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Abstract

More than two million people have had to leave their original homes, and more than one million people left Bosnia-Herzegovina altogether, as a result of the war in that country. Although large groups of refugees returned to the country in the late 1990s the majority of refugees have resettled permanently in the receiving countries. In addition, tens of thousands of Bosnians migrated after the Dayton peace agreement was signed. Yet refugee migrations do not dominate present migration flows from Bosnia-Herzegovina. Current migrations are characterised by a diversification comprising transnational practices and various forms of economic migration. In this article, we analyse the dynamics of migration flows from Bosnia-Herzegovina and return migrations from the 1990s to the present day. In addition we discuss prospects for future migrations and identify some emerging new categories of Bosnian migrants and transnationals which were not identified in previous studies. A review of relevant public documents, research and basic statistics is used in an attempt to illustrate how the dynamic of migrations interplays with the actions of migrants and with different aspects of refugee and migration policies within host countries.
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1. Introduction

It is estimated that almost forty per cent of the Bosnian population lives outside Bosnia-Herzegovina. The greater part of the Bosnian diaspora is the result of war conflicts that forced more than a million Bosnians to leave Bosnia. The largest emigrations took place in the early nineties. Shortly after the peace agreement was signed in 1995 the first large groups of refugees returned to Bosnia-Herzegovina. The largest groups of refugees returned from some Western-European countries and some neighbouring countries. Others changed host country several times. At the same time, very few refugees returned from Scandinavian countries, the United States and Australia. Can the dynamics of Bosnian refugee migrations be explained by the variation in reception policies and the degree of coercion the host countries deployed in their return?
A growing number of studies on refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina focus on the contexts of reception in the receiving countries and the obstacles faced by returnees returning to Bosnia in the late 90s. These studies describe the changes in reception policies and the shortcomings of the repatriation policies.
  They imply that the migration trends are largely influenced by reception and repatriation policies. However, few studies explore this assumption in an entirely systematic and consistent way on the basis of a comprehensive and updated overview of refugee migration statistics. In order to understand the logic of Bosnian refugee migrations, including the above assumption, it is necessary to relate migration statistics to an updated and systematic overview of policy developments in the major host countries.
In this article, we provide a survey of migrations of Bosnian migrants and refugees covering a twenty-year period. We want to contribute to the field by presenting an updated review of the Bosnian diaspora including figures on the changing numbers of Bosnian refugees in different receiving countries. The review is based on an extensive process of gathering, comparing and synthesizing available studies, policy reports and figures issued by Bosnian authorities and the Statistic and Census Bureaux in the 14 largest receiving countries.  
We argue that recent patterns of refugee migrations, current migration trends and the prospects for future emigrations and return migrations may be largely explained via an exploration of: (i) the structural factors and external constraints which enable and constrain migrations of Bosnian refugees and migrants (ii) the actions of refugees and migrants including their interpretations and coping with the external constraints.
The structural dimension includes the political, social and economic situation in Bosnia-Herzegovina. It also includes the features of refugee and migration policies offered to Bosnians in different reception countries. Here we may distinguish between different restrictions related to migration, the context of reception, and the return programs offered to Bosnians by different countries. People’s positioning and modes of action comprise the individual experiences of refugees, returnees and migrants and the individual and collective resources they possess with which to deal with different external constraints. We argue that there seems to be an increasing emphasis on peoples’ resources in the most recent migrations, in which only a small proportion of Bosnians have acquired the necessary resources to repatriate or emigrate.
The article is divided in several parts. Firstly we outline relevant previous research and our sources of data. Thereafter, we provide a survey of Bosnian refugee migrations and link them to the above-mentioned structural constraints and positioning of the actors, identifying certain trends in the gathered data. Subsequently, we explore the possible causes of the identified trends with reference to extensive data material on reception policies and return programmes in the largest reception countries. In the final section, we discuss prospects for future migrations and identify emerging new categories of emigrants and returnees which were not identified in previous studies.
2. Background and Previous research
A large number of studies on Bosnian refugees has been published in last two decades.
 We can place these roughly into three categories. The first category includes studies which primarily focus on the reception policies of receiving countries.
 Here, researchers analyse the concept of collective temporary protection which was adopted by most European countries in order to deal with several waves of refugees from the former Yugoslavia, including refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina.
 Although most researchers focus on the reception policies in their own country, this research in sum indicates that most European countries initially had a similar approach to the reception of Bosnian refugees based on the concept of collective protection policy. However, most of the countries diverged from this policy and gradually transformed the temporary protection regime, granting permanent protection to refugees.
 These studies teach us that those Bosnian refugees who, immediately upon arrival, were given access to employment, housing, education and language training, get a head start through entering the integration process at an early stage. In many other European countries, the same groups did not get such rights and assistance, thus hindering or delaying their integration once they had been accorded the right to settle permanently.

The second category of studies includes research focussing on different aspects of refugee integration, everyday life in exile and the transnational practices of Bosnian refugees.
 These studies provide valuable insights into the processes cultural, economic and social integration of refugees within a transnational context. The studies indicate that most Bosnians have resettled permanently in the host countries, but that they maintain, in one way or another, close links with Bosnia-Herzegovina.
 Several researchers also indicate that Bosnians who were granted permanent settlement and access to work, education and other important arenas are doing fairly well compared to many other categories of refugees.

The third category comprises studies which focus on the return of Bosnian refugees.
 Here, researchers explore the return policies of the host countries and relate them to the needs of refugees and to the political and socio-economic realities faced by returnees in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Researchers argue that return policies often were not properly adjusted in order to match with the needs of refugees.
 Many of the studies also explore the consequences of return policies and property-reposition programmes on majority and minority returns. It is argued that most returnees are reluctant to become a minority and therefore avoid returning to areas dominated by other ethnic groups.
 Studies conclude that most attempts to counteract and reverse the results of ethnic cleansing in Bosnia-Herzegovina and to facilitate minority returns have failed. The studies maintain that ethnic homogenization process that took place during the war, and has continued in the post-war period, is unfortunately not reversible.

Several of the above-mentioned studies compare refugee policies in different host countries. In this respect we can mention Berg’s description of reception regimes in Sweden, Denmark and Norway as well as Koser and Black’s analysis of how the temporary protection regime was transformed in different European countries in the 1990s.
 The review of previous research on Bosnian refugee migrations has, however, shown us that the available studies often restrict their comparisons to a small number of countries.
 We lack a more comprehensive survey of Bosnian refugee migrations which links reception and repatriation policies with migration statistics. Furthermore, most previous studies were written a number of years ago and are thereby in the process of becoming outdated. This article contributes to the field by providing a updated review. The review includes available statistics on refugee and migrant flows which we relate the actions of migrants to the policies of the 14 largest receiving countries. This article adds in new ways to the insights in the above-mentioned studies by showing how Bosnian refugees shaped and reshaped the Bosnian diaspora in their responses to the structural constraints in Bosnia and the host countries.
2.1 Method and data sources
Our survey and analysis is based on two sources of data. The first source includes a synthesis of the above-mentioned research studies, reports and basic statistics. In respect of the statistics, we can distinguish between two sources: (i) relevant reports and basic statistics issued by Bosnian authorities, inter alia data on the global distribution of Bosnian refugees and emigration, and figures on recent migrations, (ii) figures, statistics and reports on Bosnian refugees and migrants provided by researchers and authorities in different reception countries.
Valuable sources of information on policy developments in different countries also included reports published by the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), the U.S. Committee for Refugees and Immigrants (USCRI), International Organization for Migration (IOM) and the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI).  
The second source of data includes interviews and fieldwork such as: (i) repeated visits to Bosnia-Herzegovina, (ii) contacts and interviews with experts on Bosnian refugees and migrants, both in Bosnia-Herzegovina and in several receiving countries, (iii) multiple contacts with Bosnian refugees and migrants received by different countries.
Between 2002 and 2012, we visited Bosnia-Herzegovina more than 20 times, both as private persons and as researchers. During the visits to Bosnia, we met a large number of migrants, refugees settled in different countries and returnees to Bosnia. Informants consisted of 60 resettled refugees, migrants, ex-migrants and returnees from Norway, Germany, USA, Australia, Austria, The Netherlands, Sweden, Switzerland, and neighbouring countries. Another important source of data was interviews with relevant local authorities, as well as with representatives of international agencies and NGOs.  
 Interviews with the above-mentioned categories of migrants focused on experiences in the context of reception in receiving countries, experiences relating to return and migration to third countries. In addition to informant experiences we focused on plans for the future in relation to integration, return and emigration.
The qualitative data were gathered in an ethnographic manner. In this way we accumulated, through a ten-year period, rich material about the situation in Bosnia, refugee and migration policies in different countries and migrants’ interpretations and means of coping with the external constraints. In this review, we do not aim to present in detail the perspectives and opinions of the informants. This is beyond the scope of this review article. Here, we outline and discuss trends and figures where our qualitative data are primarily used as a background material and as a reference for the analysis and interpretation of migration statistics and policy developments. Readers interested in an extensive description of different cases are encouraged to see contributions in The Bosnian Diaspora: Integration in Transnational Communities which analyses in detail the experiences of Bosnian refugees and trans-migrants both in Bosnia and in various receiving countries.
    
3. Survey of refugee migrations

The following review of migrations is divided into several interrelated sections. We start the review with trends of refugee emigration in the early 90s and the dynamics of return migration in the late 90s. We link the identified migration trends with policies in different reception countries and with the reactions of refugees to these policies. Thereafter we explore the present-time distribution of the Bosnian diaspora and the logic of the migration trends that have characterised Bosnian migrations in the last decade.
3. The first waves of migrations

Prior to civil war in the country, Bosnian people have migrated to more developed parts of Socialist Yugoslavia, primarily to Slovenia, Croatia and Serbia. Partly, such migrations could be seen as periphery-centre or rural-urban migrations, with Bosnians migrating from smaller places and rural areas to larger places and urban areas of Bosnia-Herzegovina, but also to other socialist republics of Yugoslavia.
 In addition, large groups of people from Bosnia-Herzegovina and other Yugoslav republics migrated to Europe within the context of the West-European guest-worker system. Although the pre-war migrations are beyond the scope of this article, it is important to mention them since these early migrations resulted in large Bosnian, Croatian and Serbian ethnic communities in several countries (such as Germany, Austria, Sweden and Switzerland). These communities later become a important part of the context of reception for hundreds of thousands of Bosnian refugees who arrived in the 90s.
 Refugees who arrived in 90s to Germany, Austria, Sweden and Switzerland were influenced by already-established migrant communities. These communities have had an impact on the migration, integration and relation of newcomers to mainstream society.

 Indeed, the largest wave of migrations ever experienced by Bosnia-Herzegovina in modern times was in the beginning of the 90s. The refugee migrations of the 90s can be broken down into several waves:  the first in 1992, the first year of the war, the second in 1993-1994 and the third in 1995.
 The scale of refugee migrations generated by war conflict in Bosnia was unprecedented. As a result of war conflicts connected to the disintegration of the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia in the course of 1987-1991 and the war conflicts in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia and Kosovo which followed, more than 800 000 people fled to other European countries. In addition, 10-15000 sought asylum in the United States and Australia. Figure 1 illustrates refugee migrations from the former Yugoslavia and identifies the largest receivers of refugees.
Figure 1: Refugee migrations from former Yugoslavia
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In addition to large numbers of refugees, the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia generated large numbers of internally-displaced people. The largest internal displacements happened in Bosnia-Herzegovina where roughly one million people became internally displaced. It is important to note at this point that distinction between IDPs and refugees is not always clear since Bosnian refugees, internally-displaced people and returnees have changed their formal status and identities several times.  The pattern of outward migration usually had two stages:  first, people fled from areas dominated by other ethnic groups into areas dominated by their own ethnic group, thus becoming internally-displaced people. Thereafter, they left the country, thereby becoming refugees.

In 2005, the Bosnian authorities published a report on Bosnian refugees and returnees in which an overview was provided of the numbers of Bosnian refugees in different reception countries. Table 1 is based on this overview.

Table 1: Bosnian refugees in largest receiving countries in period 1992-1995

Before we proceed, it is important to emphasise that the numbers in Table 1 are not wholly reliable due to different statistical definitions of refugees. Furthermore, it seems that some numbers include both refugees and their reunited family members, while others exclude family members.

Tens of thousands of Bosnians got resident permits in Australia, United States and Canada as reunited family members, students, specialist and highly-skilled workers, etc. for example, the official numbers presented by Bosnian authorities (see Table 1) are much lower than those given by the U.S. Census Bureau. According to U.S. Census Bureau, in the period 1992-2000, 37 000 Bosnian Refugees and Asylum seekers obtained legal permanent resident status. 
 We also met individuals who fled to Bosnia’s neighbouring countries, but who never were recorded as refugees.  For example we met Bosnian Croats who fled to Croatia, but who were not registered as Bosnian refugees at all since they had Croatian citizenship and houses in Croatia.

Although some of the figures in the table may be inaccurate, or include only a fraction of Bosnian migrant and refugee population, they indicate several interesting trends. Among other things, the table shows that the largest recipient countries in the early 1990s were Germany, Serbia, Croatia, Austria, and Sweden. We can also see that there are large variations in numbers of Bosnian refugees in different countries. These differences would be even more pronounced if we included all European countries in the table. For example, France, Great Britain and Spain together received less than 15000 Bosnian refugees.

Several factors can explain why some countries received a larger proportion of refugees than others. We can mention two major factors. Firstly, most countries opened their borders to Bosnian refugees in the early 90s. However, some countries closed their borders shortly after they had admitted relatively-small numbers of Bosnian refugees, while others held their borders open for a longer time. Secondly, the countries which have attracted the largest groups of refugees had historical connections with Bosnia-Herzegovina. Several countries such as Germany, Austria, Australia and neighbouring countries already had large Bosnian, Croatian and Serbian communities. These communities attracted newcomers or even actively involved themselves in the refugee migration process.

4. The logic of return migrations in the Post-Dayton period
Table 2 indicates the dynamic of return migrations in the period 1992-2005 (see below). As we can see from the table, the scale of return migration also varied greatly from country to country. More than 400 000 refugees returned from Germany and neighbouring countries. After the Dayton peace agreement was signed in 1995, the return wave of migration started. A majority of the returned refugees could not return to their original municipalities; so they again became internally-displaced people. Large-scale emigration continued in parallel with the return of refugees.

Table 2: Return migrations from largest host countries in period 1992-2005


In the Post-Dayton period in the late 90s, we can distinguish between two categories of emigrants. The first category includes people who applied to join their families and relatives who had already been given protection and settlement in receiving countries. The second category included people who were sent back to Bosnia-Herzegovina, but who could not return to their original municipalities, or who could return but could not reintegrate into Bosnian society for various socio-economic reasons.
 These people emigrated again. 
4. Protection regimes

The arrival of refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina and from the other parts of the former Yugoslavia influenced the refugee policies of European countries.  In order to deal with such large groups of refugees, most of the European host countries chose to offer collective temporary protection to refugees instead of evaluating their needs for protection on an individual basis.

Germany accepted the largest share of refugees within the temporary regime and was one of the few countries that did not gradually transform this regime into a more inclusive and permanent protection regime. Amongst other things, the German authorities denied Bosnian refugees access to the labour market and education and required the swift departure of Bosnian refugees from Germany when the war ended.

Short after the Dayton agreement was signed, Germany, Switzerland and Bosnia’s neighbouring countries started the return of Bosnian refugees.
 Many Bosnian refugees tried to convince host countries that preconditions for a sustainable return were not in place. In Germany, many also struggled to convince the authorities that they were entitled to humanitarian protection. As Dimova pointed out: “The safest way of getting a residence permit [for Bosnian refugees] in Germany was by providing evidence of severe traumatisation”.
 More than 20 000 Bosnian refugees succeeded in convincing German authorities that they were entitled to refugee status or humanitarian protection, and settled permanently in the host country.  Nevertheless, since the war ended, German authorities returned hundreds of thousands of Bosnians by force or by using a combination of coercion and extensive pay-to-go schemes. Other countries, such as Sweden, Austria, United States and Australia had different approaches which also were reflected in different migration trends. Figure 2 illustrates differences in the reception and repatriation regimes in the 14 largest reception countries.
Figure 2:  Refugee reception and repatriation regimes in the 14 largest reception countries












We can argue that the migration trends presented in Table 2 are closely related to the dimensions and regimes presented in Figure 2 above and refugees’ responses to these regimes. In Figure 2 we can identify three major dimensions that characterised various regimes: protection policy, return policy and return assistance. The first two dimensions were closely interrelated: the degree of coercion in return policy is a logical consequence of the protection regime the country has chosen. The Figure indicates that the return assistance does not follow the same logic. As we can see from the Figure, some of the countries which were not so generous regarding their protection policy were at the same time among the most proactive regarding pay-to-go schemes offered to refugees.
We indicate in the Figure that different host countries provided different return assistance to returning refugees and distinguish between low and extensive return assistance. We acknowledge that this is a very rough classification. However, it is a fact that some countries offered much larger individual financial repatriation support than others. In some host countries, the vast majority of refugee families were offered various collective repatriation programs, pre-migration assistance, look-and-see tours and various forms of support after their arrival in Bosnia-Herzegovina. In addition, the authorities in Scandinavian countries, Germany, the Netherlands and Switzerland offered returning refugee families pay-to-go incentives which were equivalent to or even larger than an annual family income in Bosnia- Herzegovina at that time.
 In other host countries, the majority of Bosnian refugees either did not get any individual financial support or they were offered minimal financial support via IOM’s return programs.
4. Return policy and migrations to third countries

Table 3 shows the dynamics of Bosnian refugee migrations in period 1992-2005, including the migrations to third countries. The numbers presented in the table may be related to the classifications in Figure 2. For example, we can see from the table that large groups of Bosnian refugees in Germany, Turkey and neighbouring countries changed their country of reception. We may argue that these differences in migration trends can be explained by refugee responses to the protection regimes and repatriation schemes of the host countries.  
Table 3: The dynamic of return migrations and migrations to third countries

Some of the receiving countries, such as Sweden, granted permanent settlement permits at an early stage to refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina. Other countries, such as Austria, Norway, and Denmark, first proclaimed that they would send refugees back to Bosnia- Herzegovina when the war ended, but later changed their policies and offered work permits, extensive integration support, access to education and eventually permanent settlement to Bosnians. In some countries, such as Austria and Italy, Bosnian refugees did not get extensive integration support yet they were granted settlement as a part of collective amnesties or their permanent resettlement was largely linked to their participation in the labour market of the receiving country.

Most Bosnian refugees we have met viewed permanent settlement in the receiving countries as a better option than return to Bosnia-Herzegovina, which was devastated by the war. Due to sky-rocketing levels of unemployment and obstacles to minority return, repatriation to home country did not look appealing. Therefore, it is not surprising that the vast majority of Bosnian refugees who resettled in countries which granted them permanent protection and opportunities to integrate have decided to stay in these countries. The countries that gradually gave Bosnians permanent settlement offered different repatriation programmes to refugees, but refugees were not forced to return. As a result, few Bosnian refugees returned from Sweden, Australia, the United States and Austria to Bosnia or migrated to third countries (see Table 3). Instead, some of these countries started to receive refugees from Germany, Turkey and Bosnia’s neighbouring countries.

Generally, repatriation rates were much higher from host countries which decided not to grant permanent settlement to refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina but to return them by force.  While the degree of coercion had a direct impact on the scale of refugee return it seems that the size of repatriation support did not have large effect on repatriation. It seems that even the most generous assistance was seen by refugees as insufficient incentive for return if it was not combined with coercion. For example, less than 10 per cent of Bosnian refugees from Scandinavian countries and the Netherlands have returned (see Table 3), even though these countries offered Bosnian refugees the most extensive voluntary-return programs and pay-to-go schemes.
As already noted, a temporary protection regime was maintained in Germany. A temporary protection regime was also maintained in Turkey and in Bosnia’s neighbouring countries. In order to understand the logic of migration in some of the countries mentioned we have to see the ethnic composition of the refugees that they received and how local authorities treated them.
 Co-ethnic individuals could in most cases get permanent resettlement both in Croatia and Serbia and many settled permanently in these two countries.
 Croatia received considerably larger numbers of Bosniak (Bosnian Muslim) refugees than Serbia. In the early 1990s, refugee flows to Croatia consisted of both Bosniaks and Bosnian Croats as they fled areas which were militarily dominated by the Serbs.
 However, for Bosniaks, Croatia, Serbia and Turkey were primarily a temporarily refuge and transit country in which to stay while trying to migrate to third countries.

5. Current migration trends
5. Leading host countries in the last decade

According to Bosnia-Herzegovina Migration Profile for Year 2011, there are 1.7 million people of Bosnian origin scattered all over the world if we also include descendants of Bosnian migrants.
 According to same source, 1.2 million people who are born in Bosnia are currently living outside the country. The table 4 shows the number of emigrants from Bosnia-Herzegovina in 14 leading host countries. 

Table 4: Migrants from Bosnia-Herzegovina in 14 leading host countries

	Largest host

countries


	Migrants

born in BH

	Number of BH citizens

 in the host country



	
	
	

	
	Croatia
	263 000
	
	-
	

	
	Germany
	176 000
	
	165 000
	

	
	Austria
	134 000
	
	85 000
	

	
	Serbia
	131 000
	
	-
	

	
	USA
	126 000
	
	56 000
	

	
	Slovenia
	102 000
	
	42 000
	

	
	Switzerland
	61 000
	
	35 000
	

	
	Sweden
	56 000
	
	8 000
	

	
	Australia
	38 000
	
	21 000
	

	
	Canada
	29 000
	
	8 000
	

	
	Italy
	29 000
	
	31 000
	

	
	Montenegro
	20 000
	
	-
	

	
	Denmark
	18 000
	
	12 000
	

	
	Norway
	13 000
	
	4 000
	


If we compare the figures on refugees presented in Table 4 with numbers in Table 1 we can in most cases see that the numbers in Table 4 exceed those in Table 1. As already indicated, many Bosnian migrants migrated to certain countries as labour migrants prior to war conflict, as well as during the war conflict itself, without being defined as refugees. All these people are included in Table 4. The global distribution of the contemporary Bosnian diaspora is largely shaped by the processes we described in the previous section. Therefore, it is not surprising that we find some of the largest Bosnian communities in same countries that received the largest proportion of Bosnian refugees in the 90s.
The table 4 indicates that a large proportion of the Bosnian migrants has obtained citizenship in the receiving country.
 In addition, the figures in Table 4 reflect the fact that many Bosnians emigrated from Bosnia during the past decade. The figures also imply that few refugees and migrants have returned during the past decade. 
   The total number of people that emigrated from Bosnia-Herzegovina in the past decade was considerably lower than the total number in the previous decade, but some receiving countries have actually received large numbers of Bosnians during the last 10-15 years. As we can see from the table, the two neighbouring countries - Croatia and Slovenia - have exceptionally large numbers of Bosnian migrants. Many Bosnian migrants migrated to these two countries prior to war in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Others migrated during the 90s, but as we already noted they were never registered as refugees and therefore did not appear in refugee statistics.
5. The logic of migrations to neighbouring countries
Slovenia and Croatia are special cases and we choose to look at them more closely because, unlike most other large host countries, these two countries have continued to receive large numbers of Bosnian migrants also in recent times.
More than 70000 people born in Bosnia-Herzegovina have migrated to Croatia since 2002.
 The recent migration of Bosnians to Croatia is largely dominated by migrations of Bosnian Croats.  In 1991, when Croatia had declared its independence, Bosnian Croats were defined as a part of the Croatian diaspora, and could apply for and obtain Croatian citizenship. As a consequence, Bosnian Croats are allowed to migrate to Croatia and when they settle in Croatia they become formally equal to any other Croatian citizens in Croatia.
  Many Bosnian Croats have done this in the last decade since the two countries have developed in different ways in the post-war period. Croatia has regained its status as a tourist destination during the past decade, and the economic and political situation in most parts of Croatia has greatly improved. These factors have resulted in highly-complex migration flows from Bosnia to Croatia.  Among Bosnian Croat migrants we find students, labour migrants, seasonal workers, retired people, entrepreneurs, etc.
  
In 2008, almost 50000 citizens of Bosnia-Herzegovina worked in Slovenia.
 Large numbers of Bosnian migrants in Slovenia may be explained by the Slovenian guest worker system which allowed tens of thousands of Bosnian citizens to work on temporary work permits. Most of the Bosnian migrant workers in Slovenia end up in underpaid manual work in the manufacturing, transport and construction sectors. 
 Yet tens of thousands Bosnians have migrated to Slovenia during the past decade. The migrations of Bosnians to Slovenia are primarily result of the worsening economic situation in Bosnia-Herzegovina, including an extremely high level of unemployment, low wages and weakened workers’ rights in sectors that traditionally employed low-skill workers. In sum, the push and pull factors work together in favour of migration to Croatia and Slovenia as economic differences between the Slovenia and Croatia on the one hand and Bosnia-Herzegovina on the other hand have increased.  
6. Future Prospects

The last pages of this article focus on future prospects for return migrations and emigrations from Bosnia-Herzegovina. Over the last decade, we have seen few refugee returns to Bosnia Herzegovina and there are no indications that Bosnian refugees and migrants who migrated during the 90s would return.
 The vast majority of Bosnian migrants resettled around the world have solved their status either by achieving citizenship or permanent settlement permission from the host country.

We can expect that at least two trends will continue in the future. Firstly, we believe that Bosnian migrants will maintain their transnational practices and it is possible that some new transnational practices will emerge.
 Secondly, we may expect a continuation of economic emigration and brain drain.

6. Transnational practices

The transnational practices of Bosnian migrants have not declined during the last decade and we have not found any indications that the migrants will be less engaged in different forms of transnational practices and transnational exchange including frequent visits to Bosnia and sending remittances to their families and relatives. 
 According to the World Bank, economic remittances sent from Bosnian migrants in the post-war period were equivalent to almost 20 per cent of Bosnia’s GDP. Although we have seen a decline in remittances in recent years in comparison with the early post-war period, the flow of remittances has stabilized and it is expected that remittances will still be the single largest source of inflow of foreign currency and exchange in Bosnia-Herzegovina.

In addition, thousands of Bosnian migrants visit Bosnia-Herzegovina every year and are the largest contributor to Bosnia's tourist industry. Combining visits to relatives in Bosnia- Herzegovina with winter holidays and summer vocations at Adriatic Coast has become an integral part of migrants’ transnational lives. It is to be expected that some of these practices will be less pronounced among the descendants of migrants, but there is nothing to suggest that these practices will be abandoned among the first generation of Bosnian migrants who left the country as refugees in the 1990s.

We have also met new types of Bosnian trans-nationals. Several earlier studies argued that many refugee returns to Bosnia and to other countries of the former Yugoslavia may be characterized as open-ended returns and transitional returns.
 It seems that a new category of “open ended” and “transnational” returnees has emerged in Bosnia. In the last few years we have met in Bosnia a number of returnees who were children when they fled from Bosnia. They resettled in various host countries together with their families in early nineties. They have citizenships of the host country or dual citizenships and they have lived most of their lives in the host countries, where they also took higher education. Now, as adults, they are back in Bosnia. Due to their human capital, language skills and background they have managed to find prestigious jobs in various international companies and organizations, or to establish themselves as entrepreneurs in Bosnia-Herzegovina. They have purchased apartments in Bosnia and have lived in the country for a substantial period of time. Yet  most of them do not exclude the possibility that their return to Bosnia is only a temporary phase in their lives. These young trans-migrants are highly mobile and operate within transnational social and professional networks, since their parents and friends still live in the host country and their business partners are in different countries in Europe. It will be interesting to see how these new forms of trans-nationalism will develop and what impact they will have on Bosnian society. However, it is hard to believe that return migrations, including the above-mentioned “open-ended” return migrations, will dominate future migrations of Bosnian people. Indeed, it seems that returns would be restricted to a small number of resourceful people. It is much more likely that the trend we have seen in the last decade will continue and that future migrations will be dominated by emigrations. We may however indicate some changes in the contexts of migration which may alter emigration from Bosnia-Herzegovina. The last two sections of this article primarily focus on these trends: Emigration to neighbouring countries, brain drain from Bosnia-Herzegovina, and marginalization and illegalization of Bosnian migrants.
6. Emigration and brain drain from Bosnia-Herzegovina
A large proportion of Bosnia’s population is eager to emigrate. According to several estimates, between 60 and 80 per cent of Bosnian youth want to emigrate (KULT 2012).
 The difficult economic situation, high unemployment level, and a dysfunctional political system are among the most often-mentioned reasons for why Bosnians want to emigrate. The existence of such strong push factors to emigrate may indicate increased emigrations in the future, but the wish to emigrate does not always coincide with peoples’ opportunities and resources. Many of the countries that for the last two decades have been traditional recipients of Bosnian refugees and migrants today have quite restrictive migration policies. Furthermore, due to the global economic crises the unemployment level in most EU countries has risen and the need for labour migrants has declined. Even Slovenia, the country which was the largest recipient of Bosnian citizens in the last decades, now imposes more restrictive migration policies since the country is now heavily affected by economic crisis. We have already seen a significant reduction in the numbers of Bosnian labour migrants in Slovenia and it is to be expected that the numbers will continue to drop in coming years.

However, there are some exceptions. As we have indicated, the largest share of Bosnian migrants lives in Croatia which may largely be explained by the migrations of Bosnian Croats to Croatia.
 As already noted most Bosnian Croats have Croatian citizenships and are entitled to migrate to Croatia without any formal restrictions. We can expect that Bosnian Croats will continue to migrate to Croatia if the socioeconomic situation in Bosnia continues to deteriorate. We may also expect an increased migration of Bosnian Croats to EU countries. We believe that Bosnian Croats who are in possession of Croatian passports, which most of them are, will get better access to EU’s labour market when Croatia officially becomes an EU member in 2013.

 Nevertheless, emigration trends from Bosnia would more than ever depend on peoples’ individual resources. Human capital and skills will gain in importance. One way to migrate to high-income countries and find legal employment there would be via various criteria-based point or quota systems, such as we find in immigration systems in Australia, Canada and also recently in several EU countries such as the UK, the Netherlands, Ireland and Austria.

We may also expect a continuation of, or even an increase in, student migrations due to new EU policies which regulate student migrations. Twelve thousand Bosnian students studied abroad in 2009.
 Countries such as Austria, Germany and neighbouring countries will continue to attract Bosnian students and probably several new student destinations will be opened.
 Experiences from other countries
 suggest that a large proportion of students who find their way to study abroad will resettle permanently outside, contributing to the brain drain in Bosnia- Herzegovina.

6. Marginalization and illegalization of Bosnian Migrants
Emigration has seldom been restricted only to high-skilled people. If the level of unemployment among the low-skilled segment of Bosnia’s population does not decline, or even rises, which seems a highly-possible scenario, these people too will be eager to emigrate. However, low skilled individuals will have much less possibility of emigration than highly-skilled migrants since the traditional host countries in EU have very restrictive labour migration policies regarding unskilled third-country citizens from non-EU countries. Probably the only possibility to get legal temporary employment for this segment of Bosnian population would be via short-term working permits issued within the various circular migration programs which seem to gain support in European Union.
  
It is also to be expected than many Bosnians would find illegal employment in the EU as many other non-European immigrants already have done.
 Travel restrictions to the Schengen zone were suspended for Bosnians in 2010 and since then, Bosnians are allowed to enter the Schengen Zone without any visa requirements. If the economic situation in Bosnia-Herzegovina deteriorates it is to be expected that a growing number of Bosnians will have no other opportunities than to seek support and illegal employment in the informal labour market in large co-ethnic communities in Austria, Germany, Switzerland and Bosnia’s neighbouring countries.
7. Conclusion

In this article, we have outlined the Bosnian migration flows that have shaped and reshaped the Bosnian diaspora in the last two decades. In order to understand the dynamics of these migrations we related available statistics to the refugee policies of the largest receivers of Bosnian refugees and immigrants. We also maintain that understanding the logic of Bosnian refugee migrations requires a systematic exploration of migration statistics and of political and socio-economic developments in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Last but not least, it also requires an exploration of how migrants have reacted to structural constraints imposed on them in the host countries and in their home country. Bosnian society has generated multiple push factors in the last two decades which has resulted in unprecedented emigrations from the country. The war and ethnic cleansing forced people to flee from the country, while the post-war period has been characterised by political tensions, discrimination against minority returnees, corruption and extremely high levels of unemployment. In such context, few refugees were eager to repatriate to their pre-war domiciles.
Indeed, the Bosnian cases teach us that a large-scale sustainable return is very difficult to achieve in countries affected by severe ethnic conflict. It also teaches us that the ethnic homogenisation process that often takes place during a war is not readily reversible. The Bosnian case also strengthens the argument that pay-to-go schemes combined with non-coercive return programs do not lead to a massive return of refugees.
 Although several host countries offered Bosnian refugees financial incentives to return, the vast majority of Bosnian refugees was instead inclined to resettle permanently outside Bosnia. Migrations of Bosnian people in the last two decades were dominated by peoples’ attempts to avoid return and their quest for environments which provide better socio-economic opportunities for them and their families. However, human action has been largely constrained because movements of Bosnian people took place within a context of forced migrations and restrictive migration policies by the host countries. Therefore, the quest for stability and better lives often took a long time, and for many people included several drawbacks and several phases of migrations.

We have shown that the worldwide distribution of the Bosnian diaspora has changed several times during the last two decades. It is to be expected that transnational practices and the emigration of Bosnian people will continue. Yet it is unlikely that we will see such large movements of people as the migrations we have seen in the last two decades. The profile of Bosnian migrants and the strategies they will deploy in coming years will depend largely on the migration policies of the host countries and on socio-economic developments in Bosnia. Unfortunately, prospects for the future are rather grim. The nexus of push forces in Bosnia, structural constraints in the host countries and migrant positioning contributes to reproduce two major migration flows. On the one hand, we may expect a continuation of the brain drain from Bosnia as educated young people will continue to leave the country. On another hand, we can expect increased marginalisation and illegalization of Bosnian migrants who, due to the severe socio-economic situation in Bosnia, will be forced to find employment as circular migrant workers and illegal migrants in different European countries.
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