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1. 
INTRODUCTION

In 2016, UNHCR Regional Representation for Central Europe in Budapest 

commissioned the Institute for Minority Studies of the Hungarian Academy of 

Sciences, Centre for Social Sciences to explore the integration of beneficiaries 

of international protection in Hungary. The research took place between 

September and December 2016 and was based on semi-structured interviews 

with 50 people of concern, as well as two focus group discussions with 

practitioners managing and providing integration-related services. As part of 

this research project, a detailed methodological guideline was developed with 

the aim of being used as a reference tool when conducting similar research 

exercises in the future.

1.1 Aims of the research

This research project aims to assess the challenges, opportunities and 

obstacles refugees face when integrating in Hungary. Besides the problems 

and difficulties, good integration practices were also to be identified. As part 

of the project a methodology that takes AGD perspectives into account was 

developed and tested in order to collect and analyze information on the 

integration of refugees and beneficiaries of subsidiary protection in Hungary. 

The objective was to develop an empirically grounded understanding of the 

issues that affect the above mentioned persons of concern who are living 

in private accommodation or institutional facilities after having moved 

out of reception centers. The research project investigates the challenges, 

opportunities and risks in policy and practice in relation to housing, 

employment, health, education and local community integration. Taking note 

of the two-way nature of integration, the research also examines how service 

providers that work with refugees and beneficiaries of subsidiary protection 

see the challenges and opportunities when it comes to integration.
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1.2 Methods used

Data on persons of concern were collected by means of semi-structured 

interviews. See the interview guidelines in the annex to this report. The 

interviews averaged around 40 minutes long (20 the shortest and 90 the 

longest), and were conducted in a language that is mutually intelligible by both 

interviewer and respondent. Using a multi-lingual interviewer pool, we often 

managed to conduct the interviews in the respondents’ mother-tongue. As a 

last resort, interpreters were used, but we tried to avoid that – there were only 

6 such interviews conducted.

All interviews but one were recorded by voice recorders; in that case it was 

the explicit request of the interviewee not to make a recording. Refusals were 

not significant; in general we can say that the respondents were willing to 

cooperate, many of them even expressing their appreciation of being consulted 

or listened to.

The focus group discussions were 90 minutes long each, both audio-recorded. 

The language of the discussion was Hungarian; therefore there was no reason 

to make verbatim transcripts; only two 7-page summaries in English were 

produced.

As part of this research project, a detailed methodological guideline was 

developed with the aim of it being used as a reference tool when conducting 

similar research exercises in the future.

1.3 Sampling

Based on statistical data obtained from the Office of Immigration and 

Nationality, the UNHCR and NGO service providers, a macro-statistical profile 

of the target population was established (see chapter 2.2.), which served as 

a sampling frame, though not in the strict sense. The actual sampling of the 

respondents took place using a combination of the “Centers of Aggregation” 

sampling method with snowball sampling. As starting points, we approached 

various organizations with which persons of concern are in touch, asking them 

to put us in contact with potential interviewees. These were the following: 

IOM Budapest; Baptist Aid; the Hungarian Helsinki Committee; MigSzol; 

Artemisszió Foundation; Menedék Association; and the Family Support 

Centre in Győr. As a second step, interviewees were asked if they knew 

someone who might be interested in participating in an interview. During the 

sampling and data collection process, we ensured that the sample reflected 

sufficient diversity as required by the research design and implied by the 

macro-statistical profile of the people of concern. Toward the end of the 

fieldwork, we were looking for interviewees with particular profiles in order 

to enhance the diversity of our sample. We have to emphasize that our sample 

is not statistically representative of the total population of beneficiaries of 

international protection residing in Hungary – it was not an aim of the research, 

either. Our aim was to collect information from a group that is sufficiently 

diverse with regard to gender, age, ethnicity, family status and their special 

needs and vulnerabilities, in order to obtain valid information on the integration 

situation and perspective of our population of concern.

There were altogether 50 semi-structured interviews conducted with 

beneficiaries of international protection residing in Hungary. See the profile of 

our sample in the Annex.

Participants in the focus group sessions were recruited by individual invitation, 

taking into consideration the weight and role of the agency/service they 

represented.
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In the first focus-group discussion, for managers of integration services, the 

following agencies were represented:

• IOM Budapest – running a family re-unification program

• Diakonie of the Lutheran Church – running a social counseling service

• Baptist Aid – running two accommodation centers for refugees

• Menedék – Hungarian Association for Migrants – running a comprehensive 

psycho-social counseling and integration service

• The Ministry of Interior – Managing the national allocation of the European 

Asylum Migration and Integration Fund, and supervising integration-related 

projects

• The Office of Immigration and Nationality – supervising the integration 

contracts and providing integration benefits

• Representatives of the SOS Children Villages and the Reformed Church / 

Kalunba were expected to come but declined.

The second focus group discussion took place with the participation of case-

workers who work in direct contact with refuges and beneficiaries of subsidiary 

protection. The following service-providing agencies were represented:

• 7th District Family Support Centre

• 9th District Family Support Centre

• 11th District Family Support Centre

• 14th District Family Support Centre

• Győr Family Support Centre

• Menedék – Hungarian Association for Migrants

• IOM Budapest

Representatives of the Lutheran Diakonie and the Cordelia Foundation were 

expected to come but declined.
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1.4 Potential biases

Although we managed to recruit a relatively diverse sample of beneficiaries 

of international protection, there may have been some factors that could bias 

the findings. As people were contacted mainly (but not exclusively) through 

refugee assisting agencies, it is less likely that respondents are critical toward 

the services these organizations provide. It is less likely that the research 

reached those who have been “doing well” since their arrival in Hungary and 

therefore are not and have not been in touch with service providing agencies. It 

is also possible that those who have been “falling through the system,” having no 

contact with other refugees and civil society organizations, are not represented 

in our sample either.

Although the gender distribution of the sample reflects the distribution of the 

total population of concern, there is a relative gender bias in the sample, as 

we wanted to have a more balanced representation of females and males. It is 

largely due to the generally higher proportion of males in the total population 

of concern, but we also experienced that, in case of interviewing family 

representatives it was usually the male household head who took the initiative 

to respond. Devoting more time for the preparation of the interviews could 

have increased the number of females in the sample; in our case due to the very 

short timeframe it was not possible.

As interviewees were informed about the aim of the research, as well as about 

the role of UNHCR in it, it is possible that in some cases their responses were 

adjusted to the assumed expectations of the interviewers, i.e. they talked 

about things they thought the UNHCR might be interested in, as well as talking 

with the assumption of UNHCR’s eventual support in solving their problems. 

Analyzing the interviews one can find traces of this attitude, but it is not 

common.

Setting up the samples for the focus-group discussions, we had to face the fact 

that there was no competent expert at the policy making and implementation 

level who we could invite along. People who had been involved in designing 

integration policies at the Ministry of Interior and the Office of Immigration 

and Nationality left their positions just when the research started and their 

vacancies were not yet filled. There is therefore no information gathered from 

this level, and in general we can say that there is a missing link in the chain, 

between the general-political and the instrumental-administrative levels, with 

several negative consequences that we will further elaborate in Chapter 2.1. 

Furthermore, there were three last minute withdrawals from participation 

by experts on child protection, victims of trauma and resettlement services; 

however their special knowledge was to a great extent substituted by the input 

of others.

Summing it up, we can say that certain risks of bias are present, but not to the 

extent that they would ruin or disqualify the validity of our findings. We took 

these into consideration during the analysis and interpretation of the findings 

in any case.

1.5 Main findings

The research findings enable us to draw some general conclusions regarding 

the integration perspectives of beneficiaries of international protection in 

Hungary.

Albeit slowly and with great difficulty, beneficiaries of international protection 

can start a new life here and integration is a viable option for many of them. 

Most of the respondents had no previous plans to come to and stay in Hungary 

in particular. They happened to end up here, considering the country the first 

in their journey that provided protection and the prospect of restarting their 

lives here, but the security of their legal status has been a strong reason for 

staying. For some, the investment they have made in learning the language 

and creating and maintaining social networks made them stay. Generally, 

the overall assessment by people of their own life highly depends on their 

present circumstances. Having a job and having secure housing are the two 

things that determine satisfaction the most. Also, the longer people have 

been staying here, the more likely that they are satisfied with their lives. The 

majority of the respondents seemed genuinely satisfied with the little they had, 

having a positive attitude toward their lives and future. Even if their present 

circumstances are far from ideal, they know that the chances of them improving 

elsewhere are slim.
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Some conclusions in the key focus areas include:

The lack of pre-integration measures seems to be one of the main obstacles 

to successful integration. When designing a comprehensive pre-integration 

scheme, better planning and coordination of the services is needed.

When it comes to housing, institutional care is widespread, without a 

viable exit strategy toward the private housing market. The possibilities 

of introducing a gradual and managed transition, from subsidized and 

sheltered accommodation schemes to independent housing, should be 

considered.

Irregular and unlawful employment occurs frequently, with many cases of 

exploitation of the vulnerable situation of refugees. Advocacy should target 

better labor market positions, using the instruments of community work 

and employer sensitization, as well as monitoring and sanctioning unlawful 

employment.

Difficulties in learning Hungarian were mentioned frequently. Besides 

advocating for the inclusion of language tuition into the national asylum 

policy, coordination between existing and future services should be taken 

care of as well.

While access to primary education doesn’t seem to be a problem for refugee 

children, vocational training and pursuing studies in higher education is 

more difficult to attain for adult refugees. Flexible education and training 

schemes could be investigated with a view to their inclusion in the national 

secondary and higher education system.

Difficulties in accessing health services relate to accessing a social security 

number and the lack of health insurance coverage. This could be solved by 

bringing the relevant stakeholders together and facilitating the finding of a 

solution that can work for all parties involved.

Xenophobia and negative public attitudes seem to be widespread, even 

considered as something “normal”, part of everyday life. Notwithstanding 

the optimistic and positive disposition of refugees, it would be essential 

to make targeted efforts to reduce negative public attitudes in schools, 

workplaces and the local communities where the people with whom we are 

concerned live.

Beneficiaries of subsidiary protection don’t find their legal protection strong 

and stable enough and are anxious about losing it, often trying to convert 

it to other, less secure forms of residence permits. It is likely that security 

of status will be an even more problematic issue in the near future, when 

reviews may result in the withdrawal of the longer lasting protection from 

people who have already set foot in Hungary.

Good practices and integration opportunities identified were, amongst others, 

the support provided by co-ethnic communities, which can be a powerful 

mediator between newcomers and the majority society and helping in cultural 

orientation. Support by volunteers has great added value, as it builds and 

reinforces social networks with the majority society. Employment linked 

with housing schemes is ideal when the accommodation is considered as a 

temporary support in the initial phase of employment. Specialized university 

courses for refugees were seen as a facilitated entry opportunity into 

higher education for some and a great tool for building social networks and 

intercultural learning for many others.

7



2. 
CONTEXT OF THE RESEARCH

In order to get a more comprehensive understanding of our research findings, 

it is important to know about the context in which the research took place. 

There are three relevant aspects we want to highlight here, all of which help 

us to analyze and interpret the information gathered properly. The first is 

the legal and policy environment in which the integration of beneficiaries of 

international protection takes place. Although integration is a continuous 

process that is not limited in time, we decided to focus only on the situation of 

people who received international protection in Hungary in the past five years. 

The assumption behind this decision was that those who arrived in Hungary 

earlier had their integration outcomes determined by a legal and institutional 

system that is no longer in place, and therefore their experiences are less 

relevant from a policy planning and advocacy point of view.

The second aspect is the general asylum trends that are reflected in the macro-

statistical data. It is worth knowing the composition of the people who receive 

international protection in a given timeframe; whether there are any trends 

and tendencies in the changes in the refugee population over time, and the 

environment in which the integration of the people included in the research has 

taken place.

The third aspect is the findings of previous research on the same subject. 

It is worth knowing whether there have been findings that corroborate 

or contradict the findings of this research, as well as other findings that 

complement them.
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2.1 Legal and policy context

As our aim was to focus on the recent integration experiences of beneficiaries 

of international protection, we limited the temporal scope of the research to 

the period between 2011 and 2016. Although it is only a six year period, the 

policy framework for facilitating refugee integration has changed substantially 

several times since 2011. This present paper does not aim at introducing the 

policy environment in detail; we only want to highlight the main characteristics 

of the different support systems our interviewees have encountered since they 

were granted international protection in Hungary.

Broadly speaking, we can identify three distinct periods of the integration 

system:

The first was the period before the system of integration contracts was 

introduced in Hungary. Regarding its basic principles, this system was built 

on a set of targeted measures supporting pre-integration in an institutional 

setting, as well as a system of cash-benefits and other entitlements in social and 

health care and education. In the pre-integration phase, recognized refugees 

and beneficiaries of subsidiary protection could stay in the refugee reception 

centers for 12, later 6 months, receiving basic social support and language 

training free of charge. The system was totally discretional; eligibility was 

determined upon request by the Office of Immigration and Nationality. The 

most important supports were the so-called life sustenance benefit, a monthly 

cash benefit of a maximum HUF 28 500, and the same amount was available 

as a contribution to the costs of living. Besides a formal request, refugees and 

beneficiaries of subsidiary protection had to regularly attend language courses 

in the pre-integration phase, and also had to register at a local employment 

office as an active job-seeker. The system’s strength was the substantial initial 

support it provided in the pre-integration phase; its weakness was its high level 

of discretionality and the bureaucratic administration that often prevented its 

beneficiaries from gaining access to the support to which they were entitled.

The second distinct phase was the period of the integration contract; between 

January 2014 and June 2016, a fundamentally different concept of integration 

support was introduced and applied by the OIN with the active involvement of 

the Family Support Centers of the local municipalities. The concept was based 

on a flat-rate general cash benefit, which was available for a 4 times six month 

period in a degressive manner; reduced by 25% of the original amount every six 

months. The integration contract was made between the OIN and the person 

who requested the integration support and its requirement was an individual 

integration plan drawn up with and supervised by the Family Support Center of 

the city or metropolitan district in which the claimant lived. It required regular 

contact between the claimant and the family support center, which reported to 

the OIN on the compliance of the beneficiary.

The integration contract was a much better targeted and more cost-efficient 

way of supporting the integration of beneficiaries of international protection, 

than its predecessor. The amount of the cash benefit was somewhat higher than 

the amount of money a beneficiary could gather under the previous system, 

and how it was spent was much more flexible. There were two fundamental 

problems with its implementation: the pre-integration period was reduced 

to only two months’ stay in a reception center after recognition, which made 

it extremely difficult to prepare for an independent living in a Hungarian 

municipality. The other was the complicated bureaucracy between the OIN and 

the Family Support Centers during the monthly monitoring of the eligibility, 

which often resulted in delayed transfers of the benefit, jeopardizing the 

housing and living conditions of beneficiaries. Towards the end of the less than 

30 months of its existence, the system was increasingly criticized by the OIN 

and the Ministry of Interior for being inefficient due to the high number of 

absconding beneficiaries. Based on OIN’s own calculations, approximately 50% 

of the beneficiaries abandoned the contract; however, it is not clear whether 

it happened in the early phase of their integration or later, when the amount 

was reduced to 50 or 25% of the original. One big weakness of the system was 

its rigid eligibility criteria; the support was means-tested, and any additional 

income (even maternity benefit) resulted in the reduction of the amount of the 

support. This discouraged most refugees from engaging in lawful employment 

during the first half of the eligibility period.
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The third phase is the time since June 2016, when the support system based on 

the integration contract was dismantled; since then, refugees and beneficiaries 

of subsidiary protection are not entitled to any pre-integration or integration 

support, and they can stay in a reception center for only 30 days after their 

recognition. The change was initiated by the Government, apparently without 

the professional support of the OIN and the Family Support Centers. It was 

presented as part of a set of restrictive measures aiming to make Hungary 

less attractive for refugees and asylum-seekers, and enjoyed wide popular 

support upon its announcement. The Government’s rationale was that 

refugees (foreigners) should not enjoy more support and entitlements than 

Hungarian citizens. Therefore, as of June 2016, newly recognized refugees and 

beneficiaries of subsidiary protection can either become self-reliant within 

a few weeks’ of their recognition, or can get support from the mainstream 

social (mostly homeless care) system and NGO services funded by the AMIF, 

UNHCR and other private donors. As a result of it, the prevalence of de-facto 

homelessness has significantly increased among beneficiaries of subsidiary 

protection and the likelihood that they can settle in Hungary has further 

reduced.

2.2 Asylum in Hungary – a statistical overview

This chapter is an overview of OIN’s refugee recognition statistics between 

2011 and 2016. The data give us an indication of the composition of refugees 

and beneficiaries of subsidiary protection, though it can only be considered 

as ‘flow’ data. Available OIN statistics record only the annual number of 

administrative decisions; there is no information about those who have 

eventually stayed in Hungary, nor about those who left the country after their 

recognition. Nevertheless we still can use the number of positive decisions as 

a proxy (a not directly relevant but correlating data) for the gender, age and 

nationality composition of beneficiaries of international protection in Hungary.

According to OIN’s data there were altogether 2212 people recognized as 

refugees or beneficiaries of subsidiary protection in this six years’ timespan: 

828 people received refugee status, and 1384 became beneficiaries of 

subsidiary protection. The majority of these people were either from 

Afghanistan or from Syria; these two country of origin groups make more than 

Figure 1. Distribution of beneficiaries of international protection by 

citizenship (2011-2016, %, N=2212)
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Figure 2. Distribution of beneficiaries of international protection by gender 
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half of the total population (1171 people). Other relevant countries of origin 

are Somalia, Iraq, Palestine, Eritrea, Iran, Pakistan and Georgia. There were 128 

refugees and beneficiaries of subsidiary protection registered as of ‘unknown’ 

nationality: these are children born in Hungary and, according to Hungarian 

law, their nationality cannot be established by the Hungarian authorities.1

The overwhelming majority of the people granted international protection 

are males. Although we could obtain data on the gender distribution of people 

granted international protection only for the years 2016, 2015 and 2014, the 

relatively low number of females has been a tendency for many years, since the 

mid-1990s. Only 21% of the total population recognized (children included) 

were females in this three-year period. Refugees seem to have a higher 

representation of females among them (27%), than beneficiaries of subsidiary 

protection (17%), as they are more likely to arrive in families or reunite with 

their families after recognition.

The dynamics of recognitions have changed somewhat over time, following the 

gradual increase in asylum-seekers. As the majority of asylum-seekers had left 

the country before a decision on the merits was made in their case, the increase 

is not as dramatic; nevertheless, there is a steady upward tendency until 2015, 

and a decline in 2016, which may continue in 2017 as well.

Besides refugees and beneficiaries of subsidiary protection, our research 

initially aimed at exploring the situation of stateless persons recognized in 

Hungary as well. According to statistical data obtained from the Hungarian 

Helsinki Committee there were altogether 29 females and 23 males recognized 

as stateless between 2012 and 2016, resulting in an annual average of 10 

recognitions. Unfortunately there are no detailed statistics available regarding 

the socio-economic composition of this population and, just as in the case 

of refugees and beneficiaries of international protection, this data reflects 

only the number of administrative decisions over a five years’ period, not the 

1  It poses an additional burden on families under international protection, as they cannot turn 
to the authorities of their countries of origin for registering their newborn children. If they 
eventually naturalise in Hungary the problem is solved; however, if they have to return to 
their countries of origin they usually face administrative difficulties in obtaining the necessary 
documents for their children.

Figure 3. Number of refugees and beneficiaries of international 

protection by year (2011-2016, N=2212)
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actual number of stateless people residing in Hungary. Based on estimations, 

this number is significantly lower; experts consulted or interviewed during 

the research could identify only three stateless persons, of whom one was 

interviewed for this research. As a result of this we do not present in the 

analysis any finding that characterizes this group particularly, and in general 

we restrict our report to the situation of refugees and people with subsidiary 

protection.
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2.3 Findings of previous research 
on refugee integration
In 2002 the Institute of Minority Studies of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences 

undertook an analysis of the OIN refugee statistics with the aim of identifying 

factors that make refugees stay in or leave Hungary. The research was funded 

by the UNHCR in Budapest. The main finding of the research was, that the more 

educated, the younger refugees were and the smaller their families were, the 

more likely it was that they would leave Hungary after their recognition. It was 

estimated that approximately 50 % of recognized refugees had left the country 

since the new Asylum Act came into force in 1998. Those who stayed were 

usually less educated, older, and living in larger families with small children. 

This trend hasn’t changed significantly since the research.2 A qualitative part of 

the same research emphasized, that the majority of refugees were dissatisfied 

with their overall situation, considering their lives difficult in Hungary. The 

main obstacles identified by the respondents were their insufficient language 

competence, and the bureaucratic hurdles, as well as the difficulties in finding 

secure housing and employment and the general discrimination shown by the 

majority society.3

In 2006, the ICCR Budapest Foundation conducted a comprehensive survey 

and interview-based research on refugee integration, commissioned by the 

European Refugee Fund. Findings of the research were similar to those of the 

previous and much smaller-scale research of the Institute of Minority Studies. 

The survey reached over 100 households, representing 300 refugees living 

in Hungary at that time. A high rate of unemployment, precarious housing 

situation, and limited language competences and social networks were the main 

characteristics found.4

2 See: Kováts András (2003): Menekültek társadalmi beilleszkedése Magyarországon a 
Bevándorlási és Állampolgársági Hivatal adatai alapján. (Integration of Refugees in Hungary 
according to Data of the Office of immigration and Nationality) In: Kovács Nóra és Szarka László 
(szerk.) Tér és Terep. Tanulmányok az etnicitás és az identitás kérdésköréből II. Az MTA 
Kisebbségkutató Intézetének évkönyve II. Akadémiai Kiadó, Budapest, pp. 181-198.

3 See: Bognár Katalin – András Kováts (2003): Menekültek társadalmi beilleszkedése 
Magyarországon (Refugees’ Social Integration in Hungary), unpublished manuscript

4 See: Balogi Anna – Kováts András – Simonovits Bori (2006):
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Parallel to the ICCR survey, the OIN conducted further survey research 

among refugees and beneficiaries of subsidiary protection in 2006, which 

was repeated in 2012. The findings were more positive in general, reporting 

on a better housing and employment situation for the refugees surveyed; 

however, the discrepancies can easily be explained by the different sampling 

methodologies used by the researchers: Whereas the ICCR survey relied 

on networks of refugee-assisting NGOs, the OIN researchers approached 

people at their registered addresses. Hence, the ICCR research most likely 

overrepresented those with social problems, while the OIN survey most likely 

didn’t reach those whose housing situation was less stable.5

In late 2009 UNHCR Budapest conducted small-scale qualitative research 

investigating the problem of refugee homelessness – a relatively new but 

increasing problem among those – mostly Somali – refugees who returned 

to Hungary after spending some time in another EU member state, and thus 

losing their entitlement for integration support in Hungary. The report claims 

that the main reason for homelessness is the failed secondary movement and 

the subsequent loss of integration support, but it also claims that recognized 

refugees and beneficiaries of subsidiary protection move on to other EU 

countries due to the lack of family reunification prospects, as well as the lack of 

employment and language acquisition opportunities.6

Whereas in 2009 it seemed that homelessness affects only a special sub-group 

of beneficiaries of international protection, a second investigation a few years 

later showed that it had become a more general problem. In late 2012, a similar 

qualitative research project established that homelessness affects not only 

those who have left for another country after being granted international 

protection, but often those who stayed in Hungary through their initial years of 

protection here. The study claims that although actual rooflessness is relatively 

uncommon, the prevalence of various levels of housing poverty is rather 

high among beneficiaries of international protection. Many of them stayed in 

5 See: Klenner Zoltán – Garamvölgy Ágnes (2006) and Kleener Zoltán – Veres Annamária (2012).
6 See: UNHCR RRCE (2010): Refugee homelessness in Hungary.

temporary shelters, or solved their housing problems temporarily by courtesy 

use of flats owned or rented by their acquaintances.7

In 2013 UNHCR Central Europe published a study8 that summarized the 

findings of a pilot study on a complex system of indicators for refugee 

integration. An Integration Evaluation Tool was developed, which aimed 

to develop effective, reliable, and sustainable data collection methods and 

internal review mechanisms, and to identify gaps and good practices. It covers 

four major areas, labelled general considerations11, legal integration12, 

socio-economic integration13, and socio-cultural integration14. Each of these 

contains a series of strands and each strand is defined by a list of indicators (see 

the methodology section for information on the types of indicators utilized 

and the annex for the list of indicators and questions used to collect the data). 

Altogether there were 231 indicators developed in the areas of legal, socio-

economic and socio-cultural integration. These help to clarify policy objectives 

and highlight the data that decision-makers need to know in order to evaluate 

whether policies are working to achieve their integration goals.

In late 2015 a statistical analysis of the labor market situation of refugees was 

undertaken by the Hungarian Academy of Sciences. The analysis was based 

on data obtained from the Labor Force Survey and it came to the conclusion 

that beneficiaries of international protection are in a significantly worse labor 

market situation than other third country nationals or Hungarian citizens.9

7 Kiss Adrienn – Magyar Eszter (2013): Where is my home? Homelessness and Access to Housing 
among Refugees and other Persons with International Protection in Hungary. Menedék, 
Budapest.

8 United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, Regional Representation for Central Europe 
(2013): Refugee Integration and the Use of Indicators: Evidence from Central Europe. UNHCR 
RRCE, Budapest.

9 Hárs Ágnes (2015): A magyarországi munkaerőpiac migránsokat felszívó képessége: Korábbi 
tapasztalatok és a menekültválság dilemmái (The capacity of the Hungarian labour market to 
absorb immigrants: Previous findings and the dilemmas of the refugee crisis). MTA, Budapest at: 
http://mta.hu/data/cikkek/106/1060/cikk-106072/_hars.pdf
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3. CONTEXT OF  
THE RESEARCH FINDINGS

The research findings enable us to draw some general conclusions regarding the 

integration perspectives of beneficiaries of international protection in Hungary. 

Although Hungary – similarly to other countries in Central and Eastern 

Europe – is generally considered a transit country when it comes to refugee 

protection, we should definitely claim that it functions as a destination country 

as well. Albeit slowly and with great difficulties, beneficiaries of international 

protection can start a new life here and integration is a viable option for many 

of them.

Listening to people of concern and practitioners working with them, we found a 

series of factors that influence integration, both as facilitators and hindrances. 

There are certain issues that seemed to be recurrent when talking to people 

during the individual interviews and the focus group discussions, and we 

believe that these can serve as a basis for future advocacy and policy planning.

In this part of the study, we first introduce the findings of the focus-group 

discussions with practitioners then we will give a socio-demographic overview 

of the beneficiaries of international protection we interviewed individually. 

The detailed presentation of the findings based on the interviews will follow in 

Chapter 4.
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3.1 Focus-group discussions with practitioners 
in the field of refugee integration
Experts mentioned that the current system allows beneficiaries of international 

protection to stay in a reception center for only one month after their 

recognition. This limited amount of time makes it uncertain and difficult for 

everyone affected to plan ahead. It was generally agreed in both groups that 

there should be a longer “safe period” for getting ready to leave the secure 

accommodation. In the meantime, identity papers, social security and health 

insurance documentation can be prepared, and housing and employment 

possibilities can be mapped. The risk of homelessness is very high for many, 

since successful integration cannot be expected without sufficient preparation.

Access to private housing is very difficult. On one hand, the price of private 

housing rental went so high that even Hungarians have trouble in finding 

suitable accommodation at a reasonable price. On the other hand the recent 

negative messages from the government campaign regarding refugees created 

a situation that owners seem unhappy to rent their houses and flats to refugees.

“ ...There are good examples when the solution came from 
volunteers. One of my clients lives in a flat for a year now, and it 
was offered by a volunteer who works abroad. Cases solved like 
this are scarce and the ‘luck factor’ weighs in heavily...”
(caseworker)

There are housing programs operated by NGOs that cover the expenses of 

the rent for a limited period of time, but the respondents agree that housing 

problems cannot be solved on a project basis, since accommodation needs to be 

sustained after the subsidized period.

Access to employment recently shows a better picture than other areas 

of integration. Due to the large-scale emigration of semi-skilled workers 

in Hungary, the labor market can continuously offer jobs for refugees. 

Respondents say that whoever wants to find a job can do so, assuming quality 

and long term planning are not a priority. Recently, cultural differences are 

emerging and need intervention at some companies and factories employing 

refugees. Those with professional skills have more difficulties in finding jobs 

that match their qualifications.

“ ... most of our clients who are dedicated about finding a job will 
eventually find a job, but in most of the cases it is happening 
through informal ways, through friends, acquaintances ...”
(caseworker)

The most common area of employment is the catering industry, especially 

ethnic restaurants and diners, and other ethnic businesses. The question of 

exploitation often comes up in the context of employment in these places in 

the form of low wages, long shifts, and insecure legal and material working 

conditions. However, as our respondents pointed out, one should also consider 

that these places not only offer jobs but serve as a comprehensive space for 

surviving or living, providing a community background, access to friends and 

knowledge, and other activities.

Global customer services and call centers based in Hungary also offer jobs for 

refugees, likewise NGOs and social services, where intercultural competence 

and language expertise can be an advantage, creating job opportunities for 

refugees as intercultural mediators and interpreters.

Women, especially those with small children, have more difficulties in finding 

a job but that is not a refugee-specific issue since the Hungarian labor market 

is not considered a family friendly area; there are few part time jobs, and no 

flexible working hours. Whenever women can find a job they typically work in 

small businesses, the catering industry or family enterprises.

Job centers and employment agencies offering opportunities, and recruiting 

for companies have regular collaborations with NGOs and church-based 

organizations. Our respondents claim that in recent years, the number of 

refugees looking for employment in Budapest reached a point when they had to 

be considered as a significant labor market factor.
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Finding a job in the mainstream society usually requires Hungarian language 

skills, and a lot of cooperation and dedication from the side of employees, 

employers and social workers. There are good examples of employers being 

open to hire refugees, but it also happens that employers withdraw from hiring 

refugees because of the supposed negative reaction from their Hungarian 

employees.

“ ... Budapest is really different, but even here they can mostly 
find employment in low paying positions, in kitchens, like 
dishwashing and kitchen aid, where one doesn’t need a degree 
or a qualification, where one could get by without speaking the 
language. ... Most places are less welcoming if one doesn’t speak 
the language, and since we (Hungarians) don’t speak languages 
either, it is a persistent problem. ...”
(caseworker)

Public Employment Programs also raise a lot of questions regarding the 

employment possibilities of refugees. There were already talks between NGOs 

and the Office of Immigration and Nationality on refugees taking part in such a 

program but they could not succeed.

Another difficulty regarding legal employment is the requirement of the 

Integration Contract on reporting any job-related income. In this case, the 

monthly amount of the integration subsidy is reduced by the monthly salary. As 

a result of this legislation, people tend to stay invisible and look for employment 

opportunities in the black economy.

The participants in the focus groups with experts agree that access to public 

education for refugee children is quite successful and non-problematic in 

Hungary, as long as kindergartens and primary schools are considered. Local 

schools and kindergartens are usually open to accept refugee children. There 

are two major issues that come up as difficulties. The system cannot provide 

suitable curricula for every child coming from a different background, from 

different countries with a different level of literacy, and not knowing the 

language, so the quality of their education remains a problem. The other issue 

is the prejudices of Hungarian school-children and their families. Projects to 

help the school integration of children and students with a migrant background 

by offering community development and sensitizing sessions are essential. 

Teachers are happy to participate in such programs.

Secondary school education is a more problematic issue, since only one or 

two secondary schools in Budapest are willing to accept and integrate refugee 

children. There are occasional good practices when committed schools enroll 

children without school certificates and documentation, but it is not common. 

The education system cannot provide a satisfactory solution for this age group, 

especially for those unaccompanied minors whose future in the child care 

system requires education.

“ ... to participate in high school education is very difficult compared 
to kindergartens and elementary schools … young refugees have 
extremely different pre-school experiences, different skills and 
have studied in very different school systems – not mentioning the 
Hungarian language skills – it is hard to find a common level ...”
(manager)

Mentoring is an important factor and a great solution for helping refugee 

children, but without a solid financial background only volunteers can provide 

mentoring services through NGOs. More and more Hungarian students and 

teachers offer their free time to help refugee children with their homework and 

language skills in a very effective way.

“ ... Mentoring would be extremely important ... in our institution we 
cannot afford to hire a teacher who spends the afternoons there 
learning with the kids, helping with homework … on the other 
hand we get a lot of help from the community. So many teachers 
and high school students come as volunteers and offer tutorials 
for kids …”
(manager)
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Our respondents agree that there are not enough language courses available 

for those who want to learn Hungarian. Social workers and volunteers are 

offering language lessons when needed but this is not effective and has no real 

outcome. Often language courses are financed on a project basis, so when the 

current project runs out there are no more courses available. Another problem 

is that the available courses usually provided by NGOs are not harmonized; 

they are at different levels, using different syllabuses and the timings are often 

in conflict with each other.

“ ... knowing the language – even on a basic level- would be the first 
step to anything ... when they are offered one lesson per week, 
you cannot expect miracles ... there is no system, no concept in 
language training in general ...”
(caseworker)

The most successful way of acquiring language skills when learning is linked to 

community or sport activities and in situations where refugees have regular 

contact with Hungarians (refugee families living together with Hungarians at 

the Baptist Aid Shelter can benefit from this). For single men who are the most 

interested in learning Hungarian, there are not so many opportunities, even 

though more and more people are trained to be Hungarian as Foreign Language 

Teachers. Many of our respondents emphasize that Hungarian courses should 

be available for everybody as a basic step in integration.

Adult education programs for refugees are not available in Hungary these 

days. Earlier on there were such initiatives, offering short-term professional or 

vocational training to obtain working skills. Regarding higher education, there 

is a recent project at the Central European University called Olive, but it is too 

early to see the outcomes. Since there are not so many refugees looking for 

university education, their cases should be handled individually.

“ ... those who want to carry on with their previous high school or 
university studies have to realize that the only way is to start from 
the beginning. They need a lot of effort and dedication to do so...”
(caseworker)

When discussing access to health care, managers and service coordinators 

as well as caseworkers agree that there has been a serious gap in the health 

insurance system, due to which it is extremely difficult to obtain a social 

security number and thus valid insurance for refugees and beneficiaries of 

subsidiary protection. The current legislation requires three months’ residence 

in order to be eligible for a social security number, the 30 day stay in the 

reception center is clearly not enough to initiate and finish the acquisition 

process. NGOs and other service providers have been waiting for a satisfactory 

solution for years but nothing has happened, despite several letters and 

position papers sent to the relevant authorities. The social security number also 

works as an entitlement to access social services so the lack of it causes even 

more deprivation.

“ ... another serious problem is that the services of the social care 
and child care system are only available for those who have social 
security numbers, and even we cannot arrange it (to get a social 
security number) and we are all stuck in a situation …”
(manager)

There is currently no other option than buying the medicines and medical 

devices required by refugees, either under ongoing projects or from private 

donations.

“ ... so our solution is to buy the medications and glasses they need, 
and try to ask pharmacies and social institutions to get what’s 
lying around, but this is an impossible situation ...”
(manager)
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Emergency or life-threatening cases are covered, but with a chronic illness it 

sometimes takes months to see a doctor. In such cases, volunteer doctors treat 

those in need. Social workers reported on having good experiences on the 

local level with GPs. Language barriers can make access to health services very 

difficult, so social workers usually get in touch with the local doctors and health 

visitors and arrange an interpreter if needed. In the Hungarian healthcare 

system, to visit a specialist is more problematic; even for Hungarians there are 

long waiting lists. At the same time, social workers from the Family Support 

Centers in Budapest find access to health care services a less problematic area.

Another problematic issue is the growing number of people with complex 

medical conditions and with severe mental and physical traumas, with more 

drug and alcohol problems than a few years before. Female gynecologists 

should be available for the victims of sexual and gender-based violence. 

For those in need of maintenance medication to treat chronic or long-term 

conditions, it is often impossible to find the previously prescribed medicines.

When talking about the everyday interaction between beneficiaries of 

international protection and members of the majority society, participants of 

the focus group discussions had mixed opinions. Most of them mentioned the 

ethnic and religious communities that not only provide a social network for the 

newcomers but often serve as sources of material support, as well as access to 

housing and work.

“ ... what we see, especially in the Muslim community, is that 
there are quite a few mosques to visit, and the community 
support that people can get there is very important, in addition 
to our community programs ... people can also find a number of 
small religious communities where they can meet non-refugees 
or people from their own country... Work places can serve as 
a meeting point with local community, society, but also a lot 
of support is needed ... we see that there is a great demand 
for cultural interfaces and festivals, where refugees can meet 
mainstream society ...”
(manager)
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As already mentioned, the workplace can serve as an ideal place of social 

integration but, considering the prejudices of Hungarian society, refugees need 

more support to find their ways to the local non-migrant communities. People 

cannot connect spontaneously; they need guided help and community events 

to facilitate integration. Members of the mainstream society can also be open 

to meet refugees and feel happy to participate in intercultural events such as 

cooking and working together.

The attitude of the mainstream society regarding refugees is quite polarized. 

On one hand, many volunteers and donors turn up regularly while, on the other 

hand, they can experience enormous rejection and xenophobia, even from civil 

servants in state or municipality offices.

The overall experience of refugees is quite heterogeneous. On the streets, 

there are just as many occurrences of verbal and physical abuse as there are 

encounters with helpful and kind people. Social workers often experience 

negative attitudes from their colleagues and state officials towards refugees; 

this usually generates a tension between colleagues and service providers.

It was also mentioned that homeless people in Budapest openly articulated 

their dislike when they felt their benefits and subsidies were at risk because of 

the larger number of refugees arriving in the shelters they lived in.

Regarding family reunification, respondents in both groups were rather critical 

of the existing practice. The present policy framework does not actively support 

the reunification of recognized refugees with their families. The timeframe 

within which refugees can initiate the reunification without meeting the 

relatively strict material conditions for eligibility is only three months. As a 

result of this, people often start the procedure before they were ready to 

receive their families, often putting them at risk of poverty and maltreatment. 

The situation is indeed a big dilemma for beneficiaries and service providers 

alike: either they start an often successful family reunification process ahead of 

its “appropriate” time, putting the family at risk subsequently, or they wait until 

the sponsor settles in Hungary and recovers from the hardships of the flight 

and arrival, risking that he or she loses the eligibility for reunification due to the 

rather strict requirements of the regular process.

The scope of the Child Protection Act does not cover those family members 

who are just united with their sponsor and are still waiting for their status. 

Without changing this, temporary family shelters (such as the one operated by 

Baptist Aid) cannot provide for recently arrived family members.

Assistance in the family re-unification process is available; besides the legal 

assistance of the Hungarian Helsinki Committee, the IOM runs an AMIF funded 

project but even these initiatives are not comprehensive enough, lacking 

integrated and comprehensive psycho-social support, which is essential during 

and after the reunification process. As some of the respondents mentioned, 

the Ministry of Interior does not want to continue to fund family re-unification 

projects from the national AMIF allocation after 2018, even though there is a 

constant and growing demand for these.

3.2 Beneficiaries of international 
protection interviewed
There were 50 people interviewed, 11 females, 38 males, and one female to 

male transgender person. Thirty of the interviewees were single or separated 

from their families; the rest lived together with their spouses and children in 

families of two to nine. The research thus indirectly covered 98 people living 

in Hungary, with an additional 26 family members living abroad, separated 

from them. Three respondents reported successful family reunifications; 

another three of them are waiting to reunite with their families, having the 

administrative process already running. Three other respondents had families 

eligible for reunification living in their countries of origin or transit countries 

but didn’t consider reunification, either for personal reasons or because they 

lack the means to support their families in Hungary.

Taking into account the families as well, but only those family members who 

are in Hungary, we find 49 males (transgender included), 22 females and 27 

children represented in our sample. Their distribution is shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Distribution of men, women and children among the interviewees 

and their families in Hungary (N=98)
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The majority of the respondents were young adults in their twenties and 

thirties. The average age is 32 years; the youngest respondent was 18, the 

oldest 58. Figure 5 shows the distribution of respondents by their age group.

The largest group of the respondents is from Afghanistan. Although they are 

the second largest group based on recent recognition data (see Figure 1. in 

Chapter 2.2), Syrians are somewhat underrepresented in our sample, but they 

seem to be missing from among the beneficiaries of international protection 

in Hungary in general. It is reflected by the stories of the interviewees, that 

Syrians are more likely to leave the country even after their recognition 

as refugees or beneficiaries of subsidiary protection. Their higher level of 

education and better social networks, as well as their expected integration 

opportunities in Western European countries are the main factors behind their 

higher secondary movement. The patterns are described in the CMS research 

from 2002, presented in Chapter 2.3.

Our respondents are from 16 different countries of origin; their distribution 

is shown in Figure 6. and the distribution of all 98 people represented by the 

interviewees is shown in Figure 7.

The majority of the respondents were recognized quite recently, in 2016 

or 2015 (see Figure 8.). This is another indication that the earlier someone 

received their status, the less likely that they are still in the country. Although 

this conclusion is corroborated by the information given by beneficiaries of 

international protection and professionals working in integration services, 

we should also consider those who are no longer in touch with the agencies 

through which we gained access to the interviewees. As such, we cannot draw 

any firm conclusions regarding the actual rate of secondary migration based on 

the composition of our sample.
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The effectiveness of a protection system should not only be assessed along its 

mainstream elements, but through the special provisions and support available 

for people with special needs. During the research, we paid particular attention 

to people in special – often vulnerable – situations. In the sampling, we aimed 

at producing as much diversity in this respect as possible. Besides an already 

heterogeneous sample of refugees and beneficiaries of subsidiary protection, 

we interviewed the following people representing special groups:

• one person recognized as stateless in Hungary;

• three resettled refugees;

• three people with pending, and another three with successful family 

reunification;

• three single parents (two of them are with little children);

• one transgender person;

• two people living with physical disabilities;

• three former unaccompanied minors still in after-care.

This sample is too small to draw strong conclusions; however, in the detailed 

analysis we highlight some issues our respondents considered important 

regarding their special situation.

Figure 6. Distribution of respondents by their countries of origin

Figure 7. Distribution of all people represented in the sample by 

their countries of origin

*  These are the following, with one person from each: Bangladesh; Egypt; Eritrea; 
Kosovo; Pakistan; Serbia; Somalia; Uganda.

*  These are the following, with one person from each: Bangladesh; Egypt; Eritrea; 
Kosovo; Pakistan; Serbia; Somalia; Uganda.
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4 DETAILED ANALYSIS OF THE 
INTERVIEWS BY RELEVANT FOCUS 
AREAS

In the following, we introduce the main findings related to different focus areas 

that are relevant for integration. Although the respondents gave an account 

of their individual and unique experiences, we try to generalize as much as 

possible here, and focus on those aspects that highlight certain patterns and 

tendencies. If relevant, we also differentiate according to the experiences of 

refugees and beneficiaries of subsidiary protection, as well as by different 

cohorts of arrival, gender, ethnicity or other group characteristics. We tried 

to rely as much as we could on people’s own words; the findings are therefore 

illustrated with quotations from the interviewees. At the end of each sub-

chapter, we reflect on the opinion of practitioners regarding the given focus 

area.

4.1 Housing Situation

Obtaining secure and decent housing seems to be one of the biggest challenges 

for refugees and beneficiaries of subsidiary protection alike. Obstacles seem 

to be manifold, resulting in a complex system of hindrances which seem to be 

extremely difficult to overcome. The difficulties already start when people have 

to leave the reception facilities. Most of them lack sufficient means to cover 

the down-payment and initial expenses of private rental. Usually they manage 

to secure some form of housing in the longer run, but the beginning is always 

difficult:
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“ When I left the camp and came to Budapest it was really horrible; 
sometimes I even had to sleep on the street, next to Blaha. But 
right now the situation is better; I have somewhere to stay, I have 
some money to meet my basic needs, I can buy food, so I’m a little 
bit better.” 
(01-R)

The majority of our respondents were living in some subsidized form of 

housing, either in homeless shelters for families or individuals (run by Baptist 

Aid) or in private rents where the rental fee is covered by an integration project 

(Kalunba, BMSZKI and the Lutheran Diakonie run such projects). Even with 

the help of these services, people find their situation difficult and the future 

uncertain:

“ Now we live four persons in two rooms, one very small room; I 
don’t know the future, how it will be. They said “after one year, 
we will see the budget, if we can pay you one month more”, if not, 
we have to find something else. From Bicske camp, we have been 
moving from one flat to another, and one year will be finished 
soon. We are worrying about that.” 
(13-R)

Only a few people manage to secure housing through renting or owning a 

property on their own. Figure 5 shows the precarious housing situation of 

beneficiaries of international protection. Although none of them were literally 

homeless at the time of the interview, only 16 of them lived under conditions 

that seemed to be sustainable in the longer run (rented or owned properties).

Almost half of our respondents live in accommodation that is either part of 

the mainstream homeless care system, or a temporary facility under a project 

run by an NGO and usually supported by the AMIF. It is quite worrying, that 

the majority of the newly recognized refugees and beneficiaries of subsidiary 

protection end up in the homeless care system after moving out of a reception 

center. These institutions started functioning as forms of pre-integration 

Figure 9. Housing situation of respondents
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*   For unaccompanied minors

** For disabled

facilities, though there are no institutionalized exit strategies once beneficiaries 

are no longer eligible for the services.

The situation is similar with regard to those forms of accommodation where 

the rental fee, and sometimes the utility costs as well, are covered by a 

service providing agency. As long as people are accommodated there their 

problems seem to be solved, but this situation is only temporary, and it is often 

only the prolongation of an interim period between reception and de-facto 

homelessness. Time is running up, and people are aware that eventually they 

will have to leave the places they are currently staying at. One young refugee 

staying at a shelter for families says:
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“ We should find a flat, a job; we only have this room. We have only 
5 months left here and then we have to find a place. It’s really 
hard I think. My father is working but the money is not too much.” 
(09-R)

Only two respondents managed to secure housing on their own: one used the 

savings the family brought to Hungary; the other is married to a Hungarian and 

the family took a loan to buy their flat.

The housing circumstances of those who live in rented apartments or houses 

vary according to their financial situation: some can secure a decent living, but 

others – especially those living in shared apartments – often complain about 

the crowded and miserable conditions. Recently rental fees in Budapest have 

gone up considerably, therefore even those rentals that are arranged by service 

providing NGOs happen to be crowded and of a lower standard, which is often 

complained about during the interviews.

4.2 Employment, financial situation

Although most of the respondents have a job, their labor market situation is 

often precarious. It is seldom that they have full-time, legal employment at the 

level of their qualification. They are often over-qualified: a pharmacist working 

as an intern, a doctor taking temporary menial jobs, a social worker employed 

illegally as a housekeeper etc. Often they work in shops or in restaurants for 

extended hours, on a part-time minimum-wage contract, and receiving the rest 

of their salary informally. They are in a very weak and vulnerable situation: in 

order to make ends meet they have no other opportunities but to take even 

very unfavorable job offers. As one of the respondents said:

“ The only jobs we can get are illegal and for little money. But if I say 
I won’t do it, there are many others to take my place.” 
(15-S)

According to another refugee, it is very difficult to get a proper job without 

speaking the language:

“ The key is to have a job. If you want to eat or get medicine, first 
you have to have a job. The biggest problem with that is language, 
that I don’t speak Hungarian. To speak the language is very 
important, but now I’ve started to learn.” 
(10-R)

Several respondents referred to the labor market services of NGOs such as the 

job-finding clubs of Menedék or Artemisszió’s employment program, but some 

also mentioned that these could only help finding low-paid menial jobs.

Looking at the overall employment situation of our respondents, one finds that 

people are either unemployed (inactive), or they have a full-time job (see Figure 

6.). It is apparent, that entrepreneurship (self-employment) in not common 

among the recently arrived beneficiaries of international protection, there was 

only one respondent who had a company of his own. Interim, temporary forms 

of employment (part-time jobs, apprenticeship, internship, voluntary work etc.) 

Figure 10. Distribution of respondents by their employment situation
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are also less common. Enrolment in training and education is rare as well: there 

are only two full-time students and three primary or high school pupils among 

the respondents (often working part-time or occasionally), though many of 

them reported lacking or an unfinished education or training.

There seem to be two different mutually exclusive employment strategies 

pursued by beneficiaries of international protection: either they take whatever 

job they come across and work as much as they can, expecting a gradual 

improvement in their employment and financial status; or they try to minimize 

their employment, just to be able to cover their basic needs and concentrate 

on learning and skills development in order to secure a better labor market 

position in the future. These strategies are not always the result of conscious 

planning and decision making; opportunities are few, choices are limited, and 

basic material needs and existential threats are the main determinants when 

taking or refusing a job offer.

Learning the language, and getting their skills and qualifications recognized are 

not easy and are usually a big challenge for those who arrived only recently. 

Sometimes the special intercultural competences and refugee experiences can 

turn into valuable assets, as happened to an Afghan refugee who works as a co-

worker in one of the refugee assisting NGOs, helping fellow refugees:

“ They come from different parts of the world. And I am working 
with them now. And I have the same feeling about myself as a 
refugee. It is very important for me to have someone who can 
show me the way of living in Hungary, using transportation, and 
the places, where I can get help.” 
(12-R)

4.3 Education

Access to primary education doesn’t seem to be a problem for families with 

children. It is difficult in the beginning, but once the kids speak the language 

their integration happens smoothly. A young Kosovar man remembers the time 

when he started school in Hungary:

“ We arrived in Hungary in June; in September I was already 
attending school. At the beginning it was a bit difficult, but I was 
young; I wanted to study, I liked going to school. It was good to 
learn other languages. I was welcome in the school. In the first 
year I learnt only Hungarian in a special class for refugees only. 
After one year my Hungarian was good enough to get to a normal 
class, among Hungarian children. That first year was a great help. 
It would not have been better to go to a normal class at the very 
beginning. This way I was prepared to the times to come.”
(02-S)

Vocational training and pursuing studies in higher education pose a bigger 

problem for adults. Some referred to past training courses organized by the 

Office of Immigration and Nationality as being very helpful for their future 

labor market integration, but at present there doesn’t seem to be any such 

opportunity available for refugees and beneficiaries of subsidiary protection.

The employment programs of Menedék (job-finding clubs and internships) and 

Artemisszió (mentoring) came up frequently, but these cannot be considered 

proper vocational training. OLIVE, the refugee training program at the CEU, 

was mentioned as great support for refugees aspiring to enroll in higher 

education, but it focuses on tuition in an international environment, making it 

possible for only a few people to try and gain admission to the formal programs 

of the CEU.

Young adults are in the most difficult situation: many of them are pursuing 

studies in upper elementary or secondary schools while working part-time 

(often doing night-shifts) to make a living.
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4.4 Health

Difficulties in access to health services are rooted in two problems. The more 

common is related to health insurance. The most serious cases are those when 

people don’t even have a valid social security number. It has been a long-

standing issue and subject to many debates between service providing agencies 

and state authorities, but generating a social security number for a newly 

recognized refugee is still very problematic, and authorities often fail to do that.

One of our respondents hasn’t managed to get a valid social security number 

since his recognition as a refugee one and a half year ago. It seems that the 

practice is very uneven: many respondents said that they had no problems with 

obtaining the social security number but there were others who had a number 

generated but lost their card and couldn’t get another one.

“ The health insurance issue in Hungary is a huge dark hole.....When 
I got into the society and became one of them, I realized that it’s 
not just us; it’s like this for all of us. It’s a bit crazy and scary really. 
I was like ‘how come you people are silent like this?’ We run from 
home because we cannot talk. Because if we talk, or even when 
we dream, you will find the national security on your mind. But 
here you have right to talk!”
(34-S)

In other cases, beneficiaries of international protection have a social security 

number but their health insurance is not covered. Many of the respondents 

worked illegally or irregularly, meaning that they and their employers didn’t 

pay taxes or social security contributions. This prevents them from accessing 

health-care on an ordinary basis; they can use only emergency care.

The other type of problem, though much less frequently mentioned is 

the refusal on the side of health providers. Lack of trust, lack of language 

competence and lack of information on the status and entitlements of 

beneficiaries of international protection are the factors behind this.

“ Once I went to get my European health insurance card issued and 
I felt that the office worker looked at me strangely, and she did 
not like to help me. She first asked for different conditions and 
papers, like being an active worker, and a tax payment certificate, 
even though she knew from my papers that I am a refugee and I 
am allowed to get a European card without such papers. Even my 
social worker at the shared accommodation was surprised, and 
went with me the next time. Only then could I get the card.” 
(32-R)

4.5 Social life, inclusion & religion

Many of the respondents find it difficult to learn the language, though they all 

agree that it is one of the most important conditions for successful integration. 

As an Afghan refugee said:

“ The Hungarian language is so hard! I can speak Hindi, Urdu, a little 
bit of Russian, English, and our native language, but Hungarian is 
so difficult.” 
(14-R)

Respondents often mentioned that they participated in language courses 

offered by various NGOs. Although they found these courses helpful for 

learning Hungarian, they often mentioned that these were only temporary 

opportunities with changing venues and schedules.

Language is one of the obstacles of networking with Hungarians.

“ Now that I live in Hungary, I have to learn not only the language 
but also how Hungarians think, how they live.” 
(15-S)
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“ What I have learnt from Hungarians is that they are good people, 
but once they can’t hear your language, they can’t communicate 
with you; they tend to become hostile to you. Even if you are 
asking for directions, maybe you are lost in the heart of the city, 
if you can’t speak the language, they will say: “Nem értem. Nem 
tudom.” Without language skills, life is absolutely difficult. The 
language helped me to get a job. I could work, I could relate, I 
could have some Hungarian friends, so I feel like at home.” 
(28-R)

Though several respondents mentioned that they had Hungarian friends and 

acquaintances, the majority of them maintained links only with other refugees 

or other foreigners, who they met in the workplace or in churches or mosques. 

Places of worship, schools and workplaces were also the places where people 

could meet other Hungarians. People often referred to social workers as 

Hungarians they are in touch with.

Most respondents had mixed experiences about everyday interactions with 

Hungarians. In general, they found Hungarians kind and helpful, but almost 

everybody reported some negative encounters as well:

“ Hungarians are very good people, they helped me a lot. Even the 
people on the street speak good English and help me if I get lost. 
One time I was on the train and I had a problem with my hand, I 
was standing, one guy came to me and told me to sit down and 
he offered me his seat. (…) One day, I remember it was 2nd of 
October, when there was a referendum about the migrants, and 
that day on the metro one old man told me to get out of the 
country. I just smiled. Some people are not good…” 
(11-S)

Sometimes negative public attitudes become apparent only in specific situations, 

such as renting a flat or looking for or taking a job. A young refugee had especially 

difficult experiences in his workplace, where otherwise he was very successful:

“ I once went to the HR office at my workplace and told them that 
when I’m outside work, it is like I’m in a different world. Hungarians 
are very kind and nice people. But when I’m in the factory, it’s a 
different world. I have some colleagues... One of them stood in 
front of me and looked me in the eyes and told me this is not my 
place. A Hungarian person should be in my place. This is what kind 
of colleagues I have. [...] There were times I would hear comments 
like this every day. Every day.” 
(17-R)

Several respondents mentioned explicit abuse from Hungarians, but they 

consider these as isolated incidents:

“ A few weeks ago in Debrecen I was waiting for a bus and a guy 
walked up to me and spat at me. I don’t care. He told me “Go 
back to your country”. So I receive a lot of insults. I think it is 
normal because when you are not happy you tend to transfer your 
aggression onto people. I just see it like that. That won’t stop me 
from accomplishing the dreams that I want. It doesn’t stop me. 
Even if you think I am stupid, I know I am not stupid. I have my 
own perspective, my own opinion, and everybody is entitled to 
have his own opinion. I know I am not stupid so you can say I am 
stupid. Who cares? There is a saying that “If you stop and cast a 
stone at every dog that barks you will never get to your destination”. 
You don’t listen to every person and what they say. It is only a 
distraction, and I don’t want to be distracted from my focus.” 
(28-R)
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Respondents often thought it was normal that many Hungarians turned away 

from them, or didn’t like them. Accepting negative public attitudes as part 

of normal, everyday life definitely helps surviving in the short run; however, 

it solidifies the unequal social situation of refugees and foreigners, making 

xenophobia and discrimination less visible for the advocacy organizations 

combating them. The words of a young Afghan man who arrived in Hungary as 

an unaccompanied minor illustrates this well:

“ When I asked someone, a Hungarian, about an address, he did 
not tell me. I think 70-80 percent of them don’t like speaking with 
refugees. They think that all of these people are just terrorists. 
They think differently. But this is normal. Because I don’t know 
their language, how can I compare with them, communicate with 
them?” 
(04-S)

Besides encounters with individuals in someone’s private life, schooling or 

work, another interface with Hungarian society is the offices where people 

turn to in their administrative dealings. Due to the difficult language and 

complicated procedures, it is often a challenge, even for Hungarians, and 

refugees find it problematic even after a longer stay in the country. As one of 

our respondents said:

“ I don’t like to receive official documents. I speak the language 
with no avail; I’ve stayed here for 10 years with no avail; I don’t 
understand. I get the call, I get it, and I don’t understand it at all. It 
is written in such an official way that I don’t understand it. Then I 
ask my former primary school teacher, and she tells me in a ´more 
Hungarian´ style, and then I understand everything.” 
(02-S)

None of the respondents mentioned any cases when they were hindered in 

practicing their religion. Although not all of them were religious, even those 

who were found it relatively easy to practice. As one respondent said:

“ I am religious. I pray 5 times a day. It is very easy to do. For 
example I just prayed before we met. I also found a mosque I can 
go to.” 
(11-S)

4.6 Family Unity

The majority (30) of our respondents were singles living alone or together with 

friends and other families. The rest of the respondents lived in families of 2 to 8 

persons. Figure 11. shows the number of people by their family size.

Figure 11. Number of people by family size
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Nine people mentioned altogether 26 family members living abroad.10 Only 

three of them initiated a family reunification process; the rest either didn’t want 

to reunite with their families for pragmatic (usually economic or educational) 

reasons, or want to start the reunification only at a later stage of their stay in 

Hungary. Those who want to start the family reunification usually referred to 

their insecure economic situation as the main obstacle to bringing their families 

to Hungary.

Those who were already in the process of family reunification, or were only 

considering starting it, referred to it as their first and foremost goal: being 

together with long unseen spouses and children is the most important thing in 

their life.

“ Regarding my future, I want to be here, I want to live here. You 
know, every person has a plan about the future. I am also trying 
to continue working, bring my wife here, have a normal life here. 
I want to have my own house, my own flat; this is the most 
important, to bring my wife here. For me, this is a normal life.” 
(13-R)

People are aware of the difficult, lengthy and bureaucratic procedures, and 

know that it may take very long, even years, to reunite with their families.

Those who are already in the process or have successfully reunited with their 

families highlighted the help they got from the organizations supporting them 

in the process: the Hungarian Helsinki Committee and Menedék Association.

10 We considered only those who still consider the separation from their families as a temporary 
and unintentional situation. There were some people who mentioned divorced spouses 
and abandoned families; we counted them as singles or took only their new families into 
consideration.

4.7 Plans

Most of the respondents had no previous plans to come to and stay in Hungary 

in particular. They happened to end up here, considering the country the first in 

their journey that provided protection and prospects to restart their lives here:

“ I stay in Hungary, because I wanted to. I am protected. Why 
should I be moving up and down?” 
(01-R)

The security of legal status is usually a very strong reason for staying:

“ I was really tired. If I go to another country, I should wait one year, 
one and a half years for the documents. If I get them. If they reject 
me, what should I do? Should I reapply? Now I have documents, 
everything, I will find a job here; I will stay here. Of course if I had 
been rejected, I would have left, too.” 
(13-R)

There are people who are not satisfied with their present situation and 

consider their stay in Hungary to be only temporary, despite their legal status 

here. Although getting a right to residence is a very important element of 

international protection, without integration, it is not enough as a possible 

durable solution. As a young Afghan refugee said:

“ If Hungary didn’t have my fingerprints I would have left this 
country, too. I still want to go, I don’t care about the police… I am 
not going to stay in Hungary… At first when we arrived in Hungary 
I was so happy; after six months… I just knew that it’s not what 
I wanted. Other countries have better life opportunities. I know 
that it’s a good and free country but people are jealous and the 
refugees are not getting any help.” 
(08-R)
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Even more successful refugees can have conflicting plans for the future. 

Settlement, and integration are just as important as maintaining the hope to 

return to their country of origin. According to a woman from Syria:

“ In five years I want to be able to speak Hungarian and start a job 
here. But I also want the war to end and to go back to Syria. I 
promised my Hungarian friends to take them to my country and 
show them what my country’s like, why I like my country.” 
(06-R)

For some, it is the investment they have made in learning the language, and 

creating and maintaining social networks that makes them stay:

“ For now, I’m here. But I don’t want to go to any other place. I have 
studied Hungarian for four years, I don’t want to go to another 
county and wait another four years and study another language.” 
(R-17)

A recurrent problem mentioned by beneficiaries of subsidiary protection is 

the insecurity of their status. Revision and withdrawal is a constant threat that 

often thwarts people’s plans to invest in their future in Hungary. In one case, 

a beneficiary of subsidiary protection even obtained a short-term residence 

permit on the basis of being married to a Hungarian citizen, thus abandoning his 

protected status.

“ Dead life. I saw many things; it’s very difficult. When I’m coming 
here, I think I have a very good future, now I have a five-year 
passport, but I am always confused: after five years, what will 
happen with my life?” 
(04-S)

Those who are in a difficult social situation see their future rather negatively as 

well. Thinking about the future can be extremely stressful if basic needs are not 

met, and people don’t see any prospective improvement:

“ I don’t even want to imagine that [what will happen to me in 
five years]. Every time I think about the future, it stresses me; it 
stresses me a lot, because I tell myself that there is no life. I don’t 
want to think about it at all. But also we cannot live without 
thinking, and I try to do my best, and it gives me courage for the 
future, and, I don’t know… I don’t have any answer at that point. 
Only the future can tell that.” 
(46-R)

4.8 Life assessment

Many of the respondents talked about their expectations regarding their 

refugee status or subsidiary protection, going beyond mere residence rights. 

Their status is very important, but without support and a perspective of self-

reliance, one cannot talk about protection in its comprehensive nature. As such, 

many of the respondents were not at all satisfied with their lives despite the 

legal status they had.

“ It is true that we need the status to have protection. But we also 
need stability, because we come from a country where we had so 
much trouble. We thought that, with the protection, they would 
give us help and support as well. But this is not like that.” 
(46-R)

The overall assessment by people of their own life depends highly on their 

present circumstances. Having a job and having secure housing are the two 

things that determine satisfaction the most. Another factor is the time spent 

in Hungary: the longer people are here, the more likely that they are satisfied 

with their lives, even if their objective circumstances are far from ideal. People 

often try to present a better picture of their situation in order to maintain their 

dignity and relieve the tension between their aspirations and achievements, but 

the majority of our respondents seemed genuinely satisfied with the little they 
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had, having a positive attitude toward their lives and future. Peace, safety and 

security are appreciated the most, as one of our respondents said:

“ I received my documents in Hungary; now I work in Hungary: I 
am happy. I want to live my life here; a small house, a wife and 
children: I want to relax. In our countries there is war, fighting 
every day, every night; now I want to live somewhere in peace.” 
(14-R)

Many people are also aware of the limited possibilities they have as 

beneficiaries of international protection. Even if their present circumstances 

are far from being ideal, they know that the chances of improving them 

elsewhere are slim.

“ We have one big problem: we are foreigners, and the second thing 
is that we are refugees. So it’s very difficult to find a place to live. 
We have to accept everything because we don’t have a choice.” 
(33-S)

Setting realistic goals is also very important. People can be satisfied even under 

difficult circumstances:

“ Being satisfied… it’s all about appreciating the little you have… but 
if you take it to the level of being satisfied, there is nothing which 
can satisfy… I mean every day we have unlimited wants and needs 
that we need to meet, but we just need to appreciate the little we 
have, and keep life going on like that.” 
(01-R)

Support in integration, or rather the lack of it, is an important factor that 

determines someone’s situation. Although respondents often mentioned the 

help they received from NGOs or volunteers, they were also aware of the lack 

of a comprehensive integration strategy and statutory services stemming from 

it.

“ In other European countries they help them to integrate; they 
give them a future. If you want to go to school, they support your 
dream. I believe in a saying: “If you give me clothes, I will wear 
them out; if you give me money, I will pay it and get finished. But 
if you empower me with wisdom and knowledge, it will become 
a part of my personality, and I will develop the country.” I would 
like to contribute to the system, to make it better. I think the 
government should really help people to integrate. I am willing to 
integrate.” 
(28-R)

Another aspect is the impact of the circumstances of the institutions in 

which people stayed before receiving international protection. Some people 

spend months in detention before being recognized; others were in open 

camps where conditions are far from ideal. They often refer to these initial 

experiences as ones with longer-lasting effects.

“ When you are in a camp, it is really hard. When you have 
problems in your country and with your family. In the camp I saw 
several things. Some people had very bad mental problems. Some 
people drank there, took pills or tried to kill themselves. I am very 
lucky I had my status in 6 months. So many people wait longer, 
even years.” 
(33-S)
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5. GOOD PRACTICES IDENTIFIED

Starting employment in the ethnic economy may seem less desirable from 

the perspective of long-term social and labor market integration, but it 

appears to be a very important initial support, not only in economic but also 

in social and cultural integration. Co-ethnic communities can be a powerful 

mediator between newcomers and the majority society, helping in cultural 

orientation and gradual acculturation. A strong co-ethnic network is less 

helpful in facilitating language acquisition, and it is always beneficial if 

mainstream integration services can rely on the networks and resources of the 

ethnic communities in the forms of community work, job-finding services or 

intercultural mediation.

The role of mentors (either volunteers on their own or involved in targeted 

integration projects) has often been mentioned by professionals and 

beneficiaries of international protection alike. It seems that this form of 

individualized support from members of the local communities has a great 

added value compared to professional assistance, namely building and 

reinforcing social networks with the majority society. Mentors usually need 

strong support and guidance from professional helpers; projects can secure this 

in some cases, but social workers in Family Support Centers have complained of 

their lack of resources for coordinating the mentors volunteering to work with 

their refugee clients.

Housing schemes related to employment play an especially important role. 

Some respondents and experts mentioned cases when employers provided 

accommodation for their employees. Living in a supported rental flat or a 

workers’ hostel can be considered an upward mobility from the homeless care 

system in which most refugees start their career in Hungary, and so this model 

can be considered good practice. The risk of it is that the accommodation is 

linked to their employment: losing or changing job can result in the immediate 

loss of the accommodation. Such schemes are therefore ideal when the 

accommodation is considered only as a temporary support in the initial phase of 

the employment and people are encouraged to move out once they can afford 

to rent a place on the open market.

Special university courses for refugees are a great opportunity; the CEU OLIVE 

program is the one that was available during the time of the research. The 

program is especially remarkable as it is a facilitated entry opportunity into 

the higher education for some of its beneficiaries and a great tool for building 

social networks and intercultural learning for many others. Besides the learning 

opportunities, access to service providing organizations is also secured by the 

program’s organizer.
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6. TARGET AREAS FOR ADVOCACY 
AND POLICY DEVELOPMENT

The lack of pre-integration measures seems to be one of the main obstacles 

to successful integration. There seems to be an enormous difference between 

the perspectives of those who were recognized under the old system, where 

people could spend several months in reception facilities before moving out 

into the local communities, and those who have been recognized recently. For 

many people, the homeless care system serves as a form of pre-integration, 

but the process is not consciously planned and designed. Synergies between 

policy areas are especially important in this field: the homeless-care system – or 

more broadly the national welfare system – could effectively respond to the 

emerging needs of beneficiaries of international protection. It requires only a 

technical level of coordination without legislative or institutional changes.

The housing situation of beneficiaries of international protection is very 

problematic. Institutional care is widespread, without a viable exit strategy 

toward the private housing market. Housing poverty is common; many 

beneficiaries of international protection are at risk of de facto homelessness. 

The facilitation of community-based housing is a potential solution, mentoring 

and supporting individuals and local communities are a possible catalyst, as 

well as encouraging the involvement of local municipalities that are willing to 

support the housing of refugees.

Irregular and unlawful employment occurs frequently, with many exploitations 

of the vulnerable situation of beneficiaries of international protection. 

Bargaining for a better labor market position, using the tools of community 

work and employer sensitization, as well as monitoring and sanctioning 

unlawful employment, can contribute to a better labor market integration.

Xenophobia and negative public attitudes seem to be widespread, even 

considered as something “normal”, a part of everyday life. Notwithstanding the 

optimistic and positive disposition of beneficiaries of international protection, 

it would still be essential to make targeted efforts to reduce negative public 

attitudes in schools, workplaces and the local communities where people of our 

concern live, though it seems increasingly difficult due to the hostile political 

climate.

A further area of advocacy is the security of the status of beneficiaries of 

subsidiary protection. It seems that people don’t find this form of protection 

strong and stable enough; they are anxious about losing it, often trying to 

convert it to other – seemingly less secure – forms of residence permits 

(employment, family membership). It needs a more thorough statistical analysis 

and expert consultations to see if there are any patterns or tendencies that 

justify the fears by beneficiaries of subsidiary protection of losing their status 

easily.

Several beneficiaries of international protection can be identified as members 

of particular social groups with special needs. Besides health and disability 

issues, people’s family status (single parents, unaccompanied children), age 

or gender can influence the outcome of social integration. It is essential to 

respond to special needs, not only within the framework of refugee integration, 

but within the broader framework of social policy, effectively mobilizing and 

involving other stakeholders representing these issues in the majority society.
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ANNEXES

1. List of interviewees by their main socio-demographic characteristics

Number Country of 
origin

Status Recognition Gender Age Education Family Language Place Comment

01-R Uganda refugee 2015 male 28 college single English Budapest

02-S Kosovo subsidiary 
protection

2011 male 20 vocational 
school

with family (2 parents, 2 sisters) Hungarian Debrecen

03-R Afghanistan refugee 2014 male 45 8 classes single Farsi Hatvan

04-S Bangladesh subsidiary 
protection

2016 male 18 none single English Fót Unaccompanied 
minor

05-R Afghanistan refugee 2015 male 23 none single English Budapest

06-R Syria refugee nd female 51 University with family (spouse, son) English/
Hungarian

Budapest

07-R Nepal refugee 2016 female 18 high school with spouse English Budapest

08-R Afghanistan refugee nd male 19 8 classes with family (mother, 2 sisters, 1 
brother)

Hungarian Budapest

09-R Afghanistan refugee 2016 male 18 7 classes with family (2 parents) Hungarian Budapest

10-R Ethiopia refugee 2016 male 22 high school separated (wife abroad) English Budapest

11-S Somalia subsidiary 
protection

2016 male 28 University single English Budapest

12-R Afghanistan refugee 2015 male 27 8 classes separated (2 parents and 5 
siblings are abroad)

English Budapest pending family 
reunification

13-R Afghanistan refugee 2016 male 32 high school separated (wife abroad) English Budapest

14-R Afghanistan refugee 2016 male 34 high school single English Budapest

15-S Afghanistan subsidiary 
protection

2016 male 29 4 classes single English Budapest

16-R Afghanistan refugee 2015 male 40 high school separated (mother, wife, 8 
children abroad)

English Budapest

17-S Afghanistan subsidiary 
protection

2012 male 31 vocational 
school

single Hungarian Budapest
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Number Country of 
origin

Status Recognition Gender Age Education Family Language Place Comment

18-S Nigeria subsidiary 
protection

2016 female 26 college with family (1 child) English Budapest single parent

19-S Serbia subsidiary 
protection

2014 male 40 high school with family (1 child) English Budapest single parent

20-R Afghanistan refugee 2016 female 27 college with family (husband 2 
children)

English Budapest successful 
family 
reunification

21-S Nigeria subsidiary 
protection

2016 female 24 high school with family (1 child) English Budapest single parent

22-R Iran refugee 2016 male 38 college single English Győr

23-R Ethiopia refugee 2016 male 26 college separated (wife abroad) English Győr

24-S Afghanistan subsidiary 
protection

2012 male 32 7 classes separated (wife abroad) Dari Győr

25-S Afghanistan subsidiary 
protection

2015 male 18 5 classes single Hungarian/
English

Fót Unaccompanied 
minor

26-R Afghanistan refugee 2013 male 19 8 classes single Hungarian Fót Unaccompanied 
minor

27-S Afghanistan residence permit 
(former subs. 
prot.)

2013 male 34 unfinished 
primary

with spouse (Hungarian) Hungarian Debrecen abandoned 
protection 
status

28-R Nigeria refugee 2015 male 29 college single English Debrecen

29-S Syria subsidiary 
protection

2015 male 21 8 classes single (with Hungarian 
girlfriend)

English Debrecen

30-S Nepal refugee 2015 male 37 high school with spouse, separated from 
children

English Budapest pending family 
reunification

31-S Syria subsidiary 
protection

2016 male 27 unfinished 
university

single English Budapest

32-R Palestine refugee 2016 female 44 unfinished high 
school

with family (husband, child) Arabic Budapest successful 
family 
reunification

33-S Pakistan refugee 2016 male 28 University single English Budapest

34-S Eritrea subsidiary 
protection

2014 male 30 unfinished 
college

single English Budapest

35-R Iran refugee 2015 male 51 University with family (wife and child) English Győr

36-R Iran refugee 2015 transgender 
female to 
male

29 unfinished 
university

single (with Hungarian 
girlfriend)

Farsi Budapest transgender
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Number Country of 
origin

Status Recognition Gender Age Education Family Language Place Comment

37-S Afghanistan subsidiary 
protection

2016 female 29 high school with family (husband, 2 
children)

Farsi Budapest

38-S Afghanistan subsidiary 
protection

2015 male 21 none single Dari Budapest

39-R Iran citizen (former 
refugee)

2011 male 35 University with family (Hungarian wife, 
child)

English/
Hungarian

Budapest successful 
naturalisation

40-R Afghanistan 
(Russia)

refugee 2014 male 48 University with family (wife, 2 children) English Budapest

41-SL Palestine stateless 2012 male 47 college with family (wife, 2 children) Arabic Budapest

42-R Syria refugee 2015 male 23 8 classes separated (wife, son abroad) English Budapest

43-R Nigeria refugee 2016 male 43 college single English Budapest

44-R Afghanistan refugee 2015 male 50 7 classes with family (wife, son) English/
Hungarian

Budapest successful 
family 
reunification

45-S Cameroon subsidiary 
protection

2016 male 31 high school single English Budapest disabled

46-R Cameroon refugee 2016 female 32 high school single French Budapest

47-S Egypt subsidiary 
protection

2014 female 22 high school single Hungarian Budapest disabled

48-R Syria refugee 2015 female unfinished high 
school

with family (spouse, son) Arabic Budapest resettled

49-R Syria refugee 2015 female 58 unfinished 
primary

with family (spouse, son, and 
son’s wife and 5 kids)

Arabic Budapest resettled

50-R Syria refugee 2015 male 56 university separated (wife abroad) Arabic Budapest resettled, 
pending family 
reunification
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2. Recognitions as refugee and beneficiary of subsidiary protection 
by OIN between January 2011 and December 2016 (N)

Citizenship 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 TOTAL

REF SUBS REF SUBS REF SUBS REF SUBS REF SUBS REF SUBS

Afghan 28 69 25 65 17 58 33 52 32 128 10 74 591

Syrian 8 84 19 140 110 61 73 54 1 29 1 0 580

Iraqi 12 60 6 40 5 15 1 9 1 3 1 3 156

Iranian 16 0 15 7 4 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 49

Somalian 17 18 18 49 18 48 9 41 11 47 4 1 281

Palestinian 7 4 9 6 14 11 5 0 0 1 1 0 58

Congolese 8 1 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15

Yemeni 0 5 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17

Georgian 3 0 4 0 6 0 15 0 0 1 1 1 31

Eritrean 0 1 3 6 8 20 3 7 0 2 1 0 51

Ethiopian 6 1 2 0 2 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 17

Egyptian 0 1 3 0 1 0 3 0 1 0 1 0 10

Kosovar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 2 7

Pakistani 5 5 1 3 1 1 0 3 1 11 0 2 33

Other 28 19 24 20 34 16 13 12 1 4 8 9 188

Unknown 16 3 15 6 18 6 14 5 13 14 13 5 128

TOTAL 154 271 146 356 240 236 173 183 68 240 47 98 2212
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