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Target Population - Definition

A total of 379,135 refugees were registered during the 2002 census in Serbia —
192,672 (50.8%) in Central Serbia and 186,463 (49.2%) in Vojvodina. Internally
Displaced Persons (IDPs) from Kosovo and Metohija were not registered in the
census methodology and fell within the category of persons with temporary residence
(see Stevanovi¢, 20061). According to UNHCR data, 206,000 Kosovo IDPs lived in
Serbia in 2002.

Better insight into the real scope of forced migrations can be determined by
comparing data of refugees and IDPs since 1996 (UNHCR 2007).

Table 1: Number of refugees and IDP-s - a historical review

Year Refugees* IDPs** TOTAL
1996 524,000 524,000
1997 508,000 508,000
1998 473,000 473,000
1999 471,000 176,014 647,014
2000 456,000 197,500 653,500
2001 374,000 201,700 575,700
2002 332,000 206,000 538,000
2003 275,000 205,000 480,000
2004 261,000 208,135 469,135
2005 138,936 207,448 346,384
2006 98,296 206,859 305,155
Current 97,953 206,798 304,751

*Refugees from Croatia and BiH in Serbia 1996-Current (end-year figures)
**|DPs from Kosovo in Serbia (excluding Kosovo) 1999-Current (end-year figures)

The number of IDPs grew until 2004 and then began declining. The make-up of the
target population is relatively clear.

The situation is more complicated with regards to refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina
(BiH) and Croatia.

The table above clearly demonstrates the declining number of refugees from BiH and
Croatia since 1996. Reasons for this decline are presented in the tables below.

! Stevanovié, R. (2006) Serbia’s Migrant Population, in Panev, G. (2006) Serbia’s Population and
Households according to the 2002 Census, Republican Bureau of Statistics of Serbia.



Refugees from BiH - Durable solutions 1996 - 2007 (approximate numbers)

Bosnia and Herzegovina

233.000
Lo UNHCR Assisted 6,100

Voluntary Repatriation*
Spontaneous 65,000
Resettlement through UNHCR 8,800
Citizenship/ID card 50,050
Did not register at 2004/2005 registration exercise** | 75,700

27,350

Refugees from Croatia in Serbia - Durable solutions 1996 - 2007 (approximate
numbers)

Croatia
291,000
L UNHCR Assisted 13,600

Voluntary Repatriation

Spontaneous 59,100
Resettlement through UNHCR 13,600
Citizenship/ID card 93,100
Did not register at 2004/2005 registration exercise** | 41,000
70,600

Refugees from BiH and Croatia in Serbia - Durable solutions 1996 - 2007 (approximate

numbers)
TOTAL
524,000
o UNHCR Assisted 19,700
Voluntary Repatriation*
Spontaneous 124,100
Resettlement through UNHCR 22,400
Citizenship/ID card 143,150
Did not register at 2004/2005 registration exercise** | 116,700
97,950

*UNHCR Representation in BiH reports some 42,400 returnees from Serbia/Montenegro, but this figure
does not include persons who have returned to secondary displacement.

Most refugees (143,150) have acquired citizenship from the Republic of Serbia i.e.
integrated.

The next high number in the table refers to 116,700 refugees, who were not
registered in the 2002 Census and have not been registered, either as returnees or
as persons who migrated to third countries with UNHCR assistance (22,400). This



group consists of those who migrated to third countries without UNHCR assistance
and those who have died in the past eleven years. Spontaneous repatriation to
Bosnia was somewhat greater than repatriation to Croatia - of the total 124,100
spontaneous returnees, 65,000 went back to BiH. The contrary applies to the
situation with refugees from Croatia — they account for 13,600 of the total 19,700
refugees who repatriated with UNHCR’s assistance. When it comes to returnees, one
should bear in mind that quite a few have repatriated on paper alone i.e. they have
acquired Croatian documents to facilitate travel but are de facto living in Serbia.

Of all refugees from the ex-SFRY, the majority (233,125) or almost two-thirds
(61.5%) had fled from Croatia. A total of 131,469 (34.7%) had fled BiH, fewer had
fled from other former republics that have seceded peacefully (The former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia) or had seen only minor armed conflicts (Slovenia) — a total of
6,222 (1.6%) from the former and 6,031 (1.6%) from the latter former Yugoslav
republics. This is understandable considering the nature of ethnic conflicts and share
of Serbs in their populations in the early nineties.

The 2002 Census data leads to the conclusion that refugees arrived in waves. The
first major wave ensued immediately after the first armed conflicts broke out in 1991
and 1992 and, the relative Iull in 1993 and 1994 was followed by a large-scale
emigration in 1995. The process continued in the following years with the Dayton
Accords - 61,922 (16.3% of the total) refugees came to Serbia after 1996.

This data illustrates the difficulties faced in defining the population on which the
sample of refugees was to be based.

A major dilemma that needed to be resolved was whether the survey would include
persons who had lost their status as refugees due to the fact that they had acquired
Serbian citizenship. Another question was if the survey would include a comparative
group because, when issues concerning refugees who are surveyed arise, they are
usually not included in standardised surveys conducted by the Republican Bureau of
Statistics.

We decided to define the refugee population as those who had at one point owned
the status of refugee (i.e. all persons from the former Yugoslavia who had fled the
war and come to Serbia and are de facto living in Serbia). This was done for two
reasons: firstly, with acquisition of citizenship, changes in their lives were formal
rather than essential, and secondly, the share of registered refugees in Serbia’s total
population is so small that identifying them would be costly and time consuming.

With regards to the control group, we decided to use the budget available to estimate
the surveyed parameters as accurately as possible including as many refugees and
IDPs in the sample as possible and using the 2006 Labour Force Survey (LFS),
National Health Survey (NHS), 2002 Census and the Household Spending Survey
(HSS) data for comparison.

The situation was somewhat simpler when it came to territorial breakdown. According
to the 2002 Census, the City of Belgrade is home to 111,300 refugees, or nearly one-
third (29.4%) of all refugees. Most refugees in Central Serbia are registered in
municipalities with large populations, cities with the greatest urban agglomerations in
the Republic and in cities which with the most developed economic centres since the
early nineties. In Vojvodina, most refugees were registered in the Novi Sad
Municipality (37,599 or 20.2%). As opposed to Central Serbia, where over two
thousand refugees were registered in another ten municipalities (excluding the City of
Belgrade municipalities), two thousand or more refugees were registered in nearly



every other municipality in Vojvodina (22) The regional breakdown of IDPs is
somewhat different. Most live in regions closer to Kosovo, in Central and South
Serbia. Appendix 2 provides an overview of the sample structure by regional
breakdown.

The “Employed, Empowered” survey 2007 is the Target Group Survey of refugee and
IDP households of persons aged 15 years and older. The results were obtained
during fieldwork conducted from June 12 to June 30 2007.

SURVEY OBJECTIVES

v' To develop a clear picture of the target group - refugees and IDPs,
notably their:

1. Demographic make-up
2. Needs

3. Problems

v' Special focus on:
- Exploring vocational skills
- Building categories

- Identifying their actual needs and constraints

SAMPLE DESIGN

The sample for the “Employed, Empowered” survey was designed to provide
estimates, on a large number of indicators, of the refugee and IDP situation on a
national level, in urban and rural areas, and in three regions: Vojvodina, Belgrade
and Central Serbia.

Sample units comprised municipalities populated by refugees and IDPs. Different
data sources were used to identify these municipalities: the 2000 IDP Census, data
on refugees and IDPs of the UNHCR, the Commissariat for Refugees of the Republic
of Serbia, local offices of the Serbian Red Cross and NGOs.

A three-stage stratified combined sample was used in the survey. Primary sampling
units (PSU) comprised municipalities populated by refugees and IDPs. Secondary
sampling units comprised local communities populated by refugees and IDPs and
tertiary sampling units included refugee and IDP households and respondents within
the households. Two sampling procedures were combined: random sampling and
“snow ball” sampling procedures. A cumulative method of selection was used for
selecting primary and secondary sampling units. Households were selected in the
following manner: the first in every group of four households was selected from the
list of households collected from all available sources (local Red Cross, friends) and



the remaining three were selected using the “snow ball” method, based on
information obtained from the respondent in a previously selected household (the
respondents provided information about refugees and IDP households s/he was
aware of). Respondents in households were selected using the Kish scheme.

v' Sample allocation:

Two hundred local communities were allocated in the sample. Eight households were
allocated from each local community selected, amounting to 1600 households in total
allocated in the sample.

v' Sample realisation:

A total of 1561 questionnaires were completed; 781 refugees and 780 IDPs in
households were interviewed.

QUESTIONNAIRES

The questionnaire was made up of two parts: the first was related to households and
used to collect information on all de jure household members, the household and the
dwelling and completed by the one household member who was most informed
about the household; the second part was related to labour issues and was
completed by a household member over 15 and selected using the Kish tables.

The section on households included the following modules:

Household Listing — Information about household members

Household Features

Water and Sanitation

Household Socio — Economic Situation

Household Income (answered by all household members who were able to
provide information)

ANENENENEN

The part on labour issues included the following modules:

Working Characteristics

Characteristics of persons who did not work during the previous week
Previous Working Experience

Additional Training

Attitudes

AN N NN

This questionnaire was based on questionnaires used in the National Health Survey,
Serbia 2006 and the Labour Force Survey, Serbia 20062, to facilitate comparison of
results. The questionnaire expanded into additional modules related to previous
working experience and additional training and attitudes in order to gain a more in-
depth analysis and to identify the target population’s main problems and needs.

2
Methodological details of these surveys are provided in Appendix 1.



DATA PROCESSING

The Strategic Marketing Research Agency was responsible for the collection of data,
entry and processing. Data was entered using Blaise software. Internal analysis was
possible using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) software
programme, Version 14, and the Kal software specially designed in the SMR office
for tabulation and calculation of confident intervals and for marking statistically
significant differences.

Data Processing Steps:

1. Creating an Analysis File

After data collected was transferred and entered into SPSS, the first task was to
create an analysis file. This included the adaptation (recoding) of variables for easier
and more efficient analysis. An appropriate tabulation plan was developed for the
resulting analysis files.

2. Calculating and Adding Sampling Weights

The “Employed, Empowered” Survey sample was not self-weighted. Sample weights
were used for reporting and were calculated and added to all analysis files.

Sample weights were calculated using the RIM weighting method.®> The procedure

was performed using specially designed software for RIM weighting. Weighting
targets for the survey were drawn from the UNHCR 2007 data on refugees and IDPs.

Breakdown of Household Members by Republic/Province of Origin

Frequency Percent
Kosovo 2677 52.26
Bosnia and Herzegovina 547 10.68
Croatia 1589 31.02
Not a refugee, not an IDP, was born here...
310 6.05
Total 5122

Household Members by Citizenship

Frequency | Percent

Serbia 2786 54.40
Serbia/Kosovo 922 17.99
Croatia 839 16.39
Bosnia and

Herzegovina 309 6.04
Dual citizenship 74 1.45
Other 191 3.73

® The rim weighting is a method that is used to apply different weight to members of specific sub-groups
of the sample during the calculation of parameters when the share of these groups in the sample does
not reflect their share in the population.



Summary of Results

Breakdown of the Population (UN) and Household Members Sample (EE) by
Age and Gender

Refugees | Male Female Total
Age UN* EE** | UN% EE% UN EE UN% EE% UN EE UN% EE%
00-04 218 8 0.20% 0.35% 219 7 0.20% 0.31% 437 15 0.40% 0.65%
05-11 2,131 55 2.20% 2.40% 2,043 44 2.10% 1.92% 4,174 99 4.30% 4.31%
12-17 | 3,428 80| 350% | 3.49% | 3,194 84 | 330% | 3.66% | 6,622 164 6.80% | 7.15%
18-59 | 31,595 741 | 32.30% | 32.29% | 27,224 639 | 27.90% | 27.84% | 58,819 | 1,380 | 60.20% | 60.13%
>=60 | 10,119 232 | 10.40% | 10.11% | 17,530 405 | 17.90% | 17.65% | 27,649 637 | 28.30% | 27.76%
Total 47,491 | 1116 | 48.60% | 48.63% | 50,210 | 1,179 | 51.40% | 51.37% | 97,701 | 2,295 | 100.00%
IDP Male Female Total
Age UN EE UN% EE% UN EE UN% EE% UN EE UN% EE%
00-04 532 16 0.30% 0.57% 446 11 0.20% 0.39% 978 27 0.50% 0.95%
5-11 11,536 187 5.60% 6.61% 10,983 171 5.30% 6.04% 22,519 358 10.90% | 12.65%
12-17 | 12,390 | 148 | 6.00% | 5.23% | 11,517 144 | 5.60% | 5.09% | 23,907 292 | 11.60% | 10.32%
18-59 | 62,092 | 842 | 30.10% | 29.76% | 61,536 835 | 29.80% | 29.52% | 123,628 | 1,677 | 59.90% | 59.28%
>=60 | 15,835 | 212 | 7.70% | 7.49% | 19,637 263 | 9.50% | 9.30% | 35472 475 | 17.20% | 16.79%
Total 102,385 | 1405 | 49.60% | 49.66% | 104,119 | 1,424 | 50.40% | 50.34% | 206,504 | 2,829 | 100.00%

*UNHCR Representation in Serbia 11 July 07
**EE target group research

The table above demonstrates that the age and gender breakdown of the surveyed
sample of household members is a good reflection of the surveyed population i.e. the
share of respondents in the specific age and gender groups were almost identical to
those provided by the UNHCR.

There is no official data with respect to educational breakdown, therefore education
ought to be treated as a parameter for estimation rather than a parameter on which
the sample representation can be estimated. Data obtained in a similar survey
(Cveji¢ and Babovi¢, 2007) indicates that the educational breakdown of refugees is
somewhat better than that of the domicile population. As the table below shows, the
results of our survey lead to the conclusion that the educational background of the
refugee population if not lower, is equal to that of the domicile* population. The
educational background of the IDPs is slightly better than that of the domicile
population.

LFS data was used to estimate the educational levels of the domicile population. If one assumes that the LFS sample is

representative, then it should also comprise refugees and IDPs, wherefore it may be more appropriate to refer to the total
population of the Republic of Serbia rather than to the domicile population.




EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND OF THE RESPONDENTS

# of HH Total Refugee | IDPs Serbia
member S LFS *
>15y
Without formal education or 220 14.1 17.6 10.6 16.1
incomplete primary education
Primary education 314 201 20.0 20.3 23.9
Secondary education 828 53.0 51.0 55.1 48.2
Junior college degree 105 6.7 6.7 6.7 5.2
University faculty, academy or 94 6.0 4.7 7.4 6.7
junior college
Total 1561 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Source for Serbia total: LFS (Labour Force Survey - RZS), Serbia, 2006

In addition to data gathered on the educational background of the respondents, data
on the educational levels of their family members (N=3521) was also gathered in this

survey.

Educational Background of Household Members

(aged between 15 and 65)

Refugee IDP TOTAL Serbia
R&I LFS
N % N % N %

Without education 30| 14.7% 67 | 221% 97 18.8% 4.05%
Incomplete primary education 31 8.9% 71 52% | 102 6.9% 12.02%
Primary education 355| 21.0% | 412 | 19.9% | 767 20.4% 23.87%
Secondary education 992 | 46.6% | 1117 | 22.1% | 2109 44.3% 48.17%
gggfegee““”'or college 105 | 5.0% | 117 | 46% | 222| 4.8% 517%
University faculties and

academies 80 3.8% | 144 57% | 224 4.9% 6.72%
Total 1593 | 100.0% | 1928 | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.00%

The table above indicates that the educational breakdown of refugees and IDPs is
less favourable than the domicile population, both with those who have or have not
completed their primary education and in categories of those who hold junior college

and university degrees.

It indicates further that the educational background of family members, who agreed
to participate in survey questions, was somewhat higher than other family members.

The question arises whether the socio-economic status of refugees and IDPs is now
worse than the domicile population, 12 years after the Dayton Accords and seven
years after the Kumanovo Agreement was signed.




SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS

Abode
Average number of HH members Average area of the flat per HH member
35
3 2.9
§ 21,4 22,8
I § L) L) Ll T T T

Serbia Total Refugees IDPs Serbia Total Refugees IDPs

(NHS) (NHS)

The two graphs above indicate that the average number of members in refugee
families is very similar to numbers in families of the domicile population, while IDP
families, on average, are somewhat larger.

On the other hand, an average citizen of Serbia has over 10 square meters of abode
more than an average refugee or IDP.

Area per Household member
Base: Total population

over 40
<6m? | 6.1-8.0 | 8.1-10.0 | 10.1-12.0 | 12.1-15.0 | 15.1-20.0 | 20.1-25.0 | 25.1-30.0 | 30.1-40.0 m?

Census 2002
(2409002) 260%| 3.62%| 581%| 6.96%| 1079%| 19.36%| 12.50% | 10.11% | 11.93% | 16.31%
Refugee (765) 8.20% | 5.00% | 9.40% 750% | 13.10% | 22.20%| 10.80% 8.60% 6.70% |  8.50%
Internally displaced
persons (787) 1410% | 5.80%| 9.00%| 6.60%| 12.20%| 17.70% 910%|  6.60% 7.90% | 10.90%
Ref & IDPs 11.20% | 5.40% | 9.20% 7.00% | 12.60% | 19.90% | 10.00% |  7.60% 730%| 9.70%

The table above clearly demonstrates that, compared to the domicile population,
three times as many refugees and five times as many IDPs live in dwellings that
allow each household member less than 6 square meters. Furthermore, as opposed
to 16.3% of the domicile population who live in homes that allow each household
member over 40 square meters, only 8.5% of the refugee population and 10.9% of
the IDPs live in such abodes.

Similar disparities were identified with respect to the locations of refugee and IDP
abodes compared to the domicile population. The proximity of a medical facility as a
criterion for quality of life and the position of the abode (the main criterion applied in
setting the price of real estate per square metre) lead us to similar conclusions.
Some 10 percentage points or so fewer refugees and IDPs live in the immediate
vicinity of a medical facility and require less than 15 minutes to reach a doctor.




Distance from — Medical Facility

Total | Refugees | IDPs | Serbia*
Less than 15 min | 60.5 | 60.3 60.7 | 71.7
15-30 min 26.2 | 25.3 27.2 | 19
30 -60 min 3.6 3.2 4.1 4.1
More than 1h 0.2 04 0.1 0.6

*Source for total population of Serbia: Health Survey, Serbia, 2006

Ownership of the abode is another important indicator. The table below illustrates the
gravity of housing problems faced by refugees and IDPs.

Who Owns the House/Flat You are Living in?

Base: Total population

(O]

_ > ©

8 =) o 2 <£

2 ¢ |8 |§H=
N 1561 | 781 | 780
One of the household 38.3| 36| 41 87.7
members
State/Enterprise 19.0| 19| 18 0.8
Parents 5.0 3 7 4.7
Landlord 296 | 31| 28 4.2
Other 55 8 3 1.6
Refused to reply 1.5 2 1 1.0
Does not know 1.2 1 1 0.0

Whereas 92.4% of the domicile population live in their own homes or those of their
parents, the percentage of refugees and IDPs living in their own homes or those of
their parents stands at 39% and 48% respectively. Similarly, the share of refugees
and IDPs renting flats is four times greater than the share of lessees in the domicile
population. The disparity is even greater when percentages of those living in
company-owned or state-owned flats are compared: less than 1% of the domicile
population and 19% of the target group live in such apartments.

Family Income Structure

Income per household member is another important indicator of living standards. The
total income per refugee household member stands at 77% of the average income
per household member in Serbia, while total revenues per IDP household member
stands at 75.2% of the Serbian average. Reasons for these disparities are
summarised in the following table:
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Table: Family Income Structure

Tota for Serbia

Refugees | IDPs *

Salaries and daily wages 70.9| 69.5 68.4
Money transfers from governmental organisations 28.2| 30.6 47.0
Money transfers from abroad 2.3 2.6 1.3
Revenues from agriculture, hunting and fishing 34 04 4.0
In kind income 1.8 11 104
Other receipts (lease, interest rate, savings etc.) 6.1 6.2 15.3
Total 112.8| 1104 146.5

* Republican Statistics Bureau data for the first trimester of 2007.

Refugee and IDP income derived from salaries and daily wages slightly exceeds that
of the domicile population from the same sources. On the other hand, the domicile
population receives considerably larger in-kind income (from rent and farming) than
forced migrants. Their revenues from state subsidies are also much lower than those
of the domicile population.

If the monthly income of 6,221 dinars per household member is set as the poverty
line, as was set in the 2006 Household Spending Survey, it transpires that between
40% and 50% of surveyed households live below the poverty line. The percentage of
those living below the poverty line is even greater when inflation and salary increases
(of close to 30% between June 2006 and June 2007) are considered.

In 2006°, 8.8% of Serbia’s population was classified as poor as spending per
spending unit on average fell below the poverty line.

The non-city population was 2.5 times poorer than the city population. The poverty
index of the non-city population was around 50% higher than the average of the
whole population, standing at 13.3%. The severity and depth of poverty of those not
living in cities was also statistically greater than the city population.

Household spending is another important indicator of living standards. The question
arises whether the current household revenues can cover basic living needs such as
food, personal and household hygiene items, clothing and footwear, utilities,
healthcare, recreation and outings.

® http://www.prsp.sr.gov.yu/kolikoje.jsp
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Was your household income during the previous month sufficient to cover the
following expenditures? (%Yes)

Refugee IDP Serbia *
FOOD 62.22 57.28 86.1
PERSONAL HYGIENE 64.19 56.40 85.6
HOUSEHOLD HYGIENE 58.76 51.40 82.2
CLOTHES, FOOTWEAR 37.38 30.27 443
UTILITIES 48.74 4474 70.1
HEALTH CARE 41.51 44.94 85.6
RECREATION 7.91 9.93 76.0
OUTINGS 9.36 9.59 74.3

*Source for Serbia total: National Health Survey, Serbia, 2006

The graph above indicates differences in all parameters. Survey results demonstrate
that far fewer refugees and IDPs have sufficient income to cover any of the needs

listed.

The greatest differences appear in recreation and leisure activities followed by
healthcare costs, personal and household hygiene items, food and utilities. There
were fewer differences with respect to clothing and footwear - only 44.3% of the
domicile population reported that they had enough money to satisfy these needs.

Was your household income during the previous month sufficient to cover the

following expenses?

OUTINGS

RECREATION -

HEALTH CARE -

UTILITIES -

CLOTHES, FOOTWEAR -

HOUSEHOLD HYGIENE -

PERSONAL HYGIENE -

FOOD -

80

90

100

OSerbia *
BIDP
Orefugee
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Percentage of HH whose income during the previous month was
sufficient to cover:

40,5
32,9 28,2 o5 1
8,1 917 I.
All Basic (food, personal hygiene, hh hygiene,

clothes and utilities)

W Serbia Total (NHS) ORefugees HIDPs

The graph above shows that 12 to 15 percentage points more of the domicile
population have revenues which can cover their basic household needs. The
difference is even greater when percentages are compared with those who are able
to cover all household needs — the share of such families in the domicile population is
three times greater. The situation becomes even more inauspicious when one takes
into account that 60% of the domicile population is unable to cover basic household
needs and that 14% do not have enough money to even buy food.

The ratio of households with a member who had gone on a summer or winter holiday
in the past 12 months is a good illustration of differences in spending in recreation
and outings - three times more domicile residents than refugees and IDPs in Central
Serbia had afforded themselves a summer or winter vacation.

Holiday in the past 12 months: Percentage of HH whose member went on a
summer or winter holiday during the past 12 months

Stratum # of HH Total | Refugees | IDPs Total for
Serbia*
Belgrade 432 21.6 15.6 27.4 43.6
Central 698 5.5 5.6 5.4 15.8
Vojvodina 431 9.9 9.1 18.2 20.9

*Source for Serbia total: National Health Survey, Serbia, 2006
Another important indicator of a family’s material status is ownership of durable

commodities, machines and household appliances. The table below provides a short
list of the most common durable commodities:
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Possession of Durable Commodities

Total | Status |

o =g &

S €82 o

2 5 a0 20

Q = n o oI

x Eosolwnz
N 1561 | 781 780
Refrigerator 90.7 89 93 |96.7
Colour TV 88.2 86 90 |94.7
Water heater 80.6 79 83 |88.6
Bathroom 84.9 83 86 |87.8
Automatic washing machine | 73.6 71 76 |85.5
Landline telephone number | 50.7 51 50 |80.5
Cell phone 70.9 65 77 |67.8
Car 32.1 30 34 |48.8
Land 6.5 6 7 425
Central heating 23.4 22 25 | 295
Personal computer 21.1 21 22 |27.8
Access to Internet 12.8 13 12 | 20.0
Tractor 4.0 5 3 |18.9
Savings 6.7 6 8 |15.9
Air conditioner 7.8 8 8 |11.7
Dishwasher 5.1 4 6 8.5

The greatest disparities were identified in possession of land: 36 percentage points
more of the domicile population than refugees and IDPs own land. This is not
surprising as land in the past was mainly acquired through inheritance. The following
great disparity can be seen in ownership of landline telephone numbers. Since
landlines are awarded on the basis of a contract certifying ownership or lease of an
abode and most refugees and IDPs are not registered as lessees, this disparity is
understandable. There are also differences with regards to ownership of tractors,
washing machines, savings, etc. Ownership of cell phones is the only category in
which refugees and IDPs prevail over the domicile population — they own 9
percentage points more cell phones and this is probably due the fact that they do not
have land lines.

Subjective Perceptions

A comparison of subjective perceptions of forced migrants and the domicile
population of their own material status indicates that twice as many refugees and
IDPs perceive their material status as extremely bad (61% and 59% respectively vis-
a-vis 37% of the domicile population).
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PERCEPTIONS OF THE HOUSEHOLD’S MATERIAL

W Very bad or bad W Good or very good

Serbia Total
16%
(NHS) 6%
Refugees 61% 7%
IDPs 59% 8%

At the same time, the share of those who perceive that their material standing is very
good is twice as high in the domicile population as in the refugee and IDP
populations. In addition to real income, perceptions of material status are also
affected by expectations i.e. how much money respondents believe they need, per
family member, to lead a normal life. The results are interesting because
assessments of the amount of money required are subjective.

Household Income per Member in Euro (80 CSD)

Refugees | IDPs Serbia
Realised in the previous month 112.80 110.40 146.50

Necessary for leading a normal
life one month 217.94 206.70 247.88

While expectations of refugees are somewhat greater, vis-a-vis IDPs’ needs can be
ascribed to the fact that refugees live in towns with higher living expenses, it is
unclear why the domicile population believes that it requires 14% i.e. 20% more than
refugees and IDPs.

Access to Credits

The permanent resolution of housing problems such as purchase of durable
commodities, bridging of current household budget deficits or starting up a business,
all presuppose the possibility of credit. Although, based on a very small sample, the
following table confirms experiential expectations.
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GRANTED | REFUSED Tota! No. of | Percent
Applicants | refused
Purchase of flat or house 19 37 56 66.07%
Starting up a private business 7 25 32 78.13%
Purchase of a car (lease) 7 2 9 22.22%
Purchase of durable goods 19 7 26 26.92%
Purchase of consumer goods 30 8 38 21.05%
For travelling, summer and winter holidays 0 2 2 100.00%
To settle account overdrafts 15 3 18 16.67%
TOTAL 97 84 181

The first interesting finding is that only 181 of respondents had applied for some kind
of credit or loan. Excluding rejections of loans for summer and winter holidays, it
appears that the greatest percentage of refusals was for applications for credit to
start up private businesses (78.13%) or to resolve housing problems (66.7%). Credit
for these two particular needs are needed most to address the vital existential
problems faced by forced migrants. On the other hand, banks tend to grant
expensive credits (loans) to cover household budget deficits or to buy consumer
goods and cars. This is understandable because such credits have high interest
rates and their low overall value is relatively easy to protect and they can therefore
be granted even to those with lower credit ratings.

The following table indicates the frequent reasons why credit applications were
rejected — lack of property to offer the bank as protection (mortgage) and insufficient
income to cover monthly instalments. Another reason is an inability to obtain all the
required documents or find a guarantor. When analysing these percentages, it should
be borne in mind that they are unreliable as they were based on a small number of
respondents.

What was the reason for which you were turned down?

N Percent
of Cases
Could not find a guarantor 13 | 21.3%
Had no property to mortgage 41 | 67.2%
Revenue deposited for the account were insufficient to pay the instalment 35 | 57.4%
Inability to obtain all the necessary documents 22 | 36.1%

The above data corroborates that forced migrants have greater problems accessing
credits, especially those fundamental to integration, notably the resolution of their
housing problems and self-employment. Forced migrants are practically in a vicious
circle — they cannot resolve their housing problems because they cannot get credit
and they cannot get credit because they do not own property.

LABOUR MARKET

Main Definitions
The Labour Force Survey focuses on the actual labour activity of the respondents in
the given week, not on their formal employment status.

The term employed refers to a person who has performed a job for at least one hour

in the given week and has been duly remunerated (payments in money or in kind), or
employed respondents who were absent from work in that week.
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Contributing family members are persons who provide assistance i.e. service to
other household members in running a family business or farm who are not
remunerated for their work.

Unemployed are persons who had not performed any remunerated work in the
given week and did not hold a job from which they were absent but could return to,
based on the following conditions:

- That they had taken steps in the previous four weeks to seek employment and were
prepared to begin working in the following two weeks if a job was offered to them;

- That they had not taken any active steps to seek employment in the previous four
weeks since they had already found employment and were about to start working
after the given week or within the following three months at the latest.

Active population (labour force) includes all employed and unemployed persons
aged 15 or older.

Inactive population comprises the population aged 15 or older which has not been
classified as active population.

Activity rate is the percentage share of the active population in the total population
aged 15 or older.

Employment rate is the percentage share of the employed population in the total
population aged 15 or older.

Unemployment rate is the percentage share of the unemployed population in the
total active population.

Inactivity rate is the percentage share of the inactive population in the total
population aged 15 or older.

When it conducted the Labour Force Survey in 2004, the Republican Bureau of
Statistics tailored its methodology to the latest recommendations and definitions of
the International Labour Organization (ILO) and EUROSTAT (European Statistical
Office), allowing comparison of Serbia’s labour statistical data with data in other
countries.

Active Population in %
Stratum # of HHM >15 Total [Refugees| IDPs | Serbia
years
Belgrade 432 53.8 49.8 57.7 48.9
Central 698 51.8 51.9 51.7 51.1
Vojvodina 431 55.9 56.5 49.8 52.7

In general, the share of the active population within the refugee and IDP populations
is somewhat greater than in the general population. These differences are especially
pronounced in Belgrade, where the percentage of the active IDP population exceeds
the average percentage of the general active population by 9 percentage points. The
share of refugees and IDPs in the active population is somewhat higher than in the
domicile population in Vojvodina, while the share of the three population groups in
the active population in Central Serbia is almost identical.
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Did you work before you came from Croatia/Bosnia/Kosovo?
Base: Total surveyed population

Total | Status Gender Age
8 @
2 o2 /3 3 3 & |
¢ 0 2 £|© 8 2 8 8
N 1561 | 781 780 | 748 814 | 244 294 305 394 324
sig 0.21
Yes | 582 | 60 57 | 68 50 80 75 55
No | 41.8 | 40 43 51 94 41 45

In order to review the status of refugees and IDPs in the labour market it is necessary
to review their prior labour status.

Persons who are now between 15 and 29 were either children or adolescents, of
school or university age, in 1995 i.e. in 2000 the percentage of those in this category
who had been employed in Bosnia/Croatia/Kosovo is much lower than in the other
age groups. To understand the data below, it is relevant to note that the employment
rates in the country/province of origin of the 28-52 age groups in 1995 i.e. the 33-57
age groups in 2000 had exceeded 75%.

Around 60% of refugees interviewed and about 57% of IDP respondents were
employed before they fled to Serbia. As indicated in the data, the employment rate of
women was considerably lower than in men.

Loss of position in the labour market as a result of the war and forced migration must
be considered when interpreting this data.

Regarding occupations held by refugees and IDPs, around 90% of respondents had
performed jobs requiring primary or secondary education, mostly as unskilled
workers, vendors, craftsmen and machine operators.

Total Status

Refugee IDP
N 908 467 442
Basic — simple occupations 18.4 20 17
Service sector staff and vendors 17.5 17 18
Clerks 15.5 13 18
Craftsmen and related workers 14.1 16 12
Research assistants and technicians 10.3 8 13
Professionals 6.6 6 7
Machine operators and installation workers 4.3 5 3
Skilled workers in agriculture and fishing 29 5 1
Legislators, senior officials and directors - managers 2.0 2 2
Police, MIA 1.6 1 2
Army staff 1.1 0 2
Other 2.7 3 2
DK/REF 3.4 4 3

18



Employment Rate

The pie charts below represent employment rates in the sub-groups.

Breakdown of the Active Population over 15 by Activity
L SF SERBIA 2006

Unemployed; 20.8

Employed w orkers; eff employed; 16.3

56.5

Contributing family
member; 6.4

Breakdown of the Active Population over 15 by Activity:
REFUGEES

Unemployed, 27.9
Employed workers,

63.0
elf employed, 7.4

Contributing family
member, 1.8

Breakdown of the Active Population over 15 by Activity:
IDPs

Employed workers;

63,4 nemployed; 30,5

Self employed; 5,5

Contributing family
member; 0,6

The three pie charts above illustrate the following: First, the share of unemployed in
the refugee and IDP populations is 11.6% i.e. 14.2% greater than in the domicile
population. Second, the share of employed refugees and IDPs exceeds the domicile
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population by 3 and 4 percentage points. Third, the share of self-employed workers
in the total active domicile population exceeds the share of self-employed refugees
and IDPs by 8.9 and 10.8 percentage points respectively. The final data is especially
interesting as the share of entrepreneurs in the domicile population is more than
twice as high as the refugee and IDP populations.

How would you describe your status?
Base: Total population

Child, pupil, student 24%
Unemployed 22%
Retired | | 14%
Employed in the private sector _ 13%
Employed in the social or another sector ] 9%
Housewife ] 9%

Unable to perform working activities
Self-employed - without employees
Contributing family member

Other status

Other personal income
Self-employed - with employees

Stopped working because of military service

Total Status
Refugees IDPs

N 5122 2294 2828
Child, pupil, student 23.6 17.4 28.7
Unemployed 22.0 20.3 23.3
Retired 141 15.1 13.3
Employed in the private sector 12.5 17.0 8.8
Employed in the social or another 9.0 5.0 12.3
sector
Housewife 8.7 10.1 7.5
Unable to perform work activities 2.7 4.6 1.1
Self-employed - without employees 1.7 1.6 1.7
Contributing family member 1.6 2.8 0.7
Other status 1.6 2.5 0.8
Other personal income 14 2.0 0.9
Self-employed - with employees 1.0 14 0.7
Stoppgd working due to military 0.1 0.1 0.1
commitments
Total | 100%
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Activity by Age

Total Employed EmLpllzoSyed Unemployed Unerljglsoyed Inactive Inﬁgtlsve
N 3519 1294 1059 1166
15-19 years 298 3.3% 8.09% 15.8% 12.05% 80.8% 79.86%
20-24 446 24.0% 30.26% 34.3% 23.32% 41.7% 46.41%
25-29 414 42.3% 52.41% 36.0% 22.66% 21.7% 24 .93%
30-34 361 50.1% 66.05% 36.0% 19.53% 13.9% 14.43%
35-39 331 51.4% 71.23% 36.0% 16.15% 12.7% 12.62%
40-44 309 51.1% 72.53% 35.0% 14.81% 13.9% 12.67%
45-49 392 45.2% 69.03% 32.4% 13.64% 22.4% 17.33%
50-54 387 48.3% 57.56% 25.8% 10.51% 25.8% 31.93%
55-59 284 33.1% 41.68% 25.7% 5.11% 41.2% 53.21%
60-64 297 11.4% 19.61% 14.8% 73.7% 79.35%

Unemployment rates are lower and employment rates are higher in all the age
categories of the domicile population. More than twice as many forced migrants are
unemployed in the over 35 age groups. Differences in shares in the inactive
population are somewhat smaller and do not follow a similar trend. On the positive
side, the share of forced migrants of the youngest age group in the inactive
population is higher than in the total population — this is assumed to be a
consequence of the fact that most persons in that age group were attending
secondary schools. The share of 20-24-year-old forced migrants in the inactive
population is around 5% lower and it may be presumed that 5% fewer forced
migrants are in university. As a result, the educational levels of these two groups will

not improve.
Gender Breakdown and Employment Features
*base: all employed
Male Refugees Male Female Refugees
and IDPs LFS and IDPs Female LFS
Self-employed 11.7% 26.60% 8.4% 10.75%
Employed 83.2% 69.83% 83.1% 77.62%
Contributing family members 5.1% 3.57% 8.4% 11.63%

According to the data above, the most drastic differences between the employment
of forced migrants and the domicile population appear in the share of self-employed
men, which is twice as high in the domicile population. This disparity is smaller in the
female population, which is just over 2%. Gender differences are extremely
pronounced with respect to contributing family members in the domicile population -
the share of contributing members is three times higher in the female population than
in the male population. The difference is much smaller in the population of forced
migrants at 3%. Differences with regard to gender would be even greater if
housewives, who under ILO standards are classified as part of the inactive
population, were added to this group.
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Level of Activity per Educational Level

Refugees IDPs Serbia LFS
3 3 3
8 > () -8 > () -8 g (0]
> 2 > > 2 2> > ) >
= Q o = Q ° = Q. °
o o o
£ 5 2 £ 5 2 £ 5 2
w = w c w c
o) o] D
Without education 6.5% | 19.4% | 742% | 4.4% | 55.9% | 39.7% | 11.71% | 1.75% | 86.54%
Incomplete primary education 9.7% | 22.6% | 67.7% | 5.6% | 40.8% | 53.5% | 22.59% | 1.90% | 75.51%
Primary education 22.0% | 22.5% | 55.5% | 12.9% | 33.0% | 54.1% | 29.37% | 8.48% | 62.15%
Secondary education 43.4% | 29.0% | 27.5% | 41.0% | 32.6% | 26.4% | 48.02% | 15.33% | 36.65%
College ZQS C‘:S(')?\’ college 50.5% | 28.6% | 21.0% | 54.3% | 31.0% | 14.7% | 53.42% | 9.48% | 37.10%
U“"’erZ'Ct;’ dfgﬁ]‘f'cts'es and 63.3% | 19.0% | 17.7% | 66.7% | 20.8% | 12.5% | 64.01% | 6.59% | 29.40%

The table above illustrates that the employment rate is higher in those with higher
education levels. Employment rates in groups with the least education are nearly
twice as high in the domicile population than in the population of forced migrants.
While the domicile population and refugees with the lowest education levels
predominantly fall under the inactive population category, IDPs with the lowest
education levels predominantly fall under the unemployed category.

The greatest percentage of unemployed (15.33%) in the domicile population is made
up of secondary school graduates, while the percentage of unemployed in the IDP
population is smaller for those with higher educational backgrounds (55.9% IDPs
without formal education are unemployed compared to 20.8% unemployed IDPs with
university degrees).

Unemployment rates in the refugee populations range from 19% for university
graduates to 29% for high school graduates. The high rates of unemployment in
categories where persons have a junior college education or a secondary education
— between 28% and 19% in refugees and between 31% and 20.8% in refugee and
IDP populations compared to 9.48% and 6.59 in the domicile population - is cause for
concern.

A comparison of the unemployment data according to educational level shows that
those with secondary schooling predominate — they account for 61.6% of the
unemployed refugees and IDPs and for 69.39% of the unemployed domicile
population. This category is followed by those with primary education — 20.4%
unemployed refugees and IDPs compared to 19.03% of the unemployed domicile
population. This can be ascribed to the fact that most of the population have received
one of the two educational levels.
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Employed and Unemployed Persons by Profession

LOtal Employed Unemployed

N 835 591 244
Technical professionals and doctors 40 75,00% 25,00%
Unspecified professionals and others 95 74,74% 25,26%
Technical associates 101 76,24% 23,76%
Health workers (nurses, etc) 40 87,50% 12,50%
Unspecified supporting staff (SSS), administrative

staff and other 191 74,35% 25,65%
Service sector staff and shop assistants 19 63,16% 36,84%
]Eilsrﬁ;‘rt]zmen and skilled workers in agriculture and 185 67.03% 32.97%
Elementary occupations (semi-skilled and unskilled

workers) 152 58,55% 41,45%
Army and police staff 12 100,00% 0,00%

With respect to professions, most of the unemployed fall under the categories of
elementary professions, unskilled and semi-skilled workers, service sector staff and
vendors. With the exception of army and police staff, health workers and other
supporting staff account for the greatest percentage of employed. Errors in estimates
of parameters are very high given the fact that the number of respondents within
each profession group is very small and this data should therefore be interpreted
merely as an indicator.

Employed Persons by Occupation

Refugee | IDP Total LFS

N 308 275 583

Legislators, senior officials and directors - managers 0,3% 2,2% 1,2% | 3,31%
Professionals 6,5% 7,3% 6,9% | 10,08%
Technical and supporting staff 91% | 17,1% | 12,9% | 16,04%
Civil servants 8,1% | 19,3% | 13,4% | 5,29%
Service sector workers and shop and market vendors 28,6% | 19,3% | 24,2% | 14,02%
Skilled agricultural and fishery workers 4,5% 2,5% 3,6% | 17,07%
Craftsmen and related trades workers 214% | 12,7% | 17,3% | 14,76%
Plant and machine operators and assemblers 1,9% 2,2% 21% | 7,96%
Elementary occupations 18,5% | 14,9% | 16,8% | 10,97%
Armed forces 1,0% 2,5% 1,7% | 0,49%
TOTAL 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%

Qualified workers in agriculture and fishing, technicians, craftsmen, vendors, etc.
account for most of the employed in the domicile population. Most jobs held by
refugees are related to sales, craftsmanship and elementary professions. The share
of refugees that hold senior managerial or legislator jobs is seven times smaller than
IDPs and 11 times smaller than the domicile population. This indicates that refugees
have considerably less chances of employment in government structures and of
holding senior positions in large companies.

The share of IDPs who hold jobs in the civil service is much greater than that of the
refugee or domicile populations — 19.3% compared to 8.1% and 5.29% respectively.
A higher share of IDPs (2.5%) is employed in the army and police, which may be
interpreted as a greater involvement in state and para-state structures.
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Major differences have also been identified in the category of employment in
agriculture and fishing — 3.6% of refugees and IDPs are employed in these branches
as opposed to 17.7% of the domicile population. This comes as no surprise
considering only a small number of refugees and IDPs own land.

Breakdown of the Employed by Form of Ownership

# of HH
members | Total | Refugees | IDPs Serbia*

aged +15
State companies 93 15.6 74| 242 26.3
Private companies 335| 56.7 67.0| 46.0 62.1
Socially owned 73| 123 109| 139 8.9

companies

Other/Unknown/Refuse 90| 153 14.7| 15.9 2.8
Total 591 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0

*Source for Serbia total: LFS (Labour Force Survey - RZS), Serbia, 2006

Transition is characterised by a change in ownership structure and privatisation of
socially and state-owned enterprises. Working for the state has traditionally been
perceived as more secure and is therefore more desirable. On the whole, most
employed in Serbia (62.1%) work in privately owned companies. The share of
refugees working in private companies is somewhat higher (67%), while the share of
IDPs employed in this sector stand at 46%. This data can probably be ascribed to the
fact that the IDPs have formally maintained the jobs they held in state bodies in
Kosovo, although they are de facto not working. Should this be true, IDPs in this
group are expected to move into the category of unemployed. Another, less
plausible, interpretation is that there is a systemic factor affording privileges to IDPs
applying for jobs in the state services.

Breakdown of the Employed Population by Type of Job

87

% 57.6 59.7

|_| I 5 199 113 5 10 116 165 174

On full-time basis, On part-time basis Seasonal Occasionally
regularly

|lSSerbia ORefugees BIDPs |

On the whole, regular full-time jobs are held by 57.6% refugees and 59.7% IDPs as
opposed to 87% of the domicile population in Serbia. Part-time jobs are held by
nearly 16% of the refugees and 11.3% of IDPs — these shares are two and three
times higher than the share of the domicile population performing such jobs. Most
respondents with part-time jobs (62%) report that they cannot find full-time
employment and therefore employed part-time, while only 16% report that part-time
employment suits them.
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The situation is similar with seasonal and occasional jobs. With this data in mind, it
may be concluded that the scope of real unemployment is considerably higher than
assessments based on ILO standards.

Job Characteristics

Pay is one of the chief criteria for determining the quality of employment.

The average net salary for refugee respondents stood at 18,605 dinars, and 19,614
dinars for IDPs. The average estimate of wages for family members was somewhat
lower at 17,126 dinars in the case of refugees and 18,315 dinars in the case of IDPs.
When these figures are compared with the average net salary in Serbia in June 07 of
27,882 dinars, it is clear that the jobs performed by refugees and IDPs are paid
considerably less.

Another criterion used to evaluate the quality of a job, is the place where it is
performed. (The LFS, unfortunately, does not include such data). Jobs performed
indoors and in offices are traditionally favoured over outdoor jobs. 53% of refugees
and 58% of IDPs perform Indoor jobs. The survey confirms, the general belief that
refugees account for most people selling items on the street, at green markets or
directly. At the same time, a relatively small number of them farm land.

Where do you work?

Refugee | IDP Total
1 In a company - institution 53,06 58,23 55,54
2 On afarm 4,37 3,48 3,95
3 Athome 3,50 4,75 4,10
4 In the field, "door to door" 11,37 11,08 11,23
5 In a vehicle 4,66 0,95 2,88
6 On the street, green market, etc. 10,20 6,01 8,19
7 Other 12,83 15,51 14,11
Total 100 100 100

Additionally, a large number of refugees (20%) and IDPs (27%) do not work near
their place of residence.

Work which entails shifts or weekends are important parameters when determining
the quality of employment. The table below shows that over 55% of refugees and
48% of IDPs are employed on work shifts. Over 80% of the refugees and around
70% of the IDPs work Saturdays and around 67% of them work Sundays. These
hours are such because a large proportion of the target group works in sales, either
in registered shops or in green markets or flea markets.
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Have you over the past 4 weeks.....?

refugees IDPs
No Occasiondly | Frequently | REFUSAL | No Occasiondly | Frequently | REFUSAL
gﬁ;‘;edm 44,31% 1545% |  38,19% 2.04% | 52,85% 10,76% |  31,65% 4,75%
\é\grggyon al 17,20% 2045% |  52,19% 1,17% | 30,06% 2500% | 42,41% 253%
\é"u‘;ré‘;yd onal 42 86% 2711% |  28,86% 1,17% | 43,04% 2152% |  31,96% 3.48%

Bearing in mind that refugees and IDPs perform lower paid and less comfortable jobs
on a part-time basis, it is no surprise that 30% of them are searching for a better job.
For this reason, this group can be viewed as the group responsible for boosting the
real demand (competition) for jobs.

The previous chapters focussed on various aspects of jobs held by employed
refugees and IDPs. It can therefore be concluded that a major proportion of refugees
considered employed under the international (ILO) definition of employment can de
facto be considered unemployed. The following chapters will try to shed some light
on the features of refugees and IDPs who are unemployed and seeking employment.

THE UNEMPLOYED AND JOB SEEKING

Unemployment is the chief problem for Serbia’s transition. Start-up of serious reform
resulted in dismissal of surplus labour and of those who where formally employed but
had no work. This inadvertently led to an increase in unemployment. The
unemployment trends are illustrated in the following table taken from the official
website of the Republican Bureau of Statistics:

Rate of unemployment in Serbia

Above 15 Population

Republic of Serbia 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 [ 2005 [ 2006
Unemployment rate — total 12.09(12.23|13.28|14.63|18.50| 20.8| 20.9
Unemployment rate (15 - 64 13.26| 13.36| 14.47 | 16.00| 19.53| 21.83| 2156
age category)
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Percentage of UNEMPLOYED population
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The graph above demonstrates that the unemployment rates of refugees and IDPs
are 7 and 9.6 percentage points higher respectively than the unemployment rate in
the domicile population. The following table provides a breakdown of unemployment
by gender, age and region in which the unemployed live:

Percentage of UNEMPLOYED population (% of ACTIVE)
Total for
# of HH Total Refugees IDPs Serbia
members from the
LFS

Gender

Male 459 24.7 23.7 25.7 17.9

Female 376 34.6 32.9 36.4 24.7

Age

15-24 76 32.4 35.5 30.9 47,8

25-34 204 28.9 30.3 27.9 26,1

35-54 462 28.6 26.1 31.7 16,8

55 - 64 78 30.3 26.4 36.2 8.3

65 + 16 * * * 0.0

Stratum

Belgrade 232 18.2 247 12.7 17.3

Central 362 39.3 39.2 39.3 23.8

Vojvodina 241 247 24.9 21.9 18

Total 835 29.2 27.9 30.5 20.9

Source for Serbia total: LFS (Labour Force Survey - RZS),

Serbia, 2006

The unemployment rate of refugee and IDP women is 10 % higher than it is men,
which is somewhat higher than in the domicile population, where the difference
between unemployed men and women is at about 7%. Unemployment rates exceed
20% in all refugee and IDP age groups and the greatest differences vis-a-vis the
domicile population are recorded in the older age groups — compared with the
domicile population, four times as many refugees and IDPs are unemployed.
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According to the regional breakdown of unemployment, the greatest unemployment
rate is in Central Serbia. In this region, the differences in the unemployment rates
between the domicile population and the refugees and IDPs are the greatest. The
least differences were noted in Vojvodina. Surprisingly, the rate of unemployment of
IDPs in Belgrade is nearly 5% lower than in the domicile population.

The average timeframe of unemployment is 82 (SD 58.492) months for refugees and
69 (SD 49.739) months for IDPs. As much as 41.4% of unemployed refugees have
been looking for a job for over a decade. Eighty percent are over 40; 36% have
completed primary school while 57% are secondary school graduates. With respect
to the wealth index, over 44% of them fall in the quintile of the poorest. This data
corroborates that this population encounters many difficulties in finding employment.

Breakdown of the Unemployed by Educational Background

Refugees IDPs Total LFS

Unemployed 426 633 1059

Without education 1.4% 6.0% 4.2% 0.66%
Incomplete primary education 1.6% 4.6% 3.4% 2.15%
Primary education 18.8% 21.5% 20.4% | 19.03%
Secondary education 67.6% 57.5% 61.6% | 69.39%
College/Junior colleges 7.0% 5.7% 6.2% 4.61%
University faculties and academies 3.5% 4.7% 4.2% 4.16%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.00%

Source for Serbia total: LFS (Labour Force Survey - RZS), Serbia, 2006

The educational levels of the unemployed in the table above show that respondents
with secondary education account for the greatest number of unemployed - the share
of the unemployed with secondary education is the highest in the 15-65 population.
The share of refugees with secondary education in the unemployed population stand
at 67.6%, which is approximate to the share of unemployed domicile secondary
school graduates (69.4%). The share of IDPs with secondary education in the
unemployed population stand at 57.5%, or around 12 percentage points, less than in
the general population.

The next high unemployment rates are those among refugees and IDPs with primary,
incomplete primary or without any formal education. The share of these categories in
overall unemployment exceeds 21% amongst refugees and 32% amongst IDPs. The
share of unemployed refugees and IDPs with higher education is somewhat higher
than in the domicile population; the share of unemployed refugees and IDPs with
university education together is identical to that of the domicile population.

28




The Role of the National Employment Service

Apart from mediating between employers and job seekers, the National Employment
Service (NES) has been assigned specific social functions the most important of
which is the implementation of the so-called Active Employment Policy. The following
table provides percentages for unemployed registered with the NES, for those who
regularly reported to NES, and for those who have taken up their rights to health
insurance and unemployment benefits through the NES.

Use of NES Services
(size of sample given in brackets)

Would not

Yes No
answer

Have you registered with the National
Employment Service? (N267 % 65.54% | 34.46%
unemployed)

Do you regularly report to the National

0, o) o) 0,
Employment Service?(N175) o 93.71% 4.57% 1.71%

Do you exercise the right to health
insurance through the National % 67.43% @ 32.00% 57%
Employment Service? (N175)

Do you exercise the right to
unemployment benefits through the % 22.86% | 76.57% 57%
National Employment Service? (N 175)

The table shows that a vast majority of those registered with the NES (93.7%) have
been reporting to the NES regularly, that 67.4% exercise their right to health care,
and that about 23% take up their unemployment benefits. Interestingly, only 7% of
refugees, while as many as 37% IDPs, receive unemployment benefits via the NES.

Do you exercise the right to unemployment benefits via the National

Employment Service?
Base: Refugee and IDP Population registered with the National Employment Service (21% of the total

population)
B

Refugee 92%
1%
» WYes
>
8 CONo
o WDK/REF
l
IDP 63 %
0%
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Because various benefits are awarded to those who register as unemployed in the
NES unemployment register, names of some people are listed who should not be
registered as unemployed under ILO standards. This is illustrated in the following
graph:

Have you registered with the National Employment Service?

100% -
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

ENO
OYES

Employed Unemployed Inactive

Under ILO standards, 30.4% of the total registered in the labour market, fall under
the inactive category while nearly 20.3% fall under the group of employed. Only
49.3% of registered unemployed are actually unemployed.

On the other hand, it can be asserted that around 11% of all employed and 17% of
those considered inactive under ILO standards are registered in the labour market.
This brings us to the conclusion that at least 11% of employed refugees and IDPs are
working, but that they have social rights by registering as unemployed rather than
through their employers. Moreover, the fact that as many as 34.46% of those who
are unemployed by ILO standards, have not registered with the NES is quite
surprising.

On the other hand, the main role of the NES is to mediate in employment and
encourage employment through the so-called Active Employment Policy. The table
below shows how this role is fulfilled in practice, at least with respect to refugees and
IDPs.
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How many jobs has the National Employment Service offered you?
Base: Refugee and IDP Population registered with the National Employment Service
(21% of total surveyed population)

94%

Refugee
* @ None
=}
= @ One
[0
B Two or more
95%
IDP

Around 95% of the refugees and IDPs have never been offered a job by NES, while
2% to 4% were offered a job once and only 2% were offered two jobs or more.

Although the number of respondents is extremely low to draw any general
conclusions, the reasons why the few who were offered jobs rejected them are very
interesting.

Reasons for turning the job offer down
(based on 49 responses of people who refused a job offer from the NES)

Responses

N Percent
1 | was overqualified for it 6 | 11.50%
2 The salary was too low 16 | 30.80%
3 It was far from where | live 2 3.80%
4 | was absent or ill at the time it was offered 15 | 28.80%
5 It was unsuitable 9 17.30%
6 Long working hours 4 7.70%
Total 52 | 100.00%

Most turned the job down because the salary was too low; next were those who were
sick or absent when the job was offered, and few reported that the job did not suit
them or their qualifications.

Only a negligible number of respondents made use of active employment measures
as the table below illustrates:
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1 Yes, | used them
2 | was offered privileges, but | couldn’t accept them
3 | am familiar with the measures, but no one offered

me any privileges
4 | haven’t heard about them
5 Refused to answer

1 2 3 4 5

Subsidies to employer for your employment % S7% | 25.71% | 72.57% | 1.14%
Additional education and training % | 2.86% | 1.71% | 45.14% | 48.57% | 1.71%
Self-employment credits % 1.14% | 38.29% | 58.86% | 1.71%
Inclusion in a business incubator % | 57% 14.29% | 83.43% | 1.71%
Employment on public works % .57% | 30.86% | 66.86% | 1.71%
Attendance at a Job Fair % | 3.43% | 1.14% | 28.00% | 64.57% | 2.86%
Membership to a Job Hunting Club % |2.86% | .57% | 15.43% | 78.86% | 2.29%
Inclusion in a business centre % 12.57% | 84.00% | 3.43%

Around 3.4% of the respondents attended a job fair; around 3% attended additional
training and took part in job-hunting clubs, while merely 0.6% participated in a
business incubator. As the table above shows the majority had never heard of active
employment measures and this therefore means that NES may need to improve its
activities in this field.

All in all, the above data show that the NES is playing a social, rather than a pro-
active role, at least where refugees and IDPs are concerned.

We will now attempt to analyse the behaviour of job seekers.

The table below shows that most job seekers had previously been employed either
on a trial basis or as trainees (24%); they were followed by those unable to work due
to personal or family reasons (17.5%), while 12% of job seekers were fresh out of
school and looking for their first job.

What were you doing just before you started looking for a job?
Based on 19.3% who are looking for a job

Freguency Valid Percent
Worked (including trial work or apprenticeship) 74 245
Quit my previous job 12 4.0
Attending aregular school 38 12.6
Serving the compulsory military service 3 1.0
Had personal or family obligations 53 175
Had own or family means of living 29 9.6
Other 79 26.2
Refused to answer 14 4.6
Total 302 100.0

As the table below illustrates, most respondents attempted to find jobs through the
NES and then many respondents tried through friends and relatives. In 30% of the
cases, the respondents directly contacted the employer and a relatively small number
(between 14% and 16%) applied for vacancies advertised in the papers and on the
Internet. Around 11% inquired about participation in public competitions.
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Behaviour of job seekers

Table: The Behaviour of Job Seekers
Based on 19.3% who have been looking for a job

Percent of
Cases
N

Through the National Employment Service 185 61.7%
Through a private employment agency 7 2.3%
By contacting the employer directly 90 30.0%
Through friends, relatives, etc. 137 45.7%
Answered a vacancy announcement published in a newspaper, magazine 44 14.7%
or the Internet

Studied the job advertised in the newspapers, magazines or the Internet 48 16.0%
Took part in testing, was interviewed or took an exam for the job 10 3.3%
Inquired about participation in a public competition 34 11.3%
Other ways 34 11.3%
Looked for a location, property or equipment 1 .3%
Applied for permission, license, financial resources 2 T%
Waited for an invitation from the Employment Service 6 2.0%
Waiting to hear the results of the job application, test or interview 4 1.3%

This behaviour can easily be understood since the chief priority for respondents is to
find a job. The following table illustrates responses received down according to

labour status and target group.

What do you think is the most important factor for getting a job?

Base: Total population

Status Employment status

Total f_;g S |-3,-, = 5

| | T 8§ g

< g=1 <

g ) ) ®

8

N 1561 781 | 780 591 244 726
Recommendationg/references by athird party 247 | 29% | 20% | 28% | 32% 20%
Level of education 201 16% | 24% | 15% | 15% 26%
Practice/work experience 175 17% | 17% | 21% | 18% 15%
Field of education 111 9% | 13% | 12% | 11% 10%
Ereregggg i r?/ rT%vearly sell rf1)wh| ch the candidate 38 2% | 4% 2% 4% 2%
Computer skills 1.7 2% | 1% 2% 1% 2%
Success (average mark) 1.0 0% | 2% 1% % 2%
Knowledge of foreign languages 1.0 1% | 1% 2% 1% 0%
Reputation of one' s school 0.8 0% | 1% 1% 1% 1%
Other 6.0 7% | 5% 7% 6% 5%
DK/REF 121 | 16% | 12% 7% | 11% 16%

Most respondents (around 25%) believe that recommendations from a third party
play the most important role in getting a job. As many as 32% think it is the most
important factor. Educational level is considered to be the next most important factor,
and is perceived more by the inactive population and IDPs (24%) than by refugees
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(16%). Thirdly, prior experience is also an important factor. Although nepotism and
connections implicitly fall into the category ‘recommendation by a third party’, around
5% of respondents felt the need to highlight that nepotism is a particularly important

factor in finding a job.

What kind of a job are you looking for?

1 Refugee| 2 IDP Total
1 Self-employment 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
2 Only afull-timejob 32.9% | 35.3% 34.1%
3 Only apart-time job 5.3% 2.0% 3.6%
4 A full-timejob, but | would accept shorter working hours 10.5% | 20.7% 15.6%
5 A job with shorter working hours, but | would accept a 4.6% 2.7% 3.6%
full-time job
6 Working hours are not important 40.1% | 35.3% 37.7%
7 Refused to answer 5.3% 2.7% 4.0%
Tota 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%

Employment planning needs to be considered in the type of job the unemployed is
looking for. This can be determined by assessing how many unemployed perceive
themselves as future entrepreneurs. The survey results indicate that only a very
small, almost negligible percentage of the unemployed perceive themselves as future
entrepreneurs (1.3% of the job-seekers).

Most would accept a job notwithstanding the working hours (57% in all). Around 34%
of the job seekers would accept only a full-time job, while around 3.5% would only
accept a job with shorter working hours.

Additional training and re-qualifications are important active employment policy
measures. This is fully justified since people with higher educational levels find jobs
more easily than those with lower education levels.

The following table illustrates the willingness of unemployed refugees and IDPs to
attend additional training or re-qualification:
Training and qualifications

Are you willing to attend additional training or re-qualification?
Base 267 unemployed

1 Yes 2 Yesunder 3 No Total
certain
conditions
1 Refugee 42.0% 26.0% 32.1% 100.0%
2 IDP 54.4% 17.6% 27.9% 100.0%
Tota 48.3% 21.7% 30.0% 100.0%

Around 70% of the unemployed are willing to undergo additional training or re-
qualification unconditionally or under certain conditions. IDPs are more willing to
attend such courses than refugees.

As expected, with the exception of the 40 to 49 age category, willingness to attend
additional training is lower among older unemployed people.



Are you wiling to attend additional training or re-qualification?
Breakdown by Age

1 Yes 2 Yesunder 3 No Total

certain

conditions
15-29 64.0% 24.0% 12.0% 100.0%
30-39 54.4% 20.6% 25.0% 100.0%
40-49 54.8% 21.4% 23.8% 100.0%
50-64 22.6% 22.6% 54.8% 100.0%
Total 48.3% 21.7% 30.0% 100.0%

At first glance, it appears unusual that willingness for additional training is lower
amongst those with the lowest levels of education (see below table).

Are you willing to attend additional training or re-qualification?
Breakdown by education level

1 Yes 2 Yes 3 No Total

under

certain

conditions
Without formal education 27.3% 72.7% 100.0%
Primary school 36.2% 13.8% 50.0% 100.0%
Secondary school 51.9% 27.5% 20.6% 100.0%
Higher school 55.6% 18.5% 25.9% 100.0%
Faculty, academy or junior college | 63.6% 9.1% 27.3% 100.0%
Total 48.3% 21.7% 30.0% 100.0%

Over 70% of those without formal education and around 50% of those with only
primary schooling are unwilling to further their education.

The table also shows that unconditional willingness to attend additional training
increases with the degree of education and is the highest amongst unemployed
university graduates. Conditional acceptance of additional training is greatest
amongst high school graduates. Listed below are conditions from frequently reported:

Conditions for undergoing additional training
Based on those who would participate under specific conditions

Condition Refugee IDP

N 122 96

That | don't have to pay for it 86.89% 88.54%
That | am guaranteed ajob 85.25% 86.46%
That someone pays me for time spent on training 35.25% 41.67%
That | undergo training with people my age 45.08% 43.75%

The chief prerequisite reported by respondents, is that the training is free and that
they are guaranteed a job after they partake in it. A good few respondents (32.25% of
the refugees and 41.6% of the IDPs) agreed to participate in additional training if they
were paid. This figure suggests that a relatively large number of respondents do not
realise that there is a link between knowledge and employment.

Reasons quoted by respondents not willing to undergo additional training are also
interesting. As many as 40% in the 40-49 age category believe they are too old to
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learn. The percentage of those who think so in the older population exceeds 66%
and even 84% in the over-65 category. A relatively high proportion of respondents in
the younger age groups do not have the time, the will or the strength to study. In the
30-49 age category, between 23% and 24% of the respondents believe that what
they know is sufficient. This data indicates that a considerable portion of people do
not have a grasp of the times they are living in -- times characterised by rapid
progress in all walks of life where knowledge from school becomes obsolete in less
than a decade.

Why are you unwilling to attend additional training?

Multiple answers; Base: Population not willing to attend additional training or re-qualification (69% of all
respondents)

Male | Female |15-29|30-39|40-49|50-64| 65+

N 521 556 119 141 174 325 317
| am too old to learn 51 56 03 18 40 66 84
| don’t have time for that 14 16 35 28 25 09 01
| don’t have the strength or will to learn 16 11 21 21 20 10 05
| think | know enough 15 11 17 24 22 11 02
| don’t have money to pay tuition and 13 12 26 31 16 09 01
course fees

Knowledge is not important in this society 05 03 07 11 04 03

Other 14 16 20 10 10 13 19
DK/REF 05 05 01 07 06 04 06

With respect to forms of additional training, most respondents, 80% of the refugees
and 72% of the IDPs, are in favour of short courses over continuing with their formal
education.

Of the 8% willing to continue their formal education, most (72% of refugees and 74%
of IDPs) would like to continue studies in the same field they were schooled in.
Around 9% of refugees and 15% of IDPs would consider changing field, since they
have been unsuccessful in finding a job in the profession in which they were formally
educated.
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If continuation in your formal education would suit you, what would you opt

for?

Base: Population that would be willing to attend additional training or re-qualification by continuing their

formal education (8% of all respondents)

Refugees

Status

IDPs

2%

74%

ElContinue studies in my
profession

ElChange professions because
I'm notinterested in what |
studied

EIChange the subject of studies
because | cannot find ajob in
the profession | was schooled
for

ElStudyfor a profession that had

not existed when | went to
school

As

expected, most of those willing to attend shorter courses would opt for PC literacy
and foreign languages. Quite a few would attend courses in trade and sales skills,

marketing and use of PCs for creative purposes.

Not many would opt for a course in social or management skills; the least interest

was shown in learning computer programming and product quality management.
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Which of the shorter courses in adult education centres would you find
suitable and attend?

Multiple answers; Base: Respondents who would be willing to attend additional training or re-
qualification in the form of shorter courses (24% of all respondents)

Total Employment

status

. 2

N

£ 2|5

w ) zZ
N 367 | 161 130 | 76
Office computer programmes 47.5 45 45 59
Foreign language course 34.1 35 25 48
Trade 15.5 12 23 9
gti(_a) of personal computer for creative purposes (design, web 13.1 12 13 14
Marketing, advertising and public relations 13.0 12 13 15
Sale skills 12.9 14 15 6
Bookkeeping and financial administration 12.8 10 15 16
Protection of people and property 84 9 9 7
Production technologies 8.3 11 8 4
Environmental protection and work protection 8.2 9 8 7
Preparation of business plans 6.6 9 6 4
Course in agriculture 6.2 7 7 2
Communication and presentation skills 54 3 7 7
Social skills and useful personal and professional skills 5.2 5 3 8
Course in cattle-breeding 5.1 6 6 2
Export-import procedures with EU countries 4.3 5 4 4
Business skills, resource management and management styles 4.2 4 3 7
Management and business management 4.2 4 5 4
Use of specific specialist programs (e.g. statistical packages) 3.9 5 3 4
Laws and administrative procedures for establishing and 35 5 1 5
registering a business )
Computer programme languages 1.8 2 2 1
Product quality management 1.6 2 2
DK/REF 21 3 2 1

Of the nine percent who would opt for a foreign language course, 87% would like to
learn English, 6% German, 5% Italian and 4% French.

Of the 4% who would opt for crafts, most (18.1%) would attend hair-dressing courses
and 13.2% course in sewing. Fewer (6% and less) would attend carpenter courses
and courses in car mechanics, locksmith, painters for houses, cooks or other crafts.

A strong indicator of motivation to find a job is willingness to relocate to another town.
As the table below demonstrates, around 40% of all respondents are willing to move
if they are offered a job in another town. It is still quite difficult to move away from
your hometown in Serbia for employment opportunities, unlike the US, where this is
commonplace practice. Willingness to relocate is greater among IDPs (33%) and the
unemployed (around 45%). On the other hand, respondents living in Vojvodina (23%)
and the inactive population (15%) are less willing to move to another town for
employment. This is not surprising since the latter group is made up of older people
and people with lower education levels.
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Mobility

Are you ready to change your place of residence for of ajob?
Base: All respondents

Status Employment status Region
5 3 ©
() —

® ‘g’a o % —i g s [|E2 5

S |2 |2 | | & |8 |2 |55 |2

: § 2 | £ |8 898

-

N 1561 | 781 | 780 | 591 | 244 | 726 | 432 | 698 | 431

Yes 29.4% | 26% | 33% | 40% | 45% | 15% | 30% | 33% | 23%
No 68.7% | 71% | 66% | 57% | 54% | 83% | 68% | 65% | 74%
DK/REF | 1.9% | 3% | 1% | 2% 1% 2% | 2% | 2% | 3%

Since various governmental and non-governmental organisations had on several
occasions initiated settlement of a number of refugees and IDPs in depopulated
villages, it was possible to determine how many of them would be willing to leave
their home town where they now live and cultivate the land. Their responses are
presented in the following table:

Are you willing to move to a village and work the land?
Base: All respondents

Total | Gender | Employment status Wealth index quintiles
]
() [}
3 2| 3
o 2 o ® @ T o c B
el Bl g g5 /5/8 3|35 s
= e w D pd g n = b (14
No 1561 | 748 | 814 | 591 244 | 726 | 345|303 | 295 | 313 | 306
sig
Yes 17.2 | 21 19 24 29 22 | 18
No 80.9 | 77 | 84 78 75 85 77 | 80 | 89 | 91
DK/REF | 1.9 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 2

Around 17% would consider moving to another country. Men are more willing to
make the move than women (21% versus 14%). The unemployed are more prepared
to live off the land than the inactive population (24% versus 13%); as would 28% of

the poorest respondents.
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DURABLE SOLUTION

Repatriation, Integration, Emigration to Third Countries

The aim of conducting censuses and surveys of refugees and IDPs, is to determine
what solutions refugees find most acceptable.

The Dayton Peace Accords envisaged three solutions for refugees: voluntary
repatriation, integration into the host country and emigration to third countries.

According to UNHCR 1996 data', around 69% of the refugees opted for integration,
around 8% for voluntary repatriation and around 8% for emigration to third countries.

We wanted to find out how they felt now, eleven years later, and resorted to a
somewhat different kind of methodology. We requested that respondents rather than
select one of the options presented, indicate the degree to which they find each
option acceptable. Respondents were classified according to the solutions they
found most acceptable. A respondent who equally favoured integration and
emigration to a third country was categorised in the emigration category, while a
respondent who considered that repatriation was as acceptable as the other two
options, was categorised as the group who desired to return to their country of origin.
The results are shown in the table below:

The most acceptable durable solution by country/province

Country

of origin
Prefgrable Croatia Bosnia Kosovo Total
solution
Repatriation 6.32 8.61 26.75 16.99
Integration 64.62 65.55 44 .33 54.46
Third countries 29.06 25.84 28.92 28.55
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Results show that fewer refugees than in 1996 would opt for repatriation. This is
understandable since a number of those who wanted to return to their country of
origin had already done so, while some are already integrated. As far as IDPs are
concerned, the ratio of those who wish to return to their place of origin is 3 or 4 times
higher than the ratio of refugees from Bosnia and Croatia. On the other hand, nearly
one-third of each of the three groups would prefer to emigrate to a third country. Most
still prefer to remain in Serbia and integrate in its society.
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origin

Croatia

Bosnia

Durable solutions by country/province of

O Third countries

B Integration
O Repatriation

Kosovo

Based on gender, women are more in favour of integration, while men prefer
repatriation and emigration to third countries.

The most acceptable durable solution by gender

Repatriation Integration Third country Total
1 Male 18.7% 52.3% 29.0% 100.0%
2 Female 15.4% 56.5% 28.1% 100.0%
Total 17.0% 54.5% 28.6% 100.0%

When preferred options are compared against respondents’ place of origin, it
transpires that repatriation is preferred by respondents who had lived in cities rather
than by those who had lived in villages. This is surprising as villages are usually more
ethnically homogenous than cities. Most of those who had lived in villages opt for
integration. It seems that they give precedence to quality of life over ethnicity. Most of
those who had lived in cities wish to emigrate to a third country.

The most acceptable durable solution according to size of place of origin

Repatriation Integration Third country Total
1 Village 14.5% 58.9% 26.6% 100.0%
2 Town 18.8% 51.0% 30.2% 100.0%
3 City 17.4% 55.6% 27.0% 100.0%
Total 17.0% 54.5% 28.6% 100.0%

When the three sub-samples are broken down by age, it transpires that the desire to
integrate increases with age; and the older respondents are the less they desire the
idea of emigration. The share of those in the 15-39 age categories who want to
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emigrate exceeds 40%, which is cause for concern. Most of those who opt for
repatriation (over 25%) are in the over-65 age group.

The most acceptable durable solution by age

Age Repatriation | Integration | Third country Total

15-29 15.6% 39.5% 44.9% 100.0%
30-39 11.8% 44.6% 43.7% 100.0%
40-49 15.3% 55.7% 29.0% 100.0%
50-64 19.2% 63.1% 17.7% 100.0%
65+ 25.2% 70.6% 4.2% 100.0%
Total 17.0% 54.5% 28.6% 100.0%

When the results are broken down by region, it transpires that repatriation is favoured
the most among those living in South and Central Serbia, both because of the
adverse economic situation and because this part of the country is populated by a
high share of IDPs who are generally more in favour of repatriation than refugees.

Less than 50% of respondents living in Central and East Serbia wish to integrate.
The percentage of those in East Serbia who would like to emigrate to a third country
exceeds even the share of those preferring integration. The more developed the
region respondents live in, the greater the number of those who opt for integration.
This indicates a link between durable solutions and economic factors.

The most acceptable durable solution by region

Repatriation | Integration | Third country Total
1 Vojvodina 7.9% 66.2% 25.9% 100.0%
2 Belgrade 15.9% 58.3% 25.8% 100.0%
3 West Serbia 6.9% 58.3% 34.7% 100.0%
4 Central Serbia 29.8% 42.4% 27.8% 100.0%
5 East Serbia 8.7% 44.4% 46.8% 100.0%
6 South Serbia 29.2% 43.3% 27.5% 100.0%
Total 17.0% 54.5% 28.6% 100.0%

These results prompted us to investigate whether there were differences in choice of
solution depending on the respondents’ labour status.

Most of those in favour of repatriation fall into the category of the inactive population
(23%). The share of those who wish to emigrate to third countries is greatest
amongst the unemployed. Within the group of unemployed, almost 50% wish to
integrate which indicates how important employment is for integration of refugees
and IDPs. Given the economic parameters, notably in Croatia, where they are better
than in Serbia, the relatively low share of unemployed who would like to repatriate
appear somewhat surprising.
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The most acceptable durable solution by activity

Repatriation Integration Third country Total
Employed 12.2% 55.2% 32.6% 100.0%
Unemployed 13.9% 44.7% 41.4% 100.0%
Inactive 23.2% 57.8% 18.9% 100.0%
Total 17.0% 54.5% 28.6% 100.0%

This indicates that other, non-economic factors predominantly influence decisions for
durable solutions.

The most acceptable durable solution and ‘solved problem’ in Serbia and
country/province of origin

Repatriation | Integration Third

country
| have solved my housing problem 43.92% 51.37% 35.45%
| have a stable income (shop, rent, job, pension) 42.80% 47.84% 28.87%
| have a wide circle of friends and acquaintances 71.88% 72.20% 67.58%
My children have good education opportunities 75.46% 77.82% 65.62%
The economic situation is satisfactory 21.65% 30.14% 17.62%
The political situation is satisfactory 33.86% 40.31% 29.93%
| simply belong 44.20% 81.13% 77.53%
I have no one to help me 35.94% 37.83% 42.26%
| cannot realise my fundamental human rights 48.05% 33.58% 40.05%
A war may easily break out 24.21% 19.27% 27.02%
| cannot achieve anything due to my origin 33.33% 18.73% 26.46%

Over 80% of those who wish to integrate, sense that they belong in the community in
which they are living. Over 70% have a broad circle of friends and believe that their
children have good schooling opportunities; over 50% have resolved their housing
problems and 48% have a stable income with which they can support their families.
Only 30% of them are satisfied with the economic situation in Serbia, which is still a
much greater percentage than in the other two groups.

Compared to the other two groups, far fewer of those who wish to emigrate are of the
opinion that they have resolved their basic life and social problems and are satisfied
with the political and economic situation in the country. More of those who choose to
repatriate than those who choose to emigrate have resolved their existential issues.
Less than 50% feel that they belong in the community in which they live and even
more believe that they are unable to achieve anything because of their origin.

When these assessments are compared with those of the country/province of origin,
it transpires that all groups, especially those opting for integration, believe that their
lives in Serbia are better than they would have been in their country of origin. The
most striking difference between those who wish to repatriate and the other two



groups, is that the former, have a stronger sense of belonging to their
country/province or origin than they do to their host country.

The most acceptable durable solution and ‘solved problem’ difference between

Serbia and country/province of origin

Repatriation | Integration Third
country
| have solved my housing problem 8.90% 35.91% 17.71%
| have a stable income (shop, rent, job, pension) 28.10% 37.77% 20.88%
| have a wide circle of friends and acquaintances 20.82% 41.44% 35.38%
My children have good education opportunities 58.47% 71.50% 54.84%
The economic situation is satisfactory 10.45% 25.34% 12.04%
The political situation is satisfactory 29.18% 35.78% 26.02%
| simply belong.... -23.20% 66.34% 59.63%
| have no one to help me -0.81% -11.26% -6.88%
| cannot realise my basic human rights -4.09% -21.45% -18.63%
A war may easily break out -35.28% -25.87% -21.51%
| cannot achieve anything because of my origin -19.25% -41.35% -39.21%
. . % YES and
Expectations from the local community YES very much
SO
Leasing land or business premises under favourable conditions 66.63%
Purchasing abandoned village properties and giving them to refugees and
. . 53.74%
internally displaced persons
Tax exemption for people starting up their own business 71.87%
Sale of socially-owned land for the building of houses at affordable prices 65.34%
Building of welfare flats 73.93%
Building of homes for the old and bed-ridden 59.12%
Faster and simpler issuance of permits for performing individual activities 67.84%
Transparency in distribution of aid 82.39%
Something else 0.44%

With respect to what they expect from the local community, the respondents first
mention greater transparency in aid allocation which implies that there is currently no
such transparency and that aid is distributed according to criteria which are unclear.
As far as the contents of the aid, most would like to see the construction of welfare
flats and benefits for those starting up a business. The fewest favour grants in

farmland.




% YES
Expectations from the government YEZn\?ery

much so
General economic recovery 92.83%
Improvement of the living standard in the country 94.43%
Granting favourable housing credits 76.11%
Granting favourable credits for development of small business 66.69%
Granting favourable credits and stimulation of development of agriculture 55.74%
More resolute advocacy of our rights with the international community 82.38%
More resolute advocacy of our rights with the authorities in the country of origin | 83.09%
Faster Euro-Atlantic integration 63.99%
Upgrading health system and social protection 82.26%
Bringing large foreign companies to the country 64.96%
Relying on one’s own strengths and helping large domestic companies 75.53%
Other 0.38%

The respondents think that the Serbian Government would best help address the
problems of refugees and IDPs by increasing the living standards in general, general
economic recovery, more decisive advocacy of their human rights in their
country/province of origin and in contacts with the international community, by
improving the social and health systems, by granting favourable housing credits and
assisting major local companies. They are less but still relatively keen on
governmental support for those starting up a business, drawing major foreign
companies and faster Euro-Atlantic integration. Again, the least are in favour of the

government giving them farmland.

Expectations from the government of country/province of origin

% YES and
YES very much
SO

Restore the right of tenure and right to purchase flats under the same
conditions as Croats had

Return of dispossessed property

Renovation of devastated and damaged property
Payment of unpaid pensions

Functioning of legal state

Decrease of nationalism and Serb-phobia

More evident and sincere support to repatriation
Upgrading infrastructure

Increase employment opportunities

Increase educational opportunities for my children
Improve health care

More evident and sincere condemnation of own crimes
Other

61.44%

73.22%
73.22%
49.71%
81.99%
80.59%
76.69%
58.61%
70.65%
62.90%
68.29%
77.26%
0.26%

Most expect the authorities in the country/province of origin to help improve the rule
of law, quell nationalism and Serbo-phobia, deal more clearly and sincerely with war
criminals in their own ranks and provide clearer and more sincere support to
repatriation, restitution and reconstruction of property, improve employment

conditions and infrastructure.
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Expectations from the international community % YES and
YES very much so

Exert stronger pressure on authorities in my country/province of origin 71.88%
Integrate this entire region into European Union 68.81%
Conduct a fairer and more balanced policy 81.87%
Invest more resources into specific aid for refugees and internally displaced 87.76%
persons '

Invest more resources in specific aid fot economic development 84.56%
Other 0.51%

Most respondents believe that the international community could better assist by
investing more resources in specific aid for refugees and IDPs and the development
of the country in general. Over 80% believe that a more balanced policy and
integration of the region into the EU would help them to resolve their problems.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This survey was aimed at covering three groups of issues:

—

The economic status of refugees and IDPs;

2. The status of the refugees and IDPs in the labour market, notably the social
background of employed and unemployed refugees and IDPs?

3. The preferred durable solution, their expectations from Serbian authorities,

the countries/province of origin and the international community?

As anticipated, the survey corroborated that the status of forced migrants is worse
than the status of the domicile population in nearly all indicators:

1. An average resident of Serbia has over 10 square metres of abode more at
his/her disposal than the average refugee or IDP.

2. The number of refugees and IDPs forced to rent flats is four times higher than
the domicile population.

3. Total revenue per household member for refugees is at 81.7% and for IDPs is
87.2% of the average revenue per household member in Serbia.

4. Between 40% and 50% of the surveyed households live below the poverty
line as opposed to 8.8% in the domicile population.

5. Far fewer refugees and IDPs have sufficient income to cover any of their
fundamental needs — 28.2% and 25.1% respectively of refugees and IDPs
compared to 40.5% in the domicile population.

6. As per possession of durable goods, the greatest differences were identified
with respect to ownership of land and farm machinery which is a
consequence of the lower share of these two groups in the individual farmer
population.

7. The refugees and IDPs are more dissatisfied with their own socio-economic
status and are therefore more susceptible to demagogic manipulation.

8. A very small proportion of refugees have been granted bank credits to resolve
housing problems or start up a business. Forced migrants are practically
trapped in a vicious circle -- they cannot resolve their housing problems
because they are not granted credit and they cannot get credit because they
have no property to mortgage.

Given the strong interconnection between employment and material status, it comes
as no surprise that the status of both employed and unemployed refugees is worse
than that of the domicile population.

The share of the active population in the refugee and IDP populations is 3
percentage points greater than in the domicile population, mostly due to greater
shares of active IDPs in Belgrade and active refugees in Vojvodina. The share of the
active population in all three groups is nearly the same in Central Serbia.

Unemployment rates of refugees and IDPs exceed those of the domicile population
by between 30% and 50% (27.9% in the refugee population and 30.5% in the IDP
population, compared to 20.8% in the domicile population).

The share of entrepreneurs in the refugee and IDP populations is half the share of
entrepreneurs in the domicile population.
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On the positive side, the share of forced migrants in the youngest group of the
inactive population is higher than in the total population It can be assumed that this is
a consequence of most people in that age group attending secondary schools.

The share of forced migrants aged 20-24 in the inactive population is around 5%
lower than in the domicile population and it may be presumed that 5% fewer forced
migrants have been to university. As a result, the educational levels of these two
groups will not improve.

Our survey indicates that the educational background of refugees and IDPs is lower
than that of the general population in Serbia, which is contrary to findings by authors
(Babi¢, Cveji¢, 2007). In general, the higher the educational levels, the higher the
employability of both the domicile and the forced migrant populations. The
employment rates of the least employable groups — groups with the least education -
are nearly twice higher in the domicile population than in forced migrants.

Unemployment rates of respondents with college and university education — 28% and
19% for refugee and 31% and 20.8% for the IDP population, are quite a bit higher
than that in the domicile population (9.48% and 6.59%). This indicates that refugees
and IDPs struggle to find better jobs. Respondents with secondary and primary
schooling predominate in the unemployed category and, this corresponds, to the
share of unemployed with the same educational background in the total population.

The following regularities are apparent with respect to employed refugees and IDPs:

1. Most refugees are employed in sales and in the service sector, crafts,
production and in elementary professions. Apart from trade and the service
sector, a large number of IDPs (19.3%) work in the civil service. This group is
a potential source of new unemployment since many of them are de facto
employed in nonexistent jobs which they once held in the civil service in
Kosovo.

2. As opposed to the domicile and IDP populations, relatively few (less than
10%) of refugees perform technical and production jobs whereas as many as
28.6% are working in trade and in the service sector, many in the grey
economy. Stricter economic discipline would probably lead to an increase in
unemployment. Fortunately only 3.6% of refugees and IDPs work land given
the expected transformation of agriculture from extensive to intensive
(industrial).

3. Given the high ratio of IDPs in the state and social sectors, a number of IDPs
are expected to be without jobs once these sectors start their planned
downsizing. On a brighter note, this process will not affect refugees very
much.

4. Breakdown of employment by working hours: full-time jobs are held by 57.6%
of refugees and 59.7% of IDPs compared to 87% of the domicile population.
Only 16% hold part-time jobs because they so wish, while 62% are
performing part-time jobs and would prefer to work full-time but have no other
choice. The latter will place additional pressure on the labour force supply.

5. The average take-home salary of surveyed refugees was 18,605 dinars, and
19,614 dinars for IDPs compared to the average net salary in Serbia in June
07 which stood at 27,882 dinars. Apart from earning lower salaries, more
refugees are employed in jobs which entail work outdoors, shift work and
weekend work. This is therefore why greater fluctuations in employment and
unemployment are expected within this group of employed. This will result in
greater competition in the labour market and reduce opportunities for
employment amongst those who now have the status of unemployed.



Unemployment rates in Serbia were on the rise in 2000-2005 and stood at 20.9%
in 2006. With regard to unemployed refugees and IDPs whose share in the active
population is much greater than that of the domicile population, the following
conclusions can be drawn:

1.

The average timeframe of unemployment is about 82 (SD 58.492) months
among refugees and 69 (SD 49.739) months among IDPs. As many as 41.4%
of unemployed refugees have been looking for a job for at least a decade.
Eighty percent are over 40, 36% have primary education and around 57%
secondary educations. Forty four percent of them fall within the quintile of the
poorest with respect to the wealth index.

Of all those registered in the labour market, 30.4% fall under the inactive
population and 20.3% under the group of employed under ILO standards.
Only 49.3% are actually unemployed. Around 11% of the employed refugees
and IDPs are working but are registered as unemployed and exercising their
social rights as unemployed. The fact that 11% of employed refugees have
registered with the NES as unemployed and that nearly 35% of unemployed
have not registered at all with the NES, indicates that forced migrants do not
perceive the NES as a service that will really help them find a job but rather
as a service through which they can exercise their social rights. This is
corroborated by the fact that 94% of the surveyed unemployed had not been
offered any job by the NES and that most had not even heard of the active
employment policy measures. Moreover, the number of those who were
offered such measures or those who made use of them is negligible. The fact
that five times as many IDPs exercise their right to unemployment benefits is
quite striking. At the same time, most people looking for a job do so through
NES, and less via friends or connections, which is perceived to be the most
important factor in finding a job. A very small, nearly negligible percentage of
the job-seekers perceive themselves as future entrepreneurs.

Most of unemployed (24.5%) had already held a job and only 12.6% were first
job-seekers fresh out of school.

Around 70% of unemployed are willing to attend additional training or re-
qualification unconditionally or subject to specific conditions. Most are
younger and, paradoxically, better educated. Amongst those who would
attend such training under specific conditions, most would do so if they were
guaranteed a job following completion. Lack of understanding of the
importance of furthering education is further illustrated by the fact that
between 30 and 40 percent of those who would agree to undergo additional
training under specific conditions would only do so if they were paid for it.
There is concern in the findings that most of those in the category of persons
who encounter the greatest difficulty in finding a job do not agree to undergo
additional training or re-qualification. A relatively high number of younger
people say they do not have the time, desire or strength to study. Nearly a
quarter of the 30-49 age group believe that what they know is sufficient and
that they do not require additional training. This indicates that these people
have absolutely no grasp of the times they are living in where knowledge,
acquired in schools, becomes obsolete in under a decade.

The most acceptable form of training for those willing to undergo additional
training or re-qualification are short courses, notably in the use of office
computer programmes, English and other foreign languages, sales skills,
creative use of computers, marketing, accounting, etc.

Few refugees and IDPs find the option of moving towns, farming et al,
acceptable. The poorest strata of unemployed find these options somewhat
more acceptable.
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In addition to integration, which is the predominant topic of this survey, the Dayton
Accords envisages two other durable solutions: repatriation and emigration to third
countries. As expected, the percentage of refugees who desire to return to Croatia
has dropped by 6% and the percentage of refugees who wish to return to BiH has
dropped by 8% since the previous surveys.

Quite a few Kosovo IDPs (26.75%) still feel that repatriation is the most acceptable
solution. Between a quarter and a third of refugees and IDPs consider emigration to
third countries the most acceptable solution.

Integration is favoured more by the respondents with less education and female
respondents. Data showing that over 40% of those in the 15-39 age categories wish
to emigrate to third countries, 41% of unemployed and as many as 46% of the
respondents in East Serbia opt for emigration gives rise to concern.

With respect to repatriation, all data indicates that the relationship between
adjustment to a new community (feeling of belonging) and homesickness (feeling of
belonging to the place of origin) is a factor that influences most the desire to return to
one’s place of origin.

Refugees and IDPs give the most support to the following measures by Serbian
authorities: those increasing living standards in Serbia and ensuring the country’s
general economic recovery; grants for favourable housing credits; building of welfare
flats; providing tax exemptions for those starting up their own businesses.

As per the country/province of origin, the respondents expect the rule of law to
improve -- quell nationalism and Serbo-phobia, clearer and more sincere treatment of
war criminals in their own ranks; clearer and more sincere support of repatriation;
step up to restitution and reconstruction of property; improve employment
opportunities and infrastructure.

Respondents believe that the international community could assist more if it invested
more resources into specific aid for refugees and IDPs and in the development of the
host country in general. Over 80% of respondents think a more balanced
international policy and integration of the whole region into the EU would help them
resolve their problems. These expectations do not differ from those of the majority of
Serbia’s population.

To sum up, refugees and IDPs are worse off than the domicile population, who are
also in an unenviable position and are justifiably an especially vulnerable group. They
therefore are in need of specific aid, both from the local authorities and the
international community.

The key economic problem is that of permanent accommodation - over 50% of
respondents have not resolved their housing problems. There are three ways to
address this issue:

1. Build welfare flats;

2. Set up a special (non-profit) fund from which favourable mortgage credits will
be granted to refugees and IDPs to address their housing problems;

3. Grant village properties to the small number of refugees and IDPs who would
find such assistance agreeable.
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The labour force market is pressured by high percentages of unemployed, employed
without quality jobs and by the inactive population. Although unpopular, specific
positive discrimination measures might help speed up resolution of the problem.

In our opinion, with regard to the NES, the following needs to be done:

1. Its social functions should be delegated to other institutions;

2. The NES should popularise active employment measures within the
surveyed population;

3. The target group’s confidence in the NES needs to be raised;

4. Labour inspection checks aimed at reducing grey economy employment need
to be stepped up;

5. Checks of those receiving benefits through the NES need to be stepped up;

6. Unemployed need to be trained in fundamental skills, such as writing CVs
and job applications, active job hunting.

The structure of the unemployed is extremely worrisome since many of them are
women, who are uneducated and over 40 i.e. fall into the low employability category.

However, there are jobs that even these categories can be trained in e.g. baby-
sitting, cleaning, catering and other elementary occupations. Men can be trained in
simpler crafts. The main problem with these categories is that they lack all initiative.
Less than 2% perceive themselves as entrepreneurs, wherefore most should either:

1. Find employment in existing or future companies, which may be difficult given
their low education; or

2. Rally in a cooperative, business incubator, business centre or another form of
organisation focusing on sales, administration and management. The
candidates, whose psychological profile best suits the profile of a manager,
should be carefully selected and trained in management and administration.

Those who wish to take courses in foreign languages and PC literacy should be
encouraged to do so. Since respondents are unaware of the importance of training in
social skills, this form of training needs to be popularised to a greater extent.

Finally, since the majority of respondents see the solution to their problems as
emigration, it might be worth contacting embassies to find out which occupations are
in demand in their countries and then design specific training courses for those
professions. It goes without saying, that it is necessary to determine how realistic
emigration prospects are and whether such emigration would be consistent with the
given countries’ immigration policies.

To conclude, the problem of refugees is still a dire one, burdening the already difficult

situation in the country. Its resolution will require long-term efforts from the whole
society and the international community.
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APPENDIX 1

v" National Health Survey (NHS), Serbia 2006:

Description:
The 2006 National Health Survey for the population of Serbia (without data on

Kosovo and Metohija) was carried out by the Ministry of Health of the Republic of
Serbia with the financial and professional support of the World Bank. The survey is
based on standard questionnaires and methodologies usually used in health surveys
(for example, the WHO Health Survey 2002, SF-36) and relevant experiences and
recommendations from similar population surveys conducted in other countries
(Finbalt 2000, SINDI, Eurostat HIS/HES, etc.). The study was a follow up of the
baseline study conducted in 2000.

The survey was conducted between August and September 2006 on 6,156
households in Serbia (excluding Kosovo and Metohija).

Target population:
Serbian population 7 and older.

Sample Frame:
The sampling frame consisted of all households listed in the Serbian Census 2002
enumeration districts.

Survey Units:
Primary sample units: Enumeration districts. Ten households were interviewed in

each enumeration unit.

v' Labor Force Survey (LFS), October 2006:

Description:
The Labour Force Survey (LFS) was conducted by the Statistical Office of Republic

of Serbia in October 2006. This survey represents the most comprehensive survey
used to collect data of labour characteristics and events in the labour market. The
survey applied methodological approaches recommended and defined by the
International Labour Organization (ILO) and the European Statistical Office. The
survey is conducted on an annual basis.

The LFS was conducted in October 2006 and covered 6,500 households in Serbia
(excluding Kosovo and Metohija).

Target population:
Serbian population 15 years of age and over.

Sample Frame:
The sampling frame consisted of all households listed in the Serbian Census 2002
enumeration areas.

Survey Units:
Primary sample units: Enumeration districts. Five households were interviewed in

each enumeration unit.
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APPENDIX 2:

Sample Breakdown by Place of Residence

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
1 BEOGRAD 376 241 54 LAPOVO 6 4
2 MLADENOVAC 20 1.3 55 POZAREVAC 11 7
3 OBRENOVAC 27 1.7 56 BAJINA BASTA 4 3
4 LAZAREVAC 15 1.0 57 UZICE 6 4
5 DESPOTOVAC 2 58 SMEDEREVO 40 2.6
6 CUPRIJA 2 59 BACKA TOPOLA 6 4
7 PARACIN 4 60 SUBOTICA 25 1.6
9 KOVIN 6 4 61 BLACE 6 4
10 PANCEVO 24 1.5 63 MEDVEDJA 3 2
11 PLANDISTE 3 2 64 NEGOTIN 12 .8
15 COKA 15 1.0 66 ALEKSINAC 6 4
17 SREMSKI KARLOVCI 10 .6 67 BOR 6 4
18 TITEL 6 4 69 BUJANOVAC 16 1.0
19 BECEJ 5 3 70 PROKUPLJE 18 1.2
21 VRBAS 7 4 71 KURSUMLIJA 24 1.5
22 ZABALJ 5 3 72 LESKOVAC 24 1.5
24 ODZACI 40 2.6 73 VRANJE 24 1.5
26 SOMBOR 35 2.2 74 KRUSEVAC 39 2.5
27 NOVI SAD 57 3.7 75 NIS 58 3.7
28 SRBOBRAN 8 5 76 IRIG 6 4
29 BACKA PALANKA 20 1.3 77 PECINCI 6 4
30 PETROVAC 3 78 SID 12 .8
31 SVILAINAC 5 79 INDJIJA 18 1.2
32 JAGODINA 30 1.9 80 SREMSKA MITROVIC 18 1.2
38 VALJEVO 15 1.0 81 RUMA 21 1.3
39 SABAC 24 1.5 82 STARA PAZOVA 36 2.3
40 LOZNICA 25 1.6 85 BELA CRKVA 4 3
43 SECANJ 5 86 VRSAC 6 4
45 KIKINDA 6 87 TRSTENIK 10 .6
46 ZRENJANIN 14 .9 90 NOVI PAZAR 60 3.8
50 TOPOLA 6 4 92 KRALJEVO 70 4.5
51 ARANDJELOVAC 15 1.0 94 GORNJI MILANOVAC 50 3.2
52 KRAGUJEVAC 52 3.3 95 KUCEVO 4 3
53 KNIC 4 3 Total 1561 100.0

' United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, Belgrade, 1996
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