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Behind thadecision making process




DACAARWEe are an apolitical, negovernmental, norprofit humanitarian/

development organization working to improve the lives of the Afghan people

since 1984. We work in rural areas and aim at improving rural livelihoods

through sustainable activities that engage Afghan communities to be agents

of their own development process. We employ a holistic approach to all rural
development activities in order to ensure lotgym viability of

projects. More than nine million Aighdad | ONRaad Hd¢gp 2F | F3IK
provinces have benefited from our humanitariadévelopmental activities

since establishment.See more athttp://dacaar.org/aboutdacaar.

Samuel Halis a research and consulting company with headquarters in Kabul,
Afghanistan and a regional office in Nairobi, Kenya. We specialise in socio
economic surveys, private and public sector studies, monitoring and
evaluation and impact assessments for governmental;governmental and
international organisations. Our teams dield practitioners, academic
experts and local interviewers have years of experience leading research in
several countries. We use our expertise to balance needs of beneficiaries with
the requirements of development actors. This has enabled us to acafinma

grasp of the political and socultural context in the country; design data
collection methods and statistical analyses for monitoring, evaluating, and
planning sustainable programmes; and to apply cdissiplinary knowledge

in providing integated solutions for efficient and effective interventions. To
find out more, visisamuelhall.org
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FOREWORD

Afghanistan is in a period of ragly changing migration dynamics
The era of largescale refugee returns is over, while internabmlacement is increasing, and
Afghanistan is itself starting to host refugees in considerable numbétsa moment in which
displacement dynamics are changing, this report provides a timely insight into the motivations driving
the decisionsaand movement®f returnees and Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs).

Urbanisationis taking place at a rapigand uncontrolled; pace. The study provides further evidence

of the rise in importance of petirban areas in Afghanistaequiringdevelopment actor® A.Kdyldz
Informant Interviewshighlighted the positive impacts of urbanisation and its potential to serve as a
motor for development while providing improvements to quality of.lildghan respondents were
more likely to view it as a potentially destabiligiprocess that Afghan cities aregtepared for. The
different perspectives on displacement show that there is still much awareness raising and
information sharing to be done on what constitutes forced migration in Afghanistan.

Migration decisions are &sed on multiple motivations; external assistance isot one of them
The incentives for refugees to return to Afghanistan appear to be diminishing and are now largely
driven by a combination of push factors and emotional rather tmaterialconsideratiors. Insecurity
is, unsurprisingly, the principle factor driving internal displacement, yet economic considerations also
play a role and most moves were not the result of a single incident.

According to the findings of the study, external assistamaglittle impact on migration decisions.

Only around half of all IDPs surveyed received any external assistance and those that leave in smaller
groups are least likely to receive support. This suggests that-sozdl displacement may not be

being adequatelgaptured or addressed by the tracking systems currently in place.

Local authorities play only a very marginal role in providing support to returnees og iy factor

for consideration in a period of transition, decreasing donor funding and attendizvay from
Afghanistan to other humanitarian crises in the world: the needs of the displaced are not covered by
their government, although the Government of Afghanistan remains the main duty bearer.

Future returns will be directed towardgeri-urban areas:A negotiatedgroup decision
Urban areas are seen to offer greater employment opportunities, security and public services, while
those living in rural areas ailikely to have been attracted by ethnies, the presence of friends,
relatives, and chaper accommodationkor thosewho do not own their own land in rural areas, life
in cities was a significant improvement. The number of returnees returning to reclaim land (as a
percentage of the total sample) has halved in the past four years indicdtaiguture returns are
likely to be even more directed towards urban areas.

Networks play a huge role in both influencing migration decisions and facilitating integration.
Surprisingly though only around one in twenty families had close members thatasent (mostly
young men working in IrgnThis highlights further changing patterns, with families leaving together



rather than choosing splitting up as a strategy. The decisiaking unit is wider than the family alone:
it is, in most cases, negotated group decision

IDPs and women arthe most vulnerable yet success stories exist and can be learned from
The study confirms earlier findingthat IDPs are keyvulnerable group. IDPs have exceptionally low
literacy, while returnees have average literacy levels (though still low by international standards). IDPs
are worse off than returnees in earnings, assets and home ownership. Nevertheless there is large
diversity within the sample and not all IDPs are vulnergldeme also show agency and s&hance:
factorsto be built upon to enhance resilience among the displaced.

The findings of the study paint a concerning picture immen. Female literacyeducation and
participation in the labour market are exceptionally low. Women who lived in Iran however are an
important exception. They are much more educated (indeed they have literacy levels above the male
Afghan average) and while fewer than oneen ts in work this is still considerably higher than female
returnees from Pakistan or IDP women. Their particular profile is one to learncfeord build upon

¢ in attempts to engage in crodsorder strategies of return.

Migration remains a successfubping strategyc with its discontents
Few respondents regret their migration decisions. However there are clear exceptions to this rule.
Returnees from Iran and those living irand Allocation Scheme (LAS) sitstand out and are
comparatively far lessasisfied with their situation since moving@ hese findings suggest that, while in
a wider sense migration seems to have positive impacts, experiences are not uniform and are likely to
depend on individual circumstances and expectations prior to leaving.

W2NNEAY3IAE & KAIK ydzYoSNBR 2F OKAfRNBY FNBE aiGAaff
participation is almost nomxistent, and access to healthcare in rural areas remains limited. Further,
low levels of formal or even informal land tenure cheterise many of the groups surveyed and there

are high numbers who have no choice but to illegally occupy land, thereby increasing the
precariousness of their situation and inhibiting future development of their property and community.
All of these findigs have important implications for future programming.

Despite all of this however, a huge majority (92%) plan to stay living where they are currently. These
results have important implications for response strategies as they suggest a clear preferdacalfo
integration as opposed to return or resettlement.

JohnMorse
Director
DACAAR

Y

1 See forexamplethe following Samuel Hall studie2012) Challenges of IDP protection in Afghanisfan NRADMC/JIPS(2013
Evaluation of the UNHCR shelter assistance programitheMaastricht University/ MGSQ®013)Cash programme review for IDPs in the
KiSfor the Dansih Refugee Council; additionally, World Bank/lUNHCR (B&kEarch study on IDPs in Urban Settigyhanistan



1.INTRODUCTION

Between 1979 and 2002 over 6 million Afghans fled their homes to seek refuge, contributing to the
largest, and longest lasting, refugeaseload in the world. From 2002 onwards, following the fall of
the Taliban regimegver5.7 million Afghans chose to return home, representing almost one quarter
of the current population of Afghanistan. Despite both an expectation that refugees wetulch to

their region of origin, large numbe&s¥ NB (i dzNy SSa OK 2audanfasgasi S R (0 2
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lifestyles and skillsets, loss of connections to previous areas of origin, perceptions of greater
economic potential in urban areas, and the formation of networks. Further, Brethosewho did
return to rural areas of origin, up to two thirds later suffered secondary displaceénagat many
ended up in cities.

While the numbers of new returns has dropped off steadily in recent years, internal displacement has
risen dramatically Around 873,000 people are currently displace@hough the actual totals are
thought to be much higher) and of those around 40% are in urban locatiodghile municipal
authorities often regard IDPs as a temporary, transitory population, many haeedittho intention

of returning to their villagesThe combination of massive returns and growing internal displacement
has led to a high, and potentially unsustainable, rate of urbanisation that poses a number of risks, as
well as benefits, to the Afgharcenomy and society.

No in-depth study within Afghanistan has ever been carried out to analyse the deais&img
process behind these choices. Such informaktiaanumerous implications for future poliayaking
and development assistance. danenablepolicy makers to anticipate trends, and potentially also
influence themto make them more sustainahle Further itenablesthem to meet the needs of
returnees and IDPs by focussing attention on the aspects that populations consigeimportant

to their future life ¢ and their transition out of displacement

A. OBJECTIVESupporting thetransition out of displacement

How do returnees and IDPs make their decision about settling down in Afghanistan, and how can these
decisions be supported to alleviate displacemegitited vulnerabilities? This study aims at supporting
the transition out of displacemernin target areashat are known to be the most popular sites of
NEft20FGA2y FY2y3a | FIKlIyArAadlryQa RAaLI I OSR® ¢KS

1. Investigate the decision making process for returnees/IDPs to settle in rural or urban areas
2. Comment on the livelihood situation for returneescaibPs
3. Inform organisations working with returnees and IDPs in developing appropriate strategies

2 Amnesty International (2012) Fleeing war, finding misehge plight of the internally displaced in Afghanistan.
3UNHCR (2@) Monthly IDP update, April 2015
40OCHA?2013) 2014 Afghanistan Humanitarian Needs Assessment



B. STUDY FOCUS AND SCOPE

The focus of the study is dhe decisionmaking processi KI i f ASa 06SKAYR NBT¥dzaSS$S
choices of destination. This researchidentifies factors that influence whether a returnee/IDP
individual, family or community chooses to move to an urban or a rural location. Themegbntsa

nuanced analysis of the combination, and interaction, of different influences and \ewigxffecting

migration dedcsions to urban or rural areas.

The secondary focus of the stutyon the livelihoods situation ofdisplaced populationsThe aim is
not to provide a comprehensive assessment of skills and employquether to bring clarityto the
influence of migration on livelihood3he study considerboth the economic and social impacts of
movement to urban or rural areas and compsitieese to the prior expectations of returnees/IDPs.

Finally, the studyrovides goolicy dimensionto inform future programming for returnees and IDEs
at a time of significant policy developments in Afghanistan: withitmglementationof the National
IDP Policy The policy analysis presentgcrotrends and theviews of key stakeholders on migration
dynamics andconcludeswith a section on policy recommendations for future action.

The scope of the studig.

1 Limited to IDPs and refugee returnee3his doeshoweverincludenon-VRF returnees from
neighbouring countries

1 Purposely does not include the nalisplaced as agreed upon in the inception phase: rather
GKFY O2YLI NRY 3T NI i dzNJhétSf thie Mdal papblaticn QhisSthdy gaksi A 2 Y
in depth in the decision making process, and the elements of choien @ a forced
migration context.

9 Spread out across urban, peniban and rural areas in the main regional hubs and provinces
of Afghanistan (see Methodology for further detail)

C. METHODOLOGY

This research is based on a lagjatistically representativeuantitative survey conducted in all
regions of Afghanistafor a broad coverageepresentative othe geographic, ethnic and socpabfile

of returnees and displaceplersonsin Afghanistan. Given the assumption tigople onthe move
tend to gravitate around main hubsith the increasingrisecurity levels in Afghanistan, the study
focuseson four of the five main provincial centres of Afghanistan.

Both quantitative (survey) and qualitative reseamiereled by a team of resarcheran four provinces
of Afghanistan in November 20t4overing the main return ancesettlements hubs

Central regiong Kabul
Western regiong Herat
Southern regiong Kandahar
Eastern regiorg Nangarhar

O O O o



In total 870 interviewswere conducted
with returnees, IDPs and in some cas
with both returneesturned-IDPs. The
report voices their decision makin
process, livelihoods and needs.

In addition to9 Focus Group Discussion
and 9 Case Studiegtwo per province,
and three each in Kabul).

=
Additionally 34 Key Informant
Interviews were conducted in the four
provincial capitals of key migratio
experts and relevant stakeholdetsst of Klls
organisations provided in the annex.

Sampling

The study findings are based on results of over iB@&views, a statistially representative sample

The guantitative data has been evaluated by Samuel Hall statisticians to identify trends and to assess
the statistical significance of findingehesurvey sampled returnees and IDPs in rural,-pdsanand

urban areas of the target provinces to obtain comparative data at provincial and local levels.

At Samuel Hall, weefine peri-urban in the Afghan context as districts neighboring the capital district
of a province. In other country contexts, the dgfion may vary. How can practitioners better define

a common iAbetween zone between rural and urban centers? How can we recommend appropriate
programmes and policies in these zones?

With local contexts closely in mind, the sampling was defined to incdu@gpresentative proportion
of each of the main category of respondents targetathmely returnees, IDPs, both male and female,
both from groups of recent and past returnees.

Each province was divided into Primary Sampling Units (RB&Bch PSU, fieldams reported firs

to the local community leader then dispatched field interviewessarting from a landmark (mosque,
school, or community center), and knocking on doors of househ®dsgender breakdown was
imposed to maintain statistical rigour:stead, the first qualified respondent was chosen. However,
(KS FASER (SFHYQa ISYRSNIGIEIYyOS SyadNBR GKEE 62Y
in our sample.

In most locations there were much higher numbers of either returnees or IDPs prdsgperticular

IDP camps and Land Allocation Scheme (LAS) sites tended to have, unsurprisingly, much higher
numbers of IDPs and returnees respectively (three LAS sites were included in the survey, Saodat in
Herat, Sheikh Mesri iNangarhay and Barikab iiabul and plots of land in these sites were in theory
reserved for returnees with VRF forms). In addition, teams had difficulties in locating rural IDPs in
Herat and Kabul provinces, hence the relatively higher number of surveyed returnees, compared to
IDPs, as a percentage of the total in rural areas.



D.THE LACK OF CLARITY SURROUNDING KEY TERMINOLOGY

Many of the key terms on which the study is based denote broad concepts that are not understood in

the same way in Afghanistan. Among these #ire central i S NJY &
YR WL5taQo

WNB G dzNySSaQ
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and what impact this classification should have in terms of assistaretafgeting).

Rural/Urbang the invisibleinternal border and the power of terminology

Due to a decade of massive apwblonged urban
growth, most Afghan cities have expanded w
beyond their established municipal border
According to the World Bank, the urban populatig
of Afghanistan will represent 40% of the over
population by 205Q; with a significantstrain on

absorption capacities and service delivery, as W
as access to land and housing. The population
Kabul city alone has gone from 500,000 in 2001
estimates ranging between 3% million today:
with a rise of informal settlements, as well &
peripherd settlements on the outskirts of many
cities.

Many locations on the periphery of cities contind
to be referred to as villages but would now mo
accurately be described as part of a wider urb
sprawl¢ what the study referso I JperitHzND &

and their local economies have become intricatésy

Box 1.

The failure of integrating land allocation sites
in rural development programmes: how
terminology can exclude the displaced

A bone of contention between returnees an
IDPs in Land Allocation Sites (LAS) al
government representatives IS th
categorization of LAS as rural or urb
settlements. Land Allocation Sites, in Dari, 4
NBE F SNNE R shdineake Imahajeréen
indicatingtownships But not all LAS are nea
urban areas.Community leaders have bee
lobbying for their sites to be included i
brGA2yFE t NA2NARGE t N
NSP) without success. MRRD does

integrate them as they are defined (by nan
only) as urban settlements

dzND |
O2y i

linked to the urban economy. District capitals, many once little more than large villages, have also
grown and taken on urban characteristics. In addition investment in infrastructure, particularly for
main roads and highways, has made it much easier and less costly in many rural areas to commute to
work in cities. As a result the urban/rural divide in Afghanistan has been eroded, making it less easy
to classify areas as fully rural, or for that matterdistinguish easily between urban and perban

areas.

A further complication is provided by the classification of miasyd Allocation Scheme (LAS{es as

urban and hence outside the remit of rural development programmes, due to their formal designation
as townships (a word that has an urban connotation in Dari, as in English), whereas in fact most LAS
sites are more or less rural. The classifaratof urban or rural remains a key obstacle to the
integration of IDPs and returnees in ffitdged national priority programmes like the Ministry of Rural
WSKFEOAEAGFGA2Y YR 5S@St2LSyiQa &4dz00SaafdzZ bl GA
The understandig of the impact of perurban life on households is central to the Afghan context

providing both benefits and disadvantages to inhabitaAssseen in a recent STEPS Centre study, how

the perturban is viewed will have implications for social jusaoel sustainabilityand fapid change

mayrun the risk of increasingarginaliséon.



Insecurityc a catchall term and a dominant lens for viewing migration

¢KS GSNY WAyaSOdzaNAGeQ FLIWSEFENE (2 0SS dzaSR O0ONRBI Rf &
policy actors, to cover a wide range of loosebnnected dynamics that may influence movement
decisionsAs elsewhere in the world, insecurity in Afghaaiistakes on many forms.

The traditional conception of displacement due to insecurity tends to refer to movements of whole
communities caught in the crossfire between opposing forces. This certainly occurs in Afghanistan,

yet alongside these more visibinoves exist many other forms of insecurity that may induce people

G2 tSI®S GKSANI K2YSa |yR YlI@& NBadA# G Ay Y2NB WON
form of regular crime unconnected to the insurgency (though still linked to a genekabidaw and

order); extortion that places a high economic burden on families; harassment or imprisonment by
security forces; targeted threats against individuals for a variety of reasons (such as a relative being
employed in the Afghan security forces);aogeneral climate of uncertainty or fear.

In addition insecurity (in all its forms) may disrupt the local labour market, leading to economically
motivated moves that have insecurity as a root cause. The precise nature of the insecurity that
prompted the move is likely to impact the nature of migration; whether families leave alone, or in
small or large groups; whether they move gmptively or as a response; how long the move has
been considered and planned and how much preparation has been possible.

In addition to a catchall term, insecurity is also the lens through which most movement dynamics
within Afghanistarare viewed. This focus on security leads to all movement tending to be seen as a
response to negative shocks (which it often is) andlariabf protection at the local level, rather than

a result of modernisation and the natural mobility present in all societies.

Returneecg a legal approach to assistance that excludes-refngee returnees

¢KS GSNY WNBGdzZNY SSQ KA & RI SFy23\NJ Y NBxaid gl BYiesiticiNG I F dZaiSSND
whether it includes people who did nbive refugee status while abrogide. undocumented refugees

or migrants)andthose that did not return voluntarily (i.e. deportees). Considering the porous, mobile

and historical nature of Afghan migration to Iran and Pakistan, it is an opestign as to the extent

to which such a rigid distinctiomoldsbetween people who makiave hadsimilar reasons for leaving
Afghanistan and who may have been living in comparable situations in lexileding, or not, non

refugee returnees within the definition inevitably has implications for targeting of assistance, as
discussed below.

The uncertainty as to the extent to whicall (or at least the vast majority of) continuedossborder
movementshould be viewed through the prism of refugee movements or, increasingly, of regular
migrationis now recognized Last the term returnee contains an intrinsic ambiguégit is unclear

how long one should be @ened to fall into this category after having returned.

What are the standards for including noefugee returnees in programming and what are the
standards for dtermining when a durable solution has been achieved? These two questions remain

5 sseKuschminder, Majidi, Oeppen and Siegel (2023)2 Y LJ SEHAKIAIES VISR Ay ! FIKIY aA3INI (A2



the main challenges. Questions of mandates and donor funding primarily determine responsss to thi
dual question, rather than considerations of vulnerability.

IDP: Vulnerabily levels, measuring and recording the end of displacement

The national IDP policy has established an official definition of who is an IDP, in line with the Guiding
Principles on IDPs, yet the definitioctmains subject to various forms of interpretation:

Goddd LISNE2Y A 2N ANRdzZLJA 2F LISNA2Ya 6K2 KI @S
homes or places of habitual residence, in particular as a result of or in order to avoid the effects
of armed conflict, situations @feneralized violence, violatis of human rights or natural or
humanmade disasters, and who have not crossed an internationally recognized State
02NRSNE @
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data show that migratiordecisions are complex and involve a degreelofice Forced migration

@SAy3a FT2NOSR i 2isfo@duigedent B Beén@dprivedolhoicdogsing where to

relocate).

The central point ofdisagreement in policy circleemains

the extent to which vulnerabilitys part of the definition. | UNHCR is taking the lead on ershil

The official definition makes no specific reference | out answers to thesalebates. One

vulnerability critgia. For many Afghans, and some poliq step will be the planning of 3

respondentsthe distinguishing quality of being an IDP| workshop in the coming months t]

that of being in a vulnerable situation, and indeed for ma| determine how to apply this to thei

it appears to be synonymous with being an extremely pd PP database in order to remov

migrant (regardless of the reasons fmoving). As with| (°S€ Who may no longer be DR
S according to these criteria. Th

returnees akengestlon |slwhen.doeson.e ce.ase to be an study wil aim fo support these

IDP? The IDP policy contains gu.ldarllce in this reg:iqu nof efforts andto feed into the wider

that displacement endan IDP find&x I LJ I OS . . .

) i ) ~ | implementation of the IDP policy.

security of tenure, access to basic services and livelih

2y I LI NJ g AGK 20KSNRAR 7.9 . LX I OSR

Operationalizing such a definition is compleis the comparative groupther migrants in the area,

who have not been disptad, or the wider host communityAndwhat of those families that have

below average living standards for reasons other than displaceénten in optimum conditions a

certain percentage of any given population will be above the average and a certaéntsge below

it. Such considerations therefore make determinations about the end of displacement more complex

than they may first appear.

6 The definition also includes returnees who are unablesdtile in their homes and/or places of origin because of insecurity
resulting from armed conflict, generalized violence or violations of human rights, landmines or ERW contamination on their
land, land disputes or tribal disputes, and persons or groupseasons who are displaced as a result of a development
project and who have not received an adequate housing and/or land alternative or appropriate compensation allowing them
restore their lives in a sustainable manner.

7 Government of the Islamic Repubbf Afghanistan (2013) Afgh&fational IDP Policy
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2. DECISION MAKING PROCESS

A. The displacedMoving from the countryside to citiesind their suburbs

This researchighlightstwo keyli NSy Ra Ay NI (sattdiest pait€ns In Afgharlistan a Q

1 IDPs are more prevalent and around citieswhile returnees may be found in both urban
and ¢ mainly due to the early phases of retugirural areasin the main regionahubs of
Afghanistan. Internal migrants showed an overwhelming tendency to move from the
countryside to cities or their suburbs, with three quarters of previously rural migrants
presently in or around cities, and 94 per cent of -cltyellers remaining inaround a city.

1 The newand growingemphasis is on the gri-urban ¢ the notion of migrating to a
RSAGAYI GAZ2Y &l NEveghthmdng tiedigplaced.A & Il Ay Ay 3

Table 1. Location breakdown by displacement profilé (%)

Urban Periurban Rural Overall
Both 10.42 11.35 14.67 12.18
IDP 36.46 41.84 16.33 31.26
Returnee 53.13 46.81 69 56.55

These trends are new and span the last decade of displacement in Afghanistan. When asked how long
ago they had moved to their current location, the averages all fell at 7 years (d)abteB years for

Kabul and closer to 6 years for Nangarhar. The chgnpgolitical and economic context has been
followed closely by the trends in displacement in the courgrgrther pointing to an element of

choice of location of residence, even among the forcibly displaced.

Table2. Average time in the location since aal (years)
Kabul Herat Kandahar Nangarhar Overall
Time since arrival 8.1 7.6 6.7 6.4 7.2
(years)

Afghan cities and their suburbs now see a convergence and mix of migration prdfdeseen those

who were forcibly displaced abroad and are returning home, and those internally displaced. They find
themselves living in similar areas while rural areasaim less cohesive in terms of migration profiles.
This urban convergenceis the challenge facing urban planners, service providers and political
representation in Afghanistan.

Of thosewho previously lived in rural area almost three quarters opted to move to urban or peri
urban areas. While in contrast, of those previously living in urban orupleain locations, only 6%
chose to move to rural areas.

8 The below table shows only the relative sizes of the surveyed population. It should not be viewed as a statistically
accurate representation of the relative numbers of IDPs and returnees living in,ysbamrban or rural locations in
Afghanistan.
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The map below illustrates intgerovindal internal displacement of IDPs surveyed during the study
(the weight of the line illustrates the number of people that have moved from a particular province
and movements of fewer than five respondents are not shown). Unsurprisingly there is a clear
regional dimension with IDPs predominantly being drawn from surrounding provinces. Nevertheless
it is notable that many IDPs have travelled considerable distances to arrive at their current locations.
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Not shown by the above map is that almost none of tbds surveyed in either Kabul or Herat

originated in those two provinces, while 30% of IDPs in Kandahar, and 55.8% of IDPs ihaxdyagia

come from within the province. However even in these two relatively insecure areas a sizeable
number had neverth& 34 (N} @Sttt SR FNRY o0S@2yR (KS LINRPGAYOS
least, significant numbers that had travelled many hundreds of kilometers to reach their present
location.

B. Factors that influence decisi@¥ NB G dzNy SSa |yR L5t aqQ

Returnees and IDPs are not only driven by different push factors, they are also looking for
emotional, physical and materiadains in their migration and in their choice of a destinatiothis
NEASFNDOK allyzaf i KRAOKBARKY S dymamics lalilagency if doic&lF R 2 F
displacement and return in AfghanistanReturnees (often) seek to return home, to a place where

they know people and share ethnic ties. IDPs on the other hand are primarily seeking to improve their
security and employmersituations and are more willing to move to neighbouring provinces. Security

is nevertheless the second most significant consideration for returnees.
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T wSGdzZNYySSaQ dzyoNR]1 Sy f Retnedsare highlfuniiélyKo2m6\& toLINE G A
rural areas otside of their home provincew S dzNyySSaQ GASa (2 GKSANJI
remain strongand influenced migration choices in a majority of casaesural areas 94% said
that one of the reasons they were in that province was that it was their homeimrev
(compared to 30% of rural IDPS).

91 IDPs are motivated by security concerns regardless of where theyAgound 90% of IDPs
mentioned an improved security situation as being one of the reasons for their choice of
destination regardless of whether theyewe now living in urban, petirban or rural areas. In
contrast returnees influenced by security concerns were more likely to move to urban eor peri
urban areas than rural areas.

Common to all are the importance of ethnic ties, access to land, while a&tesssistance is not a
major decisionbearing factor¢ another key finding of this studyWhile assistanceused to be a
tipping point for earlier refugee returnees, it is no longer the cader returnees and IDPs alike

1 The availability of assistanceass not seem to play a major role in migration decision
making. Having heard of assistance being provided in a certain area was mentioned by fewer
than 10% of respondents in any migration category or location. This is compelling evidence
that the provison of assistance does not seem to be a major factor in permanent migration
decisions.

1 Ethnic ties to the area and the presence of relatives and friends are more important factors
in attracting people to rural areas whereas employment opportunities attt them to urban
ones In addition cheaper accommodation and having been instructed to move by local
authorities, were more often cited as the main reason for moving the more rural the location,
while security and geographic proximity were more of a dnawrban areas.

9 Urban living is preferable for those that do not own land in rural ared3uring focus group
discussions and case studies most people expressed the view that rural living was fine for
those that own land, but for all others there are much greater advantages to living in urban
areas, including greater security, access to jedsication, and health services. A number of
people mentioned that they felt that living in urban areas their children would have a better
life, would become more educated and would be less likely to turn to crime.

1. Beyond the push and pull: Agency in forteisplacement and return

Combination of factors: security and economics are mixed factbeyondush and puld > NI { dzNJ/ S S ¢
and IDPs seek to fill in a void: A first element of choa®d agency

Departure was caused by a specific incident for 11% gfaedents (99 individuals). This incident was
most frequernly an attack by pro-governmerdnti-governmenbor other armed forces (56.6%70/Nhere

an incident like this did occur, it was usually the reason for departure - those respondents often
(59.6%) claime it was unlikely or very unlikely that they would have left their places of residence had
the incident not occurredBeyond the push and pull factor dichotomy, this study looks at the link
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0SG6SSy aF2NOS | yR OKlackddSdsionhaking WboesizN@ESify fokes | y R
people to leave, and securitite driving factor irthe location of settlement

70% of respondents claim that the better security situation drove their decision to settle in their
current locationW { S O dzNA { &isfdurid sdecifiCallyFoth@& @ttling in perurban areas (78%),
followed by urban areas (76%) and a dmadjority in rural areas (56%)thus confirming the trend

that returnees and displaced trust the security in urban hgldether cities or their sulirbs¢ rather

than the countryside.

Staying neathe home province isa priority: A second element of choice

Security being the driving factor, respondents will choose the most secureiplacaearest to their
home province; most displaced will naravel far from their home provinc@heories of displacement
argue that the displaced cannot afford to go far from their homes, they aim to stay close for the
purpose of returning more easily and at a lesser cligts research findghat the emotional ard social
connectiongrump cost, distance or logistical consideratianghe final decision

Periurban areas aréncreasingly seen as secureoption by amajority: A third element of choice

While much attention has been on the rural vs. urban spliteturns, respondents indicate an
emphasis on the potential of pedrban to secure their security and economic neaffhile IDPs and
returnees rate security considerations as high, the most telling information rests in the security
perceptionsand promiseperi-urban areasold for the displaced

Graphl: All reasondor moving to thigprovinceby migration status
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Graph2: Main reason for moving to this specific location by set{¥p

Rural 22 12 8 11 7 21
Peri-urban 14 11 4 11 5 26
Urban 10 10 17 8 8 4 27
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

B Geographic proximity
Ethnic ties
Better economic/employment opportunities here

Instructed by local authorities

Presence of relatives/friends
Better security situation
Cheaper accommodation

Other / no reason

Internal displacement often driven by mixed motivations

100%

After insecurity (the main push factor for 90% of IDPs),steond most cited problem is the lack of
employment opportunities followed closely by mines/IEDs and harassment from authorities:

Graph3: Main problems faced by IDPs prior to leav\i#®9

100.0% -
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90.0% A
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20.0% - 13.6% 13.6%
9.9%

0.0%
Lack of Mines, IEDs Lack of land /
employment housing
opportunities

Harassment from Discrimination Low social status

authorities

Insecurity

In more than three quarters of cases IDPs had not previously been considering ledworgpared

to a third of returnees) It is significant though that many IDPs had considered leaving for some time
previously, indicating that they may have had at least stime to prepare and were not faced with

an abrupt and immediate obligation to leave. In rare cases, though still amounting to almost one in
ten IDPs, the decision to move had been considered for a few months or more.
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Only 15.8% of IDPs claimed the move w=¢c

the result of a specific incident, with the Multiple moves following displaement
vast majority stating that it was the result
of a combination of factors Over half of
those attributing their move to a specific
incident stated that it was due to an attacl
by local armed groups or argovernment

elements.

We were accused of being Taliban and persecuted t
ODSYSNIf 52aidzyrQae T2ND
were seized and destroyed. | took my wife and my
small daughter on a horse and left the area along wi
my property. We were shot at a lot, bwe survived
thankfully. Later on, we moved to Murghab district al
stayed there for one month. There we were also
FGdr 01 S8R 68 52atidyrQa ¥2
Sangi district of Herat. About 606 families were left
from my original place and settled Rubat Sangi
district. We were involved in agriculturelated tasks
... After one year, our livelihood was getting worse, s
some of the IDPs decided to look for somewhere els
for a better livelihood. Finally, we found this place ar
took our family herebout 21 years ago.

The longer a move was considered seen
to have had a large impact on the choict
of destination, with IDPs in urban area:
being more than two and a half time:
more likely to have been considerin
leaving for more than a couple of days.

The qualitative data indicates thahany
internally  displaced families have
experienced multiple moves While early
moves may have been driven by a
immediate need to seek sanary later
moves may have been motivated either by a desire to improve standards of living (which invariably
decreased following sudden displacement) or by continued instances of insecurity.

(Urban IDP, Herat,

Insecurity manifested itself in various waysDuring focus grqudiscussions and case studies a range
of individual experiences of insecurity were described including extortion, harassment from
authorities, intertribal conflict, ethnic discrimination, assassinations, general lawlessness, damage to
property and fear b being targeted due to relatives serving in the security forces. In most cases
respondents stated that the decision to move was not the result of one specific incident but rather a
combination of factors or previous events.

2. BEmotional gainsmatter in the choice of province of settlement

People like to return home still, Kabul stands out: the capital province attracts more people seeking
improved security conditionsReturn may not be a oneway eveni nor a permanentor durable
solution

The emotional factor of returning home is especially true for refugees returning to Afghaqistaite
for IDPs, return is the least preferred durable soluti®@Ps choose their location of settlement based
on security considerations first and foremost iflustrated in GrapH.
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Graph4. Main reason for moving to this province by

migration status (%)
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While IDPs seek better securitgturnees seem to
be largely influenced by a desire to improve thei
social status and an enduring affinity to their
country. A strong perception of being seconthss
OAGAT Sya Ay SEAfS I|yR
homeland appear to be the most important factor
RNRAGAY I NBGdzNY > G NHzY LIA
motivations. While, according to the below char
low social status, discrimination and harassme
would appear to be more significant factors in Ira
the focus groups and case studies conduct
indicated that these concerns were widely, if nc
unanimously, shared by returnees from bot.
countries.

Graph5: Push factors by country of exile
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2S RARY QO KIFI@S o0A13
for being insulted and assumed to be
worthless human beings because were
Afghan (Urban returnee, Herat)

Ay 2vyS

We returned here because we were usuaS 02yz YA
made fun of by the people of Pakistan
aleAy3a gKe R2yQid
return to their country, and they usually
argued with us and fought against us
(Rural returnee, &bul)

No access to
education

Low social
status

Insecurity No accessto Mines, IEDs

social services

B |ran M Pakistan

902y2YA0 WLIMzZAKQ FI OG2NA

, lreRigBting a relativel weaksretodomia dzS Ay

situation, though similar numbers in both countries complain that the only jobs available for Afghans

17



are relatively low paid. While not one of the principle push factmsecurity was mentioned by
almost 10% ofeturnees from Pakistarf{compared to practically no respondents from Iran), though
this has not markedly increased as a push factor in the past four years. Other particular issues,
frequently raised during case studies and focus groups, included offsi@ictions on movement,
residence, employment and education aftét ade for Afghans in Iran, and lack of employment and
shelter, low wages and high rents for Afghans in Pakistan.

While many of the factors driving return have been covered in previessarch, this study provides
important new information on how motivations have changed over timeCompared to older
returnees, those that returned more recently (in the past four years) were much more likely to report
extortion as being a concern, sltghmore likely to report feuds within communities, and less likely to
report harassment from authorities, lack of employment opportunities, or lack of legal status as being
major problems while in exile.

For many though, despite the problems they were facing in exile they would nevertheless have been
happy to stay were it not for enforced moveprompted by camp closures in Pakistan and the
RSOf I NI GAZ2Y 2F Wy2 32Q FINBlF& F2NJ ! FIAKIFYya Ay LNIvy

Forced moves from Iran and Pakistan

Previouslywe were 4 households living in Iran in the Zahidan area when we were forced |
Iranian police to leave the area. The police were looking everywhere for Afghans in order t
them by force. We were really unhappy when we were forced to leavebéreamse jobs are
dzy @ Attt oftS Ay ! FIAKFIyAaldly IyR AdQa RATT
members of my family were very happy there because they had a comfortalfldrifen returnee,
Herat).

Once the Afghan government won [the waPlakistan warned the Afghan refugees to go and
leave the camp. There were no other reasons such as economy or natural disaster or anythi
As | mentioned, they gave us one month to leave, and when the designated time was ov
begantodemdl & K 2 dzNJ K2dzaSa® X b202Re& KIFIR It NS
(Rural returnee, Nangarhar
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Graph6: Pullfactors by country of exife

Themost common reason cited beturneeswas a desire to reconnect with their homelaridost
respondents made reference &irong emotional reasons for wanting to return to their homeland
While the desire to reconnect has remained stable, every other pull factor has diminished in the
past four yearsMore than a quarter of returnees had beeonsidering leaving for over six months
and over 93% indicated that their move was due to a combination of factors, rather than due to a
single incident, indicating that in many caseturns were the result of longconsidered decisions

No strong correlationwas notedbetween motivations to return and choice of destination areas
There is some evidence that those in rural locations were marginally more influenced by emotional
reasons (wanting to reconnect to homeland, change of governmestTaliban, and contributing to
reconstruction) while those living in urban areas were marginally more influenced by better
employment opportunities, yet these are not marked differences.

The numbers of those returning to reclaim property are low andadeasing. Less than a fifth of
returneesiran hoped to reclaim land or propertwith returneesfrom Pakistarat less than a tenth.

As many key informant interviews suggested that the principle reason returnees would go to rural
rather than urban areas vgato reclaim property this finding may well indicate a future change in
migration patterns with fewer returns to rural areas as a percentage of the total returnee population.
Nevertheless, while the data clearly shows that reclaiming land and propertawasch stronger
justification for those now living in rural areas, still fewer than 20% of rural returnee respondents
stated this as a factor, suggesting that this has not been as important a factor as many key informant
interviews assumed it to be.

Almost none of those currently living in panban areas were influenced to return by the prospect of
reclaiming land or property, probably because most peban areas were undeveloped rural areas
in which few people owned property at the time of depaeup exile.

°/ 2yAARSNAY3I (GKS 26 ydzYoSNB 2F LIS2LX S NBLRNIAY3I aSOdNRGe
ASOdzNR G2 Q 41 & AYGISNILINBGSR o6& NIB SsiwatignRnSAjgladistan, aathsiBhaneondydredd G2 |
iz 6KSNB GKSe& ¢6SNB fAGAYy3a Ay LNIyYy 2N tl{lAadrys FyR Sljdz ¢
interpreted in the same way.
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