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Abstract
The aim of this study was to assess the effect of return migration on labour market 
integration in Senegal. To this end, we based the study on the recent survey on 
international migration in Senegal (EMIS-2019), data for which were collected by 
the Consortium for Economic and Social Research (Consortium pour la recherche 
économique et sociale, CRES) in collaboration with the World Bank. We used the 
two-stage residual inclusion (2SRI) method and complemented it by an instrumental 
variable (IV) approach to account for the potential selection bias associated with return 
migration. The findings show that return migration had a positive and significant 
effect on labour market integration. Specifically, the results show that their migration 
status in the host country, the mode of their return to their country of origin, the skills 
they acquired in the host country, and their social capital played an important role in 
their economic reintegration after their return. This study therefore stresses the need 
for return-migration incentive policies and support for labour market integration of 
the return migrants.

Keywords: Return Migration, Labour Market, Reintegration, Senegal
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1

1.	 Introduction
International migration has been influenced in recent years by global economic, 
political, and social changes in various countries (Özgür and Deniz, 2014). The main 
motivation for this phenomenon is the search for better living and employment 
conditions, with the driving forces behind migration being better wages, human 
security, and work opportunities (Diallo, 2022; Oláh et al., 2017). Migration has an 
impact on the labour markets of both the migrants’ host countries and their countries 
of origin. It provides labour and generates a large proportion of the gross domestic 
product (GDP), thus helping to build the economic potential of host countries 
(Sitompul, 2023).   In the country of origin, migration reduces the demographic 
pressure on local labour markets and provides these with more skilled labour. In 
general, the highly educated return migrants are at an advantage on the labour market 
when they return to their country of origin, compared to the less-skilled compatriots 
left in the country (Wahba, 2015). Spontaneous return migration rates are high among 
skilled and educated migrants, particularly among students returning after studying 
abroad or workers who have accumulated human capital and acquired professional 
skills (Wahba, 2007; 2015).

In addition to the reasons for return migration, the empirical literature has mainly 
examined the impact of return migration on the country of origin. In this regard, 
two issues have focused the authors’ attention: a) the return migrants’ performance 
on the labour market; and b) the characteristics of the businesses they set up after 
returning (De Vreyer et al., 2009). Return migrants have the potential to contribute to 
the development of their countries of origin and to be agents of innovation. After all, 
they are likely to have acquired additional know-how, skills, ideas, and economic and 
social resources during their migration experience (Beauchemin et al., 2021). In reality, 
though, even migrants who have acquired solid experience and new skills during their 
stay abroad may not be able to take advantage of them when they return, especially if 
they choose to settle in the rural areas where they come from (De Vreyer et al., 2009). 
This raises the following question: Do return migrants successfully integrate into the 
labour market in their home country?

Senegal is a particularly appropriate case study to answer such a research question 
because of its high level of migration and of the scarcity of economic studies of return 
migrants in that country. Historically, Senegal is one of the Sub-Saharan African 
countries most involved in international migration (Flahaux and De Haas, 2016). Cross-
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continental migration has become increasingly important, especially to Europe, and 
particularly among men (Beauchemin et al., 2020). For example, in 2017 Senegal had 
an emigration rate of 3.4% (International Organization for Migration, 2018).   In 2020, 
400,000 Senegalese emigrants were living in OECD countries, with France, Italy, and 
Spain emerging as the preferred destinations (OECD, 2022).

Few studies have been conducted on return migrants, even though the economic 
stakes involved are high. In addition, most of the studies on the impact of migrants’ 
return to their countries of origin have used qualitative data (Balizet, 2021; Dimé, 2015; 
Flahaux, 2012). The scarcity of quantitative studies on the impact of migration can 
be explained by the lack of personal data about the return migrants (Flahaux, 2012; 
Wahba, 2021). In some cases, the data collected do not guarantee representativeness 
(Brandão and Zoomers, 2010). Studies on the relationship between migrants and 
the labour market conducted in Senegal have focused on the effects of migration 
and remittances on labour market participation (Ndiaye and Arar, 2017) and the 
return migrants’ labour market performance (De Vreyer et al., 2009). The data used 
in the latter study concerned only one city (Dakar). An in-depth survey on migration 
in Senegal was carried out and covered migration-related topics, particularly return 
migration.

Aim and objectives of the study

The aim of this study is to assess the extent to which return migration promotes 
economic reintegration in Senegal. Its specific objectives are: 

(i)	 To identify the factors in the economic reintegration of return migrants; 

(ii)	 To compare the characteristics of return migrants with those of non-migrants; 
and

(iii)	To check whether being a return migrant gives someone a better chance of working 
than being a non-migrant.
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2.	 Review of the empirical literature 
The quantitative empirical literature on the labour market integration of migrants 
returning to their country of origin has mainly focused on the entrepreneurship 
approach and the income/wage approach.

Measuring the return migrants’ integration using the 
income/wage approach 

The income/wage approach is well documented. This has been done using the differential 
in earnings/wages on the labour market between return migrants and non-migrants. 
Several estimation methods have been used, including the quasi-double difference 
(Hlasny and Alazzawi, 2020), the maximum likelihood (De Vreyer et al., 2009), panel data 
(Hausmann et al., 2017) and a system of several equations (Bensassi and Jabbour, 2021) 
in which at least one of the dependent variables is income/wage, of explanatory variables 
including the respondents’ socio-professional characteristics, and of dummy variables 
used to capture certain specific features of the respondents such as their migration profile 
(whether they are return migrants, migrants, or non-migrants). Most of the studies that 
have used this approach have concluded that the level of the return migrants’ income is 
higher than that of non-migrants because of the experience or qualifications the former 
acquired while still residing abroad in the host country (Bensassi and Jabbour, 2021; De 
Vreyer et al., 2009; Kiker and Traynham, 1977). Several factors have been linked to that 
higher income, among which are the respondent’s gender (Kiker and Traynham, 1977) 
and the return migrants’ relatively high entrepreneurial start-up compared to that of the 
non-migrants (Bensassi and Jabbour, 2021). Besides, according to Du, Sun, Zhao and Zweig 
(2021), return migrants with tertiary education are more likely to work in high-income 
domestic or foreign firms and to reach higher positions.

Measuring the return migrants’ integration using the 
entrepreneurial approach

Measuring the return migrants’ economic integration using the entrepreneurial 
approach has been based on a number of estimation methods, among which are the 
following: (i) business survival models (Marchetta, 2012); (ii) probit models assessing 
the probability of being or becoming an entrepreneur (Mccormick and Wahba, 2001; 

3
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Wassink, 2020); (iii) the entrepreneur productivity model such as the semi-parametric 
Cox proportional hazard model (Sun, 2013), and (iv) a system of several equations 
containing at least one dependent variable relating to entrepreneurship (Mahé, 2022). 
In all these different models, at least one of the dependent variables must relate to 
being an entrepreneur or not, and it may be directly observable or unobservable (if 
linked to a proxy as in the survival model mentioned above). The explanatory factors 
vary according to the issue being studied and may relate to people- or market-related 
controls, to accumulated savings, to length of stay, etc. 

Regarding the results of those different ways of measuring the return migrants’ 
economic integration, several empirical studies have shown that the savings and 
the knowledge accumulated abroad by the return migrants enable them to invest 
more in entrepreneurial activities than non-migrants (Batista, McIndoe-Calder and 
Vicente, 2014; Mahé, 2022; Maria Hagan and Wassink, 2016). But this general trend 
depends on several other factors. For example, in Egypt, savings were observed to be 
the main success factor for illiterate return migrants, while experience was the most 
important factor for the educated ones (Mccormick and Wahba, 2001). Based on an 
estimation concerning return migrants living in the capital cities of countries of the 
West African Economic and Monetary Union (UEMOA), De Vreyer et al (2009) found 
that there was a host-country effect as well; the migrants returning from UEMOA 
countries had labour market participation characteristics that were very similar to 
those of non-migrants, while return migrants from OECD countries were significantly 
better educated, more active and wealthier than non-migrants. The educated return 
migrants were more active in the formal sector, both public and private, and this 
comparative advantage became negative when the level of education was controlled 
for. For their part, Bensassi and Jabbour (2017) and Marchetta (2012) found evidence 
that the businesses owned by return migrants were more successful than those owned 
by non-migrants, thanks to the more valuable experience and financial savings the 
former had acquired abroad.

However, this optimistic view of the return migrants’ contribution has been 
increasingly contradicted by several other studies (Brandão and Zoomers, 2010; Sun, 
2013). In Cape Verde, for example, a quantitative and qualitative study conducted in 
the capital by Brandão and Zoomers (2010) showed that the return migration impact 
was rather weak for the following reasons: (i) most of the few return migrants who 
had returned with financial capital had invested it in housing and family support; (ii) 
the implementation of the new ideas brought by the few educated people who were 
lucky enough to work came up against resistance from socio-economic structures; 
(iii) the return migrants’ network was mainly limited to personal relationships. Sun 
(2013) found that the lack of a professional network or connection in China had led 
to underperformance in the venture capital sector on the part of return migrants 
compared to non-migrants, despite the returnees’ in-depth knowledge of how capital 
worked and their excellent mastery of personal relationships. Nevertheless, previous 
migration experience and the cumulative duration of this same experience were found 
to be two factors positively associated with the probability of starting a business.
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The literature on empirical studies on migrants and/or return migrants stresses 
the need to correct for the self-selection bias that may lead to either understated or 
overstated results (Borjas, 1987; Du et al., 2021). Furthermore, endogeneity is a major 
methodological problem that is likely to arise when researching return migration and 
self-employment or entrepreneurship (Mahé, 2022).
	
Dealing with self-selection bias and endogeneity issues 

To detect self-selection bias, one of the methods used in the empirical literature 
consists in combining the naive estimation of the phenomenon by the Ordinary Least 
Squares method with other estimation methods (Batista et al., 2014; Mahé, 2022). 
Among the many methods proposed to deal with such bias are those relating to 
characteristics: (i) observable characteristics relating to the individual respondent, 
such as his/her skills (Borjas, 1987); and (ii) characteristics related to exogenous 
contextual factors prevailing in the host country or the country of origin, such as war 
and forced return (Batista et al., 2014). These different authors used the Ordinary 
Least Squares and/or the Two-Stage Least Square estimation to eliminate the effect 
of self-selection bias. Instrumental variables are the other method used to correct 
for this type of bias. 

The methods that have been used in the literature to deal with endogeneity are:

•	 Estimation of the reduced forms of the structural equations (Mahé, 2022),

•	 A Control-Function approach based on switching regression models (Murakami, 
Yamada and Sioson, 2021), and 

•	 The timing-of-events method (Bijwaard, Schluter and Wahba, 2011).

In summary, this review of the empirical literature has enabled us: (i) to review the 
various estimation approaches and methods used in the literature; (ii) to highlight 
the dependent variables and the explanatory factors likely to influence labour market 
integration; and (iii) to raise (so that they can be taken account of) the issues relating 
to self-selection and endogeneity bias that are likely to affect the results. 
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3.	 Methodology 
Source of data

The data used in this study comes from the survey on international migration in 
Senegal (EMIS) carried out in 2019 by the Consortium for Economic and Social 
Research (CRES) and the World Bank. The aim of this survey was to produce data on 
international migration in Senegal and to provide information that would be useful 
for devising migration policies. The data collected relate to: (i) the determinants of 
international migration; (ii) the economic and social consequences of international 
migration; and (iii) the characteristics of return migration.

By way of methodology for selecting the sample of households, the two-stage 
stratified sampling method was used. At the first stage, the census areas in Senegal 
were divided into three strata (low, medium, and high-density stratum) based on 
their emigrant/return migrant density as established by data from the 2013 General 
Population and Housing Census (RGPH). Next, 299 census areas (made up of 75 census 
areas from the low-density stratum, 75 from the medium-density stratum, and 149 
from the high-density stratum) were drawn using random sampling, but taking into 
account the proportional sizes of the census areas, as estimated by the National 
Statistics and Population Bureau (Agence nationale de statistique et de la démographie, 
ANSD) based on the number of households residing in each one of them. At the second 
stage, households were selected using the stratified random method based on the 
sampling frame created from the census of all households living in the census areas 
selected at the first stage. The strata consisted of the following four types of households 
according to their migration-related profile: (i) households with a migrant abroad; (ii) 
households with a migrant who returned from an ECOWAS country; (iii) households 
with a migrant who returned from the rest of the world; and (iv) households with 
no migrant. In total, 3,066 households were surveyed, comprised of those without 
migrants (703), those with migrants abroad (955), those with migrants who returned 
from ECOWAS countries (495), and those with migrants who returned from the rest 
of the world (913).

6
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Measuring the effect of return migration on labour 
market integration

To assess the effect of return migration on labour market integration, we first 
compared the characteristics of return migrants with those of non-migrants. We then 
used econometric regression to identify the effect of return migration on the state 
of labour market integration. We thus distinguished between two groups of people 
among the working population: those who were integrated into the labour market 
and those who were not. This type of dichotomization of the working age population 
calls for an analytical framework of a discrete choice model, which is appropriate for 
identifying the factors influencing the probability of a working person belonging to 
one of the two groups.

Formally, this involves estimating the following equation: 

𝑦𝑦! = 𝛼𝛼 + 𝛿𝛿𝛿𝛿𝑅𝑅! + 𝛽𝛽!𝑋𝑋! + 𝜀𝜀! 	 (1)

where yi = !1	𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖	𝑡𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑒	𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖	𝑖𝑖	𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖	𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒	0	𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖	𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛   

MRi designates the status of the individual (whether a return migrant or a non-
migrant), Xi is the set of explanatory variables, and εi is the error term.

It should be noted, though, that among the explanatory variables, there is the 
status of the individual (whether a return migrant or non-migrant), which induces a 
self-selection problem which in turn may lead to bias in the estimation. This is because, 
based on their observable or unobservable characteristics, return migrants make the 
choice to migrate after comparing the advantages and disadvantages associated with 
living in a given place rather than in another (De Vreyer et al., 2009).

To deal with this bias, we used an instrumental variable to take into account 
the proportion of households in the neighbourhood that had a return migrant. We 
did a validation test of this instrument before proceeding with the estimation. The 
instrument, represented by zi, is such that 𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐(𝑧𝑧! , 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀!) ≠ 0  and 𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐(𝑧𝑧! , 𝜀𝜀!) = 0 . We 
used the two-stage residual inclusion (2SRI) method proposed by Terza et al (2008) 
to test the selection bias of MRi. This method consists in estimating the following 
equation:

𝑀𝑀𝑅𝑅! 	= 	 𝛾𝛾" 	+ 	𝜃𝜃!𝐾𝐾! 	+ 	µ! 
 

We then picked up the µi residuals that were incorporated into equation (1). If µi 
was significant, this means that the selection bias attributed to MRi did exist. To test 
the validity of the instrument, we used the likelihood ratio test between the model 
without an instrument and the model with the instrument zi.
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Identifying the explanatory factors in the return 
Migrants’ Integration 

In the category of return migrants, we sought to identify the factors that affected their 
labour market integration and economic reintegration. To this end, we estimated 
a series of models dedicated to the return migrants to consider the wide variety of 
their migration experiences, the skills acquired, the return conditions, etc. For each 
variable of interest, we estimated equation (2) below:

𝑤𝑤! 	= 	𝛼𝛼	 +	𝛽𝛽! 	𝑋𝑋! 	+ 	𝜆𝜆! 	𝑍𝑍! 	+ 	𝜈𝜈! 

Where wi  designates an economic reintegration variable, Xi represents the control 
variables, while Zi is the vector of the variables relating to the migrants’ conditions in 
the host country and to the mode of their return to their country of origin.

Given the segmentation of the return migrants into categories, our estimations 
were done for the overall sample, for the sub-sample of migrants who returned from 
ECOWAS countries, for that of those who returned from the rest of Africa, for that of 
those who returned from OECD countries, and for that of those who returned from the 
rest of the world to capture the heterogeneity of the return migration effect according 
to the return migrants’ area of stay during their migration spell. In addition, particular 
attention was paid to the return migrants’ legal status in the host country (whether 
legal or illegal) and the mode of their return to their country of origin (whether 
voluntary or forced).

The study variables 

The variables of interest 

The main variable of interest in this study was labour market integration. The nature of 
it was established from answers to the following questions: (i) During your last month 
abroad, did you work for pay, for profit or for some family gain? (ii) Even if you did not 
work during the last month, did you occasionally perform tasks against payment or for 
some family gain, tasks such as working on a farm, selling goods on the street, etc.? (iii) 
Currently, what is your employment status?

In addition to the variable of interest, we were interested in other variables 
relating to the return migrants’ employment integration: whether they had started 
some business or not, whether they were satisfied with their current employment, 
whether they were happy with their standard of living, and whether they intended to 
emigrate again or not. They were asked the following questions: (i) Have you invested in 
Senegal with the income you earned from migration? (ii) Does your current employment 
correspond to your expectations? (iii) At present, how do you rate your standard of living? 
(iv) Do you intend to emigrate from Senegal again?
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The control variables 

In terms of control variables, we used those related to the individual characteristics of 
the return migrants (gender, age, education level, marital status, etc), those related to 
their household (household size, level of wealth or poverty), their area of residence, 
etc. In addition, we also introduced into the study the variables that were intrinsic to 
the return migrants, such as: their legal status in the host country abroad, the mode of 
their return, the skills they acquired in the host country (education, training, etc), their 
social relations (contact with their family members during their migration abroad), etc.

 



10	 Working Paper HCD-CCS-013

4.	 Results 
Socio-demographic characteristics of the return 
migrants vs those of the non-migrants

Table 1 shows the socio-demographic characteristics of the return migrants and 
those of the non-migrants. The table shows that most of the return migrants 
were male (87.3%), whereas less than one non-migrant in two (48.1%) was male. 
In terms of education level, there was a predominance of people with no formal 
education among both the return migrants and the non-migrants (the figures are 
54.7% for the return migrants and 49.6% for the non-migrants). The proportion of 
people with secondary education or higher was higher among the non-migrants. 
But the return migrants were more likely than the non-migrants to be able to read 
and write in any language. On average, the return migrants were older than the 
non-migrants (48 years of age against 37). While more than eight out of 10 return 
migrants (83.8%) were married, fewer than six out of 10 non-migrants (58.5%) 
were. On the labour market, the return migrants were more employed and more 
integrated than the non-migrants.

The table also reports that the return migrants lived in households with an 
average size of 12 people, compared with nine in the case of the non-migrants. 
In addition, there were more men, women, adults, children, people in working 
age, and employed people among the return migrant households than in the non-
migrant ones. The vast majority of the return migrants’ households (83.8%) owned 
their homes, compared with 68.5% of the non-migrant households. There was no 
significant difference between the two groups in terms of access to electricity and 
in terms of availability of an improved water source. However, the return migrants’ 
households used more improved toilets than those of the non-migrants. Although, 
there was no difference in terms of total expenditure overall, the table shows that 
the households with return migrants had a lower per capita expenditure than the 
households without migrants. 

10
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Table 1:	 Socio-demographic characteristics of the return migrants vs those of 
the non-migrants

 Return migrants
(N= 1,380)

Non-migrants
(N=3,959)

Differencea

Gender (Male) 87.3% 48.1% 39.2%***
Education level
No formal education 54.7% 49.6% 5.1%***
Primary education 21.4% 20.2% 1.20%
Secondary education and above 23.9% 30.2% -6.3%***
Age 48.4 37.3 11***
Marital status (Married) 83.8% 58.5% 25.2%***
Labour market
Employment 70.4% 61.7% 8.7%***
Integration 66.4% 51.7% 14.7%***
Household characteristics
Size of household 11.5 8.7 2.8***
Number of male members 5.5 4.2 1.3***
Number of female members 6.0 4.4 1.5***
Number of children 1.8 1.3 0.5***
Number of adults 7.0 5.5 1.6***
Number of employed people 4.3 3.5 0.7***
Number of workers 3.5 2.9 0.7***
Number of people in working age 6.6 5.2 1.4***
Housing status (owner) 83.8% 68.5% 15.3%***
Number of rooms in the house 1.19 1.3 -0.1***
Access to electricity 76.7% 78.5% -1.70%
Availability of an improved water source 93.5% 91.8% 1.70%
Access to improved toilets 88.3% 83.4% 4.9%***
Annual expenditure per head (in XOF) 322,141 425,836 -103,695*

Note: a Ttest between the return migrants and the non-migrants.
Source: CRES, Enquête sur la migration internationale au Sénégal (Senegal International Migration Survey), 2019

More than three quarters (78%) of emigrants justified their departure abroad by 
the need to seek better economic opportunities (Figure 1). One emigrant in 10 (11%) 
left the country to pursue studies, and 6% went to join a family member or a friend.
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Figure 1:	 Main reason for emigration

Source: CRES, Enquête sur la migration internationale au Sénégal (Senegal International Migration Survey), 2019

The main reason given by the return migrants for returning to their country of 
origin was the desire to change country (Figure 2). This was followed by family reasons 
(15%) and the end of a work or study contract. Regarding other main reasons, one 
in 10 return migrants (11%) mentioned health problems, and the same proportion 
mentioned their illegal migration status in the host country, which led to expulsion. 
10% mentioned a hostile environment due to difficult living conditions, insecurity, and 
xenophobia. A small proportion mentioned retirement (4%) and only 1% mentioned 
the accumulation of financial capital. 

Figure 2:	 Main reason for returning from migration 

Source: CRES, Enquête sur la migration internationale au Sénégal (Senegal International Migration Survey), 2019
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Self-employment was the dominant status among the return migrants, whether it 
was before, during, and after their migration spell (Figure 3). Indeed, before migrating, 
63% of the retuning migrants were self-employed, compared with 19% who were 
employed by someone else. During their stay abroad, three out of 10 return migrants 
(30%) were in paid employment. In the last month before the survey, 73% of the return 
migrants were self-employed, compared with 19% who were in paid employment.

 
Figure 3:	 The return migrants’ employment status

Source: CRES, Enquête sur la migration internationale au Sénégal (Senegal International Migration Survey), 2019

In terms of sectors of activity, Table 2 below shows that both before and after 
their migration abroad, the return migrants were employed in agriculture, forestry, 
and fishing, followed by wholesale and retail trade. However, during their stay 
abroad, more than a third were engaged in commercial activities, followed closely 
by agricultural activities and other services. Two in ten return migrants worked 
in the manufacturing or construction sectors during their migration spell abroad. 
Accommodation and catering were relatively popular activity sectors (4%) among 
the return migrants during their stay abroad.

The same trend was observed in each sub-sample, but to a differing extent (see 
Appendix Table 1). In the case of migrants returning from ECOWAS countries, 40% 
of those employed were in wholesale and retail trade, compared with 36% of those 
returning from OECD countries, and 32% of those returning from the rest of the world. 
The table also shows that before leaving for OECD countries, 7% of the return migrants 
were employed in education, compared with 3% after their return in their country 
of origin. Accommodation and catering activities were more common among those 
returning from OECD countries. 
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Table 2:	 Return migrants’ activity sectors 
Before 

migrating
During their 
stay abroad

After their 
return to 

their home 
country 

Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 32% 13% 30%
Wholesale and retail trade 24% 36% 25%
Other service activities 10% 12% 9%
Manufacturing activities 8% 10% 7%
Construction 6% 9% 8%
Education 4% 1% 2%
Employed as domestic staff in private households 3% 3% 2%
Transport and storage 3% 3% 4%
Employed in extractive industries 2% 2% 2%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 2% 2% 2%
Accommodation and catering activities 1% 4% 1%
Administration and administrative support activities 1% 1% 1%
Professional, scientific, and technical activities 1% 2% 2%
Public administration and defence 1% 1% 1%
Other sectors 2% 3% 3%

Source: CRES, Enquête sur la migration internationale au Sénégal (Senegal International Migration Survey), 2019

Effect of return migration on labour market integration

Equation (1) was estimated separately for each sub-sample and the results are shown 
in Table 3. The MRi variable was found to be a source of self-selection bias, as shown 
by the endogeneity tests in each sub-sample. The proportion of households with 
a return migrant in the neighbourhood enabled us to correct for this self-selection 
bias, as shown by the coefficients obtained. In the presence of such selection bias, 
there is a tendency to underestimate the impact of return migration on labour market 
integration.

Overall, the results show that return migration had a positive and significant impact 
on labour market integration. However, this impact varied greatly depending on the 
host region of the return migrants. On average, the effect of return migration on labour 
market integration was 48.7%. Those migrants returning from OECD countries (28.4%) 
were less likely to enter the labour market than those from ECOWAS countries (65.3%) 
and those from the rest of the world (71.9%).

Other factors were also found to influence labour market integration. Household 
size and the returning migrant’s age had a marginal negative effect on integration. 
While the attainment of primary education had a positive effect on it, secondary 
education or higher had a negative effect. In addition, being married and living in an 
urban area increased the chances of being integrated into the labour market. These 
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latter results confirm those obtained by Diallo and Diallo (2021), who showed that 
unemployment affected young people and urban dwellers more and increased with 
the level of education.

Table 3:	 Marginal effect of return migration on labour market integration 
Overall sample ECOWAS countries OECD countries Rest of the world

Return migration 0.118*** 0.487*** 0.133*** 0.653*** 0.007 0.284*** 0.153*** 0.719***

(0.016) (0.041) (0.026) (0.088) (0.028) (0.076) (0.024) (0.080)

Household size -0.002** -0.003*** -0.003** -0.003*** -0.003*** -0.004*** -0.002 -0.002*

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Age -0.000 -0.003*** 0.002*** 0.000 0.001* -0.001 0.001** -0.000

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Level of education 
(Ref. No formal education)
Primary education 0.051*** 0.031 0.062*** 0.055** 0.075*** 0.066*** 0.076*** 0.057***

(0.020) (0.020) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Secondary 
education and 
above

-0.034* -0.061*** -0.017 -0.010 -0.011 -0.035* -0.016 -0.039*

(0.019) (0.019) (0.021) (0.021) (0.020) (0.021) (0.020) (0.021)

Marital status 
(Married)

0.152*** 0.104*** 0.155*** 0.125*** 0.161*** 0.143*** 0.153*** 0.116***

(0.016) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.017) (0.018)

Area of residence 
(Ref. Rural)

0.051*** 0.070*** 0.062*** 0.092*** 0.055*** 0.051*** 0.049*** 0.073***

(0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.017) (0.017)

Instrument: 
Proportion of 
households 
with return 
migrants in the 
neighbourhood

No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes

Observations 4,894 3,958 3,935 4,029

Robust standard errors in parentheses	
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source: CRES, Enquête sur la migration internationale au Sénégal (Senegal International Migration Survey), 2019

Factors in the return migrants’ economic reintegration 

The economic reintegration of return migrants was assessed using four indicators: 
(i) satisfaction in relation to their economic activity expectations; (ii) investment; 
(iii) satisfaction with their standard of living; and (iv) their intention to emigrate 
again. Table 4 shows the levels of economic reintegration indicators by host-country 
regions. It shows that half of the return migrants were satisfied with their economic 
activities and over 70% were satisfied with their standard of living. However, barely 
21% of them invested in their home country, 36% of whom are those who returned 
from OECD countries. Nearly four out of 10 returnees (37%) were considering 
emigrating again. 
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Furthermore, the results show that few returnees (12%) had acquired new skills 
through training, even though 22% of those from OECD countries had undergone 
training leading to a qualification. A quarter of the returnees were members of 
migrant associations and most of them spoke the host country’s language. Most of 
them (60%) were residing legally in their host country, but the percentage was only 
45% for those who were residing in ECOWAS countries. Finally, a quarter of the return 
migrants had to be assisted to return home, 30% of whom were those returning from 
the rest of the world.

Table 4:	 Economic integration indicators and return migrants’ characteristics 
ECOWAS 
countries

Rest of the 
world

OECD 
countries

Return 
migrants 

overall
Satisfaction with economic activity expectations 49.1% 46.0% 54.9% 49.7%
Satisfaction with standard of living 61.3% 68.0% 84.6% 70.9%
Investment in the country of origin 12.4% 14.6% 36.3% 20.5%
Intention to emigrate again 33.3% 42.5% 34.9% 37.3%
Acquisition of new skills 5.6% 7.6% 22.8% 11.6%
Membership of a migrant network 22.1% 19.4% 34.4% 24.9%
Ability to speak the host country’s language 64.6% 63.5% 84.8% 70.4%
Assisted return 21.0% 29.9% 22.1% 24.6%
Legal migration status in the host country 44.8% 50.9% 77.0% 56.9%

Source: CRES, Enquête sur la migration internationale au Sénégal (Senegal International Migration Survey), 2019 

We tested the effect of the return migrants’ legal migration status and return mode 
on their economic reintegration. The results are presented in Table 5. They show that 
the returnees from OECD countries who were residing there legally were twice more 
likely to be satisfied with their economic activities than those whose migration status 
was illegal. They also show that among those who returned from ECOWAS countries, 
those who were living there legally were 39% less likely to be satisfied with their 
economic activities than those whose migration status was illegal. No effect of the 
mode of return was observed on the return migrants’ satisfaction with their economic 
activities. 

In relation to investment, the return migrants’ legal status and mode of return were 
found to be significant only in the sub-sample of those returning from OECD countries. 
The returnees whose migration status abroad was legal were 2.6 times more likely 
to invest in Senegal than those whose status was illegal. Those who benefitted from 
an assisted return were 52% less likely to invest than those who did not. In terms of 
satisfaction with their standard of living, the returnees who benefitted from an assisted 
return were less likely to be satisfied with it. Those whose migration status was legal 
and who returned from OECD countries and the rest of the world were five times, and 
twice, respectively, more likely to be satisfied with their standard of living than those 
whose migration status was illegal. Although the statistics for it were not significant, 
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the intention to emigrate again was positive among the returnees whose migration 
status was legal, whatever the sub-sample considered. People who had benefitted 
from an assisted return were more likely to want to emigrate again than those who 
had returned voluntarily. The desire to emigrate again was most pronounced among 
the returnees from OECD countries and the rest of the world. Although the relevant 
statistics were not significant, the returnees from ECOWAS countries who had 
benefitted from an assisted return were less likely to want to emigrate again than 
those who had not.

Table 5: Effect of the return migrants’ legal migration status and their mode of 
return on their economic integration indicators (Odds ratio)

 ECOWAS OECD Re st  o f  t h e 
world 

Satisfaction 
in terms of 
economic activity 
expectations

Legal migration status 0.612** 2.084*** 0.970
(0.123) (0.538) (0.189)

Assisted return 0.760 0.673 0.893
(0.199) (0.176) (0.181)

Investment in the 
home country

Legal migration status 0.769 2.644*** 1.598
(0.238) (0.866) (0.464)

Assisted return 0.784 0.476** 0.930
(0.367) (0.150) (0.279)

Satisfaction with 
standard of living

Legal migration status 1.107 5.103*** 1.952***
(0.228) (1.609) (0.415)

Assisted return 0.580** 0.708 0.861
(0.157) (0.242) (0.192)

Intention to 
emigrate again

Legal migration status 1.460 1.272 1.226
(0.357) (0.348) (0.264)

Assisted return 0.580 2.392*** 1.526*
(0.212) (0.643) (0.337)

Observations 444 515 421
Robust form in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Note: The full results of the estimation are presented in Appendix Table 2.
Source: CRES, Enquête sur la migration internationale au Sénégal (Senegal International Migration Survey), 2019 
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5.	 Conclusion
This study measured the effect of return migration on labour market integration in 
Senegal. It identified the factors in economic reintegration of the migrants returning 
to Senegal. It confirmed the existence of selection bias, which was corrected using 
an instrumental variables approach. The results of the econometric estimation 
showed that return migration had a positive and significant effect on labour market 
integration. Whatever the geographical area the migrants had returned from (ECOWAS 
countries, OECD countries, or the rest of the world), return migrants were more likely 
to be integrated into the labour market than non-migrants. The return migrants’ 
migration status in the host country, the mode of their return to their country of origin, 
the skills they acquired in their migration country, and their social capital played an 
important role in their economic reintegration. The study underscores the need for 
policies aimed at helping the return migrants’ integration, particularly those who 
need assistance to return home. In addition, there needs to be incentives for the 
return of migrants who can integrate into the home country’s economy and facilitate 
the transfer of skills acquired abroad. Offering financial and non-financial benefits 
to return migrants would increase their desire to return. Targeted reintegration 
programmes, such as re-training for return migrants, or creating an environment 
conducive to them making a better use of their skills, can address these issues.

18
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