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ABSTRACT: In the last few decades there have been changes in the nature
of international migration trends and spatial mobility of population on the world
level. This was influenced by significant changes on the political scene of Europe
and the world, globalisation, international capital flows, technical-technological
progress, the IT revolution and so forth.

International migration trends are mainly analysed from the perspective
of the recipient countries, while research from the perspective of the origin
countries is much rarer, and especially those which include both aspects. At the
same time, there is an evident lack of reliable information containing data on
migration trends between countries of origin and destination, regional origin
and demographic structures of migrants, which hinders a more detailed territo-
rial analysis. Serbia does not have satisfactory statistics on international migra-
tion as well, even though it is a country with long emigration tradition. The
census data on the Serbian nationals working or residing abroad, regardless of
the relatively large census undercount, present the main sources of statistical
information on the characteristics of Serbian emigration, and practically the
only source of data on their regional origin and socio-demographic features.

Regional differences in view of the share of nationals abroad are very
pronounced in Serbia. They were established as early as 1971 the Census and
confirmed by every following census. The 2002 Census results indicated there

* This paper is a result of the project “Investigation of demographic phenomena in the func-
tion of public policies in Serbia” (No. 47006), funded by the Ministry of Education, Science and
Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia.
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were three typical emigration zones. The aim of the paper is to determine whether
there have been changes in the spatial distribution of the emigrants from the
regional aspect of Serbia as an origin country, based on 2011 Census final results.
The characteristics of the Serbian citizens abroad, according to age and sex,
length of stay abroad, country of destination and ethnic composition, have also
been analyzed in this paper.

KEYWORDS: international migration, emigration zone, Serbia, 2011 Cen-
sus of Population in Serbia

INTRODUCTION

Different historical periods brought significant increases in migration
flows and patterns and their implications have been multiply analysed. It is
believed that Europe, at the beginning of the third millennium, experienced a
new migration turnaround. The changed political maps of Europe and the
world, inextricably linked with the turbulent economic changes and effects of
globalisation, international capital flows, technological progress, along with
the improvement of transport infrastructure, development of telecommunica-
tions and transportation and information revolution, have resulted in the so-called
global migration era [Castles and Miller 2008]. The scope of migration flows
has significantly increased, and the permanent settlement, as the most common
immigration pattern, is being replaced by models of temporary, circular, trans-
national migration and intensification of spatial mobility of people in the most
productive working age. Furthermore, the concealed, illegal forms of migration
have become more complex, presenting an almost unsolvable problem for a
growing number of economically developed countries.

At the beginning of the third millennium the public interest in the issue
of international migration visibly increased. It was not conditioned only by its
substantial intensification, because it had been present since the 1980s, but by
the increasingly powerful immigration pressure faced by the most economi-
cally developed countries in the world. It is also one of the main reasons for
migration, in the vast majority of studies, to be examined from the perspective
of destination countries. The studies focussed on the countries of origin and
complex research involving both aspects are much more uncommon. The
closely related studies are devoted to the territorial aspect of studying interna-
tional migration. They belong to the group of the least numerous [Skeldon
2008], and when viewed from the perspective of the countries of origin, it is
practically negligible. What prevents more reliable consideration of theoretical
approaches in revealing deterministic basis of migration is exactly the lack of
reliable information containing data about the migration flow between coun-
tries of origin and reception, as well as regional origin, demographic and socio-
-economic structures of migrants. It also prevents a more detailed analysis of
the complex relations between social development and migration, particularly
in the sphere of finding a political response to the possibility of using migration
(foreign currency remittances, transnational migrant networks, social and hu-
man capital) to improve the socio-economic development in both the destina-
tion countries and countries of origin [Predojevi¢-Despi¢ and Penev 2012].
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As a country with a long tradition of emigration, specific economic and
political emigration context, a significant number of its citizens abroad, as well
as a very heterogeneous spatial distribution and differentiated structure of
international migrants, Serbia lacks good statistics on emigrant stocks and
flows [ISS and SORS 2013], as well as a sufficient number of studies on inter-
national, and above all, economic migration. Therefore, the aim of this paper
is to examine the tendency in the number of Serbian citizens working or resid-
ing abroad based on the available census data, to territorially locate the “hot”
emigration zones based on the final 2011 Census data, and determine whether
there have been any changes in relation to the situation disclosed by the previ-
ous 2002 Census. This paper also analyses some important structural charac-
teristics of the emigrant stock by zones and indicates the main countries of
destination. Such an approach does not have only the research, but wider social
significance, particularly because most of the population abroad covered by
the census maintain ties with Serbia, often visit their hometowns and present
an important resource for the socio-economic development of the country.

EMIGRATION FROM SERBIA: THE TERRITORIAL ASPECT

According to the 2011 Census results?, slightly more than 313 thousand
citizens of Serbia worked or resided abroad. It was the first population census
that registered fewer people abroad than at the time of the previous one. The
2011 Census registered as many as 100 thousand people less, which is almost
a quarter less than in the previous census. The causes of such large decrease
are numerous, among the most important being: increased undercover as a
result of putting the emphasis on the usually resident population and not on the
family members living abroad, the boycott of ethnic Albanians, new remote
destinations, significant number of asylum applicants, the so-called false asy-
lum seekers, more intense departure of highly educated persons whose cover-
age is, as a rule, lower. However, despite the inadequate coverage and decrease
in the emigrant stock, it is certain that in the last intercensal period 20022011
the international migration of Serbian population was less intense than in the
last decade of the 20™ century. Furthermore, their character has also changed.
Forced migration, as well as the migration based on predominantly political
reasons, is replaced by the so-called peacetime migration, mainly motivated
by economic reasons. The causal connection with the migration of the 1990s
continues, especially when observing the return flows, i.e. repatriation of
refugees to Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia. In 2006, Montenegro became
an independent state, so that the migration between the two former Yugoslav
republics, previously registered as internal became international migration.
According to the 2011 Census, Montenegro is among the 15 fop countries of

2 The paper used exclusively the official statistical data obtained by regular population
censuses conducted in Serbia between 1971 and 2011. For 2002 and 2011 the data used were obtained
by special additional processing of the final census results. The authors would like to thank the
Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia (SORS) for the data that represented the necessary
statistical basis for writing this paper.
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destination for the Serbian emigrants. Moreover, the progress in the EU acces-
sion process of Serbia is one of the most important triggers for emigration,
which influenced the choice of destination country and length of stay abroad
in the last intercensal period.

Significant regional differences in terms of emigration trends and char-
acteristics of the Serbian emigrant stock, present back in the mid-1960s, and
gradually developed and further intensified during the 1990s, are highlighted
in the observed intercensal period 2002-2011, both at the lower (cities and
municipalities) and the higher territorial levels (districts and macro regions).
They are mainly related to different intensity of emigration and unequal share
of the emigrant population in the total population. In addition, differences by
areas are noticeable when considering the characteristics of emigration and
the emigrant population (country of destination, length of stay abroad, age and
sex structure, ethnic composition of migrants, etc.).

Table 1. Serbian citizens working or residing abroad.
Serbia, Central Serbia and Vojvodina, 1971, 1981, 1991, 2002 and 2011

Serbia Central Serbia Vojvodina

Total Abroad Total Abroad Total Abroad
ota ota .

. . opulation
Census| population | Number .Sl:arel population | Number 'S}:arel (I;npcountry Number .Sl:aiel
(in country of in fota (in country of in fota ntota

of
and abroad) persons popula- and abroad) persons

popula- and ersons popula-
tion (%) tion (%)| abroad) |P tion (%)

1971 | 7,202,915 {203,981 | 2.8 | 5,250,355 | 133,389 | 2.5 |1,952,560|70,592| 3.6
1981 | 7,729,246 {269,012 | 3.5 | 5,694,464 {203,421 | 3.6 |2,034,782|65,591 | 3.2
1991 | 7,822,795 {273,817 3.5 | 5,808,906 {226,295| 3.9 2,013,889 47,522 | 2.4
2002 | 7,893,125 | 414,839 | 5.3 5,794,346 | 344,151 | 59 |2,098,779|70,688 | 3.4
2011 | 7,470,798 | 313,411 | 4.2 | 5,496,368 {263,083 | 4.8 |[1,974,430(50,328| 2.5

Source: Census data

Notes: 1) Data refer to the total number of Serbian citizens abroad (regardless of length
of stay); 2) Data for 1991 include estimated number of citizens abroad in municipalities
of Bujanovac and PreSevo; 3) Data for 2011 do not include the estimated population of
Bujanovac and Presevo.

Differences are present even when considering the two main areas of the
country exclusively. The 2011 Census results indicate that the number of per-
sons abroad also decreased in Central Serbia and Vojvodina (by 81 thousand
and by 20 thousand respectively). However, although the decrease is greater
in Central Serbia, it is relatively more pronounced in Vojvodina, both accord-
ing to the negative growth rate (in Central Serbia, the decrease was 23.5%,
while in Vojvodina it was 28.8%) and to the decreasing share in the total
population (Table 1).

Regional differences are even more pronounced at lower territorial and
administrative levels. It is at the municipal level that all the diversity of demo-
graphic and economic development can be clearly seen, as well as the hetero-
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geneity of ethno-social population structure [Penev and Predojevi¢-Despi¢
2012]. This applies to the emigration flows, especially during the last two in-
tercensal periods, i.e. after the dissolution of the former Yugoslavia, when the
political and economic crisis and the war left serious consequences throughout
the country and deepened regional differences.

In Serbia, there is a very heterogeneous spatial distribution of the emigrant
stock. Besides the main urban areas — Belgrade (10 municipalities), Novi Sad
(2 municipalities) and Ni$ (5 municipalities), there are only 15 municipalities
and cities (out of 168) from which originate more than 50% of people living
abroad in 2011. Out of this number, 10 are smaller municipalities with total
population in the country and abroad under 40 thousand (of which 4 are very
small — with less than 20 thousand inhabitants). These are mainly municipali-
ties of the Branicevo, Pomoravlje, Podunavlje and Bor districts, as well as the
Sandzak municipality of Novi Pazar. These are generally typical emigration
municipalities which have had the above-average shares of the population
abroad for decades [Penev and Predojevi¢-Despi¢ 2012]. In addition, by quan-
tifying the relative numerical importance of the observed emigrant stock, ex-
pressed through the population abroad participation ratio (APR)? in the 2011
Census, generally very high values of that indicator are obtained for these
municipalities (over 5, and in two municipalities over 10). There are also a very
large number of municipalities with a negligible share of persons abroad in the
total population of the municipalities (in the country and abroad). In 2011, there
were more than 50 municipalities in Serbia with an APR by 50% lower than
the average for Serbia.

EMIGRATION ZONES: 2011 CENSUS

In Serbia, based on the concentration of the population abroad, and not
only the relative one, as well as on the percentile share of persons working or
residing abroad in the total population (in the country and abroad), several
zones of pronounced emigration are clearly identified. For the purposes of this
paper, with its main objective to assess the basic characteristics of the migrant
population stock which, according to the 2011 Census, has the largest concen-
tration of population abroad, as well as the direction and intensity of migra-
tory flows from Serbia, two zones of pronounced emigration were established.
In order for the zones to be spatially continuous, the emigration zones also
include municipalities that cannot be considered pronouncedly emigrational
(at least not in terms of external migration), but which by other demographic
characteristics, primarily by geographic location, are similar to their neigh-
bouring mumclpahtles with a very high share of people working or residing
abroad.

3 In this case, the population abroad participation ratio (APR) is the share of municipality
population working or residing abroad in total Serbian population abroad per share of the same
municipality population in the country in the total population of Serbia in the country. It shows the
relative concentration of population abroad by municipalities [Penev and Predojevi¢-Despic¢ 2012].



388

The oldest emigration zone is the Central-East Serbia Zone (CES Zone in
further text), which began to form as early as the first great emigration wave
in the second half of the 1960s. It is located in the central-eastern part of Ser-
bia. Persons from these regions immigrated mostly to the western countries.
CES Zone covers a territory of 14 municipalities in three administrative dis-
tricts (all the municipalities of Brani¢evo and Bor districts, and municipalities
of Despotovac and Svilajnac belonging to Pomoravlje district). This zone,
mainly due to its territorial continuity, also encompasses the municipality of
Bor and Majdanpek, which have a significantly lower share of population
abroad and constitute an exception to other municipalities of CES Zone [for
more details see: Penev and Predojevi¢-Despi¢ 2012] .

In this Zone, the number of residents abroad continuously increased until
the early 2000s. In the last intercensal period there was a decrease in the number
of persons abroad (6.0%), but it was slower than the decrease in other areas,
i.e. much slower than the average for Serbia (24.4%). The 2011 Census results
also point to the scope and numerical importance of the emigrant stock from
CES Zone, according to which out of 18 municipalities with the absolute majority
of people from Serbia abroad, as many as 10 belonged to the central-eastern
emigration zone. Every fourth citizen of Serbia abroad (26%) originates from
CES Zone, while at the same time its population accounted for only 5% of the
total, usual residents of Serbia. The largest number of people abroad in this
zone originates from the municipality of Negotin (12.7 thousand in 2011), which
in previous censuses had the highest number of persons abroad within CES Zone.
Moreover, in 2011, Negotin was the second municipality in Serbia by the size
of the emigrant stock, immediately after 10 Belgrade municipalities observed
together.

According to the last two population censuses, the largest number of
municipalities from the oldest Serbian emigration zone had at least twice the
share of the population abroad than the average for Serbia. The 2011 Census
recorded the highest percentile share of the emigrant stock, where nearly eve-
ry fifth citizen (18.7%) of the zone lived abroad (APR value was as high as
5.3). There are also municipalities with a record-high shares of persons abroad
in the total population of the municipality, even over 30% in 2011 (three neigh-
bouring municipalities — Zabari, Kucevo and Malo Crnice), which also have
very high levels of APR — even over 10 (Table 2). These three small munici-
palities have a population of less than 38 thousand, which represents only 0.5%
of the total population, while on the other hand, more than 17 thousand people
originating from these municipalities live abroad, which is 5.5% of the total
emigrant stock of Serbia.

According to the 2002 and 2011 censuses, five Sandzak municipalities of
Priboj, Prijepolje, Sjenica, Novi Pazar and Tutin (in the south-western part of
Serbia) also belonged to the group of municipalities with the highest share of
people working or residing abroad. Unlike CES Zone, in 1991, the Sandzak
municipalities had low or moderately high share of persons abroad. A sudden
increase in the number of persons abroad in this South-West Emigration Zone
(SWS Zone in further text) is linked to the crisis and the wars following the
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Table 2. Serbian citizens working or residing abroad in two “hot” emigration
zones, 2002 and 2011, by municipalities

2002 2011
In the Abroad In the Abroad

Zone / country country

municipality Number of Sharein | APR Number of Sharein | APR
total popu- total popu-
persons lation (%) persons lation (%)

Serbia 7,477,974 | 414,839 5.3 1.00 | 7,157,387 |313,411 42 1.00
CES Zone 395,834 | 86,748 18.0 395 | 351,532 | 81,516 18.8 5.30
Bor 55,695 1,445 2.5 0.47 48,502 1,018 2.1 0.48
Despotovac 25,463 7,392 22.5 5.23 23,065 | 5,840 20.2 5.78
Golubac 9,857| 2,218 18.4 4.06 8,288 | 2,007 19.5 5.53
Kladovo 23,483 7,750 24.8 5.95 20,355 | 6,746 24.9 7.57
Kucevo 18,609 | 6,267 25.2 6.07 15,404 | 6,824 30.7 |10.12
Majdanpek 23,579 1288 5.2 0.98 18,549 1,117 5.7 1.38
Malo Crnice 13,709 5074 27.0 6.67 11,247 | 5,519 329 11.21
Negotin 43162 | 14,217 24.8 5.94 36,627 | 12,763 25.8 7.96
Petrovac 34,221 11,485 251 6.05 30,752 | 10,386 25.2 7.71
Pozarevac 74,555 | 8,542 10.3 2.07 74,638 | 8,764 10.5 2.68
Svilajnac 25,355 7742 234 5.50 23,252 | 6,913 22.9 6.79
Veliko Gradiste 20,489 | 5854 222 5.15 17,459 | 5,839 25.1 7.64
Zabari 12,931 5,308 29.1 7.40 10,987 | 4,933 31.0 [10.25
Zagubica 14,726 2,166 12.8 2.65 12,407 | 2,847 18.7 5.24
SWS Zone 214,550 | 30,968 12.6 2.60 | 218,464 | 24,232 10.0 2.53
Novi Pazar 85,700 | 10,560 11.0 2.22 99,186 | 9,925 9.1 2.29
Priboj 30,241 3,417 10.2 2.04 26,805 | 2,448 8.4 2.09
Prijepolje 40,962 | 4,709 10.3 2.07 36,430 | 4,560 11.1 2.86
Sjenica 27,834 5,935 17.6 3.84 25,899 2,751 9.6 2.43
Tutin 29,813 6,347 17.6 3.84 30,144 | 4,548 13.1 3.45

Source and note: see Table 1

dissolution of the former Yugoslavia, to the strengthening of inter-ethnic ten-
sions and the great economic crisis that has affected the entire Serbia, and
especially some of its peripheral parts. These municipalities are generally
characterised by the majority of Bosniak/Muslim ethnicity, i.e. Islamic religion.
It should be particularly emphasised that during the 1990s and 2000s as well,
in the analysed municipalities the share of the largest ethnic group was mark-
edly higher in the total emigrant population than in the total population of the
municipality. Data of the last two censuses (2002 and 2011) indicate a complete
turnaround in the analysed municipalities in terms of external migration. Be-
tween 1991 and 2002 the number of persons abroad increased by almost 6
times (from 5.4 to 31.0 thousand), and their share in the total population of
SWS Zone from 2.3% to 12.6%. Between 2002 and 2011 there was a significant
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decrease in the number of people abroad, of almost 21.8%, to 24.3 thousand
persons. Although the decrease in this indicator is somewhat less than the
Serbian average, it is significantly higher compared to CES Zone. This can be
partially explained by the specific nature of emigration trends from this region
during the 1990s and early 2000s, and by overcoming the causes of emigration,
on the one hand, as well as the much less opportunity to obtain residence visas
to Western countries, on the other hand. In addition, in the last intercensal
period the process of return migration started on the basis of readmission
agreements, and it is assumed that the census coverage of persons abroad from
this region is slightly lower than in CES Zone.

Besides the two mentioned emigration zones CES and SWS, the 2011
Census did not register any other area of noticeable emigration that could be
characterised as a pronounced emigration zone. It should be emphasised that
there is an emigration zone consisting of two municipalities in southern Serbia
— Bujanovac and Presevo. According to the 2002 Census and previous cen-
suses, it is similar to CES Zone by the most important characteristics of the
population abroad [Penev and Predojevi¢-Despi¢ 2012]. However, the paper
does not analyse this emigration zone because the mass boycott of the 2011
Census by the ethnic Albanians caused the lack of even approximate data about
the number and characteristics of persons working or residing abroad originat-
ing from the two municipalities.

LENGTH OF STAY

Data on length of stay abroad in /ot emigration zones are the best indica-
tors of the extent of regional differences in Serbia as far as the time is consid-
ered. According to the 2011 Census, out of the total number of Serbian citizens
abroad, more than half (175 thousand or 56%) stayed outside the country for
less than 10 years. The largest number of Serbian emigrants covered by the
last census stayed abroad for less than five years: even one in four (79 thousand
or 25%) less than a year, and between one and five years, 53.5 thousand persons
or 17%.

One of the main causes of the huge emigration in the period immediately
before the last census is the placement of Serbia on the Schengen “white” list
in 2010, i.e. the long-awaited opportunity for Serbian citizens to travel visa-free
and stay in the European Schengen area up to three months within a period of
six months. Moreover, a large number of retirees returning from abroad belong
to the group of the so-called transnational migrants, who have returned to live
in Serbia but spend part of the year in the former country of residence. There-
fore, the data of the last census are significantly different from the data of the
previous census in 2002, when more than half (55%) people covered by the
census resided abroad for more than 10 years. The largest number of people
emigrated in the period between 1987 and 1997 (154 thousand or 37%), im-
mediately before the dissolution of the former Yugoslavia and during the severe
crisis that followed. In addition to the abovementioned reasons, certain meth-
odological differences compared to the 2002 Census, such as a different way
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of enumerating students abroad, putting the focus on enumerating usual resi-
dents of Serbia and obtaining information on persons abroad, also influenced
the identified differences in the length of stay abroad between the last two
censuses.

In terms of the emigration zones there are apparent differences in the
length of stay abroad (Table 3). As already pointed out, the residents of the
central-eastern emigration CES Zone were the first to start going abroad, and
after the initial wave their number was constantly rising. This affected the
people of this zone to stay abroad longer compared to the country average,
particularly in relation to the emigrant stock of the Sandzak municipalities, 1.e.
SWS Zone. According to the 2011 Census, the largest number of people from
CES Zone stayed abroad for more than 10 years (44 thousand or 54%). In the
2002 Census, as many as two-thirds of people from this zone stayed abroad
for more than 10 years, which shows that the last census covered significantly
less the population that had emigrated abroad during the first emigration wave

Table 3. Serbian citizens working or residing abroad by length of stay.
Serbia and “hot” emigration zones, 2002 and 2011

Serbia CES Zone SWS Zone
Length of stay 2002 | 2011 2002 | 2011 2002 | 2011
Number of persons
Total 414,839 | 313,411 86,748 81,516 30,968 24,232
Up to 1 year 20,027 | 79,006 2,754 18,254 1,257 9,068
1-4 69,617 53,528 10,656 9,208 8,502 4,432
5-9 74,953 42,487 13,192 10,099 8,952 3,055
10-14 78,982 40,432 18,526 10,386 5,684 3,318
15-19 28,822 28,776 8,232 8,217 841 2,408
20-24 26,991 30,297 7,901 10,942 553 1,206
25-29 22,831 9,619 6,848 3,810 428 230
30+ or unknown 92,616 | 29,266 18,639 10,600 4,751 515
Structure (percentage)
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Up to 1 year 4.8 25.2 32 224 4.1 374
1-4 16.8 17.1 12.3 11.3 27.5 18.3
5-9 18.1 13.6 15.2 12.4 28.9 12.6
10-14 19.0 12.9 214 12.7 18.4 13.7
15-19 6.9 9.2 9.5 10.1 2.7 9.9
20-24 6.5 9.7 9.1 13.4 1.8 5.0
25-29 5.5 3.1 7.9 4.7 1.4 0.9
30+ or unknown 223 9.3 21.5 13.0 15.3 2.1

Source: SORS (special census data processing requested by the authors of this paper)
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in the late 1960s and early 1970s. In 2011, almost one in four emigrant from
CES Zone stayed abroad for less than one year (22%), and every third emigrant
(33%) less than five years, which represents a doubling of the share compared
to 2002, when only 15% of persons stayed abroad for less than five years.

In SWS Zone, compared to CES Zone, there was a significantly higher
share of individuals registered in 2011 who stayed abroad up to five years:
37% was abroad for less than a year, and 55% for less than five years. Only
every fourth emigrant from this zone (5.7 thousand, or 23%) went abroad
between 1992 and 2001. Given that in 2002 there were nearly 19 thousand
people, i.e. 60% of the total number of emigrants from SWS Zone who had
stayed abroad for less than 10 years, the 2011 Census registered a signifi-
cantly smaller number of people who emigrated during the largest emigration
wave of the 1990s.

RECIPIENT COUNTRIES

Germany and Austria are the two most important recipient countries for
the population of Serbia, from the first emigration wave in the 1960s, to the
last 2011 Census. Over time their “attractiveness” was losing its importance
but nevertheless, these two countries registered the largest number of emigrants
from Serbia in all the censuses. While in 1981, as much as 60% of Serbian
people had worked or stayed in Germany and Austria, in 2011 the share of
these two countries was reduced to 40%. It should be emphasised that for
Germany, the census data are less realistic because the undercount is higher
for people who reside abroad for a long time. At the same time, the share of
other recipient countries such as Switzerland, and in the last two decades, It-
aly, has increased.

Observed by the zones, the heterogeneity of distribution of people abroad
is less pronounced in countries of destination, as well as the difference in the
structure of emigrants in countries in relation to the length of stay abroad
(Table 4). Both zones have different countries with the largest number of em-
igrants from that area. According to the 2011 Census data, most emigrants
from CES Zone resided in Austria (43%), and in Germany (46%) from SWS
Zone. If in the recipient countries only the distribution of emigrants living
abroad for ten years or less is observed, then it does not differ significantly
from the distribution of the total number of emigrants from the said zone. This
suggests that new migrants mostly go to the countries with already established
migrant networks comprised of their relatives, friends, or members of similar
groups. Compared to 2002, in CES Zone the number and share of persons
residing in Italy increased (from 9% in 2002 to 12% in 2011), and in Germany
decreased (from 13% in 2002 to 10% in 2011), which from the third place in
2002, fell to the fifth place of the list of “top” destination countries in 2011 for
people from CES Zone. For emigrants from SWS Zone the number of persons
and share in Germany decreased (by 8%), while it became increasingly popu-
lar to immigrate to Bosnia and Herzegovina (10%).
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Table 4. Serbian citizens working or residing abroad according to the length
of stay and country of destination. Serbia and “hot” emigration zones, 2011

Length of Ger- Bosnia-| Other
stay Total | Austria man Swiss | Italy | France |Sweden| Herze- |and un-
(in years) y govina | known

Number of persons
Serbia 313,411 | 70,488 | 55,999 | 41,008 | 23,340 | 20,231 | 10,925| 6,514| 84,906

0 79,006 | 16,465| 14,485| 8406| 5614| 4423| 2480 2,127| 25,006
1-9 96,015 | 18,621 | 13,761 | 9421| 8971| 5,198 3,565| 3,097| 33,381
ull?ljni‘fvlvdn 138,390 | 35,402 | 27,753 | 23,181| 8,755| 10,610| 4,880| 1,290 26,519
CES Zone | 81,516| 35,494| 7.810| 11,407| 10,087 8,016 2,050 100| 6,552
0 18,254 8213| 1,889 1,742 2,073| 1,604| 358 26| 2,349
1-9 19,307 8,269| 1,318 2,305| 3,565| 1,659| 567 50 1,574
ulr?gnzrv‘fn 43,955| 19,012| 4,603| 7360| 4449| 4753| 1,125 24| 2,629
SWS Zone | 24,232| 1358 11,214| 1,540 191 691| 1398 2,579| 5,261
0 9,068 597| 4374 563 750 217|476  824| 1,942
1-9 7487| 446 3238 350 790 230 454| 1,129| 1,561
uégzocgn 7,677 315| 3,602| 627 370 244|  468| 626| 1,758

Structure (percentage)
Serbia 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0

0 252 | 234 | 259 | 205 | 241 219 227 | 327| 295
19 306 | 264 | 246 | 230 | 384 | 257| 326| 475| 393
uég;o?;n 442 | 502 | 96| 565| 375| 524| 447| 198 312
CES Zone | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
0 24| 231 | 242 153 | 206 | 200| 175| 260 359

19 237 | 233 | 169 | 202 | 353 | 207 | 277| 500 | 240
ulr?;nzgvdn 539 | 536 | 89| 645 | 441 | 593 | 549 | 240 | 401
SWS Zone | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000
0 374 | 440 | 390 | 366 | 393 | 314 | 340]| 320 369

19 309 | 328 | 289 | 227| 414 333| 325| 48] 297
uégzo‘i;n 317 | 232 321 | 407 | 194 353 335 243| 334

Source: see Table 3.
Note: Top five countries of destination in one of the analyzed areas have been listed.
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ETHNICITY

The ethnic structure of people abroad, as in the entire Serbia, in areas of
pronounced emigration is predominantly determined by the ethnic structure
of the total population. Moreover, the structure of emigrants by ethnicity es-
sentially depends on the so-called propensity to migrate of members of ethnic
communities, which is best shown in the results of the 2002 Census [Predojevic-
Despi¢ and Penev 2012]. Observed by the zones, the 2011 Census data indicate
that the trend of ethnic differentiation of emigrants continued in the last inter-
censal period, not only by shares of certain ethnicities in the total emigrant
stock, but also by their number. In CES Zone, the most numerous among
persons abroad are Serbs (59%), while in SWS Zone they are mostly Bosniaks/
Muslims (86%). In both zones the inhabitants of these ethnicities make the
absolute majority of the total usual residents. Similar to the situation registered
in the 2002 Census, SWS Zone in 2011 shows that the share of members of the
major ethnicity Bosniaks/Muslims is lower in population in the country (80%)
than in the population abroad (86%), while the share of Serbs in the total num-
ber of persons abroad from SWS Zone is significantly lower (7%) than the
share of the same ethnicity in the total usual residents from that region (28 %).
In 2002 in SWS Zone the share of Bosniaks/Muslims abroad was up to 91%
and of the population in the country (68%), while that of the Serbs was (5%
and 30% respectively).

Regarding CES Zone in 2011, a large number of persons of unknown
ethnicity was registered in its emigrant stock (as many as 20.2 thousand, or
25%), and the persons who did not declare ethnicity (6.6 thousand or 8%). This
is a big difference compared to the situation in 2002, when a significantly
smaller number and lower share of these two groups was registered (10 thou-
sand or 11%) in the entire emigrant stock from CES Zone. The most important
reasons include the already mentioned differences in the way of enumeration
of the population abroad compared to the previous 2002 Census. Since the only
source of information on the emigrant stock are family members in the coun-
try, it is possible that the persons who lived abroad for many years, as well as
their family members, avoided to provide information on ethnicity, which
mostly focuses on personal sense of affiliation, and represents the so-called
subjective topic.

CONCLUSION

Despite the fact that in the last intercensal period 20022011 interna-
tional migration of population in Serbia was much less intense than during the
1990s [ISS 2013], the available 2011 Census data indicate the continuing trend
of emigration. Although the structural characteristics of migration (sex, age,
ethnicity, country of destination, etc.) have not essentially changed, there are
clear indicators that there have been new forms of international migration. This
is indicated by the high number of persons residing abroad for less than one
year, which also presents a huge difference compared to the previous 2002
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Census. Progress in the process of Serbia’s EU accession and placement on the
Schengen “white” list in 2010 can be counted among the most important caus-
es. However, the publication of the final and more detailed census data by
SORS will provide more precise conclusions.

The 2011 Census results show that no new zones of high emigration in
Serbia appeared during the 2000s. The 2002 Census defined three emigration
zones: zone in the central-eastern part of Serbia, zone of southern Serbia con-
sisting of municipalities of Bujanovac and PreSevo and zone of five Sandzak
municipalities in the south-western part of Serbia [Penev and Predojevi¢-Despi¢
2012]. In this regard, the available 2011 Census results do not indicate the
emergence of new high emigration zones. These are still the Central-East
Serbia Zone and South-West Serbia Zone, and despite unavailable census data
(due to the boycott of the ethnic Albanians), it is assumed that the area of the
municipalities of Bujanovac and PreSevo is still the “hot” emigration zone.

The 2011 Census results indicate that there are still similar differences
between the “hot” emigration zones and other areas in Serbia, primarily in
terms of the share of the population abroad in the total population and the
value of the APR. There are also differences among the emigration zones,
predominantly related to the length of stay abroad, ethnic composition of em-
igrants and top destination countries. In addition, there are differences within
zones, primarily according to the ethnic composition of emigrants and APR
by ethnicity. However, for further research and a thorough analysis of current
migration flows and causes of the changes in the zones of high emigration, we
should certainly wait for the final results of the 2011 Census to be published,
regarding Serbian citizens working and residing abroad, as well as returnees
from abroad.
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PE3MME: MelyyHapoaHu MUTpAIIMOHH TOKOBH YTIJIABHOM CE aHAJTU3HUPA]y U3 MEPCIICK-
THBE 3eMaJba JecTrHaIuje. VicTpakuBama y unjeM cy (HOKyCy 3eMJbe MOpeKIia 3Ha4ajHO
Cy Mame€ 3aCTyIJbEeHA, a TIOCEOHO OHa KOja HCTOBpeMeHo 00pal)yjy oba acniekra. Ouurie-
JIaH je ¥ HeJJocTaTak Moy3/1aHuX nHQopMalrja Koje cajipyke NoJaTke O MUTPAIlMOHAM TO-
KOoBMMa n3Mel)y 3eMasba MopexiIa 1 3eMalba MpHujeMa, O PErHOHAITHOM MTOPEKITY U JIEMO-
rpadckoj CTPYKTYpH MHIDaHaTa. Hu CpOwuja, nako nMa qyTroroguIIky eMHUTPALHOHY
Tpa;munjy, jolI yBeK Hema 3aJioBoJbaBajyhie craTUCTHUKE MoAaTke o MehyHapoqHOuM
murpanujama. [lonucau nonanu o rpahanuma CpOuje koju pajie uim 0opaBe y HHOCTpaH-
CTBY, 0e3 003upa Ha peslaTHBHO BEJINKH HEOOyXBaT, IPE/ICTaBIbajy OCHOBHU U3BOP CTATH-
CTHYKHMX HH(pOPMAIIKja 0 KapaKTepUCTHKaMa CPIICKE eMHUTPaltje, M TPAKTUYHO jeINHN
M3BOp MH(OpPMAINH]ja O BEUXOBOM PErHOHAIHOM ITOPEKITY U COITHO-IEMOrpa)CKIM Kapak-
TEepUCTHUKAMA.

[{nse paaa je 6o aa ce yTBpe OCHOBHE IIPOMEHE KOje Ce THUY 00MMa M CTPYKTYpe
KOHTHHTEHTa cTaHOBHHIIITBA CpOHje Ha paly Ui OOPaBKY Y HHOCTPAHCTBY JI0 KOjHX je
nonuio y mehynonucHoM pa3no0sey 2002-2011, a moceOHO npemMa ’BUXOBOM PErHOHATHOM
TIOPEKITY.

U mopen tora mro cy y nepuoxy 2002—-2011. cnojbHe MUTpannje CTAHOBHUIITBA
Cpbwuje 6mite 3HaTHO Mamke HMHTEH3UBHE HEro TOKOM 1990-nX, pacmoyoKUBH MOJALIH
[Monuca u3 2011. ynyhyjy Ha 3akJby4yak 0 HaCTaBJbatby HHTEH3WBHOT UCeJbaBama. Mako
ce CTPYKTYypHE KapaKTepHCTHKE MUTpaHaTa (I10J1, CTapoCT, HAIIMOHAJIHH CacTaB, 3eMJbe
JIeCTUHAIM]e U Jp.) HUCY OUTHHjE Memalie, IPUCYTHE Cy jaCHE Ha3HaKe Jia je JOIUIO JI0
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TojaBe HOBUX BHJIOBA CITOJGHUX MHUTparija. Ha To ymyhyje u Benmuku 6poj peructpoa-
HUX JINIIA KOja y MHOCTPaHCTBY OopaBe kpahe o/ TOANHY aHa, IITO yjeIHO IMPEACTaBIba
1 BEIUKY pa3inuky y onHocy Ha 2002. roquny.

Pesynraru [Monuca 2011. moka3syjy aa ce Tokom 2000-ux y CpOuju HUCY MOjaBUIIC
HOBE 30HE HarjameHe eMurpanuje. To cy u gajbe nojipyyja y HeHTPATHOUCTOUHUM JIeJI0-
BuMa Cpouje (138. LIVC 30H2) u y jyro3anangnoj Cpouju (138. J3C 30Ha). YjenHo, mpeT-
mocTaBJka ce Ja ce ommtuHe byjanoBar u [Ipemeso, kao u 2002. ToxnHe, MOTY OKapaKTe-
pucaru xao Tpeha ,,Bpyha™ emurparmmona 30Ha, anu cy, 30or 6ojkora [Tornca 2011. ox
CTpaHe CTAHOBHUILTBA aJI0aHCKE HALIMOHAJIHOCTH, OHE H3Yy3€TE U3 pa3MaTparma.

Pernonaine pa3iuke cy BeoMa HaIJIallleHe Kaja ce IIocMaTpa yAeo JHLa Koja pajie
nim Oopase y nHocTpaHcTBy. OHe Cy ITPUCYTHE U y TIOTJIey JTy>)KUHE OOpaBKa BaH 3eMJbE.
Hajpanuju macoBHM o/11a3aK CTaHOBHMIITBA je 3a0enexer y [{MIC 30HH, a BUXOB Opoj
Ce Y HaKOH TOYETHOT eMHUTPAITHOHOT Tanaca ctaiHo yBehasao. [Ipema [Momucy u3 2011.
TOAWHE, CBaKM 4eTBPTH rpaljannn CpOuje Ha pamy uian O0paBKy y HHOCTPAHCTBY (26%)
j€ MOPEeKJIOM U3 Te EeMUTapLHOHE 30HE, JIOK jé HCTOBPEMEHO TO MOAPYYje yUECTBOBAJIO ca
cBera 5% y yKyIHOM yOOWYajeHOM CTaHOBHHIIITBY 3eMJbe. Y]EIHO je U BbHXOB OOpaBak
Yy MHOCTPAHCTBY AYKH Y OJHOCY Ha PenyOJIMUKH IPOCEK, @ HAPOUUTO Y OJHOCY Ha JIy>KH-
Hy OopaBka emurpannoHor koutuHrenra u3 J3C 3one. [locmaTpaHo 1o 30HaMa, pasjnke
T0 3eMJbaMa JIECTHHAIH]E Cy Mambe N3pakeHe HeTO pasiIuKe y MorJiey Ay KHHEe OopaBKa
y uHOCTpaHCTBY. Y Bpeme ronmca u3 2011. u3 LIUIC 30He HajBuIIe eMHUTpaHaTa je 6opaBu-
10 y Ayctpuju (43%), a u3 J3C 30ne y Hemauxkoj (46%). Y ogaocy Ha 2002, y ITVC 3081
je HacTaBJbeHO MoBehame Opoja u ynena nuna koja 6opase y Mranuju, 1ok je y J3C 30Hu
BUJIHO IOpaciia ,,JIONyJapHOCT eMUurpupama ka bocuu u XepueroBusu.

Pesynratu [Tonuca 2011. yka3zyjy aa je 3aapkaHa OUTHO Apyradnja eTHHIKa CTPYK-
Typa emurapaara 1o 3oHaMa. Y [{UC 3081 Mel)y nTuiimMa y HHOCTpaHCTBY HajOpOjHUjI
cy Cp6u (59%), nox je y J3C 30nu Hajpume bommaka /Mycnumana/ (86%). Y o6e 30He
CTAaHOBHMIIY THX HALIMOHATHOCTH YMHE N3PA3UTY allCONIyTHY BeNMHY U YKyITHOM yoOurua-
JEHOM CTaHOBHHIIITBY.

KJbYUHE PEUU: mehynapoane Murpanuje, eMurpannona 3ona, Cpouja, momuc
cranoBHumTBa Cpbuje 2011



