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Introduction

This text could also have the following titles: Are we at the 
end of the process of balkanization? Is there end to balkan-
ization? The end of Austro-Hungarian ancestor. 

These areas are the witnesses of the breakdowns of great 
empires. Roman Empire broke down, followed by Otto-
man Empire and Austro-Hungary. That is probably why af-
ter World War I a new transitive verb balkanize appeared in 
English language. Its meaning is “to divide (a territory or a 
group) into small, often quarrelsome parts”. The example of 
Yugoslavia only proved the appropriateness of this concept. 
After collapse of Austro-Hungarian Empire, various South 
Slavic territories made up a state which last remnants ended 
on 2006. Dismantling of Yugoslavia was followed by con-
siderable demographic changes which can be depicted us-
ing census data in the last decade of 20th century and at the 
dawn of 21st century.

The comparison of censuses from the last decade of 20th 
century2 (table 1) with estimates and censuses taken at the 
beginning of 21st century in newly-formed countries that 

1 Without Kosovo due to lack of census data since 1981 onward
2 Actually, that was the last common census in former Yugoslavia since 

31. March 1991. It was only in Macedonia that, due to certain doubts in 
the regularity of data, this census was annulled and the new one was 
conducted in 1994

emerged from former Yugoslavia shows that the total number 
of population in the period between censuses fell by 1716226 
or 8.0% compared to 1990s. A smaller number of inhabit-
ants were recorded in countries which were rather signifi-
cantly involved in armed conflicts (Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Croatia, and Serbia). The fall in the population number was 
probably the greatest in Bosnia and Herzegovina since that 
is the region where all three majorities took part in the war 
conflicts and where war conflicts were most severe. Unfortu-
nately, there are no exact data since Bosnia and Herzegovina 
is the only country in Europe that did not conduct a census 
around the year of 2000. A special resolution of the Unit-
ed Nations induces member countries to conduct censuses 
around the year of 2000 at the same time following some ba-
sic recommendations (United Nations, 1997; United Nations, 
2001). Starting from these documents it is strange why world 
organization is reserved towards the census in this country. 
We estimate3 that the number of population in Bosnia and 

3 Using data of vital and educational statistics, as well as life expectan-
cy we estimated the population of Bosnia and Herzegovina in the age 
between 0-21. By using the concept of stable population and estimat-
ing corrective factor based upon the number of deceased up to a cer-
tain age, a level of 24 models ‘’West’’ (Coale, Demeny 1983) was chosen 
and at the same time by applying the process of interpolation the pro-
portion of male and female population up to 20 years of age in the to-
tal population number was estimated. That was used as a base for esti-
mating the total number of male and female population. Age structure 
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Herzegovina fell by almost 20 per cent compared to a total 
number from 1991 census (Djurdjev, 2005; Marijanac, Djurd-
jev, Marinković, 2001). 

Majority homogenization

Table 1 shows national changes that occurred between be-
ginning of the last decade of 20 century and beginning of 
the first decade of 21 century in former Yugoslavia and its 
former republics. Each entity has three rows: first one is ab-
solute number, second one represents share of certain na-
tionality in designated republic (percentages should be 
compared vertically), and third row represents share of cer-
tain nationality in total number of that nationality (per-
centages should be compared horizontally). 

Absolute numbers of all nationalities, all majorities and 
sum of minorities, decreased at the turn of the century in 
former Yugoslavia. Total loss was 1716226 persons or 8.0% 
of them. Despite of absolute decrease the share of Sloveni-
ans, Croats, Macedonians, and Serbs increased in the area 
of former Yugoslavia. It is apparent that Slovenians tradi-
tionally live only in Slovenia, and that less than 1% live in 
border areas of Croatia. Although Macedonians are famous 
migrant workers, only 2.7% of them went to work in oth-
er countries of former Yugoslavia. Macedonians are to be 
found in a rather significant number only in Serbia. That 
is the result of the colonization process after World War 
II. This colonization helped government to populate empty 
plowed fields in northern Serbia and settle houses of Ger-
man expellees. That is how instead of almost 300000 Ger-
mans there were almost 250000 Yugoslavs, among them 
1592 from Slovenia and 9975 from Macedonia (Djurdjev, 
1994; Djurdjev, Kicoshev, Vuksanovic, 2003).

While Slovenians and Macedonians mostly live in their 
native republics, Croats, Muslims or Bosnians, Serbs and 
Montenegrins also live in a large number in other coun-
tries of former Yugoslavia. Although almost a quarter of 
all Montenegrins live in other republics of former Yugosla-
via, their proportion in neither one of them is not even 1%, 
whereas in their native country they represent less that a 
half of a total population number. The proportion of Serbs 
in all newly-formed countries is larger that 1%, whereas in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Montenegro they represent 
a third of a total number of population. According to the 
census from 2002 the population of Serbia grew by 5.1% 
or 379135 people due to an influx of refugees. Yet there are 
still 1574948 Serbs outside Serbia on the area of former Yu-
goslavia at the beginning of 21st century. These Serbs and 
their descendants could be an important resource in un-
disturbed socio-demographic development of Serbia, if ever 
needed by Serbia.

Interestingly, in each one of former republics and today’s 
sovereign countries, except in Croatia, the absolute number 
of majority population decreased. However, a relative pro-
portion of majorities increased apart from Croatia, also in 

of the remaining population was calculated on the account of the esti-
mated crude age and by using the same model of interpolation. 

Bosnia and Herzegovina and in Serbia. In 1991 the most 
homogeneous republic was Slovenia with 11.7% of popu-
lation that declared themselves as non-Slovenians, where-
as at the beginning of 21st century that was the case with 
Croatia with only 10.4% of its population that have not de-
clared themselves as Croats. 2001 census also shows that ab-
solute and relative numbers of all nationalities, apart from 
Croats, decreased in that country. Nationally most hetero-
geneous republic in 1991 was Bosnia and Herzegovina, in 
which neither one of three constituent nationalities, former 
Muslims (today’s Bosnians or Bosniaks), Serbs or Croats, 
did not have absolute majority. Census from 2003 reveals 
that at the beginning of the first decade of 21st century the 
most heterogeneous population lives in Montenegro be-
cause 56.8% of its population are not Montenegrins.

Old and new minorities4

According to the first censuses from the beginning of 21st 
century, on the territory of former Yugoslavia (excluding 
Kosovo) there were 19742189 people, out of which constitu-
ent nationalities or majorities in former Yugoslavia count-
ed 17482798 persons or 88.6% of total, while 2259391 people 
or 11.4% were represented by members of “old” minorities. 
That means that both the number and proportion of “old” 
minorities fell compared to the previous census. The great-
est exodus of ‘other’ happened in Bosnia and Herzegovina 
where their number fell 2.5 times and in Croatia where it fell 
1.8 times. The growth of the number and proportion hap-
pened in Macedonia and especially in Slovenia where the 
proportion of “others” grew almost 2.5 times. “Old” minor-
ities are mostly to be found in Macedonia where they (Alba-
nians with 76.7%, Turks with 11.7% and Romanies with 8.1% 
of proportion among “old” minorities) represent a third 
of the whole population, whereas a bit over ten percent of 
them are to be found in Serbia, Montenegro, and since the 
last census, in Slovenia (we emphasize again that Albanians 
from Kosovo are not included here). 

However, balkanization of former Yugoslavia also 
formed some “new” minorities. Outside their native repub-
lics there are additional 2604198 people or 14.9% represent-
atives of former majorities, although we must bear in mind 
that about 450000 Croats and about 1.100.000 Serbs are not 
minorities in Bosnia and Herzegovina. When these two na-
tionalities are excluded from this calculation, we are left 
with 1054198 representatives of “new” minorities. This con-
tributed to the fact that the proportion of minorities in the 
area of former Yugoslavia went up by 40.5% and reached the 
number of 3313589 people or 16.8% of all inhabitants that at 
the beginning of 21st century lived in the territory of former 
Yugoslavia. With Albanians from Kosovo minorities would 
count for more than a quarter of the population of former 
Yugoslavia, and that would certainly expand national ten-
sions and ask for significant changes when defining major-
ities and minorities and their rights.

4 In this article a definition of minorities is based on quantitative/logi-
cal understanding, although minority as constitutional category may 
be different.
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Causes

Ethnic structure of former Yugoslavia changed in the pe-
riod of World War II mainly due to the differences in pop-
ulation growth of certain nationalities. While Slovenians, 
Croats, Macedonians, Montenegrins and Serbs followed 
European trend of demographic transition when their fer-
tility was already from 1960s below the level of simple re-
placement, Muslims, Romanies and especially Albanians 
had fertility double larger that one necessary for simple 
generation replacement. That is why the proportion of these 
three nationalities (especially Albanians) always grew in the 
total number of population in former Yugoslavia (Djurdjev, 
2000). The growth of the number of Romanies was addi-
tionally influenced by the growth of ethnic conscious. 

However, in the last period between censuses the causes 
were different. Ethnic structure was changed by voluntary 
or forced emigration of the members of non-constituent 
nationalities in a certain state, voluntary or forced immi-
gration into native countries as well as by changes in the 
ideas of national affiliation. In the text that follows we will 
state some major cases. 

Migration inside former Yugoslavia
The ‘’exchange’’ of 233125 refugees from Croatia to Serbia 
and 19172 refugees form Serbia to Croatia resulted in pos-
itive/negative net migration that included 213953 people. 
This “gain” increased the number of inhabitants in Serbia in 
2002 census by 2.9%, i.e. this “loss” decreased the number of 
inhabitants in Croatia in 2001 census by 51%. 

In ethnical sense, both in Serbia and Croatia the propor-
tion of majority population significantly grew (table 2). How-
ever, the ways in which ethnic homogenization was accom-
plished are different. In Serbia without Kosovo and Metohija 
the growth of the proportion of Serbs from 79.9% in 1991 to 
82.9% in 2002 was accomplished due to the immigration 
of 218383 Serbs from Croatia, who represented 93.7% of all 
of those who emigrated from Croatia and who represented 
3.5% of total Serbian population in 2002. In Croatia, Croats 
who emigrated from Serbia represent only 0,4% of the total 
number of Croats according to 2001 census, which means 
that the growth of the proportion of Croats in Croatia is the 
result of lessened number and proportion of non-Croats, to-
tal of 230426 of them. If there had not been refugees between 
Croatia and Serbia, the proportion of Croats in Croatia 
would have gone up from 78.1% in 1991 to only 85.2%, and 
not even 89.6% as it was determined by 2001 census. In that 
case, the proportion of Serbs would have doubled; instead 
of 4.55 it would have been 9.05, which is still less that 12.2% 
which was their proportion in 1991. If the population natural 
growth among nations is the same then only the immigra-
tion of compatriots or the emigration of the others can con-
tribute to the increase of the proportion of a certain nation. 
In this case, migration balance (i.e. moving in) of Croats on 
Serbia-Croatia relation contributed with only 5.8%, whereas 
the balance of other nations (i.e. moving away) contributed 
to the growth in the proportion of Croats in Croatia with 
94.2% (Djurdjev, Bubalo-Zivkovic, Ivkov, 2005). 

As it can be seen, a massive division of population hap-
pened between Serbia and Croatia. It must be mentioned 

that movement towards Serbia and Montenegro was more 
intense, while the movement in the other direction, to-
wards Croatia from Serbia and Montenegro was of rather 
weaker intensity and even in some years rather considered 
as irrelevant, according to the data of UNHCR. Obvious-
ly, the most intense movement happened after war opera-
tion “Oluja” in 1995. Certain number of refugees returned 
to Croatia after those years. However, these returnees have 
not contributed significantly to the population structure in 
Croatia, i.e. a significant growth of the proportion of the 
Serbian population in the total population in Croatia has 
not happened.

Apart from Croatia, immigration of the large intensity 
happened from Bosnia and Herzegovina since 1992 when 
war conflict in that republic started. A large number of 
Croats also moved from Bosnia and Herzegovina to their 
native country; however, that immigration became less in-
tense after 1996. The movement of refugees to Serbia and 
Montenegro was as well recorded from Slovenia and Mace-
donia; that movement was of rather smaller intensity than 
the one from Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina. These 
movements contributed to the creation of ethnically clearer 
areas in all republics and not just in Croatia.

These consequences of divisions and/or wars are not the 
only case in the world. Turkey and Greece ended on Janu-
ary 30, 1923 the first phase of peace conference in Lausanne 
by signing convention that deals with the exchange of 
Greeks and Turks in Greece and Turkey. On the account of 
that convention, almost 700000 people were moved form 
their homes and made refugees, whereas this agreement 
confirmed the refugee status for more than a million peo-
ple during Balkan wars in 1912-1913 (Yildirim, 2006). 

Let us remember the division of Indian subcontinent in 
1947 when about 6.5 million Muslims moved from India to 
Pakistan and about 5,5 million Hindus moved from Pakistan 
to India, although there are still today about a hundred mil-
lion Muslims living in India whereas about ten million Hin-
dus stayed in today’s Bangladesh. Millions of Russians stayed 
outside Russia after the breakdown of Soviet Union in 1991. 

Migrations outside former Yugoslavia
Between 1991 and 2004 1.3 million inhabitants of former Yu-
goslavia sought asylum in the western countries. Many of 
them got permission to stay as refugees or as beneficiaries 

Table 2. Ethnic structure of refugees from Serbia and Croatia

Nationality
Refugees from Serbia Refugees from Croatia

Number* % Number** %

Serbs 844 4.4 218383 93.7

Croats 16770 87.5 2699** 1.2

Other 1558 8.1 12043 5.2

Altogether 19172 100.0 233125 100.0

Sources: http:/www.dzs.hr/Hrv/Popis%202001/popis2001.htm; Refugee Corp in 
Serbia, 2004 (in Serbian)
*Estimated number of newborns after 1991 was added to the number of each 
nationals that was out of Croatia in 1991 census
**Estimate under assumption that the share of Croat refugees from Croatia is 
the same as the total share of Croat refugees in the total number of non Serb 
refugees



Majorities and Minorities in Former Yugoslav  
Countries at Turn of the 21st Century

122

Ge
og

rap
hic

a P
an

no
nic

a •
 Vo

lum
e 1

3, 
Iss

ue
 4,

 11
8-

12
6 (

20
09

)

of humanitarian aid. More than a million of asylum seekers 
or 80.4% of them are from Serbia and Montenegro (includ-
ing people with former Yugoslav passport), 15.6% of these 
people are from Bosnia and Herzegovina, 2.6% from Mac-
edonia and 1.5% from Croatia. The majority of these people 
found asylum in Germany, 578322 or 44.1%, whereas more 
than a hundred thousand of them are registered in Swe-
den, 172777 or 13.2% and Switzerland 148.118 or 1,3% (UN-
HCR, 2005). 

Between 1993 and 2004 about 275000 refugees settled in 
Australia, Canada and USA. Almost three quarters of these 
settlers comes from Bosnia and Herzegovina, 205 comes 
from Serbia and Montenegro whereas 7% comes from 
Croatia (Hovy, 2005). 

However, since the data obtained for former Yugoslavia 
until 1996 were not precisely and carefully analyzed accord-
ing to national communities, it is difficult to determine cor-
rect and precise trends of migration for that period.

On the territory of Australia and according to the place 
of birth, in 1947 there were 5900 people born in the re-
gion of former Yugoslavia while that number in 2000 was 
210000. What is noticed is a sudden growth in the period 
1991-2000 when the growth was 42000 persons or 4200 an-
nually (figure1).

In the period 1999/2000 22% of immigrants came 
through Australian Immigrant Program; 3300 of them 
came from Europe. Almost all of them are from the area of 
Southern and Eastern Europe (especially from Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and Croatia) (www.abs.gov.au/Ausstats).

When former Yugoslavia is concerned, it is interesting 
that according to the proportion in the total population 
number in Australia and according to the place of birth of 
their parents, Croats are on the 17th, Serbs on the 18th, Mac-
edonians on the 19th, Bosnians on the 46th and Slovenians 
on the 59th place. 

According to the census from 2001, the majority of peo-
ple who declared themselves as members of one nation of 
former Yugoslavia was born in former Yugoslavia (60% of 
Montenegrins, 75% of Bosnians etc.). 

The number of immigrants from the Balkans on the ter-
ritory of Canada in the period 1981-2001 reaches between 
118000 and 220000 people. The greatest number of immi-
grants is concentrated in Canadian province Ontario (about 
65.3% of their total number). More than 55% of them settled 

in the area of Toronto city. The fact that should be specially 
worrying for Balkan countries is the fact that 39.2% of im-
migrants is between 25 and 44 years of age and that 30.2% of 
them have university education. If only countries from the 
area of former Yugoslavia are concerned, what is noticeable 
is a great proportion of highly educated immigrants from 
Serbia and Montenegro (32%), Croatia (22.8%), Bosnia and 
Herzegovina (22%), Slovenia (20.1%) and Macedonia (16.8%).

According to the estimates of Statistical Centre of Can-
ada, in the period 1994-2000 almost half of all immigrants 
came from the Balkans (46%). This term the Balkans re-
fers to the region that includes countries of former Yugosla-
via (Serbia, Montenegro, Macedonia, Croatia, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Slovenia) and neighboring countries: Alba-
nia, Bulgaria, Romania and Greece. 

Refugees from the Balkans represent a significant per-
centage (between 21-28%) of the total number of refugees 
recorded in Canada during the second half of 1990s (www.
statcan.ca).

The number of immigrants grew from year to year. Thus, 
2900 people were recorded in 1987, 1991 (5200), 1992 (8200), 
period between 1993-95 (15900), 1998 (11000), period be-
tween 1999-2000 (14700), and 2004 (10000).

In the period 1994-2000, the greatest number of refu-
gees from certain countries of former Yugoslavia immi-
grated to Canada (62% from Serbia and Montenegro, 61% 
from Croatia and even 91% from Bosnia and Herzegovina).

According to the census from 2001, the number of those 
that were born on the area of former Yugoslavia reached 
from 91600 (1981) even 145400 (2001) (figure 2).

If specific countries of former Yugoslavia are observed, 
it is noticeable that the greatest number of immigrants in 
Canada up to 1980s was born in Croatia (27100) and Serbia 
and Montenegro (26800), only that in period 1981-1991 the 
number of immigrants from Serbia and Montenegro was 
4300, followed by those from Croatia 2600, whereas oth-
er former Yugoslav republics were present in minor num-
bers. However, there is a sudden growth in the number of 
immigrants in the period 1991-2001, when the number of 
those born in Serbia and Montenegro reaches 32800 and 
those born in Bosnia and Herzegovina (22600), followed 
by Croatia (9600), while Macedonia (2200), and especial-
ly Slovenia (500) are represented in significantly smaller 
numbers. 

Figure 1. Number of Australian citizens born in former Yugoslavia in the period 1947-2000
Source: www.abs.gov.au/Ausstats
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If the total for period up to 2001 is observed (graph 3), on 
the territory of Canada there were 63900 immigrants born 
in Serbia and Montenegro, 39400 born in Croatia, 25700 in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, 9300 in Slovenia and only 7200 of 
them born in Macedonia (Malenfant, Martel, 2003-2004).

Apart from migrations to Canada and Australia rath-
er significant are migrations from the areas of former Yu-
goslav republics towards European countries, as well as to-
wards the USA. 

From Bosnia and Herzegovina, as it was already men-
tioned, there was a great migration into Serbia and Mon-
tenegro, where in 1992, there were already 350000 refu-
gees. A great number of them also reemigrated to Germany. 
However, this country experienced a more massive migra-
tion somewhat later, in 1994. Apart from Germany, Scan-
dinavian countries such as Sweden and Denmark became 
rather interesting to refugees from this republic, as well as 
the Netherlands at the end of the 20th century. However, 
apart from Germany the greatest number of them left for 
the USA. In 2001 more than 108000 refugees from Bosnia 
and Herzegovina were recorded in this country.

Croatia experienced the most massive migration to-
wards Serbia and Montenegro especially in the second half 
of the last decade of the 20th century. Migration towards 

other countries compared to this one toward Serbia can be 
neglected. Due to economic reasons, the population moved 
to the USA and Germany at the beginning of 21st century. 

Macedonia did not experience such a massive emigra-
tion during 1990s except towards Italy. The number of emi-
grants grew at the end of 1990s and at the beginning of the 
21st century. That was when the conflicts on Kosovo intensi-
fied so that population moved away from those municipal-
ities near the border with Kosovo, i.e. from those munici-
palities where Albanian or Muslim population was rather 
dominant. The emigration towards Germany intensified 
at the beginning of 2000 and later. There were no direct 
ethnic war operations in Serbia and Montenegro; howev-
er, economic consequences of war in neighboring countries 
as well as the bombing of 1999 led to emigration of popula-
tion from Serbia. This emigration did not lead to the chang-
es in ethnic structure on the area of Serbia and Montene-
gro. The greater influence upon ethnic structure was due to 
immigration from other republics. The number of Serbian 
population significantly grew, especially on the territory of 
Vojvodina. The greatest number of emigrations from Serbia 
and Montenegro happened during 1990s towards Sweden 
and Australia, and at the beginning of 21st century towards 
Germany. Emigrations of population from Serbia did not 

Figure 2. Number of Canadian citizens born in former Yugoslavia in the period 1981-2001
Source: Malenfant Eric Caron, Laurent Martel, 2003-2004. Recent immigration to Canada from the Balkans. Report on the DemographicSituation in Canada.

Catalogueno. 91-209-XIE

Figure 3. Number of immigrants in Canada born in of republics of former Yugoslavia
Source: Malenfant Eric Caron, Laurent Martel, 2003-2004. Recent immigration to Canada from the Balkans. Report on the DemographicSituation in Canada.
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weaken at the beginning of 21st century which represent-
ed a great problem for this country since younger, educated 
population is the one that usually moved away. 

Ethnic conflicts in former Yugoslavia began in Slov-
enia at the beginning of 1990s which meant that emigra-
tion from this republic was most intense at the beginning 
of 1990s mostly towards Serbia, as it was already mentioned. 
Apart from migrations to Serbia, Slovenian population also 
moved to Germany but in much smaller extent. The main 
reason of the fast reduction in the number of emigrations 
among Slovenians was economic stabilization in this coun-
ty as well as the standard of living (table 3).

The case of Montenegro
If we observe the numbers and proportion of Montenegrins 
and Serbs in Montenegro collectively we notice only small 
changes in the period between censuses. However, it is no-
ticeable that the number of Montenegrins in 2003 census fell 
by almost a third compared to the census from 1991, where-
as the number of Serbs grew 2.5 times (Penev, 2003; Raduški, 
2005). Although the census was conducted in the time of very 
intensive discussions about legal status of this country, this 
phenomenon cannot be explained as a temporary political 
situation because the number of Montenegrins in Montene-
gro fell and the number of Serbs grew since the census from 
1981. The explanation is more probably that Montenegrins 
in Montenegro did not have a clear concept of a difference 
between belonging to a state (citizenship) and belonging to 
a nation (nationality). Opinions and discussions on the in-
dependence initiated the beginning of the division between 
concepts of citizenship and nationality. 

Apart from ideological influences upon the growth in 
the number of Serbs in the last period between censuses 
in Montenegro, certain influence belongs to refugees as 
well. At the beginning of 1990s refugees from Slovenia and 
Croatia started coming to Montenegro. In 1992 there were 
63050 refugees from Bosnia and Herzegovina which was 
about 10% of the total population in Montenegro. In 1994 
and 1995 there was a fall in the number of refugees, about 
45000 of them. After conflicts in Croatia, about 4000 peo-
ple came from this republic to Montenegro in August 1995 
and after Dayton peace agreement about 2000 refugees 
came from Bosnia and Herzegovina. Until 1998 the number 
of refugees fell to 23350 which represented about 5% of the 
total population in Montenegro (Remiković, 2005).

As the result of political tensions and war conflicts in the 
last decade of the 20th century there were some great de-
mographic changes on the territory of former Yugoslavia. 
The population number of all nationalities is significantly 
smaller, of both majorities and minorities, mainly due to 
major emigrations to foreign countries which still last to-
day. Majorities became more concentrated in their native 
states, some by their free will and some by force, which 
means that there is less and less of them in other countries 
of former Yugoslavia. Those who remained in other coun-
tries became “new” minorities and thus with other “old” 
minorities increased the total proportion of minorities. 

The worst and most dangerous demographic conse-
quence is massive exodus abroad, especially from Serbia 
and Bosnia and Herzegovina. That massive emigration that 

happened after the bombing in Serbia and after the end of 
war conflicts in Bosnia and Herzegovina represents a great 
economic loss for both of these countries because the pop-
ulation that emigrates is usually highly educated; the one 
that highly developed countries also seek for. Already bad 
economic situation in Serbia and in Bosnia and Herzegovi-
na is left without its educational force that would represent 
the potential and brain of its recovery. What happened is 
that, due to the situation, quality and young educated peo-
ple went to the countries of Western Europe, America, Can-
ada and Australia. 

Eastern European countries have the same kind of prob-
lems with depopulation like western countries but have 
no economy that could attract foreign labor force. Howev-
er, in Russia in 2002 there were over 13 million new immi-
grants, mostly Russians that experienced breakdown in one 
of the countries of the former Soviet Union. That is how 
Russia holds the second place when the number of immi-
grants is in question. Only the USA is in front of it. To at-
tract compatriots will still be Russian priority, and they will 
especially “stimulate the immigration of qualified, educat-
ed and honest citizens” (PDR, 2006, 387). Because of long 
lasting below replacement fertility level and lack of in-mi-
gration from China, India etc. (those migrations are direct-
ed toward Western European countries due to tradition 
and economy) one can expect that demographic policy of 
all former Yugoslav countries will continue to attract their 
compatriots back to their roots. The degree of ethnic clus-
tering in all former Yugoslav countries will presumable 
continue to increase in the future.

Aknowledgements

This work is part of the project No. 146017 financed by the 
Ministry of Science of the Republic of Serbia. Authors want 
to thank M.S.Goran Penev from the Centre of Demograph-
ic Researches for all the information he provided them with.

References

Coale, A., Paul, D., Barbara, V. 1983. Regional Model Life 
Tables and Stable Populations. Academic Press, San Di-
ego.

Djurdjev S. B., Kicoshev S, Vuksanovic G., 2003. Strenghts 
and Weaknesses of Human Resources in Regional De-
velopment of Vojvodina Province. Geographica Pannon-
ica 7, 21-26.

Djurdjev, S.B. 1994. Peopling of the Voivodina Province. 
The First Regional Geography Conference “Geographi-
cal Researches in the Carpathian-Danube Space”, Uni-
versitatea de Vest din Timisoara, Timisoara, 139-148.

Djurdjev, S.B. 2000. Problems of Regional Population 
Growth in Serbia. GeoJournal 50, 133-138.

Djurdjev, S.B. 2005. World’s Experiances with Population 
Cenuses. Glasnik Geografskog društva Republike Srpske 
9, 115-124. (in Serbian).

Djurdjev, S.B., Bubalo-Zivkovic, M., Ivkov, A. 2005. Mi-
gratory Changes between Croatia and Serbia and their 



Majorities and Minorities in Former Yugoslav  
Countries at Turn of the 21st Century

126

Ge
og

rap
hic

a P
an

no
nic

a •
 Vo

lum
e 1

3, 
Iss

ue
 4,

 11
8-

12
6 (

20
09

)

effects on Demographic and Ethnic Structure of Pop-
ulation in Regions of Emigration and Immigration. In-
ternational Scientific Conference Migrations, Crises and 
Recent Conflicts in the Balkans, DEMOBALK (“Démog-
raphie des Balkans”) network, 27-29 October 2005, Bel-
grade.

Hovy, B. 2005. How Many Have left? Displacement of Cit-
izens from Former Yugoslavia. International Scientif-
ic Conference Migrations, Crises and Recent Conflicts in 
the Balkans, DEMOBALK (“Démographie des Balkans”) 
network, 27-29 October 2005, Belgrade.

Marijanac Z., Djurdjev S.B., Marinković, D. 2001. Socio-
Demographic Structure of the Border Area in the North-
west Part of Republic of Srpska. Geographica Pannoni-
ca 5, 8-12.

Ministry of Human and Minority Rights. Refugee Corp in 
Serbia, Belgrade. (in Serbian).

Malenfant, E.C., Laurent, M. 2003-2004. Recent immigra-
tion to Canada from the Balkans. Report on the Demo-
graphic Situation in Canada. Catalogueno 91-209-XIE.

PDR. Documents, 2003. Vladimir Putin on Raising Rus-
sia’s Birth Rate. Population and Development Review 
32,2, 385-389.

Penev, G. 2003. Population Census of Montenegro. Pregled 
4, 3-20. (in Serbian).

Завод за статистика, 1994. Попис на населението, 
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