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Abstract  
 
It is common by states to deny asylum for asylum-seekers with the argument that the 

applicant could find protection within their own country of residence instead of receiving 

international protection. This is called internal protection alternative (IPA). This research is a 

comparative case study and aims to explore and compare two neighbouring countries, Sweden 

and Norway, on how their immigration authorities differ in their assessment on both the 

security situation and IPA in Afghanistan. Furthermore, this thesis aims to compare the 

Swedish and Norwegian immigration authorities with international laws, agreements and 

guidelines which, therefore, is the conceptional framework for this research. 

 

This study concludes that IPA is not mentioned in the 1951 Refugee Convention and that 

there are no clear directives on how to apply it. States tend to interpret the already existing 

laws and guidelines in their own way. The result of this is that there are differences between 

states practice and the consequence could be that asylum-seekers could receive different 

assessments and decisions from different countries.  

 

This research is, therefore, highly relevant from a humanitarian- and academia perspective as 

it highlights differences in national practice which is crucial since these differences will affect 

the refugee situation of individuals and the possibility of obtaining asylum. 
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1. Introduction  
 
In 2018, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (henceforth: UNHCR) 

stated that 70.8 million people had left their homes and more than one-third of them had 

crossed borders (UNHCR, 2020). One of them is Mahmoud. Mahmoud is eighteen 

years old and he left Afghanistan at the beginning of 2015. Once he arrived in Sweden, 

the asylum process began. After a couple of months, he received his final decision, and 

he was denied international protection. The argument for that decision was that 

Mahmoud could find protection within Afghanistan if he moved to a new part of the 

country. This is called internal protection alternative (henceforth: IPA).  

 

It is common by states worldwide to use IPA and Sweden and Norway are two 

countries that regularly apply IPA. The first IPA was used in the mid-1970s, almost 

three decades after the refugee convention was created (The internal protection 

alternative in refugee law: treaty basis and scope of application under the 1951 

convention relating to the status of refugees and its 1967 protocol, 2019, pp. 2).  

 

The 1951 refugee convention and its 1967 protocol define the refugee status and since 

both Sweden and Norway has ratified the refugee convention, they are also obligated to 

follow it. However, IPA is not mentioned in the refugee convention and there is no clear 

directive stating how to determine it. Furthermore, the refugee convention does not 

determine the security situation of a specific country which in turn could determine the 

refugee status. It only defines who is a refugee and how to manage a situation with a 

person who has obtained the refugee status.  

 

Both UNHCR and the European Asylum Support Office (henceforth: EASO) has 

published guidelines to assist migration authorities, governments and private 

organisations how to determine if or when individuals are qualified for international 

protection or the possibility to obtain IPA. The purpose of EASO’s guidelines is that all 

member states of the European Union should have similar practices in their asylum 

assessments (Farr, 2018). However, the guidelines provided by UNHCR and EASO are 

no laws and are therefore not binding and as stated above, there are no clear directives 

in international law that states how to determine both securities of a specific country or 
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how to assess IPA. It is therefore up to each state to make their interpretation and 

assessments both of the security situation and potential IPA applicants which concludes 

that states could make different decisions. (The internal protection alternative in refugee 

law: treaty basis and scope of application under the 1951 convention relating to the 

status of refugees and its 1967 protocol, 2019, pp. 1).  

 

This research is, therefore, highly relevant from a humanitarian- and academia 

perspective as it highlights differences in national practice which is crucial since the 

differences will affect the refugee situation of individuals and the possibility of 

obtaining asylum. 

 

1.1 Aim and research questions 
 

The purpose of this thesis is to analyse how the Swedish and Norwegian immigration 

authorities differ in the assessment of both the security situation and IPA in 

Afghanistan. Furthermore, this thesis will analyse if and how well the Swedish and 

Norwegian immigration authorities corresponds with international laws, agreements and 

guidelines when assessing the security situation and IPA in Afghanistan.  

 

The following overarching research question will be answered:  

  

How does the Swedish and Norwegian immigration authorities differ in the 

determination on security and internal protection alternative of asylum-seekers from 

Afghanistan?  

 

The sub-questions for this thesis will be:  

 

® How does the Swedish and Norwegian immigration authorities differ in the 

determination on the security of asylum-seekers from Afghanistan? What are the 

reasons for that? 

 

® How does the Swedish and Norwegian immigration authorities differ in the 

determination on internal protection alternative of asylum-seekers from 

Afghanistan? What are the reasons for that? 
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® Do the Swedish and Norwegian immigration authorities correspond with 

international law? Which criteria are evaluated differently in Sweden and 

Norway versus international law? 

 

1.2 Previous research   
 
IPA is widely analysed in the scholarship of various fields of research. Perhaps the most 

thorough examination of IPA was developed by James C. Hathaway and Michelle 

Foster in 2003. In their publication, they argue that IPA is challenged by the existing 

differences in countries practice and, therefore, suggests relevant standards for the field 

(Hathaway & Foster, 2003). 

 

Furthermore, Jonah Eaton’s publication “The Internal Protection Alternative under 

European Union Law: examining the recast qualification directive” is another 

extensive research where Eaton examines the implementation of IPA in the directive of 

the European Union. Eaton’s critical analysis argue that the implemented directive of 

IPA is questionable from a perspective of international law and concludes that it is 

unlikely that it will bring cohesion into Europe (Eaton, 2012).  

 

One of the newest publications in this field is Jessica Leigh Schultz’s book” the internal 

protection alternative in refugee law: treaty basis and scope of application under the 

1951 convention on the status of refugees and its 1967 protocol”. Schultz is a lawyer 

specializing in international human right and refugee law and her book is the first 

published monograph about the treaty basis and criteria for IPA (Schultz, 2019).  

 

Furthermore, there are several comparative studies surrounding the chosen topic of this 

research. For instance, existing differences in migration policies between Sweden, 

Norway and Denmark. In 2017, Bech, E.C. et al. published a comparative case study 

where family migration policies were compared in Sweden, Norway and Denmark 

(Bech et al, 2017). In 2020, the same countries where once again compared in a 

research published by Hagelund, A. This publication studied how an identical event as 

the 2015 refugee crisis was interpreted differently and shaped different policy responses 

from three neighbouring countries (Hagelund, 2020).  
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To conclude, various studies exists within the topic of IPA and surrounding this topic 

such as comparative studies regarding migration policies. However, this research is 

highly relevant and important since it examines and features differences in national 

practice in Sweden and Norway. These differences are essential to acknowledge since it 

affects the refugee situation of individuals and their likelihood of obtaining international 

protection.  

 

1.3 Methodology   
 
This thesis uses the research method comparative case study where it will compare the 

two cases of Sweden and Norway with each other and with international laws, 

agreements and guidelines. The chosen research method makes it possible to thoroughly 

get a deeper understanding of the chosen cases. A comparative case study is used when 

comparing two or more cases to receive knowledge about certain questions such as how 

and why. This study examines both questions e.g. how the policy is working in Sweden 

and Norway and why it is different and/or similar with each other and with international 

laws, agreements and guidelines (UNICEF, 2014).  

 

Furthermore, the chosen research design for this study is Most Similar Systems 

(henceforth: MSS). MSS is often used in comparative case studies when comparing 

cases that usually are similar to each other like Sweden and Norway, but that differ in 

that factor that is examined through the research, which in this research is the published 

control document regarding asylum-seekers from Afghanistan (Esiasson et al., 2012, p. 

103).  

 

Moreover, this research will use a legal dogmatic method. The legal dogmatic method is 

a common and traditional legal method and intends to interpret the content of legal 

sources to analyse what is right. This method has been chosen as it is the most suitable 

method for carrying out the purpose of the study (Mannelqvist, Ingmanson & Ulander-

Wänman, 2019, p. 166-167).  

 

In this study, the legal sources that will be interpreted are the control documents 

regarding asylum-seekers from Afghanistan published by the Swedish and Norwegian 
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immigration authorities. Furthermore, this thesis will interpret different international 

laws, agreements and guidelines. The chosen international laws, agreements and 

guidelines are the 1951 Refugee Convention and its 1967 protocol, the directive 

2011/95/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council and the published 

guidelines regarding Afghanistan by UNHCR and EASO. The purpose of interpreting 

these control documents, international laws, agreements and guidelines are to make an 

analysis how these regulations and guidelines are being used in practice.  

 

Moreover, I have chosen to use interviews in this thesis. The interviews are completely 

structured and are made through email. The chosen actors for the interviews are the 

Swedish Migration Agency and the Norwegian Directorate of Immigration (UDI). The 

two immigration authorities received the same two questions.  

 

As the chosen methodology for this thesis aim to interpret specific control documents, 

international laws, agreements and guidelines, the reliability is, therefore, relatively 

high since the result would be repeated. However, in this study, it is assumed that the 

individuals at the Swedish and Norwegian immigration authorities have responded 

following current control documents, yet the answers are not checked with another 

person at the same authority. Thus, there is a hypothetical possibility that another person 

had responded differently (Bryman, 2012, p. 46).  

 

The validity of this thesis is lower since another methodology could have been applied 

e.g. longer interviews with the chosen authorities, included cases with IPA or statistics 

regarding IPA in respective countries. However, it is hard to arrange interviews with the 

authorities, finding cases with IPA because of secrecy and finding statistics regarding 

IPA. Therefore, the chosen methodology is most suited for this research (Bryman, 2012, 

p. 47).  

 
1.4 Limitations 
 
This research will describe differences in the Swedish and Norwegian immigration 

authorities written control documents regarding asylum-seekers from Afghanistan. 

Furthermore, this research will discuss potential consequences with the established 

differences. However, one limit of this research is that it does not include court practice, 
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preparatory materials and legislative proposals. In practice, country reports and control 

documents are not the only thing that decides a judicial process, although it is taken into 

account. From a purely legal dogmatic perspective, it is usually required that a review 

of the entire chain from convention - transfer to the law - regulation - regulations 

governing the positions of the authorities- is made. It also includes an analysis of the 

status from convention to law in the individual case. However, to include practice, more 

research time is needed, and the purpose of this thesis is not to do a purely dogmatic 

work, so the rapid change from conventions to government statements is acceptable, 

legally speaking, and fully approved from the purpose of this thesis. For future research 

in the humanitarian and academic community, it is recommended that this is taken into 

account for a deeper analysis.   

 

1.5 Thesis outline 
 

This thesis begins with the chosen conceptional framework for this research which is 

international laws, agreements and guidelines. This chapter mainly uses a legal 

dogmatic method to analyse what the international legal foundations for Swedish and 

Norwegian policies on asylum-seekers and IPA are. The chapter begins with 

information regarding the 1951 refugee convention and its 1967 protocol and the 

directive 2011/95/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council. The chapter 

continues providing a thorough overview of the guidelines published by UNHCR and 

EASO regarding Afghanistan. Furthermore, chapter three and four contain information 

of the Swedish and Norwegian control documents regarding Afghanistan. Thereafter, 

chapter five describes the results of this research and an analysis of the findings are 

made. This thesis ends with chapter six that summarizes the study and discuss potential 

recommendations for future studies.  
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2. Conceptional framework: International laws, agreements 
and guidelines on asylum-seekers 

 

In this chapter, the chosen conceptional framework will be examined. The chapter 

intends to give information regarding the 1951 Refugee Convention and its 1967 

protocol and the Directive 2011/95/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council. 

Further, it continues with information concerning guidelines regarding Afghanistan 

from both EASO and UNHCR. These international laws, agreements and guidelines are 

highly relevant and important since it provides the basis for the migration policy of each 

country.  

 

A range of different refugee laws has been developed since the end of the second world 

war. These refugee laws are mainly based on the 1951 Refugee Convention and its 1967 

protocol. The refugee status, which is defined in the 1951 Refugee Convention, and 

later changed in its 1967 protocol, received wide recognition among states worldwide. 

Though, some states decided to extend the definition of a refugee even more (Weis, 

1982, p. 39).  

 
2.1 The 1951 Refugee Convention and its 1967 protocol  
 
The Refugee Convention was created after the second world war when the world had a 

large refugee crisis. It was at first limited to European refugees, but the new protocol 

made in 1967 extended the status to all refugees in the world. The Refugee Convention 

defines the refugee status, but also what social rights refugees have. It also specifies the 

obligations from the refugee to the host country and which individuals that are not 

eligible for the status as a refugee. It was the first convenient international agreement 

that covered the most essential features and aspects regarding refugees. 145 states in 

total have ratified both the 1951 convention and its 1967 protocol (Migrationsinfo, 

2019).  

 

According to article 1 of the convention, a refugee is a person:  

 

“owing to well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, 

nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion, is outside the 

country of his nationality and is unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail 
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himself of the protection of that country; or who, not having a nationality and being 

outside the country of his former habitual residence as a result of such events, is unable 

or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to return to it” (United Nations High Commissioner 

for Refugees. Convention and Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees). 

 

2.2 Directive 2011/95/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council 
 
The Directive 2011/95/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council (henceforth: 

“Directive 2011/95/EU”) was adopted in December 2011 and are compiled common 

standards for the reception of refugees within the European Union. It is partly normative 

guidelines and the member states of the European Union themselves decide the 

approaches. It also contains legally binding approaches, and this means that all member 

states must implement them into their national legislation. The legally binding articles 

are shown in article 39, where it is also stated that these articles are to be implemented 

before 21 of December 2013 (EUR-lex. The Directive 2011/95/EU of the European 

Parliament and of the Council).  

 
2.3 European Asylum Support Office (EASO) Country Guidance: Afghanistan  
 
This section contains information on the guidelines regarding Afghanistan by EASO. It 

is interpreted from the document Country Guidance: Afghanistan published in June 

2018 and updated in June 2019. This section is divided into two parts. One part 

regarding the security situation in Afghanistan and one part regarding IPA in 

Afghanistan.  

 
2.3.1 Guidelines of the security situation in Afghanistan 
 
The Country Guidance published by EASO is based on the Directive 2011/95/EU. As 

stated above, this directive is both normative guidelines and legally binding articles to 

be achieved by all member states of the European Union (EUR-lex. The Directive 

2011/95/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council). 

 

EASO state that article 2 in the Directive 2011/95/EU stating the refugee status should 

be completed for the applicant to qualify as a refugee. Article 2 establishes” ‘refugee’ 

means a third country national who, owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted 

for reasons of race, religion, nationality, political opinion or membership of a 
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particular social group, is outside the country of nationality and is unable or, owing to 

such fear, is unwilling to avail himself or herself of the protection of that country, or a 

stateless person, who, being outside of the country of former habitual residence for the 

same reasons as mentioned above, is unable or, owing to such fear, unwilling to return 

to it, and to whom Article 12 [exclusion] does not apply;” (EASO, Country guidance: 

Afghanistan, p. 16). 

 

Article 7 in the Directive 2011/95/EU establishes which actors that could provide 

protection is the state or parties/organisations controlling the state. Article 7 states that 

protection needs to be effective and non-temporary. EASO concludes that the 

government in Afghanistan is still weak and are, therefore, not fulfilling the criteria 

under article 7 (Ibid, p. 31).  

 

There is one province, Nangarhar, where the violence is that high that every civilian 

will face a great risk of being affected or suffer from that violence. There are several 

other provinces in Afghanistan with a high level of violence. The violence is not as high 

as in Nangarhar, but still, that high that there is a lower requirement for individual 

circumstances in the assessment. These provinces are Farah, Faryab, Ghazni, Helmand, 

Kunar, Kunduz, Laghman, Paktya/Paktia, Zabul, and Jalalabad city in Nangarhar.  

 

Furthermore, there are several provinces where there is violence taking place, however, 

the violence does not reach the level where everyone is at risk of suffering or being 

affected. In these provinces, individual circumstances are higher in the assessment. 

These provinces are Badakhshan, Badghis, Baghlan, Balkh (except the provincial 

capital Mazar-e Sharif), Ghor, Herat (except Herat city), Jawzjan, Kabul, Kandahar, 

Kapisa, Khost, Logar, Nimroz, Nuristan, Paktika, Sar-e-Pul, Takhar, Uruzgan and 

Wardak. There are provinces where the violence is low and where not everyone is at 

risk of being affected or suffer. These provinces are Bamyan, Daikundi, Parwan and 

Samangan including the cities Herat city and Mazar-e Sharif. Lastly, there is only one 

province, Panjshir, where no armed conflict is taking place (Ibid, p. 28-29).  

 

Each application requires an individual assessment and each application should take 

into account both the individual circumstances and general information regarding 

Afghanistan (Ibid, p.16). Furthermore, when assessing an application, there are some 
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risk profiles to take into account in the individual assessment. These risk profiles are 

categorized into three sections. One section with profiles where everyone, in general, 

has a well-founded fear of persecution, another where there may be a well-founded fear 

of persecution and lastly one section with profiles that, in general, do not have a well-

founded fear of persecution but could if they have other risk profiles as well (Ibid, p. 

18-25).  

 

Risk profiles that, in general, have a well-founded fear of prosecution are inter alia 

LGBT persons or individuals who are considered to have committed blasphemy and/or 

apostasy (Ibid, p. 18). Risk profiles that may have a well-founded fear of persecution 

are inter alia religious leaders or individuals at risk of forced recruitment (Ibid, p. 19-

23). Lastly, the risk profiles that, in general, do not have a well-founded fear of 

persecution but where there could be circumstances that could be qualified as that are 

inter alia individuals with severe medical issues or individuals that are perceived as 

wealthy (Ibid, p. 25-25).  

 

2.3.2 Guidelines on Internal Protection Alternative in Afghanistan 
 
According to article 8 in the Directive 2011/95/EU, all member states of the European 

Union could refuse an application if that person does not have a well-founded fear of 

persecution or if that person has internal protection from one of the actors stated in 

article 7 (view above) (EUR-lex. The Directive 2011/95/EU of the European Parliament 

and of the Council). 

 

When applying article 8 for potential IPA applicants, several aspects need to be 

investigated. First of all, it needs to be investigated which part of Afghanistan that are 

reasonable and relevant for that applicant to settle. EASO name three cities which are 

Kabul, Herat and Mazar-e Sharif (EASO, Country guidance: Afghanistan p.32).  

 

Secondly, the safety of the applicant needs to be investigated. EASO states that safety 

exists when there is no well-founded fear of persecution, a real risk of serious harm or if 

there are internal protection within Afghanistan. Furthermore, the general security 

situation in the three cities of Kabul, Herat and Mazar-e Sharif are relatively safe and 

concludes that IPA is reasonable there. However, an individual assessment needs to be 
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done, especially for IPA to Kabul. If the applicant has a well-founded fear of 

persecution or serious harm by the Afghan government, IPA should not be available for 

that person. This because the criteria for safety are not fulfilled. If the applicant has a 

well-founded fear of persecution or serious harm by the Taliban movement or other 

armed groups, a careful examination needs to be made before determining IPA. As 

stated above, the state in Afghanistan is still weak and, therefore, are not fulfilling the 

criteria for internal protection (Ibid, p. 32-33).  

 

Thirdly, when assessing IPA, it should be established that the travel to that part of 

Afghanistan is safe. This includes a safely travel, a legally travel and that the applicant 

could gain admittance to that part where the applicant could re-settle. Furthermore, it is, 

in general, safe, legal and approved admittance for Afghans to travel to the three cities 

of Kabul, Herat and Mazar-e Sharif. However, an individual examination needs to be 

made (Ibid, p. 34).  

 

The last component needed when assessing IPA is if it is reasonable for that applicant to 

re-settle in that part of Afghanistan. When assessing this, an examination of food 

security, basic infrastructure and availability of basic subsistence should be made. The 

three cities of Kabul, Herat and Mazar-e Sharif are fulfilling the criteria, but that an 

examination of the individual circumstances must be made as well. When examining the 

individual circumstances, circumstances such as age, gender, health, ethnicity, religion, 

documentation, local knowledge, professional and educational background, financial 

means and supporting network should be taken into account (Ibid, p. 34-35).  

 

There are some profiles that EASO establish as common when determining IPA. Two 

profiles are determined to be reasonable for IPA. These profiles are able-bodied single 

men and married couples of working ages without children. Furthermore, there are six 

profiles that, in general, are not reasonable for IPA for various reasons. These profiles 

are unaccompanied children without a support network, families with children without a 

support network or financial means, single women without male support, individuals 

with critical illnesses or disabilities, individuals who were born and/or has lived outside 

Afghanistan for a long time without a support network and elderly individuals without a 

support network or financial means (Ibid, p.36-37).  
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2.4 UNHCR eligibility guidelines for assessing the international protection needs 

of asylum-seekers from Afghanistan  

 
This section contains information on the guidelines regarding Afghanistan by UNHCR. 

It is interpreted from the document UNHCR eligibility guidelines for assessing the 

international protection needs of asylum-seekers from Afghanistan published in August 

2018. This section is divided into two parts. One part regarding the security situation in 

Afghanistan and one part regarding IPA in Afghanistan.  

 
2.4.1 Guidelines of the security situation in Afghanistan 
 
UNHCR establish that several risk profiles have or may have a well-founded fear of 

persecution. These risk profiles are inter alia journalists and other media professionals 

that are engaged in critical reporting, individuals that are perceived of disputing anti-

government forces interpretation of Islamic principles, norms and values, members of 

minority ethnic groups or civilians that are suspected of supporting anti-government 

forces. Due to the circumstances among the stated risk profiles, there could exist a well-

founded fear of persecution and that these individuals could, therefore, need 

international protection (UNHCR, Eligibility guidelines for assessing the international 

protection needs of asylum-seekers from Afghanistan, p. 52, 58, 66, 96).  

 
2.4.2 Guidelines on internal protection alternative in Afghanistan 
 
UNHCR’s guidelines on IPA in Afghanistan is based on Guidelines on International 

Protection No. 4: “Internal Flight or Relocation Alternative” within the 

Context of Article 1A (2) of the 1951 Convention and/or 1967 Protocol Relating to the 

Status of Refugees (Ibid, p. 105).  

 

When assessing if there is a possibility of IPA within Afghanistan there must be an 

assessment if it is both relevant and reasonable for that applicant. This includes 

assessing both general and individual circumstances and the travel to that new place of 

residence (Ibid, p. 106). Furthermore, UNHCR states that there are only a few cities in 

Afghanistan where there are no attacks by anti-government forces (Ibid, p. 110).  
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When determining if IPA is relevant for the applicant, there are several factors to take 

into account in the assessment. Firstly, it needs to be investigated which areas where 

IPA is not possible. This could be areas where anti-government forces have control or 

areas where there is an active battle between pro-government forces and anti-

government forces. Secondly, it needs to be determined if the applicant would be 

exposed to the original risk of being persecuted in the new area for IPA and if so, IPA 

would not be possible for that applicant. Thirdly, it needs to be investigated if the 

applicant could be exposed to new risks of being persecuted in the new area for IPA. 

Lastly, it needs to be determined whether the new area for IPA is practical, safe and 

legally possible for the applicant (Ibid, p. 106-107).  

 

Furthermore, when determining if IPA is reasonable for the applicant, there are three 

aspects to take into account in the determination. Firstly, when assessing IPA an 

examination of the individual circumstances must be made. Individual circumstances 

could be age, gender, health, disability, family situation, relationship and educational 

and professional background. If the applicant is a child, every decision must guarantee 

that it is the interest of the child that is of most importance, especially if the child is 

unaccompanied. Furthermore, if the applicant has specific needs (e.g. disabilities) it is 

specifically important to examine if there are family members or members of their 

community that could be able to provide support for that person. Further, IPA is not 

available for a single woman without male support. 

 

Secondly, IPA is only reasonable if the applicant could live in the new area both safe 

and secure. Thirdly, IPA is reasonable if the applicant has access to shelter, vital 

services such as sanitation and health care and if the applicant has the opportunity to a 

livelihood or support for it. Furthermore, this includes each applicant, but an exception 

could be made for singe able-bodied men or a married couple of working age (Ibid, p. 

107-110).   

 

It is important to acknowledge that almost 54 % of all internally displaced persons 

(henceforth: IDP) in Afghanistan are based in the provincial capitals which are affecting 

the infrastructure and the services provided there. Furthermore, it is important to take 

into account that more than one million Afghans has returned to Afghanistan in 2016 

from Iran and Pakistan and again in 2017 with 620 000 people. This has further affected 
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the infrastructure and services provided there since they are unable to return to their 

home cities due to the conflict in the country. This has resulted in inter alia limited job 

opportunities, poor conditions etc which could conclude that IDPs are facing an 

increased protection risk and could be forced into child labour, early marriage or lack of 

food (Ibid, p. 110-114).  

 

72,4% of the population in urban areas lives in slums or informal settlements and the 

poverty level is increasing in the country with almost 55% living under the national 

poverty line in 2016-2017. This is an increased number compared to 2007-2008 which 

had 34%. In additional, the northern and western part of Afghanistan is facing the most 

serious drought in decades which affects agriculture. The most affected provinces are 

Balkh, Ghor, Faryab, Badghis, Herat and Jowzjan. Furthermore, IPA is, in general, not 

available to Kabul due to the current security, human rights and humanitarian situation 

there (Ibid, p. 110-114).  

 

2.5 Summary  
 
It is now noted that there are international laws and agreements that each country must 

follow if they have ratified it. This chapter has established both the 1951 Refugee 

Convention with the following 1967 protocol and the Directive 2011/95/EU. However, 

the international laws and agreements provide scope for national interpretations and 

may, therefore, give rise to differences between countries in the implementation of the 

laws.  

 

Furthermore, there are international guidelines that each country has the opportunity to 

follow. In this chapter, guidelines from EASO and UNHCR regarding Afghanistan has 

been provided. Both EASO and UNHCR has stated several risk profiles, individual 

circumstances and aspects that need to be taken into account when determining security 

and IPA for the applicant. Additionally, UNHCR establishes that factors such as 

infrastructure and climate need to be examined when assessing IPA. Moreover, EASO 

consider IPA available to Kabul, Mazar-e Sharif and Herat. UNHCR do not explicitly 

establish where IPA should be considered but state, however, that Kabul is not to be 

consider as available.  
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These international laws, agreements and guidelines are highly important and relevant 

for each state practice and migration policies. Therefore, the following two chapters will 

describe how the Swedish and Norwegian immigration authorities determine both the 

security situation and IPA in Afghanistan.  
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3. The Swedish immigration authority: Migrationsverket  
 

So far, this thesis has outlined the chosen conceptional framework (international laws, 

agreements and guidelines) which is both highly relevant and important for each state 

and their practices. The following two chapters describe the background to the Swedish 

and Norwegian national assessment policies regarding asylum-seekers from 

Afghanistan. 

 

This chapter intends to describe how the Swedish immigration authority, 

Migrationsverket, assess both the security situation in Afghanistan and IPA for Afghans 

citizens. The information in this chapter is interpreted from the published control 

document Rättsligt ställningstagande angående prövningen av ansökningar om 

internationellt skydd m.m. från medborgare i Afghanistan published in 2019-01-24 and 

updated in 2019-02-12.  

 

3.1 Assessment of the security situation in Afghanistan 
 
Sweden has implemented the definition of a refugee as a national law "Utlänningslagen 

(2005:716)” and it is the Swedish Migration Agency that determines asylum in the 

country. When determining asylum for Afghans citizens, the Swedish Migration 

Agency assess both the general security situation in the country and individual security 

reasons for asylum such as belonging to a certain risk group.   

 

The Swedish Migration Agency establishes that when a person seeks asylum in 

Sweden, it should first determine whether that person is a refugee according to the 

Swedish immigration law (Migrationsverket, Rättsligt ställningstagande angående 

prövningen av ansökningar om internationellt skydd m.m. from medborgare I 

Afghanistan, p. 1). The application should be tested against the place of residence of the 

applicant. If the applicant does not have a residence within Afghanistan, the application 

should be tested against the whole country (Ibid, p. 3).  

 

In that first stage, it should further be determined if that person belongs to a specific risk 

group or not. Belonging to a specific risk group itself is not the decisive reason and does 

not establish the right for asylum for that applicant. Individual circumstances are also 
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required for the application. However, belonging to a specific risk group is to be 

considered in the application and could reduce the importance of the individual 

circumstances (Ibid, p. 3).  

 

Several risk profiles need to be taken into account when determining asylum. These risk 

profiles are inter alia LGBT persons, individuals who have left or are perceived to have 

left Islam or aid workers (Ibid, p. 4).  

 

The security situation in Afghanistan has improved compared to 2017. However, the 

fighting has intensified in some areas in the country. Civilians in Afghanistan face 

greater risk due to an increased number of suicide missions, other improvised explosive 

devices (IED-attacks) and airstrikes. In respect of the aspects above, there has been 

some deterioration in the security situation in Afghanistan (Ibid, p. 9).  

 

The two provinces, Nangarhar and Helmand, stands out in terms of the high incident 

level and the number of civilian victims. This could be explained by the fact that 

insurgency groups have a great influence and control over these two provinces. There is 

indiscriminate violence in both provinces which concludes that everyone is at risk of 

suffering or being affected by this violence (Ibid, p. 10).  

 

Data from 2018 shows a significant decreased regarding civilian victims and conflict 

density in the Uruzgan province. The number of conflict-related events has slightly 

increased. However, it is determined that the overall conflict-related violence against 

civilians has gone down in the province and that not everyone is at risk of being 

affected or suffering from the violence (Ibid, p. 10-11).  

 

The security situation in the Ghazni province has deteriorated after the attacks from the 

Taliban movement. It is too early to conclude if everyone in the Ghazni province is at 

risk of being affected or suffer from the violence. However, it is highly important to 

take this into account when assessing asylum for individuals from this province (Ibid, p. 

11). 

 

The conflict intensity is high in the provinces of Kandahar and Faryab and armed 

conflict is existing. The armed conflicts are not expected to reach the level that 
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everyone in Kandahar and Faryab is at risk of being affected or suffer from the violence 

(Ibid, p. 11).  

 

The provincial capital Kabul has suffered from frequent acts of violence, but the 

number of security incidents is few compared to other provinces in the country. 

However, the incidents could harvest a greater number of victims. The risk of being 

exposed to violence is relatively small due to the large population since the attacks are 

still targeting the security forces and the government. However, there have been attacks 

directed towards the Shiites and Hazaras, predominated in Dasht-e Barchi. There is an 

internal armed conflict in the city of Kabul and the province, but it is still not considered 

to be such high level of violence that everyone is at risk of being affected or suffer from 

the violence and that it is still possible to live everyday life in the city (Ibid, p. 11-12).  

 

The provinces with the lowest level of conflict are Panjshir and Bamyan and these 

provinces have suffered from only a few attacks from armed forces. There is an internal 

armed conflict in the remaining provinces in Afghanistan, besides the provinces of 

Panjshir and Bamyan. However, the situation in these provinces is also not considered 

to be so crucial that everyone is at risk of being affected or suffer from violence. 

Therefore, an individual assessment must be made and the lower the level of conflict 

there is in the applicant's place of residence, there is a higher demand on the applicant 

individual circumstances (Ibid, p. 12). 

 
3.2 Assessment of internal protection alternative in Afghanistan 
 

When IPA is available for an applicant, a new place of residence needs to be identified. 

When assessing a new place of residence, it needs to be determined whether that new 

place is safe. If the applicant is a woman or a child, it also includes investigating if the 

applicant has a male escort when travelling within the country. If the applicant has not 

been living in the country before or has been living outside the country for a long 

period, the application is being tested against the entire country (Ibid, p. 20).  

 

When assessing if an applicant could receive IPA, two things are determined which is 

relevant and reasonable. When determining relevance, it needs to be investigated if the 

new place of residence is relevant for that specific applicant. When determining 
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relevance, individual circumstances must be viewed such as if there are new threats that 

could occur for the applicant in that new place of residence (Ibid, p. 16-17).  

 

Furthermore, when determining reasonable, it should be established that the basic needs 

such as food, shelter and hygiene are guaranteed for that applicant. This also includes 

determining if the applicant can settle down by themself in that new place of residence. 

This includes viewing age, sex and health as well. When determining the circumstances 

and conditions for the applicant, it must be compared with the absolute criteria for basic 

needs, and not with other parts of Afghanistan or other countries which could have 

better conditions (Ibid, p. 16-17).  

 

It is crucial to view the whole threat picture for the applicant. If the threat comes from 

the leaders within an armed group, IPA for that application will be limited. However, if 

the threats come from other individual's, it is still crucial to investigate the origins of the 

threats and if these individuals are influential with a powerful network. Furthermore, 

IPA is not relevant to an applicant who is likely to risk persecution from the authorities 

or persecution from individuals in the Afghan community because of sexual orientation, 

gender identity/gender expression or conversion. IPA is neither relevant nor reasonable 

for single women or adults with special needs (Ibid, p. 19).  

 

Furthermore, IPA is not relevant or reasonable for unaccompanied children or children 

within a family without a family network. The child’s basic needs must be met, and an 

individual assessment must be made where different circumstances of the case will be 

of significance such as age and ability for providing (Ibid, p. 19). IPA is reasonable for 

employable adult men and adult couples without children where one of the spouses is 

employable and who has no disability or relevant medical issues (Ibid, p. 20).  

 

The security- and the humanitarian situation in Kabul, Herat and Mazar-e-Sharif is both 

relevant and reasonable for all ethnicities, therefore, IPA should at first be considered to 

these three cities. The risk of civilians being affected by the internal armed conflict in 

these cities are low and international protection is not necessary. However, other 

provincial capitals could be considered for IPA if there are individual circumstances 

that could complicate the situation for the applicants in Kabul, Herat and Mazar-e 
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Sharif. Lastly, the applicant can get help during the first period through both 

accommodations at reception centres and financial support (Ibid, p. 18).  

 

3.3 Summary 
 
Sweden has adopted an immigration law which is based on the principles laid down in 

international laws and agreements. The assessment of each asylum-seeker from 

Afghanistan is made based on the specific situation of the country and individual 

circumstances.  

 

The Swedish Migration Agency has established several risk profiles that need to be 

taken into account when determining both the security situation for the applicant and 

IPA. Additionally, the control document provides information regarding the security 

situation in specific provinces within Afghanistan. Furthermore, the Swedish Migration 

Agency consider IPA available to Kabul, Mazar-e Sharif and Herat. 

 

These assessments are made by the Swedish Migration Agency and may differ from 

other countries. The next chapter describes Norway's corresponding governance 

document. 
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4. The Norwegian immigration authority: Norwegian 
Directorate of Immigration (UDI) 

 

This chapter contains information regarding how the Norwegian immigration authority 

(henceforth: UDI), assess both the security situation in Afghanistan and IPA for 

Afghans citizens. The information in this chapter is interpreted from the published 

control document UDI 2014-004 Asylpraksis Afghanistan published in May 2014 and 

updated in March 2020.  

 

4.1 Assessment of the security situation in Afghanistan 
 

Norway has implemented the refugee status as a national law “utlendingsloven”, and it 

is UDI that determines asylum in the country (UDI 2014-004 Asylpraksis Afghanistan, 

p. 3). To be eligible for protection, the applicant must have a well-founded fear of 

persecution due to ethnicity, origin, skin colour, religion, nationality, membership in a 

particular social group or political opinion (Ibid, p. 8).  

 

Furthermore, several risk profiles have to be taken into account when determining 

asylum. These risk profiles are inter alia individuals affiliated with parties or groups 

such as PDPA, Hezb-e Wahdat and the Taliban movement or children in vulnerable 

situations e.g. children who are exploited to Bacha Bazi1 (Ibid, p. 10, 11, 17). 

 

There are two provinces, Helmand and Nangarhar, that has extreme indiscriminate 

violence. The indiscriminate violence is high in the provinces of Farah, Faryab, Ghazni, 

Kunar, Kunduz, Laghman, Paktia and Zabul. Furthermore, the level of violence is lower 

in the provinces of Badakhshan, Badghis, Baghlan, Balkh (besides the provincial capital 

Mazar-e Sharif), Ghor, Herat (besides the provincial capital Herat), Jawzjan, Kabul, 

Kandahar, Kapisa, Khost, Logar, Nimruz, Nuristan, Paktika, Sarepul, Takhar, Uruzgan 

and Wardak. Lastly, the level of violence is that low and that there will be no basis for 

protection from the provinces of Bamyan, Daykundi, Panjshir, Parwan, Samangan, 

Herat city and the city of Mazar-e Sharif (Ibid, p. 19-20).  

 
1 Bacha Bazi is also called boy play and is described as adult men's exploitation of younger boys. The 
concept has historical roots and is said to have arisen as a result of the strong gender segregation in 
Afghanistan. Adult men’s interaction with young boys has always been possible since women have been 
unavailable except in marriage (Temarapport: Bacha Bazi- dansande pojkar i Afghanistan, 2015, p. 4). 
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4.2 Assessment of internal protection alternative in Afghanistan 
 
If the applicant could receive protection from other parts of Afghanistan, the applicant 

will not receive asylum within Norway. The applicant could, therefore, receive IPA 

within Afghanistan. However, the new place of residence needs to be safe and 

accessible for the applicant. Kabul, Mazar-e Sharif and Herat are to be safe and 

accessible for IPA (Ibid, p. 24). However, for IPA to Kabul, an assessment of individual 

circumstances needs to be made. Conditions such as network support, availability of 

resources, age, gender, ethnicity, religion and health needs to be taken into account 

when assessing individual circumstances (Ibid, p. 25).  

 

IPA is not safe for a single woman without a male network and unaccompanied children 

under sixteen years old without network support since both target groups could be 

victims of persecution and serious harm when returning to Afghanistan (Ibid, p. 25).  

 

4.3 Summary  
 
Like Sweden, Norway has adopted an immigration law that is based on the principles 

laid down in international laws and agreements. The assessment of each asylum-seeker 

is made based on the specific situation in Afghanistan and individual circumstances. 

Moreover, UDI establishes that IPA is to be consider to Kabul, Mazar-e Sharif and 

Herat.  

 

In Norway, the assessment is made by the Norwegian immigration authority, UDI. 

Since the assessments are made by each country's migration authority, it can give rise to 

international differences. There are several differences between the Swedish and 

Norwegian immigration authorities e.g. the stated risk profiles and the security situation 

in the provinces. The differences between Norway and Sweden's assessment criteria 

including the differences that exist between the two countries and EASO and UNHCR 

will be stated and analysed in the following chapter.  
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5. Results and analysis  

The conceptional framework and the national practice of both Sweden and Norway has 

up until now been established. Following, the results of this study will be presented, and 

an analysis of the results will be made. The chapter begins with stating and analysing 

the differences between the Swedish and Norwegian immigration authorities. Further, 

the chapter continues with establishing and analysing the differences between the two 

countries and EASO and UNHCR. Lastly, this chapter ends with an analytical summary 

of the established results of this thesis.  

 

5.1 Comparing the Swedish and Norwegian immigration authorities 
 
5.1.1 Assessment of the security situation in Afghanistan 
 
When comparing the listed risk profiles in both control document by the Swedish and 

Norwegian immigration authorities there were some differences. UDI states that 

homosexuals are a risk profile and could have a well-founded fear of persecution. 

However, they only specify homosexuals in that category while the Swedish Migration 

Agency specifies LGBT persons. Furthermore, the Swedish Migration Agency 

establishes that religious leaders, school personnel, journalists and other media 

personnel, aid-workers and medical personnel, Baha’i, Sikhs, Hindus and individuals 

who challenges the Afghan customs and who violates or are perceived to violate the 

norms in Afghanistan are risk profiles while this is not mentioned in UDIs control 

document.  

 

There are also some differences in how the Swedish Migration Agency and UDI 

determine the level of violence and the general security situation in specific areas in 

Afghanistan. Both countries agree that Nangarhar and Helmand are the two most 

dangerous provinces in the country with an extreme level of indiscriminate violence. 

UDI determine that the indiscriminate violence is high in the province of Ghazni, while 

the Swedish Migration Agency assesses that it is too early to conclude a final security 

assessment of that province. However, the Swedish Migration Agency still establish 

that it is highly essential to take this into account when assessing international 

protection for applicants from that province. 
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Furthermore, the Swedish Migration Agency establish that the conflict intensity is high 

in the provinces of Faryab and Kandahar. UDI also determine that the conflict intensity 

is high in Faryab but concludes that it is lower in the province of Kandahar. Both 

Norway and Sweden assume that the violence is low in the provinces of Panjshir and 

Bamyan. However, UDI also states that the level of violence is at the same low level in 

the provinces of Daykundi, Parwan, Samangan, Herat city and the city of Mazar-e 

Sharif which the Swedish Migration Agency does not.  

 

5.1.2 Assessment of internal protection alternative in Afghanistan 
 

When comparing the Swedish Migration Agency and UDI and their assessment on IPA, 

they do have similar guidelines. Both countries consider IPA at first to Kabul, Mazar-e 

Sharif and Herat. Both countries also establish that IPA is not to be considered for 

single women without a male network or young unaccompanied children. However, the 

Swedish Migration Agency does specify more on certain profiles where IPA is limited. 

These profiles could be individuals that are threatened by leaders within armed groups 

or other influential individuals, individuals who are likely to risk persecution from the 

authorities, individuals who risk persecution from individuals in the afghan community 

or the authorities because of their sexual orientation or gender identity/gender 

expression, individuals who risk persecution due to conversion from Islam and lastly 

the Swedish Migration Agency states that IPA is not to be considered for adults with 

special needs because of the particular vulnerability they are in.  

 

5.1.3 Analysis  
 
There could be several reasons why the differences between the Swedish Migration 

Agency and UDI exists. The Swedish Migration Agency has a more widened section of 

risk profiles both when assessing international protection and when determining IPA. 

Furthermore, the Swedish Migration Agency and UDI determine differently of the 

security in the Afghan provinces. The reason for this could be that Sweden might have a 

more generous migration policy compared to Norway and, therefore, the Swedish 

Migration Agency have more space in their control document to establish these risk 

profiles that do not exist in the control document from UDI. However, the reason could 

also be the opposite. Norway could have a more generous migration policy compared to 
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Sweden and, therefore, do not need to establish these risk profiles. This research does 

not answer the question “which country has a more generous migration policy” and, 

therefore, there is no evidence that these two analyses are accurate. 

 

The reason behind why the two countries determine differently of the security situation 

in the Afghan provinces could be answered by viewing what the Swedish Migration 

Agency answered in their interview (appendix 1). The Swedish Migration Agency 

answered that countries could have access to different land information which could 

result in different conclusions of a specific country. Furthermore, they answered that 

immigration authorities could lay different importance to various land information 

which also could result in different conclusions. Lastly, the Swedish Migration Agency 

stated that timing also is crucial when assessing security and that they could have 

acquired the knowledge on various occasions which could result in different facts and 

information.  

 

Furthermore, when analysing the established differences between the two countries, it is 

essential to view what UDI answered in their interview (appendix 1). In contrast to what 

the Swedish Migration Agency answered, UDI answered that they do not experience 

differences between the Swedish Migration Agency and UDI. This is interesting since it 

is now stated, through this research, that differences do exist. It is further interesting 

since the Swedish Migration Agency answered by stating several reasons why 

differences exist which concludes that the Swedish Migration Agency are aware of the 

differences between the two countries. The two immigration authorities had opposite 

answers. Therefore, it is fundamental to give an analysis on why the two immigration 

authorities interpret the situation different. There is a possibility that UDI assume that 

the Swedish and Norwegian control documents are similar to each other and UDI might 

further assume that the two countries have similar assessments and decisions even if the 

control documents are written differently. UDI could consider e.g. that the risk profiles 

that they do not establish in their control document are included in the risk profiles that 

they do establish. There is also a possibility that UDI do not view the Swedish control 

document when establishing their own control document and, therefore, UDI might not 

be aware of the differences e.g. that the two countries has stated different risk profiles. 

However, since this thesis views the control documents, the conclusion will, therefore, 
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be that differences do exist and that these differences could, in practice, have 

consequences. 

 

The consequences of these differences could be that individuals could receive different 

assessments and decisions from the two countries. E.g. a religious leader might not get 

his/her profession included as a risk in his/her assessment of asylum in Norway but 

could get it included in Sweden. This because the Swedish Migration Agency has stated 

religious leaders as a risk profile while UDI has not. But as stated above, this study does 

not have any evidence that this has or could happen in practice. However, it is still not 

established in their control document that could justify it. 

 

5.2 Comparing the Swedish and Norwegian immigration authorities with EASO 
 
5.2.1 Assessment of the security situation in Afghanistan 
 
As the Swedish and Norwegian immigration authorities, EASO also state that there are 

certain risk profiles when determining the security situation in Afghanistan. However, 

in comparison with Sweden and Norway, EASO has categorised these risk profiles in 

three different levels. EASO establish one category with risk profiles that, in general, 

has a well-founded fear of persecution, one category that may have a well-founded fear 

of persecution and lastly one category that, in general, do not have a well-founded fear 

of persecution. Both Sweden and Norway have several risk profiles that EASO include 

in the “has” and “may” categories. However, none of the two countries includes risk 

profiles from the category “do not have”.  

 

Like the Swedish Migration Agency and UDI, EASO also establishes that the province 

of Nangarhar has an extreme level of violence. As stated above, the Swedish Migration 

Agency and UDI also mention the province of Helmand as one province that has an 

extreme level of violence as in Nangarhar. EASO, however, only state Nangarhar and 

establish that Helmand does not reach the same level. Furthermore, EASO states that 

the provinces of Bamyan, Daikundi, Parwan and Samangan including the cities Herat 

city and Mazar-e Sharif has a low level of violence and where not everyone is at risk of 

being affected or suffer. EASO also establishes that only the province Panjshir has no 

active conflict. UDI has the same conclusion. However, the Swedish Migration Agency 
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only establishes the provinces of Panjshir and Bamyan as the provinces with the lowest 

level of violence in the country.  

 

5.2.2 Assessment of internal protection alternative in Afghanistan 
 

When comparing the Swedish Migration Agency and UDI and their assessment on IPA 

with EASO’s guidelines on IPA, the guidelines are similar. Both countries and EASO 

consider IPA at first to Kabul, Mazar-e Sharif and Herat. However, like the Swedish 

Migration Agency, EASO also has more specified guidelines than UDI.   

5.2.3 Analysis  
 

As stated above, there are some differences between EASO and the Swedish and 

Norwegian immigration authorities. Both the Swedish Migration Agency and UDI 

answered in their interview that they closely consider and view EASO’s guidelines 

when establishing their control documents.  

 

Since the document from EASO is guidelines and not a binding control document for a 

specific country, these guidelines can be wider e.g. different levels of fear for 

persecution or different statements on the security situation in the provinces of 

Afghanistan. By doing so, EASO is creating space for each country to decide on their 

own e.g. which risk profiles they want to include and as stated, the Swedish and 

Norwegian immigration authorities have not included risk profiles from the category 

“do not have”.    

 

EASO could also have different land information compare to the Swedish and 

Norwegian immigration authorities which could results in e.g. different assessments on 

security in the provinces. This could be explained by the fact that EASO might receive 

more regular land information and, therefore, could update the guidelines more often.    

 

Furthermore, EASO’s guidelines give each country the ability to establish a control 

document that corresponds to its migration policy. Therefore, countries that do have a 

more generous migration policy or/and financial resources could include more from 

EASO’s guidelines e.g. more of the risk profiles that EASO establish as “may have a 

well-founded fear of persecution” or “do not have a well-founded fear of persecution” 
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and countries that do not have a generous migration policy or/and financial resources 

could stick to the “has a well-founded fear of persecution” etc.   

 

However, the consequence of these differences is, as mentioned above, that individuals 

could receive different assessments and decisions from different countries. Countries 

that do not have a wide section of risk profiles or that consider differences in the 

security situation, could determine and decide different compared to other countries that 

include this and could justify it with their control documents. However, this research 

does not have any evidence that this occurs in practice, but it is still essential to 

establish that this could happen.  

 
5.3 Comparing the Swedish and Norwegian immigration authorities with UNHCR 
 
5.3.1 Assessment of the security situation in Afghanistan  
 
As the Swedish Migration Agency and UDI, UNHCR also establishes several risk 

profiles that need to be taken into account when determining international protection for 

the applicant. There are similarities between the two countries and UNHCR, but 

differences do exist. UNHCR has some risk profiles that do not exist in the control 

documents from the Swedish and Norwegian immigration authorities.  

First of all, UNHCR states that individuals that are perceived of disputing anti-

government forces interpretation of Islamic principles, norms and values. This risk 

profile does not exist in the Swedish Migration Agency or UDI’s control documents. 

However, the Swedish Migration Agency states that individuals who challenge the 

Afghan customs and who violates or are perceived to violate the norms in Afghanistan 

which is rather similar to UNHCR’s guideline. Norway, as stated above, does not have a 

risk profile similar to this.  

 

Secondly, UNHCR establishes that women in certain profiles or with specific 

circumstances such as women who are survivors of sexual and gender-based violence, 

women who are at risk of being exploited to sexual and gender-based violence, women 

who are survivors of harmful traditional practices, women who are at risk of being 

exploited to harmful traditional practices and women who are perceived of disputing 

social norms could have a well-founded fear of persecution from either the state or non-

state actors and could, therefore, need international refugee protection. Their risk 
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profile regarding women in Afghanistan is more detailed than in both the Swedish and 

Norwegian immigration authorities. However, the Swedish Migration Agency also 

states violence against women, but UDI only state that single women are a risk profile.  

 

Thirdly, UNHCR states individuals with disabilities, mental illness or mental 

disabilities as one risk profile. Both the Swedish Migration Agency and UDI do not 

have a risk profile as this one. However, the Swedish Migration Agency establishes that 

children with disabilities are a risk profile. There are no risk profiles regarding 

disabilities in UDI’s control document.  

 

Lastly, UNHCR establishes survivors of and people at risk of trafficking or bonded 

labour as a risk profile in their guidelines. This risk profile does not exist in the control 

documents by the Swedish Migration Agency and UDI, and there is no similar profile 

as well.  

 
5.3.2 Assessment of IPA in Afghanistan  
 
When comparing the Swedish Migration Agency and UDI with UNHCR and how they 

determine IPA in Afghanistan there are some differences. Both the Swedish Migration 

Agency and UDI consider IPA to Kabul, Mazar-e Sharif and Herat. UNHCR, however, 

do not explicitly state provinces or cities where IPA could be available. UNHCR states 

that IPA should not be available to areas where anti-government forces have control or 

areas where there is an active battle between pro-government forces and anti-

government forces or battles between different anti-government forces. Instead of 

stating provinces and cities, UNHCR establishes several factors as that there already 

exist many IDPs in the big cities in Afghanistan which affects the infrastructure and that 

the western part of Afghanistan (including Herat) are facing the most serious drought in 

decades, and according to UNHCR these factors need to be taken into account when 

determining where the applicant could re-settle.  

 

Even though UNHCR does not state different provinces in their guidelines regarding 

IPA, they do establish one province which is Kabul. However, they do not establish 

Kabul as one province to be considered for IPA, instead, they state that Kabul is not to 

be consider as available for IPA due to the security, human rights and humanitarian 

situation there. 
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5.3.3 Analysis  
 

It is now established that there are differences between UNHCR and the Swedish and 

Norwegian immigration authorities. UNHCR state several risk profiles and establish 

various factors to take into account when determining IPA that do not exist in the 

control document by the Swedish Migration Agency and UDI. However, the most 

protrusive difference is that UNHCR establishes that Kabul is not to be considered as an 

alternative for IPA while Kabul is one of the three provinces that the Swedish Migration 

Agency and UDI consider as available for IPA. 

 

The reason for why IPA to Kabul differ between the Swedish and Norwegian 

immigration authorities and UNHCR could be purely political. The decision to send an 

individual to Kabul for IPA might correspond better with their migration policy. Once 

again, this is guidelines from UNHCR and not a binding control document. It is up to 

every country to decide on their own and UNHCR is only making suggestions on what 

to consider when establishing their control documents. 

 

As the Swedish Migration Agency answered in their interview (appendix 1), they have 

viewed what UNHCR determine regarding the situation in Kabul, but chose to consider 

statistics such as that there is a decrease of civilian victims there and concluded that 

neither the security nor the humanitarian situation reaches that level that the city could 

not be considered for IPA. 

 

However, as UNHCR established in their guidelines, it is crucial not only to view the 

number of civilian victims but also what basis the target area has to provide for each 

civilian. They argue that factors such as climate and infrastructure are crucial for 

determining the area’s durability. In other words, UNHCR establish that it is not enough 

to only view the security situation when determining IPA, immigration authorities need 

to consider all risk factors, that could challenge the security situation which, therefore, 

are essential to consider when assessing IPA. If this is not done, the consequence could 

be that the security situation could be damage and civilians could suffer even more. 

Therefore, it is reasonable to view factors such as climate and infrastructure.  

 



 36 

5.4 Summary  
 
It is now established that differences do exist between the Swedish and Norwegian 

immigration authorities and between the two countries and EASO and UNHCR. As 

stated above, there could be several reasons why the differences exist. However, it is 

crucial to state that IPA is not mentioned in the 1951 Refugee Convention and its 1967 

protocol which both Sweden and Norway have ratified. Furthermore, article 8 regarding 

internal protection in the Directive 2011/95/EU do not specify clear directives on how 

states should determine IPA. Therefore, there is no consensus on how to apply IPA. The 

consequence of this could be that states tend to interpret the international laws in their 

own way which could result in differences between state practice and, therefore, could 

be one reason for why differences exist between the Swedish and Norwegian 

immigration authorities and their assessments on IPA.  
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6. Conclusion  
 
 

In this thesis, I explored and compared the Swedish and Norwegian immigration 

authorities published control documents regarding asylum-seekers from Afghanistan to 

view how the chosen countries differ in their determination of both the security situation 

and IPA in Afghanistan. To conduct the study, I used legal dogmatic method to analyse 

what is right and applied international laws, agreements and guidelines as the 

conceptional framework.  

 

To conclude and answer the research questions, I suggest that there are differences 

between the two countries on how they determine the security situation and IPA in 

Afghanistan based on their published control documents. I argue that the reason behind 

the differences could be purely political and that the governments in both Sweden and 

Norway have different migration policies and/or financial resources. Based on my 

analysis, the differences could also exist due to access to different materials or that the 

immigration authorities lay different importance on the same land information which in 

turn could result in different control documents. Furthermore, the timing could also be 

an explanation of why differences do occur between the two countries and that the 

immigration authorities have acquired knowledge on different occasions. 

 

I acknowledge that IPA is not mentioned in the 1951 Refugee Convention and its 1967 

protocol. Furthermore, article 8 regarding internal protection in the Directive 

2011/95/EU do not establish clear directives on how to apply IPA. Based on this, I 

argue that states tend to interpret these international laws in their own way which could 

result in differences in state practice among countries. I suggest that, as of today, there 

is no consensus on how to apply IPA and how IPA relates to the refugee status and, 

therefore, the established differences between Sweden and Norway and their published 

control documents could be explained by the fact that the immigration authorities in 

each country have interpreted the refugee status and article 8 differently.  

 

Lastly, to conclude the constraints and limits of this research I argue that one limit is, as 

mentioned in the limitation section, that it does not include court practice, preparatory 

materials and legislative proposals. Country reports and control documents are not the 
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only thing that decides a judicial process in practice, however, it is taken into account. It 

is usually required that a review of the entire chain from convention - transfer to the law 

- regulation - regulations governing the positions of the authorities- is made. It also 

includes an analysis of the status from convention to law in the individual case. 

However, to include this, more research time is needed. The purpose of this thesis is not 

to do a purely dogmatic work, so the rapid change from conventions to government 

statements is acceptable, legally speaking, and fully approved from the purpose of this 

thesis. For future research in the humanitarian and academic community, I suggest that 

this is taken into account for a deeper analysis.   
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8. Appendix 1: Interview with the Swedish and Norwegian 
immigration authorities  

 
 
8.1 The Swedish Migration Agency  
 

1. The Swedish Migration Agency, the Norwegian Directorate of Immigration 

(UDI) and EASO consider that internal protection alternative should be 

considered primarily for Kabul, Mazar-e Sharif and Herat. UNHCR, on the other 

hand, does not consider Kabul an alternative to internal protection alternative. 

Why do you think this assessment differ? 

 

Answer: “With regard to your first question, there is a fairly detailed discussion 

of how to make an assessment of internal protection alternative and why we 

make a different assessment than the UNHCR in the current legal position on 

Afghanistan in section 7.1.2. So, I don't have much more to add than what 

appears there” 

 

The Swedish Migration Agency referred to section 7.1.2 in their control document 

which states:  

 

“Under the current security situation, the humanitarian situation and human rights 

violations, the UNHCR has determined that Kabul is generally not a relevant or 

reasonable for internal protection alternative. However, available statistics from 

UNAMA show that the number of civilian victims in the first half of 2018 has decreased 

by five percent in Kabul province compared to the corresponding period in 2017. The 

risk of being killed or injured has also diminished somewhat in the province. For its 

part, EASO considers that it may be reasonable to have internal protection alternative 

to Kabul for certain specified groups and that Kabul, after an individual assessment, 

may also be a relevant internal protection alternative. In the light of EASO's assessment 

and available statistics and land information, the Swedish Migration Agency considers 

that neither the security situation nor the humanitarian situation in Kabul has 

deteriorated to such an extent that the city could no longer constitute a relevant and 

reasonable internal protection alternative.” (Rättsligt ställningstagande, 2019, pp. 18-

19).  
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2. What do you think is the reason why two countries (for example Sweden and 

Norway) can draw different conclusions in the assessment of security in an area 

or country? 

 

Answer: “As far as the second question is concerned, it may be due to having 

access to and attaching different importance to different types of land 

information, as well as at what time the assessment is made. If there are 

different times, the situation in place may be different at the different times. At 

the same time, this is so to say no "exact science" but different assessors can 

come to different conclusions even from the same country information. The 

Swedish Migration Agency does not coordinate with other countries for their 

positions, but takes into account what organizations like UNHCR and EASO 

consider” 

 
 
8.2 Norwegian Directorate of Immigration (UDI) 
 
 

1. The Swedish Migration Agency, the Norwegian Directorate of Immigration 

(UDI) and EASO consider that internal protection alternative should be 

considered primarily for Kabul, Mazar-e Sharif and Herat. UNHCR, on the other 

hand, does not consider Kabul an alternative to internal protection alternative. 

Why do you think this assessment differ? 

 

Answer: “The UDI made a thorough evaluation of our practice following the 

guidelines from the UNHCR of 30.08.2018. Please refer to the enclosed 

“praksisforeleggelse” for more information on this” 

 

2. What do you think is the reason why two countries (for example Sweden and 

Norway) can draw different conclusions in the assessment of security in an area 

or country? 
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Answer: “In our experience, there are no major differences in the assessments 

made by the Swedish Migration Agency and the UDI of the security situation in 

different areas and countries. We closely monitor the practice in Europe and are 

aware that differences occur. The causes of such differences are complex, and it 

is not possible to say anything for sure without further research or analysis. 

EASO's work on developing Country Guidance is important both to gain more 

knowledge about the causes of various assessments and to contribute to the 

harmonization of practices” 

 

 
 

 
 


