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About the project 
 



Aims and Scopes 

§  Length of the project: one year (July 2017 – July 2018) 

§  Comparative analysis of the recent migration and refugee flows in the Adriatic-

Ionian and Danube macro-regions 

§  Identification of key features determining different degrees of territorial 

attractiveness 

§  Challenges and opportunities for cities and regions in connection to refugee 

and migration flows in the two macro-regions 

§  Mapping territorial typologies 

§  Policy recommendations 



§  2   Macro-regions: EUSAIR 
and EUSDR. 

§  2 Countries of Interest: 
Kosovo (under UN Security 
Council Resolution 1244) and 
the Former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia, FYROM. 

Aims and Scopes 



Eight case studies 

§  Athens, Greece: from humanitarian assistance to State response 
§  Budapest, Hungary: a thriving hub 
§  Mórahalom, Hungary: a small town along the border with Serbia 
§  Riace; Badolato; Satriano; Sant’Alessio in Aspromonte, Italy: the ”Riace” model 
§  Provinces in Emilia-Romagna, Italy: challenges & opportunities for rural and 

inner areas in the region 
§  Friuli-Venezia Giulia / Slovenia (border area IT/SI): perspectives from the 

border area 
§  Belgrade and Serbia: a complex picture 
§  Western Balkans area: a regional analysis of human mobility 



Net	migra*on	balance		
	
Number	of	immigrants	
per		1000	inhabitants	

Source:	Eurostat	Sta*s*cal	Yearbook	2017,	



The	future	of	employment	

Source: Bureau of labor statistics, the Future of Employment 
(Frey & Osborne, 2013) 
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Comparative analysis of migration flows 
 

internal migration - i.e. changes of residence reported to public authorities 









Municipality Residents	in	2011 Residents	in	2015 Trend 
Tirana 749.365 834.151 +11,3% 

Podgorica 185.953 194.022 +4,3% 

Rome 2.752.020 2.872.021 +4,3% 

Novi	Sad 341.625 350.930 +2,7% 

Ljubljana 279.898 287.347 +2,6% 

Sofia 1.296.615 1.319.804 +1,8% 

PrisUna 198.897 202.229 +1,6% 

Zagreb 790.017 801.349 +1,4% 

Belgrade 1.659.440 1.679.895 +1,2% 

Budapest 2.971.246 2.983.733 +0,4% 



AL	
	2.876.000	MNE
	622.781	IT
	
	60.600.000	SER
	
	7.057.00	HR
	
	4.171.000	BH
	
	3.517.000	SLO
	
	2.065.000	BG
	
	7.128.000	KOS*
	1.816.000	HU
	
	9.818.000	FYROM/MK
	
2.081.000	

Tirana 	29%	
Podgorica

	31,15%	Roma
	4,74%	Belgrade

	23,80%	Zagreb
	19,21%	Sarajevo
	?	

Ljubljana
	13,91%	Sofia
	18,51%	Priš*na/Prish*në
	11,13%	Budapest
	30,39%	Skopje
	

24,35%	

D	
	
	
D	
D	
D	
	
D	
	
D	

Resident	populaUon	 ConcentraUon	in	the	capital	
Source:	WB	2017	



Features of internal migration 

Based on 2015 data 

§   2.411.608 instances of residence change in 13 macro-regional countries for 
which data are available. 

§   In 2015, approximately one in two internal migrants in each country was aged 
between 20-39. In particular, the age group 25-29 results being the cross-
national demographic segment most inclined to move internally (max. 23.9% 
FYROM). 

§   Women aged between 20-39 have been more prone to migrate than men in the 
same age class. In some countries, the difference is not particularly noticeable 
(such as Italy and Slovenia), while the gap is much more evident in Albania, 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, FYROM and Serbia. 



Comparative analysis of migration flows 
 

migration within the macro-regions - changes of residence from one macro-
regional country to another 





Understanding the framework 

Sub-regional well-oiled migration systems: 
§  Established tradition of seasonal, temporary labour migration 
§  Circular migration 
§  Back-and-forth movements across borders 
§  Return migration 

Fostered by: 
§  Economic disparities 
§  Financial crisis & unemployment 
§  Diaspora networks 
§  EU enlargement 



Comparative analysis of migration flows 
 

External migration to the macro-regions – irregular and asylum seeker flows 
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Total detections of illegal crossings and sea arrivals 

0	

50000	

100000	

150000	

200000	

250000	

300000	

350000	

400000	

450000	

500000	

Ja
n-
14
	

Fe
b-
14
	

M
ar
-1
4	

Ap
r-
14
	

M
ay
-1
4	

Ju
n-
14
	

Ju
l-1

4	

Au
g-
14
	

Se
p-
14
	

O
ct
-1
4	

N
ov
-1
4	

De
c-
14

	

Ja
n-
15
	

Fe
b-
15
	

M
ar
-1
5	

Ap
r-
15
	

M
ay
-1
5	

Ju
n-
15
	

Ju
l-1

5	

Au
g-
15
	

Se
p-
15
	

O
ct
-1
5	

N
ov
-1
5	

De
c-
15

	

Ja
n-
16
	

Fe
b-
16
	

M
ar
-1
6	

Ap
r-
16
	

M
ay
-1
6	

Ju
n-
16
	

Ju
l-1

6	

Au
g-
16
	

Se
p-
16
	

O
ct
-1
6	

N
ov
-1
6	

De
c-
16

	

Ja
n-
17
	

Fe
b-
17
	

M
ar
-1
7	

Ap
r-
17
	

WB	 Sea	arrivals	-	GR	and	IT	

Western Balkans, Source: FRONTEX. Sea arrivals in Greece and Italy, Source: UNHCR 



Comparative analysis of migration flows 
 

Secondary movements of rejected asylum applicants – the case of SEE6 
countries 



Asylum applicants (selected countries) to Central and Northern 
Europe, 2008-2016 
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AL BA MK ME RS XK 

Belgium 95,0 100,0 97,8 100,0 100,0 95,6 

Denmark 100,0 - - 	- 100,0 100,0 

Germany 99,8 98,8 99,1 99,0 99,4 99,5 

France 85,1 87,5 95,7 93,3 80,6 85,2 

Netherlands 100,0 100,0 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0 

Austria 100,0 90,9 100,0 100,0 92,0 96,7 

Sweden 98,0 97,6 95,3 100,0 90,1 97,1 

Asylum applicants (selected countries) to Central and Northern 
Europe, 2008-2016 – rejection rate, 2015 (%) 



Recommendations 
§  Realization of systematic surveys and databases containing socio-economic 

information about newcomers, which can be accessed and updated at any time by 
public authorities. 

§  Establishment of mechanisms for the matching of territorial needs with immigrants/
asylum seekers skills, in order to estimate their employability in local markets and 
manage migration accordingly. 

§  Further promotion of the territorial dispersal and reception approach for asylum 
seekers integration, which provides instrumental social contexts for interactions with 
local residents. 

§  Implementation of deliberative democracy tools to increase mutual understanding 
and trust in the social contexts of interaction between locals and immigrants/asylum 
seekers (e.g. opening of reception centres). These tools, which include public 
gathering and discussions among key actors are meant to ensure legitimate political 
decisions for the common good. 

§  Digitalization of residence change procedures 
§  Addressing data gaps 



Case Studies 



Eight case studies 

§  Athens, Greece: from humanitarian assistance to State response 
§  Budapest, Hungary: a thriving hub 
§  Mórahalom, Hungary: a small town along the border with Serbia 
§  Riace; Badolato; Satriano; Sant’Alessio in Aspromonte, Italy: the ”Riace” model 
§  Provinces in Emilia-Romagna, Italy: challenges & opportunities for rural and 

inner areas in the region 
§  Friuli-Venezia Giulia / Slovenia (border area IT/SI): perspectives from the 

border area 
§  Belgrade and Serbia: a complex picture 
§  Western Balkans area: a regional analysis of human mobility 



Recommendations from case studies 
§  Enhanced knowledge of migrants’ profile 
§  Skills assessment and qualification recognition to facilitate matching of skills with 

available job opportunities 
§  Special attention should be paid at protecting physical and mental health of both 

migrants and refugees. The vulnerability of and trauma experienced needs to be 
early considered 

§  Cities and small villages are key actors for integration. Both need to have policies 
that build resilience and promote integration according to the local context. 

§  Establishment of an EU fund to which municipalities willing to welcome asylum 
seekers and refugees can have direct access. 

§  Transport, digital communication infrastructures and job opportunities are 
fundamental aspects to attract people. Further investments on basic services are 
needed for long-term integration and for avoiding loss of territorial attractiveness 
(access to health services; housing; vocational counselling). 

§  Targeted training (e.g. in tourism, agro-forestal sectors and environmental protection) 
should be provided both for locals and migrants, as a way to both strengthen social 
cohesion and respond to specific territorial needs emerged from the interviews 
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