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Abstract:	 Return	 migration,	 traditionally	 not	 a	 well-studied	 and	 often	
neglected	 area,	 is	 becoming	 an	 important	 component	 of	 the	 international	
migration	debate.	Reintegration	is	an	essential	part	of	 return	migration	and	
identified	as	a	complex	process	that	is	experienced	differently	by	returnees.	The	
adaptation	of	immigrants	in	the	host	country	has	been	extensively	studied,	while	
much	less	attention	has	been	paid	to	economic	and	socio-cultural	reintegration	
and	the	difficulties	return	migrants	face	once	they	come	back	to	their	homeland.	
Especially	children	and	youth	born	in	destination	countries	with	sociolinguistic	
and	 socialization	 difficulties	 face	 a	 particularly	 tough	 reintegration	 process.	
Theoretically,	 there	 is	 comprehensive	 literature	 focused	on	 return	migration	
and	reasons	for	return,	but	less	in	return	migration	policies	and	reintegration	
process.	Empirically,	there	is	a	lack	of	studies	focused	on	the	reintegration	of	
returnees,	particularly	in	the	socio-cultural	aspect.	With	increased	attention	to	
the	importance	of	this	process,	many	states	and	governments	have	established	
policies	 or	 programs	 to	 encourage	 the	 return	of	 their	 citizens,	 and	 facilitate	
returnees’	successful	and	permanent	relocation	in	the	new	society	of	the	origin	
country.	This	paper	aims	to	analyze	theoretically	and	empirically	the	processes	
of	reintegration	of	returnees	in	the	origin	country	by	identifying	the	challenges	
they	encounter	in	the	economic	and	social-cultural	life	of	the	origin	country.		
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1.	Introduction		
Migration	 in	 a	 globalizing	world	 is	 an	 increasing	phenomenon.	 People	 are	
looking	 for	 new	 opportunities	 and	 chances	 to	 improve	 their	 lives,	 since	
migration	 often	 is	 recognized	 as	 a	 ‘route	 out	 of	 poverty’	 for	 many	 and	 a	
pathway	to	prosperity	for	some	(King,	Mata-Codesal	and	Vullnetari	2013,	74).	
The	 significant	 increase	 in	 international	 mobility	 is	 an	 outcome	 of	 the	
increased	 transportation	 links	 and	 the	 rapid	 growth	 in	 telecommunication	
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technology.	Migration	 is	 a	 dynamic	 and	 complex	phenomenon,	 controlling	
and	managing	 the	movement	of	people	worldwide	 is	 often	 challenging	 for	
states	 and	 governments.	 Particularly	 nowadays,	 most	 countries	 are	 not	
dominated	by	one	type	of	migration,	such	as	labour	migration,	family	reunion,	
refugee	movement	or	permanent	settlement,	but	experience	a	whole	range	of	
types	 at	 once	 (Castles,	 de	 Haas	 and	 Miller	 2014,	 4).	Migrants	 may	 move	
temporarily	 or	 permanently,	 individually	 or	 in	 groups,	 transnationally	 or	
nationally,	return	to	their	countries	of	origin	or	migrate	to	another	country,	
or	move	between	two	or	more	countries.		
Migration	has	gained	 increasing	political	salience	over	 the	past	decades	

(Castles,	 de	Haas	and	Miller	2014,	 5),	 return	migration,	 not	 a	well-studied	
area,	 is	 becoming	 an	 important	 component	 of	 the	 international	 migration	
debate	 scene.	 Among	 scholars,	 the	 debate	 recognizes	 the	 positive	
contribution	of	returned	migrants	in	poverty	reduction,	economic	growth	and	
sustainable	 development	 of	 the	 origin	 country.	 Returnees	 often	 bring	
significant	 benefits	 to	 their	 new	 communities	 in	 the	 form	 of	 skills,	
strengthening	the	labour	force,	investment	and	cultural	diversity.	They	also	
play	 an	 important	 role	 in	 improving	 the	 lives	 of	 communities	 in	 their	
countries	of	origin	through	the	transfer	of	skills	and	financial	resources	and	
taking	up	entrepreneurial	activities	in	aid	of	their	families	and	communities.	
In	conclusion,	there	has	been	a	growing	recognition	among	policymakers	that	
return	migration	 is	 an	 indispensable	part	 of	 a	 comprehensive	 approach	 to	
migration	 management,	 and	 that	 this	 can	 only	 be	 achieved	 through	
complementarity	 of	 efforts	 and	 coordination	 among	 State	 and	 non-State	
actors	at	both	national	and	international	levels	(IOM	2018,	5). 
	
	
2.	 Why	 do	 migrants	 return?	 Return	 migration	 and	 typology	 of	
returnees.	
International	 experience	 shows	that	 a	majority	of	migrants	return	 to	 their	
origin	country.	While	data	on	international	migration	is	more	complete,	data	
about	return	migration	are	missing	and	incomplete.	On	average	an	estimated	
two	migrants	in	five	will	 leave	the	host	country	within	five	years	of	arrival	
(Wahba	2015,	1);	In	Slovakia,	on	average	each	tenth	person	working	abroad	
returned	(Masso	et	al.	2016,	3),	for	regions	such	as	Eastern	Europe	and	Asia	
return	 migration	 may	 imply	 that	 20	 to	 30	 percent	 of	 highly	 educated	
emigrants	 return	 home	 when	 they	 are	 still	 productive	 and	 contribute	
importantly	to	the	average	income	and	wages	of	the	sending	country	(Mayr	
and	 Peri	 2008,	 28);	 for	 the	 UK,	 Dustmann	 and	Weis	 (2007)	 estimate	 out-
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migration	rates	of	40	percent	for	men	and	55	percent	for	women	after	five	
years,	using	data	from	the	1990s	(Dustmann	and	Weiss	2007,	253).	
There	 are	 various	 reasons	 which	 encourage	 international	 migrants	 to	

leave	the	destination	country.	Not	all	international	migrants	will	come	back;	
some	of	them	are	having	with	them	their	families	which	are	adapted	in	the	
new	society.	This	category	will	not	go	back	to	the	homeland.	Another	category	
of	international	migrants	who	will	not	return	is	the	category	of	migrants	who	
think	 about	 returning	 but	 they	 never	 act	 towards	 realizing	 it.	 The	 third	
category	is	the	returnees,	 international	migrants	who	leave	the	destination	
country	 urged	 by	 economic	 or	 non-economic	 reasons.	 The	 reasons	 which	
prompt	return	may	vary	from	nostalgia	for	the	homeland	to	return	related	to	
family	 ties	 or	 family	 reasons.	 Dumont	 and	 Spielvogel	 (2008)	 identify	 four	
main	reasons	to	explain	return	migration:	i)	failure	to	integrate	into	the	host	
country,	ii)	individuals’	preferences	for	their	home	country;	iii)	achievement	
of	a	savings	objective,	or	iv)	the	opening	of	employment	opportunities	in	the	
home	country	thanks	to	experience	acquired	abroad	(Dumont	and	Spielvogel	
2008,	163).	
Return	migration	is	not	an	isolated	phenomenon	but	it	needs	to	be	seen	in	

the	larger	context	of	the	international	migration	cycle	of	individual	migrants,	
and	 in	 the	 context	 of	 migration	 management	 instruments	 applied	 by	
governments	and	states.	Return	migration	can	occur	at	different	stages	of	the	
migration	cycle,	shortly	after	arrival	in	the	destination	country	or	many	years	
later.	No	one	can	predict	when	the	return	will	happen.	There	are	different	
types	of	return,	Marianne	Haase	and	Pia	Honerath	(2016)	identify	four	types:	
Involuntary	return	migrants;	Return	migrants	whose	return	is	“voluntary	but	
unavoidable;	 Voluntary	 return	 migrants	 and	 Second-generation	 “quasi-
returnees”.	The	 first	 category	 refers	 to	 individuals	with	no	 legal	 residence	
status,	 whose	 economic	 and/or	 social	 integration	 failed,	 and	 who	 are	
deported	 back	 home	 (Haase	 and	 Honerath	 2016,	 6).	 The	 second	 form	 of	
return	 might	 look	 voluntary,	 but	 is	 usually	 the	 inevitable	 consequence	 of	
failed	migration	and	failed	integration	experiences	in	the	host	countries.	The	
third	are	migrants	that	have	an	explicit	 intention	to	return,	especially	once	
they	have	reached	their	savings	goals,	or	acquired	skills,	higher	education	or	
business	networks	in	their	host	countries	which	they	can	transfer	and	apply	
back	 home.	 The	 fourth	 refers	 to	 second	 (or	 third)-generation	 diaspora	
members	 who	 wish	 to	 invest	 in	 the	 home	 country	 of	 their	 parents	 or	
grandparents	 (Haase	 and	Honerath	2016,	 7).	 Even	 though	 there	 are	many	
types	of	return,	the	most	preferred	is	voluntary	return.		
Many	 authors	 have	 contributed	 to	 the	 study	 of	 return	 migration	 by	

identifying	 different	 typologies	 of	 returnees	 like	 Gmelch	 (1980)	 and	
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Bovenkerk	(1974).	One	of	the	most	frequently	mentioned	typologies	of	return	
migration	is	the	one	identified	by	Cerase	(1974)	distinguishing	between	four	
types	 of	 migrant	 returns:	 “Return	 of	 failure”,	 “Return	 of	 Conservatism”,	
“Return	of	Retirement”	and	“Return	of	Innovation”	(Cerase	1974,	254).	King	
(2000)	 suggests	 another	 typology	 of	 returned	 migrants	 by	 taking	 into	
consideration	 the	 length	 of	 the	 time	 spent	 back	 in	 the	 origin	 country:	
occasional	 returns,	 seasional	 returns,	 temporary	 returns	 and	 permanent	
returns	(King	2000,	10-11).	Recently	Batistella	(2018)	use	two	variables:	the	
time	for	return	and	the	decision	to	return	to	identify	four	main	types	of	return.	
Return	 of	 achievement:	 the	 migrant	 returns	 voluntarily	 at	 the	 end	 of	 the	
migration	project	(or	contract)	having	achieved	the	purpose	for	which	he	or	
she	went	abroad.	Return	of	completion:	the	migrant	returns	after	completing	
the	contract,	but	it	is	not	a	voluntary	return,	because	the	migrant	would	have	
liked	to	stay	abroad	for	another	period	or	to	go	abroad	again;	however,	it	is	
not	possible.	Return	of	setback:	the	migrant	returns	voluntarily	but	before	the	
end	of	the	migration	process,	for	various	reasons,	including	unhappiness	at	
working	 conditions,	 family	 reasons,	 experience	 of	 abuse,	 or	 trafficking.	
Return	of	crisis	(forced	return):	caused	by	situations	like	political	upheaval	or	
environmental	disaster	(Batistella	2018,	3-4).	
There	 are	many	 theories	which	 explain	 the	 reasons	 affecting	 people	 to	

come	 back	 to	 their	 homeland.	 Jean-Pierre	 Cassarino	 (2004)	 identifies	 5	
theories	which	explain	return	migration	in	different	perspectives.	According	
to	the	Neoclassical	Economics	theory,	return	occurs	as	a	consequence	of	their	
failed	experiences	abroad	or	because	their	human	capital	was	not	rewarded	
as	expected	(Cassarino	2004,	255).	This	theory	states	that	return	is	perceived	
as	 a	 failure;	 New	 Economics	 of	 Labour	 Migration	 (NELM)	 views	 return	
migration	as	the	logical	outcome	of	a	“calculated	strategy”,	defined	at	the	level	
of	the	migrant’s	household,	and	resulting	from	the	successful	achievement	of	
goals	or	target	(Cassarino	2004,	255).	The	focus	of	a	third	theory,	Structural	
Approach,	is	on	the	extent	to	which	returnees	may	or	may	not	have	an	impact	
on	 their	 origin	 societies	 once	 return	 takes	 place	 (Cassarino	 2004,	 259).	
According	 to	 transnationalism	 approach,	 returnees	 prepare	 their	
reintegration	 at	 home	 through	 periodical	 and	 regular	 visits	 to	 their	 home	
countries.	They	retain	strong	links	with	their	home	countries	and	periodically	
send	remittances	to	their	households	(Cassarino	2004,	262).		
Social	Network	Theory	views	returnees	as	migrants	who	maintain	strong	

linkages	with	their	former	places	of	settlement	in	other	countries	(Cassarino	
2004,	 265).	 According	 to	 this	 theory	 social	 networks	 created	 and	 shaped	
during	the	migration	period	are	beneficial	in	the	origin	country	by	enriching	
migrants	with	resources	and	information.	Similar	to	transnationalism,	even	
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Social	Network	Theory	does	not	consider	return	migration	as	the	end	of	the	
migratory	process.	
Return	migration	has,	in	recent	decades,	emerged	as	a	critical	element	of	

many	governments'	migration	policy	-	an	integral	part	of	effective	migration	
management.	According	to	Lesińska	(2013),	the	state’s	policy	towards	return	
migration	could	take	two	forms:	a	more	active	or	more	passive	form.		
-	1.:	A	reactive	state	policy	is	implemented	post	factum,	i.e.	as	a	response	to	
the	already	existing	processes.	Commonly,	 returns	are	a	direct	effect	of	an	
economic	crisis	in	destination	countries	followed	by	growing	unemployment,	
when	migrants	usually	decide	to	return	to	live	through	the	difficult	time	at	
home.		
-	2.:	An	active	state	policy	is	executed	a	priori,	i.e.	to	encourage	nationals	to	
return.	When	returns	are	recognized	as	a	positive	and	desirable	process	(as	a	
remedy	for	particular	economic	or	social	problems),	then	policy-makers	act	
to	 stimulate	 migrants’	 decision	 to	 return	 and	 to	 facilitate	 the	 process	 of	
coming	back	to	the	home	country	(Lesińska	2013,	79).	
Many	 governments,	 especially	 from	 less	 developed	 regions,	 have	

instituted	 policies	 or	 programs	 to	 encourage	 the	 return	 of	 their	 citizens.	
Globally,	72	percent	of	governments	have	policies	to	encourage	the	return	of	
their	citizens.	The	share	of	governments	seeking	to	encourage	the	return	of	
their	 citizens	 is	 highest	 in	 Latin	 America	 and	 the	 Caribbean	 (88	 percent),	
followed	by	Africa	(78	percent)	(United	Nations	2017,	8).	Furthermore,	some	
governments	have	also	established	dedicated	agencies	or	ministries,	research	
hubs	and	centres,	and	virtual	databases	and	networks	 to	connect	potential	
returnees	with	opportunities	in	the	countries	of	origin	(Debnath	2016,	10).	
States	benefit	from	the	return	of	migrants	since	they	have	positive	impacts	for	
the	development	of	countries	of	origin	through	capital	inflows,	investments	
and	the	transfer	of	technologies	and	skills.	
As	migration	becomes	more	complex,	there	is	also	an	increasing	need	for	

international	 brokering	 of	 cooperative	 approaches	 between	 origin,	 transit	
and	destination	countries.	International	Organization	of	Migration	(IOM)	has	
established	 some	multilateral	 programs	to	 foster	 effective	partnerships	on	
return	 migration.	 IOM	 through	 its	 programs	 is	 helping	 and	 supporting	
different	 categories	 of	 returnees.	 IOM	 is	 playing	 a	 crucial	 role	 with	 its	
Assistance	 and	 Reintegration	 Programs	 (AVRR).	 At	 the	 beginning	 of	 these	
programs	 they	 were	 providing	 support	 bases	 for	 facilitating	 the	 issue	 of	
transport	 return,	 but	 with	 time	 it	 has	 evolved	 into	 more	 comprehensive	
programs	to	integrate	a	range	of	services	to	promote	sustainability	of	return.	
IOM	 operates	 through	 three	 types	 of	 AVR	 programmes:	 a)	 General	 return	
assistance	for	irregular	migrants,	unsuccessful	asylum	seekers,	refugees	and	
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others	 wishing	 to	 return	 from	 the	 host	 country;	 b)	 Specific	 return	 and	
reintegration	 assistance	 tailored	 to	 the	 needs	 of	 certain	 groups	 (e.g.	
nationality,	vulnerable	groups,	skilled	and	qualified	nationals);	c)	Assistance	
to	migrants	stranded	en	route	(IOM	2008,	2).	These	programmes	enhanced	
return	 counselling,	 information	 services	 and	 reintegration	 support	 for	 the	
returnees.	
	
	
3.	Theoretical	Approach	on	Reintegration	
A	 developing	 trend	 in	 academic	 literature	 starts	 to	 conceptualize	 return	
migration	 and	 reintegration	 as	 broad	 processes	 dependent	 upon	 various	
aspects	 and	 actors	 instead	 of	 the	 simple	 journey	 of	 “returning	 home”.	
Consequently,	 also	 more	 and	 more	 attention	 is	 paid	 to	 the	 difficulties	
reintegration	 processes	 bring	 with	 them,	 which	 often	 are	 manifold	 and	
increasingly	 complex	 (Gomilkó	 et	 al.	 2015,	 14-15).	 While	 the	 situation	 of	
immigrants	has	been	extensively	studied,	much	less	attention	has	been	paid	
to	the	difficulties	return	migrants	face	when	they	come	back	to	live	in	their	
countries	of	birth.	This	relative	lack	of	research	may	be	based	on	a	view	that	
once	immigrants	have	returned	to	their	home	country,	they	blend	back	in	and	
are	 then	 essentially	 no	 different	 to	 other	 natives	 in	 that	 country	 of	 origin	
(Barrett	and	Mosca	2012,	2).	
IOM	in	the	Glossary	of	migration	defines	reintegration	as	a	“re-inclusion	or	

re-incorporation	of	a	person	into	a	group	or	a	process,	e.g.	of	a	migrant	into	
the	society	of	his	or	her	country	of	origin	or	habitual	residence	“(IOM	2011,	
82).	But	beyond	this	definition,	IOM	identifies	three	fields	as	crucial	aspects	
for	 a	 returnee	 to	 readapt	 in	 the	 new	 society.	 One	 of	 these	 fields	 is	 the	
economic	reintegration	which	is	defined	as	“the	process	by	which	a	migrant	
is	reinserted	into	the	economic	system	of	his	or	her	country	of	origin,	and	able	
to	earn	his	or	her	own	living.		
Returnees’	employment	and	integration	into	the	labour	market	are	crucial	

elements	in	their	reintegration	into	the	origin	society.	Economic	reintegration	
is	important	not	only	because	it	provides	the	income	for	the	household,	but	
the	 lack	of	 income	affects	 the	wellbeing	of	 the	 returnees.	Having	a	 job	has	
constantly	 been	 identified	 as	 a	 major	 factor	 to	 positively	 influence	 many	
issues	 related	 to	 the	psychological	well-being	 and	 the	 social	 integration	of	
returnees	such	as:	reestablishing	self-esteem	and	confidence,	engaging	with	
social	 networks	 and	 community	 and	 improving	 of	 the	 language	 and	 social	
skills	with	non-migrants	in	the	origin	country.	In	addition,	the	origin	country	
may	profit	by	experience	and	the	skills	of	returnees	acquired	in	the	foreign	
country.	Despite	its	importance,	returnees	are	faced	with	certain	challenges	
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regarding	 their	economic	reintegration	such	as:	 lack	of	 employment	 in	 the	
origin	county,	differences	in	labour	market	between	host	and	origin	countries,	
lower	 wages	 comparing	 to	 their	 abilities	 and	 experience	 the	 skills	 of	 the	
return	migrant	may	not	be	well	matched	to	the	economy	of	the	origin	country,	
lack	of	networks	helping	to	find	a	job,	limited	economic	opportunities	upon	
return	etc.		
The	 second	 aspect	 is	 the	 social	 reintegration	 which	 is	 defined	 as	 “the	

reinsertion	of	 a	migrant	 into	 the	 social	 structures	of	 his	 or	 her	 country	of	
origin.	This	includes	on	the	one	hand	the	development	of	a	personal	network	
(friends,	relatives,	neighbours)	and	on	the	other	hand	the	development	of	civil	
society	structures	(associations,	self-help	groups	and	other	organizations)”	
(IOM	2011,	82).	Social	ties	to	the	home	country	during	the	stay	abroad	seem	
to	be	of	great	relevance	for	the	process	of	return	and	reintegration.	Migrants	
stay	in	contact	with	friends	and	family	at	home	and	those	contacts	can	be	pull-
factors	 for	return	migration.	The	social	networks	play	a	paramount	role	 in	
informing	about	socio-economic	and	political	conditions	of	the	origin	country	
and	a	support	and	facilitator	in	the	return	and	reintegration	process.	They	are	
a	 central	 tool	 in	welcoming	 returnees	back	 into	 the	 community,	 providing	
them	with	information	and	social	capital,	helping	in	finding	a	job	or	in	starting	
a	new	business	and	in	 the	provision	of	housing.	Next	 to	 the	more	material	
function,	social	relations	appeared	to	be	crucial	in	the	overall	well-being	and	
emotional	needs	of	returnees	(Kuyper	2008,	18).	
On	 the	 one	 side,	 for	 many	 returnees,	 having	 established	 good	 social	

networks	in	the	origin	country	 is	 important	 to	 facilitate	their	reintegration	
but	 to	 the	 other	 side,	 returnees	 often	 face	 challenges	 when	 they	 try	 to	
(re)create	 social	 relationships	 and	 networks	 that	 may	 be	 useful	 for	 their	
economic,	social	or	political	activities	in	the	country	of	return	(Åkesson	and	
Eriksson-Baaz	2015,	13).	
The	 third	 field	of	 reintegration	 is	 focused	on	 the	 cultural	 aspect,	 in	 the	

context	of	return	migration,	it	refers	to	the	“re-adoption	on	the	part	of	the	sets	
the	reintegration	into	three	aspects,	cultural,	ecological	and	social	returning	
migrant	of	the	values,	way	of	living,	language,	moral	principles,	ideology,	and	
traditions	of	 the	country	of	origin’s	society”	 (IOM	2011,	82).	 It	 is	 true	 that	
migrants	are	coming	back	to	their	homeland	but	during	their	absence	a	lot	
has	changed,	tone	of	the	reasons	why	the	reintegration	of	returned	migrants	
in	 their	 country	 of	 origin	 is	 a	 tough	 process	 (Chobanyan	2013,	7).	 Return	
migrants	are	back	in	their	own	culture,	they	know	the	language,	and	they	are	
not	foreigners.	They	recreate	new	networks	or	keep	in	touch	with	old	friends	
but	during	the	time	that	they	have	‘been	away”	many	socio-cultural	aspects	of	
the	origin	country	have	changed	and	for	more	there	is	a	difference	between	
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the	society,	norms,	values	and	lifestyle	of	the	destination	and	origin	country.	
While	 for	 some	migrants	 the	 cultural	 reintegration	happens	 gradually	and	
without	any	issue,	for	some	others	it	is	a	very	difficult	process.	Markowitz	and	
Stefansson	 (2004)	 highlight	 that	 the	 return	migrant	might	 face	 a	 cultural	
shock	on	the	homecoming	and	thus,	return	is	experienced	as	a	culture	shock,	
a	trauma	or	a	new	displacement,	whereby	returnees	become	alienated	from	
their	homeland	(Markowitz	and	Stefansson	2004,	10).	
Just	 the	 process	 of	 returning	 is	 not	 enough	 but	 the	 return	 needs	 to	 be	

permanent	 and	 sustainable,	 otherwise	 return	may	 be	 just	 one	 part	 of	 the	
migration	 cycle.	 Koser	 (2015)	 defines	 ‘sustainable	 return’	 as	 when:	 ‘The	
individual	has	reintegrated	into	the	economic,	social	and	cultural	processes	
of	the	country	of	origin	and	feels	that	they	are	in	an	environment	of	safety	and	
security	 upon	 return’	 (Koser	 2015,	 3).	 According	 to	 this	 definition,	
reintegration	is	a	necessary	precondition	for	meaningful	sustainable	return	
and	 it	 also	 highlights	 that	 the	 returnee	 must	 perceive	 that	 they	 are	 in	
conditions	of	safety	and	security	upon	return.		
In	 the	 process	 of	 reintegration,	 the	 supportive	mechanisms	 like	 return	

policies,	social	networks	and	families	have	a	key	role	in	facilitating,	informing	
and	 supporting	 returnees	 and	 contributing	 to	 the	 sustainability	 of	 return.	
Kuschminder	 (2017)	 identifies	 4	 types	 of	 reintegration	 strategies	 for	
returnees	 and	 specifies	 characteristics	 of	 each	 type	 describing	 many	
variables.	 The	 reintegration	 strategies	 are	 not	 permanent	 and	 return	
migrants	may	adopt	different	strategies	at	different	stages	of	their	return.	
The	 first	 strategy	 is	 named	 ‘reintegrated’,	 these	 returnees	 have	 been	

abroad	for	a	longer	duration	(more	than	five	years),	has	a	high	preparedness	
for	return,	and	possesses	skills	or	a	comfortable	level	of	wealth	(Kuschminder	
2017,	46).	They	identify	themselves	as	being	transnational	and	have	a	strong	
access	to	the	labour	market	due	to	their	skills	and	adaptability.	The	second	
strategy	 is	 ‘enclave’	 strategy.	 Return	migrants	 in	 the	 enclave	 strategy	 are	
similar	to	those	in	the	reintegrated	strategy	in	that	they	have	been	abroad	for	
a	longer	duration	(more	than	five	years),	have	a	high	preparedness	for	return,	
and	possesses	skills	or	a	comfortable	level	of	wealth	(Kuschminder	2017,	46).	
They	maintain	the	culture	of	the	country	of	migration	and	do	not	adapt	to	the	
local	culture,	and	the	social	network	of	the	enclavists	is	primarily	comprised	
of	other	returnees.	The	third	strategy	is	the	‘traditionalist’.	The	traditionalist	
typically	 has	 been	 abroad	 for	 a	 shorter	 amount	 of	 time	 (3-5	 years),	 has	 a	
medium	level	of	preparedness	for	return,	and	had	less	social	status	than	the	
enclavists	 or	 reintegrated.	 The	 traditionalist	 has	 fully	 adapted	 to	 the	 local	
culture	 and	 rejects	 the	 culture	 of	 the	 country	 of	 migration	 (Kuschminder	
2017,	46).	The	traditionalists’	social	network	is	primarily	comprised	of	locals	
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with	minimal	 to	 no	 interaction	with	 other	 return	migrants	 and	 the	 cross-
border	 networks	 from	 the	 country	 of	 migration.	 The	 final	 reintegration	
strategy	 is	 the	 ‘vulnerable’.	The	vulnerable	have	been	abroad	 for	a	shorter	
duration	(less	than	2	years),	have	a	low	preparedness	for	return,	and	often	
are	low	skilled	with	low	social	status.	The	vulnerable	generally	have	had	an	
unsuccessful	migration	experience	and	may	have	been	forcibly	returned	as	a	
deportee	(Kuschminder	2017,	47).	They	do	not	associate	with	the	culture	of	
the	country	of	migration	and	are	often	rejected	by	the	dominant	culture	in	the	
country	of	origin.		
	
	
4.	Empirical	Studies	on	Reintegration	of	Return	Migrants	
The	 focus	 of	 the	 studies	 on	 return	 migration	 is	 varied,	 like	 intentions	 to	
return,	reasons	for	returning	back,	some	other	scholars	have	been	studying	
the	reintegration	process	which	takes	place	after	the	return.	These	studies	try	
to	expose	a	panorama	of	the	reintegration	process,	including	difficulties	and	
challenges	 faced	 by	 returnees.	 In	 this	 context,	 they	 may	 be	 used	 by	
governments	 and	 states	 to	 draft	 and	 implement	 successful	 return	 and	
reintegration	policies.		While	the	reintegration	process	is	multidimensional,	
an	 important	 and	 most	 studied	 topic	 in	 empirical	 studies	 is	 economic	
reintegration.	This	is	due	to	the	fact	that	returnees	are	generally	perceived	as	
individuals	 bringing	 skills	 and	 innovation	 to	 their	 homeland;	 and	 their	
economic	 success	 is	 not	 only	 the	 effect	 in	 the	 household	 income	 but	 the	
important	economic	 implications	 in	 the	development	of	the	origin	country.	
The	economic	reintegration	of	returnees	is	not	always	easy;	returnees	often	
face	challenges	in	finding	a	job,	lower	wages,	etc.		
The	 economic	 reintegration	 studies	 are	 mostly	 focused	 on	 two	 areas:	

entrepreneurial	activity	among	returnees	and	studies	that	compare	the	wage	
paid	 of	 returnees	with	non-migrants.	 The	 findings	 vary	 considerably	 from	
study	to	study.	Barrett	and	Goggin	(2010)	in	Ireland	found	a	significant	wage	
premium	for	returned	migrants	relative	to	stayers	at	each	educational	level.	
Returnees	who	possess	a	postgraduate	qualification	earn	a	10	percent	wage	
premium	 relative	 to	 stayers	with	 postgraduate	 qualifications	 (Barrett	 and	
Goggin	2010,	9).	 In	another	study	 in	 Ireland,	Barrett	and	O’Connell	(2001)	
showed	 that	among	graduates	of	 Irish	 colleges,	 returning	males	do	 indeed	
earn	more	than	males	who	stayed	in	Ireland	although	no	effect	is	found	for	
returning	women	(Barrett	and	O’Connell	2001,	19).	
Rooth	and	Saarela	(2007)	in	Finland	found	that	return	migrants	have	over	

10	percent	higher	unstandardised	earnings	than	those	who	stay	in	the	host	
country	 (Rooth	 and	 Saarela	 2007,	 93).	 Co,	 Gang	 and	 Myeong	 (2000),	 in	
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Hungary	found	there	was	a	large	wage	premium	(40	percent)	for	returning	
migrant	women	in	Hungary	but	found	none	for	men.	According	to	this	study,	
the	time	spent	abroad	improves	the	labour	market	performance	for	female	
migrants	but	not	for	male	migrants.	Gender	differences	in	payment	are	even	
found	 by	 Hazans	 (2008),	 after	 controlling	 for	 worker	 demographic	
characteristics	 and	 education,	 as	 well	 as	 foreign	 experience	 and	
unemployment	experience	of	family	members,	return	migrants	command	a	
substantial	 earnings’	 premium:	 about	 15%	 on	 average,	 more	 than	 20%	
among	men,	and	6%	among	women	(Hazans	2008,	24).	Di	Cintio	and	Grassi	
(2016)	 in	 Italy	 studied	migrants	 and	 non-migrants	 who	 have	 a	 Ph.D.	 The	
study	 revealed	 that	 migrants	 earn	 around	 3.7%	more	 than	 non-migrants.	
Conversely,	those	who	choose	to	remain	abroad	for	longer	periods	seem	to	
enjoy	increasing	wage	gains.	On	average,	duration	between	one	and	two	years	
is	 associated	with	 a	7.5%	higher	wage,	 a	duration	between	 two	and	three	
years	 with	 a	 13.2%	 increase	 and	 a	 duration	 of	 at	 least	 four	 years	 with	 a	
27%increase	 (Di	Cintio	 and	Grassi	 2016,	 11).	Masso	 et	 al	 (2016)	analysed	
return	migration	 of	 young	 people	 (15–34	 years).	 Estonian	 returnees	 reap	
benefits	 in	 terms	of	higher	wages,	but	no	evidence	was	 found	of	a	positive	
effect	 of	migration	and	 return	on	 the	upward	occupational	mobility	 of	 the	
returnees	(Masso	et	al.	2016,	3).	
Some	studies	focus	on	difficulties	of	returnees	in	finding	a	job	in	the	origin	

country	after	their	return.	Abarcar	(2016)	studying	the	Filipino	labour	market	
of	 returnees,	 demonstrates	 that	 employers	 do	 not	 favour	 return	migrants	
when	similar	workers	with	the	same	set	of	skills	and	educational	background	
are	available.	He	explains	that	the	following	factors	play	at	best	a	minor	role:	
First,	 that	 employers	 perceive	 return	 migration	 to	 be	 a	 negative	 signal,	
indicating	negative	 selection	 into	migration	or	 failure	 abroad;	 second,	 that	
employers	believe	return	migrants	demand	high	wages;	third,	that	employers	
think	return	migrants	are	overqualified;	and	fourth,	that	employers	believe	
return	migrants	have	high	job	turnover	rates.	A	fifth	possible	explanation,	the	
depreciation	 of	 location-specific	 human	 capital,	 appears	 most	 plausible	
(Abarcar	2016,	2).		
Some	 other	 returnees	 have	 experienced	 different	 difficulties	 once	 they	

have	returned.	Connell	(2009)	studied	the	return	of	skilled	workers,	doctors	
and	nurses	who	have	returned	to	the	island	of	Pacific,	Samoa,	Tonga	and	Fiji.	
Many	 migrants	 find	 return	 difficult,	 facing	 lower	 wages	 and	 standards	 of	
living,	difficulty	in	establishing	businesses	and,	simply,	culture	shock	(Connell	
2009,	74).	Van	Meeteren,	Engbersen,	Snel	and	Faber	(2014)	studied	different	
post-return	experience	of	returnees	in	Morocco	and	identified	three	types	of	
experiences;	while	the	first	group	was	well-prepared	and	generally	reported	
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no	difficulties,	the	second	group	was	moderately	prepared	and	reported	some	
difficulties,	 especially	 in	 the	 beginning	 of	 their	 return.	 The	 third	 group	
reported	 a	 lot	 of	 difficulties,	 especially	 in	 coping	 with	 failed	 migration	
experiences	and	because	they	had	made	practically	no	preparations	for	their	
return	(Van	Meeteren	et	al.	2014,	355).	Setrana	(2017)	studying	returnees	in	
Ghana	found	that	the	result	indicates	that	returnees	who	are	satisfied	about	
their	 return	 are	more	 likely	 (130	percent)	 to	 successfully	 reintegrate	 than	
those	who	are	not	satisfied	about	their	return.	In	other	words,	reintegration	
is	 easily	 achieved	 when	 returnees	 are	 satisfied	 with	 their	 situation	 upon	
return,	even	in	the	midst	of	challenges	and	vice	versa	(Setrana	2017,	40).	
Some	studies	focus	on	the	sector	of	the	labour	market	in	which	returnees	

are	more	 engaged.	 Kupets	 (2011)	 analyses	 the	 labour	market	 of	 returned	
migrants	in	Ukraine	by	specifying	types	of	economic	activity	and	occupations	
dominated	 by	 returned	 migrants	 compared	 to	 non-migrants.	 The	 most	
common	occupations	by	returnees	belong	to	the	following	four	occupational	
groups:	craft	and	related	workers,	elementary	occupations,	service	workers	
and	shop	and	market	sales,	and	plant	and	machine	operators	and	assemblers	
(with	a	large	share	only	in	the	formal	sector)	(Kupets	2011,	23).	Arif	and	Irfan	
(1997)	 investigate	 issues	 related	 to	 the	 professional	 change	 of	 returning	
migrants	to	Pakistan.	The	authors	noted	the	tendency	of	Pakistani	emigrants	
to	change	the	profession	after	returning	and	switching	to	self-employment	by	
creating	businesses	and	farms.	The	result	showed	that	among	the	employed,	
44	 percent,	 changed	 their	 pre-migration	 occupations	 upon	 return,	 mainly	
from	production-service	occupation	to	small	businesses	(Arif	and	Irfan	1997,	
27).	Ilahi	(1999)	in	Pakistan,	return	migrants	exhibit	a	high	tendency	for	self-
employment	 over	 waged	 employment.	 Upon	 return,	 savings	 become	 a	
significant	factor	in	the	choice	of	self-employment	over	waged	employment	
(Ilahi	1999,	170).	
Many	 empirical	 studies	 have	 yielded	 consensus	 on	 the	 positive	

relationship	 between	 return	migration	 and	 entrepreneurial	 activity.	 These	
enterprises	 can	 be	 significant	 contributors	 to	 economic	 growth	 and	
alleviating	poverty	by	creating	jobs,	employment	and	increasing	income	for	
households.	 Many	 research	 studies	 suggest	 that	 returnees	 have	 higher	
probability	to	be	engaged	to	entrepreneurial	activity	comparing	to	the	people	
who	never	migrate.	McCormick	and	Wahba	(2001)	found	that	both	overseas	
savings,	 and	 the	 duration	 of	 stay	 overseas	 increase	 the	 probability	 of	
becoming	an	entrepreneur	amongst	literate	returnees	to	Egypt	(McCormick	
and	Wahba	2001,	16).	Dustmann	and	Kirchkamp	(2002)	studying	returnees	
to	 Egypt	 conclude	 that	 most	 of	 them	 engage	 in	 entrepreneurial	 activities	
(Dustmann	and	Kirchkamp	2002,	351);	while	Wahba	and	Zenou	(2009)	find	
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that	 returnees	 are	 more	 likely	 than	 non-migrants	 (11%)	 to	 become	
entrepreneurs	 (Wahba	 and	 Zenou	 2009,	 21);	 Batista,	 McIndoe-Calder	 &	
Vicente	(2014)	study	 in	Mozambique	shows	that	being	a	return	migrant	 is	
associated	 with	 a	 significant	 increase	 of	 13	 percentage	 points	 in	 the	
probability	of	owning	a	business	relative	to	non-migrants	(Batista	et	al.	2014,	
25);	Marchetta	(2012)	provides	evidence	of	high	propensity	of	returnees	to	
engage	in	entrepreneurial	activities	and	econometric	analysis	evidences	the	
fact	that	returnees	have	a	significantly	higher	probability	to	survive	over	time	
as	entrepreneurs	if	compared	to	stayers	(Marchetta	2012,	23).	
There	 is	 a	 lack	 of	 empirical	 studies	 focusing	 on	 cultural	 reintegration.	

Setrana	and	Tonah	(2014)	studying	returnees	in	Ghana,	found	that	returnees	
faced	 cultural	 difficulties	 once	 they	 came	 back	 to	 their	 homeland.	 Return	
migrants	often	have	to	regain	an	understanding	of	how	local	structures	work	
at	home,	and	often	face	a	period	of	adaptation	due	to	prolonged	time	spent	
abroad,	during	which	a	realistic	picture	of	the	home	context	may	be	lost.	Some	
of	the	major	factors	that	obstruct	the	return	migrants’	ability	to	induce	change	
include	poor	local	work	ethic,	poor	working	conditions,	lack	of	adequate	and	
modern	 infrastructure	 as	 well	 as	 a	 slow	 bureaucracy	 characterized	 by	
corruption (Setrana	and	Tonah	2014,	137).	Similar	results	have	been	found	
by	Mercier,	 David,	Mahia,	 and	De	Arce	 (2016)	 studying	Ecuadorian	 return	
migrants	from	Spain	who	have	experienced	significant	cultural	interactions	
with	their	host	society.	The	returnees	who	embraced	many	aspects	of	the	host	
culture	 subsequently	 experience	 difficulties	 to	 reintegrate	 in	 their	 origin	
country	and	to	interact	with	the	home	culture	(Mercier	et	al.	2016). 	
Another	 group	 of	 researchers	 has	 analyzed	 the	 social	 reintegration	 of	

returns	by	identifying	returnees’	experiences	and	highlighting	the	important	
role	 of	 family	 and	 social	 networks	 as	 emotional	 and	material	 support	 for	
them.	
Kuyper	(2008)	studied	returnees	in	Vietnam	and	found	that	the	majority	

of	returnees	experienced	a	negative	change	in	their	social	relations	compared	
to	before	they	left	Vietnam.	They	experienced	a	lack	of	understanding	about	
their	 return	 from	 the	 side	of	 family,	 friends,	 neighbours	 and	people	 in	 the	
community	(Kuyper	2008,	19).	
There	are	studies	focused	on	family,	social	networks	and	their	impact	on	

returnees’	life.	They	are	perceived	as	a	support	mechanism	for	the	returnees,	
helping	 them	 in	 different	 aspects	 like	 finding	 a	 job,	 house	 or	 emotional	
support.	In	Armenia,	Fleischer	(2008)	found	that	after	return,	more	than	half	
of	 the	 sample	 (54%)	 received	 support	 and	 assistance	 from	 their	 family.	
Family	 members	 provided	 psychological	 and	 moral	 support	 (48%),	 gave	
returnees	 an	 update	 in	 the	 current	 situation	 (41%),	 (re)established	
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contacts/networks	 (29%)	 and/or	 assisted	 in	 the	 search	 for	 employment	
(21%)	(Fleischer	2008,	 11).	Another	 study	 in	Armenia,	 Chobanyan	 (2013)	
found	 that	 after	 return,	 the	 family	 was	 of	 great	 support	 to	 the	 returnees	
interviewed,	both	financially	and	emotionally	(Chobanyan	2013,	9).		
Social	networks	and	family	help	and	support	the	reintegration	of	not	only	

the	first	generation	but	also	the	second	generation.	Reynolds	(2008)	studying	
the	 return	 of	 the	 second	 generation	 in	 the	 Caribbean,	 found	 that	 family	
supported	their	reintegration	by	assisting	them	with	practical	details	of	the	
return	such	as	the	building	and	purchasing	of	homes,	finding	work	and	other	
employment	 opportunities,	 and	 information	 concerning	 duty	 and	 tax	
concessions	(Reynolds	2008,	19).		
Similar	results	were	found	also	by	Paasche	(2016)	in	studying	the	return	

of	Iraqi	Kurds	from	Europe,	and	Crescenzi	et	al	(2016)	analyzing	returnees	to	
Sardinia	(Italy).		
Beyond	the	above-mentioned	studies,	some	other	researchers	and	studies	

have	 shown	 that	 returnees	 have	 experienced	mental	 health	 issues.	 Birara	
(2017)	revealed	that	hopelessness,	social	 isolation	and	development	of	low	
self-esteem	prevail	 in	the	Saudi	Arabian	returnees	(Birara	2017,	36).	While	
Barrett	 and	 Mosca	 (2012)	 found	 feelings	 of	 disappointment,	 isolation,	
alienation	and	not	belonging	among	returnees	(Barrett	and	Mosca	2012,	4).	
	
	
5.	Children	and	Youth	in	Return	Contexts	
Within	migration	studies,	with	few	exceptions,	children	and	youth	as	a	group	
only	recently	have	‘become	visible’	(Hunner-Kreisel	and	Bohne	2016,	4).	They	
have	remained	outside	the	focus	of	migration	researchers	for	a	long	time,	but	
as	migration	increases	around	the	world,	their	interest	in	the	role	of	migration	
in	 children’s	 and	 youth’s	 well-being	 is	 growing.	 Migration	 phenomenon	
affects	them	either	if	they	migrate	together	with	their	families,	or	if	they	stay	
behind	with	their	relatives	or	acquaintances	in	the	homeland.		
In	sociological	studies,	the	return	of	children	or	youth	to	the	homeland	of	

their	parents	is	known	as	return	of	“second	generation’.	They	may	have	left	
the	origin	country	in	their	early	years	or	even	been	born	in	the	destination	
country.	Second	generation	individuals	returning	to	their	parents’	country	of	
origin	actually	move	to	a	country	where	they	were	not	born	and	raised	in.	The	
“second	generation”	is	not	a	homogenous	group	and	challenges	may	be	more	
severe	for	some	children	and	youth	than	for	others.	Children	and	youth	with	
no	experience	in	their	parents’	homeland	often	have	problems	adjusting	to	
their	new	location	and	dealing	with	issues	of	identity	and	belonging.	Being	
born	and	raised	in	a	different	society	and	culture	requires	adaptation	to	the	
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new	 environment.	 The	 process	 of	 socialization	 is	 often	 disrupted	 as	 it	
requires	 the	 adoption	of	norms	and	values	which	 are	often	different	 from	
those	of	the	destination	country	where	the	children	were	born.	Educational	
integration	is	of	crucial	importance	for	returning	children	and	youth.	This	is	
due	to	an	unequal	start	resulting	from	the	need	to	adapt	to	the	system	and	the	
educational	environment,	as	well	as	language	barriers,	which	in	turn	affect	
the	 children’s	 educational	 achievements.	 They	 have	 to	 adjust	 to	 the	 new	
educational	 system	 in	 which	 the	 content,	 teachers’	 attitudes	 and	 teaching	
methods	differ	from	those	they	are	used	to.	Still,	for	the	children,	the	return	
journey	and	attempts	of	reintegration	can	often	be	overwhelming,	especially	
if	 they	 have	 spent	 significant	 parts	 of	 their	 lives	 (or	 even	 were	 born	 and	
raised)	 in	 host	 countries.	 Since	 adults	 are	 almost	never	 immune	 against	 a	
possible	 ‘return	 shock’,	 there	 is	 an	 additional	 special	 need	 for	 children	 to	
enjoy	 the	 return	 and	 reintegration	 phases	 without	 or	 only	 limited	
psychosocial	unrest	and	trauma	(Gomilkó	et	al.	2015,	17-18).	
There	are	some	empirical	studies	which	have	analysed	the	children	and	

youth	returning	to	the	parents'	origin	country	and	the	problems	of	adaptation	
both	in	the	educational	system	and	in	the	psycho-social	aspect.		
Lepore	 (1986)	 found	 that	 migrant	 children	 commonly	 face	 problems	

related	 to	 education	 because	 of	 differences	 between	 languages,	 teaching	
content,	 and	 educational	 methods	 practiced	 in	 the	 two	 countries.	 Kilinc	
(2014)	 studying	 the	 return	 of	 second-generation	 Turk-Germans	 to	 the	
parents	homeland,	found	that	adolescents	who	came	back	with	their	parents	
had	 difficulties	 adapting	 to	 the	 Turkish	 educational	 system	 as	 well	 as	
communication	difficulties	with	people	in	Turkey.	Similar	results	were	also	
found	by	Terlikbayeva	(2017)	studying	children	returning	to	Kazakhstan.	Li,	
Zhu	and	Zuo	(2019)	empirically	estimated	the	impact	of	return	migration	on	
the	 mental	 health	 of	 children.	 The	 results	 showed	 that	 the	 experience	 of	
return	migration	has	a	significant	negative	impact	on	children’s	mental	health	
as	measured	by	depression	risk,	 self-esteem	and	resilience.	Vathi	and	Duci	
(2016)	found	similar	results	in	Albania.	The	study	showed	that	migration	at	a	
young	age,	 even	as	part	 of	a	 family’s	 return	 to	 their	 country	of	 origin,	 can	
negatively	affect	children’s	and	young	people’s	psychosocial	wellbeing	(Vathi	
and	Duci	2016,	63).	Second	generation	children	who	returned	to	Japan,	who	
had	 little	 exposure	 to	 Japanese	 culture,	 are	 described	 by	 Fry	 (2009)	 as	
“educational	 refugees	 and	were	 regarded	 as	 culturally	 ambiguous,	 socially	
marginalized	and	academically	marginalized”.	Yehuda-Sternfeld	and	Mirsky	
(2014)	found	that	the	second	generation	of	Israeli-Americans	who	returned	
to	Israel	was	surprised	and	disappointed	that	they	encountered	difficulties,	
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and	felt	and	were	treated	as	strangers	(Yehuda-Sternfeld	and	Mirsky	2014,	
61).	
	
	

6.	Conclusion		
Worldwide,	 the	 number	 of	 international	migrants	 is	 increasing	 each	 year;	
consequently,	 the	 movement	 affects	 people,	 the	 origin	 country,	 the	
destination	 country	 and	 state	 policies.	 International	 return	migrants	 have	
received	 increase	 attention	due	 to	 the	 fact	 that	many	 states	 are	 facing	 the	
intensifying	numbers	of	 returnees	 and	 flows	of	 refugees.	Hence,	 there	 is	 a	
need	 to	 manage	 the	 movements	 and	 mitigate	 the	 negative	 consequences	
associated	with	it.	Even	though	the	focus	of	this	paper	is	voluntary	return,	and	
it	is	the	most	preferable	alternative,	it	becomes	evident	that	states	face	even	
involuntary	return	of	different	categories.	International	migrants	who	decide	
to	leave	the	destination	country	and	return	to	their	homeland	are	motivated	
by	personal,	familiar	and	economic	reasons.	The	migration	experience	can	be	
stressful,	 and	 so	 is	 return	 migration	 which	 can	 negatively	 impact	 the	
returnees	 in	many	aspects:	 economically,	 socially	 and	psychologically.	The	
reintegration	 experiences	of	 return	migrants	 in	 their	 home	 countries	have	
received	 some	 attention	 in	 the	 sociological	 literature,	 theoretically	 and	
empirically.	Even	though	returnees	are	often	faced	with	difficulties	in	finding	
a	job	because	of	the	local	labour	market,	empirical	studies	identify	that	once	
they	 are	 employed;	 their	payment	 is	 higher	 than	non-migrants.	Also	many	
empirical	 studies	 have	 yielded	 consensus	 on	 the	 positive	 relationship	
between	 returnees	 and	 engagement	 in	 entrepreneurial	 activity.	 These	
enterprises	are	significant	contributors	to	economic	growth	and	alleviating	
poverty	by	creating	jobs,	employment	and	increasing	income	for	households.	
From	 the	 social	 aspect	 of	 reintegration,	 returnees	 often	 lack	 access	 to	

networks	and	friends.	They	 find	 it	difficult	to	build	up	new	social	 relations	
again.	Friends	and	network	have	a	crucial	role	in	facilitating	the	reintegration	
process	 of	 returnees	 especially	 when	 they	 first	 come	 back.	 Their	 support	
includes	finding	a	job,	a	house	and	even	emotional	support.	Some	empirical	
studies	have	highlighted	the	feeling	of	frustration,	isolation,	and	feelings	of	
alienation	 among	 returnees.	 Children	 and	 youth	 who	 come	 back	 to	 their	
origin	country	or	 that	of	their	parents’	 face	challenges	 in	different	aspects;	
language	 problems	 especially	 for	 the	 children	 and	 youth	 born	 in	 the	
destination	 country,	 difficulties	 in	 the	 school	 environment,	 lack	 of	
socialization	and	mental	health	issues.		
State	 policies	 of	 reintegration	play	 an	 important	 role	 in	 supporting	 the	

returnees	and	facilitating	their	social	and	economic	reintegration.	The	state	
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can	benefit	from	the	returnees	and	their	skills	by	facilitating	the	creation	of	
entrepreneurial	 activities.	 This	 policy	 helps	 returnees	 and	 their	 family	 in	
reintegrating	and	also	creates	jobs	for	non-migrants,	helping	in	the	economic	
growth	and	prosperity	of	the	country.		
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