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ABSTRACT

Pulls of International Student Mobility

Economic theory suggests that high-skilled immigration generally has positive effects on the
receiving economy. International student mobility is an important channel through which high-
skilled immigrants arrive. The purpose of this paper is to identify some of the key
determinants of international student mobility among higher education policies. For this
purpose we review the existing evidence and compile a longitudinal dataset covering inflows
of international students into a number of advanced economies. We then study the effects of
various higher education policies on the inflow of international students using parametric as
well as non-parametric statistical methods. We conclude that among higher education
policies especially the quality of higher education institutions and the availability of programs
taught in the English language can act as an important tool to attract international students,
and thus high-skilled migrants.
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Introduction

There seems to be a broad consensus, at least dalmmgnarket experts, that high-
skilled immigration is desirable for Europe (Kahanand Zimmermann, 2011).
Economic theory indeed suggests that high-skitheghigration generally has positive
effects on the receiving economy. It may well fiédmie the international exchange of
ideas, knowledge, goods and services, and capitalgreater extent than low-skilled
immigration (Chiswick, 2011, p. 1-3). In view ofethcomplementarities between
high-skilled labor and skill-intensive productisyccess in a global market critically
depends on the ability to upgrade the skills ofiéther force—also by attracting high-
skilled workers. Through complementarities betwkigh- and low-skilled labor, the
inflow of high-skilled workers increases the demaodtheir less skilled colleagues,
thereby not only helping to alleviate the widesgreproblem of low-skilled
unemployment but also inequality and welfare staistainability (Kahanec and
Zimmermann, 2008, 2009).

International student mobility is an important chahthrough which high-skilled
immigrants arrive (Suter and Jandl, 2006), ang particularly attractive in view of
the high integration potential of high-skilled séutls (Chiswick and Miller, 2011).
The literature points out a number of higher edooapolicies that may affect
international student mobility, such as tuitiondethe language of instruction or the
guality of the higher education institutions (De¥ta, 2006).

The purpose of this paper is to evaluate this chlaohhigh-skilled immigration and

identify its key determinants among higher educagiolicies. We begin by reviewing
the literature on economic effects of high-skili@dmigration. Subsequent sections
examine the existing evidence on international esttidnobility as an important

channel of high-skilled immigration and discusshiegigeducation policies as a tool to
attract international students. Subsequently, usinmique longitudinal dataset and
parametric as well as non-parametric econometrithoas, we tentatively measure
the independent effects of various higher educapoficies on the degree of
internationalization of a country’s higher educationeasured by the share of
international students in its student body. We tae by reviewing the scope for
such policies to attract high-skilled immigrants.

The effects of high-skilled migration on host ecormies

The impact of immigration on host labor markets efgfs on the degree of
substitutability or complementarity of the migraahd native labor force. This

gualitative nature of the interaction between fgmeand domestic workers is also
fundamental in economic models that conceptualtbede relationships (Chiswick,
1980, 1998; Chiswick et al., 1992). To elucidate #ffects of immigration, it is of

key importance to distinguish high- and low-skillador markets in such models. We
illustrate these points and establish benchmarérétieal predictions using a simple
theoretical setting in Figure 1.

[Figure 1 about here]



We consider the impact of the immigration of higddited workers on an economy
with two types of indigenous labor: high- and lokiled.! For simplicity we assume
that high-skilled immigrant labor is perfectly stihgable with high-skilled native
labor. Then we can represent such immigration akifa in the supply curve from
H°to H' (Figure 1a), which moves the equilibrium froaf to A' and the wage
down from w to w;. The complementarity of high- and low-skilled lakihen

implies that the increase of high-skilled employm@rom H°to H') leads to an
outward shift in the demand for low-skilled labfigm D’to D} (Figure 1b). Two
outcomes may result in the low-skilled market. Urtthe assumption of a competitive
market, wages rise fronf to w'at the full employment level®.

If, on the other hand, a wage floor is set for lskiled workers atw, , as is the case
for a number of European countries, a lower le¥alremployment resultsL{ - L,

instead of L°-L)). As employment goes up from, to L, complementarity

between low- and high-skilled labor feeds back thi@ market for high-skilled labor
and results in an upward shift in the demand fah#skilled workers. This to a
certain extent offsets the original decline in hgiled wage, as this increases from

w, to Wf,.2 By a similar argument one can show that low-s#lilienmigration

decreases low-skilled wages (under competitive giajkor increases low-skilled
unemployment (under a wage floor), and that itéases high-skilled wade.

This straightforward analysis has a clear messskjled immigration benefits the
low-skilled native labor force and may, but does meed to, hurt high-skilled native
workers. Indeed, Kahanec and Zimmermann (2008, 2888w that high-skilled
immigration tends to decrease earnings inequalithé host economy. In addition to
these redistributive effects, high-skilled migratimmay have a number of positive
effects. Migrants are often more mobile than natigad thus improve the allocation
of production factors and—most notably—human capmathe host economy.
Furthermore, immigrants arrive with social capitahich may serve as a vehicle for
cross-border exchange of new ideas and knowleddealwo facilitate international
trade or foreign investment (Bonin et al., 20083. éresult, immigration can expand
the production possibilities in the host countrd éimus increase demand for labor.

There are some arguments why and how immigratioghimhurt native workers
through the fiscal system, with some arguing tmamigrants put pressure on the
welfare system. However, recent evidence indic#it@s immigrants in fact face
significant barriers when accessing welfare and thair disproportional welfare
take-up, if it occurs, is due to their adverse ahtaristics, which rather result from
ill-designed immigration policies in Europe (Gidtieet al., 2011; Zimmermann et al,
2011). Furthermore, imperfect adjustment due tguage problems, institutional and

! Note that whether an immigrant can be considergl-tor low-skilled depends not only on how we
define high- and low-skilled native labor but atso the transferability of their skills acquired side
the host country and the speed of adjustment tekitlerequirements of the host labor market. See a
Kahanec and Zimmermann (2009).

2 The degree of complementarity determines whetieresulting wage is higher or lower thwﬁ. In

Figure 1 we show the case Whelxﬁ < Wr?
% See Kahanec, Zaiceva and Zimmermann (2010) fanatysis of low-skilled immigration.
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legal barriers, migration trauma or discriminatioray lead to substandard labor
market outcomes, higher welfare dependency, low&r dontributions and other
adverse effects (Borjas, 1999; Briicker et al., 2002

International student mobility and high-skilled migration

As shown in the previous section, the compositibmmonigrant inflows is of key
importance for the socio-economic outcomes in aivaty country. One such
inflow—international student mobility—is an imponta channel of high-skilled
immigration. In 2005 27% of foreign higher educatistudents from a European
Union member state were employed in the UK six menafter graduating. In
Norway 18% of students from outside the EuropeasnBmic Area (EEA) studying
between 1991 and 2005 stayed in the country, theesmonding number for EEA
students was 8% (Suter and Jandl, 2006). In thenU®99 a quarter of temporary
migrants under the H1-B visa program had been pusly enrolled at a US
university (Cervantes and Guellec, 2002). Almodf bé the immigrants entering
Australia through high-skilled immigration provisi® had completed their degree
there (OECD, 2006, 2011). Clearly, as also poirtetl by Ritzen and Marconi
(2010), student mobility represents one of the irtgpd sources of high-skilled
migration.

According to OECD (2011), more than half of thedstuts (53.9%) studying abroad
are found in six countries: the US (18%), the UKO8), Australia (7%), Germany
(7%), France (6.8%) and Canada (5.2%). Other cimsnmivhich have begun to attract
foreign students in greater numbers include: Carfad®0), the Russian Federation
(3.7%), Japan (3.6%) and Spain (2.3%)hese numbers, however, fail to reflect the
size of overall student body of a host country tbah serve as a proxy for the
capacity to absorb international students. A cqustrould not be viewed as being
unattractive to international students if it hassmaller absolute number of
international students but international studeatmfa large part of its overall student
body. For example Switzerland attracts only 1.3%\adrall students studying abroad
while international students form almost 15% of thié students studying in this
country. In this paper we therefore use proportdrinternational students to the
whole student body as the measure of inward studesthility. There are five
countries where the international students formartbean 10% of the student body:
Australia (21.5%), the UK (15.3%), Austria (15.1%)witzerland (14.9%) and New
Zealand (14.6%) (OECD, 2011).

Higher education policy as a factor of internationastudent mobility

A number of competing theories hypothesize varidastors conditioning the

migration decision as an economically driven pheaoom (Harris and Todaro, 1970;
Massey et al., 1994). Although student’s migrateatisions probably also involve
economic incentives, the institutional context luéit decision to migrate is different
than that of labor migrants. Besides specific gwis for the immigration of foreign

* These numbers reflect all foreign students analiatslude those who originally came to the host
country for different reasons than studying.



students, higher education policy may be an imporfactor determining their
inflows.

The literature on higher education finds sever#fiedint factors that influence the
inflow of foreign students. Using a cross-sectidnsource countries of students
studying in the US, Rosenzweig (2006) proposes shatents migrate because the
return to their skills at home is relatively lowdanot in order to acquire skills they
cannot acquire in their country of origin. In fée finds that higher enrolment rates in
source countries lead to higher rates of studetibhogration. DeVoretz (2006) finds
a negative effect of tuition fees for foreign stotdein Canada. Naidoo (2007) reports
similar findings for the UK. Lowel and Khadka (2Q1show that although the more
stringent visa policies implemented in the US asoasequence of 9/11 somewhat
deterred student immigration, the recession of 28@bably had a greater negative
impact. They also confirm the negative role of¢hst of education.

OECD (2011) finds the language of instruction apantant factor and notes that the
most attractive countries use one of the more gpdaeguages, such as English,
French, German, Spanish or Russian. However, Engisnore and more viewed as
lingua franca in higher education and research,a@dof the reasons students study
abroad is to enhance their proficiency (AltbaclQ20heng, 2010). This importance
is underscored by the fact that large share of lmdbudents (42%) head to English-
speaking countries (Australia, Canada, New Zeal#mel, UK and the US) (OECD,
2011).

The quality of education can also affect inwarddetit mobility and is usually based
on two indicators from the position of the stude(@surke, 1997; OECD, 2011).
First is the reputation of the higher educatiortiinson and second is recognition of
the degree in the home country or internationabiaiarket (Bourke 1997; Park,
2009). One of the ways reputation is built up ie fosition of higher education
institutions in the international ranking. Degreeagnition is formally governed by
national legislation. However, in the labor markets also related to the reputation
and standing of the degree-awarding higher edutatstitution.

Other factors which are also important for student¢tude multiculturalism, safety,
weather and the friendliness of those who liveha tountry (Bourke, 1997; Park,
2009). For example, Korean students who value tfaeders more highly and are less
interested in the quality of education tend to deoAustralia over the UK or the US
(Park, 2009).

Measuring the determinants of student mobility

Based on the literature reviewed we identify deteamts influencing incoming
student mobility, which we measure using a purpuosele dataset compiled from
three sources: the ARWU, the Migrant Integratiodidyolndex (MIPEX) and the
OECD?® We define incoming mobility of higher educationangiven country—our
dependent variable—by the percentage of internaltistudents to national student
body. The independent variables measuring highacatbn policies are: tuition fees

® The MIPEX index measures the openness of a cotmirgmigrant integration (MIPEX, 2011).
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(and how they compare to domestic students); theeshf universities in the ARWU
top 100 and 500 and the extent English is the language of insibac Immigration
policies are controlled for by country’s rank iretMIPEX ranking. We collect this
information for 34 countries. Whilst the dependemtiable is from the 2005/2006 and

2008/2009 academic yearsait takes tinme until institutional
changes in higher education or mgration policies in host
countries can affect potential international students, the

independent variables with exception of the feedagged by one year.

We summarize our data for the 2008/2009 acadenaicigelable 1. As these data do
not permit simple interpretations we consider senptonometric methods to grasp
the relationships between inflows of internatios&ldents and higher education
policies. Acknowledging the obvious limitations ofir data such as small sample
size, we consider a nonparametric locally weiglseakter-plot smoothing technique
(LOWESS) as well as simple ordinary least squasSj and fixed effects (FE)
econometric model%.

[Table 1 about here]

Some distinct patterns are revealed by the LOWHSS m; Figure 2. In panel (a),
even excluding the outlying United States, mobiltyncreasing—>but at a decreasing
rate—in the share of higher education institutionthe ARWU top 500. We also see
in panel (b) that countries whose programs all hBwglish as the language of
instruction attract relatively more internationtddents. It also seems from panel (c)
that countries where fees for international stusiemé higher than those applying to
domestic students have more international studéinggppears in panel (d) that we
cannot identify any distinct relationship betweeaghler education mobility and the
MIPEX ranking.

[Figure 2 about here]

Using the OLS and fixed effects models, we tenédyivevaluate these relationships
with regard to their mutual interactions and otbenfounding factors.We present
OLS models with only linear and quadratic shareumiversities in the ARWU top
500 (column 1), with variables measuring Englisstrinction and fees as well (3), as
well as the respective models without the outlyiitg, (2) and (4). In all OLS models
we control for the year and provide robust standamars, corrected for country
clustering. We then present the corresponding feféelct models controlling for any
time-invariant country-specific factors (5-8).

[Table 2 about here]

® Note that this variable measures country’s sharerg world’s elite higher education institutions,
which should not be confused with the overall gyaif its higher education.

" This accounts for the assumption that studentssklny abroad in for example academic year
2008/2009 were applying for the studies in 2008 lagnce making their decision based on the
situation at that time. In the case of fees thgasiibn is different, because universities publighfees
about a year before the academic year startsirtigertant to acknowledge here as well that our
(lagged) independent variables are relevant méamlyhe first year students who form only part lodé t
overall mobile student body.

8 In the OLS models we pool data for 2006 and 2@@8ounting for clustering by countries, whereas
in the fixed effects models we treat data as alpaEfreountries and two years, 2006 and 2009.

® We excluded MIPEX index from these regressionstdube small number of observations.
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The results from this analysis indicate that théepas presented in Figure 2 are
robust. All models consistently indicate that thare of universities in the ARWU
top 500 as a measure of the quality (and repufatibhigher education has a positive
effect on the internationalization of higher edimatand that this effect is hump-
shaped® Similarly, it seems that having “no or nearly not “all” programs in
English is better than having “some” or “many” prags in English.

That having “no or nearly no” programs in Englishstsimilar effect as having all
programs in English is driven by Austria, which laagery high share of international
students in spite of just a few programs in Engligat Austria is a special case—
according to OECD (2011) more than half of the nma¢ional students are from
Germany (7450 of 14 260). This might be explaingdhe close proximity and the
fact that students in many of the German fedeedesthave to pay university tuition
fees—unlike Austria. Furthermore, a systemnaimerus claususperates in some
German programs, limiting the number of studentse wiay study.

It would also appear that countries applying nefaed perhaps even more so those
charging international students fees higher thasdhapplying to domestic students
enjoy higher inflows of international students tl@untries applying similar fees for
international and domestic students. Fees are tmts necessarily negatively
correlated with incoming mobility in the raw dabat in fact this stays true also if we
control for various potentially confounding factonscluding time invariant country
fixed effects. Although this needs further scrutinye think that rather than
contradicting the findings of DeVoretz (2006) orith@ (2007), this finding may be
due to reverse causality—places at the higher ¢dunciastitutions in these countries
are in greater demand and so charge more. In addiiven the limitations of our
data, we cannot exclude the possibility that if tluality of education is comparable
then the cost of study may determine the choiceoaftry to study (OECD, 2011).

In any case, we view this analysis as tentative farttier investigation using larger
panel data is necessary.

Policy implications

Given these results, an important question is vérethe student flows are largely
exogenous, or whether there are possibilities tvelg redirect these flows using

higher education policy instruments. Chen and Ba(2€00) argue that the flows of

students are relatively stable and there is omiytéid number of countries which are
able to attract international students. They cfgsiuntries into three categories: the
core where most of the students go, such as Cakaalace, Germany, the UK and
the US, the semi-periphery such as Eastern Euapethe periphery that does not
attract foreign students, such as Latin AmericathAdnican countries.

However, there seem to be substantial changes umtwes’ ability to attract
international students, casting doubts on this @er{Ritzen and Marconi, 2011). For

12 Note however, that the estimated coefficientsrmseveral cases insignificant.

! Another aspect that we do not account for dueata timitations is that fees for international and
domestic students must be the same for studentmgdrom another EU member state. As much as
72% of foreign students in the 21 EU member stiiasare also members of the OECD come from
one of these 21 member states (OECD, 2011).
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example, the US lost 20% share of world’s inteoral students between 1985 and
2009 (from 38% to 18%) (Ritzen and Marconi 2011;GDE2011). Australia and
New Zealand, on the other hand, have in Chen amdeB&s (2000) nomenclature
turned from peripheries into cores since the 198@stralia currently carves out the
third largest share of the foreign students inwloeld and New Zealand increased its
share almost five-fold from 0.4% in 2000 to 1.9% 2609 (OECD, 2011). From
another perspective, while the number of foreigrdshts enrolled around the world
increased by 77% between 2000 and 2009, in the W&s only 49% but in Oceania
it was 183% and in Latin America and the Caribb&@i% (ibid.).

What is the scope of higher education policies ttaet international students? A
common denominator in student choice is that mobiiedents prefer English-
speaking countries. As Altbach (2007) notes Enggigbaking academic systems
dominate and this hegemony is here to stay fofdteseeable future. This, however,
does not mean that non-English speaking countrge® Hittle chance of attracting
international students. The dominant position oflish seems to be best addressed
by countries introducing large numbers of programgnglish, which is the case in
Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands and Sweden (OEXDD}). In Japan, perceived
by OECD (2011) as a rising front-runner in studaebility, the introduction of one-
year programs in English increased the number ofsti8ents between 1980 and
2000 from 1000 to 40 000 (Ninomiya et al., 2009).

Placement in the world rankings, which accordingotw analysis appears to have
strong effects, is probably more difficult to taelkdue to inherent inertia of higher
education quality. As international students fackegree of informational asymmetry
when deciding about where to study (Bourke, 199yernments and higher
education institutions can, besides improving th&acement in the world rankings as
a long-term aim, concentrate on shorter-term d@@wimitigating such asymmetry.
This may involve marketing of their higher educatiand concrete institutions,
transparent quality control and evaluation systanfsymation about recognition of
the diplomas they offéf, and setting up national agencies facilitating and
coordinating these efforts. For example in Polamdiich has low levels of
international students for many years, 40 bestarsities of the country decided to
organize a consortium, which has launched an irdtion campaign (Siwinska,
2009). This campaign helped to increase the nurmab@rcoming students by 30%
(ibid.).

In the longer-run the countries that aim to charigeir position from student
exporters to more attractive host country througlhaeced quality and possibly
enhanced placement in the international rankingsdrne employ more profound
changes. In general they need to enhance the amaderironment to attract good
quality faculty that is necessary for high qualaggucation (de Wit, 2010). The
conditions for good quality faculty should includempetitive salaries, research
infrastructure, career prospects and abolishinggxiifle hierarchies especially for
young researchers as it hinders their indepen@search (Kelo and Wachter, 2004).

12 The governments of the potential host countriesishalso seek to get its higher education
recognized by potential sending countries.



Conclusions

In this paper we argue that high-skilled immigratiz desirable in view of its
economic benefits, and that international studeobilty is an important vehicle of
high-skilled immigration. In view of the benefit$ mflows of international students
we evaluate the scope for higher education policidacilitate such inflows.

The literature identifies a number of importanttéas, such as returns to skills, visa
policies and a number of contextual variables sashmulticulturalism, safety,

weather and the friendliness of people. A numbédriglier education policies are also
identified as important for international studenbbility. These include tuition fees

and costs of study, language of instruction, arel dbality of education and its

reputation.

We consider the independent effects of higher acucgolicies using simple non-
parametric and parametric models and a unique tiahgial dataset compiled for this
purpose.

We find that among these policies it is mainly tjuality of higher education as well
as the availability of programs with English as theguage of instruction that drive
inflows of international students. We argue thattle short run policies should
increase the number of programs with English adahguage of instruction as well
as increasing marketing and the transparency ofsumement and evaluation of the
quality of higher education institutions, wherehe tong-run objective needs to be
increasing the overall quality of higher educatystem.

Further research is necessary in order to diselgamgious determinants of students’
international mobility decision. In particular, @ngitudinal and richer dataset would
be necessary, as well as a fuller account of th&siple endogeneity of higher
education policy.

References

Altbach, P. G. 2007. “The Imperial Tongue: Englet the Dominating Academic
Language” Economic and Political Weekl¢2(36): 3608 — 3611.

Bonin, H., W. Eichhorst, C. Florman, M. O. Hansén, Skidld, J. Stuhler, K.
Tatsiramos, H. Thomasen, K. F. Zimmermann. 200&oataphic Mobility in
the European Union: Optimising its Economic and iSlo@enefits”, IZA
Research Report No. 1Bonn: Institute for the Study of Labor.

Borjas, G. J. 1999. “Immigration and Welfare MagtietJournal of Labor
Economics17(4): 607 — 637.

Bourke, A. 1997. “The Internationalisation of Higlteducation: The Case of Medical
Education”,Higher Education Quarterly51(4): 325 — 346.

Brucker, H., G. S. Epstein, B. McCormick, G. Sdfaul, A. Venturini and K. F.
Zimmermann. 2002. “Managing Migration in the Eurap&Velfare State”, in T.
Boeri, G. Hanson and B. McCormick (edslipmigration Policy and the
Welfare SystenOxford: Oxford University Press, 1 — 168.

Cervantes, M. and D. Guellec, 2002 “Fuite des @aixe Mythes anciens, réalités
nouvelles”,L’observateur OCDE 1230, Paris: Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development.



Chen, T.—M. and Barnett, G. A. 2000. “Researchmearhational Student Flows from
a Macro Perspective: A Network Analysis of 198589%nd 1995” Higher
Education 39(4): 435 — 453.

Chiswick, B. R. 1980.An Analysis of the Economic Progress and Impact of
Immigrants, Employment and Training AdministratidPrepared for the US
Department of Labor, Washington DC: National TechhInformation Service.

Chiswick, B. R. 1998. “The Economic Consequencebrwhigration: Application to
the United States and Japan”, in M. Weiner and dnafini (ed3, Temporary
Workers or Future Citizens? Japanese and US Migratolicies New York:
New York University Press, 177 — 208.

Chiswick, B. R. (ed.) 201High-Skilled Immigration in a Globalized Labor Matk
Washington DC: American Enterprise Institute.

Chiswick, B. R. and P. W. Miller. 2011. “EducatidrMismatch: Are High-Skilled
Immigrants Really Working in High-Skilled Jobs, avthat Price Do They Pay
If They Are Not?”, in B. R. Chiswickigh-Skilled Immigration in a Globalized
Labor Market Washington DC: American Enterprise Institute, $1154.

Chiswick, C. U., B. R. Chiswick and G. Karras. 199Phe Impact of Immigrants on
the Macroeconomy’Carnegie-Rochester Conference Series on Publiccoli
37(1): 279 — 316.

DeVoretz, D. J. 2006The Education, Immigration and Emigration of Canada
Highly Skilled Workers in the 21Century Washington DC: Georgetown’s
Institute for the Study of International Migration.

de Wit, H. 2010. “Recent Trends and Issues in ha@onal Students Mobility”
International Higher Educatiorb9: 13 — 14.

Giulietti, C., M. Guzi, M. Kahanec, K. F. Zimmernran2011. “Unemployment
Benefits and Immigration: Evidence from the EWA Discussion Paper No.
6075 Bonn: Institute for the Study of Labor.

Harris, J. R. and M. P. Todaro. 1970. “Migratiomédthployment and Development:
A Two-Sector Analysis”The American Economic Revieb0d(1): 126 — 142.

Kahanec, M., A. Zaiceva and K. F. Zimmermann. 201@ssons from Migration
after EU Enlargement,” in M. Kahanec and K. F. Ziexmann (eds.EU Labor
Markets after Post-Enlargement MigratioBpringer: Berlin, 3 — 45.

Kahanec, M. and K. F. Zimmermann. 2008. “Migratitime Quality of the Labour
Force and Economic InequalitylZA Discussion Paper No. 356@Bonn
Institute for the Study of Labor.

Kahanec, M. and K. F. Zimmermann. 2009. “InternaioMigration, Ethnicity, and
Economic Inequality”, in W. Salverda, B. Nolan ahdVl. Smeeding (eds.},he
Oxford Handbook of Economic Inequalit9xford: Oxford University Press,
455 — 490.

Kahanec, M. and K. F. Zimmermann. 2011. “High-S&dllimmigration Policy in
Europe”, in B. R. ChiswickHigh-Skilled Immigration in a Globalized Labor
Market, Washington DC: American Enterprise Institute, 263114.

Kelo, M. and B. Wachter, B. 2008rain Drain and Brain Gain: Migration in the
European Union after Enlargemerithe Hague: Nuffic.

Lowell, B. L. and P. Khadka. 2011. “Trends in FgreiStudent Admissions to the
United States: Policy and Competitive Effects” inB8 Chiswick,High-Skilled
Immigration in a Globalized Labor MarketWashington DC: American
Enterprise Institute, 83 — 108.

10



Massey, D. S., J. Arango, G. Hugo, A. Kouaouci,P&llegrino and J. E. Taylor.
1994. “An Evaluation of International Migration Térg: The North American
Case”,Population and Development Revje20(4): 699 — 751.

MIPEX. 2011.Migrant Integration Policy Index 1]l Brussels: British Council and
Migration Policy Group.

Naidoo, V. 2007. “Research on the Flow of Interoiadl Students to UK Universities:
Determinants and Implications”Journal of Research in International
Education 6(3): 287 — 307.

Ninomyia, A., J. Knight and A. Watanabe 2009, “TRast, Present, and Future of
Internationalization in JapanJournal of Studies in International Education
13(2): 117 — 124.

OECD. 2006. International Migration Outlook 20Q6 Paris: Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development.

OECD. 2011Education at a Glance 2011: OECD IndicatpParis: Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development.

Park, E. L. 2009. “Analysis of Korean Students’emmational Mobility by 2-D
Model: Driving Force Factor and Directional Factddigher Education57(6):
741 — 755.

Ritzen, J. M. M. and G. Marconi. 2011. “Internatdimation in European Higher
Education”,International Journal of Innovation Scien@&2): 83 — 100.

Rosenzweig, M. R. 2006. “Global Wage Differencesl dnternational Student
Flows”, Brookings Trade Forunb7 — 86.

Siwinska, B. 2009. “Poland: Problems of Internagiaration”, International Higher
Education55: 11 — 12.

Suter B. and M. Jandl. 200&omparative Study on Policies towards Foreign
Graduates: Study on Admission and Retention Pglidi@wards Foreign
Students in Industrialised Countriégienna: International Centre for Migration
Policy Development

Zheng, J. 2010, “Neoliberal Globalization, Higherdugation Policies and
International Student Flows: An Exploratory Casad$tof Chinese Graduate
Student Flows to CanadaJournal of Alternative Perspectives in the Social
Sciences2(1): 216 — 244.

Zimmermann, K. F., M. Kahanec, A. Barrett A. etZ011. $udy on Active Inclusion
of Immigrants IZA Research Report, forthcoming.

11



Figures and Tables

Figure 1. The effect of high-skilled immigration bigh- and low- skilled labor
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Figure 2. International student mobility
(a) (b)
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Notes: Locally weighted scatter-plot smoothed (LOS®} plots. (a-d) shareHx —

share of international students to national stutediy in %; (a) arwutop500perc - the
share of higher education institutions in the ARWép 500; (b) englishrank — English

as language of instruction: all or nearly all (d)any programs (3), some programs
(2), no or nearly no programs (1); (c) feeindrankigher (3) or same (2) fees for

international as for domestic students, no feesafor students (1); mipex — MIPEX

index, rank out of 28 assessed countries in 2007.
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Table 1: The inward student mobility and its det@ants

English as
the MIPEX
OECD Number of students in the academic Fees in the academic year 2008/2009 in equivalenSD Country’s performance in the ARWU world language of | rankin
countries ear 2008/2009 converted using purchasing power parity (PPP) ranking in 2007 instruction® 2007
Fees for
Internatio Foreign international % of the % of the
nal students to Foreign Fees for students at top 100 top 500
students to | all foreign students domestic public Government universities universities
national students in | to national | students at | institutions dependent Independent originating originating
student the world student public (relative to private private Rank from this Rank from this
body in % in % body in % | institutions domestic) institutions institutions (top 100) country (top 500) country
Australia 21.5 7 24.4 4140 Higher NA 8933 9 2 8 3.8 All No data
UK 15.3 9.9 20.7 NA Higher 4840 No data 2 10.9 2 8.2 All 7
Austria 15.1 16 19.4 853 Higher 853 23510 11735 No 0 15 14 No 25
placement
Switzerland 14.9 13 21.2 879 Higher No data 7262 8 3 13 1.6 Some 1
New Zealand 14.6 1.9 26.5 3019 Higher 4159 No data No 0 19 1 All No data
placement
Belgium 9.2 1.3 12.6 Flanders: Higher Flanders: 545 to No data No 0 15 14 Flanders: 9
No data; 618; Wallonia: placement Some.
Wallonia: 683 Wallonia:
599 No
Ireland 7.1 7.1 from 2 800 Higher NA No data No 0 26 0.6 All 14
to 10 000 placement
Canada 6.5 5.2 13.2 3774 Higher No data No data 5 4 6 4.3 All 3
Sweden 6.4 11 9.4 No tuition No fees No tuition fees No data 5 4 11 2.2 Many 1
fees
Denmark 5.4 No data 9.6 No tuition Higher No data NA 11 1 23 0.8 Many 16
fees
Iceland 4.6 No data 55 No tuition No fees 2311 to 6831 8433 to No 0 No 0 Some No data
fees 12650 placement placement
Netherlands 3.8 1.2 7.2 1851 Higher NA No data 9 2 10 2.4 Many 3
Finland 3.7 No data 4.2 No tuition No fees No tuition fees NA 11 1 19 1 Many 5
fees
Hungary 3.7 No data 4.3 No data No data No data No data Ng 0 27 0.4 Some 17
placement
United States 35 18 No data 6312 Higher NA 22852 1 53.5 325 All o dhta
Japan 3.1 3.6 3.4 4602 Same NA 7247 3 5.9 4 6.5 Some No data
Spain 2.7 23 4.7 1038 Same NA No data No 0 12 18 No 10
placement
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Slovak 2.7 No data 2.8 Maximum Higher NA No data No No 0 Some 26
Republic 2707 placement placement
Portugal 2.4 No data 4.8 1233 No data 4991 No data No 27 0.4 Some 2
placement
Norway 2.3 No data 8.0 No tuition No fees Data value nil 5641 11 1 23 0.8 Some 6
fees
Slovenia 1.8 No data 1.7 No data Higher No data No datg No 35 0.2 No data 13
placement
Estonia 1.6 No data 3.7 NA Higher No data No data No No 0 No data 18
placement placement
Poland 0.8 No data 0.8 data valug Higher NA from 1889 to No 27 0.4 Some 18
nil 2537 placement
Chile 0.3 No data 0.9 No data No data No data No data Ng 27 0.4 No No data
placement
Czech No data No data 7.3 No tuition Higher NA No data No 35 0.2 Some 22
Republic fees placement
France No data 6.8 11.5 190 to 1304 Same 1127 to 8339 1128t0 8339 5 5 45 Some 12
Germany No data 7 105 No data Same No data No datg 3 5.9 3 8 Some 11
Greece No data No data No data No data No data No data No data N 27 0.4 No 23
placement
Israel No data No data No data NA No data No data No datg 11 1 15 14 No No data
Italy No data 1.8 3.3 1281 Same NA 4713 No 7 3.9 No 8
placement
Korea No data 1.4 1.6 5315 Same NA 9586 No 13 1.6 Some No data
placement
Luxembourg No data No data No data No data No data No data No data N No 0 No 14
placement placement
Mexico No data No data No data No tuition Same NA 5365 No 35 0.2 No No data
fees placement
Turkey No data No data 0.7 No data Higher NA No data No 35 0.2 Some No datg
placement

Sources’OECD (2011)?www.arwu.org/ARWUAnNalysis2007.jspwww.mipex.eu/countries.

Notes: International students are based on the O0D1) methodology students who go abroad foryspusipose. Foreign students are based
on the OECD (2011) methodology “All students witffedent citizenship than the one of the host coginfThese students could originally
come to the host country for different reason thtaialying. The use of English as language of instvnags expressed in the following categories
in the table: All or nearly all (All), Many progra(Many), Some programs (Some), no or nearly ngraras (No).
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Table 2. Determinants of international student ritybi

oLs Fixed effects
(1) (2 3 4 O] (6) )] (8
Share in ARWU top 500 1.254* 2.845 0.832 1.661 1.091* 33B** 1.011* 2.834*
(0.694) (1.806) (0.530) (2.541) (0.471) (1.156) (0.609) .50B)
Share in ARWU top 500, squared -0.0388* -0.254  -0.6817 -0.131  -0.0299**  -0.139  -0.0331**  -0.200
(0.020) (0.234) (0.015) (0.281) (0.014) (0.144) (0.017) .17®)
No programs in English 6.277**  6.601** 7.373 8.659*
(2.343) (2.725) (4.860) (4.529)
Some programs in English 1.204 1.746 1.687 2.893
(1.670) (2.465) (3.093) (2.999)
All programs in English 6.209* 6.430 5.791 5.657*
(3.265) (3.773) (3.526) (3.278)
No fees 6.866** 7.426* 8.660* 11.12%
(2.925) (3.701) (4.719) (4.500)
Higher fees 8.732%*  9.091** 9.065*  11.70%*
(2.574) (3.015) (4.659) (4.456)
Year 2006 -0.080 -0.149 -0.209 -0.328  -0.705** -0.728** -0.585 -0.579
(0.421) (0.420) (0.639) (0.640) 0.26 0.269 0.388 0.41
Constant 4.578%*  3.443* -4.009 -5.460 4.651%* 3558  5:349 -10.29*
(1.247) (1.325) (3.324) (6.091) (1.315) (1.471) (5.694) .848)
Observations 45 43 34 32 45 43 34 32
R-squared 0.161 0.191 0.613 0.609 0.125 0.17 0.583 0.574

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses; @1, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Reference: "Many programs in English"; "Same fe¥&ar 2009.
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