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The interface between return migration and psychosocial wellbeing 
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Introduction 
[bookmark: _GoBack]This book brings into conversation with each other two concepts which have thus far received little attention as a duality: return migration as a subset of migration studies; and psychosocial wellbeing, part of an overall shift in social science towards emotionalities, relationalities, subjectivities and ‘affect’. Migration, and mobility more broadly, has become a defining feature of contemporary Western societies (Cresswell 2006; Urry 2000; 2007), breaking down the sedentary containers of nation, state, class and residential community. Not only are more and more people ‘on the move’, some voluntarily but others with little choice in the matter, but migration and mobility reveal how some of the core features of human nature are enabled, contested, re-shaped and reproduced. However, this very same mobility and change trigger a multiple need for relating, belonging and home-making; indeed, ‘where home is’ becomes one of the transformative discoveries and dilemmas of the overall migration experience.
The hegemonic notion of ‘homeland’ and the associated phenomenon of going or returning ‘home’ are based on the assumption that home is ‘where one is originally from’, where one was born (Malkki 1995). Indeed, place of birth can have huge symbolic (and citizenship) importance for some people, but those who attribute overriding importance to this definition of identity and belonging ignore abundant evidence on the importance of integration, adjustment and assimilation in the migrants’ host countries. Socio-economic and cultural discontinuities and political and personal ruptures in the context of migration can erode this naturalistic and teleological sense of home, and instead lead to a rebuilding of home in another place, distinct from the presumed homeland.
Only recently has the literature on return migration acknowledged the problematic aspects of the simplistic idea of ‘returning home’. As Gmelch (1980) pointed out in his seminal paper on return migration, this phase of the migration process has tended to be historically downplayed in the literature. This remains true, though arguably less so, today. Recent major studies of return or ‘counter-diasporic’ migration (Christou and King 2014; Conway and Potter 2009; Harper 2005; Long and Oxfeld 2004; Markowicz and Stefansson 2004; Tsuda 2009) have begun to document the emotional complexities of the ‘return journey’. To repeat some revealing phrases in the titles of these books and their constuent chapters, the return home may be an ‘illusion’ (Janzen 2004), ‘bittersweet’ (Connell 2009), and ‘an unsettling path’ (Markowitz and Stefansson 2004). Anticipated as a ‘welcoming embrace’, the return might be an experience of ‘rupture and disillusionment’ (Christou and King 2014), and the non-migrant relatives may be ‘brothers only in name’ (Song 2009). In some contexts, returning to the country of origin is characterised by ‘reverse culture shock – a new incarnation of social marginalization at “home” and a myriad of practical and psychological problems’ (Stefansson 2004: 56).
Return migrants’ psychosocial reactions to such complex and challenging processes are rarely studied and made a cause for concern; the focus has been primarily on integration in the receiving countries and the effect of ethnicity and discrimination on migrants’ mental health. Two significant changes in social sciences prefigure the need for research on this topic of return migration’s psychosocial effects: firstly, a general turn towards holistic analyses; and secondly, a stronger focus in migration studies on issues of subjectivity and affect. In this context, this book problematises the widely-held assumption that return to the country of origin, especially in the context of voluntary migrations, is a psychologically safer process than the one of migrating to another country. The book draws on research encompassing four different continents – Europe, North America, Africa and Asia – to offer a blend of studies that pay close attention to the many differences that affect wellbeing in the context of return. Existing research on migration, wellbeing and mental health is heavily informed by clinical approaches and concepts. We consider psychosocial wellbeing as an empirical question to be investigated through various methodological and (inter)disciplinary approaches; hence we offer a holistic perspective on wellbeing in the return process and associated mobilities. Where possible, the chapters that follow include policy implications to enable academics and policy-makers to understand the wider repercussions of return and not just the clinical symptoms deriving from mental illness. This book is also for migrants themselves; recent evidence shows that return migrants are unaware of the re-adjustment challenges faced during and upon return, and preparedness prior to return rarely involves thinking about their psychosocial wellbeing (Barrett and Mosca 2013; Vathi et al. 2016). 
As research presented in this book shows, the nexus between return and psychosocial wellbeing is fraught with tensions. This is not just because of radical policies and programmes that aim to encourage or enforce return migration (e.g., visa regimes, assisted voluntary return, deportation, etc.), but also because of the socio-cultural dissonance that return exposes. In order to unpack the outcomes of return migration and show sensitivity towards the effect of time, return is seen as a multi-phased process and as part of ongoing and future migration trajectories; hence it may be more appropriate to speak of return mobilities rather than return migration. This book further expands the focus to include various actors and stakeholders who may impact migrants’ wellbeing in the process of return in different stages as well as various contexts of return. It also shows how unilinear migration models have played a major role in obscuring the impact of return migration on psychosocial wellbeing and the overall complexity of the return experience, not least in overlooking the positive outcomes and failing to provide some analysis on how to harness these.
One of the major ‘sins’ of the existing literature is its simplistic focus in terms of the types of migration that give rise to psychosocial issues. A division is observable between ‘voluntary’ migration, considered as psychosocially safe, and a concentration of research on forced migration and migrants’ war-related traumas (Vathi and Duci 2016). This distinction conceptualises force and volition with a strong reference to states’ action and macro-level factors, consequently leaving ‘voluntary’ migrants out of the policy-making focus, and, at the same time, ‘relieving’ the countries of origin that receive returning migrants from responsibility towards their wellbeing. The chapters which follow unpack the forced-voluntary dichotomy and illustrate the complexity found in the return spectrum, as well as factors that operate at community, personal and intimate levels.
Another important aspect of this book is the analysis of wellbeing in a continuum, as a developing, non-linear experience of migrants, conditioned by circumstantial as well as structural factors. Chapters look at the causal relationships between various contextual variables and wellbeing, considering historicity, contemporary configurations of multiple factors, as well as temporal dimensions of return. The negative outcomes researched range from emotionalities of return, sensorial and bodily pain, adaptation difficulties and cultural dissonance, mental health issues or other clinical health disorders. Wellbeing is researched through a relationality approach, analysing how return migration is experienced by both migrants and their nuclear and extended families, without overlooking the effect of the receiving communities on returnees. Additionally, a consideration of life-course uncovers how return migration as well as associated mobilities can be propelled by different drivers and can have different consequences for people according to the stage in the life cycle. The evidence provided by different chapters on both the first and second generation of migrants adds to these dimensions.
After a critical analysis of the existing literature on migration, mental health and psychosocial wellbeing, this chapter continues with an analysis of the innovative aspects of this book, taking in turn the themes of context, volition, post-return mobilities and enabling citizenships, and the intersections of age and gender.


Migration and psychosocial wellbeing 
Issues of psychosocial wellbeing are often overlooked in research on migration. In most studies, the main foci are the ‘drivers’ of migration itself or, post-migration, attention is put on structural issues of integration, or the more cultural and political issues of identity. Research trends such as these reflect agendas of policy-making on migration in receiving countries, primarily concerned with migrants’ economic viability and their impact on the welfare system, or their challenge to national identity. The policies of sending countries focus primarily on the benefits of migration for the country’s economy and on advocacy on migrants’ rights abroad, but not much, if anything at all, is said about their psychosocial wellbeing. However, a twin-track new trend is evident, first with the incorporation of notions of general (and psychosocial) wellbeing into migration research (IOM 2013; Wright 2012), and second with the ‘emotionalities turn’ in migration (Boccagni and Baldassar 2015; Gray 2008; Svašek 2010, 2012). But it is important to recognise the multi-faceted nature of human wellbeing, comprising both the material and relational, and the objective and subjective dimensions; as well as the essential complementarity between the economic-material on the one hand, and the subjective-emotional sphere on the other. In the words of Boccagni and Baldassar (2015: 73), ‘far from being the opposite of the instrumental (i.e. economically-driven) dimension of migrant life, the emotional dimension is its inescapable complement…’. 
Nonetheless, research on the link between migration and psychosocial wellbeing maintains that different stages of migration – pre-migration, initial state of migration and post-migration – entail different mental health outcomes for migrants. Other classifications distinguish between forced and voluntary migration – a division based on the pull and push factors that give rise to migration, but one that needs to be problematised, as we do later. Important demographics, such as ethnicity, gender and age also matter. Adolescents, females and ‘visible minorities’ are found more at risk of developing psychosocial problems because of migration. Less prominent in the literature have been the effects of geographical distance and of time, mostly referred to as ‘the period of adjustment’ (Bhugra 2004), whilst there is hardly any mention of return migration. 
It is therefore not a coincidence that the process of acculturation in the host society and the effects of discrimination in the post-migration stage have received the predominant attention. In this vein, research on migration and psychosocial wellbeing has mostly looked at the experience of the second generation and the effect of ethnicity, and mainly from a quantitative perspective (Stevens and Vollebergh 2008). However, existing research has paid little attention to ‘confounding’ variables and contextual differences. Indeed, a great deal of research has focused on pre-defined aspects of wellbeing and not much is said about the causal relationships between different health and wellbeing aspects affected by migration (but see Karlsen and Nazroo 2002; Mirdal 2006; Wright 2012). Another bias of literature is the focus on the Global North. 
In all their faults, studies of the effect of migration on psychosocial wellbeing and mental health reflect a general pattern that has for a long time characterised migration studies: migration seen as a one-way journey. The exclusion of return migration may have to do with the fact that this aspect of migration only came to the full attention of researchers in the 1970s and is often romanticised (Gmelch 1980). The limited literature on the psychosocial issues returnees face is dominated by research with ‘forced’ migrants. In these cases, a reverse culture shock takes place, due to a mismatch between (return) migrants’ expectations and the actual experiences faced upon return, coupled with the effects of war and trauma. Discrimination by co-nationals upon return is not uncommon either; such was the case of Bosnian refugees returning after the war (Black and Gent 2004; Davids and Van Houte 2008; Stefansson 2004). Similar themes are reported by ‘voluntary’ returnees; among the first generation, rejection by the co-nationals and a feeling of failure is common, whereas second-generation returnees often experience exclusion and even stigmatisation (Potter and Phillips 2008; Tsuda 2004; Vathi and Duci 2016). 
Wellbeing is a complex concept; the literature gives a variety of definitions and, at the same time, notes the difficulty to adequately capture its meaning (Dodge et al. 2012). Gough and McGregor (2007) maintain that human wellbeing refers to a relational state of being with others that enables the pursuance of one’s goals and ultimately the achievement of an enhanced quality of life. As a more narrowly defined, and yet more complex concept, psychosocial wellbeing (as opposed to clinical mental health) is deemed more suitable in the context of migration, being more considerate of the emotional, social and cultural aspects of migration (Wessells 1999). In the context of return, psychosocial wellbeing allows for an exploration of the experience of ‘going home’ by addressing the multi-scalar and temporal aspects of return that may affect wellbeing. As such, human wellbeing refers to a state, whereas psychosocial wellbeing more to a process. Paying close attention to the interlinkages between psychological and social experiences, psychosocial wellbeing is a person-centred concept that emphasises the value of interactions and social and emotional consonance, and the individual experience.
Nonetheless, a conflation of factors that affect wellbeing with outcomes for wellbeing is evident in the literature, whilst evidence in this book shows that there can be a two-way or circular relationship between the two. This interactional nature of wellbeing is addressed in various chapters, which look at the physical, health, socio-cultural and economic factors that affect and are affected by wellbeing in different contexts and at various scales. The definition of psychosocial wellbeing in the book, therefore, encompasses both the subjective and the objective aspects of wellbeing (Wright 2012), but the general stance is that these two aspects interact, contingent to context, making wellbeing a highly cultural and situational experience.
In line with Wright (2012: 469), focusing on wellbeing allows us to broaden our focus to the social narratives that permeate migration processes through a study of how human wellbeing is constructed in different settings and how it ‘travels’. And yet, another dimension overlooked is the transnational dimension of the return process. The ‘simultaneity’ of migrants’ lives – their ongoing ties with the receiving society and the country of origin (Levitt and Glick Schiller 2004) – do not end as a result of the return process; how the maintenance or disruption of them affect psychosocial wellbeing has not been part of research on return and wellbeing. By looking at contextual factors in different time lags of the return process, this book extends the structural approach (Cerase 1974) to all stages of the return process.
As well as simultaneity, another important concept that is left unexplored by the return migration literature is relationality, both to people and to place. Return migrants are deeply affected by relationality, and crucially their wellbeing is often seen in function of significant others, with the concept of linked lives (Elder 1994) being an important dimension of their migration and return decision-making. Therefore, the interface between return and psychosocial wellbeing cannot be discussed separately from home, belonging and homemaking. Belonging is widely understood as the sense of feeling at home through a degree of attachment to place over time (Huot et al. 2014). As well as made or re-made by the return experience, place is important in building and maintaining such notions among migrants. 
Yet, return is referred to as ‘homecoming’, which in itself rests on the presumption that home is in the country of birth and origin. Paradoxically, home in the context of migration is associated with fixity, despite theoretical developments on transnationality and mobility. The fixity notion is stronger in the context of return migration, firstly because of a rarely questioned assumption about the country of origin as the ultimate home (Malkki 1995), and secondly, because of broader governmental and institutional agendas on the desired sustainability of return (Black and Gent 2004). These assumptions are especially problematic in the case of the children of migrants, who may have never lived in the parents’ country of origin. The few studies that exist on this topic see the migration of children to their parents’ country of origin as ‘returning home’ and, as such, as psychologically ‘safe’ (e.g. Koliatis et al. 2003), whereas the reality may be quite different. 
In the context of return, the issue of psychosocial wellbeing, even though pertinent to social protection and overall social policy and welfare systems, has not been treated as a priority, neither by the receiving nor the sending states. Indeed, putting together migration with wellbeing exposes the human rights deficit of migration systems and discourses (Gough and McGregor 2007). Especially in the case of irregular migrants – both in terms of their migration into and expulsion or deportation from the territories of receiving countries – the disregard of states towards migrants’ wellbeing shows how sovereignty, security and national identity in the case of receiving states, and acute issues of economic deficit and unemployment in the case of countries of origin, take priority over human rights (Drotbohm and Hasselberg 2015). 


Contextualising return migration and psychosocial wellbeing 
In a bid to do justice to the role of context, this book puts return migration in a space-time frame. Consideration is given to the different scales of analysis, as well as to the temporal dimensions of return, aiming for a historical-spatial analysis of return processes. Holistic studies consider migrants’ life histories, aiming to capture life in the country of origin, migration history in the receiving country and the complex experiences of return. Multi-sited and transnational designs are one of the most innovative aspects of research presented in this book (e.g. chapters by Cela; Erdal and Oeppen; Hall et al.; Lulle; Majidi). Furthermore, different stages of the return process are researched: state of deportability and pending return (DeBono), decision-making, logistics and split returns (Majidi), programmes of return and repatriation and the experience of migrants who engage with these programmes (Bendixsen and Lidén; Kalir), voluntary and ancestral returns (Erdal and Oeppen; Gońda), return of refugees and IDPs (Majidi; Porobić), return of economic migrants at a late stage in life (Cela; Hall et al.; Sampaio), back-and-forth mobilities and youth (Lulle), outcomes of return and post-return adaptation (Erdal and Oeppen; Lietart et al.), post-return mobilities and re-migration (Erdal and Oeppen; Lulle; Sardinha and Cairns). 
Return migration and migrants’ psychosocial wellbeing are contingent on contextual configurations; return may impact on wellbeing, often by harming it, especially in the short term, or by enhancing it, particularly if migrants manage to re-establish a social life and access networks and support upon return. These generalised ‘outcomes’ of return appear to apply to different categories of migrants analysed, such as labour migrants (Erdal and Oeppen; Kalir), refugees (Majidi; Porobić), irregular migrants (DeBono), second-generation returnees (Sardinha and Cairns), women returnees (Majidi), students (Gońda), children and youth (Lulle; Majidi), split returns and children and partners left behind (Majidi), elderly migrants (Cela; Hall et al.; Sampaio). Psychosocial wellbeing is seen in a continuum and as a developing non-linear experience for migrants (Lietaert et al.), conditioned by circumstantial factors, as well as structural ones (Hall et al.). Psychosocial wellbeing is also linked to other aspects of health and wellbeing; for example, Hall et al. look at health and psychosocial wellbeing of elderly migrants/returnees in the context of intra-EU differences and personal circumstances, while Cela extends this to other European contexts (Albania). Porobić looks at psychosocial wellbeing as an important aspect in a broader approach to mental health. In the context of young people’s involuntary mobilities, Lulle discusses the psycho-somatic issues that Latvian youth experienced in the course of their out-migration, return to Latvia and re-migration.
According to the evidence presented in several chapters, institutional barriers and the low quality of services negatively affect returnees’ psychosocial wellbeing. DeBono looks at the impact of asylum-seeking regimes and precarious living conditions of rejected asylum-seekers on their wellbeing. Little research has been conducted so far on migrants’ accessibility to and availability of mental health provisions in general, or their interaction with institutions. Porobić offers insights on the role of services in the particular context of return of refugees to Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH): firstly, this is analysed taking into account the nature of migration and return; secondly, BiH, like other Balkan countries, has a weak social protection system, which complicates the process of adaptation. 
Furthermore, adaptation upon return links to environment and space – be it because of memory and pre-migration experiences, or due to the aesthetic and environmental qualities of space and changes in spatial configurations that affect returnees’ coping and resilience. In Sampaio’s chapter, the beauty of the Azores eases the adaptation process upon return and perceptions of wellbeing, while young students moving to their ancestral ‘homeland’ of Poland find the post-communist grey city spaces as emotionally degrading (Gońda). In the context of post-refugee return and adaptation, Porobić exemplifies how memory and sensory experiences with space are intertwined in the re-adjustment experiences of Bosnian refugees. The spatial divisions that aimed to ‘rehabilitate’ the ethnic conflict appear to act as reminders of war’s legacy and hostility. And yet again, DeBono’s chapter shows how dimensions of space and confinement define the looming prospect of undesirable return for rejected asylum-seekers in Sweden. Cela gives an extra spin to this discussion, maintaining that place determines wellbeing, as many forms of capital (economic, social) and other assets (like social benefits, environment, climate and other natural amenities) are place-specific, while others may be transnationally located (e.g. social capital). 
An important aspect of contextual analysis is the observation of many chapters that the return context is not necessarily the one migrants left behind. There is a strong tendency among policy-makers to view return as a return to the situation before migration. Yet, psychosocial wellbeing is very much contingent on the subjective evaluation of experiences upon return and the overall migration (and return) project. It also, very importantly, depends on the attitudes towards returnees and overall wellbeing among the extended family and local community (Majidi; Sampaio). In some contexts, such as Bosnia, emigration is prioritised as the most rational life-improving strategy by local people who have not (yet) emigrated, so that returnees face scepticism or even ridicule by the local community (Porobić). In other return contexts, the intersections of societal conceptions of migration with political, security and economic realities give rise to different outcomes for individuals and families, as well as further mobility to better their personal situation (Erdal and Oeppen). 
Adaptation post-return consists of a variety of experiences. Very rightly, Porobić distinguishes between the role of programmes of return and migrants’ own agency in the process of home-making and adaptation. Erdal and Oeppen reason along similar lines, arguing that agency, coupled with the effects of the context of return, count majorly towards the way adaptation pans out. Another broad division that appears is the difference between return to a developing or developed ‘homeland’. In both cases, return migration can pose various psychosocial challenges to returnees. While preparedness before return appears to play a role in adjustment (Cassarino 2008), the context of post-return and the evolving sense of belongingness play an important role in the process of readjustment (Erdal and Oeppen; Lulle; Sampaio). In the case of return to developing countries, however, the initial period is characterised by significant adjustment stress and even trauma (Erdal and Oeppen; Majidi).
In various case studies, the link between return migration and psychosocial wellbeing emerges as a two-way relationship: return affects migrants’ wellbeing, but often concerns over wellbeing or the incidence of mental health issues are amongst the reasons for return. Kalir found that many users of assisted voluntary return (AVR) in Spain were already experiencing psychosocial problems, which made return the last resort. Lulle explains how the return of Latvian young people to the country of origin is driven by issues of health and wellbeing emerging in the course of settlement in the country where their parents have migrated. Majidi also emphasises issues of wellbeing as a driver for return migration: Somalian female refugees embrace the return decision of their partners in order to escape the stress and anxiety they experience in the refugee camps in Kenya. Bendixsen and Lidén encountered cases of returnees from Norway who were part of AVR constrained by the psychological problems of family members, exacerbated by irregular migrant status. Health problems experienced by migrants or their partners and other family members affect not only the decision to return (DeBono), but also the evaluation of their post-return experiences (Lietaert et al.).  




Reassessing volition in the context of return
Whilst volition in the context of migration and the dichotomy between ‘voluntary’ and ‘forced’ migration has been critically examined (Van Hear 1998), hardly any consideration has been given to the different psychosocial outcomes of this dichotomy for returnees (Blitz et al. 2005). Referring to the traditional dichotomy that qualifies forced versus voluntary migrations based on the use (or not) of state power and coercion towards migrants, different types of returnees have been discussed in this book, ranging from irregular migrants or rejected asylum-seekers (DeBono) to refugees, voluntary migrants and circular migrants (Cela; Sardinha and Cairns) and AVR (Bendixsen and Lidén; Kalir). Psychosocial wellbeing is impacted by the policies and practices of migration, such as detention and deportation (De Bono), and by actors such as states (Bendixsen and Lidén), organisations and practitioners (Kalir). In particular, De Bono examines the (lack of) human rights in the legal provisions and the regulation of return migration and deportation from Sweden, and the significant bearing this has on rejected asylum-seekers.
The pressure to demonstrate the success of return programmes following military intervention is particularly strong, but the growing incidence of voluntary repatriation, and the growing trend of removing unsuccessful asylum-seekers from Western countries has effectively narrowed the distinction between voluntary and forced returns (Blitz et al. 2005). However, in the existing literature, the question of volition has been primarily discussed in terms of state policies – an approach that reinforces the importance of the nation-state’s sovereignty in the context of migration. In relation to forced migrants, wellbeing is part of the humanitarian discourse, which presents AVR as the safe and dignified way of managing return migration. In the case of ‘voluntary’ economic return migrants, AVR is presented as a ‘return to sunshine’ (Kalir). And yet there is so much more to say about the ‘blurry middle’ – migrants who are neither repatriated, nor accommodated through so-called ‘voluntary’ return programmes, but who take the trip to the country of origin for various reasons that link to their migration project and personal and familial circumstances (Erdal and Oeppen). Volition itself is subject of empirical scrutiny in most chapters, and evidence shows that forced returns took place also because of power imbalances due to age, political agency and gender (Erdal and Oeppen; Lulle). 
Therefore, volition is seen as a continuum. Porobić’s chapter is purposefully focused on those Bosnian refugees who naturalised in the receiving countries and returned ‘voluntarily’ to Bosnia because of nostalgia. Lietaert et al. emphasise a diversity of grades of ‘voluntariness’ among returnees, and reject the clear-cut dichotomy that has characterised studies of return, returnees’ vulnerability and policies that concern their wellbeing. Kalir problematises the very notion of voluntarism itself and its application to AVR programmes in Europe. The irony behind this term is stronger when considering the situation of failed asylum-seekers (DeBono) who go ‘underground’ in desperate attempts to escape return and the so-called assisted ‘voluntary’ schemes, even though overstaying causes serious psychosocial issues. While some migrants resort to these schemes to fulfil the preparatory phase of return which facilitates the arrival and settlement in the country of origin (Cassarino 2008), a good number of ‘service users’ oscilliate between desperation, limbo and yet another tried and failed life in the homeland. Kalir discusses this in the context of neoliberalism and the immigration policies of West European nations, which assume little responsibility for vulnerable migrants who cannot contribute to their host-country economies. 
Indeed, policies of return and re-integration seem often to overlook what happens after return. In this vein, Bendixsen and Lidén analyse the contrast and contradictions between the Norwegian government’s policy and discourse on assisted return, and migrants’ experiences. They explain how managerial rationality trumps the actual consideration of complex real-life issues, such as that of psychosocial wellbeing in the context of state-managed returns. Porobić links return policies with the urban and rural planning strategies of the areas where returnees settle, which appear to overlook the importance of developing their livelihoods in the long run in order to ensure sustainability of return. Research is showing, furthermore, that even though there are various programmes on AVR, the data collected by governments on returnees do not include wellbeing. Indeed, asylum systems often exert extreme pressure on asylum-seekers who react by developing psychological and mental health issues. Failed asylum-seekers in Sweden live in extreme precarity and gamble with their mental wellbeing as they refuse to return to their countries of origin in the hope of regularisation one day (DeBono). The assistance post-return is seen as ‘going somewhere to solve a problem’ and often the focus of developed countries is on preventing re-migration of returnees (Bendixsen and Lidén). 
In turn, in the African context, the notions of vulnerability and protection are over-emphasised in the process of return of women refugees and their children from Kenya to Somalia (Majidi). And here lies an important assumption held strongly among policy-makers and a chunk of academia – that vulnerability and psychosocial issues are a predominant issue among ‘forced’ migrants whose categorisation involves those who were subjected to state-related violence. Other forms of violence (intimate, cultural) are ineligible for justifying the vulnerability of migrants. 
Crucial to the discussion of volition is the decision-making process; here power, agency and capital interrelate to determine not only the dimensions of return, but also the psychosocial outcomes for migrants. Return decision-making is an important aspect of the theorisation of return migration (Cassarino 2004). In this volume, chapters unpack the decision-making process, starting with the drivers or motivators of return. Lulle establishes links between imaginative return as a driver of psychosocial wellbeing for young people of Latvian origin. One shortcoming of existing literature on return is that decision-making is seen primarily in economic terms, for instance the accumulation of economic capital or the existence of established networks. Research in this book shows that decision-making is highly contextual and contingent upon different factors, often fairly intimate ones operating at a micro level (e.g. Cela). Porobić discusses how the ‘unit’ of decision-making of return is rarely the individual for the return to BiH. Rather, the household (headed by men) and often the wider kin networks play a decisive role in these decisions. Meanwhile, return itself can be ‘voluntarily forced’ in some cases, (Kalir), whilst evidence also shows that long-desired and well-prepared return can still result in psychosocial issues for the returnees. So does re-migration, or ‘twice returns’; some returnees see re-migration as a route out of severe dissatisfaction and psychosocial issues upon return (Cela; Lulle; Sardinha and Cairns); others are apprehensive about re-migration due to the bitter and unsuccessful experience with paperwork and failure to gain permanent settlement in their previous attempts (Lietaert et al.).
Evidence across various chapters, furthermore, shows that decision-making itself is directly linked to well-being. Firstly, making decisions on return imposes significant stress upon migrants, with major life dilemmas permeating the discussions and emotionalities of return (DeBono; Hall et al.). Secondly, when return outcomes are unsatisfactory, decision-making leads to guilt, shame and a sense of failure (Erdal and Oeppen; Sampaio). However, in the context of AVR and deportation, the emotional and social disenfranchisement of migrants as decision-makers for their own lives appears to lie right at the centre of their trauma and psychosocial distress (see DeBono; Erdal and Oeppen). States and immigration policies remove political and personal agency from migrants, disabling them from their body-space autonomy. Choice and force in these cases, therefore, are linked to the dislocation of human agency from the migrant bodies; since migrants are characterised by strong drive and agency, this dislocation is a humiliation of the human right of being, belonging and residence. 

Post-return mobilities and enabling citizenships
An important contribution this book makes is the exploration of various forms of mobilities of return, as well as the constraints that returnees face to being mobile before, during and after relocating to their country of origin. Indeed, mobilities appear as crucial not only to the actual realisation of the return process, but as directly affecting the psychosocial outcomes of return. One of the main tenets is the finding that access to and the experience with mobilities post-return is key to the psychosocial wellbeing of returnees (Erdal and Oeppen), making the country of origin rather like an ‘optional home’. Porobić, for example, found that ongoing transnational mobilities are a coping strategy of households aiming to achieve satisfactory life conditions post-return.  
Mobility possibilities and practices, however, may often be correlated with stress and anxiety, as figuring out the logistics takes its toll on migrants and their families, and the struggle of adjustment post-return is a common experience across the board. There is, therefore, a difference between mobility as an option and mobility as actual practice, and each bears a different psychosocial impact on the returnees. While the option exists, prospects for mobility generally enhance the psychosocial wellbeing of the returnees. But on the other hand, the anticipation and logistics of mobility appear to heighten stress and negatively affect psychosocial wellbeing. Despite being individuals who enjoy freedom of movement (unlike other returnees in this volume) the inclination and desire to be mobile is not stress-free for the Portuguese second-generation returnees researched by Sardinha and Cairns. Therefore, while mobility has been celebrated for the resources on which it is based and which it further enhances, little is said about the emotional and psychosocial costs that mobile individuals experience. 
Unilinear models see migration as a one-way journey towards another country. Literature on return migration may take a similar approach, seeing return as the end of the migratory journey and putting a strong emphasis on the sustainability of return. In this book, returning to the country of origin is presented as just one stage of often complex migratory trajectories. Sampaio points to the apprehension of elderly returnees to the Azores when considering re-migration, whereas Majidi explores this in the context of forced migration and voluntary returns of Somalian refugees in Kenya. For many of them, return is not permanent and there are various mobilities linked to the temporary returns, not least because of split families and children left behind over the course of return to Somalia. 
Crucial to the decision and the overall experience of return and its intersection with psychosocial wellbeing is the citizenship of returnees. Returnees who hold ‘enabling citizenships’ of developed nations, which allow further mobility if needed, are less likely to experience trauma and negative psychosocial outcomes upon return (Sardinha and Cairns). Return is experienced as open-ended for those who hold ‘enabling citizenships’ (cf. Porobić on Bosnians returning from various North-Western European countries), and options are perceived as open for those who move intra-EU (Hall et al.; Lulle; Sardihna and Cairns), or for those who acquired the citizenship of the country where they resided for many years (e.g. Norway; Oeppen and Bivand). Enabling citizenships are, therefore, positively correlated with wellbeing during and post-return; the opposite may happen when returnees hold ‘disabling citizenships’ (see Vathi and Duci 2016 on Albanian-origin children relocating to Albania from Greece). 
The dimension of transnationality and how it affects wellbeing in the context of return mobilities opens up a new and unexplored avenue of research. Strategies of homemaking upon return vary across geographical settings and circumstances of return at an individual and family level. In the context of BiH, Porobić talks about open-ended returns and practices of straddling, which consist of transgenerational and transnational homemaking in different countries in order to optimise the outcomes of migration.  For migrants in later life, Cela shows that the transnational lifestyle has an important positive impact on both emotional and physical wellbeing of the so-called ‘zero generation’ (i.e. the parents of the first-generation Albanian migrants), whose ‘home’ is located in the transnational space Italy-Albania due to their mobile lives. 
For asylum-seekers and those who go through detention, prospective and actual return impact significantly on their spatial mobility. Those living in a state of deportability are confined and suffer severe limits to their daily movements and inter-country mobilities (DeBono). For those migrants who move back to their country of origin, however, return restores their spatial mobilities. In different chapters, the voices of adult migrants and those of their partners and children are vivid in explaining how they were happy to have left confinement behind and went on to restore their social identities as parents or as relatives when they returned. Children were able to play and spend time with relations. Lietaert et al. show the longer-term aspects of the evolving feelings and perceptions of wellbeing post-return, and the links of wellbeing to internal and international mobility. Therefore, support is needed for a long time for migrants upon return, and wellbeing is not simply commensurate to a sum of money awarded before or immediately after return. Positive outcomes for those returning voluntarily and holding citizenship of a receiving developed country also relate to the more community- and family-focused lifestyle in their countries of origin, as opposed to the frenetic pace of life in the North-Western countries where they had migrated (Porobić).


Age, gender and intersectionalities
The return process, the associated mobilities and their outcomes in terms of psychosocial wellbeing are all likely to be significantly impacted by gender, age and their intersections. Particularly in the Global South, female returnees are found not to enjoy unlimited access to mobilities. In the context of assisted returns in Kenya, Majidi highlights how the process of migration – be it to the receiving country, or towards the country of origin – alters the family experience of women and children by posing challenges of adaptation that often result in stress and other negative psychological symptoms. Other authors show how return can be less welcomed by men (Hall et al.) or by women (Sampaio), and this difference in attitudes towards return puts strain on couples and families. 
Gender becomes particularly relevant due to the cultural backgrounds of migrants, and through transnational relations with extended family in the country of origin. Erdal and Oeppen show how ethnic-minority-origin women living in the Global North face a forced return to their countries of origin in order to fulfill traditional expectations as carers of elderly family members there. Porobić points to the role of gender in the employment of both intra-national and transnational mobilities as coping strategies by returned refugees. Similarly, Bendixsen and Lidén found that preparedness and AVR were correlated with different psychosocial outcomes for migrant men and women in Norway; however, gender was not a matter of concern in the context of NGOs’ involvement in the AVR process in Spain (Kalir). Thus, although most of the return migration literature is gender-blind, gender matters in the context of return, though certain situations make gender irrelevant (e.g. state of deportability; DeBono). In the absence of differential power and lack of significant cultural differences, such as intra-EU migrations or movements between different developed countries, gender appears to play a lesser role in the return process and its impact on psychosocial wellbeing is less evident (e.g. Sardinha and Cairns). 
Much stronger is the role of life-course. Life-course theory maintains that transitions and life events are worth investigating since they significantly shape an individual’s form and meaning of life (Kulu and Milewski 2007); therefore, return may be propelled by different events in a migrant’s life trajectory. Transitions to adulthood were seen as occasions to make the return to Latvia by teenagers who had reluctantly moved to Western Europe with their parents (Lulle), whereas elderly migrants from the Azores decided to move back from North America once they retired (Sampaio). Health issues in later life were the main return drivers for British older expats in Spain (Hall et al.). 
Of particular importance is the study of the return experience of those in the age extremes, since the migration literature, including that on return, has mostly focused on those in the active economic age band. In this book, age-specific mobilities also refer to the differential access to and experience of mobility of children and youth, and the elderly. Lulle shows how the adolescent children of Latvian migrants face forced mobilities when moving abroad with their parents, and voluntary, yet ambivalent mobilities when they choose to return to Latvia in adulthood. Cela takes a generational perspective in demonstrating that age and generation matter in the way migrants are motivated to return and experience their life in their country of origin. And even in the case of enabling citizenships and intra-EU return/migration, structural differences between EU member-states and, more specifically, different health and care provisions for those in the later stage of life, impact on the ‘outcomes’ of return for many of British older people returning from Spain (Hall et al.).   
There are, however, different experiences alongside the ‘ageing segment of life’ with return experiences varying between those still economically active and the elderly returning post-retirement (Cela; Sampaio), making the nexus of ageing-return a dynamic one. Among ageing migrants, psychosocial wellbeing is often perceived in the context of being able to offer intergenerational care to their grandchildren, while their co-habitation with their migrant children enables the latter to offer care towards their ageing parents, showing that a two-way concern over health and wellbeing underlies such migrations (Cela). Age is therefore both an important theoretical term in understanding migration and return, as well as an important notion around which policies on the wellbeing of returnees ought to be framed. 
Especially in the case of child migration, the focus on the family has obscured the actual experience of children. But even though the family and relationality are aspects that affect migrants’ wellbeing, very little research has considered their effects on return migration. Majidi considers the effects of nuclear and extended family in shaping the return process and the post-return experiences of women and children refugees relocating to Somalia. Psychosocial issues experienced by migrants and/or their families across borders, according to her, affect and are affected by their preparedness (Cassarino 2008), and thereby determine the ‘outcomes’ of return migration for women and children. Cela maintains that the principle of linked lives (Elder 1994) is highly contextual and of particular relevance for migrants who come from countries characterised by a strong collective culture based on family and kin ties, such as Albania. 
However, relationality is marked by power imbalances and cultural differences in the conception and experience of age and gender. Majidi explains the centrality of women in the process of return; while women are not key decision-makers, they play the most important role in organising return in terms of logistics, as well as in the overall functioning of family and kin geographies during and after return. Return migration, therefore, appears as a sophisticated process where gender and age hierarchies and power positionalities materialise to determine the process of return in its dimensions: timing, logistics, location of settlement upon return, re-migration. These innovative findings on return migration have implications for migration theory, which King elaborates on in the final chapter. 

Conclusions 
The links between return migration and psychosocial wellbeing are not straightforward. While research and policy increasingly dismiss the classic linear migration models that present migration as a one-way journey (Cassarino 2008), neither does a two-way understanding of migration do justice to the complexities of international mobility. Return scenarios in this book are multi-dimensional: some focus on migrants in the host countries who plan to return, others look at return migrants in the country of origin. A number of chapters are multi-sited and look at both the host and ‘home’ country, including migrants who plan to or actually do re-migrate. Various factors determine the outcomes along a positive-negative continuum, while gender, age and generation make for a nuanced story of return. The policies that encourage or enforce return migration (especially for refugees and irregular immigrants) significantly affect psychosocial wellbeing – both the policies per se as well as their (lack of) consideration of migrants’ wellbeing.
The success of the ‘return migration project’ – be it of an emotional or economic nature – or the opportunity to elaborate a successful outcome for those experiencing forced return, has a significant impact on migrants’ psychosocial wellbeing. Structural aspects certainly shape the process of return in this regard, and the transnationality of migrants’ experience is an important dimension that informs their perceptions of return, and as a result, their psychosocial wellbeing. Nonetheless, there is a high degree of subjectivity that marks the experience of wellbeing. Subjectivity and the relational nature of migrants’ lives appear as almost completely overlooked in policy-making on return, and consist of an important division between migrants’ positioning and policy-making in the field – both in the receiving and the origin countries. Recent evidence shows that home countries do engage with return migrants, but the issue of psychosocial wellbeing is not top of their policy agendas; even when policies are in place, implementation is often very weak (Vathi et al. 2016). 
However, the book does not aim to create the impression that all return migrations, at all times and across different locations, are characterised by psychosocial problems, or even poor mental health. By engaging with rich contextual analysis, the various contributions to this volume are successful in highlighting some of the conditions that lead to psychosocial issues, as well as positive outcomes of return. As such, the findings have important policy implications. Psychosocial issues and mental health problems require consideration in policies, and committed and continuous investment in social protection systems and health services. Developed countries’ policy-makers should stop seeing their interventions in the context of return as instruments to prevent re-migration, whereas those in migrants’ countries of origin should be mindful of the impact that returning has on migrants and their families. 
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