













































































RESULTS OF THE SURVEY ON RETURNEES

Healthcare

Between 2011 and 2019 huge improvement occurred regar-
ding health insurance of returnees. In 2011 survey we found
11% returnees who didn’t have health insurance,

‘ In 2019, rate of returnees who don't have
€  hedlth insurance is 1.8%.
J

For sure this is a positive consequence of 2 important policy
measures implemented meanwhile: introduction of health
mediators for Roma communities in 2009 and change in
legal framework in 2011 by which Roma can get health in-
surance by simply contributing statement on their ethnicity.

In 2019 survey there are 43 out of 800 households (5%) that
have at least one member without health insurance. More
precisely, 4% have one member lacking health insurance,
while the remaining 1% have 2 or more such members.
Almost all of them state that the main reason for lacking
health insurance is:

that they lack another document needed to

@ register with health fund.

Consequently, 50% of them states that provision of such
documents is the preferred form of support with this regard,
while 23% believes it is counseling about procedure of ob-
taining health insurance and another 18% claims it is the
presence of a mediator during the process.

The next issue related to healthcare of returnees is their
health condition. In the survey we asked about members of
households who have serious health condition requiring
constant care and assistance in daily functioning. The share
of households who have such member(s) is lower than in
2011, 17% compared to 25%.
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We found total of 164 persons with serious
health condition in sampled households,

which makes 4.3%.

This rate is below national level, which is expected having in
mind that returnees are younger population than national
average and that persons older than 65 make only 10% of
sampled households. The share of returnees having officially
verified disability is 2.8%, located in 11% of sampled house-
holds.

&

All of these figures are somewhat lower than in 2011 survey
when returnees with officially verified disability might be
located in 13% of households, making 4% of total population.

There were 2% of households who have 2
members with officially verified disability.

Same as in 2011, most returnees with serious health condi-
tion need money as support, followed by medication.

Graph 23. Urgent support for household members with
serious health condition, % of returnees households
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Education

Concerning education, we aim at detecting major obstacles
to access to education services for children from youngest

age to 18, which is covered by kindergarten, obligatory one
year pre-school, elementary and secondary school.

The share of households with children of age 5.5-6.5 who
don't attend obligatory pre-school education is much smaller
- 49%. However, by the law there should be zero households
with children not attending obligatory preschool.

o Taken together, 60% of children old 0-7
B don't attend education.

Primary and secondary school age children were taken
together, we asked respondents if in their household there
was children old 7-18 who don't attend school. There was
10% of households who had children of this age not
attending school.

First of all, we detected as many as 27% of

households with children younger than 5.5
who don't attend a kindergarten.

This makes 18% of all returnees’ children of
respective age omitting primary or
secondary school.

\

There is no statistically significant variation in kindergarten,
pre-school or school attendance between regions of Serbia
or between deported and voluntarily returned citizens of
Serbia.

When asked what are the major reasons for children not
attending kindergarten our respondents put:
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J
| w lack of money on the first place,

and then that it is not needed because a member of
household takes care of the child.

Graph 24. Major reasons for children younger than 5,5
not attending kindergarten, in %
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Graph 25. Major reasons for children old 5,5-6,5 not
attending obligatory pre-school, in %
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Lack of money continues to make major
obstacle also to children of school age to
enroll and attend primary or secondary
school regularly.

“

Graph 26. Major reasons for children old 7-18 not
attending school, in %
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It is worth mentioning that answer ‘teachers and/or children
don’t accept him/her” was offered too, at all three levels, but
respondents never chose that answer.

@q Povertyis by all means the major reason for
Q children omitting education.

Obligatory pre-school and primary education in public schools
are for free and available on the whole territory of Serbia.
However, there are significant costs related to education and
they grow as a child gets older. Lack of documents shouldn’t
be a problem to enroll a child in pre-school or elementary
school, as the Ministry of Education has put in practice pro-
cedure for fast enrolment of returnees’ children in classroom,
but some parents obviously don't know that. Consequently,
not knowing the procedure of enrolment is actually bigger
obstacle than presented in the graphs. Although small in size,
the problem with parents who believe that their children
don’t need school or should stay at home and help is still
important and needs proper institutional reaction.
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Social protection

Social protection measures are important instrument of
economic survival and social inclusion of returnees under
readmission agreements because they suffer high poverty
and unemployment rates and have high dependency ratio in
families. The share of families receiving some kind of mone-
tary assistance or access to soup kitchen is high, much high-
er than in Serbia in general.

Graph 27. Beneficiaries of different kinds of monetary
financial assistance or access to soup kitchen, returnees
surveys 2011 and 2019, % of households
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Between two surveys the coverage with
monetary assistance has increased to a
great extent.

'S,

In 2019 there is double more returnees’ families receiving
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family allowance and 20% more families receiving child
allowance than in 2011. One-off assistance, usually provided
by local administrations, also increased almost double. Few
variations were noticed in analysis of social assistance mea-
sures in 2019. First, returnees in Western Serbia and Sumadija
receive family allowance somewhat less frequently than
others, 53% of them compared to 64-66% in other regions.
Next, returnees in Belgrade receive child and maternity allow-
ance less frequently than those in other regions, especially
Southern/Eastern Serbia (37% and 63% for child allowance,

respectively). With one-off financial assistance difference is
noticeable between deported returnees who got it in 27% of
cases, compared to 38% among those who returned voluntar-
ily. Finally, soup kitchen was less frequently used by returnees
in Vojvodina, 4% of households, compared to 24% in Belgrade
as the highest score.

In order to improve targeting and effectiveness of social
protection it is important to see the major reasons for not
receiving main forms of financial social assistance.

Table 3. Reasons for not receiving main forms of financial social assistance

o (?ompensa- Family Child Maternity | One-off Soup

Reason (in %) tion for . ,
allowance allowance allowance | assistance kitchen
home care

Don’t need 70 25 54 64 23 54
Didn’t pass income census 4 17 11 7 10 4
Didn’t qualify in 15 44 23 19 35 24
other reasons
Lack of necessary 6 12 9 ; 5 5
documents
Employees in CSW don't
speak returnees language 0 L L 0 0 0
Can't apply independently
(illiterate, old, ill) 2 L 2 0 L k
Don't know where to apply 1 1 1 1 7 2
Never heard of the program 4 0 1 1 21 10
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Having in mind that only a quarter of returnees households
think they don’t need family allowance or one-off financial
assistance it is important knowing why they don't get it.
Looking at the whole table first general conclusion is that it
is not about returnees not knowing where and how to apply,
except to a certain extent for one-off assistance. Lack of
necessary documents jeopardizes right on social assistance
for a small number of families, but this is an obstacle that
should be completely eradicated.

The final and the strongest reason for
N not receiving any kind of social assis-
tance is either that they don't need
] one or they didn't qualify for some
reason, including income census.

Concerning non-financial aspects of social protection, we
asked our respondents if they face some of such problems in
their family. They also answered if they received assistance
in this regard and if not why.

The share of families who report social problems is not large
and it has declined since 2011. The largest problem is still
the presence of an old person that cannot take care of him/
herself. Like in 2011 here we construct the social vulnerability
index out of items presented above, where every household
having more than one problem is considered vulnerable.

= In 2011 there was 7% of socially vulnerable
— | returnees’ families, while in 2019 this figure
o o

has dropped to 3%.

In 2019 88% of families have no such problems and 9%
have one of the listed social problems. This vulnerability rate
is equal among deported and voluntarily returned emigrants,
but there is slight variation between regions in the way that
Vojvodina has 6% of socially vulnerable returnees’ families,

double more than overall sample.

Graph 28. Presence of social problems in family,
returnees surveys 2011 and 2019, % of households
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Concerning the support provided for the problems mentioned
above, we can tell about old incapable persons, immobile
persons and mentally handicapped persons. Other problems
appear in statistically insignificant numbers. Only 30% of
families who have an old incapable person got assistance, all
from local public institutions (CSW, local administration,
healthcare center). Half of those who didn’t receive assist-
ance related to this didn’t ask for one and another half were
rejected as unqualified. Assistance was provided to 36% of
returnees’ households who have an immaobile person. The
assistance in this case was also provided by local public
institutions, most of all CSW and healthcare center. If not,
the major reason was that they didn’t qualify for the service.
Finally, 62% of returnees’ households who have a mentally
handicapped member got assistance, approximately one half
of them from local administration, one quarter from CSW,
one quarter from healthcare center and around 5% from
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church humanitarian organization. If they didn’t receive
assistance related to this issue, this was mostly because
they didn't qualify for the service, then because the location
for service provision was too distant and finally because they
simply didn’t ask for assistance.

Finally we come to the issue of most needed form of help to
access social protection services. The same question with
offered answers was asked in 2011 and 2019 surveys.

Graph 29. Most needed help in access to social protec-
tion services, returnees surveys 2011 and 2019, % of
households
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In 2019 there is 3 times more returnees who
don't need help when dealing with social
problems in family than in 2011.

Still, if they need some help, it is mostly information on
rights and procedures and mediation in exercising these
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rights. Acquisition of needed documents is still an important
issue with more than 10% of respondents raising it.

Social participation and discrimination

A few questions were raised both in 2011 and 2019 surveys
with intention to see if returnees felt they can affect decision
making on local or national level and were ready to engage
in activities of civic organizations.

Graph 30. Social activism, returnees surveys 2011 and
2019, in %

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Should participate in
the activities of organi-
sations representing
the interests of
returnees

Them of their family
member having an im-
pact on the decisions
of municipal or state
bodies relating to the
problems of returnees

Membership in the
association represent- 1
ing the interests of

returnees, Roma etc.

Il 2011

2019



RESULTS OF THE SURVEY ON RETURNEES

@, First general impression is that activism of
returnees has risen since 2011.
This is relatively young population and it is not wonder that
the rate of membership in associations is higher than among
general population in Serbia (general surveys usually record
2-3%). Especially encouraging is the rise of feeling among
returnees that themselves or their family members might
have influence on the decisions of administrative bodies,
because many activities related to their improved social
inclusion will be designed and implemented by local institut-
ions and in cooperation with civil sector.

At the end of survey we investigated discrimination as possi-
ble obstacle to social inclusion of returnees. We raised the
question if the respondent has felt in last one year that some-
one outside his/her family humiliated him/her and in which
institutions and situations it occurred.

¢, As many as 46% of returnees gave
"\ positive answer, but not all of them
answered where it happened.

¢

Out of those who did:

& 7 81% was humiliated at more than one place
‘2 ﬁ’ or situation.

199% was humiliated once, but two thirds more were

humiliated between 2 and 5 times.
L]
official communication most frequently: in
public space, in social service institutions
like healthcare centers, schools, police, in public
transportation and in shops/restaurants.

The most of discriminatory experience occurs
where people spend most of time or get into
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It is worrisome that cases of humiliation of returnees happen
in public spaces so often, but it is equally worrying that pub-
lic institutions, being by themselves guardians of public mo-
ral, carry such a high capacity for discriminatory practices.
There is no difference between deported returnees and those
who returned on their own will regarding humiliation experi-
ence. However, regional differences exist.

Graph 31. Spots/situations of humiliation in last one
year, in %
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Grafikon 32. Humiliation experience in last one year, by
regions, in %
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The fact that in Western Serbia and Sumadija region there is
51% of returnees that don't speak, read or write Romani,
while this figure is only 6% in Souther/Eastern Sebia, explains
the finding in the graph. This discrimination doesn’t have to
do a lot with returnee status, but with ethnic origin - it is
Roma people that are being humiliated more than others.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CHAPTER FIVE

Conclusions and

recommendcations

Conclusion:

Number of returnees to Serbia under readmission
agreements has been falling down in last couple of
years. Data show that a half of returnees come back
to Serbia voluntarily. If we in accordance with this
double the registered number of returnees as pre-
sented in Migration Profile and subtract the estima-
ed number of secondary (and tertiary) returns, we
come to an rough assessment of 30,000 persons
returning to Serbia in period 2015-2018. Migration
paths of these migrants are also shifting. Based on
official statistics presented in Migration Profile, for
the first time in last 10 years in 2018 number of
returnees from Germany was not the highest, there
was more citizens of Serbia returning from France.

Recommendation:

It should be continued with simultaneous implemen-
tation of policy measures towards push and pull fac-
tors in order to prevent irregular migration. Countries
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of destination should demotivate immigrants from
Serbia as a safe country by shortening time for
administrative procedures and increasing efficiency
of deportation. Central and local administration in
Serbia should provide more support to social inclu-
sion of former and tentative irregular migrants. More
detailed recommendations with this regard are pre-
sented below.

Conclusion:

Some emigration/return paths are rather peculiar,
like higher concentration of better educated returnees
(secondary school) in Western Serbia and Sumadija
who much less frequently than others have relatives
in the country from which they were returned (most
usually deported). They have higher probability of
going to Sweden or Austria, looking for a job. Or a
small number of returnees from Austria, who more
frequently than returnees from other countries have
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relatives there and who often come back to Serbia
voluntarily, by their own car, but are, at the same
time, very inclined towards secondary migration.

Recommendation:

There should be more bilateral cooperation between
referent governmental bodies in Serbia and indivi-
dual countries of high interest to irregular migrants
in order to coordinate policy measures towards pull
and push factors. More detailed analysis of peculiar
migration paths should be conducted in order to
improve targeting of policy measures.

Conclusion:

Almost half of returnees traveled abroad in order to
find a job, supposedly a seasonal one, since the
share of those who travelled with family members
dropped from 77% to 12% between 2011 and 2019.
Large majority of them are active at labor market in
Serbia, too. However, a lot of them are unemployed
and with low education. Consequently, poverty is
very high among returnees.

Recommendation:

Major measures of support to inclusion should be
directed toward empowering of their capacities and
employment. Urgent one-off financial assistance in
critical cases should be continuously provided
under transparent and ordered conditions.
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Conclusion:

Returnees are very prone to find a job and this is the
major field of support they require. Their unemploy-
ment rate declined as compared to 2011, but it is
still very high and the jobs they have are mostly info-
rmal, without a contract and often seasonal. Extre-
mely small number of them runs own business, they
mostly perform unskilled jobs for an employer.
Returnees equally choose self-employment, perma-
nent job in private company and permanent job in
public sector as the preferred solution for their
unemployment. Also, education among returnees
improved since 2011, but it is still very low, with only
1/6 of them having secondary or tertiary education.
However, more than a half of returnees have control
over a skill or two that could be utilized in the labor
market (foreign language, computers, driving licen-
se, etc.) and 40% of them are prone to attend
training and improve skills in order to be more
competitive in labor market.

Recommendation:

Support in employment of returnees goes in two
directions.One is capacity building of returnees
through lifelong learning and/or trainings. Attending
basic education for adults would improve overall
literacy of returnees and increase their chances for
social inclusion. Trainings in different skills should
be organized to improve their employability. The
most frequently singled out preferred occupation for
which they require training is that of hair-dresser,
followed by welder, painter and driver. A separate
line in trainings should be intended for business
skills development.
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Second direction for employment support to return-
ees is provision of jobs. Since they are equally inte-
rested in 3 forms of employment (self-employment,
private employer, public employer), measures of
support should also go in these 3 directions. As for
the self-employment, grant schemes for start-ups
should be established, followed by business mento-
ring support. A special form of this support should
be grants for establishment of social cooperatives,
also followed by business mentoring support. This
form is suitable for work integration and advanced
social inclusion of beneficiaries, thus being suitable
for this vulnerable group. As for private and public
employers, since the returnees are to a great extent
already on the NES list of vulnerable groups who
have advantage in employment, it would be benefi-
cial to organize additional informative campaign
that would motivate employers to employ returnees
and thus exercise their corporate social responsibi-
lity.

Conclusion:

Almost all returnees have almost all basic personal
documents. There is less than 1% of those who said
their household members couldn't obtain citizenship
status and appropriate certificate for this or record
in birth book and certificate for this. A bit more of
them said their household members couldn't obtain
ID, passport or employment record. Finally, there
was 4% returnees whose household members
couldn't obtain health insurance document. Some
returnees lack money to pay tax for obtaining a
document or they don't know procedure.

37

Recommendation:

Support in provision of missing personal documents
should tackle both issues mentioned above. As for
the taxes, relevant regulation should be changed as
to relax returnees from paying such taxes. Concern-
ing troubles with procedure, CSOs should be supp-
orted in providing cost free legal aid and counseling
to returnees, or even in mediating in provision of
personal documents.

Conclusion:

Housing support is the second most preferred form
of support among returnees. Housing situation of
returnees improved since 2011, but it is still difficult
and needs further intervention by public administra-
tion. Meanwhile both service providers and return-
ees as beneficiaries learned more about advantages
of different types of housing support, which lead to
returnees accepting variety of offered models. This
lead to rise in popularity of provision of houses with
farmstead.

Recommendation:

Programs of housing support to returnees should be
continued. Major types of offered support should be
social housing, construction material and houses
with farmstead. Construction material should
assume also reconstruction of already existing
objects.
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children'’s regular school attendance and simultan-

eously provide additional in-kind support for return-

Conclusion: ees’ children in cloths, books and other school utili-
ties. Introduce stipend for 1-2 ending grades of ele-

Issue of health insurance is almost completely mentary education and one-off financial incentives

solved, since the share of returnees not having for the most vulnerable households.

health insurance has dropped from 11% in 2011 to I

1.8% in 2019. Those who lack one are actually

administrative procedure.

Conclusion:
Recommendation:
Different forms of financial social transfers cover
Support CSOs to assist returnees in completing population of returnees much better than in 2011 and
documentation and completing procedure of regis- it looks like this right has been fully implemented,
tering with Health Insurance Fund. which is one important achievement in dealing with
migration push factors. Still, there is small number
Provide humanitarian aid to returnees’ families who of returnees’ families who don't receive financial so-
have member(s) with serious health condition. cial support because they lack some personal docu-
I ment or need assistance in application procedure.
T mecommendaton
Conclusion: Establish cooperation between CSWs, CRM trustees
and Roma coordinators in detecting and supporting
Problem with drop out from education system is still returnees’ families who might have right to financial
very high among returnees. Based on their assess- social support.
ment of major obstacles it seems that ‘free educa- I

tion' in Serbia bears too much costs for returnees’

households. This is related also to answers like ‘lack _
of clothes and poor hygiene’ or ‘'no school/kinder-

garten in proximity’ (which bears higher transporta-

tion costs). Conclusion:

The share of returnees’ families who report social

Recommendation: problems is not large and it has declined since 2011.
The largest problem is still the presence of an old
Mcake financial social transfers conditional upon person that cannot take care of him/herself.
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