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Introduction
Within the project “Western Balkans Towards White Schengen List”, Group 484 investigated into whether the accession of Serbia to the European Union might act
as immigration threat to the EU Member States. With this objective in mind, we
conducted a survey of migration potential at the representative sample in Serbia,
in order to gain insight into the volume, structure and the determinants of migration potential.
Enlargement of the European Union is often accompanied by apprehension of
member states related to the potential influx of immigrants from the new member states. Consequently, since 1990s numerous surveys have been conducted
with the aim of anticipating the number of immigrants from potential member
states. Surveys commonly use the term “migration potential”, although emigration potential of potential member states is in question. Božić and Burić (2004)
believe that “more neutral” term – “migrations” is used in order to avoid the politization of “emigration” and “immigration” terms, as the interviewers mostly come
from immigration and interviewees from emigration countries.
One of the most frequently used methods for prediction of migration potential is
the application of questionnaire on migration intentions in the countries of origin (Fassmann and Hintermann 1997; Walequentllace, 1998; Fassmann and Munz,
2002; Alvarez-Plata and other. 2003; Krieger 2003; Božić and Burić, 2004; Rangelova, R, Vladimirova 2004; Mintchev and other. 2004; Fouarge and Ester, 2007).
Micro analytical models serve as theoretical background of this approach, which
focuses on an individual (and/or family) deciding whether or not to migrate. Personal aspirations, values and expectations are analyzed, as different to the macro
model, which analyzes political, economic and cultural structures at the level of
state, country of origin and destination, as well as the global system; and mezzo
model which analyzes structure, strength, number and nature of social bonds of
migrants (Mesić 2002, Brettel and Hollifield, 2008). However, macro and mezzo
levels are included in micro analysis, but viewed through the eyes of an individual.
Nevertheless, there exist certain objections to examining migration potential by
means of questionnaires on migration intentions. Fundamental drawback of this
type of research is that it is not possible to determine if nor when migrations will
be actually realized and how long an individual will stay abroad. Second, estimation of migration potential depends on the type of questions asked and the design of the questionnaire. Third, it is not clear whether migration intentions include legal barriers and whether the situation will change when legal barriers are
removed once a state has become an EU member. Finally, it is hard to determine
whether the projections are finally realized due to, among other reasons, difficulties in monitoring and measuring migration movements. The authors involved in
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the European Integration Consortium (2009) find rather controversial the answer
to the question of accordance of the present migration flows from the new EU
Member States with projections made before the actual EU enlargement.
They point out to the fact that most research of migration potential from new
member states estimated their long term migration potential to range from 3-5%
of their total population, and the annual migration flow was estimated between
300,000 and 400,000 people in the first years after the enlargement, which makes
0.3-0.4% of the population in those countries. These migration projections were
based upon the hypothesis that the members of EU 15 offer open labour market at the same time. However, selective application of transitional agreements
also influenced the volume and direction of migrations from the new member
states (Drew, 2006). Yet, annual migration flow of 200,000 – 250,000 people from
8 new member states (NM 8)1 into EU-152 has shown that the experience after
the enlargement is not completely inconsistent with most of the projections, although the immigration flows in Ireland and the United Kingdom exceeded the
estimated numbers.
Nevertheless, questionnaire on migration intentions provides valuable information on characteristics of potential migrants, reasons for migration and destination countries (which may be helpful for analyzing spatial distribution of migrants
from new member states to EU Member States). The data is important for designing migration policies of a country – which target audience should be influenced
and which factors should be taken into account for keeping potential migrants
or encouragement of their circular movement and investment into the country
of origin. This information is also important for estimation of demographic, economic and social losses, but also for estimation of their return through the connections of migrants with the country of origin and possible return to homeland.
The importance of this survey is also reflected in the fact that it is one of few surveys of migration potential in Serbia. International Organization for Migrations
(IOM) conducted a survey of migration potential in this region in 1998. The survey included 11 countries of Central and Eastern Europe, among which the then
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro, without Kosovo and
Metohija). The findings indicated that FRY, Croatia and Romania had the biggest
migration potential. In FRY, 61% of citizens wanted to work in another country for
a few weeks, 60% for a few months, 53% for a few years and 26% wanted to immigrate. Such high rates of migration potential certainly required checking, due
to the changes in political, social and economic context, as well as applied methodology.

1

NM 8 - Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, NM 2 - Bulgaria and Romania
EU 15: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Holland, Portugal,
Spain, Sweden, Great Britain

2
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Group 484 decided for micro analytical research model of migration potential applied by Fassmann and Hintermannov in 1996 in the Czech Republic, Slovakia,
Poland and Hungary; as well as Božić and Burić in 2004 in Croatia, due to similar
conditions in which these countries were before the accession to the EU, as well
as the possibility to compare the findings. The operationalisation of this model
focuses on perceptions of personal situation and individual”s motivation, but it
is also of importance that the three levels of migration potential were introduced
according to the level of concreteness of migration intentions of potential migrants - “total”, “probable” and “real”.
Group 484 supplemented this model by adding questions on the years of consideration of leaving the country, in order to determine political, economic and
social context in which the emigration was considered, but also to estimate the
feasibility of migration potential. Additionally, we modified the questions which
define migration potential, thereby identifying individuals who have never considered migration, individuals who considered migration but have give it up and
individuals who still consider migration. By comparing those three groups we intended to devise better understanding of the factors leading to emigration.
The analysis of migration potential of Serbia is presented within eight chapters.
The First Chapter elaborates on the research methodology. The Second Chapter describes the sample at which the survey was conducted. The Third Chapter presents
the migration potential of Serbia. The Fourth Chapter defines the profile of a potential migrant. The Fifth Chapter presents the motives - personal reasons for migration, objective circumstances in which migration potential develops, strength
of motivation of potential migrants, migration experience, social and migrant
network, as well as obstacles to migration. The Sixth Chapter focuses on the destination countries of potential migrants, motivation for their choice of a particular
country and sources of information about those countries. The Seventh Chapter
draws the conclusions and makes recommendations for migration strategy and
policies. The Eight Chapter lists the literature.
This research was realized within the project “Western Balkans Towards White
Schengen List”, with the financial support of the Balkan Trust for Democracy, project of the German Marshal Fund of United States of America. On this occasion, we
are extending our gratitude to BTD and GMF for this support, but also for recognizing importance of migration research in general.
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1. Research methodology
Survey in Serbia was conducted in cooperation with the marketing research
agency “Strategic Marketing”, within their regular monthly omnibus survey at the
representative sample for the population of Serbia older than 15. The size of target audience was 6,321,000, while the size of the sample was 1,109 respondents.
The type of sample was three-stage stratified random, and included the following
phases: 1) Territory of polling station (approximately 200 households) selected
with a probability proportional to size – PPS, 2) Households selected by random
walk from the given address (simulation of SPSWoR sampling pattern), 3) Household member was selected by application of Kish tables (simulation of SPSWoR
sampling pattern). Stratification was performed based on: type of settlement –
urban/rural and six geo-economic regions. Post stratification was performed according to: gender, age, type of settlement, and six geo-economic regions. Field
control for the 12% of sample was performed, as well as logic control and consistency control in 100% of cases. Data were collected by means of field surveys
conducted in the homes of respondents, by “face to face” method. Data were
gathered within the periods of February 15- 19, and March 17- 25, 2009.
For this survey a questionnaire was used containing 29 questions related to migrations and 14 additional questions on household and property, while 23 questions were of closed-ended and 20 of open-ended type

2. Sample
The fact that women, on account of somewhat higher percentage, form the majority of population (52%) is among the basic characteristics of the sample, and
thereby the population of Serbia older than 15. Further, the population is rather
“old”: most people are over 60 (28%), then 50-59 years (18%). They have mostly
finished high school (47%) or primary school (32%). The percentage of total population of the unemployed (26%) and pensioners (28%) is higher than the percentage of the employed (33%). Current occupation of majority of the employed is
skilled worker (15%). Majority of individuals are married (57%) and most people
live in multi-generation households (34%). Slightly more people come from urban areas (57%), Vojvodina (27%) and Belgrade (22%), in comparison to other four
regions (Western Serbia, Central Serbia, Eastern Serbia and Southern Serbia).
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Characteristics of the sample

N

%

GENDER

1109

100

Female

580

52

Male

529

48

AGE

Table 1. Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample (15+)

Owns a larger company,
shareholder – more than 20
employees

2

0

Farmer, ﬁsherman

29

3

39

4

68

6

15 - 24

161

15

Earns independently in some
other way

25 - 29

88

8

Pupil

30 - 39

172

16

Student

51

5

40 - 49

171

15

Housewife

88

8

50 - 59

203

18

Maternity leave

3

0

60+

312

28

Pensioner

306

28

Presently unemployed

165

15

Without education

62

6

MARITAL STATUS

Primary school

357

32

Single

291

26

Hugh school

521

47

Married/ Living with a partner

626

57

College

76

7

Divorced / Widowed

192

17

Faculty, academy or similar

88

8

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Master or doctoral studies

6

0.5

Living alone

149

14

Married without children

80

7

EDUCATION

EMPLOYMENT
Unemployed

284

26

Married with children

281

25

Employed

364

33

Married with adult children

58

5

Housewife

88

8

(over 27 years)

381

34

Pensioner

306

28

Multi-generation household

51

5

Farmer

29

3

Single parent

96

9

Other

39

4

Married couple, children living
separately

14

1

Unskilled worker

41

4

OTHER

Skilled worker

163

15

Place of residence

477

43

Village

632

57

Region

300

27

Vojvodina

243

22

Belgrade

119

11

Western Serbia

191

17

Central Serbia

102

9

Eastern Serbia

154

14

OCCUPATION

Employment related to areas
other than production (administration and similar)

62

6

Highly qualiﬁed intellectual

27

3

Middle management position

19

2

Senior management position

9

1

Highly qualiﬁed intellectualdoes business independently

14

1

Owns a small company, workshop - less than 20 employees

22

2

Town/City

Southern Serbia
9
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In respect of monthly income, most people have personal income in the amount
exceeding 18,000 dinars (32%), while the household income mostly ranges between 20,001 and 42,000 dinars (28%) and over 42,000 dinars (26%); however,
high rates of refusal to provide answer to these questions should be taken into
account (17% for personal income and 23% for household income). Property status of respondents is as follows: 86% owns residential space, 56% owns an automobile, 42% owns land, 12% savings, 7% holiday home and 3% office space.
The value of property should be taken with precautions, as high percentage of
citizens refused to answer the related questions (33-70%).
Table 2. Income and property status
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME IN THE PRECEDING MONTH IN DINARS
Without income

N

%

308

28

Less than 8,000

54

5

8,001-18,000

199

18

More than18,001

363

32

Refuses to answer

185

17

51

5

TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN THE PRECEDING MONTH IN DINARS
Without income
Less than 20,000

202

18

20,001-42,000

319

28

More than 42,001

284

26

Refuses to answer

252

23

Yes

956

86

No

90

8

POSSESSION OF PROPERTY
RESIDENTIAL SPACE

Refuses to answer

62

6

VALUE OF PROPERTY

956

100

Less than 20,000 Euros

192

20

20,001-49,999

163

17

More than 50,000 Euros

184

19

Refuses to answer

417

44

N=539

39 030 Euros

Yes

621

56

No

488

44

VALUE OF AUTOMOBILE

621

100

AVERAGE
AUTOMOBILE
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Less than 1,000 Euros

148

24

1,001-2,500

125

20

More than 2,500 Euros

142

23

Refuses to answer

206

33

N=415

2425 Euros

Yes

467

42

No

579

52

Refuses to answer

62

6

VALUE OF LAND

467

100

Less than 3,000 Euros

68

15

3,001-9,000

62

13

More than 9,000 Euros

85

18

AVERAGE
LAND

Refuses to answer

253

54

N=214

9 428 Euros

Yes

82

7

No

964

87

Refuses to answer

62

6

AVERAGE
HOLIDAY HOME

VALUE OF HOLIDAY HOME

82

100

Less than 10,000 Euros

21

26

10,001-25,000

10

12

More than 25,000 Euros

14

16

Refuses to answer

38

46

N=45

19 257 Euros

Yes

32

3

No

AVERAGE
OFFICE SPACE

1014

91

Refuses to answer

62

6

VALUE OF OFFICE SPACE

32

100

Less than 10,000 Euros

5

15

10,001-50,000

6

18

More than 50,000 Euros

4

13

Refuses to answer
AVERAGE

18

54

N=15

64 143 Euros
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SAVINGS
Yes

130

12

No

979

88

AMOUNT

130

100

Less than 500 Euros

13

10

501-2,000

13

10

More than 2,000 Euros

14

10

Refuses to answer
Average

90

70

N=40

3018 Euros

3. Migration potential
In this survey, migration potential was operationally defined by the question:
“Have you ever considered, for business or any other reasons, to leave Serbia and
start living in some other country on a temporary or permanent basis?” The three
given options for answering were: 1) I have never considered leaving Serbia, 2) I
considered it and I have given up the possibility to leave the country and 3) I considered and I am still considering leaving Serbia.
In this way we first determined migration intentions (Table 6). Krieger (2004) talks
about migration as a process which passes through different stages. The first
stage is characterized by inertion in respect of migration, the second includes developing of inclination towards migration by transcending “natural inertion” and
integrating the possibility of migration in possible alternative activities. The third
stage implies development of concrete intention to migrate by comparing different alternatives, e.g. within the model of rational choice and assigning higher rate
of usefulness to the destination country than to the country of origin. In the final
stage migration behaviour takes place.
The individuals who answered that they had never considered leaving Serbia are
characterized by inertion in respect of migrations. The individuals who considered moving out and who have given up this option thought of the possibility
for migration as alternative, but rejected it in the final stage. The persons who are
still thinking about leaving are characterized by developed intention for migration, but the question remains whether they will finally realize it into migration
behaviour.
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Table 3. Intentions for Migration

“Have you ever considered, for business or any other reasons, to leave Serbia and
start living in some other country on a temporary or permanent basis?“
Answers

N

%

Have never considered

756

68,2

Considered and have given it up

136

12,2

Considered and have not given up

213

19,2

4

0,4

1109

100

Without answer
TOTAL

Table 3 indicates that 68% of the population has never considered moving out of
Serbia. 12% considered and gave up the option, which is actually the unrealized
migration potential. 19% of Serbian citizens still considers moving out of Serbia, and
represents the so called “total migration potential” of Serbia, which equals 1,200,990
people.
However, our intention was to determine to what extent the “total migration potential” is a reliable basis for prediction of migration behaviour, so we included additional questions to potential migrants – how often they considered moving out of
Serbia, for how long they had been considering moving out of Serbia and how much
they themselves believed that they would move out from Serbia in near future.
Table 4. Frequency of considering leaving Serbia

FREQUENCY OF CONSIDERATION

N

%

Very rarely

15

7,0

Sometimes

92

43,2

Often

80

37,6

All the time

25

11,7

Without answer

1

0,5

213

100

TOTAL

Table 4 indicates that majority of potential migrants consider the option of moving
out of Serbia “sometimes” (43%) and “frequently” (38%), while smaller number considers “all the time” (12%) and “very rarely” (7%). Potential migrants who very rarely consider leaving Serbia were excluded from further analysis due to low level of subjective
involvement in the migration process. However, prediction of migration behaviour
could be enhanced by excluding potential migrants who “sometimes” consider moving out, reducing the total migration potential by 50% and bringing it down to 9%.
In further analysis of total migration potential we intended to define for how long potential migrants in Serbia (without the group who “very rarely” consider moving out)
considered moving out of Serbia.
13
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Table 5. Years of considering moving out of Serbia

YEARS OF CONSIDERING

N

%

Less than 2 years

65

33

3-4 years

30

15

5-6 years

28

14

7-8 years

10

5

9-10 years

18

9

More than 10 years

42

21

Without answer

5

3

197

100

TOTAL

Some surveys, such as the survey by the authors Gordon and Molho (1995) on British population in 1980, found that 90% of potential migrants move out in the period
of five years after the interview, with half of them even a year after the interview.
According to our research (Table 5), 54% of potential migrants have been considering leaving Serbia for more than 5 years, while the rate is 49% if we exclude those
who consider “very rarely”. Needless to mention, we need to take into account that
the conditions for migration are much more difficult in Serbia than in the United
Kingdom and that the period between starting to consider migration and the actual migration is probably longer than five years. However, Table 5 indicates that
21% of people has been considering moving out of Serbia for more than 10 years,
so, may be, if we cannot take 5 years as the criterion for realization of migration
intentions, we might assume 10 years to be the criterion to suppose that these persons will never move out of Serbia. Without this group, total migration potential
falls down to 15%, or 948,150 citizens of Serbia, while after excluding those who
have been considering the option for more than 5 years, it equals 8.9% or 562,569
citizens of Serbia.
We asked the potential migrants what they thought of the probability to realize
their migration intentions, i.e. to move out of Serbia.
Table 6. Subjective estimation of probability to realize migration intentions

PROBABILITY OF EMIGRATION

N

%

Not probable

24

12

Little probable

85

43

Medium probability

69

35

Highly probable

16

8

Definite

3

2

TOTAL

197

100
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As seen from the Table 6, 55% of citizens forming the total migration potential
(without the group which “very rarely” considers moving out) finds it “not probable” or “little probable” that they will leave Serbia, which in this case decreases the
total migration potential to 7.9% or 499,359 citizens of Serbia.
All the additional questions point out to the fact that “total migration potential” is
not actually a sound basis for projections of migration behaviour and that it actually more realistically counts the number of Serbian people who are dissatisfied
with the situation in the country, rather than the number of those who will move
out.
The answers to three additional questions reduce the total migration potential almost to a half. It should be added to these findings that 24% of potential migrants
still do not have a passport, which is however less than the percentage in the total
population in which 47% of citizens does not have a passport, or than the percentage of those who do not have a passport among the persons who have never
considered migrating – 57%.
For the same reason Fassmann and Hintermann (1998) proposed to calculate
“probable migration potential” by defining the number of potential migrants who
have taken some steps in realization of their migration intentions. In our survey, 66
persons were recorded to have made some preparatory steps (Table 7). This means
that “probable migration potential” of Serbia equals 6% or 379,260 citizens.
Table 7. Steps taken with the aim of realization of migration intentions

TAKEN STEPS

N

%

Collected information on destination country

57

29

Asked for assistance of agency / international organization

6

3

Submitted visa application

10

5

Searched for apartment/ accommodation

3

1

Searched for employment

2

1

Submitted application for work permit

4

2

Submitted application for residence permit

3

2

Without answer

1

0

Fassmann and Hintermann (1998) went a step further and defined “actual migration potential” – the number of persons who submitted an application for work or
residence permit. In Serbia, actual migration potential is 0.5% or 31,605 citizens.
Table 8 presents all three migration potentials of Serbia – total, probable and actual.
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Table 8. Migration potential of Serbia

Sample

Population

213 (19,2%)

1.200.990

Probable migration potential:
I consider moving out ( “sometimes”, “often” or “all the
time”) and I have taken some preparatory steps

66 (6,0%)

379.260

Actual migration potential:
I am considering moving out of Serbia ( “sometimes”,
“often” or “all the time” ) and I have applied for work or
residence permit

6 (0,5%)

31.605

OPERATIONAL DEFINITION
Total migration potential:
I consider moving out (“very rarely”, “sometimes”,
“often”, “all the time”)

Comparison of migration potential of Serbia and migration potential of Croatia determined in 2004 (Table 9) results in the following: total migration potential and
probable migration potential of our country are higher, while actual migration potential is similar. Reason for such performance may be the difference in the form
of questions for identifiation of total and probable migration potential. While our
question concerning identification of total migration potential asked “Have you ever
considered ... moving out of Serbia...“, the Croatian version was “Have you lately, for
example in the previous year, considered... moving out of Croatia...“ The identification of probable potential in our survey suggested the steps – „Asked for assistance
of agency/ international organization” and “submitted visa application”, which were
not included in the Croatian. However, it should also be taken into account that our
survey was conducted in the period of global economic crisis, which heavily influenced our country and increased the dissatisfaction level of our citizens.
Table 9. Migration potential of Croatia in 2004 (sample 14+), Božić and Burić

OPERATIONAL DEFINITION

Sample

Population

Total migration potential:
I have been considering moving out (“very rarely”,
“sometimes”, “often” or “all the time”) for a year

12,5%

460.000

Probable migration potential:
I consider moving out (“sometimes”, “often” or “all the
time” ) and I have taken preparatory steps

2,5%

92.000

Actual migration potential:
I consider moving out (“sometimes”, “often” or “all the
time”) and I have applied for work or residence permit

0,4%

14.700

In comparison to the survey of Fassmann and Hintermannov (1998), migration
potential of our country is lower in relation to migration potential of the Czech Republic (total: 20, probable: 12, actual: 2), Slovakia (total: 30, probable: 18, actual: 2),
Poland (total: 17, probable: 6, actual: 1) and Hungary (total: 21, probable: 9, actual:
0.7), recorded in 1996.
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Compared with the survey conducted by IOM in 1998 in Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, our findings indicate that significantly smaller number of citizens of Serbia
considers leaving the country (19% compared to 26% in IOM research), while even
smaller percentage was reported to have taken measures aimed at realization of
migration intentions (6% compared to 20% who collected information on destination countries in IOM research).
However, potential leave of approximately 380,000 people from Serbia (“probable
migration potential“), or even 30,000 people (“actual migration potential”) might
result in sizeable political, economic, social and demographic consequences for
the country. In Serbia, 96% of municipalities records negative birth rate, while the
average age of the population is 40.6 years. Demographic projections for 2052 indicate the participation of the persons older than 65 as 27% in total population,
and participation of persons younger than 15 years as 12% (Bajec 2008).
However, longitudinal monitoring of realization of migration potential may be the
only way for determining migration behaviour and answering the question concerning the most efficient method for its prediction.
Survey of migration potential in Serbia has shown that 68% of Serbian citizens has never considered moving
out of Serbia and living in another country, either on temporary or permanent basis. 12% of citizens considered moving out of the country, but has given up this option. 19% of Serbian citizens, i.e. 1,200,990 persons
older than 15 considers moving out of Serbia, which represents “total migration potential” of Serbia.
However, after determining how frequently and for how long these 19% of potential migrants have been
considering the act of moving out, as well as to what extent they themselves believe that they will move away
from Serbia in the foreseeable future, the number is reduced to a half. 50% of citizens who form the total
migration potential “very rarely” and “sometimes” consider moving out, 54% has been considering for more
than 5 years and 55% finds that this is “unlikely” or “little probable”. In addition, 24% of potential migrants
does not own a passport.
With this in mind, “probable migration potential” was established, and the percentage of potential migrants
who have taken preparatory steps for moving out of the country was identified– 6% or 379,260 persons, as
well as the “actual migration potential” by means of identification of the percentage of potential migrants
who have applied for work or residence permit - 0.5% or 31,605 people.
Migration potential determined by this research is significantly lower than the migration potential presented
by IOM for FRY in 1998, and is also lower than the migration potential of the SEE countries – Poland, Czech
Republic, Slovakia and Hungary, as determined in 1996. It is somewhat larger than the migration potential of
Croatia recorded in 2004, which may be accounted for by differences in political, economic and social contexts,
especially present economic crisis, but also the differences in applied methodologies.
However, it should be taken into account that the potential leave of approximately 380,000 people from Serbia, as well as 30,000 people, would result in significant political, economic, social and demographic consequences for the country.
17
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4. Profile of a potential migrant
For the purpose of analysis of a potential migrant’s profile, we have taken into account the total migration potential, i.e. all individuals who are still thinking about
moving out from Serbia, but excluding the individuals who are subjectively little
involved in the process of considering migration, i.e. who “very rarely” consider
moving out of Serbia.
Table 10 presents the profile of potential migrants.
Table 10. Social and demographic characteristics of potential migrants (15+)

CHARACTERISTICS OF POTENTIAL MIGRANTS

TOTAL

N

%

197

17,8%

Statistical
significance

GENDER
Male

106

20%

/

Female

92

16%

/

15 - 24

71

44%

0,01

25 - 29

24

27%

0,05

30 - 39

48

28%

0,01

40 - 49

34

20%

/

50+

20

4%

0,01

AGE

EDUCATION
Without education

3

5%

0,05

Primary school

52

15%

/

High school

107

20%

/

College

13

17%

/

Faculty, academy or similar

21

24%

/

Master or doctoral studies

2

33%

/

Unemployed

93

33%

0,01

Employed

84

23%

0,01

Housewife

7

8%

0,05

EMPLOYMENT

Pensioner

4

1%

0,01

Farmer

0

0%

0,05

Other

9

23%

/
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OCCUPATION
Unskilled worker

7

17

/

Skilled worker

28

17

/

Employed in areas other than production (e.g.
administration)

20

32

0,01

Highly qualified intellectual

7

26

/

Middle management position

7

37

/

Senior management position

5

56

/

Highly qualified intellectual - does business
independently

2

14

/

Owns a small company, workshop - less than
20 employees

4

18

/

Owns a larger company, shareholder – more
than 20 employees

2

100

/

Farmer, fisherman

0

0

0,05

Earns independently in some other way

9

23

/

Pupil

28

41

0,01

Student

23

45

0,01

Housewife

7

8

0,05

Maternity leave

2

67

/

Pensioner

4

1

0,01

Presently unemployed

42

25

0,05

Single

109

37

0,01

Married / Living with a partner

72

12

0,01

Divorced / widowed

16

8

0,01

16

11

0,05

MARITAL STATUS

HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Living alone
Married couples without children

9

11

/

Married couples with children

61

22

/

Married couple with adult children (over 27
years old)

9

15

/

Multi-generation household

78

20

/

Single parent

14

27

/

Married couple, children living separately

1

1

0,01
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Other

9

64

/

Village

67

14

0,05

Town/City

131

21

/

Vojvodina

39

13

0,05

Belgrade

58

24

0,05

Western Serbia

15

13

/

PLACE OF RESIDENCE

REGION

Central Serbia

37

19

/

Eastern Serbia

18

18

/

Southern Serbia

31

20

/

There is not any statistically significant difference in participation of women and
men in the total migration potential of Serbia. 16% of all female respondents
and 20% of all male respondents considering moving out of Serbia. Majority of
research (Fassmann and Hintermann 1998; Wallace 1998; Goedings 1999, IOM
1999, Alvarez-Plata and other, 2003, Rangelova, R, Vladimirova 2004, Mintchev
and other, 2004, Božić and Burić 2005, McKenzie 2007) reports that higher percentage of men wishes to emigrate from the country, but the tendency of “feminization of migrations” has also been noticed (Morokvasic, 1983, 1984; Buijs 1993,
Ghosh, 2009), supported by our findings as well. Earlier, women mostly migrated
for the purpose of joining their families; however, today there are migration flows
of women completely separate from men. Morokvasic (1996) notices new shapes
of migrations of women from East Europe, based on rotational system, enabling
women to perform housework, care, cleaning and sales, together with family obligations in the countries of origin.
Feminization of migrations is explained by the increase in educational levels of
women in the new member countries and candidate countries, their frequent job
losses due to economic transformation, search for new employment possibilities
and the change in the role of men (“role model”) as traditional “bread winner”
of the family. It is also explained by the diversification of possibilities at women
labour markets in specific segments of the growing service sector, such as healthcare and housework in the destination countries.
As regards age of potential migrants, majority of potential migrants fall into the
category of 15-39 years (44% of all aged 15-24, 27% of all aged 25-29 and 28% of
all aged 30-39,which is statistically significant difference compared to total population). Statistically important is the significantly smaller percentage of individuals
above 50 among the potential migrants – only 4% of all respondents of that age.
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Younger people are more mobile, for two reasons from economic point of view
(Fassmann and Hintermann, 1997; Kalter, 1997; Bauer and Zimmermann, 1999;
Krieger 2004). They have better chances in labour markets in destination countries, especially due to the fact that they are ready to accept low paid jobs, mostly
in service sector. They undertake the work below their educational level, thus
enabling the employer to pay less for higher productivity. The other economic
reason stems from the theory of human capital, which emphasizes better return
on investment with migrations for young people. Older people are given less encouragement to migrate, taking into account that the “debt repayment period”
for their investment is shorter. Socio-economic models point to the significant
degree of dissatisfaction of young people with the existing circumstances in the
countries of origin which, combined with the higher level of aspiration, leads to
intense feelings of relative deprivation and frustration. Additionally, the position
of young people in family hierarchy can explain their higher participation in migration potential. Older family members stay in the country of origin to preserve
their families, while the youth goes abroad to earn money.
As for education of potential migrants, there are statistically significantly less
(5%) citizens who have not completed primary schools. Table 10 also indicates
the tendency that the intentions for migration grow with the increase in the levels of education. It is especially threatening for our country, and encouraging for
destination countries, that 33% of the interviewed master and doctoral students
consider leaving Serbia, as well as 24% of highly educated individuals.
From the perspective of human capital theory, higher levels of education enable
higher return of earnings for specific segment of labour market. Additionally,
higher education levels provide for better collection and processing of information, which decreases risk and increases motivation for migrations. Although
there are some contradicting findings, for example Bauer and Zimmermann
(1999) reported insignificant and even negative coefficient between the level of
education and the intention to migrate, this was explained by the domination of
labour market of low qualified workforce in destination countries, which does not
attract highly educated individuals.
In respect of employment status, the fact that there are more employed (23%)
and unemployed (33%), and less farmers, pensioners and housewives (0-8%)
among those who consider moving out of Serbia is statistically significant. The
persons employed in the areas other than production process (administration
and similar), pupils, students, and presently unemployed consider moving out to
greater extent compared to the individuals with other occupations.
Labour market theory argues that the differences in salaries and employment
are the key factors which influence migrations. Basic assumption is that the unemployed, especially in the countries with high unemployment rates, are more
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mobile than the employed. However, there is a counter argument based on social
and economic concepts, stating that minimum resources are necessary so that
migration would be considered as realistic option. Combination of the two arguments actually establishes the threshold of migration – below this threshold
people are too poor to afford migration, while those above it are wealthy enough
and lack the motivation to migrate. Also, from the perspective of economic theories, persons who invest less in research and obtaining information concerning
options of migration are more inclined to migrations, and these are exactly the
employees engaged in business activities other than production (administration
and similar), pupils, students, and presently unemployed.
Marital status is evidently an important factor for considering migration – there
are more single men and women among the potential migrants (37% of all respondents), while the percentage is smaller of those who are married (12%) and
divorced (8%). Still, comparing the household types, the percentages of the individuals living alone (11%) and the married persons living separately from their
children (1%) are smaller. The two stated household types may indicate to better
standard of living and to older age of respondents, which are factors decreasing
the amount of thought on migration. Other research has also shown that potential migrants are mostly single.
The inhabitants of rural areas are less occupied with migrations from the country
(14% of rural area inhabitants, and 20% of urban). Taken all six regions (Vojvodina, Belgrade, West Serbia, Central Serbia, Eastern Serbia and Southern Serbia),
the smallest portion of potential migrants is in Vojvodina (13%), while the largest
percentage is in Belgrade (24%).
All findings concerning the profile of a potential migrant are mostly in accordance with the findings of other authors (Fassmann and Hintermann 1998; Wallace 1998; Goedings 1999, IOM 1999, Alvarez-Plata and other. 2003, Rangelova, R,
Vladimirova 2004, Mintchev and other. 2004, Carletto and other. 2004, Božić and
Burić 2005, McKenzie 2007).
Following the Aizen (1980, 1991) theory of planned behaviour, the differences
between intentions and acting are smaller in social groups with higher internal
control and weaker outside dependency, and this could be the description of potential migrants. Well educated, young and single, they possess higher level of
internal control of their personal lives than those who are educated as well, but
older and married, so the probability for them to fulfill their intentions is higher.
Having in mind that the economic factors are major guidelines of migration
behaviour, we investigated into the income and property status of potential migrants, as shown in Table 11.
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Table 11. Income and property status of potential migrants (15+)
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME IN THE
PRECEDING MONTH IN DINARS
Without income

Potential migrants

Total population

N

%

N

%

Statistical
signiﬁcance

85

43

308

28

0,01

Less than 8,000

5

3

54

5

/

8,001-18,000

16

8

199

18

0,01

More than 18,001

61

31

363

32

/

Refuses to answer

30

15

185

17

/

TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN THE PRECEDING MONTH IN DINARS
Without income

011

05

51

5

/

Less than 20,000

027

13

202

18

/

20,001-42,000

054

28

319

28

/

More than 42,000

062

31

284

26

/

Refuses to answer

044

22

252

23

/

Yes

145

73,4

956

86

/

No

30

15,0

90

8

0,01

Refuses to answer

23

11,6

62

6

0,01

956

100

PROPERTY STATUS
RESIDENTIAL SPACE

VALUE OF RESIDENTIAL SPACE
Less than 20,000 Euros

25

17,3

192

20

/

20,001-49,999

27

18,7

163

17

/

50,000 Euros and more

35

24,3

184

19

/

Refuses to answer

58

39,7

417

44

/

N=87

47.579,6
Euros

N=539

39 030
Euros

0,01

Yes

116

58,6

621

56

/

No

82

41,4

488

44

/

621

100

AVERAGE
AUTOMOBILE

AUTOMOBILE VALUE
Less than 1000 Euros

23

19,7

148

24

/

1001-2500

25

21,5

125

20

/

More than 2500 Euros

33

28,2

142

23

/

Refuses to answer

35

30,6

206

33

/

N=80

3 212,1
Euros

N=415

2425
Euros

0,01

AVERAGE
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LAND
Yes

63

31,7

467

42

No

112

56,7

579

52

Refuses to answer

23

11,6

VALUE OF LAND

62

6

467

100

0,05

0,01

Less than 3,000 Euros

13

20,6

68

15

/

3,001-9,000

7

11,8

62

13

/

More than 9,000 Euros

8

12,8

85

18

/

Refuses to answer

34

54.8

253

54

/

N=28

59.450,4
Euros

N=214

9.428
Euros

0,01

Yes

13

6,5

82

7

/

No

162

81,9

964

87

/

Refuses to answer

23

11,6

62

6

/

82

100

Less than 10,000 Euros

2

17,5

21

26

/

10,001-25,000

2

13,9

10

12

/

More than 25,000 Euros

4

27,5

14

16

/

Refuses to answer

5

41,2

38

46

0,01

N=8

33.366,6
Euros

N=45

19.257
Euros

0,01

Yes

8

4,2

32

3

/

No

166

84,2

1014

91

/

Refuses to answer

23

11,6

62

6

0,01

32

100

Less than 10,000 Euros

2

25,9

5

15

/

10,001-50,000

0

0,0

6

18

/

More than 50,000 Euros

3

42,0

4

13

/

Refuses to answer

3

32,1

18

54

/

N=15

64.143
Euros

0,05

AVERAGE
HOLIDAY HOME

VALUE OF HOLIDAY HOME

AVERAGE
OFFICE SPACE

VALUE OF OFFICE SPACE

AVERAGe

N=5

134.163,4

Euros

SAVINGS
Yes

27

13.5

130

12

/

No

171

86.5

979

88

/

130

100

SAVINGS AMOUNT
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Less than 500 Euros

1

3.7

More than 2,000 Euros

7

25.8

Refuses to answer

19

70.5

N=8

8485.9
Euros

501-2,000

AVERAGE

13

10

/

13

10

/

14

10

/

90

70

/

N=40

3018
Euros

0.01

Individuals without income are more inclined to consider migrations, while the
persons earning between 8,001 and 18,000 dinars a month are less prompted to
consider migration out of the country. There is no statistically important difference in respect of the monthly household income.
Authors Faini and Venturini (1993, 2001), after analyzing the emigration flow
from Spain, Portugal, Greece and Turkey between the World War II and the end
of 1980s, concluded that the relation between the earnings and emigration takes
the shape of the reversed letter “U”. When the annual income is less than 3,500
dollars people do not have resources to emigrate, while when it is higher than the
stated amount people are not motivated to emigrate.
Our survey has shown that the amount of personal income which discourages
migration ranges from 8,001 to 18,000 dinars a month. However, our sample of
potential migrants includes also pupils, students and unemployed, the groups
which do not have income, but may have financial support from their families to
emigrate.
As for the property, potential migrants include higher percentage of the individuals who do not own space of residence or refuse to answer to this question,
compared to the total population. However, average value of residential space
of potential migrant is higher than the average value of residential space for the
total population. There are no differences concerning the possession of automobiles, but again the average value of a potential migrant”s automobile is higher
than the average value of the automobile for total population. Potential migrants
include less of those individuals who possess land and more of those who refuse
to answer this question, while the average value of land of potential migrant is
yet again higher than the average value of land for total population. The average value of office space, holiday homes and savings is higher with the potential
migrants compared with the total population, but due to refusals to answer this
question, especially among the potential migrants, responses concerning the issue of property value cannot be considered reliable.
The difference between the profiles of three groups of individuals with different migration intentions was examined: 1) individuals who have never considered migrating from Serbia, 2) the individuals who considered migrations from
Serbia and who have given it up and 3) the individuals who are still considering
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migrations from Serbia. By comparing the three stated groups we intended to
determine the characteristics of potential migrants, which are not common to
other two groups, and based on the findings to more correctly predict migration
potential.
We found that the three stated groups are different according to nearly all factors (Table 12): age, education, employment status, present occupation, marital
status, household type, place of residence, region in which they live, and personal
income. There are no differences as regards gender and monthly household income. Concerning property status the groups differ in: possession of residential
space, land, holiday homes and office space. There are no differences in the value
of property, except in the average value of residential space which is higher with
the individuals who have given up migration possibility compared with the individuals who have never considered moving out of Serbia.
Table 12. Diﬀerences in proﬁles of three groups of migration intentions
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Characteristics

Have never considered
leaving Serbia
(1)

Considered
leaving Serbia but have
given it up
(2)

Still considering
leaving Serbia
(3)

Age

50+

40-49

15-39
(mostly less than 24)

Education

Without primary
school, primary school

Faculty

More primary school
than group (2)
More high school than
group (1)

Employment status

Housewives,
pensioners

Employed

Unemployed
(but also more
employed compared
with the group 1)

Present occupation

Housewives,
pensioners

Highly qualiﬁed
intellectuals

Pupils (but also more:
employees engaged
in activities other than
production process,
senior managers, and
students compared to
group 1)

Marital status

Married or were
married (divorced/
widowed)

There are more
married individuals
compared to group (3)

single

Household type

Single or in marriage
living separately from
children

Fewer number of
those living in
marriage separately
from their children, as
diﬀerent to group (1)

-

Place of residence

rural

urban

urban
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Region

Vojvodina

Belgrade

Belgrade

Personal income

8,000 – 18,000

-

Without income

Residential space

More than group (3)

More than group (3),
Value exceeds 50 000
more than group (1)

Less than group (1),
More refusals to
answer in comparison
to both groups

Land

More in possession of
land than (3)

-

More refusals to
answer compared to
other two groups

Holiday home

Not in possession
more than group (3)

In possession more
than group (1)

More refusals to
answer compared to
other two groups

Oﬃce space

Not in possession
more than group (3)

Not in possession
more than group (3)

More refusals to
answer compared to
other two groups

In brief, based on the presented comparative analysis, it may be concluded that
the individuals who have never considered moving out of Serbia are mostly of
older age, with low educational level, housewives and pensioners, married or
with marriage experience (divorced/widowed) living alone or separate from their
children, from rural areas and from Vojvodina, and who are in possession of residential space and land. The persons who have given up the option to migrate
from Serbia are middle aged individuals, faculty graduates, highly qualified intellectuals, employed, married, from urban areas and from Belgrade, in possession of
residential space and holiday homes. All these indicate to one layer of population
which found their ways in life, formed families and secured existence, and therefore stopped thinking about emigration. The persons who wish to move out of
Serbia are young people, pupils and students, from urban areas, mostly from Belgrade, single, therefore those who have not yet formed their families nor settled
existence issues and wish to do that by leaving the country.
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Potential migrant is a young person most probably aged 15 to 24, even up to 39, of both genders. It is unlikely that
such person has not completed primary school. In fact, the higher the education level, the stronger the intention
to move out of the country – 24% of highly educated and 33% of the interviewed students of master or doctoral
studies consider moving out of Serbia. Most probably it is a pupil, student, unemployed or employed in some business activity other than production process. He/she has still not formed a family, although does not live alone. It
is less likely that he/she comes from rural areas or Vojvodina. Most probably he/she is from Belgrade. He/she does
not possess residential space, is mostly without revenues and most probably does not have personal income in the
amount of 8,000-18,000 dinars.
Compared to the persons who considered moving away but have given it up, potential migrants include more
younger people, and thereby smaller number of employed, educated and qualified, married, with solved issues of
residential space and property. They also come from urban areas and Belgrade.
In comparison to those who have never thought of moving away from Serbia, potential migrants are a lot younger,
more educated, definitely not housewives and pensioners, smaller percentage is married or has some experience in
marriage (divorced/widowed), in smaller percentage they come from rural areas and Vojvodina, but also in smaller
percentage have solved the issue of residential space and own land.
The profile of potential migrant indicates that their emigration would strike Serbia not only in terms of number
of inhabitants, to which migration potential points out, but also due to the fact that potential migrants are young
people, in full strength, which head for solving their existence issues, who are educated and come from urban areas.
Their emigration would decrease the percentage of actively working citizens, which has already been recording a
downward tendency in recent years, and most probably this process is irreversible since they are, due to their youth
and education, competitive in labour market and more adaptive, and therefore more ready for successful integration in the destination country and less motivated to return to Serbia.

5. Motives and obstacles to migration
In the preceding Chapter we presented social and demographic determinants of
potential migration behaviour, or migration intentions, while this Chapter elaborates on the explicit motives for moving out of the country, as well as for giving up
and not considering emigration.

5.1. Reasons for migration
According to “push-pull” theory (Lee 1972, Zimmermann 1996) there are factors
of “pressure” in the countries of origin which “drive” people to leave their country, as well as “pull” factors in destination countries which attract them to those
countries. International Organization for Migration (Walles, 1999) differs five “pull”
factors – better conditions for living and earning, experience of other people with
migrations, favourable prospects for employment, more individual freedom; and
two “push” factors: ethnical problems and economic problems in the country of
origin. Božić and Burić (2004) within their research on potential reasons for migrations in Croatia, offer the following reasons to their respondents: earnings,
working conditions, unemployment, employment within the field of professional
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interest, possibilities for education, political situation, acquaintance with new
environment/curiosity, family living abroad, ecological factors, career advances,
unsatisfactory family relations, difficulties related to national minorities.
Our survey did not offer closed-ended questions, but instead asked two openended questions: “What is the main reason why you wish to leave Serbia?“ and
“What other reasons contributed to your wish to leave Serbia?“ Thus we provided
potential migrants with the possibility to give their own answers, without restricting them or guiding them, as is the case with closed-ended questions.
Graphs 1 and 2 present the answers of potential migrants to the two stated questions. These should all be “push” factors, however, potential migrants also quoted
some “pull” factors”, or what, according to their opinion, expects them in foreign
countries and attracts them to migrate.
Graph 1. What is the main reason why you wish to leave Serbia?
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Most frequent answers of potential migrants were: “economic situation”, “finance”, “existence”, “material situation”, “for job”, but there were some other answers:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Because of instability in the country, I do not see results nor future of democracy here”.
“Bad treatment of the state towards me, as its citizen”.
“My son plays football abroad, so I would like to be with him”.
“Life is a disaster here”.
“ A young person can achieve much more working abroad”.
“To complete doctoral studies in gastronomy abroad”.
“To try living abroad”
“To provide better lives for my children”
“The feeling of wasted efforts to actually do something”.
“Because I see no future here, politicians and criminal are becoming richer and there are more and more
of them”.
• “My father”s salary is 15,000 while the salary of a member of parliament is 150,000, and they talk about
saving, this is not my Serbia, not the Serbia which I was thinking about”.
• “Studying French culture, language and food”.
• “To run away from bribe and corruption, which are too much present here”.

The underlying reasons for migration intentions of potential migrants are mostly
of economic nature – 43% of potential migrants wish to move out of Serbia due to
unfavourable living standards and difficult economic situation. Significant number of reasons is also related to employment – possibility of finding a job (19%),
better paid job (6%), possibilities for career advancement (2%) or employment in
accordance with qualifications (0.5%), which is also to a great extent connected to
economic factors. A number of reasons are related to general crisis and unstable
situation in the country – general crisis in the country (5%), unstable political
situation (3%); need for safety, security and peace (1%); need for democracy, rule
of law (2%). A significant group of reasons is related to better prospects, either
own or for their children – 10%. Possibility for education (3%) is closely related to
the preceding group of reasons. It is interesting to note that a number of people
wish to move out for professional sports engagement (2%), to which government bodies and institutions in charge of sports should pay attention to. Another
important reason is having family or relatives who live abroad – 2%. And finally,
there is a group of people who want to gain new experience and travel (1%).
The additional question “What other reasons contributed to your wish to move
out of Serbia?” provided us with the same answers, while the only issues which
were also raised were corruption – 4% and personal reasons (medical treatment,
love) – 2%.
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Graph 2. “What other reasons contributed to your wish to move out of Serbia?

Therefore, the primary motivation for emigrating from Serbia refers to the two
push factors present in the country – poor individual and social economic situation and disorganized and unstable social system. Living abroad is seen as offering better prospects, as possibility for gaining new experiences and as a means
for connecting with family. This type of motivation for migration has also been
established in other research (Grečić, 1996 and 1998, Fassmann and Hintermann
1998; IOM, 1995, 1997, 1999; Božić and Burić 2004, Kaczmarczyk and Okolski,
2005; Hooghe and other, 2008).

5.2. Context in which migration potential develops
In the survey of Group 484, we asked the question “When did you consider moving out of Serbia? (Please list all the years during which you considered leaving
Serbia)”, aimed at determining the length of the process of turning migration
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intentions into migration behaviour (or giving up migration behavior), but also
at establishing political, social and economic contexts in which citizens consider
moving out of the country. The following graphs (Graph 3, Graph 4 and Graph 5)
present the years in which citizens considered moving out of the country – the
first graph including all the respondents who considered moving out of Serbia,
the second those who considered moving out of the country but have given it up
and the third potential migrants or those who are still considering moving out.
Graph 3. Years of considering moving out of the country – all respondents who considered moving out of the
country

Graph 4. Years of considering moving out of the country – the group which has given up moving out
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Graph 5. Years of considering moving out of the country – potential migrants

It can be seen from the graphs that the highest percentage of people who considered moving out of Serbia but have given it up thought about moving out in the
1990-2000 period, with a peak in 1995. Potential migrants also marked 1995 as a year
in which they considered moving out, but most of them has been thinking of moving out in the period from 2005 onwards, culminating in 2008.
Looking back at the 1990-2000 period, we see that it was dominated by war and the
accompanying economic, political and social hardships. In 1995 significant number
of refugees from Croatia came to Serbia – approximately 250,000, following the Croatian army operations “Flash” and “Storm”. Dayton Peace Agreement was also signed.
With this in mind, the fact that the citizens of Serbia considered leaving the country
at that time seems reasonable.
As for the period starting in 2005, when potential migrants began considering emigration, political situation was also characterized with turmoil. In March 2004 new
minority government was formed, led by Prime Minister Vojislav Kostunica, as a result of earlier parliamentary elections held in December 2003. The government was
formed by the representatives of the Democratic Party of Serbia (DSS), G17 Plus and
the coalition of Serbian Renewal Movement and New Serbia, supported by the Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS). In June 2004, President of the Democratic Party, Boris
Tadić, won in the second round of presidential election.
Serbia and Montenegro initiated talks on the stabilization and association to the
European Union in October 2005. However, as Serbia and Montenegro did not cooperate with the Hague Tribunal for former Yugoslavia, the European Commission
aborted negotiations in May 2006. In June 2006, Serbia became an independent
state after Montenegro declared independence, following the referendum results. In
November 2006 Serbia adopted new Constitution. Immediately after the adoption
of Constitution, parliamentary elections were scheduled for January 21, 2007. New
government was formed only in May 2007, by means of coalition agreement between the Democratic Party (DS), Democratic Party of Serbia-New Serbia and G17+.
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On February 17, 2008, the Assembly of Kosovo unilaterally declared independence. Kosovo independence was recognized by the United States of America
and majority of EU Member States. This caused riots in Belgrade and other Serbian
towns, stone-throwing and setting fires to embassies of western countries, as well
as assaults on the members and property of the Muslim community. Apart from
worsening national relations, i.e. their use with the aim of promoting extremist
political ideas, coalition ’”For a European Serbia” won the parliamentary elections
held in May 2008, ensuring 102 seats. However, coalition with the Socialist Party of
Serbia was necessary so that the government could be formed.
Economic indicators (Tables 13, 14 and 15) also point out to the hard economic
situation, especially in 2005 and 2006. Those years recorded the lowest employment and highest unemployment rates. Gross Domestic Product increase was also
lower in 2005 and 2006, compared with 2004. Average salaries were not high. Unfortunately, even the better indicators of labour market statistics in Serbia for the
last two years were, according to the explanation of Serbian Republic Employment
Service, the result of changes in data collection methodology, not the reflection of
actual improvements in this area.
Table13. Serbian labour market indicators 2004-20083
Rates

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

Activities

66,4

65,2

63,6

63,4

62,6

Employment

53,4

51,0

49,8

51,5

53,3

Unemployment

19,5

21,8

21,6

18,8

14,7

4

Table 14. Gross domestic product in Serbia 2004-2008, in Euros
GDP

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

GDP - total, mil. EUR

19075,0

20358,0

23520,6

29542,7

33861

GDP – per capita, EUR

2555,9

2736,0

3173,5

4002,2

4597

Average exchange rate, EUR

72,57

82,91

84,19

79,98

88,60

8,3

5,6

5,2

6,9

5,4

Growth rate (%)

5

Table 15. Average salary in Serbia 2004-2008, in dinars and Euros
Salaries
Gross
Net
Average exchange rate, EUR

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

20.555

25.514

31.745

38.744

45.674

14.108
(194 evra)

17.443
(210 evra)

21.707
(258 evra)

27.759
(347 evra)

32.746
(370 evra)

72,57

82,91

84,19

79,98

88,60

Following the results of a research conducted by Belgrade Human Rights Centre
(2005) in September 2005, compared with the results for the two preceding years
conducted in September 2003 and July 2004, citizens expressed significantly
3
5

http://webrzs.stat.gov.rs/axd/index.php / 4 http://webrzs.stat.gov.rs/axd/index.php
http://webrzs.stat.gov.rs/axd/index.php
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higher degree of pessimism concerning the direction of the development of Serbia. The percentage of citizens who found the direction wrong – 56%, equaled the
percentage in September 2000 before the elections at which the then President
of Serbia and Montenegro, Milosevic, was ousted. The only difference was in the
percentage of citizens who thought Serbia was on the right track – 31% compared
to 19% in 2000. Additionally, concern related to economic problems recorded significant increase compared to 2004, especially as regards apprehension related to
unemployment (56% of citizens quoted this issue as most troubling). The number
of citizens who included the issue of corruption in the three most important problems increased as well (24% compared to 15% in 2004).
This review of social, economic and political context represents the review of objective situation upon which push factors, quoted by potential migrants as the
reasons behind their wishes to move out of Serbia, are based.

5.3. Strength of motivation for migration
We attempted at investigating into the motivation for migration, and the related probability of realization of migration potential, by means of comparing the
group which has given up their migration intentions and the group which still has
migration intentions, according to the following variables:
Time period of considering migration
In order to establish the time period of considering migration, we asked the respondents who have considered and the respondents who are still considering
migration from Serbia to list all the years during which they thought of leaving
the country, and we consequently calculated the total number of years.
Graph 6. Time period of considering moving out of Serbia
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The results indicate that there is no statistically significant difference between the
two groups in respect of the time period during which they considered leaving the
country, i.e. that there is no difference concerning the period in which the decision
to leave the country or not to leave was made. Graph 6 shows that the percentage
of those who considered leaving the country for two years is the highest – 33%
and 44%, followed by those who considered leaving the country for more than
10 years – 21% and 19%. Based on these findings, it is difficult to define the time
period required for realization of migration potential.
Subjective involvement in migration process
In order to determine subjective involvement in migration process, we asked respondents who considered and the respondents who are still considering leaving
Serbia how often they had considered or how often they had been considering
leaving Serbia.
Graph 7. Frequency of consideration to leave Serbia

Obviously, subjective involvement in migration process is higher with potential
migrants than with those who have given up leaving Serbia. Statistically significant, the difference between these two groups after excluding those who consider migration very rarely, indicates that the percentage of potential migrants who
consider migration “all the time” is higher (13% compared to 3%), while less people
consider migrations “sometimes” (46% compared to 63%).
Steps undertaken towards the realization of migration intentions
We were interested in whether there was a difference in the level of realization of
migration potential between the persons who have given up leaving Serbia and
those still thinking about leaving Serbia. For this reason, we asked them whether they had taken the first steps for going abroad, assuming that those who are
still thinking about moving out from Serbia are more active in undertaking the
required steps to leave the country, or that those who have given up leaving the
country were in fact not active enough in realization of their intentions.
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Graph 8. Steps undertaken towards the realization of migration intentions

Graph 8 points out that both groups mostly do not undertake any steps towards
the realization of migration potential – 69% of persons who have given up leaving the country and 66% of potential migrants did not undertake any preparatory
steps for going abroad. What they mostly did was collecting information about a
destination country - 22% of persons who have given up leaving the country and
29% of potential migrants. There is no statistically significant difference between
the two groups in respect of whether they have taken any steps towards the realization of migration intentions or not, so it seems that this variable is also not
reliable enough for determining the number of actual migrations.
Migration probability
We were interested in to what extent the persons who considered migration from
Serbia believed that they would actually move out of Serbia in near future and
whether their “belief” was stronger than the belief of those who had given up moving out of Serbia. Therefore, we asked them “In your opinion, how likely it seems
that you will move out of Serbia in near future?“
Graph 9. Subjective estimation of probability of realization of migration intentions
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It appeared that the persons who have given up moving out of Serbia have indeed given up the notion of moving out and that 93% of respondents from this
group found not probable or little probable that they would move out of Serbia. However, although the potential migrants more strongly believed that they
would leave Serbia, it proved that their belief was not strong enough – 55% held
not probable or little probable that they would leave Serbia. Still, 10% thought it
highly probable or definite that they would leave, while 35% felt the probability
as medium.
Briefly, by comparing the group which has given up moving out of Serbia and the
group which is still considering moving out of Serbia in respect of their motivation to realize migration intentions, it was found that there existed a difference in
subjective involvement in the process – frequency of considering migrations and
belief that migration would be realized, but also that there was no difference in
their behaviour in realization of migration intentions.

5.4. Migration experience
Literature (Fassmann, H; Hintermann C, 1998; Krieger, 2004) quotes migration experience as important determinant of migration behaviour. The individuals who
have experienced migration are more probable to repeat migrating compared
with the persons who have never migrated. In order to check these findings, we
asked Serbian citizens whether they had changed their places of residence in Serbia and whether they had ever lived abroad.
Graph 10. Experience in internal migrations (“Have you ever changed your place of residence in Serbia? “)

The findings indicate that 72% of respondents have never changed their place of
residence in Serbia. Graph 10 indicates that the persons who considered moving
out of Serbia but have given up have migrated more within Serbia (statistically
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significant, chi-square=6.17, p=0.05), compared to the persons who have never
considered moving out of the country and the persons who are still considering moving out of the country. In this case, migration experience has prompted
considerations related to moving out, but was not the guarantee that the actual
behaviour will take place.
We asked those who have changed their places of residence within Serbia how
many times they did it and their responses are presented in the Graph 11.
Graph11. Number of changed places of residence within Serbia

On the whole, most individuals changed their place of residence once or twice –
84%. There is not statistically significant difference in the number of movement
between the three groups.
We also wanted to see whether the three groups are different according to the
regions in which they moved within Serbia.
Graph 12. Regions in which internal migrations take place
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It can be seen that, in general, most internal migrations appear in the regions of
Belgrade and Vojvodina, and least of them in Western and Eastern Serbia. There
is statistically significant difference (chi-square=20.07, p=0.03) between the three
groups in respect of regions in Serbia in which they move. Potential migrants and
those who have given up migration move more in the region of Belgrade compared to those who have never considered moving out from Serbia, while the
latter move more within the region of Vojvodina compared with the other two
groups.
As regards living abroad and international migrations, 13% of respondents lived
abroad, but after excluding the republics of former Yugoslavia, the percentage
equals 6.67% of citizens.
Graph 13. Experience in migrations to foreign countries (“Have you ever lived abroad?”)

There is no statistically significant difference between the three groups in respect
of their international migration experience (Graph 13). Also, there is no difference
between the number of movements abroad (Graph 14).
Graph 14. Number of the changed places of residence abroad
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Most persons did not change their place of residence or have changed it only
once. There is no statistically important difference between the three groups in
respect of the number of movements abroad.
Table 16 lists destination countries of the persons who lived abroad.
Table 16. Destination countries of migration experience

Country

N

%

Bosnia & Herzegovina

39

20,7

Greece

02

01,1

Croatia

36

19,1

Holland

02

01,1

Germany

17

09,0

Hungary

02

01,1

Austria

13

06,9

Libya

01

00,5

Montenegro

11

05,9

Malta

01

00,5

Macedonia

09

04,8

Belgium

01

00,5

Slovenia

09

04,8

Ireland

01

00,5

Russia

08

04,3

Ukraine

01

00,5

France

07

03,7

Australia

01

00,5

Italy

06

03,2

Spain

01

00,5

USA

05

02,7

Angola

01

00,5

Iraq

03

01,6

No response

09

04,8

Switzerland

02

01,1

TOTAL

188

100

Excluding the former republics of Yugoslavia, most persons resided in the states
which have traditionally been emigration destinations for the Serbs – Germany
and Austria. These countries play an important role in migration experience as
our emigrants developed migration networks which could act as encouragement
for further migrations, and therefore could indicate the possible direction of new
migration movements from Serbia.
Basic hypothesis of the argument that migration experience leads to new migrations is the assumption that new migrations will be “cheaper” in economic
and psychological sense, as “repeat migrants” experienced migrations and they
require less time and resources for seeking information, accommodation, job or
friends, or integration into a new community in general. This is not the case with
migrations within Serbia, but it is also found that potential migrants do not have
much more significant emigration experience from the persons who have given
up moving out and those who have never considered leaving the country.
However, migration potential of the people who returned from abroad (excluding
those who returned from the former Yugoslav republics), so called returnees is
higher than the migration potential in total population. The percentage of return41
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ees who consider leaving Serbia is 26%, compared with the number of Serbian
citizens who consider leaving Serbia - 19%. This result indicates to the fact that
migration experience may encourage new migrations.

5.5. Social network
The existence of a social network, or friends and relatives living abroad, is also
an important factor for predicting migration behaviour, as well as directions of
future migrations (Boyd, M, 1989; Gurak and other, 1992; Palloni and other, 2001;
Guilmoto and Sandron, 2001; Krieger, 2004; Božić and Burić, 2004; Massey, 2005).
Massey defines migration networks as “sets of interpersonal connections which
link migrants, former migrants and non-migrants in the origin and destination
areas by means of family relations, friendships and shared community of origin”.
The existence of such relations increases the propensity towards migrations by
reducing investments in research and information collection, as well as the risk
of moving. The networks represent social capital which supports seeking job, accommodation and social integration of new emigrants.
With this in mind, we asked the citizens of Serbia whether they had friends or
relatives abroad, in what number, how close the relations with them were and in
which countries those friends or relatives lived.
Graph15. Do you have any relatives or friends living abroad? (total population)

Graph 15 indicates that more than half of Serbian citizens has friends or relatives abroad (56%), which is not surprising if we take into account that Serbian
diaspora equals 4 million people. We compared the three groups with different
migration intentions in respect of whether they had relatives or friends abroad,
with the aim of determining the level of reliability of this variable for migration
potential projections.
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Graph 16. Do you have any relatives or friends living abroad? (three groups)

Graph 16 illustrates that 79% of potential migrants has friends or relatives abroad.
Comparison of the three groups indicates to the statistically significant difference
(chi-square =65.80, p=0.00) in the number of those who have relatives or friends
abroad. There are more persons who have friends or relatives abroad in the group
which considered leaving Serbia and have given it up and the group which is still
considering leaving Serbia than in the group which has never considered leaving
Serbia.
We asked “How many of your relatives or friends live abroad?” and “How close are
you with your relatives or friends who live in that country?”
Graph 17. How many of your relatives or friends live abroad? (three groups)

Graph 17 indicates that all three groups have mostly 3 to 5 friends or relatives
abroad, and there is no statistically significant difference in the number of friends
between the three groups with diverse migration intentions.
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Graph 18. How close are you with your relatives or friends living in that country? (three groups)

Graph 18 illustrates that there is either medium or extensive connection with relatives or friends abroad in all three groups and that there is no statistically significant difference between them in this aspect.
Finally, we asked in which countries friends and relatives from abroad lived, in
order to define the potential direction of migrations.
Graph 19. In which foreign countries do you have friends or relatives? (potential migrants)

“Other” implies: Bulgaria, Romania,
Belgium, Iraq, Luxembourg, Slovakia,
Czech Republic, Poland, Albania, New
Zealand, Denmark, Finland, Island,
Turkey, Egypt, Russia, Belarus, Spain
and other
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Most potential migrants have developed social networks in Germany, Austria,
Switzerland, USA, Australia, Italy, France and Canada, and these are at the same
time the possible directions of international migrations.
The findings indicate that the existence of a social network abroad encourages
consideration of migrating, independently of its development level - the number
of people included in a network and the level of closeness.

5.6. Obstacles to migration
In our survey we intended to define the obstacles which Serbian citizens encounter in the process of leaving the country, and therefore we asked the persons who
have given up leaving Serbia about the reasons for such decisions, and the persons who have never considered leaving Serbia why they have never thought
about it.
Graph 20. In case you considered moving out of Serbia and decided not to leave, what were the reasons for such decision?

The persons who have given up leaving Serbia answered:
“I had a family, an apartment and a decent job, so I gave it up”, “We did not use the opportunity, our parents
were old”, “Due to the difficulties of obtaining all the papers for leaving”, “I did not speak English”, “Everybody
told me “do not go, you do not know anybody there””, “Finance and courage, I did not have enough courage”,
“My years have passed”.
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The answers included in the Graph 20 indicate that the basic obstacles for migration are forming a family and family care (33%) and starting employment (16%),
or settling existence issues. The policy of destination countries towards immigrants,
or difficulties related to immigration visas (12%) also act as a discouraging factor.
Age (10%) and lack of finance (7%), are also quoted as obstacles to migration,
which confirms the hypothesis that the poorest citizens do not move out of the
country as they cannot afford to migrate. Indecision and lack of courage (7%) as
reasons for giving up migration indicate that the psychological stake in the migration intentions is important for its realization. Perceptions of conditions as better
in the country (“I love my country/I feel good here” – 6%, “The situation is better
here / hope for the better” – 2%) and worse conditions abroad (“Conditions are not
better abroad” – 3%, “no adequate offer/job” – 4%, “not speaking the language/
difficult adaptation” – 4%) influence giving up leaving the country. Lack of social
network is also an obstacle to migration – “They did not have anybody, they do not
know anybody” – 5%. Education started in Serbia (2%) may also be an obstacle to
leaving the country.
We asked the persons who have never considered leaving the country why they
had never done so, and their responses are presented in the Graph 21.
Graph 21. Why haven”t you considered leaving Serbia?
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Major reasons for not considering leaving Serbia are the facts that people love
their country and feel good here (37%, “they were born here, their origins are
here” – 7%) and do not have needs for moving out (18%). All other reasons are the
same as the reasons for giving up moving out, except that the ownership of property (“My property is here, apartment, house, land” – 4%) was quoted as well.
The findings indicate to the fact that if a person does not have strong connections with the country of origin- such as family, friends, education, property, origin,
and thereby probably has less to lose, and, on the other hand, if he/she receives
greater support in the destination country – business offer, easier adaptation, assistance of family or friends, it is more probable that the decision to move from the
country of origin will be brought. The results are in accordance with the indicators
that unmarried, young people who have not settled existence issues, with developed social networks abroad, are more probable to migrate. Additionally, financial
conditions and policies of destination countries towards immigrants or the procedure of obtaining immigrant visa proved also to be important migration factors. However, these answers have shown that psychological factors also contribute to deciding on migrations – perception of living conditions in the destination
country and country of origin, patriotism, “indecision”, lack of courage”, anticipated
difficulties in adaptation and similar.
Examining motivation as a basis for migration indicates to the two key “push” factors: poor economic situation (living standard) as the dominant factor (43%), and disorganized social system – 12% (general crisis
in the country; unstable political situation; lack of security, safety and peace; lack of democracy, rule of law;
corruption). “Pull” factors are mostly related to employment – employment possibility (19%) and other employment factors (8.5%) – better paid job, possibility for career advancement and employment in accordance
with qualifications. Other factors include: perception of better prospects in destination country (in general or
for the children) – 10%, education possibility – 3%, professional sports engagement (2%), family or friends
abroad – 2%, and new experience and travel (1%).
These migration motives have been reconfirmed by objective situation in Serbia, or social, economic and political context in which potential migrants considered or still consider migrations. The majority of potential
migrants who have given up leaving the country considered leaving the country in the 1990-2000 period,
with peak in 1995, when 250,000 refugees from Croatia arrived to Serbia. The highest percentage of potential
migrants who presently consider migration started considering migration in the period from 2005, peaking
in 2008. In 2005, along with political turmoil accompanying every year, the lowest employment rate and
highest unemployment rate were recorded, while the growth of GDP was lower compared to 2004. It was
even the case that the citizens were significantly more pessimistic concerning the future direction of Serbia
compared with 2003 and 2004.
Comparison of the group which has given up migration from Serbia and the group which still has migration
intentions, i.e. the group of potential migrants, identified higher level of motivation of potential migrants for
leaving Serbia – they consider leaving the country more often (with more of them who consider migration
“all the time” -13% compared to 3%, and less “sometimes” - 46% compared to 63%). It was also noted that
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they believe more strongly in realization of their migration intentions and moving out of Serbia (93% of those
who gave up migration and 55% of migrants found it improbable or little probable for them to leave Serbia,
1% of the people who have given up migration and 10% of migrants found it highly probable or definite
that they would leave Serbia, while 4% of those who have given up and 35% of migrants described their
intensity of belief as medium). Nevertheless, thus reported motivation is not expressed in behaviour – both
groups equally long consider migration (mostly 2 years – 33% of the group which has given up and 44% of
migrants, or over 10 years – 21% of those who have given up and 19% of migrants) and they mostly do not
undertake any steps towards the realization of migration intentions (69% of those who have given up and
66% of migrants never undertook any steps, while 22% of the given up and 29% of migrants collected some
information about the destination country).
Migration experience proved important for repeating migrations due to the fact that “returnees” from abroad
(26%) are more motivated to move again from Serbia compared to the total population of Serbia (19%).
However, there is no difference between the three compared groups (non-migrants, the persons who have
given up migration and potential migrants) in their international migration experience (only 13% of citizens
lived abroad or 6.67% excluding the former Yugoslav republics). Within Serbia, those who have given up migrations (39%) moved more than those who have never considered migration (27%) and potential migrants
(25%). Majority of internal migrations are realized in the regions of Belgrade and Vojvodina, and least in
Western and Eastern Serbia, with potential migrants and those who have given up migration moving more
within the Belgrade region and non-migrants moving more in the region of Vojvodina.
Social or migrant network appeared to be a significant motivational factor for leaving the country and indicating the emigration direction. More than half of Serbian citizens have relatives or friends abroad (56%), and
more friends and relatives are reported with the group who has given up migration (69%) and the group of
potential migrants (79%) than with the group which has never considered leaving the country (49%). The
development of social network – number of relatives and friends and level of closeness with them are not
significant indicators of migration intentions. They mostly have from 3 to 5 friends/relatives abroad and their
level of closeness with relatives or friends abroad is marked as medium or high. Majority of potential migrants
has friends and relatives in Germany, Austria, Switzerland, USA, Australia, Italy, France and Canada, and these
are the potential directions of their emigration.
Obstacles to migration of potential migrants may primarily be related to the “connections” established in the
country of origin, such as family relations (33%), employment (16%), property (4%), and education (2%).
Age (10%) may decrease the wish for migration, probably because with the increasing number of years the
number of bonds to the country of origin increases as well. In addition, difficulties for obtaining visas (12%),
or immigration policy of destination country and lack of financial means (7%) present important obstacles to
moving out of the country. Perception of living conditions in the country of origin as better (8%) and adaptation difficulties in destination country (11%), especially in case there is nobody to assist (5%), as well as lack
of courage (7%), impact giving up the idea of migration.
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6. Destination countries
Potential migrants have been asked which countries they would like to move out
to, in order to establish whether they have already chosen the destination country and which countries could expect immigrants from Serbia.
Graph 22. Which country would you like to move into?

The “other” country listed is usually: Slovenia, Slovakia, New Zealand, the South African Republic, Iraq, Ireland,
San Marino, Luxembourg, Uruguay, Iceland, Namibia, and Finland.

We established that great majority - 96% of potential migrants had already chosen the destination country.
The listed countries are actually those countries in which, according to the last
population census in Serbia in 2002 (Table 17), the largest number of Serbian
citizens work - Germany, Austria, Switzerland, France, Italy, USA, Sweden, Canada,
Australia, the Netherlands, Hungary, the Russian Federation and Great Britain.
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27040

20428

16240

14049

10908

7490

France

Italy

USA
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Canada

Australia

5178

4153

41336

The Russian Federation
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Other countries and not
known

6280

65751

Switzerland

5343

87844

Austria

Hungary

102799

The Netherlands

414 839

Germany

Total

Total

3470

331

918

297

303

291

612

602
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2235
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2006

3091

3750

2027

Less
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1 year

10370

1251

1509

1583

1852

1313

2506

1704

4688

6594

3211

8416

9048

15572

69617

1-4

7363

793

1751

1826

1225

1541

4152

2230

3437

5482

3081

12117

13027

16928

74953

5-9

4635

1001

529

1191

936

1378

1623

3013

2695

3137
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15793

22387

17088

78982
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1403
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967

677
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7501

5797
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15-19

1289
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27

292

465
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912

606

539

2756
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6830

6689
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898
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9

10

261

314

229
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435

216

2714
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25-29

YEARS OF WORK/RESIDENCE ABROAD

1388
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11

13
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804
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1761
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2408
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16759
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and
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10520
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332
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836

864

2013
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1375
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8433

9667
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Not
known

Average period of work/
residence
8,5

8,6

5,4

6,9

10,7

12,9

8,6

14,4

9,7

6,8

17,6

12,4

14,6

15

12,9
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Table 17. Citizens of the Republic of Serbia working abroad for a foreign employer or independently and family
members residing with this person, according to the country and the period of work/residence (Census 2002)
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It seems that crucial reason for choosing a destination country is, however, the
existence of social network in it, which presents an important communication
channel for gaining information on life conditions in the country concerned, but
also a support when moving in and living in a certain country.
In addition, vicinity of a country is not a key determinant for the choice of a destination country, so that a certain percentage of citizens are ready to move out to
further countries - 10% to USA, 6% to Australia, and 5% to Canada. This is good
news for EU Member States, since in this case migration potential directed towards them is lower, especially if the non-EU Member States are excluded – Switzerland, Norway, Russia and Croatia. This amounts to only 50% of total migration
potential (which is 19%) directed towards EU Member States.
According to the existing data presented in Table 18 on the number and percentage of emigrants from Serbia and Montenegro to 15 EU countries (unfortunately
no data for independent Serbia are available), it is indicated that their number
and percentage (in relation to the total population of Serbia and Montenegro)
have been reducing over last two years.
Table 18. Emigrants from Serbia and Montenegro to 15 EU Member States 2000-20076
Emigrants

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

Number

679.548

835.178

806.739

777.571

342.551

521.495

508.255

471.764

Percentage
in relation
to the
number of
citizens in
Serbia and
Montenegro

6,39%

7,84%

8,60%

9,57%

4,22%

6,47%

6,30%

5,85%

Potential migrants have also been asked about the place which they would like to
move into, with an aim of establishing the strength of their migration intention,
assuming that those who have already selected the destination place are more
likely to move out.

6

European Integration Consortium (2009); 2000: without Austria; 2000-2001: without Luxemburg; 2000-2003:
without Ireland; 2004-2007: Ireland included.
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Graph 23. Which place would you like to move into?

Other listed destination places of potential migrants:
Athens, Washington, Madrid, Chicago, Johannesburg, Lucerne, Den Bosch, Florida, Auxerre, Hanover, Venice,
Malme, Vancouver, Cape Town, Maribor, Köln, Perth, Zadar, Necef, Hamburg, Dublin, San Marino, Stockholm,
Hersonis, Salzburg, Verona, Manchester, Vicenza, Dusseldorf, Segedin, Luxembourg, Helsinki, Amsterdam,
Bochum, Baltimore, Las Vegas, Budapest, Geneva, Nice, Heidelberg, Calgary, Narvic, Hollywood, Basel, Lugano, Sacramento, Nova Gorica, Crete, Thessaloniki, Meddling, Troms, Keflavik, Birr, Zug, Torino.

It showed that 20% of potential migrants had not chosen the emigration destination place, and that they had chosen variety of places. Figure 23 shows towns
mentioned several times, but the account should be taken of the fact that 30% of
potential migrants mention some other places. These data actually indicate the
importance of social network in the choice of destination place.
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We asked potential migrants about the reasons for the choice of a certain destination country, in order to establish “pull” factors, i.e. factors which make the destination country concerned appealing for them. Figure 24 shows their answers.
Graph 24. What are the reasons for choosing the country concerned?
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Answers of potential migrants regarding the reasons for the choice of three
most frequently chosen destination countries:
SWITZERLAND:

GERMANY:

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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For love and profit
Life of my peers in this country
I like it and it is economically stable
Stable country, social possibilities
Well organized country, economically stable, a
lot of our people there
Because it is the most stable and the safest
country
Stability
For the reasons of economic soundness
Good profits, safety
Economically stable and peaceful country
For living standard and job
Favourable economic situation
We have some colleagues there
My friends already live there
There are many our countrymen and salaries
are good
Life is good there, my relatives and friends
have told me this, you can find job easier
I like it
I’ve heard a lot of good things about this
country, people live well there
Financial situation
For the reasons of high living standards
For high living standards and opportunities
for the occupation of electrical engineer,
which I am.
Financially stable
Rich and beautiful country
High living standards
Because there is a company which I could
work for
For my relatives
I have relatives that would help me find a job
and settle down
Visit relatives
The most beautiful country

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

For discipline
Economic reasons
A developed country
Economic stability of the country
Living standards
You can earn a normal living
Economic situation
Good living standards of the country
For the language
It is good for job
For a job and better living standards
Possibility of finding a job, for shopping,
beauty of the city, architecture
Work
I have some acquaintances there
Relatives
Relatives
My whole family lives there
I have a friend there
Experiences of acquaintances
A lot of people from our village work there
I lived and worked there before, I know the
city
To learn German language, more opportunities
I do sports, and I would be more successful
there
Germany has always sounded strong and
powerful
I believe it is a successful country
Stable country, economically powerful
Nurses are best paid in this country
Relatives
For my friends
For my grandmother who lives there
I know a lot of people who live there, I like
their style of life
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
• I like it best
• I dreamt about it as a child, and I spent two
years there
• Because it is warm there
• It offers better conditions for living
• For my relatives who live there
• I have a good opinion of this country
• Greater chances of making my dream come
true
• Many opportunities
• It is appealing, you can earn more there than
here

• Beautiful country, powerful, rich
• Because it is the country with rule of law, and
a democratic country
• The most developed country
• Organized society
• It is full of variety, the highest living standards
• I believe you can live there better than
anywhere else
• A small percentage of unemployed
• Because my daughter and son-in-law live
there
• I have a sister there

Besides economic factors (30%), almost equally important for the choice of a
country is the existence of social network - family and relatives living there (29%).
It is also very likely that a living standard of a country is estimated on the basis of
information coming from relatives and friends. After these two prevailing factors,
there are stability and organization of a country - 11%, which implies that our
citizens have had enough of political turbulences and disorganized social system
in their own country, thus expecting to find a different situation in another country. Possibility of employment is mentioned by 10% of potential migrants, and
this factor can be added to economic ones. Then, there are emotional reasons
for choosing a country - beautiful country/town (7%), culture, customs, life style
(7%), I love this country, I like it (5%), people, their relation towards us (1%). Climate (6%), geographic vicinity (3%) and ability to use the language concerned
(3%) are also factors influencing the choice of a country. One part of the answer
refers to a better perspective provided by destination countries, generally (3%) or
in respect of training or making progress in the occupation concerned (4%). Two
percent of potential migrants have already resided in a destination country, so
this is the reason why they choose the country concerned for their settlement. It
is interesting that no one mentions reasons related to document gaining procedure, so that easier procedure for gaining visas, residential or work permits is not a
factor influencing the choice of a destination country. It is possible that this factor
is not verbalized due to the fact that majority of potential migrants have not yet
taken any concrete steps to realize their migration intentions.
In the survey, potential migrants were asked about sources of information on the
country they would like to move into.
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Graph 25. What are your sources of information on the country you would like to go to?

Figure 25 shows that majority of the questioned people answered that they are
informed by relatives and friends, coming either from Serbia (42%) or are foreigners (20%), and who now live or used to live in the destination country concerned
(11%), which again confirms the importance of social network in the migration
process. Also, since potential migrants are young people, large number of them
use internet to gain information-48%. Radio and TV stations in Serbia are not so
much viewed and listened to in this purpose - 15%, and even less foreign radio
and TV stations - 7%. Only 10% of potential migrants use personal experience.
Print media are least used as a source of information – 4-5%, as well as embassies
and consulates in destination countries concerned – 4%.
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Destination countries of potential migrants from Serbia are: Switzerland (14%), Germany (12%), USA (10%),
Austria (7%), Italy (6%), France (6%), Australia (6%), Canada (5%), Great Britain (4%), Greece (4%), Norway(4%), Spain (4%), Sweden (3%), Russia (2%), the Netherlands (2%), Hungary (2%), Croatia (1%).
The findings imply that only 50% of emigration potential from Serbia is directed towards EU Member States,
and statistics show that the number of emigrants from Serbia and Montenegro in these countries has been
reducing in recent years.
“Pull” factors that attracted potential migrants to destination countries are almost equally both of economic
nature (30%) and of social one - having relatives and friends (29%). Also, there are: Stability and organization
of a country – 11% and employment possibility - 10%. Then, there are also emotional reasons for choosing
a country - beautiful country/town (7%), culture, customs, life style (7%), I love this country, I like it (5%),
people, their relation towards us (1%). Climate (6%), geographic vicinity (3%) and ability to use the language
concerned (3%) are also factors influencing the choice of a country. One part of the answer refers to a better
perspective provided by destination countries, generally (3%) or in respect of training or making progress in
the occupation concerned (4%). Two percent of potential migrants list experience of living in the destination
country concerned as a reason for their choice.
Source of information on destination countries are primarily family and relatives (73%) and internet (48%).
The following sources are not used so much: Radio and TV stations in Serbia – 15%, personal experience
– 10%, foreign radio and TV stations – 7%, print media – 4-5%, as well as embassies and consulates in
destination countries concerned – 4%.

7. Conclusions and Recommendations
1. Volume of potential migration from Serbia ranges from 1,200,990 people (total migration potential), through 379,260 people (probable migration potential) to 31,605 people older than 15 (actual migration potential).
Recommendations:
• Migration strategy should include the attitude towards this phenomenon (by
defining strategic goal or goals), as well as measures for its implementation. It
should be defined whether the activities should be directed towards prevention of such emigration tendencies, their regulation and monitoring, or their
encouragement as a solution for fighting economic crisis and poor economic
situation in the country by enabling Serbian citizens to diversify their income
sources. Or, most probably, all these together with the development of different goals and different measures and policies for different target groups
• With the aim of defining the previously stated strategic direction, it is necessary to conduct research. In the first place, longitudinal research should monitor the changes in migration intentions, as well as the levels of their realization, taking into account that this kind of research does not indicate whether
nor when potential migrants will leave Serbia (especially due to the fact that
our survey has shown no difference in migration behavior between the per57
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sons who considered leaving Serbia and have given it up and the persons who
still consider emigration). Second, it is necessary to make simulations of consequences incurred by departure of different number of people from Serbia
on economic, political, social and demographic development of the country.
Based on the respective findings, proper measures should be created in accordance with the set goals.
2. Profile of potential migrant indicates that potential migrants are mostly
young people in full strength who are still to settle their existence issues –
starting employment, acquiring residential space, forming families and similar. They are highly educated and come from urban regions. Their departure
would decrease the percentage of actively working citizens, which has been
recording a declining tendency for a number of years, most probably irreversibly, as they are more competitive and adaptable in labour market due to their
youth and education, and therefore more ready for successful integration
within destination country and less willing to return to Serbia.
Recommendations:
• Migration policies should be separately directed towards this target group,
i.e. young people especially from urban areas. In addition, strategies and policies for young people should include migration policies and measures. These
policies and measures should define whether or which part of this population
will be motivated to stay, and which to leave and acquire new knowledge and
experience, but also to share that knowledge and experience while abroad
and to return to the state and invest their human potential in the development of the country.
• Defining these measures and policies requires understanding of the situation
in labour market in Serbia and identifying the methods and successful examples for encouragement of “circular” migrations, maintaining relations and
development of cooperation between the citizens and the country of origin.
3. “Push” and “pull” factors indicate that the emigration movement from Serbia is primarily motivated by economic factors, including employment possibility, better paid job, possibility for career advancement, and employment
in accordance with qualifications. However, organization and stability of social
system additionally plays important role in leaving the country of origin and
selection of destination country. Social or migrant network in the country of
origin is a powerful factor of attraction. Motivation for selection of destination country arises also from the perception of better prospects in the destination country, either in general or for the children, including the possibility for
education and professional sports engagements. “Pull” factors which we also
mentioned include: beautiful country/city; culture, customs, way of living; I
love that country, I like it; people, nation and their relation towards us; climate,
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vicinity, speaking the language, experience of living in destination country,
and acquiring new experience and travel.
Recommendations:
• These findings indicate that, along with economic development and especially provision of employment possibilities, the process of democratization of
society and development of system institutions is also an important condition
for establishing “normal” life in which migrations become a matter of choice
instead of necessity arising from the need to survive.
• Due to the considerable impact of social or migrant network for emigration
process, it is important for those networks to be examined. Apart from identifying their nature and the countries in which they are established, it is also
important to define their structure and the way in which they develop and
support new migrations. This is especially the case as Massey (2003) argues
that “immigration flows do not last forever, they have their natural life cycles
instead, which may be shorter or longer but are necessarily limited”. The data
indicate that all European nations experienced “emigration transition” rising
from low to high levels, and later on falling to low levels again, parallel with
economic development. Historically, this process requires eight or nine decades, although new data indicate that transition period is becoming significantly shorter.
• Identification of “pull” factors such as “professional sports engagement” indicates that it is necessary to pay special attention to this target group and define respective separate measures.
4. Obstacles to leaving Serbia prove that if a person is more strongly integrated
in the country of origin and if he/she has settled the existence issues – in terms
of education, employment, residential space and family, it is less likely that the
person will leave Serbia. In addition, perception of difficulties of adaptation
and integration in destination countries, especially if there is not anybody to
assist, influences giving up migration. Difficulties in obtaining visas, or immigration policy of destination country, as well as the lack of financial means,
are important obstacles to moving out of the country. Indecision and lack of
courage are the feelings which accompany the perception of these obstacles
and which discourage migration.
Recommendations:
• The results confirm the importance of removing or mitigating the “push” factors and development of “pull” factors in Serbia, provided there is an intention
to decrease the level of emigration as necessity arising from the impossibility
to survive, and encourage emigration which will contribute to the development of experience and skills of our citizens and their cooperation with the
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country of origin, which will finally lead to the growth of our country.
5. Direction of emigration lists the following countries: Switzerland (14%), Germany (12%), USA (10%), Austria (7%), Italy (6%), France (6%), Australia (6%),
Canada (5%), Great Britain (4%), Greece (4%), Norway (4%), Spain (4%), Sweden (3%), Russia (2%), Holland (2%), Hungary (2%), Croatia (1%), and other.
These are mostly the countries of traditionally Serbian emigration. It can also
be seen that only 50% of emigration potential from Serbia is directed to EU
Member States, while statistical data indicate that the number of emigrants
from Serbia and Montenegro has been decreasing in those countries lately. .
Sources of information on destination countries primarily refer to family,
friends and the Internet. The following sources are used more rarely: radio and
TV stations in Serbia, personal experience, foreign radio and TV stations, print
media, embassies and consular offices of destination countries.
Recommendations:
• This result indicates that it is especially important to establish cooperation
with these countries in monitoring and regulating emigration flows from Serbia, as well as realizing the rights of our citizens as immigrants in these countries. First of all, it is important to produce bilateral employment agreements
and bilateral agreements on social insurance, in order to provide adequate
protection of our workers in those countries.
• Interconnecting national employment offices and data exchange related to
required workforce, including working and living conditions in those countries, would also contribute to regulation of emigration flows from Serbia and
improved realization of rights of our citizens.
• Taking into account that, apart from social networks, the Internet is mostly
used for obtaining information on destination countries, the utilization of this
medium for informing our citizens on relevant conditions in destination countries could be increased.

60

GROUP 484: MIGRATION POTENTIAL OF SERBIA

Literature
1. Alvarez-Plata, P; Brücker, H; Siliverstovs, B. (2003): Potential Migration from
Central and Eastern Europe into the EU-15 – An Update, Report for the European Commission, DG Employment and Social Affairs, Deutsches Institut
Wirtschaftsforschung, Berlin
2. Bajec J, Krstić G, Pejin Stokić Lj, Penev (2008): Social Protection and Social Involvement in Serbia, Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities Directorate General of the European Commission, Belgrade
3. Belgrade Centre for Human Rights (2006): Human Rights in Serbia and Montenegro 2005, Belgrade
4. Boyd, M. (1989): Family and Personal Networks in International Migration –
Recent Developments and New Agendas, International Migration Review,
23(3):638-670
5. Božić S, Burić I. (2005): Migration Potential of Croatia – Micro analytical Aspects, Migration and Ethnic Issues 21, Institute for Migrations and Nationalities, no.1-2: 9-33, Zagreb
6. Brettell, Caroline B.; Hollifield, James F. (2008): Migration Theory: Talking Across
Disciplines, New York: Routledge
7. Buijs, G. (1993): Migrant Women, Crossing Boundaries and Changing Identities, Berg, Oxford
8. Carletto C., Davis B., Stampini M., Trento S., Zezza A. (2004): Internal Mobility
and International Migration in Albania, ESA Working Paper No. 04-13, Agricultural and Development Economics Division, The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
9. Drew C, Sriskandarajah D. (2006): EU Enlargement: Bulgaria and Romania –
migration implications for the UK, Institute for Public Policy Research, 30-32
Southampton Street, London WC2E 7RA
10. European Integration Consortium (2009): Labour mobility within the EU in the
context of enlargement and the functioning of the transitional arrangements,
Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities Directorate General of
the European Commission, Nuremberg
11. Faini and Venturini (1993, 2001), in Mansoor and Quillin (editors), 2006, Migration and Remittances: Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union, World
Bank
12. Fassmann, H; Hintermann C. (1998): Potential East-West Migration - Demographic Structure, Motives and Intentions, Czech Sociological Review, Vol. 6
(No. 1: 59-72)
13. Fouarge D., Ester P. (2007): Factors determining international and regional migration in Europe, European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and
Working Conditions
14. Ghosh, J. (2009): Migration and Gender Empowerment: Recent Trends and
61

GROUP 484: MIGRATION POTENTIAL OF SERBIA

Emerging Issues, Human Development Research Paper, UNDP
15. Grečić, V. and other. (1998), Yugoslav Foreign Migrations, Federal Ministry of
Labour, Health and Social Policy, Institute for International Politics and Economy, Federal Office for Labour Market and Migration: Belgrade.
16. Grečić, V., Matejić, V., Kutlača Đ., Mikić, O. (1996): Migration of Highly Skilled
Employees and Scientists from Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, Federal Ministry for Development, Science and Environment, Institute for International
Politics and Economy, Belgrade
17. Guilmoto, C.Z., Sandron F. (2001): The International Dynamics of Migration
Networks in developing Countries, Population: An English selection, 13(2),
2001, 135-164
18. Gurak, Douglas T. and Fe Caces (1992): Migration networks and the shaping of
migration systems, in Mary Kritz, Lin Lean Lim, and Hania Zlotnik (eds), International Migration Systems: a Global Approach, Oxford, Clarendon Press, pp.
150-176.
19. Hooghe, M., Trappers, A., Meuleman, B., Reeskens, T. (2008): Migration to European Countries. A Structural Explanation of Patterns, 1980-2004, International
Migration Review, 42(2)
20. IOM (1999): Migration potential in Central and Eastern Europe, Geneva: International Organization for Migration
21. IOM (1997): Profile and motives of potential migrants from Bulgaria, IOM, Geneva, International migration, vol.35 (3)
22. IOM (1995): Profiles and Motives of Potential Migrants from Albania, Budapest:
International Organization for Migration
23. Krieger, Dr Hubert (2004): Migration trends in an enlarged Europe, European
Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions
24. Kaczmarczyk P., Okolski M. (2005): International Migration in Central and Eastern Europe – current and future trends, United Nations Expert Group Meeting
on International Migration and Development, Department of Economic and
Social Affairs, Population Division, United Nations Secretariat, New York,
25. Massey, D., Arango, J., Huga, G. et al (2005), Worlds in motion. Understanding
international migration at the end of the millennium, Oxford University Press
26. Massey, S. Douglas (2003): Patterns and Processes of International Migration
in the 21st Century, University of Pennsylvania, United States of America, Paper prepared for Conference on African Migration in Comparative Perspective,
Johannesburg, South Africa
27. McKenzie, David J. (2007): A Profile of the World’s Young Developing Country
Migrants, Development Research Group, The World Bank
28. Mesić Milan (2002): International Migrations: flows and theories, Faculty of
Philosophy, Zagreb
29. Mintchev, V., Y. Kaltchev, V. Goev, V. Boshnakov (2004): External migration from
62

GROUP 484: MIGRATION POTENTIAL OF SERBIA

Bulgaria in the beginning of the XXI century: Estimates of potential emigrants’
attitudes and profiles, Economic Thought, XIX, Yearbook of the IE at BAS
30. Morokvasić, M. (1983): Women in Migration: Beyond the Reductionist Outlook,
in A.Phizacklea (ed.), One Way Ticket: Migration and Female Labour, London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul
31. Morokvasić, M. (1984): Birds of a Passage Are Also Women, International Migration Review, vol.18, no.4
32. Palloni, A., Massey, D., Ceballos, M. et al (2001): Social capital and international
migration: a test using information on family networks, in: American Journal
of Sociology 106, pp. 1262–1299
33. Rangelova, R, Vladimirova, K. (2004): Migration from central and eastern Europe: the case of Bulgaria, SouthEast Europe Review for Labour and Social Affairs, issue: 03 / 2004, pages: 730
34. Zimmermann, K. (1996): European migration: push and pull, in International
Regional Science Review 19 (1-2), pp. 95–12

63

GROUP 484: MIGRATION POTENTIAL OF SERBIA

64

