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Abstract

Return migration is a complex phenomenon driven by a combination of
individual, familial, societal, and economic factors. This study aims to discover the
key reasons that limit return intentions of Romanian migrants from United Kingdom
to their country of origin. Using a mix of qualitative and quantitative research
methods, semi-structured interviews with experts involved in the integration
of Romanians in the United Kingdom, and an online survey among Romanian
migrants, this study identifies a series of factors that determine Romanian workers’
return intentions. The results indicate that available jobs in the communities
of origin in Romania where they have families, and where family solidarity
networks are created, are important drivers of return migration. The need to
improve government measures to stimulate the return of Romanian workers must
be seen in the broader context of the functionality of families with migrant workers,
considering both the positive and negative consequences of labour migration for
the quality of family life, and the care provision for dependents (children and
elderly people).
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Introduction

Return migration is defined as the movement of migrants back to their country
of origin to restore residence in that country (Gmelch, 1980). The return decision is
influenced by a multitude of social, economic, and political factors (OECD, 2020).
Empirical evidence on return decisions suggests that the reasons for returning to
the country of origin are associated with factors from both the country of migration
and the country of origin. When migrant workers fail to obtain legal status in the
host country, they experience difficulties in social integration, and the decision to
return to the country of origin is accentuated. Research related to the decision-
making process (OECD, 2020) is not well developed; therefore, there is a growing
need for empirical evidence in this area.

The intention to return is a thought that does not necessarily turn into actual
return. Constant and Massey (2002) highlighted that only a small proportion of
those who declared their intention to return have actually returned.

Caro Carretero et al. (2018) grouped the determinant factors of return intentions
into four categories: personal features (gender, age, nationality, length of stay),
social connections (family ties, partners in the host country, home ownership in
the host country), economic factors (participation in the labour market, access to
social protection systems), and economic, social, and political contexts in both
the origin and destination countries.

This study focuses on the profile of migrant Romanian workers in the United
Kingdom (UK), thereby contributing to the substantiation of measures to support
the return policy in the country of Romanian migrant workers.

A vast body of literature analyses the phenomenon of migration; however,
Romanian migration remains insufficiently studied. The Office for National
Statistics reports that, in 2021, there are 342,000 Romanian-born persons lived in
the United Kingdom (179,000 men and 163,000 women), representing almost 6,09%
of non-British population living in the UK (Office for National Statistics, 2021a).
Romanians’ long-term mobility is motivated especially by work (Barbulescu et al.,
2019). Those who have difficulties integrating into the labour market in the United
Kingdom are generally low-income people with financial and family difficulties
in their country of origin (Romania) (The Migration Observatory, 2022). Labour
migration represented the most significant share of Romanian migration (Anghel,
& Cosciug, 2018). Romanians were attracted by a rich job offer in a differentiated
secondary labour market (Anghel et al., 2016). In addition to the size of migration,
the nature of this phenomenon is a very important issue. The scientific literature
has highlighted the prevailing temporary nature of the EU post-accession migration
(Favell, 2008; Wallace, 2002). This indicates that there is, at least in terms of return
intentions, the probability of returning to the country of origin, and the role of the
policy measures to support this must acquire special importance.
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Return migration theories in the context of left behind
members

The main economic theories of migration contain divergent assumptions about
return migration and the factors that determine this decision (De Haas, & Fokkema,
2011). The neoclassical theory of migration (Harris, & Todaro, 1970) assumes that
individuals are rational actors who decide to migrate to maximise their income.
They migrate wherever they expect to earn a higher salary. Neoclassical theory
explains migration in terms of the cost-benefit ratio for individuals. If the benefits
of migration (measured as the wage gap between the country of destination and the
country of origin) are greater than the costs associated with this process (cost of
transport, establishment in the host country, etc.), migration would be the rational
choice (Borjas, 1989). Thus, migrants who are economically successful in the host
country are expected to settle permanently there. Return migration is seen as a
sign of migrants’ failure to achieve expected gains. Therefore, migrants returning
to their country of origin are considered losers (Constant, & Massey 2002; De
Haas, & Fokkema, 2011). Regarding return intentions, it can be stated that the
more economically successful migrants are in their destination country, the less
they will want to return to their country of origin.

However, the neoclassical theory does not consider the non-economic factors
that determine migration, and is thus unable to explain real-life migration patterns.
Critics of this theory point out that individuals are not isolated, purely rational
actors who base their decision to migrate only on prospects of maximising income
(Castles et al., 2014). Factors such as age, gender, level of education, and cultural
habits play a role in the individual’s decision to leave their country of origin.

Another theory of migration, entitled The New Economics of Labour Migration
(Stark, 1978, 1991), retains rational choice as the basic element of the theory, but
places the household rather than the individual, at the centre of the decision-making
process. The theory interprets migration as a strategy of households and extended
families to share income risk within them and overcome market constraints in
the country of origin, with migration providing additional income (De Haas, &
Fokkema, 2011; Stark, 1991). According to this theory, individuals migrate to
reach certain income targets. They remain in the host country for as long as they
fail to reach their income target (either because of unemployment or higher costs
of living). The new economy of labour migration considers return migration not
as a failure, as does the neoclassical theory of migration, but rather as an indicator
of economic success (De Haas, & Fokkema, 2011).

In the specific case of labour migrants from Central and Eastern Europe,
current research has shown that economic success in a Western country increases
the tendency to stay in that country and negatively influences the intention to
return (Snel et al., 2015). The explanation lies in the fact that the relatively short
distances and the opening of borders in the European Union have made it possible
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for successful migrants to remain in the host countries, and at the same time
maintain frequent contact with the countries of origin.

However, Snel et al. (2015) show that economic success in the host country
does not influence intentions to return to the country of origin, therefore, neither
the neoclassical theory of migration nor the theory of the new labour migration
economy can explain the return intentions of migrant workers from Central and
Eastern Europe. This observation is consistent with previous studies showing
either that there is no influence of economic success on the return intentions of
migrant workers or that the influences are mixed (Bijwaard, & Wahba, 2014;
Carling, & Pettersen, 2014; Constant, & Massey, 2002; De Haas, 2010). One
possible explanation is that migrants return home for various reasons. Some
individuals return home after successful migration, whereas others return after
failure. Bijwaard and Wahba (2014) observed that the intensity of return migration
has a U-shaped relationship with migrants’ incomes, implying higher intensity in
both low-income and high-income groups. Therefore, it can be said that the two
theories are complementary and not mutually exclusive (De Haas, 2010).

While economic theories explain return migration and return intentions of
migrant workers with reference to economic factors, a third theoretical perspective
focuses on the sociocultural dimension of migrant integration.

The theory of sociocultural integration highlights an inverse relationship
between migrants’ sociocultural integration and their intentions to return. Thus,
the stronger the sociocultural integration of migrants, the weaker their intentions
to return to their country of origin. Several studies have confirmed this relationship
(Constant, & Massey, 2002; De Haas, & Fokkema, 2011). Socio-cultural integration
must be understood in terms of identification with the culture of the host country,
frequent social contacts with native citizens, participation in the social institutions
of that country or fluent language of that country (Snel et al., 2015). The theory
also mentions an inverse link between the length of stay in the destination country
and intention to return to the country of origin. The longer migrants stay in the
host country, the stronger they will integrate, and the more difficult it will be to
return to the country of origin (both in terms of financial and emotional costs).
This relationship is in line with the observations of several studies (Constant, &
Massey, 2002; Jensen, & Pedersen, 2007).

A fourth theoretical perspective on migration is provided by the theory of
transnationalism which refers to the process by which migrants create and maintain
multiple social ties between their host country and their country of origin (Carling,
& Pettersen, 2014). Consistent with this theory is the conjecture that transnational
links and their integration into transnational networks influence migration intentions
and decisions. Involvement in such networks makes migration affordable, and
thus more likely (Massey, 1990; Samers, 2010). In relation to return migration,
the theory of transnationalism highlights a direct link between the transnational
activities of migrants (frequent visits to the country of origin, sending remittances,
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etc.) and return migration, independent of economic success or failure in the host
country. Snel et al. (2015) note that migrants from Central and Eastern European
countries generally do not send remittances, and do not invest in their country of
origin only to support their family members, but also by virtue of their plans to
return to that country.

In conclusion, migration is a very diverse and multifaceted phenomenon,
and thus cannot be explained by a single theory (Arango, 2000). Rather, the
phenomenon of migration involves a complex interaction of economic, social,
and cultural factors (Maastricht University, 2018).

While emigration is determined by the better conditions offered by the country
of destination, knowledge of return migration requires additional, qualitative
information about both the migrant worker and his family.

The literature on return migration also examines non-economic factors that
can also have a significant effect on return (Piotrowski, & Tong, 2010). This
literature argues that return must be understood in the larger institutional context
of the family. Factors such as marriage, parenthood, and caring for ageing parents
can motivate migrants to return from their destination countries. Care provision
for dependent older adult members remains a future challenge in transnational
families, especially considering the predominant (informal) family care regime.
The researchers use the term ‘transnational ethnomorality of care’ to describe the
situation in which both parents ageing at home and their migrant children accept the
fact that most of their children’s care responsibilities have been transferred abroad
(Czapka, & Sagbakken, 2020). Migration enables children to provide monetary
support, but spatial separation makes it difficult for them to provide instrumental
and emotional support (Baldock, 2000; Smith, 1998). For ageing parents, adult
children are the support and care pillars. Labor migration and depopulation in
certain areas has left communities of older persons without the support and care
of their descendants, and the effects are felt both at the individual level and at
the level of the social and medical assistance systems (Czapka, & Sagbakken,
2020; Zaiceva, 2014). Caring for left behind dependent parents represents a real
challenge for migrant adult children, and generates internal conflicts that affect
the emotional well-being of those who have gone to work abroad (Czapka, &
Sagbakken, 2020), as well as the mental health of older parents (Thapa et al.,
2018). Intergenerational support decreases, since more and more adult children
chose to migrate, and it is estimated that fewer people will be willing to assume
the role of caregiver in relation to a family member (Hiinteler, & Mulder, 2020;
Syse et al., 2021). Both positive and negative effects of migration are reported
by national studies in relation to dependant older family members. In Europe,
Cheianu-Andrei et al. (2011) emphasize positive effects of the migration of adult
children, in terms of increased possibilities to cover the costs of formal care of
elderly parents left behind, while Bohme et al. (2015) reported better physical
health of older parents. Antman (2010) concluded that migration of children has
negative effects on physical and mental health of older parents left behind, in
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Mexic. Thus, the need to care for ageing parents may cause the descendants to
return.

In the case of transnational families with children, the separation of parents
and their young children can harm the parent — child relationship (Dreby, 2007),
and may cause migrant parents to return home. The few studies carried out so
far on the impact of emigration on the quality of life of Romanians who went to
work abroad show that (Mocanu et al., 2020) a general increase in the quality
of life of Romanian immigrants in Belgium, reflected in the financial situation
and job satisfaction, access to quality medical and educational services, multiple
leisure opportunities. However, there should be a research concern with the quality
of family life (QoLF) of those who remained in the country (children, parents),
considering all dimensions of QoLF (family interaction, emotional well-being,
physical/material well-being, disability-related support), and here our exploratory
study offers analysis elements that should be taken into account. From a political
perspective, there are studies that indicate that families could be viewed as an
important factor for attracting people to return to their origins (Gillespie et al.,
2022). Increasing the quality of family life by attracting parents who have gone
to work abroad to their country of origin is a central element of return migration.

Research on Romanian migration

Romanian diaspora is among the largest in the world and continues to grow
(Dolea, 2021; Sandu, 2021). The exact number of people living abroad is difficult
to estimate, but is generally accepted that ,,the migration phenomenon has
transformed into an exodus” (Saniuta, & Jianu, 2022). Unfortunately, Romania
does not have a national strategy to stimulate return migration and the reintegration
of those who return. Several initiatives have been launched such as Diaspora
Startup, ReThink Romania, Repatriot, etc., but these are disparate measures that
are not included in a strategy.

Understanding the fundamentals of return decisions is important for formulating
appropriate migration policies. Due to limited studies measuring Romanian
migrants’ tendency to return to their country, this phenomenon is difficult to be
quantified. Return migration is challenging to measure because much of it is
spontaneous and goes unrecorded, although official data exist on forced return
and voluntary assisted return. Ciobanu (2015) highlights difficulties to measure
return migration due to multiple experiences. In Romania, several studies have
analysed the determinants, purpose, and effects of massive Romanian migration
that began with the opening of borders in 1990 (Roman, & Voicu, 2010; Sandu,
2010). The first wave of migration was represented by ethnic migration (which
appeared especially among ethnic Germans, but also among Jews or Hungarians).
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Subsequently, temporary migration for work became predominant, increasing after
the country’s integration into the European Union. Simultaneously, illegal forms
of migration flourished (Goschin et al., 2009). Return migration has increased
slightly amid the global economic crisis, and the destination countries preferred
by Romanians are also deeply affected. However, the size of the phenomenon of
return to the country of origin did not reach the expected dimensions, and Romania
also faced difficulties generated by the crisis (Barbulescu, 2009).

There is currently no clear evidence of the proportion of return migration in
Romania, and it is difficult to make a correct estimate of the number of migrants
returning permanently to the country, especially because of the difficulty in
distinguishing between various forms of circular or temporary migration and
return migration (Anghel, & Roman, 2021; Anghel et al., 2016).

There are three main categories of factors that can directly or indirectly influence
the decision of migrant workers to return to their country of origin (Roman, &
Goschin, 2012): 1) personal attributes and characteristics of migrants (e.g., age,
gender, level of education, ethnicity); 2) family situation; and 3) social, economic,
and political factors.

Bonifazi and Paparusso’s (2019) quantitative analysis indicated the factors that
influence the return intentions of Romanian migrants living in Italy. According
to this study, gender, age, level of education, employment status, having children
living with them, and experience of discrimination in Italy are all predictors of
return intentions.

Shima (2010) analysed the return migration of Romanian and Bulgarian
migrants using data from a survey conducted by the World Bank. The author noted
that better labour market status of migrants returning to the country is positively
correlated with the intention to return permanently.

In a study on the return intentions of Romanian migrants, Hinks and Davies
(2015) showed that a wage gap between the host country and the country of
origin, investments in business, and investments in human capital in the host
country, especially in fluent speaking of the language of that country, significantly
reduces the likelihood of returning to Romania. Instead, sending remittances and
investments in Romania increases the probability of return.

Ghita et al. (2007) highlighted the fact that migrants returning to the country
can bring important benefits for Romania, in terms of work experience, increased
productivity, financial capital, and even new ideas in the technical field.

The reintegration process of migrants into their country of origin is not simple.
Migrants are not always well informed about the rapid transformations that their
country of origin is experiencing, even in the context of maintaining ties with
family members or the community. In addition, the migrant returning to the country
of origin after a greater number of years spent abroad is no longer the same, and
his and society’s expectations of him may be completely different (Vlase, 2011).
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Methodological approach

Research question and data source

The main research questions aim to provide information about the profile of
Romanian workers in the United Kingdom and to identify the intentions of Romanian
workers from United Kingdom (UK) to return to Romania. To answer these
research questions, authors used qualitative data obtained from semi-structured
interviews with experts involved in the integration of Romanians in the UK, and
quantitative and qualitative data from an online survey implemented in 2018 with
Romanians who migrated to this country. For both research tools developed by the
authors (semi-structured interview guide and questionnaire) the research topics
were: (1) characteristics of current employment; (2) the labour mobility process;
(3) the intention to return to the country; (4) factors that reduce external labour
mobility. For this article, only the topics regarding labour mobility process and
intention to return to the country were retained for analysis. The intention to return
was measured as an answer to the question “Since you left the country, have you
ever had the intention of returning permanently to Romania to work?”

Methods and sample

The proposed exploratory research comprised two phases of implementation:
(1) identification of starting sampling points in the survey with Romanian migrant
workers in the UK by conducting semi-structured interviews with the experts, and
(2) a Computer-Assisted Web Interviewing (CAWI) questionnaire survey among
Romanian migrants in the UK.

In the selection of the experts participating in the semi-structured interviews,
we started from the Romanian institutions in the UK with a role in the management
of Romanian emigrants, adding other organizations from the non-governmental
sector involved in advising Romanian emigrants. For the CAWI questionnaire, the
authors assume the limitations given by the use of a non-probability sample for the
investigation, especially through the influence of the socio-demographic profile
of the people who answered the questionnaire, but consider that, in the absence
of a data base with Romanians working in United Kingdom, which would have
allowed the use of a probabilistic investigation sample, the proposed methodology
with two implementation stages (interviews and survey) represents a solid solution
for the exploratory study carried out. Other selection bias can be introduced by
posting the questionnaire link on the social media page of the Romanian Embassy
in the UK, the basic population being made up of Romanians from the UK who
access the embassy’s social media page. In selecting the Romanian Embassy as
the institution on whose page the questionnaire link should be posted, the authors
of the research focused on the role of the Embassy in the life of the Romanians
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in the UK, that of maintaining the connection between the Romanian community
in the UK and the Romanian state.

Participants in the semi-structured interviews were experts from the Romanian
state, but also Romanian community leaders in the country of migration, people
who have been involved in projects, or who have professional concerns about
Romanians working in the UK: 2 experts from Romanian institutions in the UK
(Romanian attaché on labour and social issues in the UK, Honorary Consul of
Romania in Wales), 3 members of the organisations representing the interests of
Romanians working in the UK, representatives of the religious organisations of the
Romanian communities from the UK, and 2 experts from other institutions (e.g.,
universities) who have worked on projects, or who have professional concerns
about Romanians working in the UK.

Between October 2 and October 15, 2018, seven people from the target
group were interviewed through face-to-face online discussions. The existing
methodological recommendations set in the scientific literature were followed
(Austin, & Sutton, 2014; Guest ef al., 2013). The main selection criterion was the
relevance of the investigation unit to the research objectives. In the case of our
enquiry, the relevance of the investigation units was given by the information they
had regarding the Romanian workers located in the territory of the UK.

The average duration of an interview was about one hour; all interviews were
audio recorded and then transcribed for the interpretation of the results. For
the purpose of this study, only the responses of the interviewees regarding the
intention to return to Romania were analysed. The questions focused on reasons
that determined Romanian migrants’ return, the importance of the family in making
the decision to return, and factors with a decisive role in maintaining the status
quo of emigrants at work.

In the second phase of the research, a survey questionnaire was developed using
anon-probabilistic sample (a sample developed using both the snowball technique
and voluntary sampling). The type of sample was proposed because of the lack of
a sampling frame based on administrative data (a nominal administrative list with
e-mail addresses of Romanian workers in the UK, so that the link to the CAWI
questionnaire could be sent). This type of non-probabilistic sample is specific
to exploratory research and excludes data representativeness. Sampling by the
snowball technique involves identifying several people who meet the necessary
criteria to be included in the study (in the case of our research, Romanians working
in the UK), and then requesting them to recommend other people they know,
who meet the selection criteria. The people identified in stage one were those
who responded to the semi-structured interviews. In volunteering sampling, the
sample is ‘self-selected’ by willing participants, following an announcement by
the researcher. The link to the questionnaire for our research was available during
the research on the social media page (Facebook) of the Romanian Embassy in
the UK. The sample size was 211 respondents. The data collection period was
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between October 15, 2018 and November 13, 2018. For the purpose of this study,
information from the thematic section on the intention to return to the country was
processed from the questionnaire.

Data collected from the online survey supplemented the information obtained
from the interviews. Of the total respondents, the majority were women (60.2%),
and those aged 25-29 years (26%), 35-39 years (23.6%), and 30-34 years (20.2%).
More than half of those who completed the questionnaires using the CAWI
technique had studies equal to or higher than the level of education and qualification
ISCED 6 (bachelor’s degree or equivalent) (Table 1).

Table 1. Socio-demographic profile of the Romanian workers in the UK, participating
in the quantitative research

Socio-demographic characteristics %

Women 60.2

Sex
Men 39.8
Below 24 years 4.3
25-29 years 26.0
30-34 years 20.2
35-39 years 23.6

Age
40-44 years 11.5
45-49 years 4.8
50-54 years 6.3
55+ years 3.4
Primary school/secondary school 33
Vocational education 5.2
High school 31.0

Education
Bachelor studies 37.6
Master studies 20.0
Doctoral studies 2.9

The majority of respondents declared occupations from the occupational groups
of professionals (45.8%), technicians and associate professionals (14.2%), and
service workers (12.9%). The highest percentage of participants in the CAWI
survey was recorded by those who stated that before arriving in the UK, they were
pupils/students in Romania (16%), followed by those who declared occupations
from the occupational group science and engineering professionals (10.8%) and
health professionals (7.7%), closely followed by those from the occupational group
business and administration professionals (7.2%). Of the respondents, 4.1% had
no occupation when they left their country.
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Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study, according
to the research protocol developed.

Results and discussion

Profile of Romanian workers in the United Kingdom

The semi-structured interviews with experts have revealed that the main reasons
related to the mobility process towards the UK are connected to the low economic
and social prospective of labour market, translated in the lack of jobs within the
regions/communities of origin, the low incomes associated with available jobs,
and the lack of opportunities in all spheres of life. Romanian migrants indicated
similar reasons for living the country, but from an individual approach: the lack of
perspectives (25.5%), a better wage (24.8%), better working conditions (14.3%),
the lack of jobs in the country (10.5%), a better educational system (6.9%), family
and friends that are already in the country of destination (6.5%), other reasons
(11.4%). Therefore, the factors that determine the migration are known at the level
of policy makers and NGOs, but still not overcome. However, previous literature
on Romanian migrants (Ciobanu, 2015; Ciobanu, 2010; Sandu, 2000) highlighted
the importance of social networks in the migration decision.

Our qualitative research revealed a number of key factors that lead to integration
in the destination country, as confirmed in previous literature (De Haas, & Fokkema,
2011): (1) language skills, (2) digital skills, (3) migration channels, (4) the work
experience (including that acquired in the destination country, which facilitates
access to the social protection system of the destination country), and (5) openness
to a totally different cultural context compared to the country of origin.

‘Integration is quite difficult for those who do not have language skills,
because if they have a job and then lose it, it is very difficult if they do not come
through a chain migration, like family, friends, as it happened in Italy’ (Romanian
representative in the UK).

The lack of language skills keeps the migrants in a trap of low-skilled and low
paid jobs, and complicates the integration into the British society. In general, the
migration channel — through relatives, friends, etc. or individually, facilitate the
process to find a job in direct correlation with the level of education and professional
qualification of the person migrating to the UK. Some of the participants to semi-
structured interviews consider that in the case of those with higher or postgraduate
studies, finding a job is rather done through the social network to which they have
access, since not all jobs are made public, but in all cases, finding a job is facilitated
by having the necessary qualifications and command of the English language.
Previous experience acquired in the country can be important, depending on the
field of activity: in the field of construction, the experience gained in Romania is
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an important factor that determines a rapid advance in the profession and an easy
integration on the labour market.

As the job implies a higher level of education, only the work experience gained
in the country is no longer sufficient, and it is necessary that it to be proven in
the cultural, economic and social context of the country of destination. Thus it is
explained why, for the academic field, the importance of the experience in Great
Britain, compared to the previous one in the country, was pointed out during the
interviews. According to the opinions expressed by some respondents, previous
work experience must be accompanied by a minimum of experience in the same
field in Great Britain, even if the experience in question can only be a form of
volunteering:

‘They adapt, but they don t integrate [adults]. Children integrate because they
spend most of their time in school. And they don't have so many prejudices and
they don't have the traumas, so to speak, of their parents’ (Representative of a
non-governmental organization expressing the interests of Romanian Women in
the UK)

In accordance to the semi-structured interviews, in direct connexion with the
factors that are affecting integration, the Romanian workers in the UK could
be grouped into four major groups, characterised by drivers and by barriers to
integration:

— Higher education workers who have a well-defined career path, reaching
the new country as a result of a selection process for employment. Usually,
persons from this cluster integrate easily into the new country, possess a
good knowledge of the language, and have digital skills that facilitate their
access to IT structures on which the UK’s social, health, education, and
labour market protection systems are based;

— Workers with higher and secondary education who left Romania to ensure
a better standard of living for themselves and their families. They turn to
networks already consolidated by Romanians who have previously left the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the process of
their integration into the new country is mediated by the members of these
networks;

— Low-skilled workers with problems ensuring daily living for themselves
and their families in Romania, generally recruited by people of the same
nationality who act as mediators in finding a job in the United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. These workers seem to be the most
vulnerable to exploitation. In their case, it is not possible to talk about social
integration, the main barrier being limited knowledge or lack of language.
Another barrier to integration is the lack of digital skills, which limits access
to information on jobs and social protection systems;

— Persons from marginalised groups in Romania (e.g., homeless people, Roma
people, young people who have left the child protection system and have
not found a job), in which case we cannot speak of integration within the
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British society, but rather an integration of necessity in groups of persons
being in the same situation in the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland.

The integration process is difficult because of cultural and religious diversity,
as there are certain expectations of Romanians regarding the society in which they
are looking for a job. In certain domains (construction, for example), Romanians
choose to live with other Romanians, speak more their native language, watch
media programs in Romanian, and all these things help them preserve their cultural
identity, ease the adaptation and slow the integration into a different society with
different regulations and expectations. According to the qualitative research, most
of the Romanian emigrants can be located mainly in the London area, in the East,
South East, and ‘The Midlands’ (counties in the central part of England).

The survey conducted among Romanian migrants pointed that most of those
who were employed at the time of the survey were women (66.9%), compared to
men (33.1%). In addition, the majority of those employed at the time of the survey
had a high level of education (65.6%). The self-employed/authorized natural
persons at the time of the survey were mostly men (78.8%) and more than half of
them had an average level of education (66.7%). At the time of the field research,
most employees had contracts on indefinite duration (86.6%) (Table 2).

Table 2. Employment status of the Romanian workers in the UK participating in the
quantitative research

“6 c c B c 2 2
c — 6| Exw o| 5 o © © z
2l s |s%|2<2% 25| 2= 5=| &2
s | = |25/885| <5 |3°|3°| 8§
38|28 B8 |4 |4 g
Registered
unemployed | 535 | 667 | 333 667 | >3 | 333 | 333
persons
Employee 66.9 | 33.1 3.8 30.6 65.6 53.9 435 2.6
Worker without
a contract 100.0 100.0 100.0
Self-employed/
authorized 45.5 51.5 3.0
natural persons | 21.2 | 78.8 66.7 333
Employer 75.0 | 25.0 25.0 75.0 25.0 50.0 25.0
Inactive person | 91.7 8.3 33.3 66.7 45.5 54.5

Official data on migrants point to retail, construction, and manufacturing, as
main industries where Romanians and Bulgarians were working in UK, in 2020
(The Migration Observatory, 2022). Taking into account the results of our research,
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we may assume that Romanian migrants leave the country in search of a better
life, and they strive to adapt (not to integrate) considering that they will eventually
return. Thus, the main reason for short-term international migration in case of
EU-2 countries (Romania and Bulgaria) was employment (Office for National
Statistics, 2021b), while those that migrated for employment without having a
job were the most of them (OECD, 2019). In 2016, almost 40% of the Romanian
migrants were living in London region, 13% in South East region, and another
13% in East Midlands region (OECD, 2019). Avramescu and Wisniowski (2021)
point attention to the different problematic aspects related to the measurement of
immigration of Romanians to UK, as data regarding migrants in UK are compiled
from several administrative databases. Ciobanu (2015) also point that statistics
on the exact number of Romanians abroad are unclear, this being the reason that
a qualitative research could provide useful insights.

The return migration intention

Different views about the return intentions of Romanian migrants emerged
from the qualitative and quantitative research. Key reasons that limit the return
intentions are:

— From qualitative research: the lack of policy measures and programs that
capitalize the Romanians’ experience within the communities left behind
and thus creating opportunities to return, the lack of jobs and the poor
quality of public services;

— From quantitative research: the unfavourable economic and political situation
in the country, deficiencies of the education and health care systems.

As the studies are pointing, there is currently no clear evidence of the proportion
of return migration in Romania, and it is difficult to make a correct estimation of
the number of migrants returning permanently to the country, especially because
of the difficulty in distinguishing between various forms of circular and return
migration (Anghel et al., 2016). Some of the migrants have returned after the 2009.

The results of our qualitative research show that although the number of those
addressing the UK Romanian Embassy has reduced, this seems to be associated
with a phenomenon of diminishing the flow of migration to the UK in the context
of Brexit.

Key reasons that limit the return intentions as emerged from
qualitative and quantitative research

Participants to semi-structured interviews rather indicate an intention to
formalize the residence abroad, while the intention to return faded over time, due
to insignificant progresses in Romania. They appreciated that policy measures and
programs that capitalise on the experience of Romanians within the communities
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where they left, creating opportunities for them inside those communities, could
favour the return to the country:

‘If the emphasis would be on the skills they have acquired here and on everything
they can give back to the community where they left [the Romanian community], I
think it would be important, because they would feel valued’ (Representative of a non-
governmental organization).

In-depth information was revealed by the Romanian migrants who participated
to the quantitative research. Only a third (26.5%) of the Romanian respondents
to the online survey declared that they ever intended to return to their country of
origin after they left. Of these, more than three quarters (76.8%) did not pursue
this intention.

Key factors that limited the return intentions as emerged from the quantitative
research are: the unfavourable economic and political situation in the country
(46.5%), the low level of wages offered by employers (20.9%), better access to
working conditions (wages, job stability) in the UK compared to those in their
country (11.6%), lack of jobs in their country (7%), and aspects related to the
education of children enrolled in the British educational system, which were
considered better than those in the country of origin (4.7%). 23.2% of those who
intended to return to their country of origin pursued this decision, but later returned
to the UK, mainly because of the impossibility of finding a job that would ensure
an adequate level of income to allow the respondent to support the family (46.2%).
However, the vast majority of respondents did not consider the possibility of
returning to their country (73.5%). Previous studies (Caro Carretero ef al., 2018;
Roman, & Goschin, 2012) highlighted personal, economic and contextual reason
that determine the decision to return.

Almost a third of the participants to the quantitative research (70.9% of
respondents) do not want to ever return to their country of origin. 22.8% intend
to return permanently in the next 5 years, and 6.3% intend to return to the country
in the next 3 years. In the case of those who expressed the intention to return in
the short and medium term (in the next 3 years, respectively in the next 5 years),
the main reason would be the possibility of finding a job that would provide the
respondent with an adequate income to support the family (45%). Another reason
would be to return to those family members they left behind (35%). On the other
hand, those who do not want to ever return to the country, pointed the corruption,
excessive bureaucracy, the mentality - 21.2%, respectively the lack of an efficient
educational system that offers the possibility of educating children in order to
prepare for a job (21.2%). Among other reasons pointed are: 19.2% believe that
the healthcare system in Romania is deficient, 13% are convinced that they will
not find a job, 10.3% no longer have any family member they could return to,
3.4% already have family and friends in Great Britain, 3.4% consider that they
would have a lower standard of living than in Great Britain, if they were to return
to the country (Table 3).
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Table 3. Reasons for the return intentions of the Romanian workers in the UK
participating in the quantitative research

Reasons to return % Reasons not to return %

Finding a job able to

provide the income to 45.0 | The low perfomance of the 21.2

support my family educational system in Romania

Family reunification 35.0 | The overall deficiencies of the state
(corruption, birocracy etc.) 21.2
The health system in Romania is

Reduction of corruption 5.0 | deficient 19.2

Health problems 3.3 |lwon’tfind a job 13.0

Integration problems in the

UK generated by Brexit 1.7 | My family has reunited in UK 10.3

Other reasons 10.0 | Other reasons 15.1

The highest intention to return is recorded among respondents who were
registered unemployed at the time of the survey (66.7%), followed by housewives
(36.4%). Employers and employees register the lowest rates of the intention to
return to the country (25% and 27.7%, respectively). A research conducted among
Romanian migrants in Italy, pointed to different factors that mostly influence the
return migration (Bonifazi, & Paparusso, 2019).

In a study on the return intentions of Romanian migrants, Hinks and Davies
(2015) suggest that policies that increase productivity and wage levels in our
country may encourage migrant workers to return home. In addition, policies
that facilitate the start-up and development of profitable businesses in Romania,
as well as the improvement of the business environment, could cause migrants
to return. Recent studies (Croitoru, 2020) also suggest that policies supporting
entrepreneurship initiatives could favour the return of Romanian migrants.

Systemic changes to stimulate the return of Romanian migrants

Some measures could be implemented to stimulate the return of Romanian
migrants:

— Improving the access to public services (especially in rural areas);

— Family connections;

— The economic development translated in higher wages and more available
jobs;

— The adoption of other European countries good practices in stimulating the
return of migrants.
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Improved access to public services

Qualitative research pointed that an important aspect that could stimulate the
return of Romanian migrants is related to access to quality public services that
provide them with security (health and educational systems) and predictability
(educational and social protection systems).

‘Having jobs in that area of living for those who are desperate would be an option
if they could find these jobs in the community that would allow them to support the
family with those earnings. [...] For those who are leaving the country in searching
for a better life, for better public services, not necessarily a job, I think all services
from health to education need to be improved... . (Romanian representative in the UK).

‘A more active economic market, a more active labour force...’. (Representative of
a non-governmental organization).

Family connections

Family still plays an important role in the transformation of the intention
of mobility/migration into actual behaviour, an aspect otherwise mentioned in
profile studies (De Haas et al., 2015; Snel et al., 2015). Although in most cases
the motivation to leave the country was related to a better wage, the experience
of effective social systems in the country of destination enriched the experience
of Romanian migrants, and set them new comparison benchmarks. That is why
an integrated policy perspective is needed to emphasizes both the family and the
individual, when considering the reduction of work migration. It should also be
taken into account that these integrated measures/policies will rather have an effect
on some categories of migrants (categories two and three in the taxonomy proposed
in section 4.1). Although few studies (Mocanu et al., 2020) indicate an increase
in the quality of life for the Romanians who left the country, there are no studies
to measure the quality of family life of those who remained in the country. All
dimensions of the quality of family life are affected, some in a positive sense (the
material dimension), others in a negative sense (family interaction, emotional well-
being (Matei, & Bobarnat, 2022). In the context of migration, the cultural model of
provision of care is changing (lossifova, 2020). Redistribution of roles and tasks
between family members also may lead to intra-family conflicts, in case of elderly
left behind (Antman, 2012). Limited coverage of rural areas with long-term care
services remains a problem, especially in certain national contexts. In countries
with high migration flows of young people, important shares of older residents in
rural and urban areas become unable to carry out daily activities independently
(Ghenta et al., 2022). There were underlined important aspects related to migration
from Romania and Bulgaria, as demand for care either provided in residential
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settings or at home has increased due to aging and migration (Ghenta et al., 2021;
lossifova, 2020).

The economic development

With regard to other aspects that need changes in Romania so that Romanians
no longer leave the country to find a job, the participants in the semi-structured
interviews felt that there should be available jobs in the communities where they
come from, where they have a family, and where the family solidarity networks are
created, which are still very important in rural Romania. Professional perspectives
offered by the Romanian labour market could have a positive contribution to the
return decision and the workforce needs to develop a long-term perspective of the
profession. In direct correlation with the labour market, changes in the education
system, especially vocational and technical education, could contribute to the
reduction of external labour mobility.

The interviewed participants considered progress concerning wage earnings to
be effective in stopping migration flow in certain areas, such as healthcare services:

‘I think the change of legislation ... I think that in a way, it had an effect, at least
on those who worked in Romania, they were thinking of leaving and now they have
decided to stay, even if they were planning to leave, especially in the case of those
working in the healthcare sector’ (Romanian university staff person in the UK).

Although in most cases the motivation for leaving was related to the need to
acquire a higher income, integration within a country with efficient social systems
enriched their experience and set new benchmarks for comparison. Therefore, an
integrated policy perspective that focuses on both the family and the individual is
needed to lower the phenomenon of labour migration. It should also be noted that
these integrated measures and policies will affect certain categories of migrants
(categories two and three of the taxonomy proposed in this study).

The quantitative research pointed to similar views among Romanian migrants.
Respondents to the online survey (85.5%) believed that policy measures to reduce
the external mobility of the labour force were necessary. The first three areas that
required interventions were adequate pay for work (87.3%), improvements in the
health system (68.2%), and the educational system (67.1%). The social protection
system (which includes both the social security system and the social assistance
system represented by social services and social assistance benefits) was also
considered deficient (48% of respondents mentioned the need for interventions
in this area). Among those who mentioned other issues, 47.3% mentioned the
need for measures to reduce the level of corruption and increase transparency in
decision-making. Similar reasons to return have been reported by Gherghina and
Plopeanu (2020) in case of Romanian migrants in Spain. Without a doubt, the
labour migration, the shortages of health and social assistance staff (e.g., lack of
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qualified home caregivers) negatively impact the quality of life of older family
members left at home (Tessier et al., 2022; Zimmer et al., 2022), and the amount
and quality of care received (Anghel et al., 2016).

Good practices transferability

A rethinking of measures from an integrated policy perspective could be more
effective given other countries’ example in encouraging its migrant citizens to
return:

‘In Poland, they are already returning home, I understand that they have some
measures and maybe these measures should be seen, the migration has registered a
negative growth’ (Romanian representative in the UK).

The results of our research support the diversity of explanatory theories of return
migration (Arango, 2000; Borjas, 1989; Carling, & Pettersen, 2014; Constant, &
Massey, 2002; De Haas, & Fokkema, 2011). The phenomenon of migration/return
migration involves a complex interaction of economic, social, and cultural factors
(Iossifova, 2020; Maastricht University, 2018).

The exploratory approach of the study, the only one possible in the absence
of databases with Romanian workers in the UK, can be seen as a methodological
limitation of the study. However, the obtained results offer an empirical basis, in
the context of the lack of information on this subject for a target group. Therefore,
the availability sample of the CAWI survey does not reproduce the gender structure
recorded by the official statistics, and it is not possible to establish representative
data, as specified in the methodological section.

Conclusions

The return migration is a decision influenced by a multitude of personal factors
and related to the characteristics of country of origin and country of migration.
Studies conducted to date (Anghel er al., 2016; Goschin et al., 2009) indicate
that there is no clear evidence of the proportion of return migration in Romania,
making it difficult to make a correct estimate of the number of those returning
to the country permanently, especially because of the difficulty in distinguishing
between different forms of circular and return migration. The better labour market
status of migrants returning to the country is positively correlated with the intention
to return permanently.

In our study, research findings from the semi-structured interviews with experts
and the survey among Romanian migrants have revealed that the main reasons
related to the mobility process towards the UK are related to the low economic and

155



SOCIOLOGIE ROMANEASCA - VOLUMUL 22(1)/2024

social prospective of labour market. The integration process is difficult because is
related to language and digital skills, the work experience, and the ability to adapt
to a different cultural context. The intention to migrate results mainly from the
existence of differences in living standards manifested by a difference in the price
of labour (wages) between the country of origin and the country of destination. The
factors that caused the migration block the return process, as long as no changes
have occurred in Romania, in the sense of improving the wage conditions on the
labour market, and the access to quality public services, especially in the case
of higher education workers, who have a well-defined career path, reaching the
new country as a result of a selection process for employment, and in the case of
workers with higher and secondary education, who left Romania to ensure a better
standard of living for themselves and their families.

For low-skilled workers with problems ensuring daily living for themselves
and their families, mainly the lack of the possibility of decent remuneration for
work in Romania is a factor that influences the intention to return.

The lack of measures and programs to capitalize the experience of the Romanian
migrants was pointed out in semi-structured interviews as a factor that limit the
return. The overall unfavourable economic and political situation in the country,
deficiencies of the education and health care systems were other factors mentioned
by the participants to the online survey.

Connections with people in the host country (the presence of a life partner or
parents) play an important role in the return decision. Social networks represent
an important factor that influence the decision to migrate, as Ciobanu (2015) and
Sandu (2000) have already documented. The probability of returning to the country
of origin is higher for people living with their partner in the destination country
than for people without a partner. The ties with the country of origin increase
the likelihood of return. Maintaining connections with relatives in Romania by
sending remittances has a positive correlation with the intention to return. The
results also indicate that available jobs in the communities where they come from,
where they have a family, and where family solidarity networks are created are
important drivers of return migration.

Given the important role of the family in society, the policymakers should
develop family policies to stimulate the retention of young families in their country
of origin, considering the experience of other European countries with high rates of
migration. The measures implemented so far, for the Romanian migrants to return
to their country, have not proved to be effective, and more productive measures,
such as those illuminated in our study could yield promising outcomes. Increasing
the quality of family life by attracting parents who have gone to work abroad to
their country of origin is a central element of return migration. It is necessary for
the quality of family life in the country of origin to increase so that those who
went to work outside the borders of the country return to their country of origin.
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Improvements of the overall public services and ensuring a sustainable economic
development may determine the Romanians to return.

Funding details: This research was funded by the Romanian Ministry of
Research, Innovation and Digitization, National Plan for Research, Development
and Innovation 2022-2027, Nucleu Programme (PN22100202 and PN22100203).
Data source used in this article were collected within the project “The analysis of
the impact of leaving EU by the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland in terms of labour mobility of Romanian workers, and of possible influences
this process may have on other Member States of the European Union” financed
through Sectorial Plan for Research and Development of the Romanian Ministry
of Labour and Social Protection.

References

Anghel, R. G., Botezat, A., Cosciug, 1., Manafi, 1., & Roman, M. (2016). International
Migration, Return Migration, and Their Effects: A Comprehensive Review on the
Romanian Case, IZ4 Discussion Papers, 10445, Institute of Labor Economics
(IZA).

Anghel, R. G., & Cosciug, A. (2018). Patterns and Mechanisms of Return Migration to
Romania, in C. H. Tomi¢, R. Pichler, & S.-S. Sarah (Eds.), Remigration to Post-
socialist Europe. Hopes and Realities of Return, Wien: LIT Verlag, 319-344.

Anghel, R. G., & Roman, M. (2021). Lessons from Romania on Highly Qualified Returnees:
Processes, Policies, Effects, in H. Brey, C. Hagemann, V. Esch, & V. Pal, (eds.),
Emigration from the Western Balkans, Munchen: Siidosteuropa-Gesellschaft, 95-
101.

Antman, F. M. (2010). Adult Child Migration and the Health of Elderly Parents Left behind
in Mexico, American Economic Review, 100(2), 205-208. 10.1257/aer.100.2.205.

Antman, F. M. (2012). Elderly care and intrafamily resource allocation when children
migrate. Journal of Human Resources, 47(2), 331-363. https://doi.org/10.3368/
jhr.47.2.331.

Arango, J. (2000). Explaining Migration: A Critical View, International Social Science
Journal, 52(165), 283-296. 10.1111/1468-2451.00259.

Austin, Z., & Sutton, J. (2014). Qualitative Research: Getting Started, The Canadian
Journal of Hospital Pharmacy, 67(6), 436-440. 10.4212/cjhp.v6716.1406.

Avramescu, A., & Wisniowski, A. (2021). Now-casting Romanian migration into the
United Kingdom by using Google Search engine data, Demographic Research,
45(40), 1219-1254. 10.4054/DemRes.2021.45.40.

Baldock, C. V. (2000). Migrants and Their Parents: Caregiving from a Distance, Journal
of Family Issues, 21(2), 205-224. 10.1177/019251300021002004.

Barbulescu, R. (2009). The Economic Crisis and Its Effects for Intra-European Movement.
Mobility Patterns and State Responses: The Case of Romanians in Spain.
[Conference presentation]. COMPAS Annual conference New Times? Economic
Crisis, Geopolitical Transformation and the Emergent Migration Order, Oxford,
United Kingdom, September, 21-22.

157



SOCIOLOGIE ROMANEASCA - VOLUMUL 22(1)/2024

Barbulescu, R., Ciornei, I., & Varela Montane, A. (2019). Understanding Romanians’
Cross-Border Mobility in Europe: Movers, Stayers and Returnees, in E. Recchi,
A. Favell, F. Apaydin, R. Barbulescu, M. Braun, I. Ciornei, N. Cunningham, J.
Diez Medrano, D. Duru, L. Hanquinet, S. P6étzschke, D. Reimer, J. Salamonska,
M. Savage, J. Solgaard Jensen, & A. Varela Montane, (eds.), Everyday Europe:
Social Transnationalism in an Unsettled Continent. Bristol: Policy Press, 195-224.

Bijwaard, G. E., & Wahba, J. (2014). Do High-Income or Low-Income Immigrants
Leave Faster? Journal of Development Economics, 108, 54-68. 10.1016/].
jdeveco.2014.01.006.

Bohme, M. H., Persian, R., & Stohr, T. (2015). Alone but better off? Adult child migration
and health of elderly parents in Moldova, Journal of Health Economics, 39, 211-
227.10.1016/j.jhealeco.2014.09.001.

Bonifazi, C., & Paparusso, A. (2019). Remain or Return Home: The Migration Intentions
of First-Generation Migrants in Italy, Population, Space and Place, 25(2). Article
e2174. 10.1002/psp.2174.

Borjas, G. J. (1989). Immigrant and emigrant earnings: A longitudinal study, Economic
Enquiry, 27(1), 21-37.10.1111/j.1465-7295.1989.tb01161 ..

Carling, J., & Pettersen, S. V. (2014). Return Migration Intentions in the Integration-
Transnationalism Matrix, [International Migration, 52(6), 13-30. 10.1111/
imig.12161.

Caro Carretero, R., Fernandez Garcia, M., & Valbuena Martinez, C. (2018). Immigrants’
Legal Status and Return Intentions: The Case of the Madrid Region, Migraciones
Internacionales, 9(3), 145-168. 10.17428/rmi.v9i34.351.

Castles, S., De Haas, H., & Miller, M. J. (2014). The Age of Migration: International
Population Movements in the Modern World (5th ed.). New York: Guilford Press.

Cheianu-Andrei, D., Gramma, R., Milicenco, S., Pritcan, V., Rusnac, V., &
Vaculovschi, D. (2011). Specific needs of children and elderly left
behind as a consequence of migration. IOM The Republic of Moldova.
https://moldova.iom.int/sites/g/files/tmzbdl11626/files/documents/11 _
Specific%2520Needs%25200f%2520Children%2520and%2520Elderly
%2520Left%2520Behind%2520a5%2520a%2520Consequence% 25200f%2520
Labour%2520Migration ENG.pdf.

Ciobanu, R. O. (2010). The Thin Line Between Family Migration and Network Migration.
Family Stories of the Romanian Migration to Spain, Revue d’Etudes Comparatives
Est-Ouest, 41(4), 125-148.

Ciobanu, R. O. (2015). Multiple Migration Flows of Romanians, Mobilities, 10(3), 466-
485. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2013.863498.

Constant, A., & Massey, D. S. (2002). Return Migration by German Guestworkers:
Neoclassical versus New Economic Theories, International Migration, 40(4), 5-38.
10.1111/1468-2435.00204

Croitoru, A. (2020). Stimulating return migration to Romania: a multi-method study of
returnees’ endorsement of entrepreneurship policies, Journal of Contemporary
European Studies, 29(2), 264-281. 10.1080/14782804.2020.1824896.

158



STUDII

Czapka, E. A., & Sagbakken, M. (2020). Challenges Related to Providing Care for Parents
with Dementia across Borders: A Qualitative Study on Transnational Carers in
Oslo, Journal of Aging Studies,55, Article 100893. 10.1016/j.jaging.2020.100893.

De Haas, H. (2010). The Internal Dynamics of Migration Processes: A Theoretical
Inquiry, Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 36(10), 1587-1617.
10.1080/1369183X.2010.489361.

De Haas, H., & Fokkema, T. (2011). The Effects of Integration and Transnational Ties on
International Return Migration Intentions, Demographic Research,25, 755-782.
10.4054/DemRes.2011.25.24.

De Haas, H., Fokkema, T., & Fihri, M.F. (2015). Return Migration as Failure or Success?
The Determinants of Return Migration Intentions among Moroccan Migrants
in Europe, Journal of International Migration and Integration, 16(2), 415-429.
10.1007/s12134-014-0344-6.

Dreby, J. (2007). Children and Power in Mexican Transnational Families, Journal of
Marriage and Family, 69(4), 1050-1064. 10.1111/j.1741-3737.2007.00430.x.

Dolea, A. (2022). Transnational diaspora diplomacy, emotions and COVID-19: the
Romanian diaspora in the UK, in R. Govers, & J. Pamment, (eds.), Place Brand
Public Diplomacy, 18, 12-14. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Favell, A. (2008). The New Face of East-West Migration in Europe, Journal of Ethnic and
Migration Studies, 34(5), 701-716. 10.1080/13691830802105947.

Ghenta, M., Matei, A., Mladen-Macovei, L., & Stanescu, S. (2022). Quality of Life of
Older Persons: The Role and Challenges of Social Services Providers, International
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 19(14), 8573. https://doi.
org/10.3390/ijerph19148573.

Ghenta, M., Matei, A., Mladen-Macovei, L., Vasilescu, M.D., & Bobarnat, E.-S. (2021).
Sustainable Care and Factors Associated with Quality of Life among Older
Beneficiaries of Social Services. Sustainability, 13, 1572. https://doi.org/10.3390/
sul3031572.

Gherghina, S., & Plopeanu, A. (2020). Who Wishes to Return? Ties to Home Country
among the Romanian Migrants, Nationalities Papers, 48(5), 876-890. d0i:10.1017/
nps.2019.72.

Ghita, S., Voineagu, V., Titan, E., Boboc, C., & Todose, D. (2007). Brain Drain Phenomena
in Romania- Possibilities of Econometrical Modelling, Economic Computation and
Economic Cybernetics and Research, 41(3), 33-41.

Gillespie, B. J., Mulder, C. H., & Von Reichert, C. (2022). The Role of Family and Friends
in Return Migration and Its Labor Market Outcomes, Population Research and
Policy Review, 41, 115-138. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-021-09650-x.

Gmelch, G. (1980). Return Migration. Annual Review of Anthropology, 9,135-234.10.1146/
annurev.an.09.100180.001031.

Goschin, Z., Constantin, D. L., & Roman, M. (2009). The Partnership between the State
and the Church against Trafficking in Persons, Journal for the Study of Religions
and Ideologies, 24(8), 231-256.

Guest, G., Namey, E. E., & Mitchel, M. L. (2013). Collecting Qualitative Data: A
Field Manual for Applied Research. London: Sage Publications Ltd. https://doi.
org/10.4135/9781506374680.

159



SOCIOLOGIE ROMANEASCA - VOLUMUL 22(1)/2024

Harris, J. R., & Todaro, M. P. (1970). Migration, unemployment and development: A two-
sector analysis. American Economic Review, 60(1), 126-142.

Hinks, T., & Davies, S. (2015). Intentions to Return. Evidence from Romanian Migrants,
Policy Research Working Paper, Article 7166. https://doi.org/10.1596/1813-9450-
7166.

Hiinteler, B., & Mulder, C. H. (2020). Geographic proximity to parents, intergenerational
support exchange, and migration within Germany, European Journal of Population,
36, 895-918. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-020-09558-w.

lossifova, D. (2020). Translocal Ageing in the Global East. Bulgaria’s Abandoned Elderly.
Cham: Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-60823-1.

Jensen, P., & Pedersen, P. J. (2007). To Stay or Not to Stay? Out-Migration of Immigrants
from Denmark, International Migration, 45(5), 87-113. 10.1111/j.1468-
2435.2007.00428.x.

Maastricht University (2018). Determinants of Migration Flows within the EU. https://www.
reminder-project.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/D-3.1-Submitted 28Feb2018
with-cover.pdf.

Massey, D. S. (1990). Social Structure, Household Strategies, and the Cumulative Causation
of Migration, Population Index, 56(1), 3-26.10.2307/3644186.

Matei, A., & Bobarnat E.-S. (2022). Effects of the Family Solidarity on Romanian Left
behind Children, International Journal of Environmental Research and Public
Health, 19(10), 5820. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19105820.

Mocanu, M., Boldureanu, G., Titd, S. M., & Boldureanu, D. (2020). The Impact of
Migration on Quality of Life: The Case of Romanian Immigrants in Belgium,
Eastern European Economics, 58(4), 360-382. 10.1080/00128775.2020.1756336.

OECD (2020). Return Migration: Scope and Drivers, in OECD, Sustainable Reintegration
of Returning Migrants. A Better Homecoming, Paris: OECD Publishing, 26-37.
https://doi.org/10.1787/5fee55b3-en.

OECD (2019). Talent Abroad: A Review of Romanian Emigrants, Paris: OECD Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1787/bac53150-en.

Office for National Statistics (2021a). Population of the UK by country of birth
and nationality: July 2020 to June 2021 edition, https://www.ons.gov.uk/
peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/internationalmigration/
datasets/populationoftheunitedkingdombycountryofbirthandnationality.

Office for National Statistics (2021b). Short-term international migration 01, Citizenship
by main reason for migration - flows, England and Wales (Discontinued
after mid-2019), https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/
ionestimatesforenglandandwalesstimO1citizenshipbymainreasonformigrationflows.

Piotrowski, M., & Tong. Y. (2010). Economic and Non-economic Determinants of Return
Migration: Evidence from Rural Thailand. Population, 65(2), 333-348. 10.3917/
pope.1002.0333.

Roman, M., & Goschin, Z. (2012). Romanian Immigrants Worldwide. What Makes Them
Return Home?, Journal of Identity and Migration Studies, 6(2), 2-17.

Roman, M., & Voicu, C. (2010). Some Socio-economic Effects of Labour Migration on
Sending Country. Evidence from Romania, Theoretical and Applied Economics,
7, 61-76.

Samers, M. (2010). Migration (1st edition). New York: Routledge-Taylor & Francis Group.

160



STUDII

Sandu, D. (2000). The Transnational Migration of Romanians Based on a Census of
the Communities. [Migratia Transnationald a Romanilor din Perspectiva unui
Recensamant Comunitar], Sociologie Romdneasca, 3-4, 5-52.

Sandu, D. (2010). Lumi sociale ale migratiei romdnesti in strdindatate. lasi: Polirom
Printing House.

Sandu, D. (2021). Noile diaspore romanesti intre aici si acolo, in A. Ricci, B .Coccia,
& M. Cajvaneanu, (Editors), Romdnii in Italia. IDOS. Pre-print. https://www.
resea rchgate.net/publication/346247408 Noile diaspore romanesti  intre aici
si_acolo_2020.

Saniuta, A., Jianu, M. M. (2022). Brain gain-return migration stimulation public policies.
An innovative approach using corporate managerial tools strategies, Romanian
Journal of Society and Politics, 16(1), Special Edition 2022, 47-63.

Shima, I. (2010). Return Migration and Labour Market Outcomes of the Returnees Does
the Return Really Pay Off? The Case-Study of Romania and Bulgaria, FI/W Research
Reports 2009/10 (07, February), 1-50.

Smith, G. C. (1998). Residential Separation and Patterns of Interaction between Elderly
Parents and Their Adult Children, Progress in Human Geography, 22(3), 368-384.
10.1191/030913298673626843.

Snel, E., Faber, M., & Engbersen, G. (2015). To Stay or Return? Explaining Return
Intentions of Central and Eastern European Labour Migrants, Central and Eastern
European Migration Review, 4(2), 5-24.

Stark, O. (1978). Economic-demographic interactions in agricultural development: The
case of rural-to-urban migration. Rome: FAO.

Stark, O. (1991). The Migration of Labor. Oxford: Basil Blackwell Publishing.

Syse, A., Artamonova, A., Thomas, M., & Veenstra, M. (2021). Family composition and
transitions into long-term care services among the elderly, Discussion Papers,
954, 1-65.

Tessier, L., De Wulf, N., & Momose, Y. (2022). Long-term care in the context of population
ageing: a rights-based approach to universal coverage, ILO Working Paper, §2.
10.54394/RHJID4529.

Thapa, D. K., Visentin, D., Kornhaber, R., & Cleary, M. (2018). Migration of adult children
and mental health of older parents ‘left behind’: An integrative review, PLoS One,
13(10), Article €0205665. 10.1371/journal.pone.0205665.

The Migration Observatory (2022). BRIEFING EU migration to and from the UK. https://
migrationobservatory.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/MigObs-Briefing-EU-
migration-to-and-from-the-UK.pdf.

Vlase, I. (2011). Migratia de intoarcere a romanilor din Italia. Studiu de caz in Vulturu,
Vrancea, Revista Calitatea Vietii, XX1I1(2), 155-176.

Wallace, C. D. (2002). Opening and Closing Borders: Migration and Mobility in
East-Central Europe. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies,28(4), 603-625
10.1080/1369183021000032227.

Zaiceva, A. (2014). The impact of aging on the scale of migration, IZA World of Labor,
Article 99. 10.15185/izawol.99.

Zimmer, Z., Penboon, B., & Jampaklay, A. (2022). Location and Provision of Support
from Migrants to Left-behind Parents in Rural Cambodia, Journal of Cross-Cultural
Gerontology, 37, 23-43. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10823-021-09447-7.

161



