
 

REINTEGRATION OUTCOMES AMONG RETURNEES IN GEORGIA  
SUMMARY OF KEY STUDY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

IOM conducted representative research among Georgian 
returnees who benefited from diverse types of reintegration 
assistance in Georgia between May 2017 and May 2020. The 
principle aim of the study was to shed light on the mid-to-long 
term outcomes of reintegration among beneficiaries of 
reintegration assistance available in the country, identifying 
factors which contribute to or hinder their sustainable 
reintegration following return. The study also aimed at 
identifying vulnerabilities faced by specific sub-groups of 
returnees in order to identify opportunities for enhancing 
existing support programmes.   

Cognizant of the ongoing efforts of the Government of Georgia 
and other stakeholders to enhance existing reintegration 
assistance available in Georgia, IOM presents this brief in hopes 
of enhancing access to key evidence from the full research 
report. Both publications aim to reach policy-makers and 
programme implementing actors in the sphere of return and 
reintegration in Georgia, as well as other readers and 
practitioners interested in the application of innovative data 
approaches in migration research. This Issue Brief summarizes 
key findings from the comprehensive report and provides 
recommendations for further development of reintegration 
assistance in Georgia.   
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ISSUE BRIEF 

In May 2021 IOM published a comprehensive National study on Reintegration Outcomes among returned migrants in Georgia, with the kind 

support of the State Reintegration Programme of the Government of Georgia, the Office Français de l'Immigration et de l'Intégration (OFII) in 

Georgia, and Caritas Georgia. The full report is available to readers online.   

The number of migrants who return to Georgia has been growing significantly in the last five years, mirroring a recent 

rise in emigration attributed to an increase in available opportunities for international mobility and prevalence of local 

migration drivers. In the context of Georgia’s negative population growth and ongoing need for socio-economic 

development, the return of international migrants represents an important opportunity for communities of return and 

for Georgia as a country. Reintegration is also highlighted as a priority by the Government of Georgia’s Migration 

Strategy for 2021-2030 in the context of efforts to further develop the migration management system in Georgia and 

efforts to accelerate the process of Georgia’s approximation with the European Union (EU). The process of 

reintegration is challenging for returnees, however, especially so for those whose migration plan has been interrupted 

by sudden need or pressure to return. Re-establishing one’s life in a community of origin in a sustainable manner 

requires that returnees reach levels of economic self-sufficiency, social stability within their communities, and 

psychosocial well-being that allow them to cope with (re)migration drivers. Accordingly, three dimensions of 

sustainable reintegration are to be examined at the individual level - economic, social, and psychosocial. Each year, a 

small share of Georgian returnees is eligible for reintegration assistance provided by the Government of Georgia, 

international organizations, or NGOs in the country. To date, however, no comparative study has been conducted to 

capture the mid-to-long-term outcomes among beneficiaries of such assistance. 
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Methodology 
Previously no generalizable information had been available on the long-term outcomes of reintegration among 
returnees assisted by different reintegration assistance programmes in Georgia due to the diversity (incomparability) 
of programme monitoring tools used, and due to the general lack of tools focused on the monitoring of reintegration 
outcomes. To fill this evidence gap, in 2020 IOM surveyed 591 returnees who returned to Georgia between May 1, 
2017 and May 1, 2019 and benefited from reintegration assistance from the State Reintegration Programme of the 
Government of Georgia, the IOM, Caritas, or the Office Français de l'Immigration et de l'Intégration (OFII).  

Respondents were surveyed using IOM’s Reintegration Sustainability Survey (RSS), designed to assess the extent to 
which migrants assisted with reintegration assistance have achieved a level of sustainable reintegration in the 
communities to which they returned. In this research, the RSS survey was complemented by questions capturing the 
respondents’ profile and migration experience, assistance received, and perceived impact of COVID-19 pandemic on 
respondents’ reintegration. The study achieved a scientifically high level of overall representativeness at 95% 
confidence level with 10% margin of error. To complement the results of survey data collection, IOM also organized 
nine focus group discussions across the territory of Georgia to validate the quantitative findings and explore 
reintegration experiences in depth.  

 

 

  

IOM defines sustainable reintegration as a 
state when returnees have reached levels of 
economic self-sufficiency, social stability 
within their communities, and psychosocial 
well-being that allow them to cope with 
(re)migration drivers. Having achieved 
sustainable reintegration, returnees are able 
to make further migration decisions a matter 
of choice, rather than necessity.  

(2017, Towards an Integrated Approach to Reintegration in 
context of return) 

 

Zeinabi returned to Georgia in 2020, following a year in Greece as part of IOM’s Assisted Voluntary 

Return and Reintegration programme. She received predeparture and post-arrival counselling as 

well as three milking cows to support her family economically with production of milk and cheese.  
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Figure 2. () Return flows from host countries to regions in Georgia 

Returnee profiles: Who benefits from reintegration assistance in Georgia?  
IOM’s study presents a detailed profile of returnees who receive reintegration assistance in Georgia. Key trends are 
highlighted below:  

Beneficiaries of reintegration assistance in Georgia are 
equal part male and female, though significant differences 
are present between the length and nature of migration 
journeys of Georgian men and women – men typically stay 
abroad for a short amount of time (31 months avg.), 
returning at a younger age, and women return after on 
average twice as long of a stay abroad (avg. of 66 months) 
at an older age (median age 46). Migration trends are 
further gendered beyond length of time abroad – for 
example, 77% of returnees who returned from Greece in 
this sample are women, with an average age of 62.2 at 
time of return. Returnees from Poland and Belgium, on 
the other hand, are overwhelmingly male, with an average 
age of 33 at return.  The survey also revealed strong 
migration links between particular regions in Georgia 
and specific host countries (e.g. Imereti and Greece -  see 

Figure 1), showing that vast majority (88.53%) of 
reintegration assistance beneficiaries return from the 
European Economic Area – reflecting the geographic 
distribution of existing AVRR programmes. Only one third 
of beneficiaries return to a rural area, while the majority 
return to urban centers (Tbilisi, Kutaisi, Telavi, Rustavi, 
Batumi).  Migrants most frequently cite family obligations 
as one of reasons for return (36%), followed by reception 
of a negative asylum decision in the host country (23.4%). 
A substantial proportion (15%) of returnees report having 
received a formal departure order and decided to return 
voluntarily with reintegration support as a means of 
avoiding the threat of deportation. On the other hand, 
only 7.6% of returnees report that they decided to leave 
their host country because of hardship (“life was difficult 
abroad”).

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 1. () Reasons for return (proportion, multiple answers possible) 
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Reintegration assistance available in Georgia  
For migrants who need to return home but lack the means to do so, assisted voluntary return and reintegration (AVRR) 
programmes provide a solution to their immediate plight. Beneficiaries of AVRR assistance include individuals whose 
application for asylum was rejected, under appeal, or withdrawn, stranded migrants, students, those who overstayed 
their visa, victims of trafficking, and other vulnerable groups, including unaccompanied migrant children, or those with 
health-related needs. Additional programmes in Georgia offer a stand-alone post-arrival reintegration assistance (RA) 
disconnected from the migrant’s return (for example the State Reintegration Programme offered by the Government of 
Georgia. The post-return services available to returnees are determined by modalities particular to each programme. 
Eligibility criteria for different types and levels of assistance vary considerably: the types of services offered, monetary 
amount of reintegration assistance to which each individual or family is entitled, intensity and frequency of follow up 
and monitoring services, as well as payment modalities differ significantly between reintegration assistance programmes 

Four main reintegration programmes are available to returnees in Georgia1: The Government of Georgia’s State 

Reintegration Programme, the OFII’s reintegration programme, a project supporting reintegration of returnees 
implemented by Caritas, and the Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration programme implemented by the IOM 
Mission to Georgia. In programmes run by IOM, OFII, and Caritas, beneficiaries are approached in host countries by the 
partner organizations or directly approach the organizations with a request for assistance. On the basis of individual 
interest and profiles, types and level of reintegration assistance are determined. Pre-conditions and criteria for 
participation in the reintegration programmes are often determined by the host country from which migrants are 
returning. The organizations’ offices in Georgia then receive returnees and facilitate delivery of the reintegration services 
previously assigned to them as part of their reintegration support. In case of the State Reintegration Programme, 
returnees apply for support directly from the Government of Georgia following their independent return to the country. 
This makes the State Reintegration Programme slightly different by design and influences the profile of returnees who 
benefit from its services: more proactive, independent migrants are typically assisted.  

Each returnee received on average 2.8 reintegration services as part of their reintegration assistance package. Across all 
programmes, predeparture counselling and reintegration counselling upon return, as well as individual business grants 
are the most common form of reintegration assistance received. A majority of returnees surveyed (81.9%) received a 
business grant, male and female beneficiaries benefiting from this opportunity at an equal rate. 

While individual needs and considerations are typically considered when designing reintegration plans, distribution of 
services received cannot be interpreted as a pure reflection of need. Rather, it highlights a continued prevalence of the 
“business start-up model” approach in reintegration programmes available in Georgia, and limited availability of 
alternative support services such as psychosocial assistance (referral to a psychologist), or job placement (a wage 
subsidy), which have been shown later in the study to be both commonly desired by returnees, and very effective in 
supporting reintegration.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 
1 In addition, Charity Humanitarian Centre “Apkhazeti” and NGO “Apkhazeti Intercontinental” offer some reintegration services to returning migrants 
in Georgia but assist only a very small number of migrants each year (<10/year). They are not included in this analysis.  
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Reintegration outcomes (12-40 months following return) 
The survey provided a snapshot of reintegration outcomes among individuals who have completed their reintegration 
plans and received all assistance allocated to them within their reintegration programme. Returnees to Georgia achieved 
a mean composite reintegration score of 0.61 (on a scale between 0 minimum and 1 maximum), with scores varying 
heavily between individuals as well as across dimensions (fee Figure 2.). The results confirm that Georgian returnees 
struggle most with reintegration in the economic dimension. Georgian returnees scored on average 0.049 points lower 
than average global outcomes in the composite reintegration score2. 

Figure 3. Distribution of reintegration scores in sample  

Personal and migration journey characteristics are 

correlated with differences in reintegration outcomes3:  

Women’s and men’s reintegration outcomes differ in a 
statistically significant manner: women systematically 
score higher than men in the economic and social 
dimensions of reintegration. Statistically significant 
differences can also be observed between age groups of 
returnees, with returnees aged 60+ achieving higher levels 
of reintegration, even though age alone is not a strong 
explanatory factor for reintegration outcomes.  

Returnees who return to rural areas score higher than 
returnees who returned to urban centers, with largest 
difference between the groups observed in the economic 
dimension. Interestingly, difference between urban and 
rural returnee outcomes was not significant in the social 
dimension, in which score is calculated on the basis of 
perceived access to services and opportunities. A plausible 
explanation for the results observed may be the 
comparative ease of reaching economic stability through 
self-employment in the agricultural sector in villages. 

 
2 See page 32 of the National Study of Reintegration Outcomes  
3 All reported correlations and group differences reported are statistically significant (p>0.005).  See full report for statistical details.  

 

Significant differences were nevertheless observed in 
reintegration scores achieved by migrants returning to 
different regions of return in Georgia. Returnees in Kvemo 
Kartli show lowest economic reintegration scores (0.46), 
lowest social scores (0.54), and second lowest composite 
scores (0.58), while returnees in Mtskheta-Mtianeti 
perform best across all dimensions except social (3rd 
strongest score mean), with a mean composite score of 
0.68.  

Returnees from outside European Economic Area (EEA) 
have achieved a composite reintegration score higher by 
0.063 points as compared to returnees from within the 
EEA, with most significant difference between the groups 
observed in the economic dimension (0.115 point 
difference).  These findings reflect the difference in the 
profiles of migrants who return from EEA and from 
elsewhere:  returnees in the sample who returned from 
Europe were largely beneficiaries of AVRR programmes 
targeting more vulnerable, irregular migrants and 
facilitating assisted return in addition to reintegration 
assistance.  
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Length of stay abroad has a small but statistically 
significant, positive effect on reintegration outcomes of 
Georgian returnees. The shorter a migrant stayed abroad 
the lower reintegration score they achieved. This finding 
contradicts a commonly held notion that return after a 
longer period of time would be more difficult due to loss 
of social and economic links to country of origin. Instead, 
those who remained abroad for a long period of time 
seem more likely to reintegrate sustainably following 
return to Georgia.  Time since return does not have a 
statistically significant effect on composite reintegration 
scores of Georgian returnees. These results indicate that 
returnees in Georgia do not experience an improvement  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Types of reintegration assistance are also significantly 

correlated with differences in reintegration outcomes. The 

RSS scores may be used to evaluate diverse reintegration 

assistance measures and approaches. That said, a rigorous 

impact study would be recommended, to study the causal 

effects of a particular type and amount of reintegration 

assistance – the below highlights only correlations 

observed in the data4. 

Psychological support (e.g. through a referral to a 

psychologist or a psychiatrist), for example, is associated 

with a 0.11 point increase in composite reintegration 

scores at a high level of statistical significance. On the other 

hand, pre-departure counselling in a migrant’s host 

country is associated with lower composite reintegration 

scores, indicating that more vulnerable migrants typically 

benefit from it rather than any negative effect of the 

assistance itself. Recipients of business grants can be 

expected to reach approximately 0.1 points higher 

economic reintegration scores and 0.04 points higher 

overall composite reintegration scores.  Cash grants and 

job placements (salary subsidies) have a statistically 

significant positive effect on returnees’ social reintegration 

scores (by 0.02 points and 0.3 points respectively).   

 
4 The full report (National Study of Reintegration Outcomes) contains a 
detailed analysis, p. 37 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Poorer reintegration outcomes among 
younger Georgian returnees and those 
who stayed abroad shorter may be 
explained by circular nature of migration 
patterns among this group. Those who 
stayed abroad for a shorter amount of 
time may not be looking to reintegrate in 
Georgia for the long term. 

Predicting reintegration outcomes  

A regression analysis (p. 39 and Annex in full report) 

explains how the combined factors such as age, 

gender, or reasons for return influence 

reintegration outcomes among returnees in 

Georgia. The complexity of reintegration cannot be 

fully explained by statistical analysis, but 

nevertheless, the predictive models are useful as 

indicators of the combined positive or negative 

influence of independent factors on an individual’s 

reintegration outcome. A few key insights are 

highlighted below:  

➢ Female migrants are predicted to score up to 

4.7% higher than men in the social reintegration 

dimension, and up to 6.6% worse than men in 

the psychosocial dimension, all else held equal. 
Compared to men, women are typically more 

agile and adaptable, keen to explore new fields 

of work and seek assistance where needed. On 

the other hand, female migrants may find 

deterioration in family relationship and 

psychosocial pressures of return more 

challenging. 

➢ Returnees who indicate that they returned 

because of a negative decision on their asylum 

application abroad are predicted to score 

between 3-8% lower in the composite 

reintegration scores, between 2-8% lower in 

their economic reintegration scores, and 

between 1.6-9% lower in their psychosocial 

reintegration scores when compared to their 

peers with other declared motivations for 

return, all else held constant. Return due to 

negative decision on an asylum claim typically 

indicates that one’s migration plan has been 

interrupted and ambitions unfulfilled – justifying 

the lower predicted reintegration scores. 

➢ Those employed are predicted to score up to 

5.3% higher in the psychosocial dimension of 

reintegration than their unemployed peers. This 

confirms that securing employment is critical 

not only for returnees’ economic reintegration, 

but also important as a factor influencing 

reintegration in the social and psychosocial 

dimensions. 



Reintegration experiences and continued needs 
Conversations held during focus groups confirmed that reintegration in Georgia has not been an easy process for the 
majority of returnees. Throughout Georgia the majority of respondents stated that that return to their homeland was 
the only positive aspect in the post-return period. Despite the joy from having returned to their country of origin, 
returnees reported that hard living conditions and economic problems which inspired their emigration emerged again 
as soon as they arrived. Structural problems: unemployment, economic hardship, lack of medical services and 
opportunities are still drivers for emigration as in earlier years. This section presents a snapshot of the returnees’ present 
situation and continued needs in the economic, social, and psychosocial dimensions of reintegration:   

Economic reintegration 

➢ 49.5% of returnees are 
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied 
with their present economic 
situation. 

➢ 56% are unemployed, 
underemployment is additional 
issue for those who do have jobs. 

➢ Of those employed, over 30% are 
still looking for a different job, 
most often due to low 
renumerations or poor working 
conditions. 

➢ Age discrimination and lack of 
relevant working experiences are 
key challenges experienced by job 
seeking returnees. 

➢ 41% have limited access to loans 
(formal and informal). 

➢ 64% returnees have been 
reducing the quantity or quality of 
food consumed in their 
households. 

Social reintegration 

➢ 40% reported “poor” or “very 
poor” access to housing, 
especially in urban areas where 
rents are high and housing 
ownership less common, and in 
cases where returnees sold 
their family dwellings to fund 
their emigration.  

➢ Access to qualified heath care 
services in Georgia a significant 
challenge for returnees. 

➢ Returnees shared series 
illustrating diminishing trust 
towards the police and justice 
system in Georgia. 

➢ Accessing state kindergartens is 
difficult for returnees due to 
the complex registration 
procedures. Returnee children 
face a language barriers and 
struggle with return to an 
environment they are not 
familiar with. 

Psychosocial reintegration 

➢ According to the RSS survey, 
92% “rarely” or “never” 
experience tensions in their 
family upon return. That said, 
more intimate conversations 
during focus groups revealed 
many returnees struggle with 
family reunification and 
experience depression – issues 
respondents do not reveal 
easily in a phone survey.  

➢ Parents who travelled abroad 
without their children typically 
experience communication 
problems with their children 
upon return. 

➢ 70% of returnees are “rarely” 
or “never” invited to social 
activities, celebrations, and 
gatherings. 

➢ When invited to social 
occasions, cost of attendance 
or presents is prohibitive.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Ester returned to Georgia after eleven years of working abroad to earn income for her family in 

Georgia. Following her return, she received 20 beehives from IOM as part of her reintegration 

assistance in order to support her apiary business.  
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Considering re-migration 
Returnees are not eager to live in emigration in a foreign country. Quite on the 
contrary – focus group participants expressed very clearly that they have a strong 
desire to stay and live in Georgia, but that they feel they may have no other choice 
than to re-migrate in face of “economic hardship and poverty” (terms used by 
returnees themselves). Returnees agreed that earning a sufficient income in a 
stable job would mean they do not have to think about re-migration. 

When surveyed, 33.72 % of all respondents indicated they believe they will not be 
able to stay in Georgia for the long term. Additional 6% are not sure. Among both 
these groups, respondents point nearly unanimously (96.9%) to lack of jobs; lack 
of security; low earnings; lack of essential services or family pressure to re-migrate 
as reasons for considering re-migration.  On the other hand, over 60% of returnees 
stated that they feel they will be able to stay and live in Georgia. 

IOM’s social media outreach and contact with the Georgian population with a 
history of or interest in migration indicate that in the second half of 2020, 
motivated primarily by socio-economic difficulties, Georgians began actively 
seeking ways to return to or reach host country destinations, especially those in 
the European Union. Indeed, online fora have shown a rapid increase in interest 
and discussion of routes presently available to Georgian citizens attempting to 
reach destination countries. IOM’s operational experience and direct contact with 
the population confirm that Georgian migrants are predisposed to make rushed 
travel plans to destinations in the EU in spite of the global pandemic situation due 
to the severity of their and their families’ economic situation. High prices on flight 
tickets are at present moment a factor recognized as a barrier limiting Georgians’ 
desired travel to the EU. Discussions among Georgians interested in (re)migration 
have been and are likely to continue being marked by confusion and chaotic spread 
of misleading information. IOM reacts to false claims and conveys straightforward 
messages to correct any misleading information and provide referrals to relevant 
resources and recommendations. Intensified awareness-raising on safe and regular 
migration from Georgia will be key in 2021. 

 

A significant 
proportion of 
returnees 
participating in 
focus group 
discussions 
expressed an 
eagerness to re-
migrate, 
especially as a 
result of and in 
the context of the 
present economic 
downturn in 
Georgia. “We ask 
the government 
to open the 
border and give 
us an opportunity 
to emigrate and 
earn money to 
support our 
families.”  

Lana (on the left) returned to 

Georgia together with her 

husband and son after four 

years in the German asylum 

system. Following return, the 

family invested their 

resources into a renovation 

of their home, including their 

reintegration support grant 

provided by IOM.  

This brief was published with support of the IOM Development Fund and without formal editing by IOM.  

For additional information on this study please contact: kkrelinova@iom.int or iomtbilisi@iom.int 
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