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Returning home: An evaluation of Hungarian return migration

G4Bor LADOS and Giasor HEGEDUS!

Abstract

This paper deals with the Hungarian return migration process and the importance of identity changes for
migration decisions. Outmigration of labour force from Hungary and other East Central European countries
has intensified after the EU accession in 2004 and 2007. The possibility of free movement encouraged many
Eastern and Central European citizens to leave their country; however, this is not a one-way process. A sig-
nificant number of migrants returned to the home country with newly acquired skills and other assets. The
majority of migration theories evaluate return migration by the role of family, motivations or different kinds
of acquired capital, but the importance of identity change is less considered. Our primary aim is to investigate
the future migration strategy of Hungarian returnees. The paper is based on national policy analysis and in-
depth interviews. According to our results, interviewees highlighted the role of work experience and family
status. In general, highly skilled returnees met fewer obstacles during their return due to higher flexibility and
former employer contracts, but family issues might represent more obstacles during the return. Lower skilled
returnees were more dissatisfied with their return, especially those who migrated together with their family
members. Hence, the chance for another emigration was higher than in the highly skilled group.
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Introduction

The importance of migration including re-
turn migration is increasing worldwide. Glo-
bal professionals take part more and more
in different migration processes (Conway,
D. and PottER, R.B. 2009). As part of global
trends, millions of people moved to the more
developed countries within the European
Union after the enlargements in 2004 and
2007 (Nagy, G. 2010; Ecepy, T. and KovaAcs,
Z.2011; HecepGs, G. and Lapos, G. 2015).
The countries suffering from emigration
are increasingly aware of the negative effects
of this phenomenon called “brain drain”.
More and more specific national policies,
initiatives and programmes with different
territorial scopes have been established.
We use the terms of “remigration policy”,
“remigration initiative” and “remigration
programme” as synonyms, as they are
considered such in Hungary. Remigration

policy measures were not very successful at
the beginning, since re-attracting emigrants is
a difficult objective. A reason for such hard-
ship is that remigration policies define the
group of returnees in a fairly general way.
But some researchers point out individual
factors determining the decision of return
(Van Houtg, M. and Davips, T. 2008; SiNaTTi,
G. and Horsrt, C. 2015), including the effects
of different territorial scales (Boros, L. and
P41, V. 2016).

The first main question of our study fo-
cuses on the features of return migration
policies in Hungary. We analysed most of
the Hungarian policies and initiatives pre-
viously in a more detailed way (KovAcs, Z.
et al. 2012; HeGepGs, G. and Lapos, G. 2015).
In addition, in 2016 we made content analy-
sis of the website “Come Home, Youth” pro-
gramme aimed explicitly at re-attracting emi-
grants. Our second main question examines
the identity change of Hungarian returnees
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in the analytical framework of the Cultural
Identity Model of SussmaN (SussmaN, N.M.
2011), with some adaptations.

We conducted 48 semi-structured inter-
views with Hungarian citizens who returned
to Hungary between 2012 and 2015 in order
to analyse their identity change. Interviewees
were selected by snowball sampling, and
we used pseudonyms in our study. Our
sample includes both highly-qualified (e.g.
researchers, physicians) and less-qualified
(e.g. waiters, unskilled workers) returnees.
Returnees who took up unskilled jobs in for-
eign countries as compared to their profes-
sional qualifications were also included in
the less-qualified group.

The examination of macro- and micro-
level factors that are often indistinguishable
played an important role for both of our
research questions (CassariNo, J-P. 2004;
Sussman, N.M. 2011). We consider individ-
ual factors in a narrower sense (e.g. family
or friends). In our analysis, the macro-level
encompasses basically national or transna-
tional factors (e.g. general economic or in-
come conditions).

The general features of emigration,
remigration and change of identity

According to the literature, research on re-
turn migration within the broader phenom-
enon of migration became significant from the
1970s (Graser, W.A. and Hasggrs, C.G. 1974;
GuMmELcH, G. 1980; CassariNo, J-P. 2004; VanN
Houte, M. and Davips, T. 2008; De Haas, H.
2010), and as for Hungary, from the late 2000s
(LaNnGerR-REDEI, M. 2007; KovAcs, Z. et al. 2012).

National policies supporting return migra-
tion can be classified according to various as-
pects (Lowerr, L.B. 2001; Van Houtg, M. and
Davips, T. 2008). Based on these aspects, we
developed our own categorisation. According
to their objectives, remigration polices were
classified as “re-attraction”, “reintegration”,
“re-employment”, “networking” (with di-
aspora members abroad) or “immigration”
(which encourages immigration and there-

fore prevents “brain drain” — HeGenGs, G.
and Lapos, G. 2015). In our research, re-mi-
grants are persons older than 15 years old,
who returned to their country of birth after
having been international migrants in anoth-
er country (KovAcs, Z. et al. 2012; HEGEDUs,
G. and Lapos, G. 2015). Theories of return
migration focus generally less on the indi-
viduals’ personality such as their identity
and identity changes SiNatTi, G. and HorsT,
C. 2015). Nevertheless, identity and identity
changes can significantly influence the indi-
vidual’s future migration decisions (BErry,
J.W. 1997; Van Houtg, M. and Davips, T.
2008; Sussman, N.M. 2011).

In relation to return migration, circular
migration can also be defined diversely
(WickrAMASEKARA, P. 2011; IrrEs, S. and
KincsEs, A. 2012). According to the defini-
tion by WickramMasEKARA, P. (2011), circular
migration is a temporary, repeat movement
of a population that consists of more than
one migration cycle (a migration cycle in-
volves an outmigration phase from the send-
ing country and a remigration phase to the
sending country).

The integration into the host culture is not
uncomplicated for emigrants. BErrY's ac-
culturation model points out two main chal-
lenges for emigrants: how they maintain their
native culture and how they adopt the host
culture (Berry, J.W. 1997). Berry, however,
does not examine the case of remigrants (e.g.
their “re-acculturation”), but Sussman stud-
ies this group and process as well. SussMaN’s
Cultural Identity Model examines the tem-
poral change of cultural “identity” and the
cultural “flexibility” of re-migrants from the
time before emigration until the period after
remigration (Sussman, N.M. 2011).

According to SussmaN, the adaptation of
host cultural values takes places in different
ways during the migrants’ period abroad.
The “Cultural Identity Model” defines four
different strategies of identity shift (and
groups) of returnees.

The “affirmative” identity shifters main-
tain their home culture identity while abroad,
and they are not so adaptive towards the host
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culture. They feel much better in their native
country. The members belonging to the two
other types have a lot of stress related to their
return. But the features of these two groups
are different. Therefore, it is important, that
people of the first group (called “subtractive”)
are not attached firmly to the culture of the
host or the native countries either. But they
attempt to acquire as many new things as pos-
sible while they are abroad.

The second mentioned group, called “addi-
tive” is quite similar, except for their relation
to the different cultures, which distinguishes
them from the “subtractive” group. Additive
returnees also insist on keeping their native
culture. Nevertheless, they are more open to-
wards new things abroad, and usually adapt
to some of them. They still uphold connections
with their host country even after their return.

The fourth returnee group within the
Cultural Identity Model is called “global” or
“intercultural”. Its members are able to have
more identities simultaneously, and adapt
different cultural patterns according to their
actual circumstances. This does not imply a
kind of mixing of native and host culture ele-
ments for them, or establishing a dual (e.g.
bicultural) identity. Such returnees consider
themselves transnational and cosmopolitan,
and they can adapt to the expected social re-
quirements everywhere in the world in a fast
and flexible way. They esteem their return as
a moderately positive and not a final experi-
ence, since they are ready to move abroad
again for a shorter or longer time in the fu-
ture (Sussman, N.M. 2011).

The place of Hungary in the European
migration pattern

The emigration of qualified workforce is a
serious problem in Hungary. It is difficult to
provide the exact number of Hungarian emi-
grants, but it has been increasing for the last
several years (GODRy, L. et al. 2014). Therefore,
the reasons for emigration and return initia-
tives that counterbalance the brain drain are
worth investigating.

Differences in wage levels among member
states of the European Union intensified East-
West European migration flows. Furthermore,
it was supported by the liberalisation of the
labour markets of old member states and the
free movement between EU countries. Source
countries and regions suffer from most of the
negative effects of emigration, such as a lack
of qualified workforce, but migration also
puts pressure on the social services and hous-
ing market of the host countries (Lapos, G. et
al. 2015). Analysing the migration patterns of
European regions we can distinguish central,
peripheral and internal-peripheral regions
(Kovacs, Z. et al. 2012). The most developed
European regions could be characterised
as central regions (e.g. the successful post-
fordist regions, PAL, V. and Boros, L. 2010).
Conversely, peripheral regions are located
mainly in post-socialist countries, southern
parts of the Mediterranean and the sparsely
populated regions of Scandinavia. The so-
called “internal-peripheries” were recorded
in the former East Germany, North of France
or North of England (Figure 1).

The majority of EU regions suffering most
intensely from out-migration are located
in post-socialist countries (KovAcs, Z. et al.
2012). Millions of East Central Europeans
left their home countries during the last few
decades (Table 1). Most of them originated
from Romania or Poland, while more devel-
oped countries such as the Czech Republic
and Slovenia were less affected by emigra-
tion. However, the out-migration of the la-
bour force has different effects on the home
countries. For example, in the less popu-
lated Baltic states the share of out-migrants
per 10,000 inhabitants is higher than in the
Visegrad countries (Lapos, G. et al. 2015).

According to previous research, about
330,000-350,000 Hungarians live in other EU
countries. This is only an estimate, because
only the age group between 18 and 49 was
considered during this research (KariTAny,
B. and Ronr, A. 2013). National and interna-
tional statistical databases cannot provide the
exact number of emigrants; however, they
show the dynamics of the emigration process
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Fig. 1. Population change by main components (2000-2007). Source: KovAcs, Z. et al. 2012.

Table 1. The number and rate of East Central European’s living in another EU country, 2014

Country Number of emigrants Emigrants per 10,000 persons
Romania 2,402,792 1,204.6
Lithuania 327,641 1,113.1
Latvia 172,190 860.3
Croatia 292,245 688.2
Bulgaria 420,080 579.8
Estonia 70,166 533.2
Poland 1,968,035 517.7
Slovakia 191,353 353.3
Hungary 276,710 280.1
Slovenia 34,036 165.1
Czech Republic 92,662 88.1

Source: The authors” own calculation based on Eurostat 2015.
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very well (Figure 2). The rate of out-migration
from Hungary was three and a half times
higher in 2014 than in 2001 (G6pry, 1. 2015).

Initially, after the EU enlargement in 2004 the
number of Hungarian emigrants raised slow-
ly. The main host countries for Hungarians
did not change essentially, although there
were some shifts compared to the period be-
fore 2004. In 2015, the most important host
country was still Germany. According to
Eurostat, 40.7 percent of Hungarian emigrants
are currently living in Germany; however, in
2001 this proportion was 59.8 percent. The role
of United Kingdom increased most dramati-
cally. In 2001 only 4.7 percent of Hungarian
emigrants lived in the country, whereas in
2015 it had grown 23.4 percent. As a histori-
cally important destination country, 14.7% of
Hungarian emigrants settled in Austria (HArs,
A. et al. 2004; Gopri L. 2015). It is more difficult
to provide the number of Hungarians living
outside of Europe. Major non-European des-
tination countries are USA, Canada, Australia,
Russia and Israel. According to UN data, 36
percent of Hungarians living abroad moved
to these countries. The role of North America
is significant; every fourth Hungarian emi-
grants lives there (Gopry, 1. 2015).

Providing the exact number of returnees
is also challenging. Aside from the increas-
ing flows of out-migrants from Hungary,
more and more Hungarians are returning.
According to available data, there have been
more than 10,000 Hungarian returnees in re-
cent years (KiNcses, A.2014).

When considering their return, the labour
market conditions of Hungarian regions play
an important role. The rate of return to the
previous places of residence was only 30.7
percent. Most Hungarians return to Budapest
and its agglomeration, Lake Balaton and
its surroundings, and bigger cities are also
more attractive than rural peripheral areas
(Kincses, A. 2014).

The study of remigration policies and
initiatives in Hungary

Hungarian remigration initiatives are usu-
ally not co-ordinated. Additionally, they fo-
cus only on some narrow fields of the return
migration (KovaAcs, Z. et al. 2012; HEGeDUs,
G. and Lapos, G. 2015). A general and com-
prehensive national-level policy has yet to be
created and implemented in Hungary.
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Fig. 2. Hungarians living in other EU countries (2005-2015).
Source: Authors” own calculation based on Eurostat 2015.
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The “Project Retour” (2003-2005) was the
first Hungarian initiative, which offered net-
working services and help in returning for
well-educated young Hungarians working
abroad. After 2011, scholarships were estab-
lished in different areas of the Hungarian
health-care system with the aim of retaining
health-care professionals mostly by raising
their wages (HeGepUs, G. and Lapos, G. 2015;
Boros, L. and PAr, V. 2016). Workforce re-
tention was also targeted at by the adoption
of a new law on higher education in 2011.
According to the law, students have to work
in Hungary for the 20 years following their
graduation for a time period that equals
their government-financed university edu-
cation. Campaign films realised as part of
the “Future of New Generation” government
programme were made for the youth in 2012
(HeGeDUs, G. and Lapos, G. 2015).

One of the best-known Hungarian initia-
tives is the “Momentum” programme, which
has functioned since 2009. In the beginning,
the main aim of this initiative was to re-attract
young talented researchers to Hungary. But so
far, the main objective of this initiative has been
retention (HecepGs, G. and Lapos, G. 2015).
Such initiatives are significant in the academic
world not only in Hungary, but in other coun-
tries, as well (MArTIN, R. and Rapu, D. 2012).

The “Come Home” Foundation was es-
tablished in 2010 as a non-governmental ini-
tiative to facilitate the return of Hungarians
living abroad who are willing to come
home. Supported by the Ministry of Human
Capacities, the foundation extended its serv-
ices in 2013. The “Come Home, Youth” pro-
gramme was launched also by the Ministry
for National Economy in 2015. This complex
programme included the “re-attraction”, “re-
employment” and “retention” types of remi-
gration policies, similar to several other initi-
atives (e.g. ThAFF in East-Germany, KovAcs,
Z. et al. 2012) in the European Union.

The target groups of the “Come Home,
Youth” programme were mostly emigrants
with higher education or a profession in
great demand in the Hungarian labour mar-
ket. Emigrants from the United Kingdom

alone could participate in the programme
[1]. This programme offered many services
to returnees (Table 2), but it attracted only a
small number of migrants. As a result, in June
2016 the programme was discontinued [2].
Nevertheless, another programme was set
to be launched in June 2016, that encourages
young Hungarian returnees to become en-
trepreneurs. It would support returnees who
would start a new enterprise in Hungary,
since, according to the experiences with
“Come Home, Youth”, some of the returnees
had such plans [3]. The Foundation “Come
Home” will continue its activity, as well.

Evaluation of emigration and return
migration of Hungarian returnees for
different perspectives

For the purpose of our study, we conducted
semi-structured interviews with Hungarian
returnees to find out how they personally as-
sess their return. On the one hand, we aimed
to analyse the extent of their identity change
while abroad. On the other hand, we exam-
ined the role of micro and macro factors at
three moments: before emigration, while liv-
ing abroad and after their return.

Only relatively few interviewees could be
characterised as affirmative returnees ac-
cording to SussmaN’s identity change model
(Sussman, N.M. 2011). Those were mainly
lower skilled migrants. They did not feel com-
fortable abroad and came back with some sav-
ings, which was spent immediately after their
return. Subtractive identity shifters were pri-
marily lower skilled migrants who emigrated
with their families. They typically tried to
utilise each input abroad, but they managed
to acquire new skills only to a limited extent
because of their working conditions and their
lower language skills. This latter issue also
prevented them from improving their lan-
guage abilities at work because they could not
communicate clearly with other immigrant
colleagues, or simply they did not need to use
the language of their host country, because
they only had Hungarian colleagues.
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Table 2. The main services offered by “Come Home, Youth” Programme

Services offered

Details

Introduction of partner firms.

General information service for returnees about
partner firms registered in the programme.

Information about the latest vacancies at partner
firms.

Detailed information on new vacancies at partner
firms registered the programme.

Information about:
a) job search assistance,
b) housing allowance,
c) mobility allowance.

a) A single reimbursement of the costs of travelling to
the job interview and back.

b) Supplement on rental prices and general ex-
penses.

c) Housing supplement for taking up a job far away
from the place of residence, mobility supplement
on commuting between residence and workplace
(both for employers and returnees).

Information about employment opportunities in
Hungary.

Detailed information.

Information on entrepreneurship opportunities in
Hungary.
Assistance for starting up an enterprise.

Elementary entrepreneurship knowledge, e-
learning education, professional advice on making
business plan, mentorship for enterprises.

Information package about possibilities of return.

Practical advice (task before leaving the United
Kingdom, the administrative process of homecom-
ing, information needed after returning).

Mentorship in London and Budapest.

E.g. preparation of returnees for job interviews
with firm chosen.

Latest news.

Different news targeting the youth.

Success stories.

Some selected individual success stories.

Source: The authors’ own edition based on “Come Home, Youth Programme. http://www.gyerehazafiatal.hu/

Accessed 13.06.2016.

The integration of subtractive migrants to
the host society was hampered by their fam-
ily ties. They usually stayed close to each oth-
er, and spent their free time together or with
other Hungarians, while singles were more
sociable. They reported several difficulties
related to their reintegration. For instance, re-
integration to the labour market of the home
country was often difficult, as foreign work-
ing experiences were not necessarily advan-
tageous. Another significant problem was
that they were unable to achieve their goals,
their original expectations of their return.

Many returnees mentioned that they had
hoped to be able to start a family or have a
stress-free life without financial problems af-
ter their return, but the majority were disap-
pointed. A returnee quoted one of his friends,
also working abroad: "we are working so much
here [abroad] (...) and we absolutely do not have
better living conditions than those who never left
home” . He mentioned as an example a former

class mate who ”has a house, two cars, children,
goes to Greece every year for a holiday (...) and
we are working like crazy”. He had realised that
his life in general was not as good as he had
thought it would be. He returned home with
great expectations, but very soon he changed
his mind, when he faced an unexpected situ-
ation during the construction of his house:
"It was a real slap in the face. Work inspectors
came and fined me. At my house! That was outra-
geous!” (Ferenc, labourer).

For subtractive and additive identity shift-
ers, the most important return motivation
was family. On the one hand, subtractive
returnees felt unhappy about their return
because it was contrary to their initial am-
bition. "Our children wanted to come back. We
did not want to be separated from each other, so
we followed them. When they finish secondary
school, we [the parents] are sure to go abroad
again because I cannot find any suitable job here”
(Zoltan, butcher). In view of these negative
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factors, lower skilled people are more likely
to leave their home country again; hence,
they could be regarded as potential circu-
lar migrants (ILLEs, S. and Kincses, A.2012;
Magrrtin, R. and Rapu, D. 2012).

On the other hand, additive returnees also
made some compromises during their return;
however, thanks to their better skills, they
could seek more opportunities abroad, so
they felt more positive about their return. This
group of returnees also includes graduates
who were employed in lower skilled jobs in
the host country. They consider their foreign
working experience and their improved lan-
guage skills as major benefits of their emigra-
tion. Furthermore, highly skilled returnees re-
turning with their family were also classified
with this group. We found that they also felt
more unhappy about their return than their
family members because the migration deci-
sion was made at the family level: “I would
have gladly stayed abroad, but my child did not feel
comfortable there. (...) I rather chose my family
(...) On my own I would have not returned home.
But as for my current workplace, I don’t have any-
thing to complain” (Tamas, researcher).

According to the identity change model,
the most successful returnees are global
identity shifters who changed most during
the migration process (Sussman, N.M. 2011).
Mainly highly skilled single returnees could
be characterised as returnees with a global
identity shift. They experienced changes in
both their professional and private lives. One
of them said: First, I would position myself as
a European; second, a Budapester; and third, a
Hungarian” (Szabolcs, translator).

Highly skilled returnees did not cut their
ties with their former employers, so their
reintegration to the Hungarian labour mar-
ket was smoother than in the case of lower
skilled returnees. Further, they could easily
utilise their newly acquired skills, such as
management and technological know-how,
therefore, in most cases their return gener-
ated job advancement as well.

During the research we also focused on the
importance of micro and macro factors and as-
sessed their role three times during the migra-

tion process: before emigration, during the stay
abroad and after the return. The fact that mi-
cro and macro factors were equally important
demonstrates the complexity of migration de-
cisions. Moreover, there was a slight difference
among interviewees according to their quali-
fications. The role of micro factors was more
important among highly skilled returnees.

Almost each of them regarded their emi-
gration as a temporary stage of life. As one of
them evaluated his emigration: “it was a well
calculated, almost obligatory step in my career”
(Tamas, researcher).

Another interviewee was looking for a chal-
lenge in his life, severed almost all ties with the
home country, and moved forward towards
the second host country: "I sold my stuff I owned
here [in Hungary] and I could have lived only from
its interest [abroad]. However, I did not see any
perspective in Germany, because I did not own
anything, nor did my wife, as we were not born
there. It was too comfortable, too perfect. There was
no challenge at all” (Mark, entrepreneur).

On the contrary, the role of macro factors
was more important for lower skilled return-
ees, among them higher wages, and the ex-
pected savings: “"Me and my partner wanted to
save as much money for a house as possible. Here, in
Hungary it seemed unlikely to reach our goal within
some years” (Maria, semi-skilled worker).

The majority of returnees were satisfied
with macro factors in the host country and
they missed them after their return. Many of
them mentioned the advantages of social se-
curity (e.g. housing benefits) and the positive
effects of change of environment, and numer-
ous possibilities they enjoyed abroad. “We
went on excursions a lot. If we did not, we had
an invitation to barbeque party (...) Sometimes
we just jumped in the car, refuelled it (...) and we
drove until it was half empty. Indeed, we did stuff
like this all weekend long” (Zoltan, butcher).

Most of the interviewees seemed to have
also some very positive memories related to
their stay abroad. For instance, learning tra-
ditions and culture of the host society was
often mentioned. One of the returnees high-
lighted when he was talking about his col-
leagues abroad that “politeness is the primary
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behaviour of people in Anglo-Saxon countries.
Even so, if they do not like you, they remain polite
with you” (Jézsef, researcher).

Another returnee confirmed this state-
ment: “It does not matter who you are visiting
(...) ‘How are you’? (...) Even if you have not
met before (...) And they asked it every day, each
afternoon they said to me 'See you tomorrow’. It
is partly good. And what is going on here? Do not
dare to ask a Hungarian because he really tells
you in the end” (Zoltan, butcher).

During the return phase the interviewees
were motivated by different factors, both on
the micro and macro levels. Among micro-
level factors, which were more important
than macro ones, family had the most con-
spicuous role. “My elderly parents live here,
some of my friends also tie me here, but I had al-
ready known before my return that I do not want
to live here anymore (...) I just cannot find any
job in this region” (Marta, receptionist).

Another returnee came home because his
child could not integrate to the host society
and did not feel comfortable abroad. Hence,
his family decided to return home rather
than remain separate from each other. As he
assessed his own return: “On a personal level,
being here is great, I am together with my family,
I think I settled down; I do not have to travel all
around the world. But on a professional level this
is terrible” (Tamas, researcher).

Nevertheless, family was not the only return
motivation. Professional development, especial-
ly for highly skilled returnees, was also a signifi-
cant motivation to return: “In terms of prestige my
actual workplace is one of the best in Hungary (...)
And [ wanted to utilise my foreign working experi-
ence in a great place” (Sandor, researcher).

The place of origin also played a crucial
role when deciding about the return, but it
can be seen as a micro factor rather than a
macro factor: “This is an undeveloped region, 1
know it quite well. But I grew up here, I love all
these hills; I almost know every single bush here”
(Csaba, labourer).

In conclusion, returnees do not form a ho-
mogeneous group. They might go through
several identity changes, and micro and macro
factors influence them differently. Obstacles

during their return might make them consider
leaving their home country again.

Conclusions

Emigration, return migration and circular
migration have become inevitable processes
of our age. The emigration of professionals
often called “brain drain” tends to afflict
Hungary and other East Central European
countries more intensely, like other semi-pe-
ripheral or peripheral countries in the world.
In this paper we analysed the most important
recent remigration programmes in Hungary.
These programmes have various objectives,
which can be evaluated positively; however,
they have managed to attract only a limited
number of return migrants.

We studied the identity change of return-
ing migrants who could be classified into
four groups according to Sussman’s model.
According to our research findings, the role of
micro-level factors and identity change should
be considered more in the design and imple-
mentation of remigration initiatives than previ-
ously. It implies on the one hand, that people
who are more likely to take part in circular mi-
gration or have more stress upon their return
should be more assisted by, for example, more
detailed information, financial gain or other
means. Otherwise their motivations for another
emigration increase again. On the other hand,
future policies on remigration should also focus
more on the skills and social capital of groups
maintaining their transnational connections.

Both emigration and circular migration
will presumably remain long-term processes
in Hungary, a member state of the European
Union. Consequently, return migration poli-
cies will have more relevance in the future, and
an increase the technical and financial support
available for returnees seems to be inevitable.
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