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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

With more than 20 Assisted Voluntary Return programmes operating, IOM has assisted
more than 1.6 million migrants to voluntarily return home to more than 130 countries in the past ten
years. The assistance provided within these schemes ranges from the basic assisted-return scheme
of providing pre-departure information, counselling and the organization of the voluntary return to
projects aimed at facilitating the long-term reintegration and economic viability of migrants
following their return home.

This IOM project, “Fostering Sustainable Reintegration in Albania, Kosovo (Serbia and
Montenegro) and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, by reinforcing local NGO capacity
service provision to returnees,” carried out within the framework of the European Commission’s
High Level Working Group, was composed of, broadly, two stages. The first step, this research
study, sought to determine what drove people to leave their homes, what causes them to want to
return and what type of return assistance would be most useful to returnees, focusing on migrants
from Kosovo (Serbia and Montenegro), Albania and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
(to be subsequently referred to as FYROM) in Belgium, Germany, Italy and the United Kingdom.
The project’s second step was to take the findings of this research study, presented here, apply them
to the practical problem of the reintegration of return migrants — specifically, 200 migrants for
whom funding is available through this project — and be instrumental in helping them to enjoy a
successful return to their home countries. Ideally, the project will succeed in identifying means of
making return sustainable which can be applied to return migrants in the future.

This report first discusses background information concerning the three target
regions/countries and then presents the findings of the survey conducted by IOM for this project.
The survey was carried out with 211 potential return migrants, of whom 103 were Kosovars, 68
Albanians and 37 Macedonians.

The main findings of the report are:

e The main reasons for departure were: general insecurity (53.1%), economic hardship
(49.3%) and political reasons (46.4%);

e The primary circumstances under which migrants would be willing to return on a
permanent basis are: secured employment (77.3%), acceptable level of security (74.4%)
and acceptable living standards (68.2%);

e The main types of return assistance desired were: loans for small and mid-size business
start-up (63.0%), followed by job-seeking assistance (55.9%) and a housing allowance
(50.2%).






1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Aims and background

With more than 20 Assisted Voluntary Return programmes operating across the globe, in
the past ten years, IOM has assisted more than 1.6 million migrants to voluntarily return home to
more than 130 countries. The assistance provided within these schemes ranges from the basic
assisted-return scheme of providing pre-departure information, counselling and the organization of
the voluntary return itself to projects aimed at facilitating the long-term reintegration and economic
viability of migrants following their return.

Previous research projects (IOM, 2002; Koser, 2001) have examined the process of return
and reintegration and its degree of success or failure. It became clear, however, that something
more needed to be built upon the foundation of these previous studies. This project goes one step
further than these previous studies in that it explores the specific reintegration needs of irregular
migrants prior to their return and seeks to find means of meeting those needs in the country/region
of origin. While this is not yet a focal point of migration research, one recent study (Black et al.,
2004) offers an analysis of voluntary return, as well as the sustainability of return. Our project
chose to focus upon a region which has experienced considerable irregular and regular migration in
the past decade, namely Albania, Kosovo (Serbia and Montenegro) and FYROM. The four host
countries chosen, Belgium, Germany, Italy and the United Kingdom, are countries in which the
target group has a large presence and in which it was logistically possible for IOM to carry out the
research and the complete project, that is to say, in which IOM has Assisted Voluntary Return
programmes. The results of this project, then, promise to be more meaningful with reference to the
question of the sustainability of return than similar projects to date.

Faced with a need to make return more sustainable, IOM posed the question of “How do we
do this?”. The answer to that question is, clearly, that by knowing more about what return migrants
want, we will be more capable of meeting their reintegration needs. Thus, this three-part project
was developed: first, 211 potential return migrants® were surveyed concerning their needs and
wishes when they return home. Second, research results were conveyed to the IOM offices in the
countries/region of return. IOM worked together with NGOs to develop return assistance schemes
which will provide those needs most wished for. Leaflets and brochures were developed to inform
return migrants about their options. Third, 200 return migrants will benefit from these projects.
Their success in reintegration will be analysed.

This report, then, is the major result from the first phase of this project, the research phase.
Based upon the survey, focus groups with smaller groups of migrants and secondary literature
research, this report represents a thorough analysis of the data gathered for this project and will
contribute substantially to the debate and to the body of literature on the subject of return migration.

In recent years, interest in voluntary return has increased among IOM Member
Governments, as well as within the European Commission (European Commission, 2002a, 2002b).
IOM has carried out a number of research projects on voluntary return, (IOM, 2002a; Koser, 2001)
while return is increasingly a topic for purely academic researchers as well.

! The study targets migrants who are asylum-seekers, rejected asylum-seekers, visa overstayers and other irregular
migrants. These groups form the focus of this study because they are in a situation which is precarious and therefore are
the most likely to be returned to their home countries.



Despite the increasing volume of research undertaken on the topic of voluntary return, the
question of the long-term sustainability of such voluntary return remains open. This project seeks to
address that question by combining IOM research with IOM’s on-the-ground expertise in three
areas of origin, namely Albania, Kosovo (Serbia and Montenegro) and FYROM. By carrying out a
research phase in which potential returnees were asked about their needs and expectations if they
were to return, IOM can, collaborating with local NGOs, work to identify and provide for these
needs in as far as possible. Insofar as needs of returnees are identified and provided for, voluntary
return can be given a more sustainable nature.

This project was developed with the intention of promoting and facilitating the return and
reintegration of irregular migrants from Albania, Kosovo (Serbia and Montenegro) and FYROM,
three regions which have experienced considerable irregular migration in the past decade. Albania
was specifically targeted for this project to respond to the call from the European Commission for
projects targeting Albania and the region. A further aspect of the project, namely the role of this
project in helping NGOs to tailor their services to be the most relevant possible for returning
migrants, will be an ongoing result from this project. The mechanism by which this goal is to be
achieved is through fostering service provision and counselling capacities of local NGOs and local
service providers in Albania, Kosovo (Serbia and Montenegro) and FYROM.

The purpose of this project is to establish new mechanisms and to develop existing ones, to promote
the return and reintegration of irregular migrants from Albania, Kosovo (Serbia and Montenegro)
and FYROM through fostering service provision and counselling capacities of local NGOs and
local service providers in the areas of origin.

1.2 Methodology and implementation

The research phase was undertaken in order to achieve one of the key aims of the project,
that of determining the needs of returning migrants to Albania, Kosovo (Serbia and Montenegro)
and FYROM. The results of the research, disseminated to IOM offices in Tirana, Skopje and
Pristina, are to be used by these offices, working together with NGOs in Albania, FYROM and
Kosovo (Serbia and Montenegro) to establish assistance programmes to support sustainable return.
In other words, the needs of the returnees cannot be met only for a limited time; their needs must
continue to be met in a way that will enable them to remain in their home countries. As noted
above, the input of this project into the reintegration work of the NGOs will be an ongoing result of
this project.

The research phase of the project was initiated in March 2004, with the drafting of the
questionnaire. The survey (see Annex 1) was pre-tested in April 2004, and as a result of the pre-test,
the focus of the questionnaire was sharpened and the order of questions re-arranged, so that
personal questions were moved to the conclusion of the survey rather than opening the survey. The
survey was thus made stronger and more precise as a result of the pre-testing. For the most part, the
analysis here reflects the questions as they were posed in the survey (see Annex 1).

2 For three multiple response questions, the survey results were re-coded because of an apparent misunderstanding on
the part of the respondents. For these three questions, respondents were asked to mark their top three choices with “1”,
“2” and “3,” where “1” is the most important selection and to mark those they viewed as least important with “*”. The
results were then to be encoded as “Important 1”, “Important 2” and “Important 3” and “Least Important”. These
instructions were often not followed, and respondents marked a number of choices as “most important” rather than
ranking them first, second and third. The results have been re-coded so that every selection of “important,” whether
ranked as first, second or third, has simply become “important”. The top three options have then been selected on the
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Following the pre-test and modifications, the survey was translated into Albanian and
Macedonian and distributed to the IOM offices in Bonn, Rome, London and Brussels, where it was
distributed to respondents from Albania, Kosovo (Serbia and Montenegro), FYROM. IOM staff
were instructed to distribute the questionnaire to respondents matching the criteria from these three
regions in as representative a manner as possible but were given a great deal of latitude in finding
the respondents, due to different situations in each host country and different relationships between
IOM offices and pool of potential respondents. Ultimately, the pools of respondents differ
significantly from host country to host country as do the groups of potential migrants (see below).

The methods used in finding respondents, thus differed from country to country. IOM
colleagues in London, Rome, Bonn and Brussels were instructed to find as representative a group of
Albanian, Kosovar and Macedonian irregular migrants as possible. In Belgium, respondents were
found through the REAB (Return and Emigration of Asylum Seekers from Belgium) partner
network. REAB, like IOM’s other voluntary assisted return programmes, assists migrants, including
rejected asylum seekers and victims of trafficking, to return home. Four migrant associations
dealing with the target group were also used in identifying respondents. These associations
distributed the survey to the respondents. In Germany, the survey was distributed at three cafes
which were known meeting points of the target group, while in the United Kingdom, rejected
asylum seekers who approached 10M about voluntary return were surveyed and 17 were personal
contacts of IOM Kosovar staff. In Italy, different strategies were used for each national group, with
Albanians contacted at the Albanian consulate, Kosovars at popular meeting spots and Macedonians
by the snowball method, starting with the Macedonian consulate.

While we cannot verify that our survey is representative of all Albanians, Kosovars and
Macedonians living in Belgium, Italy, the United Kingdom and Germany, for the most part because
there is no clear picture of exactly what is representative of this population, we are reasonably
certain that these findings can be used to determine needs assessment relatively accurately: the
population surveyed in each host country separately may be less representative due to different data
gathering techniques, but the overall sample is that much more heterogeneous and more closely
reflects the total population. Further information on the different host societies and country/region
of origin is below.

We surveyed 211 individuals, 103 of whom were Kosovars, 68 Albanians and 37
Macedonians. All told, 68 respondents were in Belgium, 58 in Italy, 45 in the United Kingdom and
40 in Germany. On a breakdown by origin and of host country, there were 18 Albanians in
Belgium, Italy and in the United Kingdom, and 14 in Germany. Kosovars were distributed as
follows: 36 in Belgium, 19 in Italy, 26 in the United Kingdom and 22 in Germany. There were 12
Macedonians in Belgium, 21 in Italy, none in the United Kingdom and 4 in Germany. (See Table 1
in Annex 4). When percentages are mentioned below, these figures should be borne in mind: when
75% of the Macedonians in Germany are mentioned, for instance, this refers to three individuals.
Therefore, the figures should be taken as indicative of profile and preferences, but not as a
representative reflection when broken down by host country and origin of the whole population.
The purpose of this research — that of determining reintegration needs — is thus answered with
overall data and slightly less so on a country basis.

basis of frequency of respondent selection. The option selected by the largest percentage of respondents is referred to in
the analysis as the first-most important option that selected with the second-highest percentage the second-most
important, etc. Some respondents, in particular in Germany, did not mark any responses “least important” so that this
information point is missing for Germany.



In terms of status, 1.4% (three respondents) chose not to answer, 23.2% (49) were asylum
seekers, 21.8% (46) visa overstayers, 21.3% (45) rejected asylum seekers, 20.9% (44) were
undocumented since first entry, 3.3% (7) did not know their status, 2.4% (5) said “other” and 5.7%
(12) have some form of legal status.

Of the 12 individuals with some legal status, only one notes that he has an unlimited
residence permit, one says that he has the Belgian nationality (interestingly, this individual states
that he would definitely like to return to his origin permanently), one notes that he

TABLE 1°
CURRENT STATUS BY HOST COUNTRY
Host Country
United
Belgium Italy Kingdom Germany Total

Current  No answer Count 2 1 3
Status % within Current Status 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%

Undocumented since Count 15 10 9 10 44
fretenty % within Current Status 34.1% 22.7% 20.5% 22.7%  100.0%

Overstayed the visa Count 8 24 3 11 46
% within Current Status 17.4% 52.2% 6.5% 23.9% 100.0%

Rejected asylum-seeker Count 26 1 10 8 45
% within Current Status 57.8% 2.2% 22.2% 17.8% 100.0%

Asylum-seeker Count 13 15 17 4 49
% within Current Status 26.5% 30.6% 34.7% 8.2% 100.0%

| don't know Count 5 2 7
% within Current Status 71.4% 28.6% 100.0%

Other Legal Status Count 3 1 2 6 12
% within Current Status 25.0% 8.3% 16.7% 50.0% 100.0%

Other Count 3 1 1 5
% within Current Status 60.0% 20.0% 20.0% 100.0%

Total Count 68 58 45 40 211
% within Current Status 32.2% 27.5% 21.3% 19.0% 100.0%

was born in Germany — at the time, birth in Germany did not confer any permanent resident or
citizenship rights — and the remaining nine either note that they were regularized (one) or have
regular status (three) or legal status (five). Thus, of the 12 who note that they have some legal
status, only two (unlimited residence permit and Belgian nationality) have an absolute, unlimited
right to stay. We do not know whether this legal status has an expiration date, thus, ten of these 12
individuals may at some point become visa overstayers. In other words, they are part of the target
group of this study, that is to say, potential return migrants.

1.3 Relevance of this study for existing literature
Although disregarded by researchers for many years — migration was initially regarded

(mistakenly so) as a one-way, permanent trip — return migration has increasingly become a topic of
interest for researchers and organizations alike. These studies have a wide range of focus. As noted,

® Unless otherwise specified, all data given are from the survey carried out by 10M for this HLWG project. Titles given
for tables reflect the two variables which were cross-tabulated to produce the results.
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IOM has published widely on return, publishing both theoretically and survey-based studies
(Ghosh, 2000; Koser, 2001). The return migration of skilled workers, contributing to a “brain
gain™* is one of the more recent topics and one in which IOM participates through its Return of
Qualified Nationals programmes.® For an excellent review of the different types of return
migration, see Ammassari and Black (2001).

It should be noted that return migration is closely linked to the question of irregular
migration: very often, individuals considering a return home — a return which will likely be an
assisted one, as opposed to the return home of regular migrants at the expiry of a short-term work
visa — are irregular migrants. The European Commission, as well, has become interested in the topic
of voluntary return, not least because of its connection with irregular migration (European
Commission, 2002a). Based upon the Commission’s Green Paper and the intensive discussion
surrounding it, a Communication was issued in October 2002 (European Commission, 2002b). This
Communication, among other things, noted the importance of integration, saying that

Care will also have to be taken to ensure that the ground is prepared for profitable reintegration both
for the returnee and for the place of origin. This will require both a firm commitment on the part of
the third country and the readiness of the European Union and its Member States to provide the
necessary assistance where required (European Commission, 2002b: 5).

In other words, this project answers, in part, the call for preparing the ground for profitable
(sustainable) reintegration as a part of return within the context of the potential return of irregular
migrants in EU Member States.

Other studies focus, instead, upon the mechanics and data of the return — how many have
returned, how has their integration proceeded, etc. In the particular case of Albania, Russell King
and Julie Vullnetari (2003) point out that one area in which further research should be done are the
questions:

Will Albanian migrants return, and who will return? At what stage will they come back, and what
are the conditions for their return? What impacts will different types of return have in different
locations within Albania? In particular, what are the prospects for returnees to finance, either directly
or indirectly, the development of small and medium businesses; what kinds of businesses; and with
what economic and employment impacts? (King and Vullnetari, 2003: 56)

The research which IOM has undertaken in the course of this project on Sustainable Return, and the
results of which are presented here, is not far-reaching enough to attempt to answer all of these
questions, but does address what the conditions for a return are, as well as answering, through its
own activities, the question of what prospects are open to returnees. Thus, it fills a gap in the
literature, providing information not yet available in the complex study of irregular and return
migration.

The study presented here also builds upon previous 10M research, in particular the 2002
study and publication “The Return and Reintegration of Migrants to the South Caucasus: An
Exploratory Study,” in which respondents were interviewed twice, once immediately upon return

* This term refers to the gain of skilled workers in any given country, usually, but not always, a developing country.
With a net immigration of skilled workers, a net “brain gain” occurs. The converse is true with a net emigration of
skilled workers, again, usually referring to a developing economy. In that case, a “brain drain” is said to be occurring.

® See, for instance, Return of Qualified Afghans, http://www.iom-rga.org/.
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and a second time six months later. Among other findings, the results of this study showed that
successful reintegration was not likely among respondents, indeed, “In terms of employment
opportunities in their home countries, most respondents were worse off than before departure”
(I0M, 2002: 26). Furthermore, about half of the respondents would return to Western Europe again
if they had the chance (IOM, 2002: 26). This study will present a different perspective upon return
migration, determining returnees’ needs prior to return and attempting to meet those needs upon
return. The question of equity, or the question of why return migrants should be granted special
assistance while their non-migrating fellow countrymen and —women receive no particular
assistance, will not be addressed here. While it is a key question underlying all research on
reintegration measures, it is not, however, the focus of this study.

In sum, the research presented here will provide valuable input into several questions of
increasing importance, namely irregular migration and return migration. This report will provide an
overview of the countries and migrants involved and what is generally known about migrants from
these areas. The report will present the results of this research study, comparing the results where
relevant with other similar studies. The results are presented in three sections: first, the profile of
the migrants is presented; second, the stay in the country abroad is discussed and, third and most
significantly for this study, the migrants’ expectations for return are presented.

2. ORIGIN, PROFILE OF POTENTIAL MIGRANTS

Before presenting the results of this IOM research study, this report will first give a brief
introduction into the background of the three regions of origin, migration from those countries, and
the profile of the typical migrant — as determined from other sources, but not relying upon our data.
This background will then be compared to IOM data, thus providing us with an indication of the
representativity of IOM data.

2.1 Background information on Albania, Kosovo (Serbia and Montenegro) and
FYROM

The three regions included in this study are multi-ethnic, with an Albanian population in each
of the three — a majority in Kosovo (Serbia and Montenegro) and in Albania, a minority in FYROM.
Indeed, the Albanian diaspora is widespread, with significant numbers of persons of Albanian origin,
over 1 million, said to be living outside Albania. The United States, Germany and Switzerland are
three of the most significant host countries, with Greece and Italy recent additions (International
Crisis Group, 2004: 25).

Well worth noting in a report on migration and return migration is the fact that each of these
three countries has experienced significant upheaval in the last decade to 15 years, resulting in
considerable out-migration. While many of those who left have returned home to Kosovo (Serbia
and Montenegro) and FYROM, many more still remain abroad. It is not only the political upheaval
and armed conflict which has resulted in migration, but the downward spiral of the economy
associated with these upheavals and conflicts as well, causing individuals to seek other means of
supporting themselves and their families, whether nuclear or extended. Return migration is thus of
crucial importance to this region. Brain drain and brain gain, mentioned above, likewise play an
important role in this region. The return home of skilled individuals will doubtless contribute to the
continued development of the region although studies indicate that support, such as that offered by
this project, are necessary to maximize such contributions: “Creating a fertile ground for migration
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and remittances to contribute to broad-based income growth in migrant sending areas is the key to
promoting development from migration” (Taylor, 1999: 81).

FIGURE 1

CMH'?n

Source: Perry-Castafieda Library Map Collection, www.lib.utexas.edu/maps.

It appears certain that the profile of the migrants from this region is a broad one, including
refugees and asylum seekers, legal labour migrants, irregular labour migrants and visa overstayers.
Irregular labour migrants, rejected asylum seekers and visa overstayers are all represented in our
sample. What remains unclear — and which is not answered here — is the percentage of each type of
migrant in each host country.

Albania

Economically speaking, Albania is a very poor country: the GDP per capita in 2002 was
US$ 4,830 (UNDP, 2002a: 140), which ranked well below the world average of US$ 7,804, and
slightly above the average for all developing countries of US$ 4,054 (UNDP, 2002b). It has the
lowest GDP per capita in Europe. The unemployment rate in Albania, according to the CIA World
Factbook, was officially 15.8% in 2003, but it is estimated to be as high as 30% (CIA World Fact
Book, 2003). Albania is 95% ethnically Albanian, with 5% other ethnicities, including Roma. It is
70% Muslim — although, due to the establishment of a secular state in Albania under Enver Hoxha,
these are, for the most part, Muslims in name only. The population is quite young, with some 28%
of the population below the age of 14 and 65% aged 14-65 (CIA World Fact Book, 2003). The
estimated net migration rate for 2004, again according to the CIA World Factbook, is -4.93
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migrants per 1,000 population (CIA World Fact Book, 2003),° one of the highest rates in the world,
with just ten countries having a higher rate of emigration.’

Although there has long been a history of Albanian migration, albeit numerically small,
contemporary Albanian migration has been characterized as having four stages, as outlined here by
Ferruccio Pastore (Pastore, 1998: 2):

I. 1990: the stage of protest-migration;

I1. 1991-1992: the stage of uncontrolled migration;
I11. 1993-1996: the stage of “sensible” migration;
IV. 1997: the stage of flight-migration.

Under Communist rule, emigration from Albania had been fiercely limited, with only very few
opponents to the regime permitted to emigrate. Immediately post-transition, the political and
economic chaos led migrants to flee Albania in search of economic survival and, in part simply
because they had not been allowed to do so for 50 years. Conservatively estimated, some 300,000
Albanians left the country from 1991-1993 (Pastore, 1998: 2), and by 1996, some 350,000 were
“steadily” living abroad (Pastore, 1998: 2). In 1997, after the collapse of the pyramid savings
scheme, some 70,000 are estimated to have left Albania within a few short months (Kosta, 2004). It
is now estimated that 25% of the population, or 35% of the workforce, is abroad (Kosta, 2004). One
additional aspect of the migration which has been noted in various anecdotal reports is that, during
the Kosovo (Serbia and Montenegro) conflict, Albanians pretended to be ethnic Albanian Kosovars,
thus increasing their chances of receiving asylum.® The exact scale of this aspect of the migration is
unknown.

Indeed, in the 1990s, Albania experienced the highest rate of emigration in the world
(Cassou et al., 2004: 8). Greece, the United States and the European Union are the most significant
host countries of the Albanian diaspora, with Kosovo (Serbia and Montenegro) and FYROM having
played host to temporary Albanian migrants as well as the ethnic Albanian population in these two
regions. This diaspora is separated into those who migrated many years ago and, for recent
migrants, those who will remain abroad and those who will, eventually, return home. When
discussing Albanian migration, the spectre of trafficking should be mentioned as well, although it is
not directly relevant to the subject at hand. While reliable and complete statistics are difficult to
come by, available statistics do show that nearly 2,300 Albanian women were trafficked for sexual
exploitation while nearly 2,500 were trafficked to, through and from Albania (Counter-traffick