efficacy of UN agencies and INGOs in securing the rights of IDPs is constrained by the extent to which the affected sovereign government permits their intervention. In essence, the influence wielded by these organizations is circumscribed by the prevailing political and operational realities of affected states.
 
 Conclusions
 This chapter provided an overview of the rights that IDPs formally possess. Human rights are universal and indivisible and transcend borders and demographics. They are the moral compass guiding our collective existence. Regardless of gender, caste, creed, religion, or nationality, every individual is entitled to these fundamental rights. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, adopted by the UN General Assembly in 1948,[1] enshrined these principles. Although not legally binding, most nations have incorporated these premises into their constitutions and legal frameworks. At least formally and nominally, these rights shield populations, including displaced ones, from discrimination and seek to ensure that their basic needs are met. We have argued that IDPs are often caught in the crossfire of conflict or national emergency. Indeed, their displacement most often arises from war or natural calamities. Consequently, as a group, they face unique challenges. 
 As the photos in this book hauntingly portray, individuals displaced within their own countries grapple with loss, uncertainty, stigmatization, and vulnerability. Their rights—often fragile and unevenly realized, as this text also reveals—are nonetheless crucial for their survival and dignity. These include the right to life, a fair trial when necessary, personal security, education, and freedom from discrimination. Nevertheless, the reality is stark: IDPs are often marginalized and their rights ignored by public officials and general populations alike. Such has certainly been the case for the Georgian IDPs of Tskaltubo, as recounted throughout this volume. We have also highlighted the fact that the normative power of human rights declarations and the engagement of international organizations notwithstanding, only sustained favorable local and national political will can secure the rights and standing upon which the fate of IDPs ultimately rests. When guided by empathy, compassion, and foresight, public officials can ensure the rights of those displaced by wars or other calamities. 
 Conversely, when those same leaders see advantage in “othering” IDPs or in ignoring their needs, their actions can perpetuate suffering. Such was surely the case for those profiled in this volume who were displaced by the relatively brief Georgian civil war three decades ago. The valence of political will determines whether displaced populations are guaranteed their human rights and obtain genuine refuge or are consigned to a sort of social purgatory. Officials’ political will shapes policies, allocates resources, and dictates the trajectory of the lives of IDPs within nations. The UNHCR, the UN Human Rights Agency, and the World Court do wield hortatory influence. They can and do seek to shame nations into action and to hold them accountable for their treatment of IDPs. Yet, as is obvious in the scenario explored in this book, that may sometimes not be enough to prevent extremely difficult scenarios from developing for otherwise innocent IDPs that affect the very warp and woof of their life experiences and trajectories, which are effectively recast through no fault of their own.
 
 Appendix: Figure 7 Long Description
 A circle is divided into wedges with the Humanitarian and Emergency Relief Coordinator at the center. Each wedge represents a sector:
 	Camp Coordination and Camp Management: IOM/UNHCR
 	Early Recovery: UNDP
 	Education: UNICEF & Save the Children
 	Emergency Telecommunications: WFP
 	Food Security: WFP & FAO
 	Health: WHO
 	Logistics: WFP
 	Nutrition: UNICEF
 	Protection: UNHCR
 	Shelter: IFRC/UNHCR
 	Water, Sanitation and Hygiene: UNICEF
 
 Surrounding the main circle is a half ring depicting the phases of disaster management: prevention, mitigation, preparedness, disaster, response, recovery, and reconstruction. The coordinator is responsible for the preparedness, disaster, response, and recovery phases. (Return to text.)
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	The universality of the 1948 Declaration of Human Rights has been subject to debate for several reasons. First, during its adoption, a considerable portion of the world was still under colonial rule, raising questions about the legitimacy of representation as it was adopted. Second, the subsequent division of the Declaration into the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the Covenant on Social and Economic Rights added complexity to its implementation. While some states ratified both Covenants, others endorsed only one initially. It is crucial to note that rights pertinent to displaced populations span both Covenants, yet there is often a disproportionate emphasis on political and civil rights (including right to life; freedom from torture and cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment or punishment; right to liberty and security of person) in contrast to social and economic ones (including the right to an adequate standard of living, right to work, and right to education). Displaced populations' rights appear in both Covenants, underscoring the necessity of a comprehensive approach to ensure their protection and fulfillment. ↵



				 
	

			
			


		
	
		
			
	
		3

		Geographies of Protracted Displacement in Georgia

					Ariel Otruba and Yannis A. Stivachtis

			

	
				 Millions of forcibly displaced people lack housing justice, which refers to the right to safe, adequate, and equitable housing free from discrimination. Obtaining housing security can be especially challenging for internally displaced persons (IDPs) due to their vulnerability to discrimination, racism, and xenophobia. Camps, shelters, informal settlements, and slums—the frequent recourse of these groups—are often overcrowded, dilapidated, segregated, and offer insufficient long-term accommodation and services.
 Fortunately, as the previous chapter argued, international human rights law provides a well-established framework that states and those displaced may use to ensure housing justice. Article 25 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (United Nations General Assembly 1948) and Article 11.1 of the 1966 International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights enshrined a right to housing as a component of the right to an adequate standard of living. Article 25 states:
 Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well-being of himself and of his family, including food, clothing, housing and medical care and necessary social services, and the right to security in the event of unemployment, sickness, disability, widowhood, old age or other lack of livelihood in circumstances beyond his control.

 The United Nations Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, General Comment 4, The Right to Adequate Housing 1991) also clarified the right to adequate housing in General Comments No. 4 and No. 7 addressing forced evictions. Those provisions described adequate housing not just as physical shelter, but as related to the inherent dignity of the individuals affected by it. The Committee contended that the right to adequate housing includes: legal security of tenure; availability of services, materials, facilities, and infrastructure; affordability; habitability; accessibility; location; and cultural adequacy (OHCHR and UN-Habitat 2009, 4). So understood, housing cannot be considered adequate if there are no legal protections against forced eviction, harassment, or threats; if essential infrastructure such as heating, drinking water, or sanitation are absent; if costs are disproportionate to income levels; if units are otherwise unsafe or not accessible to those with disabilities; if jobs, healthcare, or other services are inaccessible; or if cultural identity and diversity are threatened by shelter types or not factored into building construction design, materials, or policies. Beyond these foundational instruments, other international human rights treaties have addressed the right to adequate housing in diverse ways, some generally and others in relation to specific groups, e.g., women, children, Indigenous peoples, or persons with disabilities.
 Despite this framework, many governments regard housing as a commodity, a purely economic issue, as separate from fundamental human rights, and that it can be addressed with assistance programs. Moreover, too often, housing rights violations occur with impunity. States may struggle to understand how their obligation to provide adequate housing can be operationalized in national strategies or how to establish accountability or legal recourse for individuals whose rights to housing have been violated.
 We contend in this chapter that the Republic of Georgia has yet to realize an adequate housing strategy for the country’s IDPs. We begin by describing Georgia’s three waves of displacement since the 1990s. To establish this, we follow that account with a brief review of the nation’s uneven policy response to efforts to assist its displaced citizens, particularly as those steps have related to the provision of durable housing solutions. We then examine several factors that have resulted in the marginalization of Georgia’s IDPs including impediments to that population’s access to economic and social rights, as well as more specific issues related to its housing conditions. By bringing special attention to the geographies of protracted displacement, this chapter provides context for understanding the emotional implications of the infrastructural violence experienced by Tskaltubo’s IDPs discussed in Chapter 4.
 
 Georgia’s Three Waves of Internal Displacement
 The unraveling of multi-ethnic societies as the Soviet Union disintegrated was accompanied by waves of nationalist fervor across Eurasia. The South Caucasus has witnessed proportionally large population displacements due to ethnopolitical conflicts concerning the disputed territories of Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and Nagorno-Karabakh. More than a million IDPs and refugees now live in Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan (de Waal 2018, 101). Georgia alone has approximately (Figure 8) 308,000 IDPs (Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre 2022), representing roughly 8% of the population in a country of fewer than 3.7 million people (GEOSTAT: National Statistics Office of Georgia 2022). While some in this group may be considered ecological migrants, most, approximately 287,000, were initially displaced by armed conflict. As children of IDPs continue to register with the Georgian government, this number has been growing. The nation’s displaced are distributed across collective centers, private housing, and new settlements in major cities and areas near conflict zones (Gogishvili 2015, 10). Forced displacement in Georgia occurred in three waves, although the scholarly literature generally classifies the country’s IDPs into two broad groups: either “old,” i.e., displaced during the 1990s, or “new,” i.e., relocated following Georgia’s war with Russia in 2008. The displaced population’s experiences have varied greatly, both socially and spatially, within these groups.
 
 [image: Map of Georgia with major cities and bordering countries labeled in both English and Georgian script.]Figure 8. Reference Map of the Republic of Georgia. Created by Evangeline McGlynn. 2024. See Appendix for image description. As noted, the first wave of displacement occurred in the early 1990s due to conflicts in Abkhazia and South Ossetia, triggered by rising nationalism following the USSR’s collapse. About 86% (~250,000) of IDPs are from Abkhazia. Most have settled in Georgia’s major cities, e.g., Tbilisi, Poti, Kutaisi, Gori, Zugdidi, and Batumi. Where individuals wound up living depended on several factors, including their origin and the timing of their displacement, which thereafter shaped their access to livelihoods, goods, and social networks (Kabachnik et al. 2014, 13). Due to the economic and societal instability caused by Communism’s collapse, Georgia’s government lacked resources to support its general population, much less its IDP households.
 The second wave, or “re-displacement,” occurred in 1998 when renewed violence once again prompted thousands of ethnic Georgians who had returned to the southern Gal(i) district of Abkhazia between 1996–1998 to flee. Although these individuals were able to return informally without integration, renewed fighting between Georgian militia and Abkhazian forces in that year forced tens of thousands of these citizens back into Georgia proper (Kabachnik et al. 2014, 6).
 A third displacement wave occurred in 2008 following Georgia’s five-day August war with Russia, which displaced approximately 35,000 people and dashed hopes of a prompt return for previous IDPs from Abkhazia. International donors responded to the crisis with billions of dollars of aid, of which $350 million was earmarked for humanitarian projects targeting IDPs (Dunn 2017, 3). This effort led to the construction of new compact settlements, mostly near Gori or within an hour’s drive from the conflict zone. Most of this population continues to reside in this region.
 Meanwhile, many of the first generation or “old” (first wave) IDPs have been doubly displaced in recent years by resettlement programs. Evictions arising from government-sponsored privatization or provision of more durable housing schemes have forced displaced individuals to move from their long-time residences in collective centers to new settlements or private housing, causing sometimes traumatic disruptions to their social and economic networks.
 
 IDP Governance in Georgia
 These three waves of displacement have resulted in a situation of “protracted displacement” for those affected—circumstances that have moved beyond an initial state of emergency and now constitute a relatively intractable state of limbo without durable strategies to address the status and rights of those affected to rebuild their lives (Kraler, Etzold, and Ferreira 2021). While the Georgian government officially defines protracted displacement as the result of failure to implement IDPs’ right to return to their homes in Abkhazia and South Ossetia safely, others have attributed this long-lived scenario to failed social and spatial integration. Koch (2015, 136), for example has argued that Georgia’s IDPs have faced “a shifting terrain of rights to durable and safe living conditions” for decades. While national policies have formally entitled IDPs to aid or housing, those same Georgian government decisions—frequently ad hoc, poorly planned, and focused on return—have often aggravated the conditions they intended to alleviate and ultimately made displaced populations more structurally vulnerable. To understand the shifting terrain of rights and its impact on integration and living conditions, we next briefly review key milestones in Georgia’s policy approach to its IDPs.
 Georgia adopted the Law of Georgia on Internally Displaced Persons Persecuted from the Occupied Territories of Georgia in 1996. Granting special status to IDPs entitled them to allowances and food supplies (Law of Georgia on Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories Of Georgia 2014). The Ministry of IDPs, Accommodation, and Refugees (MRA) was established to implement programs to support the affected population. However, this ministry operated more on emergency cases than on systematic planning and elaboration of a national approach.
 In 2000, a high-level UN delegation visited Georgia to promote implementation of the Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement. Increased attention and involvement of international and local NGOs informed a “New Approach” to increase IDPs’ self-reliance and promote long-term solutions, although bureaucratic inefficiencies left those nominally targeted unaware of potential government support. Moreover, until 2003, IDPs faced a suite of restrictions related to land ownership and voting rights. The central government had also established parallel social infrastructure so that the displaced retained their own government in exile with clinics, educational facilities, and some smaller institutions (Gogishvili 2015, 16–17). In policy terms, the Georgian government treated the displacement of its citizens as temporary, and its representatives argued that the only acceptable solution for those who had fled their homes was their return to those in Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Some analysts have argued that the state’s focus on return as its policy represents a primary means by which Georgia has employed its displaced as a geopolitical tool for asserting territorial integrity (Kabachnik 2012). In practice, this policy focus has prevented the country’s IDPs from civic participation, limited opportunities for them to work, contributed to their segregation from the country’s broader population, and created barriers for them in their efforts to acquire durable housing.
 At the time of the Rose Revolution in 2003, the government began to relax its rigid stance on return and sought to consider measures aimed at improving the lives of IDPs. At the same time, neoliberal economic policies promoting tourism and foreign investment led to the privatization of some collective centers in affluent areas that had served as shelter for displaced families (Kurshitashvili 2012, 16).[1] Symbolizing the country’s modernization, this program included the privatization of the Hotel Iveria and Hotel Adjara, now the Radisson Blu Iveria and the Holiday Inn, in Tbilisi. When this occurred, IDPs were unable to negotiate resettlement terms. Instead, those affected were forcibly evicted without adequate compensation to obtain new housing (Dolidze, Tatishvili, and Chkhetia 2005; Manning 2009).
 In 2007, the MRA released its State Strategy for Internally Displaced Persons. The timetable for the initiative was indefinite; however, it has been implemented through action plans addressing specific periods of time. The 2007 State Strategy sought to provide a more coordinated and comprehensive approach to addressing the displaced population’s problems than had previously existed. The State Strategy aimed to ensure “the right of IDPs to return to their places of permanent residence, while at the same time supporting achievement of their social integration” (State Strategy for Internally Displaced Persons – Persecuted 2007, 2). The Action Plan for the Implementation of the State Strategy on IDPs during 2009–2012 introduced “durable housing solutions” as a means for improving IDP living conditions. To achieve the integration of those displaced, the strategy envisioned the gradual privatization and closure of collective centers or their rehabilitation (Regarding the Amendment to the Government Decree #403 of 28 May, 2009 about “Adoption of the Action Plan for the Implementation of the State Strategy on IDPs during 2009-2012” 2010). While the Georgian government developed the initiative before the 2008 war, the receipt of fresh donor funds following the new wave of displacement from South Ossetia quickened the ministry’s implementation efforts. More recent action plans, such as the 2017–2018 Action Plan, have continued to focus on improving living conditions for IDPs by helping them secure durable housing and improved social and economic conditions, while also building awareness among those displaced of the availability of housing support programs aimed at assisting them (2017–2018 Action Plan for the Implementation of the IDP State Strategy 2017).
 Nonetheless, government timelines for housing support initiatives have repeatedly proven too ambitious and/or the ministry has undertaken measures without consulting or communicating with IDPs. Although these efforts have formally sought to ensure more stable living conditions for the nation’s displaced individuals, they have not addressed the deep inequality between their living conditions and those of other, never displaced Georgians.
 The shifting approaches that have characterized Georgia’s IDP governance across the years have contributed to that population’s marginalization. Brun, Fabos, and El-Abed (2017, 222) have dubbed this situation “abject citizenship”: a condition in which the displaced experience exclusion and inclusion simultaneously. They have argued that the nation’s displaced people, who have long been enmeshed in a changing and often tenuous legal status and whose access to rights have often been similarly fragile, have also had to confront difficulties concerning their status vis-à-vis the nation’s other citizens. Meanwhile, the government has formally continued to call for reabsorption of Abkhazia and South Ossetia into Georgia. That stance has resulted in an indefinite status for those displaced from those regions by either conflict and often left them out of place, socially and spatially, in their own country.
 
 Economic and Social Exclusion
 Poverty, unemployment, and poor access to labor markets remain key barriers to sustainable livelihoods and integration for those displaced in Georgia (Mitchneck, Mayorova, and Regulska 2009; Tarkhan-Mouravi 2009; Kurshitashvili 2012; Torosyan, Pignatti, and Obrizan 2018). Analysts who have focused on the geographic dimensions of protracted displacement have demonstrated the close relationship between these socioeconomic conditions and the residential segregation, alienation, and social exclusion of the displaced in Georgia (Kabachnik, Regulska, and Mitchneck 2010; Kabachnik et al. 2014; Salukvadze, Sichinava, and Gogishvili 2014; Gogishvili 2015). Although IDPs and non-IDPs alike have experienced poverty in the country in recent decades, those forced to flee their homes have experienced higher unemployment and struggled more to access healthcare, education, and social services than the non-displaced. A survey in 2015 found that only 28% of Georgia’s IDPs were employed, compared to a national average of 56% for all Georgian citizens (Gogishvili 2015, 14). Unemployment among IDPs results from several factors, including limited access to jobs in areas where they have been resettled as well as discrimination in the labor market. Many relocation sites are far from the nation’s most dynamic labor markets. As a result, most of Georgia’s displaced live on incomes near the national subsistence minimum. Approximately 80% of IDPs in remote settlements travel more than 5 km (3 mi.) to access jobs, and many face barriers to obtaining credit or cash for income generation (Kurshitashvili 2012, 18). Consequently, the group relies heavily on social assistance, pensions, and humanitarian aid. Notably, Georgia provides IDPs benefits of 45 GEL[2] per month, a sum far below the country’s subsistence minimum.[3]
 Moreover, the Georgian government’s discourse concerning IDP dependency has fueled stigmatization. Many of those displaced in Georgia experience shame and humiliation because of their present status—feelings shaped by memory and nostalgia for their pre-displacement lives relative to the hardships they now confront each day. IDP status carries negative associations with the nation’s general citizenry not only related to the group’s current material living standards and low socioeconomic status, but also because the population lacks the associations and relationships that generally connect individuals emotionally with their homeland (Toria et al. 2019, 433).
 These conditions often prevent Georgia’s displaced from finding employment or prompt them to internalize negative stereotypes concerning their worth, which thereafter negatively influence their participation in civic life. As Brun (2015a, 30) has observed,
 Being an IDP becomes part of people’s individual and collective identity and influences how they go about their everyday lives. It becomes a social status in Georgian society—a status that influences one’s access to resources, employment, housing, and social life.

 Tensions between IDPs and local populations, though improving, have persisted due, in part, to the character of the government’s policies. Parallel government structures, established on the (increasingly dubious) premise of eventual return, have isolated those displaced from other Georgians (Gogishvili and Harris-Brandts 2019, 141). Conflicts concerning land use near collective centers and resentment toward IDPs for supposedly receiving “special” benefits not accorded other citizens have only exacerbated these strains. Neighbors often blame displaced individuals for their own economic hardships and harbor resentments fueled by myths rooted in false or distorted beliefs concerning IDP incomes, subsidized utility payments, or receipt of new apartments (Nishnianidze 2021, 35).
 Stigma and resentment also exist within displaced communities. For example, tensions between groups of the “old” and “new” displaced emerged as 2008 war emigres received housing while their counterparts from earlier conflicts continued to await that outcome.
 
 Inadequate Housing
 Housing, including dwelling type, location, and quality, plays a crucial role in understanding the ongoing marginalization of IDPs in Georgia. Current housing for displaced individuals in Georgia can be sorted into three principal categories: collective centers (Figure 9), private accommodations, and new compact settlements (Figures 10 and 11). We profile each housing type, while also outlining key concerns associated with each.
 
 [image: An old beige building with modern windows and signs of decay surrounded by a rusty fence, overgrown bushes, and trees.]Figure 9. Kindergarten N1, an example collective center for IDPs located in Gori, Georgia. Photo by Ariel Otruba. 2016. 
 [image: A pale single-story house with metal roof, flower bed, and covered porch on a gravel road in a row of similar buildings.]Figure 10. Cinderblock cottages located in Tserovani IDP Settlement. Photo by Briana Tavares. 2024. 
 
 [image: Group of identical, newly constructed gray-and-white apartment buildings surrounded by a parking area, roads, and greenery.]Figure 11. High-rise apartment buildings in a new compact settlement for IDPs located in the village of Gvishtibi, near Tskaltubo. Photo by Ariel Otruba. 2021. Approximately 40–44% of IDPs live in collective centers. These are buildings, such as former hotels, schools, hospitals, and industrial buildings, that were not designed for, and are unsuitable for, long-term residence (Kabachnik et al. 2014, 7). Most centers are overcrowded and offer little or no formal maintenance. They are also characterized by inadequate insulation and heating, frequently malfunctioning sewage and water supply systems, exposed wiring and intermittent electricity, and structural issues (owing to long-term neglect) leading to collapsing ceilings, leaks, dampness, and standing water in their basement spaces (Tarkhan-Mouravi 2009). IDPs have adapted these spaces for survival, but doing so has often been at the expense of accelerating infrastructural deterioration. The geographic isolation of these centers, coupled with the concentrated poverty they represent, has also limited their inhabitants’ access to broader social networks (Mitchneck, Mayorova, and Regulska 2009; Salukvadze, Sichinava, and Gogishvili 2014; Gogishvili 2015; Gogishvili and Harris-Brandts 2019).
 Recent government efforts to integrate the country’s displaced have primarily focused on relocating the population from collective centers to private accommodations (Mitchneck, Mayorova, and Regulska 2009, 1025). However, several scholars have argued that integration requires not just a change in housing, but also increased opportunities for sustained social interaction and income-generation (Mitchneck, Mayorova, and Regulska 2009, 1031). Other analysts have suggested that privatization efforts have prioritized corporate investment interests, as evidenced by the forced evictions of IDPs noted above. While most displaced Georgians have demonstrated a “passive acceptance of resettlement,” others have collectively organized and mobilized, some going so far as to self-immolate, sew their mouths shut, stage hunger strikes, and even die by suicide in protest of their treatment (Koch 2015; Luciani 2018).
 In contrast to collective centers, private housing accommodations have included a broad range of living arrangements, including owning an apartment or house, sharing a dwelling with relatives or acquaintances, or renting (Kabachnik et al. 2014, 8). The majority of IDPs in Georgia live in privately occupied spaces, although these can “vary greatly in terms of living space, living conditions, and security of tenure” (Kabachnik et al. 2014, 3). Importantly, and contrary to popular belief, relocation to private housing does not guarantee those displaced improved living conditions. As Kabachnik et al., (2014, 29) have contended, “Private accommodation may be spaces of privacy, but also potentially spaces of invisible deprivation.” This result can occur because state policies have largely neglected this group (Luciani 2018, 126).
 After the 2008 war, a third category of housing emerged when the state rapidly constructed new compact settlements for the displaced with foreign aid. These settlements consisted of either cottages or high-rise blocks. For South Ossetian IDPs, the government constructed rows of small, orderly cinderblock cottages in thirty-six locations, while also providing 1500 square meters of land nearby for residents’ agricultural activities. However, most of these plots suffered from irrigation issues and constituted a poor substitute for the lands and livelihoods citizens had lost via displacement. Residents soon configured the cottages to meet their needs more effectively by, among other steps, constructing extensions and customizing their yards (Nishnianidze 2021, 34). Despite improvements to roads, electricity, natural gas supply, and internet connections in these new settlements, underdevelopment and poor access to schools, shopping, and services has led to a youth exodus from them due to widespread depression and hopelessness (Antadze et al. 2019, 77). Conditions also vary significantly among settlements, with some, such as Tserovani and Verkhvebi, offering better living conditions (Nishnianidze 2021, 49) than others, raising the question of why that is so.
 As we noted above, the construction of these cottage settlements following the 2008 war also alienated many members of earlier waves of IDPs who felt left behind and abandoned by the Georgian government. In response, the government began building large-scale “new districts” in cities such as Batumi and Tbilisi, with residential blocks named after IDPs’ original (native) localities (Gogishvili 2015, 20). Luciani (2018, 128), along with others, has critiqued this strategy, arguing that it reflects a simplistic neoliberal assumption that private housing would improve the displaced populations’ living conditions. In fact, these new compact settlements have not necessarily enhanced human security. Kabachnik et al. (2014, 9) have argued that the settlements built for IDPs following the 2008 war “become almost a hybrid private accommodation potentially having characteristics of both the collective centre and private accommodation but in a very different sociospatial context.” Compared to collective centers, they have more significant private domestic space, but the high-rise apartment settlements tend to offer fewer communal areas. The provision of private accommodation has also disrupted the collective economy (sharing of resources and social networks) that developed as a survival and livelihood strategy among those displaced while living in collective centers. Many compact settlements remain spatially isolated and residentially segregated. When not located in rural areas, they have often been sited at the margins of urban centers away from services and labor markets (Kurshitashvili 2012).
 Consequently, many settlements have suffered the same “neighborhood effects” as the collective centers that preceded them: “The districts are built in remote areas on the outskirts of cities… located on marginalized, distant, and the least appealing area of land within the city boundaries or adjacent to it” (Gogishvili 2015, 19). Gogishvili has also similarly observed, “They often represent a dead-end in the urban structure of the city, remaining disconnected from other activities, transport, local economy and financial flows” (20). These settlements also have developed a range of nagging maintenance problems related to their design and generally poor construction quality (Cottage Settlements for Georgia’s New IDPs: Accountability in Aid and Construction 2010).
 
 Conclusion
 The Georgian government accorded the highest priority to the return of IDPs to their homes in Abkhazia and South Ossetia in lieu of helping that population secure local integration. The regime’s decision to treat the population’s displacement as temporary subjected these individuals to a system of shifting and parallel governance structures, structural violence, and precarious housing conditions, which often robbed them of their sense of dignity. While the humanitarian category of “IDP” has brought national and international attention to their suffering because of being forced to flee their homes, their government’s decision to maintain its claims to the territory where they once resided and which it no longer controls has consigned this population to a continuing status of profound uncertainty. That is, while IDP standing granted at least some access to often inadequate resources, it also produced a form of abject or second-class citizenship that led to the widespread exclusion of IDPs from mainstream society.
 Although the most recent iteration of Georgia’s State Strategy for Internally Displaced Persons has embraced efforts to provide durable housing solutions and improved socio-economic conditions for the country’s displaced, these plans have fallen well short of guaranteeing the social, economic, and housing rights of those affected. As matters now stand, and due to the costs implicit in the effort, the government estimates that it will require another twenty years to relocate the nation’s remaining IDPs from collective centers to private housing, implying that some will have had to wait four or five decades to obtain adequate housing.
 One should keep in mind, as we have argued above, that while the government’s new housing programs may offer ostensibly improved conditions, these fresh settlements, like other private accommodations, do not guarantee improved human security conditions. In fact, as we have emphasized, many of the new settlements appear to be characterized by the same conditions that have marginalized IDPs in the past. This sad implication results from the vital connection between social and physical infrastructure. As Brun (2015b, 52) has argued, “Home is a deeply ambiguous value and concept to include in discussions about housing for protracted displacement. Even when made available, a house that fulfills minimum standards does not automatically become home.” Realizing the right to adequate housing means fostering “home as critical value” and investing in social and physical infrastructure alike.[4] Like Brun, we argue that housing justice cannot be achieved by changes in material structures alone. Instead, policymakers, international institutions, and civil society organizations must also consider dwelling type alongside location; access to gardens and communal spaces; and the social, human, and economic capital that enables fulfilling and sustainable homemaking practices, participation in productive social and economic activities, and meaningful capacity to pursue alternative futures.
 
 Appendix: Figure 8 Long Description
 On the map, major cities are indicated with red dots: Tbilisi, Tserovani, Tskinval(i), Rustavi, Gori, Kutaisi, Tskaltubo, Batumi, Poti, Zugdidi, Gal(i), Sukhum(i). Abkhazia and South Ossetia are labeled separately using lines to point to their locations. The Black Sea is labeled and lies along the country’s western coast. Neighboring countries, including Turkey, Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Russia are also labeled. (Return to text.)
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	This privatization took place under the terms of the 2010 Law of Georgia on the Privatization of the Property of State and Local Government Bodies. ↵
	GEL refers to the Lari, which is the currency of the Republic of Georgia. ↵
	The subsistence minimum for a working-age male in 2023 was roughly 250 GEL per month (GEOSTAT: National Statistics Office of Georgia 2023). ↵
	Brun borrowed the phrase “home as critical value” from Iris Marion Young (2005). ↵
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		Emotional Ecologies of Infrastructural Violence and Housing Injustice in Tskaltubo

					Ariel Otruba and Nino Dzotsenidze

			

	
				 Hundreds of thousands of citizens from the Soviet Union visited Tskaltubo’s radon-carbonate mineral springs for balneotherapy before the collapse of Communism.[1] After the dissolution of the USSR, however, the city’s once-luxurious sanatoria became government-owned collective centers sheltering thousands of internally displaced persons (IDPs) who had fled the 1992–1993 Georgia-Abkhazia war. For thirty years, approximately 10,000 IDPs inhabited these buildings while awaiting return to their homes in Abkhazia.
 This chapter explores the emotional toll of protracted displacement under deteriorating housing conditions from a political ecology perspective using data derived from a feminist visual ethnography in Tskaltubo in 2021–2022. We asked what harm IDPs experienced due to inadequate access to electricity, heating, plumbing, and unaddressed water damage and rot. We were especially interested in how these housing conditions shaped IDPs’ sense of identity, dignity, agency, and futurity. To answer this, we engaged a small group of IDPs from Tskaltubo in the research process through Photovoice. Participants showed us the emotional effects of poor housing quality through a series of photographs, which later made up the traveling exhibition Violent Infrastructure: Ecologies of Decay and Displacement, featured in this book.
 Our study arose from concerns about spatial justice and the threat of market-driven dispossession caused by heritage tourism, particularly concerns about the failure of urban renewal plans to consider IDPs’ welfare and the unique history of Tskaltubo as a humanitarian shelter (Applis 2020; Harris-Brandts and Sichinava 2021). We found that the precarious, abject, and dilapidated housing conditions constituted a slow and intimate infrastructural violence—extending the war’s capacity to harm displaced people across a prolonged period. We contend that this case offers insight into the lived experience of housing injustice and marginalization for displaced populations in the South Caucasus and beyond.
 
 The Soviet Spa Resort of Tskaltubo
 The Republic of Georgia is known for its rich hydrological and mineral resources. Located in the country’s western region of Imereti, Tskaltubo has been recognized for the curative nature of its radon-carbonate mineral springs since the twelfth century. These waters have been used to treat circulatory, nervous, musculoskeletal, and other ailments for just as long.[2] The Soviets greatly expanded the area’s wellness tourism industry in the twentieth century when they built twenty-two state-run sanatoria and medical facilities with 5,800 beds there (Harris-Brandts and Sichinava 2021, 274–75).[3] Sanatoria built between 1939 and 1955 featured Soviet neoclassical architecture, while later structures reflected classical modernism, also known as brutalism (Applis 2020, 2). The city’s concentric circular layout arose from a series of master plans, which had envisioned a central park consisting of bathhouses surrounded by roads, sanatoria, and homes (Figure 12) (Kohl & Partner 2014, 4).
 Tskaltubo attracted workers under “the right to rest and leisure,” a policy designed to preserve the socialist labor force (Koenker 2009, 2013; Nikuradze and Ellena 2017; Applis and Tserediani 2020; Harris-Brandts and Sichinava 2021). The region’s sanatoria served workers in Soviet ministries, trade unions, and the KGB via subsidized vacations called “putevki.” Meanwhile, the wellness industry offered locals employment, access to parks, and a modicum of prestige (Harris-Brandts and Sichinava 2021, 275).
 Tskaltubo’s resort industry collapsed along with the Soviet Union in the early 1990s. At the same time, conflict in Abkhazia and South Ossetia forcibly displaced 250,000 people. Approximately 8,000–10,000 displaced ethnic Georgians resettled in Tskaltubo’s vacant sanatoria in the belief that they would soon return to Abkhazia. They wound up living in squalid conditions that fell below basic shelter standards for three decades. Those displaced adapted their living quarters as they could—enclosing balconies, installing wood stoves, and creating domestic spaces to accommodate their needs as the years passed (Jardine 2018). These spatial changes occurred without state support and little external assistance, resulting in the burden of change and repair falling on the facility residents, who already faced multiple hardships, including limited income, health issues, and social and spatial isolation. The last listed resulted in widespread popular stigmatization of the IDPs by area residents.
 
 [image: Tskaltubo map with locations of bathhouses and sanatoriums marked, nearly all of which are in the northwest part of town.]Figure 12. Reference Map of Tskaltubo. Created by Mohammad Medhi Panahi. 2024. See Appendix for image description. Government plans for urban renewal efforts have made Tskaltubo a site of contestation among stakeholders in recent years. Thousands of urban explorers drawn to “dark tourism” and “poorism” (poverty tourism) and some current luxury hotels and bathhouses have prompted interest in urban renewal based on a nostalgic narrative of a bygone era (Applis and Tserediani 2020). Officials at the highest levels of government have also embraced this vision. Rival politicians Mikhail Saakashvili and Bidzina Ivanishvili, for example, have both suggested that Tskaltubo should be redeveloped as the “spa capital of Eastern Europe” (Applis 2020, 3–4). Realizing such plans for economic redevelopment required the privatization of the sanatoria and the accelerated resettlement of the IDPs living in the old facilities. Following the release of the official State Strategy for (re)housing the displaced in 2007, the state offered resettlement or monetary compensation to those IDPs living in sanatoria buildings that were perceived as likely candidates for private investment. The government refurbished and constructed new apartment buildings for many displaced by the war in 2010 in Tskaltubo, Batumi, and Poti. By 2011, the state had relocated hundreds of IDPs from the Meshakhte, Iveria, and Tsiskari sanatoria to these new apartments.
 
 [image: Curved, ornate Soviet building with levels of arched windows and a fountain of a robed figure standing in a reflective pool.]Figure 13. Meshakte Sanatorium. Photo by Ariel Otruba. 2021. [image: Multi-story abandoned, crumbling Soviet building with turret, broken arched windows and balconies, and overgrown vegetation.]Figure 14. Iveria Sanatorium. Photo by Ariel Otruba. 2021. In 2014, Georgia’s state-owned Partnership Fund formally commissioned a market feasibility study for Tskaltubo’s transformation into a modern, internationally competitive spa destination. In 2019, oligarch and former Prime Minister Bidzina Ivanishvili announced his commitment to buy and restore the state-owned hotels and baths. Ivanishvili, claiming no interest in profit, promised to transfer the properties to other investors if they matched his investment.[4] In December 2020, the Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure of Georgia tasked a group of local and international experts with developing a fresh conceptual master plan for Tskaltubo. Then in 2022, “New Life of Tskaltubo,” a large-scale state-sponsored investment project, provided for the sale of fourteen sanatoria to private investors. However, the state made little attempt to engage local authorities in the planning process. Furthermore, the IDPs were wholly excluded from creation of these plans. Not only have Tskaltubo’s long-time residents been denied consideration, but Harris-Brandts and Sichinava (2021, 284) have suggested that the heritage tourism narrative has downplayed the impact of IDPs on the history of the resort and framed them instead as an aberration in Georgia’s history.
 Alongside the privatization auctions, the government completed new apartment buildings for the IDPs in Gvishtibi, a swampy and underutilized site outside Tskaltubo. By 2021, most of Tskaltubo’s displaced citizens had received private apartments at this site or in nearby settlements. However, changing dwelling locations and types has not necessarily improved residents’ welfare, especially since the new settlements suffer from similar “neighborhood effects” as the collective centers had evidenced (Mitchneck, Mayorova, and Regulska 2009; Salukvadze, Sichinava, and Gogishvili 2014; Gogishvili 2015; Gogishvili and Harris-Brandts 2019). Some IDPs even elected to remain in the sanatoria after having received new apartments, hesitant to abandon the gardens and social connections of their long-time homes or because they lacked the financial means to move or furnish their new apartments.
 
 Theorizing Emotion, Infrastructure, and Violence
 The long-awaited resettlement of those displaced by the 1992–1993 conflict sparked our curiosity to explore the connection between housing infrastructural conditions and slow violence (Nixon 2011), a concept that “provokes us to expand our imaginations of what constitutes harm. It insists we take seriously forms of violence that have, over time, become unmoored from their original causes” (Davies 2019, 410). Our inquiry aimed to extend prior research by understanding how IDPs’ entanglement with their material environment contributed to their sense of abjection and alterity within Georgian society (Koch 2015; Brun 2016; Brun, Fàbos, and El-Abed 2017; Dunn 2017; Brun and Thorshaug 2020). To do this, we drew our research questions from the “emotional and affective turn” in political ecology, a feminist approach recognizing the often-overlooked political role of emotions and the gendered, intimate, and power-laden embodiments of social and environmental justice conflicts (Graybill 2013a, 2013b, 2019; Sultana 2015; González-Hidalgo and Zografos 2020). Studies of emotional ecologies have explored the complex affective attachments people have to their environments and the reciprocal effects of those ties. Using this framework helped us consider the multiple geographical and temporal scales of ecological feelings the IDPs experienced, their social and political dimensions, and the relationships from which they emerged and to which they contributed.
 We theorized that focusing on the felt geographies of displacement could help us better understand how IDPs’ marginalization resulted from urban environmental factors, specifically the absence of operative water, sanitation, and heating systems, and from living amidst conditions of brokenness, disrepair, and profound uncertainty concerning the future. Rodgers and O’Neill (2012) have dubbed the exclusion and marginalization resulting from urban planning and a failure to provide basic services “infrastructural violence.” This concept, in both its active and passive forms, extends the concept of slow violence by highlighting how urban planning and physical infrastructure can create inequities, inflict harm, or cause socio-spatial exclusion (Rodgers and O’Neill 2012; Nolan, Menga, and Goodman 2020; Kumar et al. 2021). We paid special attention to the intimate and gendered dimensions of infrastructural violence among the IDPs with whom we interacted in Tskaltubo, examining how their housing quality influenced their personal trajectories, everyday routines, and cultural practices, while also shaping their personal relationships. We were also attentive to how such conditions may act to reproduce gendered power dynamics while undermining dignity and personhood (Wilson 2015; Datta and Ahmed 2020; Truelove and O’Reilly 2020; Ramakrishnan, O’Reilly, and Budds 2020).
 
 An Emotional Ecology of Violent Infrastructure
 We employed a feminist visual ethnography to empirically capture the attritional violence of protracted displacement and emotional effects of living for a sustained period amidst miserable infrastructural conditions. Part of this methodological approach included collaborating with a sample of IDPs residing in the sanatoria using Photovoice methodology. Photovoice is a photographic community-based participatory research (CBPR) method, which involves study participants in the investigative process to tell their stories through photography in pursuit of actionable solutions (Wang and Burris 1997). This typically combines auto-photography, an approach that asks participants to take photographs of their environment, and photo elicitation, which uses photographs to generate discussion and evoke deep emotion, memory, and ideas. In our study, IDPs used digital photography to illustrate how the decaying infrastructure in which they lived disrupted their life trajectories, influenced their decisions, reshaped their sense of entitlement to rights and protections, and altered how they imagined their futures. Our analysis of the Photovoice participants’ images revealed three primary emotional ecologies: spaces of humiliation, fear, and longing. We describe each of those next. They emerged from participants’ use of emotive language in their narratives and photo descriptions.[5]
 
 [image: Two worn concrete Soviet apartment buildings connected by walkway with broken windows, partly obscured by an evergreen tree.]Figure 15. Outside Gives Wrong Impression. Photo by Ia. 2021. [image: A three-story building with arched doorways, decorative columns, peeling plaster revealing bricks, and overgrown vegetation.]Figure 16. Misunderstandings. Photo by Sokhumchanka. 2021. Spaces of Humiliation
 Many photos captured participants’ experiences of humiliation, a state tied to felt oppression, wounded pride, and mortification due to loss of social status. Interviewees often described how the material conditions of the sanatoria evoked shame and embarrassment—feelings of deficiency, inferiority, or self-loathing. This humiliation partly stemmed from comparing their living conditions to an ideal social norm and the perceived transition of going from “having everything to having nothing.” As one study participant, Valeria, explained:
 When I first saw the Savane Sanatorium, I was crying the whole week! I was so depressed; how could we live here? When I entered this dining room, it smelled horrible! We lived in very different conditions before, and these conditions of the hotel were disgusting for me. I am not boasting! This was a fact that we had a very high standard of living in Abkhazia. There was running water and electricity at first, but Savane was a closed sanatorium: it was not operational for years, so it was horrible. The other sanatorium I moved into later was in much better condition. (interview by authors, Summer 2021)

 Humiliation also arose from societal stigmatization, disappointment with the government, lack of hygiene, and the inability to host guests “properly,” or to maintain intimate relationships. Ia’s photo, Outside Gives Wrong Impression (Figure 15), and Sokhumchanka’s photo, Misunderstandings (Figure 16). depict the connection between the sanatoria’s material conditions and feelings of stigmatization. Both show building facades—Sanatorium Samgurali and Savane. On the one hand, Ia’s photo reflects how the building’s ramshackle exterior confirmed society’s negative perceptions of IDPs as dirty and lazy. She recalled overhearing townspeople remark on how the sanatorium looked and smelled, with one saying, “Of course it smells horrible; IDPs live here” (interview by authors, Summer 2021). On the other hand, Sokhumchanka’s Misunderstandings symbolizes her loss of identity and sense of worth. She recalled how her family first occupied what had once been a research lab, and how residing there left her feeling like a “nobody” for the first time (interview by authors, Summer 2021).
 Participants’ photos also highlighted the lack of hygiene and privacy as key contributors to their humiliation. Broken pipes and damaged roofs routinely caused sewage and water to rain from ceilings. Cold winds often penetrated their living spaces, blurring the boundary between inside and outside. These conditions created a tortuous, persistent, and penetrating dampness, with water and electricity also frequently unavailable. Cramped spaces left little or no separation between living, dining, and sleeping areas. Brun and Thorshaug (2020, 123) have described this situation as a “clash of everyday times,” where daily activities like sleeping, eating, and hosting must occur in one small room. This setup made it difficult to maintain tidiness, privacy, and dignity, challenging even common norms of home life, such as receiving guests.
 
 [image: Small bathroom with water-stained tiles, a damaged bathtub full of plastic buckets, and a water drum connected to a heater.]Figure 17. Great Shame. Photo by Valeria. 2021. [image: A small, neglected room with stained tiles, broken sink with exposed plumbing, damp flooring with debris scattered about.]Figure 18. Anger. Photo by Lika. 2021. Being ashamed to host guests prevented some IDPs in our study from pursuing romantic relationships or friendships, especially with non-IDP partners. For example, Giorgi shared the following story about a relationship he did not pursue because of the material conditions of his dwelling:
 I was in love with one girl who I wanted to marry so much. I was a student, under twenty-five. Of course, I knew I could not marry her and bring her home. We only had one room and my whole family lived there. How could I bring another human being there? There was not enough space. I never dared to tell the girl about my feelings. I had to let it go. (interview by authors, Summer 2021)

 Other study participants also indicated that the conditions of their buildings had prevented them from inviting friends or family to visit them. Valeria explained,
 I could not invite people to my place, because even though we modified our own rooms, the communal halls still looked disgusting, and I felt ashamed to invite people over. Especially, coming from such wealth and high standard of life, how could I invite anyone to this dirty and disgusting place? My own child as well, could never invite his friends here. We were ashamed of these living conditions. You could see snails or rats running in the halls. Evidence of water corrosion was everywhere. My son is very talented in sports, and everyone knows him at school as such. But he feels ashamed to invite anyone to this space. He has never brought his friend home. A guest may need to use the bathroom, and our bathroom looks horrible, because of the corroded pipelines, and flooded walls and ceilings. A classmate of mine, who I have not seen for years came from Russia to Georgia and wanted to see me. I was dying to see her, but I could not invite her home. I lied to her when she called me. I told her that I was out of town and could not host her. If she would see the conditions I live in now, I do not know what she would think of me. You can call it pride or dignity, but whatever I still have in me, did not allow me to invite her here. (interview by authors, Summer 2021)

 Valeria captured the conditions in her apartment in her photograph Great Shame (Figure 17), which depicts a blue tiled bathroom with a vanity and bathtub. A metal tank, held up by wood, sat above the tub as a makeshift solution for bathing when running water was unavailable. Valeria shared this photo reluctantly. Exhibiting visible unease, she told the story of the picture to demonstrate the importance of basic hygiene to dignity and how such dehumanizing conditions had prevented her from hosting guests.
 
 [image: Hooded figure silhouetted against a window in a decaying bathroom with exposed water lines, peeling paint, stains, and mold.]Figure 19. Waiting to be Saved. Photo by Mano. 2021. Lika’s photo, Anger (Figure 18), and Mano’s photo, Waiting to be Saved (Figure 19), similarly depict the conditions of sanatoria bathrooms and their association with feelings of humiliation and dehumanization. Mano’s photo shows a shared bathroom inside one of the buildings of the Sanatorium Metalurgi. Despite the grand architecture of the sanatoria, Mano described them as uninhabitable. She used this photo to underscore the human desire for comfort, remarking, “No one should live in these conditions.” She added, “We, both humans and buildings, are waiting to be saved” (interview by authors, Fall 2021). She and other Photovoice participants not only emphasized the squalor of their bathrooms, but each also did so to symbolize their anger and disappointment with the government’s long-term failure to assist with addressing those conditions.
 
 Spaces of Fear
 In addition to humiliation, many photos depicted spaces associated with fear or physical and emotional danger. This included hazards such as missing railings, crumbling concrete, and a high risk of fire. Threats from feral animals—rats, snakes, street dogs, cats, and other intrusive fauna, including insects and mold—also appeared in participants’ photographs. These images and stories typically evoked fear for oneself or for others, especially children.
 Physical-environmental and life-threatening dangers were constant in the sanatoria. Early in our interviews, one of the authors arrived at Imereti Sanatorium shortly after sixty-five-year-old Rezo Lobzhanidze had fallen from a third-floor balcony and died. Days later, local journalists reported the story, featuring Lobzhanidze’s daughter. The video revealed how little remained of the original railing (Mtisambebi.Ge. 2021). In another interview, a participant named Khatuna described how a piece of concrete had fallen from their ceiling, striking her son, resulting in a traumatic brain injury (interview by authors, Fall 2021). We also met family members who had lost loved ones to fires caused by faulty wiring, woodstoves, or other factors.
 
 [image: Damaged, fragile three-story residential building with wood and plaster walls, balconies with ornate railings, peeling paint.]Figure 20. Pain. Photo by Lika. 2021. Lika’s photo entitled Pain (Figure 20) offers a solemn reminder of such dangers. The picture shows black soot on the ceiling of the balcony on the third story of one of the buildings of Sanatorium Megobroba. Lika said the image represented a painful reminder of an elderly woman who had died in a fire there. The woman, unable to afford electricity despite working, used a candle for light. While she slept one evening, a curtain caught fire, and the flames spread quickly. Lika explained that in the 1990s, during the Shevardnadze regime, the government provided free electricity to the displaced individuals. Later governments installed electric meters, allowing power companies to charge for usage. Lika shared the photo as a way of honoring the woman’s (her neighbor’s) memory (interview by authors, Summer 2021).
 
 [image: A cracked road sprouting weeds with tall, dense, wild vegetation lining the sides, creating a tunnel-like effect.]Figure 21. Lack of Protection. Photo by Lika. 2021. [image: Crumbling terrace with eroding support column and loose tiles leads to an abandoned building, old car, and overgrown plants.]Figure 22. Fear of Tomorrow. Photo by Ia. 2021. Similarly, Lika’s other photo, Lack of Protection (Figure 21), depicts the uneven, cracked, and overgrown pavement of one of the roads leading to her sanatorium. She explained that the neglect had allowed snakes to overrun the area, making her afraid to walk alone near her building. Her story echoed others who lamented nature’s gradual encroachment on the decaying structures, especially as IDPs slowly vacated the buildings. Although few photos captured the phenomenon, our research team frequently encountered many of the sanatoria’s nonhuman occupants, including stray dogs, cows, rats, and legions of fleas.
 While participants’ images reflected personal fears about infrastructure conditions, some individuals in our study focused on the risks posed to others, especially children. Ia’s photo, Fear of Tomorrow (Figure 22), for example, highlights a thinning support pillar in her building, which she described as a harbinger of catastrophic collapse. She avoided the area but worried, prayed even, for the children who often played nearby. She shared the photo to emphasize the danger, explaining, “The sanatoriums are not just boring places; they are dangerous too” (interview by authors, Summer 2021).
 Mothers in particular shared photos of spaces they feared, underscoring the fragility of the buildings and how their awareness of the dangers had increased after having children. Nata and Taso, both mothers, took many photos that depicted the daily risks their children faced. As Nata explained, “Once I had my children, this space became more dangerous. When my daughter was two, she managed to go downstairs, and a neighbor found her. It was terrifying! My husband installed a gate to keep her away from the stairs” (interview by authors, Summer 2021). Nata’s photograph, Children’s Protector (Figure 23), shows a handmade safety gate built by her husband and a neighbor to prevent children from entering a part of the building damaged by fire. She hoped the image conveyed her belief that every parent must be vigilant, whether living in a relatively “safe” space in one of the buildings or a more hazardous one. Although not a parent himself, Aleksandre’s photo, Caring for Safety (Figure 24), also captures IDPs’ fears of decaying infrastructure, as well as their creative interventions to make the buildings safer.
 
 Spaces of Longing
 Study participants’ photos capturing humiliation and fear appeared alongside those evoking feelings of longing. These photographs symbolize IDPs’ desire to belong and connect, their hope to return to normalcy, and their nostalgia for Abkhazia. Beyond longing, these photos also express an escapism, featuring places and objects that served as mental diversions. In describing these photos, the interviewees explained how the spaces pictured helped them cope with the ongoing trauma of structural violence and to imagine their lives otherwise.
 [image: Decayed interior of an building with peeling paint; a makeshift barrier of scrap wood blocks part of the dimly lit entrance.]Figure 23. Children’s Protector. Photo by Nata. 2021. [image: Rusted mattress springs separate a concrete staircase from outside. Sunlight filters through, creating a cross-shaped shadow.]Figure 24. Caring for Safety. Photo by Aleksandre. 2021. We divided the photos that addressed longing into two categories. Some depicted nostalgic and often fantastical childhood memories of friendship, community, and optimism beyond displacement. Others featured trees, benches, or mundane landscapes representing memories of their past lives in Abkhazia. Taken together, these photographs conveyed our respondents’ perceptions of the sanatoria to which they had been consigned, the long post-war trauma they had endured, and their capacity to hope for a better future, notwithstanding.
 Some portrayals of the sanatoria were positive, suggesting that residents had made lives and found some measure of happiness despite the grim conditions in which they lived. Giorgi’s Childhood Memories (Figure 25), for example, shows a spot on the second floor of the Hotel Intourist where he and others rode scooters, and Taso’s Singing Forest (Figure 26) depicts the lush trees around Sanatorium Tskaltubo, which once housed flocks of singing birds. Taso, meanwhile, fondly recalled playing among those trees, comparing her childhood to a fairy tale, while also lamenting their steady destruction by IDPs for firewood (interview by authors, Fall 2021).
 Photos that highlighted positive childhood memories tended to reflect optimism about the future. For example, Giorgi’s Light at the End of the Tunnel (Figure 27) symbolizes his newfound hope following his relocation to new housing (interview by authors, Fall 2021). Overall, younger participants who had fled Abkhazia as infants or children seemed more resilient and hopeful about their futures compared to older respondents.
 In contrast, longing for the past also evoked humiliation. Several IDPs shared images recalling their lives in Abkhazia. Abkhazia’s winding beaches and lush subtropical vegetation had made it prime real estate in the former Soviet Union. For older participants, the rapid shift from wealth in their home region to squalor in the old sanitoria buildings provoked deep feelings of shame. Valeria, for example, shared how her mother, once wealthy, often remarked that she had lost everything, including her husband, when she was displaced by the war. Valeria herself, however, remembered not caring much about the condition of their living space as a child until becoming a mother herself. Then, she said, she understood her mother’s lament and struggle (interview by authors, Fall 2021). Similarly, Lana’s photos illustrate how years of deprivation led some IDPs to internalize shame. For example, she avoided taking pictures of her apartment, fearing it would reinforce negative public perceptions. Instead, she photographed landscape features in the area, including trees and park benches, that reminded her of her native home in Abkhazia as seen in Figure 28.
 
 [image: A wet concrete rooftop is partly overtaken by vegetation, backed by a misty landscape with forests and apartment buildings.]Figure 25. Childhood Memories. Photo by Giorgi. 2021. [image: A forest of tall, slender trees of bright green & yellow leaves next to a road. The ground is covered with rich red leaves.]Figure 26. Singing Forest. Photo by Taso. 2021. [image: A dark, narrow corridor with crumbling walls, peeling paint, exposed electrical panels and tangled wires leads to greenery.]Figure 27. Light at the End of the Tunnel. Photo by Giorgi. 2021. [image: A paved pathway flanked by tall, slender trees with sparse golden leaves. Lush green grass covers the ground on either side.]Figure 28. Path to Hope. Photo by Lana. 2021. [image: On contrasting fabric: document in Georgian & Russian, cezve, coffee grinder, two antique spoons, basket of stones & shells.]Figure 29. The Things I Carried. Photo by Lana. 2021. Lana’s The Things I Carried features a carefully crafted composition of objects—the deed to her house in Abkhazia preserved in plastic, a coffee grinder, a spoon, and a cezve (a long-handled pot designed to make Turkish coffee)—against a backdrop of red cloth. She had gathered these objects, along with a basket of stones and shells collected from the Black Sea near her home. These items represent material remnants of her former life. As she recalled her flight from Sukhum(i), she reflected on the arbitrary nature of what she chose to bring, questioning rhetorically, “Why would I take this coffee grinder?” Now she assigns immense value to these objects as her last ties to normalcy: “This is everything to me… my royalties” (interview by authors, Fall 2021). For Lana and others with similar photos depicting material possessions that evince memories, these ordinary items had come to symbolize comfort and security in lives otherwise marked by ongoing uncertainty. Nevertheless, and perhaps inescapably, they also represent the violence that continues to shape their existence to this day.
 
 Conclusion
 Falling concrete slabs, inadequate bathroom facilities, water and sewage seeping down walls, and an unending longing for lost homes defined the daily misery, frustration, and stress experienced by our study participants for three decades. Unfortunately, these issues are not unique to Georgia. If anything, other examples of urban displacement are worse, and they lack the history and cachet of the sanatoria to garner public interest.
 As we have noted, before the 2021 national elections, the Internally Displaced Persons, Ecomigrants and Livelihood Agency of Georgia distributed hundreds of keys to newly built high-rise apartments to Tskaltubo’s IDP families (“420 Refugee Families Receive New Apartments in Tskaltubo, Western Georgia” 2021). While our respondents welcomed the apartment contracts after three decades of waiting amidst decay and slowly advancing physical and emotional violence, they voiced concerns about what they perceived as the carelessness of the resettlement process. Key concerns included the locations of their new homes and the impact of their move on their social networks. Respondents also questioned the design, (small) size, and construction quality of their new housing. And perhaps most importantly, the IDPs had no input on the location or character of their new apartments.
 The Photovoice methodology we employed sought to highlight the views and voices of the otherwise long-marginalized IDPs of Tskaltubo with an eye to encouraging conditions for possible social change. The photos discussed in this chapter represent a type of affective knowledge translation—a way of “knowing otherwise”—in the hope that this volume and its accompanying exhibit will create fresh possibilities to improve public awareness of the very real impacts of violent environments for those forced to endure them.
 
 Appendix: Figure 12 Long Description
 This map marks sanatoriums with yellow classical building icons and bathhouses with blue rectangular icons. Roads, rivers, and green park areas are depicted, along with a legend listing the names of the sanitoriums marked: (1) Sanatoria Aia, (2) Sanatorium Gelati, (3) Sanatorium Geology, (4) Sanatorium Filiali, (5) Sanatorium Imereti, (6) Hotel Intourist, (7) Sanatorium Iveria, (8) Sanatorium Medea, (9) Sanatorium Megobroba, (10) Sanatorium Meshakhte, (11) Sanatorium Metalurgy, (12) Sanatorium of the Ministry of Defense of the USSR, (13) Sanatorium Rkinigzeli, (14) Hotel Sakartvelo, (15) Sanatorium Samgurali, (16) Sanatorium Savane, (17) Sanatorium Sinatle, (18) Sanatorium Tbilisi, (19) Sanatorium Tsiskari, (20) Sanatorium Tskaltubo, (21) Sanatorium Ushishroeba. (Return to text.)
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	Balneotherapy refers to the use of water or bathing to treat disease. ↵
	The efficacy of balneotherapy is contested in the scientific literature. ↵
	Sanatoria is plural for sanatorium, lodgings for those receiving spa treatments at the bathhouses. ↵
	While some celebrated Ivanishvili’s charity and social entrepreneurship, others reacted with alarm and accusations of corruption. Opponents saw the transfer of the properties to Ivanishvili at a symbolic price of less than one GEL as a form of racketeering (“Charity or racketeering? Ruling party leader Ivanishvili to buy up hotels in Tskaltubo resort town” 2019). ↵
	We understand emotion to be a complex, dynamic, and highly subjective set of reactions to environmental stimuli (broadly construed), which may include physiological or behavioral responses. Our classification of emotions in this project did not follow any specific model or taxonomy found in the literature. Debates concerning measurement and classification, particularly in emotional psychology, are beyond the scope of the chapter and the specialization of the authors. Instead, we employed narrative and discourse analysis as a way of determining and interpreting our interlocutors’ subjective emotional responses to their environment. ↵
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		The Continuum of Housing Question and the Case of Georgia’s Displaced Population
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				 This chapter examines Georgia’s evolving stance toward Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) during the last two decades. Exploring the continuum of housing[1] types and the requirements of Georgia’s displaced communities from 1992 to the present day, we argue that protracted displacement and uncertain legal status alongside growing public wariness and governmental incapacity has created a long-term enervation, if not outright abrogation, of the right to housing for this population under international treaty and law. The chapter aims to further contextualize the case of Tskaltubo discussed in the prior chapter. Despite their important role as shelter centers for a share of the nation’s displaced, the buildings assigned to IDPs in Tskaltubo have received little public support for maintenance or upkeep.
 Following the collapse of the Soviet Union and Georgia’s assertion of independence in 1991, disputes arose in South Ossetia and Abkhazia regarding the desire for self-governance among the populations of those areas. The Abkhazia crisis (1992–1993) led to the displacement of approximately 250,000 individuals, predominantly ethnic Georgians, who migrated to other areas within Georgia (Bazaluk and Balinchenko 2020). Additionally, there were smaller instances of temporary displacements within Abkhazia, although the specific number of those so affected remains uncertain.
 Since that intranational conflict in the early 1990s, the Georgian government has emphasized the importance of all IDPs from all displacement waves being permitted to return to their homes, particularly within territories once under Georgian control, including Abkhazia and South Ossetia. While international agreements recognize local integration of IDPs in new locations as a temporary solution while the broader aim of repatriation is sought, such efforts should nonetheless continue to seek the eventual return of all those displaced to their home communities (United Nations 2019). Today, however, the prospect of IDPs returning to Abkhazia seems more elusive than ever. This is so because popular sentiment toward those displaced from that area is now generally negative and that fact exists alongside the demand that returnees relinquish Georgian citizenship in favor of obtaining local “passports.” Indeed, Article 6 of the Law of the Republic of Abkhazia on Citizenship of the Republic of Abkhazia stipulates that dual citizenship is only permissible for citizens of the Russian Federation (2005). Meanwhile, South Ossetia’s administration has taken an equivocal stance concerning the return of IDPs—initially deeming their return impossible after the war, but later formally acknowledging their right to return, albeit without offering practical reintegration initiatives (Law of the Republic of South Ossetia on Amendment to the Treaty on Alliance and Integration between the Russian Federation and the Republic of South Ossetia 2018). Concurrently, South Ossetia has strengthened its ties with the Russian Federation, exemplified by legislative changes allowing Russian citizens unrestricted stays in the self-proclaimed republic.
 
 The Evolution of IDP Policy in Georgia
 Policy Context and Historical Overview
 The failure of the Quadripartite Agreement on the Voluntary Return of Refugees and Displaced Persons on April 4, 1994, due to disagreements among the parties (i.e., the Abkhaz and Georgian sides) regarding the implementation of a proposed repatriation plan, led many local residents to embrace exclusionary discourses concerning return and resettlement (Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre 2009). As the period of displacement became prolonged for those affected by the civil conflict, Georgia’s Deputy Minister for Employment and Settlement labeled local integration of that population impractical in 2002 and suggested that the only viable solution to the circumstances confronting those individuals was for the group to return to their original homes (Institute for War and Peace Reporting 2002), thus adopting a return-focused approach. While the Georgian government continued to recognize return as a potential solution for those displaced, implementation of that policy was delayed by the advent of a third wave of IDPs arising from the Russo-Georgian War of 2008. Nonetheless, in 2009, the Georgian government reaffirmed its goal of returning those displaced by both conflicts to their home communities. Georgia, as a signatory of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), is legally bound by Article 11(1) of that pact to ensure the right of all individuals residing in its territory to adequate housing. The UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights has declared several factors critical to determining housing adequacy under Article 11(1) including legal security of tenure; availability of services, materials, facilities and infrastructure; location; habitability; affordability; accessibility; and cultural appropriateness. Emphasizing the pivotal role of habitability, the ICESCR has argued that adequate housing should protect its inhabitants from environmental threats while also providing sufficient space for their needs. Moreover, the Committee has suggested it should be situated in locations that provide residents reasonable access to employment opportunities, healthcare services, schools, and social amenities. The UN ICESCR Committee has also contended that adequate housing must promote the health, security, comfort, and nutrition needs of its inhabitants while ensuring them sustainable access to natural resources; safe drinking water; energy for cooking, heating, and lighting; sanitation and washing facilities; means of food storage; refuse disposal; adequate site drainage; and emergency services.
 An Amnesty International report (2010) on the internally displaced population in Georgia found that a substantial proportion, approximately 42%, of the group forced to relocate by the conflicts between Georgia and Abkhazia/Russia were housed in collective centers—structures owned either by the state or private entities, including hospitals, kindergartens, sanatoria, dormitories, and barracks. An earlier assessment conducted by the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (UNOCHA) (2003) had found that an estimated 70% of those shelters did not meet prescribed minimum standards. Inadequacies included deficiencies in privacy, access to potable water, insulation quality, and functional sewage systems. After that evaluation, conditions purportedly deteriorated due to growth in residents’ families. Meanwhile, the facilities UNOCHA staff had visited received minimal maintenance, and repairs, when undertaken, were typically ad hoc in character.
 According to a 2002 report concerning poverty and vulnerability among IDPs in Georgia prepared for the World Bank, IDP’s accommodations (collective centers, with host families, and by themselves in private facilities), living arrangements (in collective centers, with other relatives, and with previous friends and neighbors), and location (regions and urban/rural settings) can affect their economic situation and vulnerability (Dershem, Gurgenidze, and Holtzman 2002, 4). The World Bank’s analysts found that the displaced living in collective centers had a lower monthly household income (2002, 6) than the general population and were at higher risk of residing in inadequate living spaces and poorer living conditions (2002, 6). Gogishvili and Harris-Brandts (2019) conducted a meta-analysis of existing research in 2019 concerning Georgia’s IDPs and found that, as a group, those individuals continued to suffer multiple disadvantages as a result of their isolation in collective centers. In another study, Gogishvili (2015) argued that over time, residential segregation and spatial isolation and their associated stigma had contributed to the limited social networks developed among residents living in low-income neighborhoods. This limitation curtailed their access to employment opportunities, further reducing their social connections, which thereafter have often offered fewer and lower-quality employment prospects. This finding can be attributed in part to the Georgian government’s apparent reluctance to furnish high-quality housing out of fear that doing so would prompt residents to view their accommodations as permanent. Given this scenario, and considering the multiple factors at play as the displaced have lived their lives within it, Brun (2016, 422) has described the relationship of these individuals to their temporary dwellings as a condition formed, “by their humanitarian status as IDPs, by their socio-economic status, and by the strong desire within Georgian society to keep people in the IDP status because… their possible return to Abkhazia symbolize(s) the hope of regaining control over Abkhazia.” 
 
 Humanitarian Shelters: 1990s–2009
 As we observed above, until the late-2000s, the Georgian government, the IDPs, and host communities alike shared the view that the only acceptable/viable long-term solution to the displacement crisis was IDPs’ return to their original homes, believing that integrating those displaced into local communities might impede their repatriation, thus potentially weakening Georgia’s territorial claims. According to Gogishvili (2015) and Kobidze (2021), this concern led to actions that negatively affected IDPs:
 	IDPs were barred from land ownership and voting in their residing municipalities unless they renounced their status. Until 2003, according to Georgia’s Law of Internally Displaced Persons, IDPs were not allowed to own property, otherwise they gave up their displaced status and the right to claim a property in Abkhazia. Although these restrictions were lifted by the nation’s Constitutional Court between 2003–2009, there is uncertainty concerning whether IDPs were informed about those decisions. As a UNHCR report found in 2009:
 Generally, IDPs are not sufficiently involved in decisions affecting their lives. There is not enough explanation about policies launched by the government and insufficient encouragement of IDP participation. IDPs, especially in rural areas or in the small towns, live in completely isolated circumstances without access to information relating to them. (UNHCR 2009, 10)

 
 	A significant share of IDPs were housed in collective centers located on the outskirts of urban areas, leading to their further segregation from major residential areas.
 	The government often resisted international assistance aimed at helping the displaced regain self-sufficiency, fearing a loss of control over their desire to return. President Mikheil Saakashvili (presidential term 2004–2013), for example, criticized international organizations advocating for IDP integration into local communities and instead promised displaced individuals a return to their homes.
 	The Abkhazian government in exile encouraged internally displaced children to attend schools operated by that government in exile, aiming to align their educational experience with their place of origin.
 
 Until the mid-2000s, the Georgian government did not recognize “local integration” as an alternative strategy for IDPs, although some civil society organizations have pressed the idea of “temporary integration” in informal conversations with government officials (Brun 2015). The driving concern underpinning this perspective was that those displaced could no longer be expected to reside in the dire housing conditions in which many were living. In this view, something had to be done to improve IDP housing conditions (and thereby their living situations as well), and the new government that assumed office following the 2003 Rose Revolution therefore gradually relaxed its stance toward return versus integration in place.
 Notably, the government’s “solutions” to the IDPs’ housing and other problems remained in the realm of top-down approaches until very recently. One of the reasons for this stance could be the displaced’s general incapacity to participate in social and political decision-making processes. According to the UNHCR (2009), in August 2001, amendments to Georgia’s Unified Election Code removed restrictions on IDP voting in local elections, and further changes in August 2003 enabled that population to vote in parliamentary contests. Despite these legal advancements and improvements in IDPs’ political rights, their participation in politics has been limited mainly to voting in parliamentary and presidential elections, with few displaced individuals standing for election at any level. Several factors, including financial constraints, limited access to social networks, lack of leadership skills, and general passivity, have hindered active political involvement among IDPs. Most basically, the group’s everyday struggle for survival in precarious economic conditions has often taken precedence over other activities.
 
 Durable Housing Solutions: State Strategy and Action Plan (2009) 
 The international legal obligation to address IDP-related issues rests with the Government of Georgia. By 2007, national policy and programming for this population in that state was characterized by a notable lack of clarity and effectiveness. Moving from temporary shelter provision to more permanent housing solutions requires that responsible authorities ensure that those displaced be transferred from short-term dwellings meeting minimum humanitarian standards to structures designed and equipped for permanent living. This shift to adequate longer-term housing is a crucial step in enabling those displaced to enjoy improved living conditions during protracted displacement. In 2007, the Government of Georgia implemented what its officials dubbed the State Strategy for Internally Displaced Persons. The policy was amended by an action plan in 2008 and updated a year later. The goal was to address the long-standing inadequate housing for the nation’s displaced and facilitate their integration into local communities, thereby reducing their reliance on state assistance. The strategy included converting collective centers into permanent housing units, transferring ownership to IDPs where possible, constructing new housing in various regions, and providing one-time monetary support for those not requiring accommodation. The strategy also embraced a set of socio-economic integration efforts aimed at facilitating access to livelihoods, job opportunities, infrastructure rehabilitation, and healthcare services (Kurshitashvili 2012).
 The Government’s implementation of this Plan marked a significant advancement in the nation’s policy toward IDPs (Gogishvili 2015). It aimed:
 	To facilitate an environment conducive to the dignified and secure repatriation of IDPs.
 	To promote improved living standards for displaced individuals while also facilitating their social integration. (Gogishvili 2015)
 
 The Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC), in a 2011 report on the security of tenure and integration in protracted displacement settings (Williams 2011), argued that Georgia’s Action Plan for the Implementation of the State Strategy (Ministry for Refugees and Accommodation of Georgia 2009) not only sought to improve the living conditions of IDPs but also aimed to reclaim some state-owned properties occupied by them for their original public use, while also encouraging investment by allowing the market sale of other properties. Consequently, under this policy, Georgian officials sought to align IDP housing program efforts with the process of privatizing state property that had begun in the 1990s. The NRC found that while representing an improvement over previous corrupt and chaotic policies, the government’s new approach centralized decision-making and limited consultation opportunities. Five years later, a World Bank report (2016) concluded that the Georgian government’s move toward prioritizing IDP’s long-term integration instead of temporary measures beginning in 2007 was particularly evident in its commitment to develop lasting housing solutions for those affected. With the implementation of the 2007 Strategy, the government began to construct new housing units and to refurbish some existing collective centers to provide their residents with more durable accommodation. Additionally, the state privatized a share of its collective centers and, in so doing, allowed some residents to gain formal ownership of their living spaces.
 Overall, however, as detailed above for the example of Tskaltubo, the process of privatizing collective centers for IDP residents has yielded mixed results, benefiting some while leaving many others, particularly the most vulnerable, in legal ambiguity and insecurity. Moreover, the 2009 policy framework lacked concrete proposals for addressing the housing needs of the significant portion of IDPs residing in private dwellings rather than collective centers. More, the privatization-centric approach has not consistently adhered to transparent and consultative practices.
 A majority of the collective centers inspected by Amnesty International (AI) in 2010 as Georgia began implementing its State Strategy, particularly those awaiting refurbishment, fell short of satisfying the criteria for adequate housing as they were not initially designed for extended habitation. AI staff characterized the dwellings they visited as “overcrowded,” “dilapidated,” “isolated,” and “sub-standard.” Despite accommodating displaced persons for more than three decades, the Government of Georgia had not updated these structures to match their prolonged utilization. Amnesty staff visited sixteen collective centers located in several focal areas, including Tbilisi, Gori, Senaki, Kutaisi, and Zugdidi. While some of those locations had originally been designed for short-term residency—including some hotels and dormitories that therefore contained basic washing or shower facilities—others, such as many schools, hospitals, and factories that AI officials visited, lacked these fundamental necessities altogether.
 Bruckner, a scholar who has written on Georgia’s politics and development, has criticized the concept of “mushroom villages”[2] implemented during the presidency of Mikheil Saakashvili. Bruckner (2009) argued that these villages, which were intended to address housing issues for IDPs, were hastily constructed and lacked proper infrastructure and services. He suggested that instead of providing adequate housing solutions, the mushroom villages exacerbated the socio-economic challenges faced by IDPs in Georgia.
 In 2012, Kurshitashvili investigated the Georgian government’s durable housing policy for its IDPs and found it disappointing: “while the policies partially provided the displaced with housing and land, they eroded probably their most important asset – labour – by resettling them in remote rural areas, where employment opportunities are scarce, if there are any at all” (2012, 98). That finding aligned with Kabachnik and colleagues’ (2015) later criticism of the Georgian government’s narrow definition of integration as the provision of housing. Koch (2015, 135), based on a contemporaneous ethnographic study, argued that “the lives of IDPs living in protracted displacement in Georgia are ‘made-up’ by a form of sanctioned abandonment that cements their structural vulnerability.” Koch’s conclusion echoed Brun et al.’s (2017, 220) argument that in the Georgian case, forms of state control and boundary-making exclude the country’s IDPs “from what requires their inclusion,” hence these populations adopt a state of “out-of-place” people, “a type of ambiguous citizenship [that] emerges from protracted situations of displacement.” 
 Similar non-participatory trends continued during Giorgi Margvelashvili’s presidency (2013–2018). During the tenure of the “Georgian Dream”[3] party from 2013 to 2019, the national government provided 12,705 displaced families with housing. Of that number, 3,257 families settled in newly constructed buildings. From 2013 to 2018, a total of 11,617 displaced families were accommodated by the government with newly constructed dwellings, averaging 1,936 families per year. Writing in 2019, Sukhiashvili contended that if this pace of housing provision for displaced families remained constant, it would require approximately twenty-six years to accommodate all families registered in Georgia’s displaced persons database.[4]
 Meanwhile, the state’s 2017-2018 Action Plan for the Implementation of the IDP State Strategy targeted 3,796 IDP families for accommodations. Of that total, 1,700 were earmarked to receive housing through the “Rural House” program, while approximately 2,096 families were slated to receive apartments in newly constructed buildings. However, official data indicates that only 1,321 displaced families were accommodated through the “Rural House” program (379 families fewer than planned), and apartments were provided to 1,684 displaced families in newly constructed buildings (412 families fewer than planned). In total, the government provided housing to 3,005 families in 2017–2018, falling short of its action plan goal by 791 families.
 The Georgian Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories, Accommodation and Refugees was responsible for providing accommodations for IDPs until 2018. According to Sukhiashvili (2019), between 2013 and 2018, approximately 353 million GEL was allocated by the government for the purpose of IDP accommodation, averaging 59 million GEL annually. The Public Defender of Georgia (2018, 318–22) found in 2018 that gauging the needs of the IDP population remained extremely difficult due to a dearth of accurate data on the number of structures posing high risks to their displaced residents’ life and well-being. In addition, the Public Defender argued in 2019 that some closed structures were actually in better condition than those left open, with displaced persons continuing to reside in them.
 President Salome Zourabichvili (2018–present) abolished the Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories, Accommodation and Refugees (MRA) in 2019. The agency’s various tasks were assigned to the ministries of Regional Development and Infrastructure, the Ministry of Internal Affairs of Georgia, and the Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories, Health, Labour, and Social Affairs of Georgia. These entities assumed responsibility for enhancing the living conditions for IDPs residing in accommodation facilities, including the transfer and legalization of residential spaces. Concurrently, the Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure was tasked with constructing new apartment buildings for IDPs. Although State Budgets from 2019 to 2021 allocated approximately 218 million GEL for improving IDPs’ living conditions, specific expenditures for residential space transfers were not individually outlined in the documents. As can be seen in Table 1, after the dissolution of the MRA in 2019, there was a sharp decline in the budget allocated to the construction of apartments/other housing for the nation’s displaced population.
 
 Table 1. State budget for the resettlement of IDPs in GEL millions. Source: Ministry of Finance of Georgia. 	Year 	2013 	2014 	2015 	2016 	2017 	2018 	2019 	2020 	2021 	2022 
 	Millions of GEL 	21 	26.5 	49.6 	65.7 	78.6 	111.8 	70.3 	21.0 	31.3 	12.0 
  
 Conclusion
 Georgians displaced by the 1992 war continue to grapple with inadequate, temporary housing arrangements, with thousands of IDP families still awaiting permanent solutions to their predicament. Despite officials’ claims across the decades that they were making every effort to address the nation’s displacement crisis, retaining those residing in inadequate shelters served a deeper political purpose by reinforcing the government’s arguments for their right of return, which was in turn tied to the restoration of Georgia’s original territorial integrity. During the 1990s and 2000s, the state prioritized highlighting the humanitarian pathos of the IDP crisis for geopolitical reasons rather than effectively integrating its internal asylees into local society. Indeed, the process of relocating IDPs from collective centers was slow and haphazard until the late 2000s. To that date, efforts to resettle displaced groups were directed primarily to properties with high real estate value. Put plainly, the energy underpinning relocation efforts for more than two decades focused more on property investment potential than improving the welfare of resident IDPs.
 The implementation of a more sustained and holistic State Strategy on IDPs commenced in May 2010. One of its key objectives was to eliminate collective centers either by privatizing them for IDPs or relocating their residents to newly constructed housing. However, even this resettlement process did not always involve those affected and was not always voluntary and, as a result, there were instances when riot police forcefully evicted IDPs from their long-time homes (Human Rights Watch 2011).
 This brief overview suggests that there remains a pressing need to adopt bottom-up participatory approaches to integrate IDPs’ perspectives into decision-making processes concerning their housing. Such measures are essential to ensure that the needs and preferences of those who have endured decades of displacement that they had no hand in creating are adequately addressed and that they have a meaningful say in shaping their living conditions for the future.
 The case of the recently proposed mega-redevelopment of Tskaltubo constitutes just one example of the prevailing patriarchal perspective on aid and development in Georgia. That narrative often centers on a single nominally salvific figure arriving to invest in a declining town to generate employment opportunities and revitalize dilapidated commercial and residential buildings.
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	The continuum of housing is a conceptual framework that delineates a spectrum of housing options, encompassing emergency shelters, transitional housing, permanent supportive housing, and homeownership. By acknowledging the dynamic nature of shelter requirements, the construct underscores the necessity of offering a multifaceted array of interventions to effectively address the varied circumstances and vulnerabilities of populations experiencing housing insecurity or homelessness (United Way Halifax 2020). ↵
	According to Bruckner (2009, 61), “In September 2008, strange structures suddenly started mushrooming out of the plains west of Tbilisi, Georgia’s capital. Day and night, in sunshine and under floodlights, construction workers laboured around the clock to build row after row of identical-looking small houses at breakneck speed. Within a few months, a state that had long refused to even contemplate durable housing solutions for IDPs had built nearly 4,000 new homes for close to 14,000 displaced people.” ↵
	The formation of Georgian Dream was partly a response to the United National Movement (UNM) led by Mikheil Saakashvili, which faced growing disapproval during his governance due to its neoliberal economic agenda, harsh criminal justice system, and confrontational stance toward Russia (Jones 2013). ↵
	According to Sukhiashvili, of 90,156 IDP families from the occupied territories in Georgia, only 40,826 families had been provided housing (45.3%) by August 1, 2019. That is, there were still 49,330 families without permanent housing (54.7%) at the time of the report. According to the Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories, Health, Labour and Social Affairs, 91,962 displaced families were registered in Georgia in 2022, of which 47,000 had been provided with some form of housing (Tsereteli 2022). ↵
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		Photovoice: Learning from Lived Experiences with the Potential to Facilitate Social Change
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				 This chapter provides an overview of the Photovoice process and describes how it has been used in participatory research projects, particularly those focused on housing, person-place relationships, and under-resourced communities. Following an introduction to Photovoice, we sketch the benefits that may arise from employing the method, especially as those relate to participant engagement, representation, and construction of meaning, as well as the potential for broader social impact. We explore how the research strategy can offer participants increased possibilities for engagement in data collection and analysis, along with greater control in determining the scope, purpose, and outcomes of such analyses.
 We examine how scholars and practitioners have employed the methodology to explore marginalized population experiences and person-place relationships. We consider how Photovoice can offer participants opportunities to challenge prevailing norms and facilitate discussions concerning social change while offering researchers more nuanced insights into the experiences of those individuals with whom they are working. We offer this analysis to allow readers to contextualize the methodology employed in developing the Violent Infrastructure: Ecologies of Decay and Displacement exhibition.
 We note that employing this investigative methodology has yielded mixed results in encouraging broader social change and participant empowerment. We also highlight the challenges implicit in employing Photovoice in research, including the difficulty of representing abstract concepts through photography, as well as a need to maintain a balance between accurate representation of participants’ environments and respect for their confidentiality. The method also often entails special logistical challenges, including requiring sustained involvement by participants and investigators. We conclude that a longitudinal approach can yield more significant impacts than short-term efforts. And while Photovoice can encourage deeper exploration of issues, its sustained impacts are difficult to measure.
 
 Introduction to Photovoice
 Photovoice is one approach in a suite of “visual research methods” (VRMs) that use graphic imagery to solicit dialogue, construct meaning, and encourage data collection and analysis. Other examples of VRMs include visual ethnographies, participatory mapping, self-portraits, video diaries, memory books, and photo and video elicitation. These methods often overlap with creative engagement and arts-based analytic strategies. Analysts value their ability to capture details that may otherwise go unnoticed with the use of traditional research methods, the opportunity they offer study participants to guide data collection, and the possibility of capturing emotions and the “feel and texture” of participants’ environments (Rose 2015, n.p.). Visual evidence is also effective at capturing specific moments and changes across time. Rather than becoming obsolete in a world already rich with visual imagery, VRMs appear to align well with and enhance how individuals portray their lives, while also helping them reflect on how they might be perceived by others.
 Photovoice can encourage individuals who are often overlooked or marginalized to identify, depict, and potentially improve conditions in their communities using photography (Wang 1999). First introduced as photo novella by Caroline Wang and Mary Ann Burris (1994), the approach has become a widely used methodology in community-based participatory research (CBPR) and participatory action research (PAR). It permits a specific group of people to document their daily experiences through photographs that are thereafter used to foster critical dialogue and to advocate for positive changes in those individuals’ situations (Hergenrather et al. 2009; Wang and Burris 1997). Photo-narratives can inform needs assessments and program evaluations and can document the realities confronting people who are seeking change, who want to publicize their situations, or who are at risk of losing their way of life.
 Photovoice operates at the intersection of education for critical consciousness, documentary photography, and feminist theory. As described by Paulo Freire, such educational processes merge consciousness-raising and dialogue to stimulate individual, communal, and institutional reflection and set the stage for potential change (Wang and Burris 1994). This approach seeks to foster an understanding of the social, political, and economic forces that shape individuals’ lives; to encourage communities to consider their surrounding environments critically; and to identify and discuss salient issues for change. Photography can serve as a potent tool in support of this aim, equipping individuals to document and share the way they perceive reality, thus promoting individual and collective self-awareness and introspection (Wang, Burris, and Ping 1996). Photovoice may be used to effectively counter reductionist or token engagement because it centers the subjective experience of participants and requires active commitment from researchers and collaborators (Liebenberg 2022).
 Beyond documenting individual narratives, this method may contribute to a collective discourse that challenges prevailing stereotypes by encouraging reflection on the implications of dominant social norms and amplifying the voices of those otherwise targeted for varieties of oppression (Wang, Burris, and Ping 1996; Miled 2020). Documentary photography aims to capture people in the contexts in which they live. While such efforts traditionally capture life situations from the viewpoint of professionals, Photovoice places cameras in the hands of research participants, encouraging them to frame and narrate their own stories and to collaborate in the inquiry (Wang and Burris 1994; Suprapto et al. 2020; Tsang 2020).
 The method aligns with the goals of feminist theory by engaging collaborators as partners in the research and advocacy process, particularly related to standpoint theory—to address situations in which “group location in hierarchical power relations produces shared challenges for individuals in those groups. These common challenges can foster similar angles of vision leading to a group knowledge or standpoint that in turn can influence the group’s political action” (Liebenberg 2022, 270). Several feminist scholars have highlighted the value of photography in capturing the nuances of women’s lives and positioning them as active participants within their communities.
 Feminist theorists have recognized that Photovoice has the potential to shift the power dynamic between researchers and those they are investigating, since participants choose what to convey about their photographs, as well as how much they wish to share. This involvement leads to a more balanced distribution of power in the research process (Sutherland and Cheng 2009). In contrast, the key informant interview usually requires that investigators play a primary role in collecting and analyzing data. That fact may result in researcher presuppositions unduly shaping those conversations and their outcomes (Tsang 2020).
 Photovoice may also serve as a powerful advocacy tool. Wang (1999) has argued, for example, that the method can facilitate exchanges between participants and policymakers because of the accessibility of images and photo-narratives. The methodology usually includes group discussions and/or interviews that not only bring specific photographs to life, but that can also cultivate a deeper understanding of the experiences captured in them (Liebenberg 2018). As participants articulate the stories behind their images, they may come to challenge their own preconceptions while also promoting shared understanding and advocating for social change. This firsthand knowledge can be leveraged by empathetic policymakers to highlight challenges faced by engaged communities. In this way, the investigative strategy may lead to more informed and effective public decision-making.
 These advantages notwithstanding, it is worth recalling that researchers may employ a CBPR approach to the design of any instrument used for data collection, including surveys and interview protocols. Similarly, semi-structured interviews can accommodate the perspectives of a diverse array of participants. Nevertheless, we contend that Photovoice enables participants to present their desired narrative with relatively greater autonomy compared to more conventional qualitative methods. In addition, participants’ lived experiences may not be as fully expressed through verbal communication as can be achieved in conjunction with photography (Tsang 2020).
 Finally, prompts used for this strategy are typically broader than interview questions (Yang 2023). For example, in one study, Due et al. (2022) simply asked participants to photograph what they did or did not like about their housing and neighborhood. The general character of that prompt encouraged residents to communicate their lived experience from a variety of vantage points.
 
 Summary of the Photovoice Process
 The typical application of Photovoice in today’s research settings follows a slightly different process than that proposed when the method was first conceived (Wang 1999). Today, the first step in such studies is to identify and recruit individuals who have a desire to engage in such a project, followed by an information session during which they are introduced to the method. In the majority of these ventures, investigators initially approach targeted groups with general questions to drive the process thereafter. However, in some instances, participants can engage in brainstorming to shape the specific concerns they wish to address (Wang, Cash, and Powers 2000; Streng et al. 2004; Sutherland and Chang 2009; Miled 2020).
 Those engaged may benefit from basic technical training, including how to use a camera and practical tips concerning framing, lighting, and composition. In addition, Photovoice introductions usually include ethical guidance, such as not taking photographs of illicit activity and ensuring the informed consent of those one wishes to photograph. Some of these studies do not include photographs that depict individuals to avoid confidentiality concerns or the sometimes-difficult process of obtaining their signed consent.
 Participant engagement varies by project as well as by the resources available to researchers. In some cases, participants may use their own cell phones or cameras to capture images (Chan et al. 2016; Due et al. 2022). When those engaged do not possess smartphones or cameras, investigators should plan to provide the necessary equipment. In some cases, the research team may also compensate those engaged for their time and/or provide other incentives to become or remain involved, such as offering childcare and transportation support to attend project-related meetings. Such efforts may address barriers to participation that are more common among under-resourced or marginalized populations.
 Following a period during which individuals take photos, which can span from a few days to weeks or months, participants convene with the researchers and/or each other to share their photo-narratives (Brandt et al. 2017). Those engaged are usually asked to choose up to ten photos that best represent the experience(s) they wish to convey for these convenings. In follow-up interviews and/or group discussions, photo takers describe what they think is important about the images they selected to share. Thereafter, researchers and/or participants thematically analyze transcripts, notes, and findings arising from those discussions and interviews for publications or reporting, as well as to craft narratives to accompany exhibitions of the photographs. While it is not required, many contributors may wish to offer exhibits of their photographs to reach broader audiences.
 At the stage of photo exhibition, participants usually identify their target audience(s), including any policymakers, as well as places to show their work. Photos may be shared in-person or online or both, accompanied by corresponding excerpts of interview dialogue or commentaries written by participants to provide context for viewers. Occasionally, contributors may also give public talks to accompany their photo-narratives (Wang, Cash, and Powers 2000; Miled 2020). In practice, collaborators may or may not participate in producing the thematic analysis gleaned from their discussions, and if an exhibition occurs, studies do not often report in detail whether the target audience(s) attended those (Liebenberg 2022).
 The period from the introduction to the approach to potential participants to an exhibition may span anywhere from ten weeks to a year (Figure 30). In some cases, Photovoice engages individuals across multiple sessions (Lewinson, Robinson-Dooley, and Grant 2012; Grieb et al. 2013). One such inquiry involved the completion of self-designed photography projects across several weeks (Grieb et al. 2013). In contrast to studies in which those involved engage in a one-time group discussion or interview session (Logan and Murdie 2016; Miterko and Bruna 2022; McIntyre 2003), Grieb et al. (2013) conducted weekly meetings during which contributors showcased and discussed the photos they had captured. At the end of each session, participants decided on the next photo-assignment. Grieb et al. (2013) also encouraged their study partners to identify local resources for addressing issues and priorities. That process helped contributors to identify leaders and organizations capable of addressing community challenges and develop actionable steps to address those.
 
 [image: Infographic breaking down the steps in the photovoice research process as a vertical, annotated timeline.]Figure 30. Key Characteristics and Activities of the Photovoice Process. Created by Amin Farzaneh and Lara Nagle. See Appendix for image description. Using Photovoice to Explore Marginalized Experiences
 and Person-Place Relationships
 The efficacy of Photovoice lies in its capacity to convey nuanced meanings, making it an invaluable tool for exploring person-place relationships and place-based experiences. For example, Logan and Murdie (2016) used the method to capture the ways in which Tibetan female refugees understood the concept of “home.” Participants recorded images of their apartments and neighborhoods that they found meaningful. That exercise highlighted four major themes related to the living environment of this group of women, including House, Nature, Culture and Spirituality, and Community. For example, natural beauty, such as tree-lined streets, parks, and lakeshores, emerged as an important element of how these refugees conceptualized home. Participants reported that the natural aspects of their living environment provided relief from daily life stresses, offered a sense of privacy, and reminded them of their native nation’s natural beauty.
 The strategy has also been employed to explore the emotions produced by life in urban spaces, revealing unique insights into the connections people form with their surroundings. Meenar and Mandarano (2021) worked with a group to produce Photovoice-generated emotional place maps to inform a community engagement approach to brownfield revitalization planning in their community. Sutherland and Cheng (2009) explored the social and emotional experiences of place among a sample of immigrants and international students in two small Canadian cities. Study participants photographed places, spaces, objects, and people that represented different emotions for them, such as comfort, safety, and vulnerability. Sense of community was a central theme across this group’s photographs; while the university appeared to be an important place for international students to gain that sense, immigrant women shared photos of gatherings of family and friends.
 Miled (2020) used Photovoice to encourage Muslim refugee girls attending a Canadian high school to challenge Islamophobia and racism at their institution. Contributors used photos to convey their feelings of exclusion and discrimination based on their race and/or religion. A major theme for collaborators was their constant exposure to discrimination and daily encounters with gendered violence and hate. The Photovoice process also led to the formation of a group panel, which included policymakers, that discussed how the broader community could better support Muslim refugees.
 Photovoice has also been used, as in this volume, to explore the relationships between housing and well-being, particularly for refugees and asylum seekers (Grieb et al. 2013; Houle et al. 2016; Due et al. 2022). Houle et al. (2016), for example, employed the method to help public housing tenants assume a more active role in ensuring home environments supported their well-being. Following discussions with collaborators concerning their photographs, researchers identified six themes that highlighted the centrality of (1) a pleasant home, inspiring pride; (2) a variety of helpful local resources; (3) mutual support and social participation; (4) control over life situations; (5) social, leisure, and growth opportunities; and (6) beneficial access to nature (Houle et al. 2016, 714). Participants gained a sense of collaboration with other community members as they brainstormed ideas to improve their well-being, considered how to achieve those, and identified individuals with the authority to help them to enact them. For instance, they apprised local officials of a pedestrian safety issue, and that effort resulted in the installation of a stop sign to slow traffic speeds.
 This brief overview of how Photovoice has been employed to explore the experiences and person-place relationships of otherwise marginalized populations demonstrates that the method can help such groups express their experiences, challenge prevailing social narratives, and contribute to discussions concerning potential community change.
 
 Connecting to Violent Infrastructure: Photovoice with Georgian IDPs
 Photovoice projects exploring housing, person-place relationships, sense of belonging, home, and well-being necessarily reflect the sociopolitical realities confronting the collaborators. In consequence, they may illuminate or inflame ongoing traumas. In the Violent Infrastructure exhibit, Photovoice contributors used photographs to express their emotions concerning their living environments and daily life challenges. One participant, for example, photographed her bathroom and described her discomfort with it, explaining that she once lied to a family friend visiting from Russia that she would not be home to host them, to ensure they would not see the space. Despite anonymity, some other older participants avoided capturing images of their cramped bathrooms to avoid feeding the popular stereotype of IDPs as “dirty.” Others, however, photographed dangerous living conditions in and around their buildings for Violent Infrastructure, such as missing railings, mold, rot, and the presence of unwanted animals, to emphasize that the poor quality of their housing was beyond their control.
 Overall, those engaged in this study used their photos to express feelings of humiliation and fear, as well as a persistent melancholy linked to not being able to host guests, pursue romantic relationships, or mitigate public misperceptions concerning their circumstances or personal hygiene. Their Photovoice narratives provided evidence of their plight and enhanced the general public’s ability to understand it by showcasing the often-terrible physical conditions in which they resided.
 Even after moving to alternate housing, some Georgian IDPs continued to lack space for guests, for their children to play, for residents to gather, and to grow food. Despite many other problems, the displaced and their family members had previously been able to pursue at least a share of these things at the sanitoria, such as establishing orchards and raising livestock. In mixed-gender households that were not provided a replacement unit sufficient to meet their needs, Photovoice participants described how too few bedrooms and shared bathrooms had led to continuing privacy concerns, particularly for women.
 While Photovoice can showcase otherwise marginalized voices and thereby potentially inform policy, in contentious political environments such as those in which Georgia’s IDPs have been living, there is fear in advocating for better housing out of concern that one might lose one’s shelter altogether. While generally willing to share their photo-narratives, contributors whose work is showcased in the exhibit have remained anonymous out of a concern for possible retaliation. More, the investigators found that at least some Georgians did not want to engage with the exhibit due to their discomfort with its politically fraught themes. This was especially salient because, at the time of the study, the Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories, Health, Labour, and Social Affairs of Georgia (MOH) had just awarded contracts to resettle IDPs at the same time as elections, suggesting that the initiative was, at least partly, undertaken for political gain.
 
 Challenges when Implementing the Photovoice Method
 A wide variety of participants may express their voices creatively via Photovoice to challenge prevailing narratives and to engage with policy-makers and the policy process, directly or indirectly (Miled 2020; Wang 1999). However, the method does have limitations. One notable difficulty with the methodology involves its capacity to convey abstract concepts. For example, in a study by Due et al. (2022) that explored the relationship between housing and health for refugees and asylum seekers in Southern Australia, participants found it challenging to capture concepts such as safety and affordability in their photographs, in contrast to physical features such as green spaces or other living conditions. While a picture can be worth a thousand words, interviews and group discussions play an important role throughout the process by providing context and depth to the photographic evidence that contributors provide. Such interaction allows for a more nuanced exploration of abstract elements, including emotions, perceptions, and cultural details that may be difficult to convey through images alone.
 Another important challenge when employing this methodology is that participants may feel uncomfortable photographing human subjects due to the consent process such entails; may find it difficult or impossible to collect photo releases; or may be explicitly instructed by study organizers not to include individuals in their photos to protect anonymity, even if the consent could be secured (Grieb et al. 2013; Miterko and Bruna 2022). As a result, many Photovoice photographs do not include people. The absence of individuals in these depictions may limit the representation of the social aspects of participants’ living environments. That fact may also constrain the findings and scope of such inquiries as a result.
 There are also several logistical issues associated with using this investigative strategy. The method requires a substantial time commitment from both contributors and researchers (Logan and Murdie 2016; Sutherland and Cheng 2009; Due et al. 2022; Meenar and Mandarano 2021). This fact may affect the availability of participants at different stages of the inquiry, and it may also result in higher attrition rates compared to alternative research methods. This characteristic affects both the participatory possibility of the method and data analysis within it. As a result, financial or other incentives to compensate participants may need to be more generous for these studies. Fundamentally, however, those who are at the highest risk and struggling to meet basic needs will be the most difficult to engage, particularly with a method that is time-consuming and dependent on collaborators’ capacity to exercise agency to advocate for change using their photo narratives.
 Additionally, participants may face difficulties operating cameras, resulting in poorly captured or unusable photographs for public exhibition or sharing with others (Miterko and Bruna 2022). These logistical issues underscore the need for careful planning and coordination of training, resources, and multiple forms of data collection when employing Photovoice.
 
 Longer-Term Impacts of Photovoice
 As with any participatory action research strategy, an intentional, embedded, and longitudinal approach undertaken by, with, and for contributors is generally more likely to result in more significant impacts compared to a one-time engagement effort (Liebenberg 2018). Photovoice can also be used to teach community members methods of self-reflection for use in a variety of other contexts. At its best, “the collaboration and action components of the theory underpinning Photovoice encourage deeper reflection on issues as well as the exploration of related solutions” (Liebenberg 2018, 7).
 While there is inherent creative engagement value in using the approach for collaborators, researchers, and a broader audience privileged to learn from the lived experiences of others, evidence that Photovoice has a longer-term impact on behavior and policy change is an arena of ongoing research (Sanon, Evans-Agnew, and Boutain 2014). Typically, outputs are short-term, measurable factors that derive directly from project activities, such as the number of photo narratives created. Project outcomes are more difficult to measure but might also include how/whether those influence the development or evolution of a specific policy proposal or change.
 Project impacts are the most difficult to measure (Stannard-Stockton 2010). In a systematic review and meta-analysis of the international healthcare literature examining the effectiveness of Photovoice, for example, Halvorsrud et al. (2022) sought to identify its effects on self-efficacy, health behaviors and health knowledge, mental and physical health outcomes, and community or social functions. That review found that the method did improve such knowledge among members of disadvantaged ethnic minority groups. However, the authors also concluded that
 the post-treatment effects on health knowledge did not appear to translate into self-efficacy, or actual health behaviour or ‘observable’ physical and mental health outcomes. On a broader level, community functions were improved post-treatment but not sustained 3 months after, while health and safety on a systems level also seemed unaffected. (Halvorsrud et al. 2022, 708)

 In some cases, Photovoice can be introduced alongside an explicit policy agenda, which may contribute to longer-lasting political impacts. For example, Banik et al. (2023) engaged adolescents in a Photovoice project explicitly identifying the presence or absence of a variety of structural, agentic, and agento-structural policies affecting physical activity and healthy eating. Their effort informed contributors’ creation of specific public policy proposals to address obesity. In addition to the policy focus for participants and the frameworks employed to analyze the results, these authors argued that engaging young people in this activity helped to prepare them to be advocates and political leaders in the future: “Critical awareness of obesity prevention policies is a first step for young people on their way to political engagement” (Banik et al. 2023, 12).
 Finally, in a literature review of thirty studies that employed the strategy that analyzed the extent to which those efforts collectively addressed social justice awareness, amelioration, or transformation, Sanon et al. (2014) found that nearly every project raised awareness, but only a fraction led to “transformative” changes such as policy improvements, including passage of a voter initiative, a state law, and a student-led city council bill. Other direct impacts reported across the analyses included the development of citizen committees and support groups, additional community-based or -led research and inquiry, public meetings, publications and white papers, and new partnerships to continue work on the issues initially identified.
 
 Conclusions
 Photovoice encourages individuals to take an active, creative role in documenting and depicting their lives, and contributors play a key role in the research process regarding what information is collected and how as well as how it is interpreted, reported, and applied. This chapter has explored how housing and person-place studies especially can serve as useful sites for use of the method because it helps to capture visual, place-based details of living environments that may not be apprehended by other investigative methods. In some cases, Photovoice can also inform campaigns that improve policy by facilitating direct exchanges between participants and policymakers and/or by increasing public awareness. Limitations of the method include logistical challenges as well as special ethical concerns regarding the protection of participant identities. Although Photovoice may be particularly effective at capturing the needs of vulnerable populations, the time commitment the method requires may be difficult for those with fewer resources.
 Overall, while Photovoice projects will differ in their specific contours, expectations, and outcomes for a variety of reasons, researchers and collaborators facilitating this method with hopes of attaining significant impacts will likely need to invest in ensuring longer-term processes of engagement and documentation.
 
 Appendix: Figure 30 Long Description
 The stages of photovoice research are as follows:
 	Participant Recruitment 	Introduction to photovoice.
 	Training.
 	Secure consent: Consent is an ongoing process. Participants may want to take photos for the project, but choose not to exhibit them publicly later.
 
 
 	Defining Project Purposes 	Collaborators define the research questions and purposes of the project—this step increases the participatory aspect of photovoice.
 
 
 	Photography 	Participants take photos for a period of time.
 	Photo releases are secured if needed—photo releases can be used to obtain consent from people in the photos.
 
 
 	Photovoice Narratives 	Participants select photos to share.
 	Conduct individual or group interviews—group interviews allow participants to share lived experiences and discuss next steps together.
 
 
 	Photovoice Analysis 	Participants write photo captions.
 	Collaborators identify key themes.
 	Participants may conduct one or multiple rounds of photovoice to address project goals.
 
 
 	Photovoice Exhibit 	Participants choose where and how to exhibit the photos—participants may pair the exhibit with other activities to influence policy.
 	Key stakeholders are invited to inform next steps.
 
 
 
 It is also important to budget for cameras, incentives to participate, and exhibition costs. (Return to text.)
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				 This book and the exhibit on which it is predicated highlight several enduringly significant questions and concerns related to the rights and public and popular treatment of displaced individuals. We highlight four of those in these concluding reflections without suggesting that these encompass all the important matters related to this phenomenon. Before addressing each of those more specifically, we wish first to underscore the centrality of a mediating factor or actor in the experiences that befell the internally displaced population this volume has examined. That vital actor was the Georgian government. Across thirty years and various elections and irrespective of the specific party in power, that regime allowed this population to languish in continually degrading conditions, with only sporadic and poor support, in buildings never designed for housing for prolonged periods. While the reasons for this tragic and violent scenario were various, including the fact that Georgia was often considered by many experts to be a “failed state” until the Rose Revolution in 2003, and just as often layered as the years passed, it is nonetheless signally important to stress that the political regime legally, culturally, and morally responsible for these citizens failed to take necessary action to help them obtain reasonable shelter for three decades. That fact stands out clearly in this case, and it is a bellwether of how important effective and equitable governance and protection of human rights is to the assurance of decent outcomes for those internally displaced by conflict and natural disasters—not only in Georgia, but in other nations around the globe as well.
 Apart from the broad issue of governance capacity and political will, a first question raised by the Georgian case profiled here underscores the fact that the internally displaced occupy an especially vulnerable place in the international community, both as a formal proposition and informally as well. Second, like countless displaced individuals and families affected by other conflicts before them, those who found themselves residing in Tskaltubo because of their nation’s civil war never imagined that their internal exile would span decades or that it would quickly require, once relocated, that they exist in straitened and increasingly physically dangerous and socially injurious circumstances across those years. Forced to flee their homes, those whose stories appear in these pages were extraordinarily vulnerable and thus especially dependent on the Georgian government to help support them in their new residences—a responsibility that that regime only intermittently and partially honored during these citizens’ protracted (and continuing) displacement for reasons both of national policy and politics and of the country’s fiscal and governance woes as it emerged from the collapse of the Soviet Union.
 Third, the lived experience of those compelled to reside in Tskaltubo’s abandoned hotels offers testimony to the physical and moral courage, ingenuity, and resilience of that group and to the willingness of government and international officials alike to accept and/or ignore the deplorable conditions their prolonged inattention inflicted. This case also highlights age-old lessons concerning the readiness of the residents of the broader community of Tskaltubo to “other” and disparage their long-term neighbors and fellow citizens on the basis of their dispossessed residence in facilities they did not choose and under conditions they surely did not desire and also out of a perception that the group was receiving “special benefits” never accorded them.
 Finally, as we highlighted, there is no escaping the fact that the Georgian government failed for thirty years to muster the political will necessary to ensure a more positive outcome for this displaced population. This case illustrates that it is never enough for government or international leaders to envision possibilities; they must go further to mobilize the social and physical resources or infrastructures necessary across the needed time frame to secure them. To the extent that the former spa’s residents now reside elsewhere, one might argue that the government required three decades to honor its moral and human rights obligation to this population, but it still finally did so. That conclusion, however, would not be accurate, as Chapter 4 revealed. If one probes more deeply, it becomes clear that Georgia’s officials have yet to fully honor their moral and social responsibility to these IDPs—a sobering reality. We take up each of these concerns in somewhat greater detail next.
 
 Human Rights and Georgia’s Displaced
 The Government of Georgia chose to place a significant share of the thousands displaced in its region of Abkhazia by its 1992–1993 civil war in the then vacant spa/resort hotels of Tskaltubo because those facilities were readily available and could house large numbers of citizens, at least for a short period. As matters evolved, however, that time span became years and then decades as Georgia proved unable to honor its obligation to support either the integration or the return of its displaced citizens. As Chapter 2 highlighted, that responsibility is normative and voluntary for states, but it nonetheless represents an established principle on which international order implicitly partially rests. Georgia’s leaders nominally embraced that commitment while never fully fulfilling it in practice across three decades and more. That situation arose, as Chapter 5 described, from those officials’ desire not to appear to cede sovereignty of their errant province(s), and suggesting they ultimately would return the war’s IDPs to their original homes supported that claim. Meanwhile, however, the Georgian government offered those sequestered, not to say trapped, in the old hotels little succor and instead left them largely to their own devices and, set apart from their fellow citizens and surrounding community, they remained in deteriorating buildings.
 Unfortunately, the broader context in Georgia and Tskaltubo was also not supportive during the period treated here. As we reported, the town’s economy was hard hit with the dissolution of the USSR, and the community’s population and employment opportunities plummeted accordingly. That important fact meant that all who remained suffered, at least relatively, but those relegated to facilities never meant for long-term residence were required daily to cope not only with that enduring reality, but also with the area’s overarching economic woes. Overall, what stands out in this scenario is how very vulnerable these IDPs were. In fact, this book’s narrative of the displaced population highlights the innate fragility of the international framework for support of these populations and how quickly a government’s failure to honor those claims, for whatever array of reasons, can yield cruel, if not calamitous, physical and social living conditions for those affected. It is worth noting too that when Georgia failed to intervene to aid its displaced population consistently, that scenario did not occasion international intervention, nor, in truth, was it ever likely to do so. Instead, as reported throughout this book, Tskaltubo’s displaced families bore the major share of the costs of their inadequate shelter alone.
 
 Psychologically and Physically Sequestered and Bereft in One’s Own Nation
 A second major theme that emerged in these pages was the human costs displacement imposes on those affected by it. While that may seem intuitively obvious, its depth is not. As the accounts we have shared made clear, those displaced by territorial conflicts in Georgia and featured in this book never gave up hope that someday they might return home. That was so even as they also were never offered a serious opportunity to integrate into their new community. More, that bitter twin-pronged reality prevailed whether they gave up hope of returning to their native communities and again, most never relinquished that desire.
 The personal cost of enduring decades of what might be labeled identity ambiguity in this profound sense cannot be overstated. In fact, the toll of living in this psychological space of uncertainty, as recounted in the self-crafted narratives and photographs manifest via Photovoice here, was enormous. And it was deepened by the shame that arose from living in manifestly abject conditions. The human costs of displacement in this case emerge as both physical and emotional. Both, however, were rooted in the same harsh and unchanging reality for residents of having been driven from their homes and known way of life and forced to endure, if not to accommodate to, a new and unrelentingly punishing continuing reality.
 The photographs and narratives offered here are testimony to the enduring hope, agency, and physical and moral courage of those profiled in these pages. More, these IDPs did so in ever more perilous physical conditions and amidst unpredictable and unstable water, sanitation, and electrical services as the structures in which they lived crumbled around them. It is in this sense that this volume’s title may be understood. This population was largely left to its own devices for decades in psychologically, economically, and physically challenging circumstances and, in lieu of simply giving up, the group’s members instead worked to move ahead with their lives. Since this was so, the contours of pain, of physical and emotional violence created by the confluence of these phenomena were both large and unpredictable. And, sadly, some individuals could not find the wherewithal to bear that ceaseless heartache.
 The results of these circumstances for these IDPs were lives amidst a social and physical infrastructure that inflicted daily reminders of one’s exile in one’s own nation, but precisely how those indignities and worse would unfold each day could not be known in advance. On many days, parents feared for the safety of their children. On most, they actively yearned for the homes and lives they once knew. On others still, they lied to prevent loved ones or acquaintances from visiting the decaying residences of which they were ashamed. Daily, they labored to make a living in a broken and unforgiving economy. Throughout and irrespective of specific events as time passed, their government could never be counted a certain or stable supporter, friend, or even a force for hope for change in the relentless physical and emotional peril in which they resided. Indeed, for three decades, the nation’s governments, whatever their political guise, never invited those displaced to participate in any efforts to plan for their relocation—a sad testimony to their invisibility in their own land. It is difficult to convey the harshness of this confluence of factors here, but we believe the residents’ photographs in this volume provide powerful testimony to them and to their costs.
 
 Life in a Parallel Universe as “Othered” Individuals
 The stark reality of life in Tskaltubo’s old hotels for the IDPs featured in this volume was of an existence apart. Residents lived their lives scrambling to survive while daily being treated as a group apart by their fellow Georgians, who, in the years following the IDPs’ displacement, made the terms “refugee” and “IDP” epithets and a caste condition. That discrimination only deepened as the years passed and often went so far popularly as to blame those displaced for their dispossession, as if they could somehow magically and unilaterally have avoided the bombs, armies, bloodshed, and violence that afflicted them.
 The phenomenon of Georgians’ popular willingness to blame innocents for their plight not only needlessly deepened the misery of life in the hotel town, but it also allowed government officials to simply ignore this population when convenient, except as elections or investment opportunities approached, rather than work to support it. This cruel turn offers an insight into the potential ugliness of human behavior even as it highlights the profound paradox of a population willing to blame its fellow citizens for the conditions war had imposed on them. For most of the period chronicled here, Tskaltubo’s residents lived a life apart, largely invisible to their fellow townspeople except to be “othered” and despised because of their displacement, their perceived receipt of “special” public benefits, and the visibly decrepit conditions of the buildings in which they resided.
 The irony and poignancy of this situation are profound. To survive, as the individuals whose photographs grace this volume revealed, the IDPs made do. They took whatever jobs they could find, created gardens to help feed their families, insulated their small living quarters with whatever they could scrounge, and otherwise sought to reside in the harsh conditions imposed on them. Meanwhile, because international pacts gave the government responsibility for supporting IDPs and the general citizenry was willing to adopt a singularly dismissive stance of their fellow citizens and to treat them, for example, and by analogy, as many Indians have long treated the Dalit in that nation, Georgia’s leaders could too readily evade their moral responsibility to act, and many did so for many years.
 In consequence, it was the residents who had to summon the physical and moral courage to carry on, to raise families, and to maintain hope amidst increasing squalor. Amazingly, most did cope, if not easily, nonetheless often effectively, with the conditions imposed upon them. The photos in this volume tell a story not of hopelessness, but of a gritty determination amidst profound challenges. Remarkably, and again sadly, this is a narrative of a population coping largely alone and forced to do so for no defensible reason.
 
 The Challenge of Creating and Sustaining
 Governance Capacity and Political Will
 One may read this volume and come away reflecting on why the government and people of Georgia allowed the tragic scenario featured here to unfold as it did and to impose untold costs on an innocent share of the nation’s citizens as they did so. Several basic realities related to this concern are striking. First, after the war in Abkhazia, the Georgian government established the Government of the Autonomous Republic of Abkhazia (ARA), which purports to be the de jure—i.e., the legal—government of Abkhazia. However, in practice this entity appears to be unable to institute meaningful changes in the material and social circumstances of the IDPs residing within its nominal realm of responsibility. Worse, the ARA seems to function in practice in a way that enables the central government to avoid responsibility for assisting that population.
 Second, the Georgian government did not need to permit the deteriorating conditions in Tskaltubo to occur; its leaders chose to tolerate that course. This is true even if officials wished to ensure a continued claim to the region of Abkhazia from which most of the IDPs in Tskaltubo came. The regime could have continued to assert its title to that territory while also seeking to ensure the safety and well-being of its displaced citizens. That it chose not to work to provide sufficient aid to its IDPs to ensure even their physical safety does not change the fact that its leaders always had the option of doing so.
 Third, the government’s choice to largely ignore its responsibility to those displaced by the country’s armed conflicts for many years underscores two facts of its own. First, as we noted above, relevant international agreements call on regimes to treat those internally displaced with dignity and respect and to ensure their full human and civil rights. But there are few enforcement mechanisms to penalize countries when they fail to do so, other than public shaming, which determined officials can ignore or sidestep. In the present case, the Georgian government did indeed largely ignore the IDPs at Tskaltubo across the decades and thereby its moral obligations to a share of its citizens as well. Second, and related, when the regime took any interest in this group, it did so not based on these citizens’ human rights, but instead in efforts to secure their votes and later in the name of the potential economic benefits of privatized redevelopment of the old hotels. However helpful that latter choice may turn out to be in the future, it rings hollow considering the social, political, and economic costs long imposed on the hotel’s reluctant IDP residents.
 Together, these facts point to the significance of sustained ethical leadership to the creation and maintenance of the governance capacity and political will to assist the displaced. In its absence in this case, Georgians broadly, and local townspeople specifically, fell into the trap of creating a social hierarchy that scapegoated the displaced for their situation, fell into an empirically unsupported jealousy of their supposed “special” status, and blamed them unjustly for the tragedy that befell them. That turn then set Tskaltubo’s IDPs apart as essentially “less than” and “not us.” Whatever else may be said of this behavior, it likely would not have seeded and grown had the government pressed vigorously from the start to provide support for its citizens, who could then have settled among their fellow residents rather than living sequestered lives within deteriorating buildings never designed for long-term occupancy. In short, the Georgian government not only failed to accord its citizens their rights, but its inability and unwillingness to do so across many years inflicted untold pain on IDPs as their fellow residents demeaned them. None of this, it must be said once more, was necessary. We conclude this final chapter by highlighting one central lesson of this case. Government leaders can (and must) choose to work assiduously to create conditions to secure specific outcomes they may identify. Simply envisioning such possibilities or passing policies calling for their realization does not guarantee they will occur. Instead, public leaders must press determinedly for needed outcomes by actively seeking to mobilize the social, political, and economic resources necessary to ensure those aims. The tragedy of the present case is that such did not occur initially and for several decades thereafter, and the cost borne by innocents as a result meanwhile was incalculably high.
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