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DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS1 

1  IOM Glossary on Migration No34, 2019.

Assisted voluntary return and reintegration 
(AVRR)

Administrative, logistical or financial support, including 
reintegration assistance, to migrants unable or unwilling 
to remain in the host country or country of transit and 
who decide to return to their country of origin.

Community of origin

A national or local community of a person or group of 
persons who have migrated internally or internationally.

Forced return

The act of returning an individual, against his or her or 
their will, to the country of origin, transit, or to a third 
country that agrees to receive the person, generally 
carried out on the basis of based on an administrative 
or judicial act or decision. 

Internally Displaced Persons

Persons or groups of persons who have been forced 
or obliged to flee or to leave their homes or places 
of habitual residence, in particular as a result of or in 
order to avoid the effects of armed conflict, situations 
of generalized violence, violations of human rights or 
natural or human-made disasters, and who have not 
crossed an internationally recognized State border.

Reintegration

A process which enables individuals to re-establish the 
economic, social and psychosocial relationships needed 
to maintain life, livelihood and dignity and inclusion 
in civic life.

Return

In a general sense, the act or process of going back or 
being taken back to the point of departure. This could 
be within the territorial boundaries of a country, as in 
the case of returning internally displaced persons (IDPs) 
and demobilized combatants; or between a country of 
destination or transit and a country of origin, as in the 
case of migrant workers, refugees or asylum seekers.

Returning migrant

Migrants relocating to their initial places of origin after 
being in another locality outside their country of origin. 

Return migration

The movement of a person who, after having returned 
to his or her country of origin, emigrates again. 

Spontaneous return

The voluntary, independent return of a migrant or a 
group of migrants to their country of origin, usually 
without the support of States or other international 
or national institutes.

Voluntary return

The assisted or independent return to the country 
of origin, transit or another country based on the 
voluntary decision of the returnee. Voluntary return 
can be either spontaneous or assisted.
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INTRODUCTION 

2  Hargeisa, Somaliland invisible city www.thebrenthurstfoundation.org/downloads/hargeisa_discussion-paper-04-2019-hargeisa-somaliland- 
invisible-city.pdf.

The International Organisation for Migration (IOM) 
supports the Somaliland government in strengthening 
migration governance and improving the sustainability 
of reintegration for returning migrants. 

The Migrant Response Plan (MRP) for the Horn of 
Africa and Yemen is a migrant-focused humanitarian 
and development response strategy for vulnerable 
migrants from the Horn of Africa traveling along the 
Eastern Route. The MRP’s objectives are to ensure 
protection assistance to vulnerable migrants in the Horn 
of Africa, support durable and development-oriented 
approaches to return and sustainable reintegration, 
strengthen the protection of migrants in the Horn 
of Africa by building capacities of governments, and 
analyse trends of migration between the Horn of 
Africa and Yemen. 

The EU-IOM Joint Initiative ( JI) for Migrant Protection 
and Reintegration through the contribution of the 
Emergency Trust Fund for Africa (EUTF) is contributing 
to the MRP framework. The JI is a comprehensive 
programme to save lives, protect and assist migrants 
along key migration routes in Africa. The Programme 
enables migrants who decide to return to their 
countries of origin to do so in a safe and dignified 
way. In close cooperation with partnering state and 
non-state actors, the programme provides assistance 
to returning migrants to help them restart their lives in 
their countries of origin through an integrated approach 
to reintegration. 

IOM commissioned Raagsan, a female led social 
enterprise providing strategic and analytical consulting 
services, to assess the profile of Hargeisa, Somaliland, 
as community with high incidence of return migration, 
to support the development of evidence-based migrant 
assistance and reintegration programmes and promote 
a comprehensive approach to reintegration. This report 
highlights findings in the Hargeisa district.

MIGRATION CONTEXT IN 
HARGEISA DISTRICT 

Hargeisa is the capital city and economic hub of 
Somaliland and is home to approximately 1.2 million, 
more than one-fifth of the population in Somaliland.2 
Somaliland has been a self-proclaimed state for three 
decades now, with its government and currency, holding 
three democratic presidential elections as of 2022 and 
several parliamentary and municipal elections. 

Local Government

Hargeisa has a mayor, vice-mayor, city councils, and 
several municipal departments that make up the local 
municipality. The public works and land departments, 
revenue, administration and finance, social affairs, 
and planning. 

The Somaliland Municipal Elections in 2021 saw the 
election of the 17-member local councils. Members of 
the city council have a prerequisite of being residents 
and inhabitants of the city of Hargeisa. Somaliland has a 
functioning electoral system. Like the parliamentarians, 
city councillors also come from the three political 
parties Ururka Caddaalada iyo Daryeelka (UCID), 
Waddani, and Kulmiye (the ruling political party). The 
municipal council members then elect the mayor. The 
current Hargeisa mayor is a member of the Waddani 
political party. 

Demographically, the Isaaq tribe currently makes up 
most of the city’s population. Hargeisa has five districts: 
Ga’an Libah, 26 June, Ahmed Dhagah, Mahamoud Haybe, 
and Koodbuur. Hargeisa has recently had a large influx 
of immigrants and displaced individuals from Ethiopia, 
the Oroma region, and Yemen.

COMMUNITY PROFILING AND MAPPING OF SUPPORT PROVIDERS  –  HARGEISA

IOM1

http://www.thebrenthurstfoundation.org/downloads/hargeisa_discussion-paper-04-2019-hargeisa-somaliland-invisible-city.pdf
http://www.thebrenthurstfoundation.org/downloads/hargeisa_discussion-paper-04-2019-hargeisa-somaliland-invisible-city.pdf


Health

Hargeisa Group Hospital (HGH) is the only public 
and state-run hospital. The hospital was built by 
the British Administration in 1951 and was kept 
operational since then by the Hargeisa administration. 
The hospital serves not only Hargeisa inhabitants, but 
also those from surrounding districts. The hospital has 
six main departments, 30 service sections/units, and 
approximately 700 employees. Every day, HGH receives 
and serves around 260 patient visitors, including 
approximately 20 women in labour and delivery.3 

There are also free and state-run Mother and Child 
Care centres designed to provide essential services 
such as nutrition and free delivery to many of the 
neighbourhood communities in Hargeisa.

Education

There are currently nearly 350 schools (32% of the total 
schools in Somaliland) in Hargeisa.4 The government’s 
primary schools are free of charge except for 
“compulsory funds” like the uniform, textbooks, and 
exam fees. The government supervises privately-owned 
schools. There are 14 universities in Hargeisa offering 
two to ten faculties on average. Some of the higher 
education institutes in Hargeisa are the University 
of Hargeisa, Gollis University, Admas University of 
Hargeisa, Somaliland University of Technology, and 
Abaarso Tech University.

Economy and Livelihood

Although Hargeisa is not a port city, it is still the central 
economic hub of Somaliland. Hargeisa relies mainly on 
small to medium scale enterprises which cover 77% of 
the total employment in the city.5 However, the lack 
of robust public infrastructures like roads and garbage 
collection is still an issue for the residents. Other essential 
services such as electricity are privately-owned, although 
a government-run electricity supply is less known and 
used. There is also a government-owned Hargeisa Water 
Agency providing public taps, yet Hargeisa’s water 
scarcity has been well-documented for years now.

3  About us https://hargeisa.hospital/about-us/.
4  https://moe.govsomaliland.org/article/commercialization-education-somaliland-and-social-injustice.
5  Word Bank, 2012.

Transport

Despite the poor infrastructure in Hargeisa, public 
transport is the most common form within the city. 
Big public buses charge around 2,000 Sh. SL ($0.20) 
to 3,000 Sh. SL ($0.40). Hargeisa also has an uber-like 
taxi system known as Dhaweeye. Residents request 
the services of Dhaweeye using an app or a short 
code (*3000#) with a minimum charge of $1 with 
increments of $0.5 per KM.

Access to finance services/loans

Major banks in Hargeisa offer mostly similar types of 
financial services. Loan services and investments based 
on the Islamic Finance System are the most popular of 
those services. However, expensive interest rates of 
between 16% to 20% annually and the other conditions 
required from the customers are some of the main 
obstacles to small businesses taking loans. Lack of 
guarantors and proof of constant monthly income 
like salaries remained a substantial barrier to accessing 
financial services. 

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

IOM commissioned an assessment of communities 
of return in Hargeisa, Somaliland. The assessment 
aimed to affirm migration trends and focused on 
the communities from which migrants depart and 
return. (including individual returnees). The assessment 
involved local communities and reintegration service 
providers to inform future reintegration programme 
design and the sustainability of programme impact. The 
assessment focuses on migrant returnees, excluding 
refugees and IDPs. 

This report focuses on Hargeisa and highlights the key 
drivers that influence migration, return, and remigration 
patterns and the list of stakeholders providing 
reintegration services.
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PURPOSE OF THE COMMUNITY PROFILING 
AND SERVICE PROVIDER MAPPING 

This mapping exercise provided a comprehensive service 
provider list and a community profile to guide and inform 
reintegration support at individual and community levels. 
It had two primary outcomes: 1) develop operational 
recommendations to improve the existing reintegration 

activities at the individual and community levels to 
ensure sustainability and community ownership and 
2) identify new reintegration activities at the individual 
and community level, including appropriate referral 
mechanisms, which the government and other actors 
who wish to support similar reintegration initiatives can 
adopt. Table 1 contains the study’s research questions. 

Table 1. Research questions

1. What is the role of mobility in the community? What are the key drivers that influence migration and 
remigration? (Economic, governance, social, political, environmental, structural, security dimensions)

2. What factors prevent or foster reintegration at economic, social, and psychosocial levels that could either 
be overcome or enhanced through support from the community? 

3. Who are the service providers directly/indirectly involved in providing reintegration support?

4. What stakeholders should be and are not involved in providing reintegration support? Are there 
opportunities to develop new or strengthen existing partnerships to support reintegration activities?

5. What are the existing operational psychosocial, socioeconomic services available to returning migrants in 
migration prone/returnee-prone areas? What are their characteristics in terms of accessibility?

6. What are the referral mechanisms and structures in place at the various levels (Individual, community, 
regional, national levels) that can support reintegration activities?

METHODOLOGY AND APPROACH

The assessment used a mixed-method approach, 
combining quantitative and qualitative data collection 
methods to address the research questions.  
A gender-sensitive and rights-based approach was 
applied to ensure respondents’ inclusive participation 
in the research.

QUANTITATIVE SURVEYS

The research team conducted two sets of surveys 
with returnees and non-migrant host community 
members. The returnee survey collected data on the 
socioeconomic and psychosocial profiles of returnees, 
patterns of migration, drivers and intentions of migration, 
drivers of remigration, motivation for remigration, 

needs, capacities, preferences, and resources of 
the returnees/communities. The non-migrant host 
community member survey targeted potential migrants 
and explored the drivers that trigger/inhibit migration.

Researchers used a purposive and snowballing sampling 
approach. Quotas were applied to cluster the respondents 
into different groups based on migration status, gender, 
and age. The research targeted 150 returnees (124 male, 
26 female) and 101 members of communities of return 
(32 women, 69 men), such as youth, community, religious 
and clan leaders, businesspeople, service providers, 
community health volunteers, and elders. The responses 
from the survey were collected through digital platforms 
using mobiles/tablets.
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Table 2. Categories of returnee respondents (n=150)

TYPE OF RETURNEE MALE FEMALE TOTAL

Returnees benefitting from assisted voluntary 
return and reintegration (AVRR)6 38 (25%) 4 (3%) 42 (28%)

Forced return 45 (30%) 9 (6%) 54 (36%)

Spontaneous Return (Independent) 41 (27%) 13 (9%) 54 (36%)

Total 124 (83%) 26 (17%) 150 (100)

6  Returnees who benefitted from the assisted voluntary return and reintegration services offered under the JI Programme.

In addition, the research team developed a service 
provider directory that included lists provided by IOM 
and 31 service providers identified during fieldwork. 
Finally, the study team  interviewed 20 employers 
in Hargeisa. Half the businesses owned were in 
partnership, 40% were sole proprietorships, and 10% 
were family enterprises. All the businesses owned by 
respondents participating in the study were registered 
with the government. The businesses belonged to 
different sectors such as: hotels and restaurants (15%), 
transport and storage (15%), wholesale and retail sales 
(10%), export/import companies (10%), public and 
private health centres (10%), construction companies 
(5%), telecommunication (5%) and public transport 
specifically Dukhaans (5%).

Most of the businesses were small-scale. A majority 
(60%) had more than 100 employees, with the least 
(5%) having less than 100 employees (51-100). Other 
businesses had employees between 25-and 50 (15%), 
15-25 employees, and 5-15 employees (10%).

QUALITATIVE METHODS 

The team used key informant interviews (KIIs) and 
focus group discussions (FGD) to document community 
attitudes and perceptions toward returnees. 

Overall, two focus group discussions (6 participants 
each) and eleven key informant interviews (4 female, 
7 male) with the government, local authority and 
community leaders, service providers, smugglers (under 
anonymity), and returnees were conducted. 

In-depth interviews helped to give voice to returnees and 
to cast those views within wider-societal perceptions. 

Table 3. Qualitative methods sample size

METHODOLOGY
HARGEISA

Female Male Total

Key informant 
interviews

4 7 11

Focus group 
discussions

0 12 12

Total 4 19 23

ANALYTICAL APPROACH 

Based on a predefined conceptual framework and 
hypotheses on the nature of return and reintegration, 
the research team triangulated qualitative and 
quantitative data to test hypotheses and expound on 
the study’s research questions.
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THE COMMUNITY PROFILE

SOCIO-ECONOMIC DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

The following sections provide an overview of the 
demographic data of the returnees, and non-migrant 
host community member survey respondents. Where 

relevant, this disaggregation is used in the rest of the 
report to contextualise findings. 

Gender, age, and marital status of returnees and community members 

More men, (83%,124) than women (17%,26) represented 
in the returnee sample. Among the non-migrant host 
community respondents, (68%, 69) were men, and 
(32%, 32) were women. The majority, (87%, 131) of 
returnee respondents, were aged 35 years and below, 
suggesting a youthful population among returnees, 

compared to non-migrant host community members, 
(68%,69) aged 35 years and below.

Regarding marital status, 58% (87) returnee respondents 
were never married, followed by 30% (46) married 
returnees. Only 8% (13) returnees were divorced.

Figure 1. Returnee age distribution (n=150)
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Figure 2. Non-migrant host community members’ age distribution (n=101)
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Figure 3. Returnee marital status by gender (n=150)
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7  Quranic schools are informal and only teach the Islamic scripts. 
8  The Question on skillset was only asked to returnee respondents as the focus of the study.

Education level and skills of both returnees 
and non-migrant host community members 

As shown in table 4 below, most respondents in 
Hargeisa (65%, 98) had at least some form of formal 
education. A lower percentage had attended vocational 
training among returnees (20%, 30) and non-migrant 
host community members (26%, 26). Women were 

less likely to have attended vocational training among 
both returnee (8%, 2) and non-migrant community 
respondents (9%, 3). Returnees were more likely to 
have received formal education (65%, 98) than the 
non-migrant community at 52% (53). More women 
(25%, 8) than men (6%, 4) did not attend any form of 
school across both categories of respondents. 

Table 4. Respondent profile by education status

RETURNEES (150)
NON-MIGRANT HOST 

COMMUNITY MEMBERS (101)

Male 
(n=124)

Female 
(n=26) 

Total 
(n=150)

Male  
(n=69)

Female 
(n=32)

Total 
(n=101)

Did not attend school 4 (3%) 7 (27%) 11 (7%) 4 (6%) 8 (25%) 12 (12%)

Religious Madrassa7 8 (6%) 3 (11%) 11 (7%) 5 (7%) 5 (16%) 10 (10%)

Formal Education 84 (68%) 14 (54%) 98 (65%) 37 (54%) 16 (50%) 53 (52%)

Vocational training 28 (23%) 2 (8%) 30 (20%) 23 (33%) 3 (9%) 26 (26%)

Most returnees possessed at least one skill (88%, 132).8 
Women returnees possessed mainly beautification 
and cooking skills, while men listed a wide variety of 
skills, driving and computer skills were the highest 
skillset for men. Only 33% (49) respondents had a 

training certificate or evidence of training. A significant 
proportion of respondents (77%, 116) said that they 
needed further training on their skills.
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Table 5. Returnee skillset

TYPE OF SKILLS 
RETURNEES

Male (n=124) Female (n=26) Total (n=150)

No skills 13 (10%) 5 (19%) 18 (12%)

Driving 25 (20%) 1 (4%) 26 (17%)

Computer skills 17 (14%) 1 (4%) 18 (12%)

Mechanics 4 (3%) 4 (3%)

Business management 4 (3%) 4 (3%)

Tailoring 3 (2%) 3 (2%)

Beautification (hairdressing, henna) 9 (35%) 9 (6%)

Butchery 2 (8%) 2 (1%)

Mobile and electronic repair 2 (2%) 2 (1%)

Mechanic 4 (3%) 4 (3%)

Bakery 0 2 (8%) 2 (1%)

Construction 9 (7%) 0 9 (6%)

Electrician 4 (3%) 0 4 (3%)

Painting 3 (2%) 0 3 (2%)

Photography and film making 1(1%) 1(4%) 2 (1%)

Interior design 1(1%) 0 1 (1%)

Teaching 4 (3%) 0 4 (3%)

Sales 3 (2%) 0 3 (2%)

Cooking 3 (2%) 4 (15%) 7 (5%)

Web and graphic design 5 (4%) 0 5 (3%)

Waitering 3 (2%) 0 3 (2%)

Bookkeeping 1 (1%) 0 1 (1%)

Interpreter / Translator 1(1%) 0 1 (1%)

Other 18 (15%) 1 (4%) 19 (13%)
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Employment status of both returnees  
and community members

Majority of the returnees (62%) have income generating 
activities. However, only 11% (16) are employed 
full-time. Majority are daily labourers (21%, 32) while 
15% (23) are employed on a part time basis. Another 
15% (22) ventured into business. A good portion 
were unemployed, seeking opportunities (23%, 34), 
non-migrant community members mainly were 

employed full-time (22%, 22) compared to returnees 
(11%, 16). Men in the non-migrant community have 
higher access to self-employment (22%, 15) than male 
returnees (18, 15%). Generally, women returnees were 
more likely to be casual labourers than non-migrant 
community women, who were more likely to be 
employed full-time and part-time. There were more 
self-employed AVRR returnees (12 out of 42) than 
AVRR returnees who held casual jobs (9). Only two 
AVRR respondents had full-time jobs.

Table 6. Respondent employment status by gender and migration status

RETURNEES
NON-MIGRANT HOST 

COMMUNITY MEMBERS

Male 
(n=124) 

Female 
(n=26) 

Total 
(n=150)

Male 
(n=69)

Female 
(n=32) 

Total 
(n=101)

Daily Labourer 25 (20%) 7 (27%) 32 (21%) 5 (7%) 4 (13%) 9 (9%)

Employed Full-time 15 (12%) 1 (4%) 16 (11%) 13 (19%) 9 (28%) 22 (22%)

Employed Part-time 21 (17%) 2 (8%) 23 (12%) 8 (11%) 4 (13%) 12 (12%)

Unemployed-seeking 
opportunities

25 (20%) 9 (35%) 34 (23%) 6 (9%) 11 (34%) 17 (17%)

Retired 1 0 1 (1%) 5 (7%) 6 (19%) 11 (11%)

Self-employed 18 (15%) 4 (15%) 22 (15%) 15 (22%) 4 (13%) 19 (19%)

Student 9 (7%) 1 (4%) 10 (7%) 3 (4%) 4 (13%) 7 (7%)

Unemployed-not 
looking for a job 

10 (8%) 2 (8%) 12 (8%) 0 3 (9%) 3 (3%)

Ownership of asset by returnees

Asset ownership was very low among returnees. Only 
24% (36) of returnees owned income-generating assets. 
Among AVRR returnees 21% (9) reported that they 
owned assets. 

Returnees housing status 

Within the sample of returnees interviewed for this 
study, 38% (57) of returnees lived in a rented house 
or apartment, 27% (34) owned homes and 37% (55) 
stayed with family. None of the returnees resided 
in IDP camps. 

Figure 4. Returnee housing status – frequency (n=150)
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Natural hazards and risks that  
contribute to migration

Non-migrant host community members in Hargeisa 
regarded drought as the most common hazard 
affecting the community, followed by floods (35%, 
35) and diseases (35%, 35). In addition, environmental 
degradation was regarded as a threat because of the 
destruction of natural habitats or depletion of natural 
resources. Cyclones (15%, 15), armed conflicts (12%, 
12) and agricultural pests (25%, 25) were also cited as 
hazards by the non-migrant host community members.

These hazards have led to devastating outcomes 
such as the loss of assets (71%, 72) and loss of lives 
(68%, 69). Other effects caused by these threats were 
unemployment (34%, 34), food insecurity (29%, 29), 
displacement (25%, 25), disruption of trade (14%, 
14), migration (21%, 21) and disruption of human 
movement (8%, 8).

Although there was an accord that the hazards affect 
people of all ages and gender, children (39%, 39) 
and women (32%, 32) were mentioned as the most 
affected groups by the natural hazards, followed by 
youth (9), elderly (9) and people living with disabilities 
(5). Men and adults were considered the least affected 
by these groups. 

MIGRATION AND RE-MIGRATION 

The role of migration in the community

Respondents in the youth and community survey 
believe that travelling abroad improves family financial 
standards and securing better opportunities upon 
return. The study showed that this greatly depended on 
a returnees’ success during migration. This data found 
that non-migrant host community members were 
better off in the type of employment they secured.

“
Local people also consider and perceive 
English speakers to have more knowledge 
than those who do not speak English… skills 
do not matter at times and therefore that 
gives more chances to returnees than locals.

– KII Psychosocial service provider, Hargeisa 

Migration had a perceived positive impact on the 
financial welfare of returnees: 75% (112) of returnees 
in Hargeisa reported that their financial status improved 
for the better since they left. Only 15% (22) reported 
a deterioration in economic status.

Table 7. Non-migrant host community members’ perception of the impact of migration (n=101)

AGREE DISAGREE UNDECIDED I DON’T KNOW

Moving abroad improves family’s 
financial standards

80 (79%) 12 (12%) 6 (6%) 3 (3%)

People who have lived and worked abroad 
have better opportunities to get jobs or start

78 (77%) 11 (11%) 5 (5%) 7 (7%)

Similarly, returnees perceived their migration to 
have positively affected their psychosocial state: 
With 74% (111) of returnees reporting positive 
psychological change. 19% (28) of returnees rated 
their psychological state as ‘much worse’ and ‘worse’ 
than when they had left. The rest (21%, 31) did not 
experience any change. AVRR respondents felt that 
migration positively impacted their psychological state 
(48%, 20), nearly matched with AVRR respondents 
who said they experienced no change (45%, 19). Seven 
AVRR respondents said it was worse off. 

More than half of the returnees (67%, 101) 
experienced improved social networks due to 
migration: Only 9% (14) felt that their social network 
was negatively affected by migration. While 31% (46) 
did not see any change. Among AVRR respondents, 
45% (19 out of 45 AVRR respondents) felt that their 
social networks improved. 

The majority (62%, 62) of the non-migrant host 
community in Hargeisa reported that they would 
migrate if offered opportunities: Within a year of the 
study, the potential to migrate was highest among youths 
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between 19-and 23 (85%, 17) and 63% for non-migrant 
host community members aged 24-35 years. Only 24% 
(37) of returnees expressed a wish to re-migrate. About a 
third (37%) of returnees were interested in re-migration. 
This desire was strongest amongst forced returnees, with 
31% expressing a desire to re-migrate, compared to 29% 
AVRR returnees and 15% independent returnees. 

The majority (61%) of the non-migrant community in 
Hargeisa reported that they would migrate if offered 
opportunities. Males (68%) recorded a higher desire 
to go abroad than their female compatriot (32%) who 
showed interest in the same. The potential to migrate 
was highest among people aged between 24- 35 years 
(49%). Non-migrants over 65 (1%) showed the least 
interest in migrating. As for the other ages, 19-23years 
(20%), 39-49 years (13%), 50-64years (13%), and 
15-18years (15%) also reported an interest in migrating.

Key drivers that influence migration  
and re-migration

Economic drivers of migration

The survey with non-migrant community members 
shows that search for better living standards (59%, 88), 

9  FGD Community, Hargeisa.
10  FGD Returnees, Hargeisa.
11  KII Psychosocial, Hargeisa.

employment and search for better remuneration (57%, 86), 
and pursuit of better education and training opportunities 
(65%,43) are the most popular reasons for migrating out 
of Somaliland. 47% of returnees migrated from Somaliland 
in search of jobs and better living standards, 21% said 
they migrated due to financial problems and debts. All 
respondents who participated in the qualitative interviews 
also reported lack of opportunities and the inability to 
reach financial stability as the leading cause of migration. 
Graduate youths, more so males are the most affected.9 
There are limited employment opportunities within the 
Somaliland and even the few that are there are issued 
based on connections.10 This is especially so for people 
coming from minority tribes. There is also no support for 
youths seeking to venture into innovative employment 
opportunities like business from the government and 
public sector making self-employment also difficult 
to explore.11 For instance, only 4% of returnees had 
employment before migration; 23% were self-employed, 
had a part-time job, or were daily workers. 

To finance their migration, 25% of returnees reported 
selling their family assets, 21% funded the journey 
with their own money, and only 1% secured a loan 
from a bank.

Table 8. Drivers of migration – Economic

REASONS OF LEAVING SOMALILAND MALE (n=124) FEMALE (n=26) TOTAL (n=150)

Loss of jobs / livelihood 67 (54%) 4 (15%) 71 (47%)

Financial problem / debts 19 (15%) 12 (46%) 31 (21%)

No economic growth / prosperity 9 (7%) 2 (8%) 11 (7%)

Non-economic drivers of migration

Education: The respondents mentioned the pursuit of 
higher levels and better-quality education as one of the 
reasons why many individuals are leaving Somaliland. 
Respondents perceived Somaliland to be crippled with 
low-quality education, which is not subsidised, making 
education out of reach for a section of the population. 
There is a general perception that people educated 
abroad are better than those educated locally. Employers 
believe they have more to offer considering they have 

had more exposure. Due to this, people educated 
abroad have a higher chance at getting employed.8

The family was the second most significant non-economic 
driver of migration. People end up migrating either for 
family formation or family reunification. In Hargeisa, 
only a small section (11) migrated due to family. The 
respondents reported having relocated to join friends 
and family living in their countries of destination. 
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Table 9. Migration drivers – Non-economic

REASONS OF LEAVING SOMALILAND MALE (n=124) FEMALE (n=26) TOTAL (n=150)

Due to a conflict, I have been forced to migrate 1 2 3 

I did not feel safe in my country 1 0 1

I have been forced to migrate due to a natural disaster 1 0 1

Joining friends / family outside Somaliland 8(6%) 3 11 (7%)

No education opportunities 5 1 6

Poor quality of education 4 0 4

Poor quality of healthcare 2 0 2

12  FGD Returnee, Hargeisa.
13  KII Smuggler, Hargeisa.
14  Tahriib involves human smugglers who offer deferred payment schemes to encourage migrants to leave on the perilous journey where 

they face being held for ransom, abuse and even death in the desert and at sea.

The non-migrant community also reported that some 
migrants move out due to forced displacement. A 
section of the community also leaves for a positive 
reason, with some seeking change and adventures (25). 
While abroad, migrants post photographs depicting a 
more desirable life motivating more youths back home 
to want to migrate. Others also migrate in search of 
better healthcare in facilities abroad. People who have 
left through avenues such as education and health at 
times never return into the country.12

Significant factors enabling irregular migration 

Youths, especially males, are most likely to pursue 
irregular migration than any other group. Most of 
them leave Somaliland in search of better economic 
opportunities.13 Returnees reported financial status 
(31%, 46), peer group influence (29%, 43), and availability 
of smuggling services (17%, 25) as the most critical 
determinants of the methods of migration used. This has 
made Tahriib14 to be one of the most enticing avenues 

used by young people out of Somaliland. Other factors 
included migration routes (11%, 16) and family support. 

“
People usually go from one country to another 
until they reach Libya, which is the easiest 
way to get to Europe. From Libya, they take 
a boat to Europe. People know the chances 
of surviving are 50%, but they are willing to 
sacrifice everything. When it became common, 
some people from Libya started to work to 
make money from them and lead them on the 
safest road. Those Libyans have established 
connections to other nations, and migrants 
pay fees and take a boat from there.

 – KII Psychosocial service provider, Hargeisa 

About 17% (25) respondents mentioned smuggling 
services as a factor influencing the choice of migration 
methods. In addition, all the respondents who said ‘other’ 
referred to smugglers or taking loans from smugglers. 
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Smugglers offer counterfeited essential documents at 
a much lower price than regular avenues9. Apart from 
using smugglers, respondents also reported instances 
where people fake marriages to get authorization to 
leave the country.15

In Hargeisa, 25% of returnees sold their family assets to 
finance their migration, and 21% used their own money. 
A substantial proportion of returnees relied on loans 
from family (19%, 29) and relatives (25, 17%). Very few 
returnees sold off their assets (3%, 5), probably because 
very few returnees own assets. A large proportion was 
jobless before migrating.

15  Returnees FGD, Hargeisa.

Table 10. Factors influencing migration (n=150)

FACTORS INFLUENCING 
MIGRATION METHOD

HARGEISA

Available smuggling services 25 (17%) 

Family support 15 (0.1%)

Financial status 46 (31%)

Migration routes 16 (11%)

Other 5 (3%)

Peer group influence 43 (29%)

Grand Total 150

Figure 5. How returnees financed their migration journey (n=150)
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Returnee assisted with economic reintegration support under the EU-IOM Joint Initiative to start up a taxi business. © IOM 2020
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Patterns and drivers of re-migration 

The study shows that most returnees (113, 75%) in 
Hargeisa would not return to the countries they had 
migrated to. One in four returnees (37), were ready 
to re-migrate citing lack of jobs/livelihood and financial 
problems as the main reasons for desiring to re-migrate. 
More forced returnees (17) compared to AVRR (12), and 
independent returnees (8) wanted to re-migrate. Lack 
of jobs/livelihood and financial problems contributed to 
returnees’ decisions to re-migrate. 

Out of the 37 respondents who were willing to 
re-migrate, 78% said they were very likely to re-migrate 
within a year. Returnee respondents considering 
re-migration felt that Somaliland did not have favourable 
job opportunities that could enable them to prosper.

Table 11. Returnees contemplating re-migration

Are you 
considering 

re-migration?
AVRR Forced 

return
Indepen- 

dent Total

No 30 37 46
113 

(75%)

Yes 12 17 8
37 

(25%)

Total 42 54 54
150 

(100%)

FACTORS THAT PREVENT OR 
FOSTER REINTEGRATION

Reasons for returning to Somaliland

Reasons for returning to Somaliland play a role in the 
successful reintegration of migrants, either positively or 
negatively. Factors around economic sustenance majorly 
drive the return of migrants to Somaliland, coupled with 
livelihood-related challenges and difficulties faced in the 
host country. 

A significant percentage of returns came back due to 
forced returns. Returnees were also unable to reach 
their destination. A smaller portion of returnees was 
influenced by close associations back in Somaliland, 
including family and friends. Independent returnees 
were more likely than AVRR and forced returnees to 
come back because they wanted to be with family. 

Figure 7. Reasons for return (n=150)
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Psychosocial factors 

Most of the returnees (51%, 77) maintained contact with 
family abroad. This mainly helped them psychologically 
and made them feel comfortable after knowing the 
well-being of their families. Contacting their families also 
kept them abreast with the happenings back at home, 
maintained network, and helped them follow up with 
the investments.

Figure 8. Stress factors affecting returnees (n=150)
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Returnees reported that they experienced a variety of 
stressors while abroad (69%, 104). Stressful migration 
routes were the most experienced (26%, 36), followed 
by concerns over securing a job because of lack of trust 
(15%, 22) and feelings of disapproval and isolation by the 
community (8%, 13). Migration routes stressed more 
AVRR respondents compared to forced returnees and 
independent returnees. 

Returnees who responded ‘other’ referred to feelings 
of disapproval by family, being asked for a divorce by 
their spouse, taunting from the community members, 
torture and trauma, and feelings of giving up. 

Specifically, 23% (25) of those who experienced stress, 
did not take any action. Those who acted mentioned 
that they sort support from friends (19), support 
from families (17), and formation of new friends (17), 
re-establishing social networks (16), and religious 
support (12). Only six respondents sort professional 
counselling services.

Economic factors 

While abroad, most returnees did not secure any 
type of employment (70%): Only 30% of them were 
able to secure an occupation. Returnees who had 
no jobs and those who received insufficient income 
received support mainly from their families back in 
Somaliland and families in the diaspora to cover their 
needs. Perhaps due to the hard financial situation, 93% 
of returnees did not pursue any training while abroad. 
Judging from the low rates of certification (33%) 
majority acquired skills through on-the-job training. 

Only 5% of returnees were able to send remittances: 
Most returnees (69) received financial support on their 
return to Somaliland. Other primary services that 
they received were access to essential services like 
food, clothing and accommodation, family tracing and 
reunification, education and training, counselling, mental 
health services, employment, and housing. However, 
very few (2) received legal services. The services 
rendered to returnees after their return to Hargeisa 
mainly came from non-governmental organisations (59), 
families (54), and friends (27).
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Slightly more than a third of returnees (37%) have 
secured a job, while 35% are still unemployed. About 
27% of others set up their businesses and are now 
self-employed. Of these returnees, 34% secured their 
occupation after being offered a chance by their family 
members or a friend. Nearly half (49%) of those who 
opened businesses raised capital by investing their savings 
and investments. Non-governmental organisations also 
played a significant role in supporting the returnees to 
start the business (34%). 

The income generated from the businesses was enough 
to cater to basic needs (food, water, and house expenses) 
for 43% of returnees. 33% said that the income would 
also cover their medical bills on top of the basic needs. 
Unfortunately, 24% of the returnees do not receive 
enough money to cater to any of their needs.

Although 45% of interviewed employers have never 
recruited any returnee and only 55% have recruited 
a returnee. They all agreed that they are willing to 
recruit returnees again: According to some of the 
respondents, returnees harm the local economy by 
adding to the unemployment pool. Economic pressures, 
limited resources, and wide gaps in income between 
returnees and the community contributed to negative 
attitudes towards returnees. 

Social factors 

More than 80% (80) of the youth and community 
survey respondents had contact with returnees in 
varying frequencies. 49% (39) had rare contact with 
returnees, few had very frequent (13%, 11) and constant 
contact (19%, 15). 

Contact between the community and returnees was 
mainly through family ties than through community 
social events or support systems: More than 70% 
(70) of the youths and community survey respondents 
reported having contact with returnees. The frequency 
of communication was different, with the majority 
contacting them either occasionally or rarely (31%, 
28%). Some met them very frequently (10%) while 
others were always in contact with them (3%). 

Most of the non-migrant host community members 
(33%, 33) were friends or acquaintances of the 
returnees. The survey showed that many non-migrant 
host community members (28%, 28) had one-on-one 

contact with the returnees during social events. The 
survey also indicates that it was easy to contact the 
returnees since a good number (17) were family 
members and (7) were among close relatives. 
Respondents in the youths and community survey also 
reported contacting the returnees at workplaces (12), 
in the neighbourhood (15), religious centres (4), and 
counselling centres (1).

“
Well, that depends on what kind of returnee 
you are. If you are a returnee with some 
documents from the country you are returning 
from and can start a business, you have the 
community’s respect. They value what you 
are returning to the community and see you 
as a valuable community member. But that 
is not the case for many returnees as they 
come back to the community while in debt 
and have no way of paying that back.

– KII smuggler, Hargeisa

Non-migrant community member respondents were 
highly comfortable with employing a returnee (90%, 
91), recommending a returnee for a job (94%, 95), 
and establishing business with a returnee (80%, 81). 
Although at a slightly lower proportion, they were 
also primarily positive about social decisions, such as a 
returnee establishing a friendship with a family member 
(69%, 70) and a returnee marrying a son or a daughter 
(67%, 68). 88% (89) of respondents were comfortable 
hosting a returnee within their premises. 

Returnees were sometimes discriminated against and 
criticised for their decision to migrate by family and 
community. Returnees were regarded as flight risks 
and social misfits associated with crimes and drugs. 
Returnees in Hargeisa strongly believed that they had 
government representation (72%, 108) in their area 
that would advocate for their interests. 
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MAPPING OF SUPPORT PROVIDERS 

16  KII Government Representative.
17  KII Economic Sector.

Overall, 46% (69) returnees received financial support 
upon arrival to Hargeisa. Some of the returnees (23%, 
35) received basic services like food, clothing, and 
accommodation. Other returnees received counselling 
mental health services (9), medical health services (4), 
and legal services (2). Some returnees (15) received 
education and training, got employed (9), and (15) 
reunited with their families.

Returnees mainly received support from non-profit 
organisations (39%, 59) and their families (36%, 
54). Friends (19%, 29) also played a significant role 
in supporting the returnees. Clan networks (4), 
religious groups (2), government agencies (2), private 
companies (1), and community-based companies (1) 
also participated in offering support to the returnees. 
A substantial proportion of returnees (21%, 31) did not 
receive any support upon arrival.

Nearly half of the service providers (52%) offered 
services to returnees, with 63% of the services 
considered relevant to returnees. Above half of the 
service providers (55%) were aware of community 
support programs available for returnees.

COMMUNITY AWARENESS OF 
REINTEGRATION SUPPORT SERVICES 

The majority of the non-migrant community members 
(58%, 59) were not aware of any reintegration support 
programs, out of those who were aware mentioned 
programs by international organisations (34), compared 
to government programs (7) and community programs 
(1). According to the two surveys, there is a need to 
develop effective mechanisms to raise awareness of 
reintegration support programs.

Most respondents (46%) criticised government 
agencies for not offering enough support as expected. 
Community-based organisations (19%) and families 
(14%) have a crucial role in returnee reintegration. 
Friends and religious groups were also mentioned as 
potential partners in the process by the community.

Other organisations mentioned as missing links 
included clan networks (4), Religious groups (2), 
community-based organisations (2), youth networks 
(2), and private companies (1).

REFERRAL MECHANISMS 

There is great need for referral mechanisms for 
returnees who experienced stressors during migration, 
during their stay and during the return journey.16 Key 
informant interview respondents felt that there were 
no existing referral mechanisms among reintegration 
service providers and much less awareness at the 
community level. This is due to low funding and 
involvement from the government.17 Service providers 
did not specifically target returnees with their services, 
which contributed to the lack of referral mechanisms. 
Although service providers were aware of what other 
service providers were offering, they did not have 
formal referral mechanisms; they referred anyone who 
came for services that they could not provide, but not 
officially, basically through word of mouth.

SERVICE PROVIDER MAPPING 

The study undertook a mapping exercise of the critical 
service providers and reintegration services offered in 
Hargeisa. Many of the service providers in Hargeisa 
targeted economic and social dimensions, with only a 
few offerings of psychosocial support. Service providers 
in Hargeisa did not offer community-level services. 
60% of service providers in Hargeisa offered their 
services for free. 
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“Free” in different contexts meant one of the following: 

• Service providers received funding from donors, 
humanitarian agencies, and similar sources to provide 
services without charging the beneficiary; 

• Financial institutions have confirmed that bank 
account opening and the deposit/withdrawal of 
cash were free, but when it comes to investment 
loans, they are known to have high-profit rates (12% 
to 24%) and other requirements such as proof of 
constant income, a guarantor or two and IDs;

• Government services have additional requirements 
such as ID and some form of guarantee.

All the service providers offer services to the general 
public and sometimes to particular groups, including 
lactating and pregnant women. Although services 
were considered relevant to returnees, respondents 
in Hargeisa felt they required similar services to 
match demand.

Figure 9. Service providers’ 
geographical scope in Hargeisa
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18  FGD Returnees, Hargeisa.
19  KII, Government representative.

Economic service providers

Economic empowerment, mainly financial, was largely 
missing in reintegration interventions. The respondents 
were only aware of support from international 
organizations such as UN, WHO, and IOM. IOM was 
said to provide cash transfers and capacity building 
opportunities.18 Returnees are trained on specialized 
skills such as electricity, building materials and making 
furniture.19 The government on behalf of the National 
Agency for Refugees and Internally Displaced Persons 
(NDRA) in collaboration with IOM decides on the type 
of supported the returnees will be accorded. 

Identified contributing challenges to this situation 
included cooperation challenges between government 
agencies and service providers and a lack of awareness 
of services offered by service providers among 
returnees. Non-migrant community members were 
also slightly less enthusiastic about providing loans to 
returnees. Banks charged expensive interest rates. Lack 
of guarantors, assets, and proof of constant monthly 
income limited access for many returnees.

Although economic reasons were critical drivers of 
migration and return, economic empowerment is a 
significant gap in reintegration interventions. Only 37% 
of respondents secured employment on return, the 
majority because of their family and friends’ connection, 
and only 14% secured jobs through public advertisement 
and CVs. Those who started their businesses received 
capital mainly from their savings (45%).
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Table 12. Economic service providers

NAME OF THE 
SERVICE PROVIDER 

TYPE OF SERVICE 
PROVIDER 

SERVICES OFFERED 
GEOGRAPHICAL 

SCOPE 
CONTACT DETAILS SERVICE FEE

TARGET 
GROUP

Candlelight
Non-governmental 
international organisations

TVET programmes, 
Unconditional cash support

National level
Abdiqani Mohamed Jama  
0633311333

FREE Unemployed

Adeeg Amin 
Agency

Private companies
Job recruitment/
placement services

Regional level
Mahmoud Batalaale 
0634405952

FREE Unemployed

Kims Microfinance Private companies
Business development 
training, Business 
development training

National level
Khaliif Yussuf Mohamed 
0612464665

FREE* – 
Require 
Grantors

All

Shaqodoon 
Organization

Private companies On job training State level

Mohamed Khalif Hargeisa 
0634791414, 0634199390 
Berbera. 0634448400 
executive@gavosoma.org

FREE All

Premier Bank
Non-governmental 
international organisations

Financial counselling 
services, Loans

Regional level
Abdikarim  
0615302050

FREE – 
Saving 
Account

All

Gavo TVEC 
Center Hargeisa

Community-based 
organisations

TVET programmes State level
Ahmed Abdi Muse  
853767

FREE All

Dahabshiil Private companies
Financial counselling 
services, Loans

Regional level Abdiqani Mohamoud Gulleid
FREE – 
Saving 
Account

All
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Table 12. Economic service providers

NAME OF THE 
SERVICE PROVIDER 

TYPE OF SERVICE 
PROVIDER 

SERVICES OFFERED 
GEOGRAPHICAL 

SCOPE 
CONTACT DETAILS SERVICE FEE

TARGET 
GROUP

Amal Bank Private companies
Financial counselling 
services, Loans

Community
Abdikarim Hassan 0634070707  
abdikarim.hassan@premierbank.so

FREE – 
Saving 
Account

All

Harhub Private companies Loans National level
Ahlam Mohamed  
0615560878

FREE* – 
Require 
Documents

All

Barkulan 
Co-working and 
Innovations hub

Private companies Business incubation National level
Ahmed Omer  
0634774455

$25 –  
4 Week 
Sessions

All, Young

Daarasalaam Bank Private companies Loans Regional level 0634481840 / 0634448837
FREE – 
Saving 
Account

All

Shaqo.com Private companies
Job recruitment/
placement services

State level
Suad Ali  
0634033339

FREE Unemployed

Now National 
Organization 
for Women

Government – Regional 
Authority

Business development 
training, Business 
development training

Regional level 
– not true only 
in HARGEISA

Shukri Awl  
0634440309

FREE All

Nagaad Network
Community-based 
organisations

Networking, Career 
Counselling

National level

Habboon Kaysar Hargeisa. 
0633285805  
Borama. 0634510885 
Burao. 0634255895 
info@kimsmfi.com

FREE All
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Social service providers

Social services in Hargeisa included health services, shelter/housing, interpersonal 
skills training, and registration support including support with birth certificates, 
legal services, and support services to sexual and gender-based violence (SGBV) 
victims. Social structures in Hargeisa were unable to provide returnees with sufficient 
support necessary for sustainable reintegration into their communities of return. For 
instance, only six respondents accessed psychosocial counselling support, despite 
many respondents experiencing psychosocial stress factors. 

Although more than 70% (70) of the non-migrant community survey respondents 
said they had contact with returnees, the frequency mainly was occasionally or 
rarely, and just amongst friends and acquaintances of the returnees. The community 
seldom interacted with returnees contributing to negative perceptions of returnees 
and continuous stigma and marginalisation. 

Existing social services were mainly free to access for all groups. None of the services 
targeted returnees. Essential legal and registry services were all offered at a fee. 

Table 13. Social services providers

NAME OF THE 
SERVICE PROVIDER 

TYPE OF SERVICE 
PROVIDER 

SERVICES OFFERED 
GEOGRAPHICAL 

SCOPE 
CONTACT DETAILS

SERVICE 
FEE

TARGET 
GROUP

SOYDAVO Community-based 
organisations

Soft skills / Interpersonal skills 
training programmes, Migrant 
returnee support, Networking

National level

Mukhtar Yussuf Hashi Buroa  
063 4433953, Erigavo 063 
4327215, Hargeisa 063 4432776 
soydavohargeisa.office@gmail.com

FREE All

Somaliland Football 
Federation

Government 
organization Sports groups National level Hamsa  

0634178867 FREE All

Takulo Somaliland 
Community 

Non-governmental 
international 
organisations

Primary, secondary, and tertiary health 
services, Temporary housing / shelter, 
Economic support for SGBV victims, 
Unconditional cash support, soft skills /
Interpersonal skills training programmes

National level
Kawsar Amin  
0634415222 / 0634017280 
m.shire@taakulo.org

FREE All

HAVOYOCO Community-Based 
Organisations

Soft skills/Interpersonal skills 
training programmes National level Abdiwahab Mohamed Free

15 – 45 
years 
of age

Miisaan Xaq Religious 
organisations

Traditional medicine, Notary, 
Legal and justice services State-level Sheikh Abdirahman Sheikh 

Farah 0634050909  $20.00 All
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Table 13. Social services providers

NAME OF THE 
SERVICE PROVIDER 

TYPE OF SERVICE 
PROVIDER 

SERVICES OFFERED 
GEOGRAPHICAL 

SCOPE 
CONTACT DETAILS

SERVICE 
FEE

TARGET 
GROUP

Somaliland 
National Human 
Rights Commission

Government - 
Local Authority Unconditional cash support National level Noh Musse 0634766693 Free All

Guryasamo Clinic Private companies Community health workers District Abdirahim Ali 0634036722  $5.00 All

Saxardiid MCH Government – 
Local Authority Community health workers District Fatima Ali 0634408717 Free

Pregnant 
and 
Lactating 
Women, 
Children 
under 5

Ministry of Interior 
(National Registry 
Department)

Government – 
Regional Authority Civil registry National level Dirie Jambir 0633510445  $20.00 All

Hargeisa Local 
Municiply 

Government – 
Local Authority Identification – Birth certificates Regional level Ahmed Wehlie 0633333660  $23.00 Employed 

Part-time
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Psychosocial service providers

20  KII community leader 2, Hargeisa.

For the psychosocial dimension, this research approached actors who had peer 
support groups and rehabilitation and counselling centres. Non-migrant community 
members and returnees were aware of mental health services and counselling 
services provided for returnees to assist in reintegration. 

Psychosocial reintegration assistance at the community level requires integration of 
activities that strengthen social networks within communities to empower returnees, 

for instance, offering counselling to the returnees to help them recover from a stressful 
migration experience.20 In Hargeisa, a surprising proportion of returnees used smugglers 
to facilitate their migration journey. Services targeting victims of trafficking and returnees 
who used smugglers in their journeys seem particularly relevant for Hargeisa.

In Hargeisa, all except one of the organisations interviewed provided free psychosocial 
services that were religious based. The rest charged high fees to access their services. 

Table 14. Psychosocial services providers

NAME OF THE 
SERVICE PROVIDER 

TYPE OF SERVICE 
PROVIDER 

SERVICES OFFERED 
GEOGRAPHICAL 

SCOPE 
CONTACT DETAILS SERVICE FEE

TARGET 
GROUP

Frantz Fanon 
University 

Private companies
Cultural network group, Counselling 
centres, Psychiatric care

Regional level
Deka Hassan Abdi 
0634141914

$280 
Instalments 

All

Xiskaab Medical 
Center

Private companies Counselling centres, Psychiatric care Regional level
Dr. Liban Ahmed Hirsi  
0634666676 
xiskaab1@gmail.com

$7 All

Haldoor Hospital Private companies Psychiatric care Regional level Farhan Abdi 0634009753
FREE – 
Doctor 
appointments

All

Yacquub Clinic Private companies Clinical psychological service Community Mursal Musse 063571183 30 All

Wanag Farista iyo 
Xuman Reebista

Religious 
organisations

Religious support, Counselling National level Mohamed Khadar Khalif FREE All
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CONCLUSIONS 

21  Re.turnees FGD, Hargeisa.
22  Community FGD, Hargeisa.
23  KII Social WAPPO, hargeisa.
24  The concept in Somali culture, dhaqan celis, means returning to the culture to help them rehabilitate and they are sent to what they call 

schools but what we call detention centres.

ROLE OF MOBILITY IN THE COMMUNITY 

Expectedly, economic reasons were strong drivers 
of migration. Going abroad improved the individual’s 
finances and family’s financial and living standards. 
Returnees’ financial welfare had increased substantially 
compared to their income before migration. For this 
reason, migrants’ remittances sent back home were 
considered a good indicator of migrant success. When 
migrants were unable to find work in their destination 
countries and were unable to send money back home, 
the situation contributed to return. 

Mobility was perceived to provide access to better 
quality education than what was available. However, 93% 
did not continue with training or educational pursuits. 
Most returnees attributed migrant priorities to be more 
economical than academic within the study group. There 
was mixed perception regarding returnees from the 
community. Community perceptions towards returnees 
was highly dependent on the outcome of the migration. 
Successful migrants are highly regarded considering they 
are more learned, richer, and generally better than the 
local people, earning them a lot of respect from the 
community. They conduct community improvement 
investments and provide donations to vulnerable 
members of the society. One respondent reported of 
returnees who had built a sam in their locality, helping 
fellow community members avert drought.21 Due to 
this, more youths are inspired to want to migrate to 
achieve their status and emulate their way of life.22

The other section of the community viewed returnees 
negatively especially the older generation. According to 
the community, returnees affect cultural integrity of the 
communities they return to due to exposure to foreign 
culture and for some changing religion. Returnees, 
owing to their success, are also known to disregard 
the local community due to the perception that they 
are more successful than them.23 In some instances, 
such returnees are sent to cultural rehabilitation centres 
known as Dhakan Celis.24 

FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE 
REINTEGRATION IN THE COMMUNITY

Several factors influenced the success of returnee 
reintegration into the community. 

Economic reintegration issues were the most 
pronounced. The study found that:

• Lack of employment and financial stress linked to 
livelihoods motivated re-migration among returnees 
and migration among non-migrant communities;

• Most returnees are low-skilled and untrained, 
particularly women returnees. This prevents them 
from gaining meaningful waged employment; 

• Access to financial support for returnees is limited, 
especially with formal structures. The community’s 
low trust levels of returnees also influence access to 
credit and loans; 

• Returnees do not own assets. The majority also 
financed their migration journeys by selling off 
family assets; 

• Key actors providing vocational training and financial 
access services exist in the district. However, 
returnees are essentially not aware of their existence;

• Non-migrant community members were willing to 
employ, recommend jobs, and partner with returnees, 
which provides economic reintegration. 

Although social structures exist, they are not strong 
enough to support adequate reintegration: 

There exist misconceptions about migration that 
influences returnee reintegration into their communities. 
In Hargeisa, the migration experience deteriorates 
family ties. Most returnees sold their assets, with 
very few managing to send money back home. Many 
returnees did not maintain regular contact with family 
while they were away. Limited interaction between the 
community and returnees may contribute to negative 
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misconceptions and the community’s trust in returnees. 
Service providers rarely held community social events 
or support systems that brought the community and 
returnees together. 

Returnees faced several psychosocial stressors, 
although their communities of return often lacked 
proper psychosocial support and a functional referral 
system. The study found: 

• A significant number of returnees experienced varied 
stressors in their communities of return. Stressful 
migration routes were the highest mentioned stress 
factor. Returnees were also afraid of experiencing 
disapproval and isolation from family members and 
the community. Prospects with employment were 
also a major stressor as returnees could not get 
jobs or experienced unwillingness to engage by 
potential employers;

• Very few returnees accessed counselling services. 
Most of the services available charged a fee for 
psychosocial support services. 

REINTEGRATION STAKEHOLDERS 
AND SERVICE PROVIDERS 

Currently, reintegration support is largely offered by 
IOM and NDRA.25 There is however need for more 
agencies to collaborate and offer support to the existing 
repatriation efforts to fill the existing gap.26 

Generally, there is very low awareness of reintegration 
services provided to returnees, which is limiting 
uptake and reach of services: There is low awareness 
of services available for returnees and it cuts across 
service providers, non-migrant community members, 
and returnees. There also seems to be minimal services 
targeting returnees specifically. These combined, limit 
the reach and subsequent impact of returnee-specific 
interventions. The least known service providers are 
the government and community projects. Lack of 
adequate reintegration support diminishes the rate 
at which returnees stabilize economically, socially and 
psychologically once they are back. For instance, it is 
harder for returnees to secure employment in the 
absence of reintegration support. 

25  Returnee KII, Hargeisa.
26  Government Representative, Hargeisa.

Service providers targeted the public in general and 
not specific support for returnees: Most services 
provided had a broad target group. This study suggested 
that returnees had unique characteristics that set them 
apart from the public, especially returnee women. These 
include disparities in education levels, access to full-time 
employment, stress factors caused by migratory routes, 
potential victims of trafficking, and bad experiences with 
smugglers. These require targeted support/programmes 
for returnees or equitable considerations. 

Most identified reintegration support services were 
easily accessible for returnees. Most services were 
within reach in the urban areas of Hargeisa. There was 
also often little to no documentation required to access 
free services. Paid services, especially psychosocial 
services, left out those who needed the service but 
could not afford it. Financial services such as loans and 
credit seemed unobtainable for returnees, given their 
lack of assets to use as collateral. 

REFERRAL MECHANISMS 

IOM and NDRA are the only referral mechanisms 
mentioned by respondents. The study recommended 
establishing and strengthening referral links between 
financial support, as most returnees accessed them 
on arrival, with psychosocial and social support 
services. Reintegration programmes should also focus 
on developing more robust referral networks and 
strengthening referral mechanisms. 
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PROGRAMMATIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

From a programmatic perspective, the study identified 
some areas that could translate to quick wins for 
returnee reintegration activities. The recommendations 
have been categorised by dimension. 

General recommendations 

Increase advocacy efforts to increase the participation 
of state, local and international non-state actors 
in the reintegration efforts: Exploring synergies 
more deliberately with other actors working with 
returnees through participatory planning workshops, 
evaluation and reviews of returnee interventions, 
benchmarking activities, and taking action will allow 
for stronger reintegration interventions, that are more 
efficient and with improved resourcing. This includes 
working more closely with community initiatives as 
implementers supporting reintegration to promote 
more sustainable models. 

Strengthen government stakeholders’ capacity in 
the design and implementation of returnee targeted 
programmes: The government was seen as the main 
actor that can promote positive engagement with 
support from international/humanitarian agencies, 
religious communities and businesspeople. Specifically, 
government stakeholders could be supported to 
develop stronger community engagement approaches 
to reach and incorporate community opinions and 
perspectives about their priorities. This can be done 
through grassroots dialogues and other mechanisms 
that promote public participation. 

Strengthening private public partnerships: 
Advocating for public private partnerships between the 
government, local and international NGOs, the business 
community and the diasporas in promoting sustainable 
programmes targeting returnees. These should 
incorporate capacity building support on working with 
returnees, mainstreaming returnee and gender-sensitive 
approaches to services provided, strengthening referral 
mechanisms, and community outreach.

Strengthening community-based programmes: 
There is a need for the government and NGOs to 
give the community a voice in devising priorities to 
ensure implemented programmes are need-based 
and community-owned. This can be done through 
grassroots dialogues and other mechanisms that 
promote public participation.

Use of the family as a unit of implementation may help 
with social reintegration. Families were influential in a 
returnee’s decision to migrate, return, re-migrate, and 
provided support for returnees’ reintegration. Families 
can be involved by tailoring reintegration solutions 
around the family unit, for instance, involving the kin 
in various forms of support provided to the returnees. 
They can also be engaged during psychosocial support 
activities to increase number of returnees seeking help 
through the centres. This can be achieved through 
awareness raising activities. Families hosting returnees 
can be empowered economically by supporting their 
business and increasing livelihood sources.

Establishing strategies to decrease the need to 
migrate: Scaling up of community resilience and 
recovery programmes to decrease migrations arising 
from natural disasters; strengthening social services such 
as education and the healthcare to increase the quality 
of services offered; establishing government grants and 
loans targeting youth, women and special groups such 
as IDPs and returnees. These would encourage the 
engagement of youths in the private sector 

Increase engagement with consulates abroad to 
provide required support to nationals wishing to 
return: This should also include predeparture awareness 
sessions to sensitize returnees on what to expect of 
their journey, likely challenges they will encounter, 
their rights, laws and regulations and consequences 
of breaching them, available services and where they 
can access them, culture shock. This will help prepare 
returnees for their journey back home.

Create a strong referral link between economic 
support and psychosocial and social support.
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Economic reintegration 

General 

i. Promoting a sustainable livelihood approach to 
increase income among returnees makes sense;

ii. Improving the enabling environment: creating a 
supportive economic environment, particularly 
in local communities with a high return rate 
of returnees;

iii. Promote gender balance in the selection of 
beneficiaries for AVRR programmes bearing in 
mind that women are affected more by stresses 
associated with migration. 

Capacity building 

i. Encourage existing innovation hubs in the country to 
set up similar centres in Hargeisa where returnees 
can access economic support, especially in setting 
up businesses and other ventures;

ii. Increase awareness among returnees about 
vocational training centres and enhance accessibility 
of skills development and growth training services 
such as TVETs. This will support returnees, 
especially female ones, transitioning from casual 
to full-time labourers; 

iii. Setting up of adult literacy programmes at the 
community level that can benefit both returnees 
and non migrants to help reduce the high illiteracy 
rates among the two groups;

iv. Promote uptake of education services among 
returnee groups. This can be done through 
sensitizations on the importance of education;

v. Minimising barriers to access education is also 
critical. For instance, interventions can entail 
working with stakeholders in education provide 
discounted packages or link returnees with free 
education opportunities or scholarships;

vi. Microfinance institutions can be encouraged to 
develop education financing products that will 
education accessible to returnees who struggle to 
afford education; 

vii. Consider partnering to provide self-paced education 
that returnees may be able to take up at home.

 Job linkages

i. Reintegration programmes to act as referees for 
returnees and provide recommendations that would 
increase their employability. Programmes can also 
organize workshops with potential employers and 
employing organizations to create awareness on 
their role in the reintegration process

ii. Improving employability by providing intensive 
skills training in collaboration with private training 
institutions and potential employers;

iii. Programmes that ensure follow-up with 
inexperienced job seekers or entrepreneur 
returnees and offer assistance by partnering with 
agencies to promote improved marketability;

iv. Provide job placement services. Vocational training 
centres and job advertisement companies should 
collaborate and be supported to establish a job 
placement system for returnees. This may increase 
the employability chances of returnees.

Promoting financial inclusion 

i. Partner with financial institutions to facilitate loans 
and other financial services to returnees who 
are unable to meet the set criteria, e.g. collateral, 
guarantors, financial statements etc.;

ii. Strengthen economic resilience and empowerment 
programmes by increasing access to start-up capital 
and mentorship support; 

iii. Increase asset ownership among returnees. Few 
returnees owned assets that they could use to 
generate income, partly because they sold them 
off to finance their migration journeys. The RSLA 
can be applied to identify which assets returnees 
need and possible interventions to help restore 
assets and establish sustainable livelihoods.
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Social reintegration 

i. Establishing collective reintegration projects: 
Strategies such as collective reintegration projects 
and building returnee networks greatly contribute 
to the social reintegration of returnees. Collective 
reintegration projects not only contribute to 
the economic betterment of returnees and the 
community of return, but also provide a social 
support structure for them. Returnee networks 
are important because of the shared experiences 
of returnees, but it is also important to consider 
methods of re-integrating returnees into the 
wider community;

ii. Increasing the capacity of community-based 
organisations, especially youth networks, by 
training them on standard reintegration processes 
and procedures, availing them with more funding 
and legalising their operation to increase their 
efforts towards helping returnees;

iii. Building the capacity of actors engaged in social 
and psychosocial services. In particular, local 
NGOs and civil society organisations which can fill 
this gap in a more sustainable way. This includes use 
of targeted training on how to mainstream returnee 
needs into programming and involve returnees in 
project design, monitoring and adaptation, how to 
set up strong referral linkages, how to fund-raise 
and also create sustainable revenue streams to 
support NGO operations;

iv. Explore ways to build social protection cushions 
for returnees. This can be done in two ways. 
First, stakeholders such as the government, 
employers and private sector actors can establish 
an employment-based social protection scheme. 
Secondly, stakeholders can direct efforts towards 
building resilience and innovation among self-help 
groups as a social protection cushion for its members 
and encourage returnees to form such groups;

v. Increasing access to basic social services: This can 
be done through increased awareness creation and 
strengthened referral linkages. Any intervention 
that makes first contact with returnees, should 
incorporate medical screening and refer returnees 
who need medical support to the relevant 
service providers;

vi. Advocate for actors in the political space to 
include returnees in their inclusion agenda. 
As with other marginalized groups, advocate for 
returnees to be placed in the political agenda for 
inclusion through working with organisations that 
are advocating for inclusion in governance, and with 
political actors;

vii. Recognition of the role of the family in 
migration, return, and reintegration and tailoring 
reintegration solutions around the family. This 
includes providing financial support in the form of 
cash transfers or even humanitarian aid to families 
hosting returnees; 

viii. Provide awareness creation and discrediting 
misconceptions and negative attitudes towards 
migration and returnees . Through joint 
partnerships, the different actors, including local 
governments, can use social structures such as 
sports as platforms to promote awareness of social 
perception toward returnees;

ix. The government can initiate civil counselling 
programmes to sensitise returnees on laws and 
legal systems to reduce the tendency to engage in 
criminal activities;

x. Create opportunities for interaction between 
non-migrant host community members and 
returnees. These could be through shared groups 
for those interested in migrating, returnees, 
and other community members. Religious and 
community leaders can play a vital role in reducing 
misconceptions about returnees in the community; 

xi. Involving figures of authority such as influencers 
and public figures artists, scholars, politicians to 
create forums for facilitating interactions between 
returnees and the community;

xii. Assist returnees in organising community social 
programmes such as sports programmes, radio 
programmes/drama, cultural dances, reading 
clubs, and photography competitions, and 
promote interactions between returnees and local 
community members.
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Psychosocial reintegration

i. Provide free psychosocial services through linkages 
with other organisations focusing on areas of 
trafficking in persons, for instance, trauma healing;

ii. IOM and its implementing partners in Hargeisa can 
provide expertise, capacity, and activities to establish 
and strengthen existing referral mechanisms;

iii. Build the capacity of service providers to understand 
the challenges that returnees face to encourage 
them to provide resources; 

iv. Assist religious/educational centres/academic 
institutions to provide counselling programmes that 
also cover civic education in which returnees can be 
sensitised on laws and legal systems to reduce their 
predisposition to engage in criminal activities. IOM 
and its implementing partners can leverage the free 
services offered by the religious institutions and 
refer returnees for support, inadvertently creating 
formal/informal support groups at the mosques;

v. Advocacy programmes that raise awareness about 
the importance of social cohesion among returnees 
and the community; 

vi. The use of storytelling as part of psychosocial support 
programmes can be delivered through community 
and returnee groups or radio programmes.
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