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INTRODUCTION

Migration is a continuous move of human masses, which has grown less at various stages of the
world history, but never stopped. The resettlement of people from one place of residence to another is a
considerably difficult and lasting process. Nobody will dispute that emigration has always had a very
negative impact on all countries, especially on small and less developed ones, while the phenomenon of
repatriation was of vital significance for the growth of each state. It is no mere chance that the studies of
flows and problems of people immigrating into various countries and returning to homes are of particular

importance.

There were certainly carried out thorough and well-grounded researches about return migration, especially
since the second half of the 20" century. However, it should be noted that almost no exhaustive research
has been conducted in Armenian reality on this matter, and now the field is untilled very much. Such a
situation is possibly interlinked with the fact that there has not been occurred a massive emigration flow
from Armenia during the 70 soviet years there as well as with the reality that the great mass of Armenian

migrants leaving Armenia in the 1990s had no intention to go back home.

In addition, one should mark that among the implemented works concerning the homecoming of
Armenian migrants are prevailing those, which touch up the labor and temporary emigration of the
citizens of the Republic of Armenia (hereinafter RA) to the Russian Federation and their return to
homeland. No comprehensive study on the emigration from Armenia to the USA during the years 1991-
2008 as well as on the socio-economic and legal statuses of immigrants from Armenia in the United States
and their allocation in this country was carried out up to now. The situation is almost the same when
considering the scales of permanent and temporary returns of Armenians (the word refers only to the
citizens or former citizens of RA) from the USA and the problems of reintegration they had in Armenia.
In this connection, the present study is the first attempt, which aims at providing the following questions

with research based answers:

1. what were the main reasons that compelled the immigrants from Armenia in the USA to
return to home country for the purpose of permanent residence?

2. how many immigrants from Armenia in the USA returned to homes during the years 1991-
2008?

3. what problems the returnees encountered during their reintegration period in Armenia?

4. have they either a desire or a plan to re-emigrate from Armenia (if yes, why and to what

country this time)?

The immigration of citizens of RA into the countries of North and South America, especially into the

United States of America (hereinafter the USA), during 1991-2008 is a matter of prompt attention and
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exhaustive research to reveal the pull and push factors, making Armenians immigrate in the said distant
country from Armenia and return to homes. Such facts as the remoteness of the USA from Armenia by
more than hundred thousand kilometers and the existence of visa system for entry into this country make
the immigration of citizens of RA into the United States a considerably difficult and complicated process.
Nevertheless, a mass of citizens, intending or preparing to emigrate from Armenia, choose the USA as a
country of destination. The question is why they are acting so. The closer look at the problem makes it
clear that there are more favorable conditions in the USA (against the other countries) that attract

thoroughly the attention of Armenians:

a) it is possible to find a job in the United States in a comparatively short period of time if only a
permit of entry to the country is obtained’,

b) many citizens of RA had, and still have, relatives and friends in the USA who were, and still
are, ready to help and assist them materially both to immigrate and to settle in the New World

permanently’.

There is a need to take into consideration some particular and important facts when examining return
migration from the USA. First, it is no secret that the United States has been founded due to the
colonization policy of the Great Britain and immigration from various countries into the American
continent since the 17" century. Characteristically in this sense is the motto of the arms of the USA — E
Pluribus Unum (from many to one). It is no coincidence, of course, that the immigration laws as well as
the position of both the authorities and the society of the USA towards immigrants have nearly always
been liberal and tolerable enough. In addition, the fact of the gradual improvement of immigration law of
the USA by the authorities, especially since the end of the World War II, for the purpose of making it

more liberal and competent deserves particular attention.

In such conditions, hundred thousands and even millions of aliens are being granted U.S. permanent
resident status and citizenship every year. For instance, 17.408.138 and 10.789.481 foreigners were granted
legal permanent residence status and citizenship of the USA only in the period of 1991-2008’. No country
has ever written down a statistics like this. It should be also said that both the authorities and the society
of the United States have been more than tolerable even towards illegal immigrants, residing within the
country. This fact has a distinctive feature and serious impacts on the annual increase of the number of

illegal immigrants in the United States".

The researches for the purpose to reveal the number of cases of the migrants’ homecoming from the
countries of Western Europe to Armenia and to the other South Caucasian republics (to Georgia and
Azerbaijan) as well as the problems they have during their reintegration process in their native societies

certify that the great mass of returnees have not go back home by their own volition. Hence, it is more



than superfluous to speak not only of the phenomenon of a large-scale repatriation, but of the return
migration in general, especially when such a migration is seen as a factor of economic and political
stabilization and development for the immigrant sending countries. The said words come to prove that the
western states, 1. e. the migrant receiving countries, have a tolerable attitude towards immigrants with some
considerations:
a) to secure a relatively cheap workforce,
b) to find qualified workers and specialists and to assist them in their way of improving the
professional skills, which, in turn, is also a forceful factor to fasten the country’s economic
positions in the global market,

¢) to make the nation younger and to increase the birth rate for account of young immigrants.

The USA is not an exception, of course. Moreover, the attitude of the U.S. authorities towards the
citizens of RA who were immigrating in the country was, and still is, more than well-disposed, a fact,
which has certainly been increasing the sizes of further flows of RA citizens into this country. One should
note that more than 55.000 citizens of RA have immigrated into the USA in the period of 1991-2008. A
considerable part of them was about 40 years of age, and the prevailing mass, approximately 55 percent,
were females. Only 892 Armenian immigrants have returned to Armenia. The citizens of RA were

immigrating in the USA with an intention to reside there permanently.

Taking into consideration the abovementioned fact as well as some researches on the Armenian
immigration into the United States there should be said that the authorities of the USA are not interested
in the repatriation of Armenian immigrants’. Moreover, they continue to make the immigration of
Armenian nationals into the USA as easy process as possible. The interviews with returnees in the frames
of this research certified that they, in turn, intend to re-emigrate from Armenia. In such a situation, the

USA remains as a destination country for most of them.

The review of sources and literature

Among the existing and valuable researches that touch the problems of Armenian returnees
(immigrated in the USA and returned to Armenia both temporarily and permanently) to some extent one

”6 “Return

can note the “Report of the Sample Research of the Internal and External migration of RA
Migration to Armenia in 2002-2008, “Labor Migration from Armenia in 2005-2007”° and “Labor
Migration from Armenia in 2002-2005”" (the latter three researches are conducted by an Armenia based

NGO, “Advanced Social Technologies”, and funded by the OSCE).

The appropriate governmental bodies of RA as well as various Armenian, foreign and international

organizations, interested in the problems of return migration, have not published any material, which



could represent a full picture from the viewpoint of purely statistical data on the number of Armenian
returnees from the USA. Under such circumstances it is almost impossible to refine the number of
Armenian migrants returned to Armenia from the USA in 1991-2008 from the overall data (both on the
annual passenger turnover and on Armenian returnees from different parts of the world) published in
various studies and reports of the Migration Agency of the Ministry of Territorial Administration and the
National Statistical Service of RA'. The gaps are somehow, and to some extent, filling up the statistical
yearbooks of the Immigration and Naturalization Service of the Department of Justice and, after 2002, of
the Office of Immigration Statistics of the Department of Homeland Security of the U.S. Government',
Those yearbooks contain statistical data on the immigration flows into the USA since the 19" century, the
persons naturalized in this country, the permanent and conditional resident foreign born population, the
cases of return and/or deportation of aliens to their countries of citizenship by the chronological order

etc.

In spite of the fact that the data items, published by the abovementioned organizations, were subject to
annual changes by the same authors for the purpose of presenting them more accurately the published
materials are precise and trustworthy enough to be used by researchers because the absolute value of the

annual variation has been fluctuated between 1 and 1,5 percents.

Research Methodology

This paper is the outcome of five months archives, libraries, and web pages researches and thus
much months of the fieldwork among the returnees from the USA. The research has been implemented
from March to mid December 2009. Before presenting the research methodology one should consider the
following fact - it is typical of the USA to have drawn tens of thousands and even millions of migrants
from year to year as a free, politically and economically stable, safe, and prosperous country with both
positive and negative consequences, flowing out of the phenomenon of immigration. Hence, there should
be noted that the U.S. authorities are deeply interested in migration issues and expend great efforts and
resources to have the more exact numbers of aliens who enter and leave the country. Although the
mentioned fact itself is more than sufficient condition to confidently use the data that imply the statistical
yearbooks of the Immigration and Naturalization Service of the U.S. Department of Justice and the Office
of Immigration Statistics of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security the data items, contained in the
said books and necessary for this study, are, nevertheless, compared with those extracted from other
sources (predominantly not Armenian'?) through the way of collocation and comparison of information.
The compared data are coincided in most cases. The difference between them (margin of error) is 2-3
percent, because of which the degree of confidence of the data on the problem under investigation and

presented in this research makes 97-98 percent.



To implement the study as much productively as possible there have been gathered both quantitative and
qualitative data on migrants returned to Armenia from the USA. In particular, face-to-face and in-depth
interviews have been conducted with returnees in three different communities of Yerevan (Qanaqer-
Zeitun, Kentron and Nor Nork), two major (Gyumri Vanadzor) and two regional (Charentsavan,
Noyemberian) cities as well as in seven rural settlements in seven different marzes (districts) of Armenia.
The fieldwork and data analysis are implemented among the migrants who have lived in the USA in 1991-
2008 and returned to Armenia during the specified space of time. The number of interviewed people from
among 892 returnees from the USA reached 100. Such a ratio is completely enough to draw relevant

conclusions.

Special questionnaires have been developed and employed to collect the necessary data about returnees.
The sampling of the participants has been developed through the “snow-ball” method. More precisely,
except of information about addresses of the returnees from the USA, provided by the local self-
governmental bodies of RA, there were also adjusted and gathered new addresses via a network of
personal contacts of returnees and cooperation with various organizations and individual researchers,

dealing with the issues of return migration.

A critical approach has been developed concerning some specific issues of return migration during the
interviews and data processing. In particular, according to official sources and statistical data of the United
States the prevailing part of migrants who have returned to Armenia in 1991-2008 with a purpose to re-
settle permanently in the homeland were subject to compulsory return. When asked, “have you been
deported from the USA?”, the participants answered “no” without exception. Certainly, this answer would
reduce the confidence level of the data presented in this research if there had not been used the method of

confrontation of the facts.



THE NUMBER OF CITIZENS OF THE REPUBLIC OF ARMENIA IMMIGRATED INTO
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA DURING 1991-2008

Prior to considering the very question on the returnees there is a need to call the attention of the
reader on the number of Armenians immigrated into the USA during the years 1991-2008, in order to
compare it with the number of returnees, which, in turn, will make the matter under discussion more
accurate and clear.

No secret that the socio-economic situation in Armenia became catastrophic after the re-
intergrowth of its statehood in 1991. This was mainly a result of the 9-point earthquake (on the Richter
scale), which struck the northern part of Armenia on December 7, 1988 as well as of stagnation and
collapse of industrial enterprises, fast shortening of worksites, undeclared war between Armenia and
Azerbaijan over the Artsakh (Nagorno Karabakh), the blockade of Armenia by Turkey and Azerbaijan etc.
It is no coincidence that an emigration from Armenia started in unprecedented size. People were
emigrating to the Russian Federation, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, France, Holland, Belgium, Greece, Spain,

USA, Canada, Brazil and the other countties.

According to some sources approximately 800.000-1.000.000 citizens have emigrated from Armenia in the
1990s". In the initial stages of departures from Armenia the great mass of emigrating population were
leaving the country without intention to go back. Even the flats and houses had been changing with one
ot two pairs of passage tickets'*. Among the destination countries the more expedient one was the Russian
Federation because its geographical location is closer to Armenia, there is no visa regime for this country
and the overwhelming majority of migrants had known the Russian language. The next horizontals were

occupying Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and the countries of Europe, North and South America etc”.

It should be noted that a large wave of emigration to the USA in the above specified period of time was
registered not only from Armenia, but from its neighboring countries, too; in particular, from Azerbaijan
and Georgia. More precisely, among the aliens granted legal permanent resident status in the United States
in 1991-2008 50.117 were from Armenia; 25.193, from Azerbaijan; 15.221, from Georgia“. To have
presented the situation more completely one should add, inter alia, that according to the U.S. Immigration
and Nationality Act persons of ages 18 and over who have a legal U.S. permanent resident status can and
are competent to apply to the Naturalization and Immigration Services of the U.S. Homeland Security for
citizenship after being continuously lived in this country at least 3-5 years from the time of acquiring a
permit of residence. There are exceptions only for aliens rendered military or any other valuable services to
the USA whom it is possible to grant citizenship at once, without time restrictions. In case of citizens of
RA, the republics of Azerbaijan (hereinafter RAz) and Georgia (hereinafter RG) 32.236, 10.285 and 4.706

persons were granted U.S. citizenship respectively'’.



To present the precise number of RA citizens immigrated in the USA one more relevant consideration
should be done: the USA recognized formally the independence of Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia with
9 other former soviet republics on December 25, 1991. Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan had proclaimed
their independence until this date, on April 9, September 21 and October 18 of the same year accordingly.
The Armenians emigrated from their country to the USA before 25 December of 1991 were registering in
the United States not as citizens of Armenia but as those of the USSR’ (Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics), since the Soviet Union was not officially ceased to exist as a subject of international law (until
the president of the USSR Mikhail Gorbachev tendered his resignation, on December 25, 1991, and the
Soviet Parliament passed a final resolution, acknowledging the dissolution of the USSR, on December 20)
and the USA had not yet recognized the independence of Armenia. The situation was the same in case of

Azerbaijan, Georgia and of the other former soviet republics.

However, a perceptible clearness is inserted in further explorations, re-registrations, and re-calculations of
immigrants and foreign-born population in the United States by the U.S. immigration services and
research institutions. This fact makes it possible to reveal the exact numbers of Armenia, Azerbaijan, and
Georgia born populations in the USA who have entered this country before 1990-1991. In other words,
according to the data published by the U.S. Census Bureau in 2000 the numbers of people immigrated into
the United States from the Arm.SSR (Armenian Soviet Socialist Republic), Az.SSR (Azerbaijani Soviet
Socialist Republic) and GSSR (Georgian Soviet Socialist Republic) from the 1970s to 1990 are 28.240,
1.705 and 2.130 respectively. The overwhelming majority of these people were granted U.S. citizenship up
to 1990 — 20.655, from Armenia; 1.420, from Azerbaijan; 1.580, from Georgia'®.

The numbers of the legal immigrants in the USA from Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia also include the
citizens of the said South Caucasian republics’” who were either granted refugee status or permitted to
enter the country as parolees” prior to acquiring a right for permanent residence. In case of Armenia the
total number of people who had the mentioned statuses was more than 11.000 for the period of 1991-
2008; in cases of Azerbaijan and Georgia, 17.000 and 5.000 respectively”. It is necessaty to note that the
numbers of refugees and asylum seekers in the USA from Azerbaijan during 1991-1996 are considerably
higher when comparing with those from Armenia and Georgia in the same time interval. Taking into
consideration this fact as well as the war events between Armenia and Azerbaijan in the 1990s it is
pertinent insisting that many citizens of Azerbaijan who entered the USA (if not the overwhelming

majority of the refugees™) in the abovementioned space of time were of Armenian origin®.

It is beyond doubt that there were, and still are, illegal immigrants in the USA from Armenia. One can
state Armenians have come to be in such a status mainly because of overstays of non-immigrant visas by
which they had entered and established new residence in the United States. There is no precise statistical

data about the unauthorized Armenia born immigrant population in the USA as it is, for example, in case



of Mexican citizens. Perhaps, this fact is conditioned by the reality that the percentage of Armenian
nationals residing in the USA illegally is almost not significant in comparison with those from other

nationalities registered by the authorities in every fiscal year.

Due to some studies conducted by various American researchers and institutions about 27-57 % of the
temporary visitors to the USA do not leave the country when the expiration dates of their visas are over,
thus becoming illegal immigrants®. If such calculations are seen as a basis then it is clear that
approximately from one fourth to the half of 104.055% non-immigrant visas issued to the citizens of RA
during 1991-2008 might become invalid in the USA, as a result of which the number of the unauthorized
resident population with Armenian citizenship should have been fluctuating between around 26 and 52
thousands in 2008. On the same logic, there should have been registered approximately 8.700-17.500 and
17.500-35.000 illegal immigrants from Azerbaijan and Georgia accordingly.

The abovementioned numbers change sharply when the confrontation of some data items is done. In
particular, due to the data published by the Washington based “Pew Hispanic Center” research
organization the numbers of Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia born populations in the USA were 79.223,
16.180 and 15.463 in 2007 respectively % The submitted data include, inter alia, both legal and illegal
immigrants in the USA. If the estimates of the Office of Immigration Statistics of the U.S. Department of
Homeland Security as well as of the U.S. Census Bureau on the legally resident and naturalized Armenia,
Azerbaijan and Georgia born populations are subtracted from the abovementioned totals then the
remainder or “residual” will, in fact, express the numerical portrait of the unauthorized Armenian,
Azerbaijani and Georgian immigrants in the USA in 2007. According to such computation there were
4.039, 4.907 and 0 illegal immigrants in the United States from Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia in 2007
respectively”’. One should mark that 12,4 million illegal immigrants were registered in the USA in 2007 by
the “Pew Hispanic Center” and 11,8 million by the Office of Immigration Statistics of the U.S. Homeland
Security. Among the unauthorized residents the Armenian nationals were virtually making a little more
than 0,03 %,; the Azerbaijani citizens, 0,04 %>, In spite of the fact that the data on the total numbers of
Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia born populations in the USA in 2008 were not available during 2009
(during this study) it should be said, however, that the presented portrait couldn’t be changed essentially in

the mentioned years.

Summarizing the above presented statistical data one can note that the likelihood of incorrectness will not
be great if the following conclusion is made: the overall number of Armenia born population granted U.S.
legal resident status and citizenship during 1991-2008 as well as living illegally in the USA was about
55.000 in 2008 (legal permanent residents [17.881] + naturalized citizens | 32.236] + RA citizens granted
refugee and asylum statuses in 2008 [ 255]* + illegal immigrants). To draw parallels between the cases of

citizens of RAz and RG there is a need to mention that the numbers of people from Azerbaijan and
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Georgia living in the United States with and without the abovementioned statuses were a little more than
30.000 (legal permanent residents [14.908] + naturalized citizens [10.285] + RAz citizens granted refugee
and asylum statuses in 2008 [52]” + illegal immigrants) and 15.000 (legal permanent residents [10.515] +
naturalized citizens [4.706] + RG citizens granted refugee and asylum statuses in 2008 [66]™") in 2008

respectively.

The majority, approximately two thirds of the people immigrated into the USA from Armenia, have
established new residence in the state of California. The rest are crowded in the states of New York,
Washington D.C., Nevada, Massachusetts, Florida, New Jersey, Texas, Illinois, Arizona, Pennsylvania,

Rhode Island, Colorado, Connecticut, Maryland, Michigan, Ohio, Utah, Virginia, Georgia and Wisconsin™,
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THE NUMBER OF ARMENIAN IMMIGRANTS?
RETURNED TO HOMELAND FROM THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FOR PERMANENT RESIDENCE DURING 1991-2008

Before taking this question into consideration it is necessary to briefly touch upon the problems

that make immigrants return to homes. The researchers have defined and interpreted the phenomenon of

return migration in different ways, in which the immigrant receiving and sending countries, the distance

between them, legal framework as well as political and socio-economic situations there are playing decisive

roles. Weighing up some of the valuable researches on return migration34 the reasons that affect both the

decision of migrants to return to homes and the process of return are provided below in table.

Table 1
THE DRIVING FORCES OF RETURN MIGRATION
1. 2. 3. 4. 5.

Failure and Successful Retirement in Operationally Compulsory
disintegration in | termination of receiving countries available repatriation | removal and/or
receiving migration because of old age project implemented | deportation from
countties experience and/or invalidity cither by the native receiving

(especially labor) authorities or under | countries

planned by a their patronage

migrant prior to

his/her departure

from the homeland

THE GROUPS OF RETURNEES
1. 2. 3. 4. 5.

Unhappy Happy migrants Neither happy nor Representatives of Ilegal
migrants returning to home | unhappy migrants any world dispersed | immigrants in
returning to after working (mainly aged people | ethnic group or receiving
home by their abroad for a while | and invalids) people moving to countries who
own volition and making their returning to home their historical land have no
because of socio-economic voluntarily after for the permanent possibility to
failure conditions better making some savings | residence there reside there any
to find a job off more, thus being

and/or to be
integrated in the
receiving
countties

either deported
or returned
under
compulsion of
authorities

THE SOCIO-ECONOMIC SITUATION OF RETURNEES AT HOME UPON RETURN

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

More wotrsened
soclo-economic
conditions at

Improvement of
socio-economic
conditions at home

Improvement of
soclo-economic
conditions at home

Stability and/or
positive socio-
economic changes in

More worsened
soclo-economic
conditions at
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home upon upon return as a upon return as a home country owing | home upon

return because of | result of savings result of savings to support of native | return because of
impossibilities to | made abroad made abroad authorities impossibilities to
make savings make savings
abroad abroad

Coming back to the main problem it is necessary to note that among Armenian returnees the number of
citizens (or former citizens) of RA returned to homeland by their own volition stands considerably down
from those either expelled or deported. It should be also underlined that the great mass of migrants
returned to Armenia from the USA were, in turn, under compulsion of the U.S. authorities to act so
because they were rejected to legalize their residence in the United States, after which the immigration
services had suggested them to leave the country voluntarily; or the returnees had not sufficient proofs or
serious motives to submit applications for the purpose of getting legal resident status. Perhaps, the only
advantage of these migrants was the fact that they were permitted to re-enter the United States after from
3 (in case of being resided in the USA illegally for less than 180 days) to 10 years (in case of being resided
in the USA illegally for more than 180 days) while the expelled persons are barred from the entry into this

country either forever or for 20 years from the time of expulsion.

Pursuant to the abovementioned arguments and the breakdown in table 1 one can state that the migrants
returned to Armenia from the United States in 1991-2008 belong to the following groups: 1) unhappy
migrants returning to homes by their own volition because of failure to find a job and/or to be integrated
in the receiving countries and 2) illegal immigrants in the receiving countries who have no possibility to

reside there any more, thus being either deported or returned under compulsion of authorities™.

There should be marked once again that a number of cases of the return of Armenian immigrants to
Armenia occurred mainly after 2002. The research group of the “Advanced Social Technologies” and
Alice Johansson, a Dutchwoman researcher and the author of the research “Return Migration to
Armenia”, have also touched this problem™. According to the researchers of the “Advanced Social
Technologies™ “...returnees who left Armenia before 2002 returned to the country for the first time in
2002-2007 after having spent an average of 59 months abroad””. After conducting inquiries to 32

Armenian returnees from the European countries Alice Johansson states that the majority of them have

returned to Armenia between 2004 and 2007,

The research group of the “Advanced Social Technologies” points out that the number of Armenian
migrants returned to Armenia from the USA for the purpose of permanent residence is 1.400 in the period
of 2002-2007”. Tt is necessaty to say, by the way, that the mentioned organization has not revealed the
more precise numbers of Armenian migrants departed to and returned from the USA in the above
specified interval of time. In addition, exhaustive and plain interpretations of some subtle but important
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points are missing from the study “Return Migration to Armenia in 2002-2008”, especially in connection
with both legal and illegal statuses of Armenians immigrated into the United States from Armenia in 2002-

2007 as well as with the causes of their return (for the purpose of permanent residence in the homeland).

In spite of this the members of the “Advanced Social Technologies” research group have revealed a
noteworthy fact concerning the migrants returned to Armenia with a purpose of permanent residence:
Russia takes the lowest and the USA the highest levels in terms of percentage of Armenian migrants going
back home from different countries of the world in 2002-2007 by the indexes 11,2 % and 20,2 %
respectively”. Although the authors haven’t interpreted such a state of affairs but there are some reasons
to understand the essence of the issue. First, it is needful to underscore that the prevailing part of migrants
returned to Armenia from the countries of Western Hemisphere, especially from the USA, France,
Switzerland, Netherlands and the other European countries, were subject to deportation. It is sufficient
just to look through some sources and researches on this matter”’. It is also not secret that both the
immigration law and the government agencies of the Russian Federation are considerably limping in
comparison with those of western countries, especially of the USA, in the sense of faultlessness and
enforcement of law. This fact is quite enough to insist that the aliens subject to expulsion from the USA
have almost no chance other than leaving the country” while the immigrants fallen into the like situation
in Russia have possibilities either to extend the permitted period of stay in the country or to change the

residence status at all.

Coming to the data both on immigration and on return migration of Armenian nationals in and from the
USA published by the “Advanced Social Technologies” one must say that according to the researchers of
this organization the number of Armenians immigrated into the United States from Armenia in 2002-2007
is 6.800, the number of those who returned to homes in the same period is 3.200 and the number of
people returned for the purpose of permanent residence is 1.400, as it has been mentioned above®. It is
necessary to note, by the way, that the presented items of data refer to the number of migration cases but
not to that of individual migrants. In addition, it is of particular importance to underline that the numbers

mentioned above differ essentially from those published by the U.S. immigration services.

Continuing thoughts on the RA citizens who immigrated in the USA in 2002-2007 there should be said
that they, 1) had an official permit to establish permanent residence there; 2) had job offers; 3) were
refugees and asylum seekers. There is no question that the task of making clear the overall number of
migrants entered the United States by various categories of visas is a very difficult and time-consuming
process but it is more than necessary to accomplish it, after which it will be possible to have the most

accurate statistics on the Armenia born population in the United States.
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The difference between the numbers published by the “Advanced Social Technologies” and the Office of
Immigration Statistics of the U.S. Homeland Security as well as by the U.S. Bureau of Consular Affairs can
be clearly shown through the data comparison method. More openly, according to the research group of
the “Advanced Social Technologies” 6.800 cases of out-migration from Armenia to the USA during 2002-
2007 have been occurred. This number will be cut by half if the total number of individual migrants,

instead of migration cases, is considered. Thus, the aggregate number of migrants is going to be 3.400.

The study “Return Migration to Armenia in 2002-2008” does not mention of how and by what categories
of visas the Armenian nationals have entered the United States. Perhaps, the presented data item, 3.400,
contains the numbers of people immigrated in the USA with all categories of permits except those who
entered the country as tourists (temporary visitors)*. Otherwise, one could note that it’s not expedient to
separate people who enter the USA with working visas from those who were granted lawful residence,
refugee and asylum statuses, considering the essence of the problem under investigation of the authors of
the “Return Migration to Armenia in 2002-2008”. Along with that, it should be accented that the
difference between the numbers published by the abovementioned American public institutions and the
“Advanced Social Technologies” is enormous. The U.S. immigration services state that 5.129 Armenian
nationals have immigrated into the United States as legal permanent residents in the period under
discussion; 383 entered this country as refugees; 2.000, as temporary workers; 3.957, as asylees45. The sum
total of these numbers is 11.475 and the difference from the above mentioned 3.400 makes more than 70

percent.

The discrepancy between the presented numbers is more than evident. It is quite right and rational to give
preference to the official statistical data published by the U.S. government agencies. So, the breakdown of
the number of Armenian immigrants returned to Armenia from the USA in 1991-2008 is provided below
according to the data of the U.S. immigration services. Also, there are presented the numbers of
immigrants returned to Azerbaijan and Georgia from the USA in the same period of time (for the purpose

of making comparison between the statistical data on the returnees in the South Caucasian republics):
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Table 2

(The numbers of Armenian, Azerbaijani and Georgian immigrants returned to Armenia,
Azerbaijan and Georgia from the USA during 1991-2008 broken down by years and reasons of

46
return™

ARMENIA

Reasons of 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
return

Failure and U - - 1 2 9 9 39 23
disintegration in
the USA

Criminal - - - 2 5 1 3 4 14
violation in the

USA™

Total --- --- -—- 3 7 10 12 43 37

Reasons of 2000 | 2001 | 2002 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 2008 Total
return

Failure and 10 27 61 122 105 87 69 40 39 643
disintegration in
the USA

Criminal 9 10 4 21 39 33 28 34 42 249
violation in the
USA

Total 19 37 65 143 144 120 97 74 81 892

AZERBAIJAN

Reasons of 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
return

Failure and — — — — 1 — — — —
disintegration in
the USA

Criminal - - - - - 1 - - -
violation in the
USA

Total 1 1

Reasons of 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 Total
return

Failure and - 1 D D D D D D D 2+7D
disintegration in
the USA

Criminal - - D D D D D D D 1+7D
violation in the

USA

Total --- 1 6 D 9 10 6 8 8 48+D

GEORGIA

Reasons of 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
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return

Failure and —- — — 1 — - 4 5 3
disintegration in
the USA

Criminal - - - - — - 1 - 6

violation in the
USA

Total 1 5 5 9

Reasons of 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 Total
return

Failure and 16 20 23 51 46 19 35 36 40 299
disintegration in
the USA

Criminal 8 9 7 16 19 16 7 17 13 119
violation in the

USA

Total 24 29 30 67 65 35 42 53 53 418

The data presented in table 2 are becoming considerably speaking when the number of Armenian
immigrants in the USA is compared with that of returnees in the past 18 years. More precisely, of 55.000
Armenians emigrated to the USA during 1991-2008 only 892 persons or around 1,5 % of the total have
returned to Armenia. In addition, it should be noted that the overwhelming majority of these people
(returnees) were under constraint of the U.S. authorities to leave the country because of illegal stay there.
Also, it is needful to underline that Armenian immigrants who were granted U.S. legal resident status and
citizenship have not permanently returned to Armenia during the specified period of time. Perhaps, it is
appropriate to mention here, apropos of the problem, the words of Armenian eminent historian Leo
(Arakel Babakhanyan) that the Armenian immigrating into a foreign country®...was also putting his

wisdom in the emigration, that is “Be there, where the bread is””"

It is beyond all doubts that already citizens of the USA Armenians did not erase Armenia in their memory
and are visiting this country as tourists time after time. But they have no intention to resettle in Armenia
permanently according to the factual evidence that nobody has renounced the citizenship of the USA to
re-acquire the Armenian one®. Even the citizens of the USA or the Armenian nationals with the residence
right in the United States who had returned to Armenia for a comparatively long period of time (for 1-2
years and more) acted so mainly because of encountering socio-economic serious problems in their new
country of citizenship. It is clear that Armenians naturalized in the United States can’t be considered as
repattiates and/or permanent returnees in Armenia even when they have permits either for a temporary or
for a long residence in the country. Furthermore, they are legally foreign nationals with temporary
residence permits in their places of birth who return to their new homeland (without even a momentary

hesitation) when their own businesses are shaping up well there *.
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In regard to aliens who have a legal resident status in the USA and plan to be absent from this country for
a couple of years a permission of re-entry and re-establishment of residence in the United States must be
obtained from the authorities prior to departure. The refugees and asylees are permitted to leave the
United States only for a period of one year. It is necessary to note that applications for the mentioned
permissions can also be rejected in line with circumstances that make foreigners, residing in the USA
legally, leave the country. According to the Immigration and Nationality Act of the USA the aliens who
have acquired the statuses of temporaty and/or permanent residence in the United States loose those if do
not return to the country when more than two years are passed after leaving it. The refugees and asylees
loose their statuses if do not return to the USA after one year, beginning from the time when a travel

permission from the authorities is obtained.

The abovementioned facts are quite enough to conclude that Armenians having a residence status in the
USA who visited Armenia had returned to the United States prior to expiration dates of their re-entry
permits. The survey of sources within the framework of this research showed that even those who
overstayed “the permits of return to the USA” had either returned to the United States or were trying to
return in the near future®. To make the portrait more complete there is a need to note that according to
the data of the U.S. Census Bureau about 2,7 percent or more than 2.000 persons of the Armenia born
population, immigrated into the United States since the 1970s, were temporarily residing out of this
country in 2007°". It is important to underline that most of these people (approximately two thirds) were

living in Armenia.

Although the “Advanced Social Technologies™ state that the great mass of migrants returned to Armenia
from abroad in 2002-2007 for the purpose of permanent residence had “...discontinued their migration
experience...”” but it is absolutely understandable that the authors have considered the problem of re-
emigration of the returnees with reservation, interpreting that “...the incidences of permanent return are
counted based on the number of migrants who do not plan leaving Armenia at least in 2008. Longer term
projections seem irrelevant, since the respondents could not possibly be certain about migration intentions
they might have in the more distant future”. In this case, the returnees from the USA are not exceptions,
too. Furthermore, most of them have not discontinued the migration cycle and are ready to re-emigrate at

the first opportunity.

Also, it must be attached importance to the fact that the majority of Armenia born population in the USA
have no intention to be permanently removed to Armenia rather not for the reason that political situation
and socio-economic conditions in Armenia stand worse than on account of the private income and
property in the United States. The elementary comparison of data could be more than sufficient proof of

the said words. One can note that the average monthly cash income of Armenian median household (3-4
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people) in the USA is approximately 3.500 US dollars, 41 % of Armenia born population in the USA have
a private housing unit, 83 % have one and more cars etc. The average monthly salary of workers of
Armenia born population in the USA is about $5.500. People in Armenia get $§ 250 per month. The social
security monthly benefit is about § 2.300 in the USA and $ 25 in Armenia; the retirement monthly income
is $ 700 in the USA and $ 45 in Armenia. The monthly cost of the median household of Armenia born
population in the USA is § 2.660 with a mortgage and § 527 without that. The said costs are § 650 and §
265 in Armenia respectively. And it should be underscored that the average monthly cash income of

median household (3-4 people) in Armenia is about $ 300™*

After this, one can well understand why Armenians immigrated into the USA from Armenia and different
corners of the world showed no intention in practice to repatriate when asked by the newspaper “Los
Angeles Times” still in 19917, The newspaper was stating that “There are many Armenians who will
probably never return (to Armenia — V. Gh.). Their roots have been deeply set in their adopted countries.
Among the most deeply rooted are those who came to America”. Such a state of affairs has not been
changed in 2008. In fact, it is no mere chance that almost all people who had immigrated into the USA
from Armenia since the 1970s were, and still are, expressing a desire to return to home country only on an
emotional ground. The mentioned desire has become and is remaining yet just as an unapproachable
dream in reality. Almost nothing is changed in practice despite the fact that the Armenian newspapers are
full of articles about the homesickness”’. It is also necessary to add that the situation is almost the same in

case of the other South Caucasian republics, Georgia and Azerbaijan.

The sex and age group of returnees

Hundred people from among the returnees (from the USA) have participated in the inquiry
conducted in the framework of this research, as it has been mentioned above. The pure majority, about 76
percent of them were women. This fact is conditioned by the reality that the representatives of
womanhood were prevailing among the people departing to the USA from Armenia, which, in turn, one
can interpret by the following circumstance: it is rather easy for foreigners in the United States to rapidly
find employment in the food, textile industries and in services sector (such as care centers of children and
elderly people), private houses, hotels and motels, restaurants, bakeries etc. To make parallel one should
note that it is possible for immigrants in the Russian Federation and in the countries of CIS
(Commonwealth of Independent States)™ to find a job in the construction sector in a considerably short
period of time, as a result of which the percentage of men predominates over that of women among the
migrant population (especially when labor migration is considered) leaving Armenia for Russia and the
countries of CIS”.

The data on the sex and age groups of the participants are summarized below in table:
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Table 3
(The sex and age groups of the migrants, returned from the USA in 1991-2008, broken down by

percentage)”

Age Group Total Male Female
16-20 0% 0% 0%
21-25 8 % 0% 8 %
26-30 9% 0% 9 %
31-35 15 % 7% 8 %
36-40 10 % 9% 1%
41-45 18 % 0 18 %
46-50 8 % 0 8 %
51-55 2% 0% 2%

Ages 56 and over 30 % 8 % 22%
Total 100 % 24 % 76 %

The numbers of table 2 certify that among the returnees the percentage of people of ages 56 and over is
considerably higher, which is sufficient to note once again that a mass of them belong to those who
returned from the United States because of disintegration there. The marital status of the respondents
represents the following picture: 66 % of the participants were married, 17 % were single and thus much
percent divorced. It is necessary to note that 75 % of the returnees had immigrated in the USA alone,
without family members®. Such a circumstance certifies that the mentioned people had not previously a
desire to establish permanent residence in the USA. In fact, changing the mind in the United States they
failed, however, to settle there permanently because their families were left in Armenia whom they
couldn’t move into the USA. It is clear that the said problem had a serious impact on the circumstances of
return process as well as on decision-making of those who immigrated in the USA without families to go
back home. When asked, “why did you decide to return to home country?”; 75 % of the participants noted
that have acted so because of yearning to see the family left in Armenia; 25 %, on account of
disintegration in the USA. It should be added that 58 % of the respondents had, and still have, close blood
relations (father, mother, children, sister and brother) in the United States. It is also worth mentioning that
67 % of the returnees from the USA pointed out that have emigrated from Armenia to the mentioned
country because of socio-economic hard conditions; 22 % desired to meet their relatives living there; 11 %

acted so for the purpose of tourism.
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PROBLEMS IN THE SPHERE OF REINTEGRATION IN ARMENIA

The homecoming of migrants is frequently seen as the end of migration cycle. According to some
researchers” the returnees feel themselves spiritually and culturally more comfortable at home.
Nevertheless, it must be said that the act of coming home is rather one phase than the end of migration
cycle”. The migrants returned to homeland continue to be within the circle of migration process because
foreign countries always draw their attention on several reasons — economic, having an open civil society,
public safety etc. It should be marked that in case of Armenia a part of returnees cannot re-emigrate
mainly because of lack of aids and appliances as well as of old age and invalidity. Hence, maybe, the

homecoming becomes the last stage of migration cycle just for them.

The inquiries of returnees from the United States showed that along the numerous similarities between the
problems (objective and subjective) of migrants returned from the USA and other countries certain
distinctions can be seen when weighing the issues of the formers. From the similarities one could mention
the fact that most of the migrants, involved in the homecoming process, are failing to settle in foreign
countries permanently, thus either becoming a subject of compulsory return or being impelled to take the
way to the home country. Among the evident distinctions is the reality that a considerable part of
returnees from the USA could bring some amount of savings to Armenia, thus being able to facilitate
somewhat the reintegration process at home, which could not do so well those who had returned from the

other countties.

The returnees from the USA have encountered some socio-economic, moral and psychological problems
during their reintegration process in Armenia. To present the said issues as more detailed as possible there

is a need to consider them separately.
Socio-economic problems

The socio-economic problems and their components affect the returnees from the USA in
different and peculiar ways. However, some general tendencies are shown up among them. In particular,
more than half of the returnees have found employment in Armenia upon return but want to re-emigrate,
choosing the USA as a destination country again. And the possibilities of earning moneys ten times as
much (in comparison with those in RA) exert essential influence on the decisions to emigrate this time

rather than the socio-economic unfavorable conditions in Armenia.

It should be marked that prior to emigration from Armenia 78 % of the respondents had permanent and
full paid job, 11% had temporary work and thus much percent was unemployed. The portrait changes
when the word refers to the work conditions and situation of migrants after their return to Armenia.
More specifically, only about 55 % of the returnees were able to get a job upon return. Nonetheless, it
should be said that those who were employed had serious fear of being found in hard living conditions,
since they were insisting on their inabilities to pay for health services and education (especially for higher)

cither for themselves or for the members of their families. It is noteworthy that 80 % of the employed
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persons had higher and 20 % vocational education. In turn, 40 % of them noted that were able to get new
jobs in Armenia (such as language translation) due to learning of English and computer programs in the
USA; 20 % said that could start entrepreneurial activities in the homeland owing to the savings made in
the USA; 40 % have made a new start in their essential specializations (mainly in accountancy, pedagogy,

any scientific field etc).

As concerns the living conditions of the unemployed returnees one must say that their incomes are
mainly arising from the material assistance of relatives, living both in Armenia and in the USA, as well as
from the pensions and social security payments, which, however, are scanty enough to satisfy the minimal
everyday necessities. Although the absolute majority of the respondents had not serious health problems
during the interviews but it should be given importance to the following fact: more than 95 percent of
them stated that were, and still are, unable to meet the costs of health services to be rendered both to

them and to their family members if any disease is acquired.

Being asked of opportunities and possibilities to acquire knowledge, the respondents made accent
primarily on the higher education, since the primary and secondary school is free in Armenia. It is quite
appropriate to note here that the population of Armenia gives a great importance to higher and
vocational education. Hence, it is no coincidence that the great mass of returnees was also paying serious
attention to the questions of higher education both for themselves and for their children. Almost all the
returnees (especially those who had adult children) stated that are unable to pay for higher education.
According to the respondents, this is serious problem and even becomes driving force for family feeders

to go for a job abroad.

On the occasion of housing problems one can see that the overwhelming majority of the migrants
returned from the USA have a private house in contrast, for example, to the returnees from the European
countries. It is necessary to say that only 11 % of the respondents had not a private housing unit and were
dwelling in flats either rented or given by their relatives. To make a comparison there is a need to
underscore that according to the research “The return migration to Armenia” among 32 participants
involved in inquiry 47 % were private householders; 22 % were living at homes of their relatives and 16
% had rented housing units. The rest were dwelling in social housing, unofficially occupied lodgments,

refugee settlements, and metal containers®.

Generally, the returnees are often encountering the same socio-economic problems in Armenia as the
overall population of the country, such as the shortage of worksites, low wages, hazy perspectives of
betterment of the living conditions, inaccessibility to health care services etc. However, they have some
distinctive problems, which are making their social situation more desperate. In particular, some of the
returnees have sold their houses, cars, valuables, housewares and borrowed money to meet the traveling
expenses and to get on feet abroad. Returning to homes, they found themselves before “the broken

trough” and faced the fact of being unable to repay the debts.

Although about half of the returnees from the USA had returned to Armenia with some savings, as it has
been mentioned earlier, but these means were, in most cases, scarcely enough to eliminate fully the

aftershock of migration. When asked, “how would you estimate your present socio-economic situation in
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Armenia?”, 45% of the respondents have answered “satisfactory” or “good” and 55% made a negative
reply. Additionally, it should be said that according to the latter the immigration into the USA had grave
consequences for the standard of their life both in the United States and in Armenia upon return. The
insurmountable difficulties of finding a job in the USA and the layoff in Armenia were pointed out as
chief reasons for such a situation. 78 % of the respondents had been either wanting or planning to
emigrate from Armenia again when an opportunity will occur, 11 % had not such a desire or plan (at least

during the interviews) and thus much percent was hesitating yet.

“Much as your own country is your one and only but people needs to live and exist. .. (woman, 52, Yerevan, June 9,
2009 )"

“The flight from Armenia as it is life-saving. .. (V enera Amiraghyan, t. Noyemberyan, 57, June 25, 2009)”.

“U'm living in Armenia now, but I would like to go to the USA for a couple of years to work there (woman, 52,
Yerevan, July 10, 2009)”.

Those who had intentions to re-emigrate from Armenia were indicating the United States as a destination
country again, as it has been said above. No one among people desiring to emigrate mentioned the
Russian Federation or any member state of the CIS. 11 % of them have been tended towards any
Western European country, in particular — Spain, Holland and Belgium. Nonetheless, it is necessary to say
that people wishing to emigrate had not taken any step forward to realize their intentions. The mentioned
fact certifies once again that many returnees from the USA were subject of compulsory return. These
people were waiting for termination of time limits (3-10 years after leaving the USA) established by the
U.S. authorities to allow the immigrants (only those who were deported for the reasons other than

criminal violation) into the country.

Although the persons preferring to immigrate into the European states didn’t give their desire in detail
but it was clear that the doors of the USA are permanently closed for most of them. Russia and the other
countries of CIS were not drawing their attention on account of low level of the living standards there in

comparison with those in western countries, xenophobia, murders etc.
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The role of family and social network in reintegration process of returnees

Often the family and social connections are meanings of unique importance in the lives of
returnees, especially from the viewpoints of economic stability, moral and psychological satisfaction.
According to returnees they have frequently relied upon the material and psychological help of their
family members, relatives, and friends. Around 56 % of the respondents noted that the family and solid
social relationship in Armenia have helped them to overcome various difficulties during the reintegration
process in the homeland. More openly, the said relations and family helped the returnees to acquire a

house; to search and find a job; to satisfy the material needs and everyday necessities etc.

“My director’s office (of the former worksite — V. Gb.) received me with outstretched arms upon return, and 1
continned with my main business (woman, 73, t. Noyemberyan, July 8, 2009)”.

44 % of the respondents underlined that although they have morally perfect family and certain social
contacts in Armenia but those can’t have a substantial effect upon their poor socio-economic conditions
because the family members either do not work or earn a very low wage; and the social contacts are not

among the people who have either a public position or the necessary leverage to arrange for employment.

58 % of the participants had relatives (a sister, brother, parents, children, other blood relations) in the
USA, as it has already been noted. About 40 % of these people attached importance to the fact of
receiving a monthly and annual appreciable material assistance from the relatives in the USA, which has
seldom been suspended. Despite the fact that 33 % of the respondents had also relatives in the United
States the relations with them were either very weak or broken off. 9 % had no relative and friend in the

United States and the personal contacts established in this country were not maintained upon return.

In the sense of embeddedness on the emotional and psycho-social level the respondents stated without
exception that the family occupies very important and leading positions in their lives to help feel safe in
the homeland because emigration to the USA and the residence there have caused substantial changes in
relations with the home society. This fact is a consequence of transformation of mental outlook and
cultural values of the returnees. It is no coincidence that the problem of relationship with the native
society was appearing sharper among those who had been absent from the country for a considerably
long period of time (1-5 years and more), as a result of which the network of their social connections in

Armenia had become very fragile.

Some of the returnees stated that although they had a cultural shock in the USA but were accustomed to
a life-style entirely different from that in Armenia, because of which now it is very difficult for them to be

tully re-established in the society of Armenia.

“T was forcing myself to get along with the society’s illiterate and rough customers (of Armenia — V7. Gb.), the

number of whom is not small ... (woman, 52, Yerevan, June 9, 2009)”

Generally, it is typical of the migrants returned from various countries (especially from the western states)

to have spoken of the like problem. In particular, one of the migrants returned from the Netherlands
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states: “I feel disgusted (in Armenia — V. Gh.). Ok, it’s my home country and I’'m not allowed to say so
but I don’t agree with people here. They are too old fashioned”*. According to the words of another
returnee from the Russian Federation: “In Russia, there is not so much gossiping or interfering in other

people’s lives — something people love to do in Armenia”®

. The problems such as mentioned ones are,
of course, serious impediments on the way to reintegration in Armenia but they are not results of the

returnees - home society relationship. The like and similar issues are merely the consequences of relations

*

. . . . . sk
between people, standing in various socio-cultural strata of the society

There is a need to state that the society of Armenia has always treated the returnees with appreciable
goodwill against, in most cases, the indifferent attitude of the public officers of the country. It is another
pair of shoes that the migrants returned to Armenia after a long stay in foreign countries are hardly put
up with some negative occurrences existing in the country, which, in turn, make the re-adaptation process

of returnees to the prevailing socio-economic and political conditions more painful.

One more argument: a large number of the reintegration problems of returnees are interconnected and
influence each other. For instance, the unemployment among the returnees is frequently becoming a
strong reason for them to seclude themselves from the social life as they spend the bulk of their time
either at home or in search for a job. It often happens that the returnees are not participating in any

public or cultural event because of stress of money, or simply being in no mood to do something.
Sex-age and ethnicity related problems

The inquiries showed that the sex difference has not played a powerful role in the process of reintegration
of the returnees. However, it should be noted that the influence of unemployment particularly upon the
males and females among the returned population is somewhat different when considering the problems
of their re-adaptation to the existing reality and living conditions in Armenia. Some representatives of
manhood stated that the unemployment has a very negative impact upon their self-esteem because

according to them it is principally man who must be the feeder of the family.

“In ancient times men were hunters and responsible to supply their families with food. They were returning to homes
pensive and with head hanged in shame when failure was occurring during the hunting. Although times are changed
but the psychology of man, as a hunter- bread-winner, is remained the same (man, 31, t. Charentsavan, July 18,
2009)”.

It was typical of the unemployed men to continue the excited searches for any worksite, thereby trying also
to prove that they are doing their best to find employment in Armenia. In contrast to men, the
unemployed women were spending the bulk of their time at homes, being busy in household works.
Notwithstanding the reality that the unemployment is seriously influencing the softer sex’s psychology,

too, rather men than women were socially and emotionally depressed much.

The age of returnees has also a serious significance in the process of reintegration. Although the aged
returnees have much less opportunities to find a job than young people but due to the pensions, social

insurance payments (even though not sufficient) on one hand and the material and moral support both
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from their children and from relatives on the other they feel themselves safer in their native hearth against
any foreign state. It should be also added that the customs of the home country and the behavior of its
society have taken deep roots in the consciousness of these people; they are connected with their
homeland and its reality by umbilical cord despite the fact that this reality has both positive and negative
sides. It is no mere chance that the absence of elderly people from their motherland had not broken off
their organic ties with her, because of which they were able to readapt themselves to the living conditions

in Armenia with more ease than young returnees were trying.

In contrast to the aged people, most of the young migrants who have returned to homes reconcile
themselves to their return temporarily because of the present insufficient life conditions in Armenia. Such
a behavior is certainly conditioned by both objective and subjective factors. Among the objective ones the
high level of unemployment, political, socio-economic and many other problems existing in Armenia
could be mentioned. From the subjective factors that drive especially young people to emigrate one can
note the aspirations for education, professional career and certain material welfare to be achieved abroad
etc. At the same time it is necessary to add that the young returnees are more active in starting private
businesses. In particular, some of the returnees from the USA had perceptible successes in the spheres of

language translations and computer-generated paperwork.

From the viewpoint of ethnic identity there are not acute problems among the migrants returned from the
United States because the vast majority of them are ethnically homogeneous (Armenian). One should add
that some representatives of the other nationalities, too, (in particular, Russians and Assyrians) had
immigrated in the USA due to economic hardship as well as for the purposes of business, education,
tourism etc: there has not been national discrimination in Armenia, which could impel the inhabitants of
not Armenian origin to emigrate from the country®. It is necessary to say, inter alia, that according to
some sources there is not registered an unfair treatment of people in Azerbaijan in connection with the
problem of ethnicity of the returnees”. But the situation is different in case of Georgia®. In particular,
according to the research “The return and Reintegration of Migrants to the south Caucasus”, implemented
in 2002 by the initiative of the International Organization for Migration (IOM), the migrants with the
Georgian citizenship and of Kurdish ethnicity (ezidies) returning to Georgia were subjects of ill treatment

and oppression by the public officers®.
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CONCLUSIONS

Summarizing the results of this study and comparing those with other researches on the theme of
return migration it is essential to note that the homecoming of migrants is not termination of migration

cycle. It is rather one circle of its continuous stages. In this respect, Armenia is not an exception.

e The returnees from the USA have not discontinued their involvement in migration processes,
becoming passive players in those processes only temporarily. The mentioned passive role
depends, in most cases, rather upon removal of obstacles for departure either to the former or to

another foreign destination country than on the level of the returnee’s living conditions at home.

e Due to this research it was possible to make clear that only 1,5 % of the Armenian nationals
immigrated into the USA in 1991-2008 have returned to Armenia for the purpose of permanent
residence. It must be also said that most of them have returned under compulsion of the U.S.
authorities mainly because of illegal stay in the USA. The present study allows saying that many RA
citizens among those who returned from the USA to Armenia for the purpose of permanent

residence tend to leave the country for the United States again and will act so in the near future.

e [t is also important to underline that no one from Armenia who was granted either a U.S. resident
status or citizenship has returned from the USA for permanent residence in Armenia owing to
homesickness. Even those who had returned and were living in Armenia as already the U.S.
citizens acted so due primarily to the reasons of encountering socio-economic serious difficulties
in the United States. In fact, they were temporary visitors for Armenia and have left the country
cither when the time of their visas was over or when the private businesses in the new country of
their citizenship had been started going from the worst to the best. Hence, these people can’t be

seen as permanent returnees.

e In connection with the matter of reintegration of the returnees from the USA one shall consider
that primarily the socio-economic issues make the re-settlement of the returned migrants in their
home countries a long and difficult process. In contrast to a number of European countries,
Germany, Switzerland, France and Netherlands, the government of the USA has no project of
material support for Armenian migrants prior, during and after their return to Armenia, which
could mitigate (even if temporarily) the migrants’ already strained situation, becoming from bad to
worse as a result of homecoming. However, it must be added that Armenian nationals returned
from the USA haven’t resided in refugee camps and were not subjects of harsh treatment and
humiliation by the authorities as those returned from the Europe, which could certainly give them

severe emotional shock; wound that many returnees from the Europe can’t heal up so far.

e From the viewpoint of having a job in Armenia it is important to note that the unemployment rate

among the migrants returned from the USA was much higher rather upon return than prior to
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their migration from Armenia. This fact was giving rise not only material but also emotional
problems for returnees, making them become alienated from the society. In turn, those already
working can hardly solve the problems of everyday necessities for their families because of low
wages and incomes. In case of unforeseen or extra expenses that can result, for example, from the
necessity to make payments for health care services and education their socio-economic conditions

will be subject to abrupt changes, turning from relatively stable situation into catastrophic one.

The social connections and blood kin of returnees both in Armenia and in the USA had a
considerable role in their reintegration process at home. It must be said that these connections
have had impact rather on emotional correctness of the returnees than on betterment of their
socio-economic conditions. The returnees who had been resided in the USA for a relatively long
period met with financial and psychological serious difficulties and problems during their relations
with the native society; in job searches; when overcoming obstacles to make conditions of their
lives bearable etc. The breakdown of social network of the returnees in Armenia has also played a
considerable role in making their re-adaptation to the existing circumstances in the homeland a

long-run process.

No discriminatory treatment upon the ground of the returnees’ ethnicity exists on the part of
cither the authorities of Armenia or, a fortiori, the society. First, this fact is conditioned by the
reality that the simple majority of returnees is ethnically homogeneous, Armenian. The fact that
most returnees had immigrated into the USA due not to the national discrimination but because of

economic hardship is of remarkable importance, too.

In the sense of sex-age related problems of the returnees, one can note, at first, that their majority,
approximately 75 %, are women. This fact is quite understandable as most of the Armenian
nationals immigrated in the USA, about 55 %, are women. Such a state of affairs is conditioned by
the opportunities for aliens in the United States to find employment with relatively more ease

especially in food, textile industries, and in services sector.

An additional reminder on the matter that the unemployment in Armenia impedes rather men than
women returnees on their ways to relatively rapid and easy reintegration in the homeland won't do
any harm. Although women, too, fall into grave emotional state for the reason of unemployment
but they can make tolerable to some extent the psychological problems arisen from the entirely
idle time owing to occupation in household, which is also important from the viewpoint of

reconciliation to the reality of the native country.

In connection with age-related problems, there is a need to say that about 25 % of the returnees
were 56 years of age and over. It is typical of them to be reintegrated in Armenia with more ease,
and very few of them want to emigrate from the country again. It should be said, by the way, that
such a desire is not conditioned by the living conditions (either good or bad) of the returnees. The
reluctance of elderly people to emigrate is conditioned mainly by the age-related difficulties as well

as by the consciousness (crystallized by the force of decades) of belonging to the same ethnic
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group and its culture, thus having both the right and the obligation to live with the native nation
within the same geographical area. Such a consciousness makes the national and cultural

reintegration of the aged returnees in their homeland rather easy and rapid process.

e The situation is different in case of many young returnees. They are trying to be readapted to the
existing socio-economic and political conditions of the home country only for a certain period of
time, binding up the perspectives of their education, employment and comfortable life with a
possibility to establish permanent residence abroad. It is necessary to say, inter alia, that at present
the tendency to arrange for a fairly life in any developed foreign country (or pull factor of out-
migration) is influencing the decisions of many young people to re-emigrate much more than the

living conditions at home (or push factor of out-migration), be these conditions even excellent.

Finishing the thoughts, it is necessary to say that some of the Armenian migrants who left Armenia in
1991-2008 have begun to return to homes. The possibilities that the individual cases of return to the
homeland can turn into a large wave of return migration to Armenia are of paramount importance for
Armenian statehood. Currently, the authorities of Armenia, various international organizations and
institutions are encountering certain difficulties to overcome the return migration-related obstacles. Hence,
the careful consideration of the following questions by both the authorities of Armenia and the

international organizations interested in migration issues will do no harm:

1. the current projects to prevent the further increase of flows of people from Armenia and to
recover the damages inflicted on Armenia by the large-scale migration of the 1990s are no longer
sufficient. Now, there is an urgent need for planning and implementing a nation-wide project on
repatriation,

2. the phenomenon of return migration is not alien to Armenians. Moreover, Armenia has a long
history of repatriation. Hence, ways should be found to put the individual cases of returns to
Armenia in frames of the state supported program of repatriation,

3. repatriation is not typical only for Armenia. A number of countries, including the states with tens
of millions of citizens (for example, Germany), are implementing wide-ranging repatriation
programs. Today, a rich experience of repatriation is accumulated, which must be studied and
localized in accordance with the conditions of Armenian reality,

4. there should not be an uncontrolled and unbalanced wave of return migration to Armenia. The
return of migrants to the homeland should be intensified gradually in accordance with the levels of
development both of the native state and of the Diaspora institutions,

5. repatriation is not a problem to be solved either through short or long-term projects. The program
of repatriation will succeed in case of a national demand for it and a combination of efforts of the
whole nation. The acting figure in such a program may and must be the Armenian state. If the
large-scale repatriation is planned and organized by the state only then repatriation will be
guaranteed. The Non-Governmental Organizations and the public figures cannot implement
projects so fully and successfully as the organized state machine. The Armenian and foreign Non-
Governmental Organizations as well as many people can only assist in planning repatriation
programs and in controlling return migration,
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6. at present, it is possible to draw a very abstract outline on the repatriation program but such an
outline can be improved gradually and fit with the existing reality of Armenia and Armenian
Diaspora.
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Government Printing Office: Washington, D.C., 2003, 2004, 2006, 2006, 2007, 2008 (hereinafter all the mentioned
statistical yearbooks are referred to as Yearbooks of Immigration Statistics).

?See the published researches and papers of AThe
organization, as well as the data published by the U.S. Census Bureau.

BSeefi Ret urn migrati oh0OQ®o080rpneni® in 2002

 Today there are proprietors in Armenia, especially in the capital city Yerevan, who have obtained real estate in great
quantities with very insignificant prices in the 1990s.

5 The citizens of RA have also immigrated into the Near, Middle and Far Eastern countries, Australia, China and even
Japan.

18 See Yearbook of Immigration Statistics, 1998, pp. 24-25, 2007, pp. 12-15.

7 Ibid., pp. 178-179, 2007, pp. 53-56

8 See http://www.census.gov/population/cen2000/stp-159/STP-159-Armenia.pdf, http://www.census.gov/population/cen
2000/stp-159/STP-159-Azerbaijan.pdf, http://www.census.gov/population/cen2000/stp-159/STP-159-Georgia.pdf [acces-
sed on 24 April, 2009].

91t is wrong to place Armenia in the South Caucasus region because it was, and still is, not in the areas immediately south
to the Caucasus Mountain Range. Such a complication was created after the conquest of the eastern part of Armenia by
Russia from the Persia at the first half of the 19™ century. In this research Armenia is called a South Caucasian republic
conditionally.

% parolees are the foreign citizens appearing to the U.S. authorities inadmissible into the country but allowed to enter for
urgent humanitarian reasons or when a foreigner's entry is considered to be a significant benefit both for the statehood and
society of the United States (see in more detail, for example, Yearbook of Immigration Statistics, 2003, pp. 190-191).

2! See Yearbooks of Immigration Statistics, 1996, p. 50, 1997, p. 48, 1998, p. 52, 1999, p. 52, 2000, p. 52, 2001, p. 50,
2002, p. 38, 2004, p 70, 2005, pp. 27-28, 2006, pp. 27-28, 2007, pp. 27-28 etc.
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http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics%20/publications/LPR08.shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics%20/publications/LPR08.shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/publications/YrBk08Na.shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/xli%20brary/assets/statistics/publications/ois_ill_pe_2008.pdf
file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/anna.CRRC/Local%20Settings/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/AppData/Local/Temp/http%20:/www.census.gov/population/cen2000/stp-159/STP-159-Armenia.pdf
http://www.census.gov/population/cen%202000/stp-159/STP-159-Azerbaijan.pdf
http://www.census.gov/population/cen%202000/stp-159/STP-159-Azerbaijan.pdf
http://www.census.gov/population/cen2000/stp-159/STP-159-Georgia.pdf

22 See, for example, World Refugee Survey 2002 i Armenia, U.S. Committee for Refugees, World Refugee Survey 2003 i
Armenia, U.S. Committee for Refugees at http://www.unhcr.org/refworld/country,, USCRI,,ARM,4562d8cf2,3d04c13fc,0.

html, http://www.unhcr.org/refworld/country,,USCRI,,ARM,4562d8cf2,3eddc4956,0.html [accessed on April 24, 2009].

2% Until the 1990s there were more than 500.000 Armenians living in Azerbaijan, mainly in the capital city of Baku.

*See, for example, fNearly Half of | | htg:gvwaviv.nplomiainpipesa nt s
story/story.php?storyld=5485917 [accessed on May O 1 , 200097, ANoni mmi grant overst ay
Ruth Ellen Vassem, Congressional Research Service, The library of U.S. Congress, Order Code RS22446, May 22, 20086,

at http://italy.usembassy.gov/pdf/other/RS22446.pdf [accessed on July 22, 2009], U.S. Immigration and Naturalization
Service, Estimates of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population Residing in the United States: 1990 tdyYGabert
Warren, 2003, at http://www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/statistics/publications/Ill_Report_1211.pdf [accessed on July 22,

2009], U.S. Government Accountability Office, Overstay Tracking: A Key Component of Homeland Security and a
Layered Defens&sA0-04-82, May 2004, at http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d0482.pdf [accessed on July 22, 2009].

% See http://travel.state.gov/pdf/FY2000%20table%20XV111.pdf, http://www.travel.state.gov/pdf/FY08-AR-TableXVI111.pd

f [accessed on May 22, 2009].

% See http://pewhispanic.org/files/factsheets/foreignborn2007/2007%20FB%20Profile_Final.pdf [accessed on May 22,

2009].

%7 See Yearbook of Immigration Statistics, 1998, pp. 24-25, 2007, pp. 12-15, http://pewhispanic.org/files/factsheets/fo
reignborn2007/2007%20FB%20Profile_Final.pdf, http://www.census.gov/population/cen2000/stp-159/STP-159-Armenia.p

df, http://www.census.gov/population/cen2000/stp-159/STP-159-Azerbaijan.pdf, http://www.census.gov/population/cen
2000/stp-159/STP-159-Georgia.pdf [accessed on May 22, 2009].

%8 See U.S. Homeland Security, Office of Immigration Statistics, Estimates of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population
Residing in the United States: Jany&008,by Michael Howefer, Nancy Rytina, and Brian C. Baker, February 20009.

2 See http://www.dhs.gov/files/statistics/publications/YrBKOSRA.shtm [accessed on June 14, 2009].

% Ibid.

% Ibid.

% See, for instance, http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSNat07c.shtm, http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/
DSNat06c¢.shtm, http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSNat05c.shtm, http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DS
Nat04c.shtm, http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSNat03c.shtm, http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/dslpr.

shtm, http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSLPRO08c.shtm, http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSLPRO7c.sh

tm, http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSLPRO6c.shtm, http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSLPRO5c.sh

tm, http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSLPRO4c.shtm, http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSLPR03c.shtm
[accessed on July 01, 2009].

%% The word refers only to the citizens of RA.

“AReturn migrati o20080Arfmeabari mi g0aeR06670dr oL &b one nimia g
Armenia in 2002-2 00 5 0, CéPssariiTnhoeoX.i sing Return Migration: The
Re vi s i Ihtermhiionaladburnal on Multicultural SocietigdJMS), Vol. 6, No. 2, 2004: 253-279, ISSN 1817-4574,
www.unesco.org/shs/ijms/vol6/issue2/art4 [accessed on April 09, 2009 © UNE SCO, Constant A. and
mi gration by German guestworkers: mterpatidna Mligratien2002, 40 €1, s u s

5-3 8, iThe return and Reintegration of Migrants toithe
|l smayil ova Maryam and Hul st Marc, | OM, Ar meni a, Geor gi
realit y: a case study of return migr atntemational Migrationt Revwewlrd, i t e d
8 (2) etc.

% 1t is needful to underline that the aliens, in this case the citizens of RA, who have entered the USA with non-immigrant

visas and returned to homes without infringement of the defined terms for the stay in the foreign state, are not immigrants

and/or returnees.

®*See fReturn Migration to Armeni a: Moni toring theersEmbe
Tine Davids, Dr. Valentina Mazzucato, Prof. Dr. Ruerd Ruben, University of Amsterdam, Radboud University Nijmegen,

the Netherlands, Amsterdam, January 2008.

“AReturn migrati oh0Q@®0 Arpnen2h, i MREtOWr2n-2008 & rian i Amme roi aAm ,r

®AReturn Migration to Armeni a: Monitoring the Embedded!
¥See AReturn migr at2i0c0n8 ot,0 pAr nmelni a in 2002
“ Ibid.

1 See, for example, the conventions on the issues of illegal immigrants signed between the governments of Armenia,
Lithuania, Denmark and Switzerland at http://www.dmr.am/ANORINAKAN/hamadzajnagrer.htm [accessed on April 09,
2009], as well as NAThegrraentusr nt oa ntdh eR esi onuttehg r Gaat u coans uosf: M n
“2 The striking example of the said words is the detention of five Armenians (Norair Ghalumian, 52, of Burbank, Calif., the
Armenian consul in Los Angeles from 1999 through 2003; Hakob Hovhannissyan, 54, of Glendale, Calif., a former
employee at the Armenian Consulate in Los Angeles and then operator of Regency Travel in Glendale; Margarita
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http://www.unhcr.org/refworld/country,,USCRI,,ARM,4562d8cf2,3d04c13fc,0.%20html
http://www.unhcr.org/refworld/country,,USCRI,,ARM,4562d8cf2,3d04c13fc,0.%20html
http://www.unhcr.org/refworld/country,,USCRI,,ARM,4562d8cf2,3eddc4956,0.html
http://www.npr.org/templates/%20story/story.php?storyId=5485917
http://www.npr.org/templates/%20story/story.php?storyId=5485917
http://italy.usembassy.gov/pdf/other/RS22446.pdf
http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d0482.pdf
http://travel.state.gov/pdf/FY2000%20table%20XVIII.pdf
http://www.travel.state.gov/pdf/FY08-AR-TableXVIII.pd%20f
http://www.travel.state.gov/pdf/FY08-AR-TableXVIII.pd%20f
http://pewhispanic.org/files/factsheets/foreignborn200
http://pewhispanic.org/files/factsheets/fo%20reignborn2007/2007%20FB
http://pewhispanic.org/files/factsheets/fo%20reignborn2007/2007%20FB
http://www.census.gov/population/cen2000/stp-159/STP-159-Armenia.p%20df
http://www.census.gov/population/cen2000/stp-159/STP-159-Armenia.p%20df
http://www.census.gov/population/cen2000/stp-159/STP-159-Azerbaijan.pdf
http://www.census.gov/population/cen%202000/stp-159/STP-159-Georgia.pdf
http://www.census.gov/population/cen%202000/stp-159/STP-159-Georgia.pdf
http://www.dhs.gov/files/statistics/publications/YrBk08RA.shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSNat07c.shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/%20DSNat06c.shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/%20DSNat06c.shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSNat05c.shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DS%20Nat04c.shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DS%20Nat04c.shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSNat03c.shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/dslpr.%20shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/dslpr.%20shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSLPR08c.shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSLPR07c.sh%20tm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSLPR07c.sh%20tm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSLPR06c.shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSLPR05c.sh%20tm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSLPR05c.sh%20tm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSLPR04c.shtm
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/data/DSLPR03c.shtm
http://www.unesco.org/shs/ijms/vol6/issue2/art4
http://www.dmr.am/ANORINAKAN/hamadzajnagrer.htm

Mkrtchyan, 41, of Glendale, an immigration attorney for Inman & Associates law firm in Beverly Hills, Calif.; Oganes

Nardos, 36, of Valencia, Calif., a substance abuse counselor; and Elvis Madatyan, 47, of Glendale) in Los Angeles on July

27, 2009 on charges of having been sold two dozen official letters of refusal from the Armenian consulate to the deportable
Armenian immigrants for as much as $ 35.000 apiece for the purpose to help them avoid deportation. The mentioned letters

were stating that Armenia can not issue a travel document for the immigrants, thus preventing the U.S. government from

sending them back. Also, it must be said, that many of the deportable persons who purchased the letters were citizens of

RA being convicted in the United States of felony offenses (see in more details Los Angeles Times, July 28, 2009,
http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/lanow/2009/07/suspects-charged-with-helping-illegal-immigrants-avoid-deportation.html,
http://www.ice.gov/pi/nr/0907/090728losangeles.htm, http://www.ice.gov/pi/nr/0907/090728losangeles.htm, http://www.
californiachronicle.com/articles/view/112028, http://www.fresnobee.com/state/story/1563708.html, [accessed on July 29,

2009).

“See fAReturn migr at2i000n8 ot,0 pAr melni a in 2002

“ It should be marked, by the way, that some of them do not return to the home country after the expiration dates of their

visas, thus becoming illegal immigrants. One must note that there are recorded 32.118 cases of crossing the U.S. borders by

the citizens of RA issued non-immigrant U.S. visas (see Yearbook of Immigration Statistics, 2007, pp. 67-70).

5 See http://www.travel.state.gov/pdf/FY08-AR-TableXIV.pdf [accessed on July 10, 2009], Yearbooks of Immigration
Statistics, 2002, p. 106, 110, 121, 125, 2003, p. 89, 104, 107, 2004, pp. 80, 84, 88, 105, 108, 2005, pp. 77, 85, 2006, pp. 77,

85, 2007, pp. 40-41, 44-45, 47-48, 76, 84.

“6 See Yearbooks of Immigration Statistics, 1997, pp. 180-181, 183-184, 2001, pp. 250-251, 254-255, 2007, pp. 96-104.
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/publications/YrBk0O8En.shtm [accessed on July 16, 2009].

* ---Represents zero.

™ The word refers to the illegal immigrants removed from the USA based on a criminal charge or those with a criminal
conviction.

*** Data fluctuates between 1 and 2.

*" Leo (Arakel Babakhanyan), Collected Works, volume 11, Yerevan, 1967, p. 65.

®“The wor d d otee®Diaspota Ameniting one of whom, the former Minister of the Foreign Affairs of RA and

the member of the Armenian Parliament Raffi Hovhannisian, the son of Diaspora Armenian eminent historian Richard
Hovhannisyan, gave up the citizenship of the USA acquiring Armenian nationality instead and removed to Armenia for the
permanent residence. Also, it should be underlined that despite the facts Armenia has a law on Dual Citizenship since 2007,

and the legislation of the USA does not prohibit the citizens of that country to maintain dual citizenship, the authorities of

the United States have a very negative att i tude towards maintenance of O se
cause to denationalize the former alien nat urhavwebpaged i n
of the U.S. Department of State http://travel.state.gov/travel/cispatwi/cis/c is1753.html [accessed on July 22, 2009] as well

as ADual citizenshimifBor ppben@®epgukekitconé &fméaw and c
Armenian Journal of Public Policy, Special Issue, Yerevan, Dec. 2006, at
http://www.aiprg.net/UserFiles/File/journal/special_issue_2006/ak-4.pdf [accessed on July 22, 2009] ). To a question, has

there been recorded any case of renouncement of the U.S. citizenship by Armenians (by the former citizens of RA) in 1991-

2008, addressed to the consulate secti on of t he Embassy of RA in the USA dur
See also on -achgui smatitoenr ofReCi ti zenship of Republic of
M.C.L.S., American University of Armenia, Yerevan, 2007.

“ Three families with the U.S. citizenship were met in Yerevan and a person in Tavush province during the fieldworks.

They had temporarily returned to Armenia because of losing the jobs in the United States. The Tavush born U.S. citizen

had came to Armenia for indefinite amount of time but returned to the USA when a new job was found there.

Y¥see, for example, the article Alt wildl be opened a w
decisiono, fAAsbarezo ArdaeeCGAi &l 2Da&i, | woNawsep 8pter ;- GlR2dam®, 1
1 See http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/IPTable? _bm=y&-geo_id=01000US&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201
&-gr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_GO00_S0201PR&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_GO00_S0201T&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_
GO00_S0201TPR&-TABLE_NAMEX=&-ci_type=B&-ds_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_&reg=ACS 2007_1YR_G00_SO
201:811;ACS_2007_1YR_GO00_S0201PR:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T:811;ACS_2007_1YR_GO00_S0201TPR:811
&-_lang=en&-format= [accessed on April 09, 2009].

AThe Return Migratd®nh8d oi MrAremdmi am, 20.0225, p. 22 in E
“AThe Return Migrat20Bm tom Armemianinp20@2, p. 19 in En
YCalculations are made based on the data contained in
Armenia-2 0 0 8 0 hitps//&@dfindaricensus.gov/serviet/IPTable? bm=y&-geo id=01000US&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1Y
R_GO00_S0201&-gr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_GO00_S0201PR&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T&-qr_name=AC
S_2007_1YR_G00_S0201TPR&-TABLE_NAMEX=&-ci_type=B&-ds_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_&reg=ACS_2007 _
1YR_GO00_S0 201:811;ACS_2007_1YR_GO00_S0201PR:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00 _
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http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/lanow/2009/07/suspects-charged-with-helping-illegal-immigrants-avoid-deportation.html
http://www.ice.gov/pi/nr/0907/090728losangeles.htm
http://www.ice.gov/pi/nr/0907/090728losangeles.htm
http://www.fresnobee.com/state/story/1563708.html
http://www.travel.state.gov/pdf/FY08-AR-TableXIV.pdf
http://www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/publications/YrBk08En.shtm
http://travel.state.gov/travel/cispatw/cis/c%20is1753.html
http://www.aiprg.net/UserFiles/File/journal/special_issue_2006/ak-4.pdf
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/IPTable?_bm=y&-geo_id=01000US&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201%20&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_%20G00_S0201TPR&-TABLE_NAMEX=&-ci_type=B&-ds_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_&reg=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0%20201:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201TPR:811&-_lang=en&-format
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/IPTable?_bm=y&-geo_id=01000US&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201%20&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_%20G00_S0201TPR&-TABLE_NAMEX=&-ci_type=B&-ds_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_&reg=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0%20201:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201TPR:811&-_lang=en&-format
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/IPTable?_bm=y&-geo_id=01000US&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201%20&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_%20G00_S0201TPR&-TABLE_NAMEX=&-ci_type=B&-ds_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_&reg=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0%20201:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201TPR:811&-_lang=en&-format
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/IPTable?_bm=y&-geo_id=01000US&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201%20&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_%20G00_S0201TPR&-TABLE_NAMEX=&-ci_type=B&-ds_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_&reg=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0%20201:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201TPR:811&-_lang=en&-format
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/IPTable?_bm=y&-geo_id=01000US&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201%20&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_%20G00_S0201TPR&-TABLE_NAMEX=&-ci_type=B&-ds_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_&reg=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0%20201:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201TPR:811&-_lang=en&-format
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/IPTable?_bm=y&-geo_id=01000US&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1Y%20R_G00_S0201&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T&-qr_name=AC%20S_2007_1YR_G00_S0201TPR&-TABLE_NAMEX=&-ci_type=B&-ds_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_&reg=ACS_2007%20_%201YR_G00_S0%20201:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00%20_%20S0201TPR:811&-_lang=en&-format
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/IPTable?_bm=y&-geo_id=01000US&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1Y%20R_G00_S0201&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T&-qr_name=AC%20S_2007_1YR_G00_S0201TPR&-TABLE_NAMEX=&-ci_type=B&-ds_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_&reg=ACS_2007%20_%201YR_G00_S0%20201:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00%20_%20S0201TPR:811&-_lang=en&-format
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/IPTable?_bm=y&-geo_id=01000US&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1Y%20R_G00_S0201&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T&-qr_name=AC%20S_2007_1YR_G00_S0201TPR&-TABLE_NAMEX=&-ci_type=B&-ds_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_&reg=ACS_2007%20_%201YR_G00_S0%20201:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00%20_%20S0201TPR:811&-_lang=en&-format
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/IPTable?_bm=y&-geo_id=01000US&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1Y%20R_G00_S0201&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR&-qr_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T&-qr_name=AC%20S_2007_1YR_G00_S0201TPR&-TABLE_NAMEX=&-ci_type=B&-ds_name=ACS_2007_1YR_G00_&reg=ACS_2007%20_%201YR_G00_S0%20201:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201PR:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00_S0201T:811;ACS_2007_1YR_G00%20_%20S0201TPR:811&-_lang=en&-format

S0201TPR:811&-_lang=en&-format=, and http://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99456293.pdf [accessed on April 09, 2009 and

July 29, 2009 respectively]).

A Ar meni ans Abroad Turn Over Return to Homelandod by As
pare with http://articles.latimes.com/1991-09-02/news/mn-1111 1 armenian-diaspora, http://articles.latimes.com/1991-09-
02/news/mn-1111 1 armenian-diaspora?pg=2, http://articles.latimes.com/1991-09-02/news/mn-1111 1 armenian-diaspo
ra?pg=3, [accessed on April 09, 2009].
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