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WORLD MIGRATION
REPORT 2018

52% of international migrants are male, 48% are female

Most international migrants (72%) are of working age (20-64) years

244 million international migrants . 3.6% .
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The top ten movements

From Eastern Europe and
Central Asia—Developing ...

... to Eastern Europe and
Central Asia—Developing

From Latin America—
Developing ..

... to Western Europe

From Middle East and
North Africa ...

... to Middle East and '

Morth Africa

From Eastern Europe and
Central Asia—Developing ...

.. to Western Europe

From Middle East and
North Africa ...

... to Western Europe -

From India ...

¥
|

... o Gulf Cooperation
Council countries

From South Asia
(excluding India) ...

... o Gulf Cooperation
Council countries

From Eastern Europe and
Central Asia—Developed ..

... to Western Europe

1 Includes both interregional and intraregional movement.
NOTE: Numbers may not sum due to rounding.

SOURCE: UNDESA; World Bank; McKinsey Global Institute analysis

McKinsey 2016




India is the top origin country, and the United States is the top destination
The top 10 migrant origins and destinations

Total migrant population

Top 10 migrant origins 100% = 247 million

India - 16
Mexico - 12
Russia - 11

China 10

Top 10 migrant destinations
| United States
| Germany

—“’ 519 N . Russia

Saudi Arabia
| United Kingdom
i United Arab Emirates
cher | Canada
Pakistan .6 S 499, dD.;ZSE France
nations

Philippines . 5 Australia
Afghanistan .5 | Spain

McKinsey 2016
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Top destinations of international migrants in MENA, 2015

= Saudi Arabia (10,185,945)

= United Arab Emirates (8,095,126)
m Jordan (3,112,026)

= Kuwait (2,866,136)

= Lebanon (1,997,776)

= Oman (1,844,978)

m Qatar (1,687,640)

= Syrian Arab Republic (875,189)
m Libya (771,146)

m Bahrain (704,137)

m Other (2,341,421)

The Middle East is one of the main destination regions globally of migrant workers.® The countries of the Gulf
Cooperation Council (GCC)’ alone hosted over 25 million international migrants in 2015, a substantial increase on
the 20.5 million they hosted in 20102, Migrants in the GCC countries accounted for over 10 per cent of all
migrants globally® (and nearly 12 per cent of the global population of migrant workers*°). The numbers are not
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Measuring Global Migration Potential,
2010-2015"

Figure 5: Top 20 countries with the highest number of adults planning and preparing to migrate (in millions)
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Figure 6: Top 20 origin countries with the highest percentage of adults planning and preparing to migrate (in % of the
adult population)

91 89
86 84 83 82 81 81 77 7.7

71 71 68 62 6.2

M Plans M Preparations




Mexico— United States

India-» United Arab Emirates

Russia=» Ukraine

U 2180 49358 UaS ) jy SyjSo—oaio SULI 49395 piaine e
(]‘ o9 lg> IS:JL.J) Po I Jw o glgz jo Gllall Bangladesh-> India

Kazakhstan— Russia

Top Migration Corridors, 2013 o

stock of migrants, millions

Mexico-United States’

Russian Federation-Ukraine®

Bangladesh-India’ 32 - China=> China, Hong Kong SAR 5 2

Ukraine-Russian Federation” 29 - State of Palestine> Jordan 2

Kazakhstan-Russian Federation® 25 -

China-United States® 24 - China— United States 2

Russian Federation-Kazakhstan® 2.4 - India=> Pakistan 2

Afghanistan-Pakistan® 23 - :

Afghanistan-Iran, Islamic Republic of* 23R Myanmar-> Thailand 2

China-Hong Kong SAR, China’ 23[R ndiass United States 2 2015
India-United Arab Emirates m 2000
West Bank and Gaza-Jordan Poland-> Germany :

India-United States ; é 1‘2

India-Saudi Arabia Number of migrants (millions)

Philippines-United States , , . . . .
United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population

“World Bank Group. 2016. Migration and Remittances Factbook 2016, Third Edition. Washington, DC: World Division (2016).

Bank. https:/fopenknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/23743.” International Migration Report 2015: Highlights (ST/ESA/SER.A/375).
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Top 20 inventor migration corridors, 2000-2010

Largest inventor migration corridors,
limited to non-OECD sending countries
Origin Destination Counts Origin Destination Counts
China United States 44452 China United States 44452
India United States 35621 India United States 35621
Canada United States 18734 Russia United States 4339

UK United States 14893 China Japan
Germany United States 10297 ¢ Singapore
Germany Switzerland 8198 United States
R. of Korea United States 7267 United States
France United States 6543 orRal United States
Japan United States 5045 Russia Germany
Russia United States 4339 Mexico United States
Australia United States 3241 Brazil United States
Israel United States 2966 Malaysia Singapore
France Switzerland 2747 Ukraine United States
Netherlands United States 2698 China UK

Austria Germany 2672 China Germany
France Germany 2607 India Singapore
China Japan 2510 Argentina United States
Italy United States 2501 Singapore United States
Germany Netherlands 2285 Malaysia United States
Netherlands German 2138 South Africa United States

Source: WIPO, 2013

Largest inventor migration corridors




Top 10 South-North Migration Corridors,
(inventor migration corridors) 2001-2010

2 ':""::-f_fj';..-_-;aussm
“ romania
=B unitep, S GRAMES " TURKEY
f STAT b . i ‘D CHINA g%
[ R m IRAN

TMEXICO woiA

Legend: Top 10 i @ SINGAPORE
South-North W, s 4

migration cormidors,
2001-2010

ran----------- United States: 1438
Iran ----------- Germany: 204




The Initiation of International Migration

Why does international migration begin?

Theoretical Approach

Neoclassical (macro)

Neoclassical economics (micro)

New Economics

Dual Labor Market

World systems theory

Level of Analysis

Country

Individual

Household

Structural (Internal)

Structural (International)

Assumptions

Migration as a result of labor market
gaps between countries

Individual rational actors decide to
migrate because a cost-benefit
calculation.

Individual migrants are influenced by
household as a collective actor in
economic survival

Structural demands of developed
countries

Market and cultural penetration from
the core to peripherals



Wallerstein's World Systems Theory
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Native-Immigrant Gaps

Employment rate gap of foreign- and native-born populations aged 15 to 64 (2009-10)
O Highly educated
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Native-Immigrant Gaps

Employment rate gap of foreign- and native-born populations aged 15 to 64 (2009-10)
¢ Low educated




Emphasizes on the role of human capital and individual socio-demographic characteristics;

(e.g. Chiswick, 1978; Poston, 1994; Borjas, 1985, 1994; Friedberg, 2000; Reitz, 2001; Le Grand et al., 2002; Adsera and
Chiswick, 2007; Constant and Zimmermann, 2008; Kahanec and Zaiceva, 2009; Zaiceva and Zimmermann, 2011; Dustmann
and Frattini, 2012; Islam and Parasnis, 2014)

<{>Low explanatory power of human capital characteristics
-individual characteristics only explain a part of immigrant —native differentials (Aydemir 2012);

-(After controlling for individual characteristics) The remaining gap is explained by other structural
determinants characterizing the receiving context (Cangiano 2012);
Regarding role of the macro factors & institutional structure of host countries;

(e.g. Buchel and Frick, 2005; Wanner and Dronkers, 2005; Reitz, 2007; Kogan, 2007; Wanner 2011; Bisin et al., 2011;
Cangiano, 2012, Jusko et al., 2013; Ramos et al., 2013; Markaki 2014; Bergh 2014; Guzi et al., 2015)



Varieties of Skill Migration Regimes

Skill Migration Policy:

a regulatory framework governing the admission of HS foreign workers as well as their access to the labor market.

<O (Supply-driven)

v’Admission of Skilled immigrants on the basis of general predefined characteristics like skills, education, work
experience, language proficiency and age.

v'Applicants with points more than a passing threshold level are then allowed to immigrate.

o (Demand-driven)
v Immigrants with specific skills or experienced in specified occupations are recruited directly by the employers.
v'The core aim is to satisfy immediate labor market demands or firms’ actual skills shortages immediately .

v"Authorize employers to define which skills or qualifications are most valuable in the market.

O (Mixed)

v'Emerged as combination of point-based and employer-based systems to establish an intermediate model which is more
efficient.



Skill Migration Policies Effects on Immigrant-Native Gaps

Migration Regimes & Labour Market outcomes

<{>Skill-based immigration policies might lead to a more skilled/educated or language proficient immigrant
pool (Aydemir, 2012);

<{>Much higher schooling level (without a specific prior job offer) do not necessarily translate into more
favourable outcomes (Chaloff & Lemaitre, 2009; Aydemir, 2012; Cangiano, 2012)

Skill transferability Challenge (deskilling/ skill underutilization)

{The type of degree (general versus specific-vocational)

<> Where earned (in the origin country or destination country)

{>Employers attribute less value to qualifications and experience obtained abroad.
<{>deskilling/ skill underutilization mostly pronounced for highly skilled migrant workers.

<{>So, immigrants’ human capital transferability extensively depend on “the context of reception” ( Portes
and Rumbaut 1996) .



VOC and varieties of skill regimes

Varieties of Capitalism —\VOC (Hall & Soskice 2001):

-Liberal Market Economies (LMEs)

-Coordinated Market Economies (CMEs)

-Mixed (statist) Market Economies (MMEs) (Hancké, Rhodes and Thatcher, 2007)

Different type of institutional complementarities and coordination mechanisms.

Divergent skill regimes are embedded in LMEs and CMEs

in LMEs
v'General skills provided through general education systems & complemented with on-the job training.
v'High level of labor market’s flexibility and skill portability
vskill certification is more objectively recognized by objective institutions
v'"Migrants with general and transferable skills preferred, better respond to flexible corporate strategies
v'higher skill transferability rate for migrants

in CMEs

v'Highly specialized skills provided through vocational training systems combine workplace-based training in the firms with theoretical education in
vocational schools.

v" Low level of labor market’s flexibility and skill portability

vfirm-based (specific) skills recognized within the context of the firm or collection of firms in host country
v'CME employers are more interested in migrants with specific skills.

v'Higher risk of devaluation or underutilization for immigrants



How the immigrant-native labour market gaps associated with institutional
settings (migration regimes and skill regimes) in receiving countries ?

Skill Regimes

LMEs
CMEs
MMEs

Migration Regimes

Hybrid regimes
Employment-based

regimes

Unemployment risk

(H1) unemployment propensity of highly-
educated immigrants might be higher in countries
with more specific skill regimes (the smaller
educated immigrant-native unemployment gap in

LMEs than CMEs & MMEs).

(H3) it is expected that in hybrid migration

regimes (as compared to countries with
employment-based regimes) the unemployment
gap between highly educated natives and

immigrants will be smaller.

Occupational Status

(H2) in general skill regimes (LMEs), the
immigrant-native occupational status gap
might be smaller than countries with
more specific skill regimes (CMEs &

MMESs).

(H4) Hybrid migration regimes might
allow highly educated immigrants to
enjoy a higher occupational status

(smaller immigrant-native occupational

status gap).



Dep. & InDep. Variables

Outcome variables Independent variables Independent variables
Micro (individual) level Macro (institutional) level
» Therisk of being Country of Birth: (Native, F-born VOC regimes dummies(LMEs, CMEs, MMES)

unemployed Immigrant) VOC variables ( union density, collective
Gender (Male & Female) bargaining, EPL, skill specificity, demand for
Age (15-25, 26-45, 46-64) low and medium skilled workers)

> Occupational Level of Education (High, Medium, Low) Skill Migration Regime (Hybrid, Employment

Status

YSM —years since migration (YSM=<10, based + Immigrant Selectivity)
YSM>10) Economic Situation (GDP change %)

Highly skilled can be defined from 3 perspective

=Education/qualification-based (one with a university degree (ISCED 5/6) (ISCED/ UNESCO 1997)
=Occupation-based (managers, professionals and associate professionals (ISCO-88),
=*Wage-based (wage threshold level for “highly skilled”, Lemaitre et al., 2009).

{For the purposes of this research work, “highly skilled” from an educational perspective is considered.



v'19 selected main migrant receiving OECD countries (2000-2010) including three VOC country-groups

' Liberal Market Economies | Mixed Market Economies | Coordinated Market
(M=) (MMES) Economies

AUS, CAN, IRE, GBR, USA ESP, FRA, ITA, GRE, POR  AUT, BEL, CHE, DEU, DNK,

FIN, NOR, NLD, SWE,

v OECD statistics (2000-2013) + Database on Immigrants in OECD countries (DIOC) (2000-2011) + DIOC Ad Hoc module (2008)
v'European Union Labour Force Survey (EULFS : 2000-2010 ) + Labour Force Survey Ad Hoc Module Eurostat Dataset ( 2008 )

v'Public-Use Microdata Samples(PUMS) for the United States a series of individual-level representative samples of the American
Community Surveys over 2000-2010 (Ruggles et al., 2015).

v'Canadian Public Use Microdata Files (PUMF) (Statistics Canada 2006, 2010, 2014)

v'Cross National Data Center in Luxembourg (LIS): Australia labor surveys(2001, 3,5,8,10) and Canadian labour surveys (2000, 04,
07, 10)

To define and recognition of ethnic groups:
v*“immigration-based” and “citizenship-based” approach (Buchel 2005).

v'Due to some considerations for comparability of country cases, in this study, the immigration-based approach (individual’s place
of birth) is followed .



Two-step multilevel regression analysis
The multi-level modeling (Snijders & Bosker, 1999; Hox, 2010)

two-step estimation strategy (Lewis 2000; Achen 2005; Jusko and shively 2005; Bryan and Jenkins 2013)

consists of one regression at the individual level and another regression at the country level.

Individual level (1):

Yic = Boj * Bic Xic + € with /=1, ..., Nc, (regression with large # individual obs)

Country level (2):

Bic siope) = Y10 + Y1aW,t Uy (regression with small # country obs) c=1, ..., C.

QY. , outcome for each person /in country c.

X, contains variables that summarise individual-level characteristics such as age, education or migration status;

< We contains variables summarising country-level features such as socio-economic institutions or labour markets. There are also unobserved.
OBy » By (intercept and slope of individual level); Y, Y, (intercept and slope of country level);

<{e;. and u,, are the error terms corresponding to individual level and country level respectively that are each assumed to be normally
distributed and uncorrelated with Xic and We.



Estimation Model

with/7=1, ..., M¢c;c=1, ..., 19;

B1c as the immigrant-native gap (4) in terms of unemployment propensity and occupational status
enter as dependent variables in OLS estimation of the second stage :

Yic: risk of being unemployed and occupational status for each person (i) in country (c).

X: the vector of observable individual characteristics incorporated in the analysis (age, gender and education level

VoC: dummies for VOC types(LMEs, CMEs and MMEs as the reference category)

Z: the vector of some key explanatory variables identified in the VoC literature (union density, collective bargaining coverage, EPL indicators,
skill specificity, labor market structure);

V: is the vector of migration and contextual variables which includes the employment based system (as the reference category), hybrid
system, high-skilled immigrant selectivity and GDP change;

BOc: the intercept (risk of being unemployed /job status for the natives, aged 26—45 with tertiary education levels) ;

Blc: difference in risk of being unemployed or occupational status between natives and foreign-born immigrants;

Bic: are the slopes for i control individual-level variables X which include age and education levels,

Y10, Y11, Y12 and Y13: are the intercept, the slope for VoC dummies, the slope for VoC explanatory variables and the slope for migration
and contextual variables respectively.

€ ic : is the individual error term in country c.

ulc: is the error term at country level.



Overview of Migration Policies in 19 selected OECD countries (2000-
2010)

- E: There are some exceptions. “1” denotes that system exists. “0” denotes that system

dpesnggiistries Migration Regimes

Points Employ.
Sys. Sys.

Shortage list Quota Labor market
Hybrid (Positive list) system test (LMT)

VOC regimes

AUS 1
CAN 1
GBR 1 (2008)
IRE 0
USA

AUT
BEL
CHE
DEU
DNK
FIN
NOR
NLD
SWE

0(2008)
0

O O O O O o o o o
P P PR P O R RFE L O
O O O P P P O Pk O

FRA 0
GRE 0
ITA 1E
PRT 0 1/E
SPA

1 /
OECD (2001, 2007): Holzmann et al. (2011): CESifo (2011): Chaloff et al. (2009); Papademetriou et al (2008); Salt et:::llT 002): Jon



Migrant Selectivity in LMEs

Share of HS im

Migrant Selectivity in CMEs

Migrant Selectivity in MIMEs

Figure 4.12. Proportion of highly skilled immigrants among whole immigrants

Across OECD countries over 2000-2010 (in percentages)

Data source: DIOC (2000, 2005, 2010)




The Impacts of Labour Market Structure
(Stocks of N & F Labour Force with Skill level )

(US)Native (US)F-born (CAJNative (CA)F-born

« N v T « I e
o [ v I T o
s v ;

(BE)Native (BEJF-born (ND)Native {ND)F-born (UK)Native (UK)F-born (FI|Native [FI)F-born

v R
« .
3 [ o

[AT)Native (AT)F-born (DE)Native (DE)F-born (NO)Native

: u [l qe e

(Mhative (T)f-born (GRENative (GREJF-born (PT)Native (PTJF-born




Immigrant-native Labour Market Gaps (
Unemploviment Propensity
>

*
L J

* @
O (=]
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AUIS CAN GBR IRL USA AUT BFL CHF DFU DNK FIN NOR NLD SWF

FSP FRA GRC ITA PRT

O Mative-born  # Foreign-born

Figure 4.1.3 Unvmployment rates (in percentages) among highly-cducated male immigrants and the native-

born in selected OECD countries

Occupational Status

o #
« ®* 0O O
= >

AUS CAN GBR IEL UsSA AUT BEL CHE DEU DNK FIN NOR NLD SWE ESP FRA GRC ITA PRI

0 Mative-born  # Forelgn-born

Figure 4.1.4 Occupational status (ISEIL) ol highly-cducated male immig ails and the native-born in selected

OECD countries
Data source:

EULFS (2000-2010); IPUMS (US: 2000-2010). STATCAN (CAN: 2001, 06, 11) LIS (AUS: 2001, 03, 05, 10. CAN: 2000,
04, 07, 10)




Highly educated -Male

Risk of Being Unemployed

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Intercept 0.067***  0.066*** 0.213%** 0.319%** 0.376*** Macro-level effects on
(Ref MMES) (0.004)(0.007) (0.039) (0.068) (0.089) the risk of unemployment gap
LMEs -0.040*** -0.072 * -0.062 *
(0.008) (0.032) (0.029)
CMEs 0.019 -0.032 -0.022
(0.010) (0.022) (0.023)

Union density 0.0004* 0.0005* 0.0005

(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)
Collective bargaining 0.0012***  0.0009** 0.0009**
coverage

(0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0002)
EPL- regular contract -0.011 -0.021 -0.022

(0.008) (0.011) (0.011)
EPL- temporary contract 0.014** 0.003 0.002

(0.004) (0.007) (0.007)
EPL- collective dismissals -0.024** -0.026** -0.024**

(0.007) (0.008) (0.007)
Skill Specificity (Yoshare of 0.00002 0.0002 0.0002
VET)

(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)
Demand for semi-Skill Jobs (%ISEI 34- -0.002** -0.002*** -0.003***
55)

(0.0005)  (0.0007)  (0.0009)

Demand for low-Skill Jobs (%ISEI 16-33) -0.002*** -0.002** -0.002**

(0.0005)  (0.0007)  (0.0008)

(Ref. Employment-based system)

Hybrid systems -0.020*
(0.008)
High-Skilled Selectivity (%) -0.0005

(0.0004)

N (individual level) = 5,355,349; Cluster Standard Errors are

GDP change (%) -0.00008 in parentheses. Significance: * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001




occupational status gap (

VEUEGIES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Intercept (Difference from native-b -6.39%** -15.34%x* -16.16 -9.81 -9.82
(0.59) (2.03) (5.40) (4.98) (5.53)
dummies (Ref. MMEs
LMEs 13.48*** 16.05*** 16.54***
(1.26) (2.50) (2.19)
CMEs 11.62%** 15.79%** 14.74%**
(1.15) (1.92) (1.68)
VOC variables
Union densit -0.12%*=* -0.23*** -0.24**=*
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Collective bargaining coverage 0.06* 0.15%** 0.16***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
EPL- regular contract -4, 70+ -3.95%x* -3.37**
(0.82) (0.65) (0.66)
EPL- temporary contract -1.65%** 0.99 0.80
(0.44) (0.52) (0.45)
EPL- collective dismissals -1.54* -1.39** -1.46**
(0.62) (0.47) (0.44)
0.153*** -0.006 0.013
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Demand for semi-Skill Jobs (%ISEI 34-55) -0.04 0.05 -0.03

(0.07) (0.05) (0.06)
Demand for low-Skill Jobs (%ISEI 16-33) -0.27*** -0.06 -0.06

(0.08) (0.05) (0.05)
Migration Regimes .
Hybrid systems -4, 27%**
(1.14)
High-Skilled Selectivity (% 0.09**
(0.03)
Contextual variables
GDP change (% 0.06
(0.15)
R-squared 0.84
Number 163




Institutional factors effects on the highly-skilled native-immigrant gaps (Male &
Female) (summarv)

Unemployment Propensity Occupational Status
Male Female Male Female
. MMEs Ref. G Ref. G Ref. G Ref. G
VOC Regimes LMEs Positive(*) Positive(Not-Sig) Positive(***) Positive(***)
CMEs Positive(Not-Sig) Positive(*) Positive(***) Positive(***)
Union density Negative(Not- Negative(Not- Negative (***) Negative (***)
Industrial Sig) Sig)
Collective bargaining Negative (**) Negative (*) Positive(***) Positive(***)
relations
Regular contract Positive(Not-Sig) Positive(Not-Sig) Negative (***) Negative(Not-
EPL Sig)
Temporary contract Negative(Not- Negative(Not- Positive(Not-Sig) Positive(Not-Sig)
Sig) Sig)
Collective dismissals Positive(**) Positive(Not-Sig) Negative (***) Negative(Not-
Sig)
Share of VET Negative(Not- Negative(Not- Positive(Not-Sig) Negative(Not-
Skill Specificity Sig) Sig) Sig)
Size of semi-skilled Positive(***) Positive(***) Negative(Not- Negative(Not-
Labour Market R Sig) Sig)
Size of unskilled sector  Positive(**) Positive(**) Negative(Not- Negative(Not-
Sig) Sig)
Employment-based Ref. G Ref. G Ref. G Ref. G
Migration system
Ponimec Hybrid System Positive(*) Positive(*) Negative (***) Negative (***)




O as expected, immigrant-native unemployment gaps are lower in liberal market
economies (LMEs) with general skill regimes.

& in LMEs with general skill regimes, immigrants have better prospects of finding
employment and are able to land jobs, on average, of higher occupational status than
those who settled in countries with specific skill regimes (CMEs) and mixed skill systems
(MMES).

& unemployment gaps between highly skilled immigrants and native-born
workers seem to be smaller in countries with hybrid migration regimes.

O . contrary to expectations, no support is found for the claim that immigrant-
native occupational status gaps are closer in host societies applying hybrid migration
regimes.



{The empirical findings show that in all countries studied, highly skilled immigrants (both male and female) significantly lag
behind comparable natives in terms of employment chances and occupational status, (in conformity with the disadvantage
hypothesis).

<{The results obviously indicate significant variation in immigrant-native labour market gaps of highly skilled workers
both within country and cross-nationally.

{The evidence supports the claim that the immigrant-native labour market outcome gap (especially of highly skilled workers)
Is affected by the institutional features of the host countries (in conformity with the institutional specificity hypothesis);

<> The institutional factors (skill regimes & skill migration policies) have significant effects on highly educated native-
immigrant labour market gaps;

{lt seems that there are more promising outcomes for skilled immigrants in LMEs rather than CMEs and Mixed countries;

<{while employment chances of highly skilled immigrants, as one of the main challenges towards points systems, tend to be
enhanced in hybrid migration regimes, the occupational status problems seem to be unsolved yet.



<{>Both conditions of entry (migration policy) & country-specific institutional aspects (like skill regimes)
have impacts on immigrant-native gaps.

{Matching & Fine tuning migration policies with the context of reception

While new developments ( hybrid systems) show some promising signs for improving outcomes of the highly skilled immigrant,
but they offer only partial solutions.

{The importance of integration policies

an area largely overlooked although being crucial for the success of immigrants

{The importance of Holistic Analytical Approach

For the study of immigrant-native gaps



Growing Competition Between OECD Nations:
International Student Enrolments in Select OECD Tertiary Sectors

us
(2006)

India (76,503)
China (62,582)

S Korea (58,847)
Japan (38,712)
Canada (28,202)
Taiwan (27,876)
Mexico (13,931)
Turkey (11,622)
Germany (8,829)
Thailand (8,765)

France:

(2006) — Student Sources

UK
(2006)

China (50,755)
India (19,205)
Greece (17,675)
Ireland (16,790)
US (14,755)
Germany (13,265)
France (12,455)
Malaysia (11,450)
Nigeria (9,605)
HK (9,455)

Australia
(2006)

China (63,543)
India (36,078)
Malaysia (18,074)
HK (16,558)
Indonesia (13,025)
S Korea (12,352)
US (11,901)
Thailand (10,934)
Japan (9,110)
Singapore (8,906)

NETEN
(2006)

China (74,292)

S Korea (15,974)
Taiwan (4,211)
Malaysia (2,156)
Vietnam (2,119)
US (1,790)
Thailand (1,734)
Indonesia (1,553)

Bangladesh (1,456)

Sri Lanka (1,143)

15,963 Chinese students by 2006 (compared to 2,111 in 2000)
Germany: 27,390 Chinese students by 2006 (compared to 6,256 in 2000)

New Zealand
(2005)

China (26,546)
US (2,480)

India (1,886)

S Korea (2,094)
Japan (2,040)
Malaysia (1,329)
Thailand (654)
Fiji (644)

Hong Kong (432)
Taiwan (425)

Source: Prepared by L Hawthorne based on data in a range of tables included in International Student Mobility:
Patterns and Trends, V Lasanowski & L Verbik, The Observatory on Borderless Higher Education, UK, September

2007




The Latest Australian Skilled Migration Data —
Former Students as a Skilled Migration Resource

Engineering: 4/5 of current migrants
Nursing: 1/2 of current migrants
Accounting: 2/3 of current migrants

Information technology: Almost 1/2 of current migrants

Policy fine-tuning:
Greater emphasis on: employer sponsorship, English ability (IELTS 7+),

postgraduate qualifications....

Source. Competing for Skills — Migration Policies and Trends in New Zealand and Australia

L Hawthorne, Government of New Zealand, Wellington, 2011
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2000 : Percent of All International

Students
2.1 million

Other
34%
Belgium
29.’% S_“_‘ United
pain Kingdom
Japan Germany
3% Australia France 9%

49 7%
(]

®
A )

2014 : Percent of All International
Students
4.5 million

‘ United

Kingdom
11%

|
IS

(Ut

Japan
3%

Canada
6%
Australia —/France N Germany
6% ) 7%

Source: Institute of International Education (IIE)/Project
Atlas



International Students in the US

. New International Students .Continuing International Students

1,200,000
1,000,000
International 800,000
students make
up 5.2% of all 600,000
students in U.S. 400,000
higher education
200,000
0
2005/06 2007/08 2009/10 2011/12 2013/14 2015/16
0
1,043,839 7.1%
International Students in growth in international
2015/16 students



TOP TEN PLACES OF ORIGIN OF INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS

®
CANADA JAPAN
3% 2%
&
. SAUDIARABIA (e SUUTSUEDREA
6%
= INDIA : "'TAnuMAN
LN VIETNAM 2%
2%
@&
BRAZIL
2%

600/0 of international students

come from China, India, Saudi Arabia, and South Korea.

Open Doors is conducted by the Institute of International Education ®
opendoors

with the support of the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs
of the U.S. Department of State. Online at: www.iie.org/opendoors



1,043 y 83 9 international students

studied at U.S. colleges and universities in 2015/16.

Open Doors is conducted by the Institute of International Education -

with the support of the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs
U.S. DESTINATIONS OF INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS

of the U.S. Depart nent of State. Online at:www.iie.mg/opendoors
‘ A
Y

= > 60,001

m 30,001-60,000
10,001-30,000
<10,000

]. out of 3 international students

studies in California, New York, or Texas.

Open Doors is conducted by the Institute of International Education

with the support of the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs O P e nd Oo rs®

of the U.S. Department of State. Online at: www.iie.org/opendoors



Contributions to U.S. Economy
by Source, 2008-2014

Number of International Students
s Contribution from Tuition and Fees by International Students to U.S. Economy

em=== Total Contribution from Living Expenses by International Students and their Families

U.S. Support

723,277
671,616 690,923

—

USD Billions
(spuesnouy] )
Juawjjodu] JUspnls |[BUCEUISIU| 'S

0
| 2007/08 2008/09 200910 2010/ 20m12 201213 201314

Scurce: MAFSA report on the Economic Benefits of International Students to the LS. (2014).




Table 5. Net Contribution to U.S. Economy by Foreign Students (2013-14)

- v _ Contribution from tuition and fees to U.S. economy: 519.754.000.000

N Total Contribution g - Contribution from living expenses: 516.2065.000.000
: 3 6 - I I - o 4 | Total contribution by foreign students: §36.019.000.000
n I I o Less US. support of %26,8: -59.669.000.000

4
m " : Plus dependents' living expenses: +35442.000.000
Number of Jobs Created or Suppo’ﬂé'd Net contribution to U.S. Economy by foreign students and $26.792.000.000

: their families:
45 0'3 ]1 J Source: “Economic analysis for acadenic year 2013-2014”, adapted from NAFSA (2015)

$40,000 M wooo £
& a
International students studying at USS. colleges g 2
o) ®
and universities contribute $36.9 billion to 3 BN 800000 &
c =8
= ) < (=] 1]
the U.S. ec and support 450,331 jobs*. o @
L% o
For every seven international students enrolled, * smonon woom 3
8
(=8
by spending occurring in the higher education, S10.000M I g P O 5 A { ) ¢
. . ! B o' AR AP\ AL\ P R S
accommodation, dining, re nsportation, T (a\\l ga\\'l qa\\l @\\1 ;a\\l Qa\\’L ;e\\l ¢ qa\\l qa\fl

telecommunications and health insurance sectors.

Economic Benefi
M Intemational Students
B Jobs Supported




THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS

INTERNATIONAL
STUDENT NUMBERS

M~

19%

International students
(EU and non-EU) make up
a significant proportion of
the UK university student
population. In 2014—-15
they accounted for 19%

of all students registered
at UK universities, some
437,000.

Universities UK

UK EXPORT EARNINGS

£10.8bn

International students

are good for the British
economy. In 201415

they were responsible for
£10.8 billion of UK export
earnings.

OFF-CAMPUS
EXPENDITURE

(':. dil/s
—
—

£5.4bn

Spending by international
students benefits businesses
all over Britain. As well

as what they spend

on university fees and
accommodation, in 2014—15
international students spent
£5.4 billion off-campus on
goods and services.

QCOOLCOCOOOOCOVOCOCOUOLOCOVOOOCOOOLTOTOOVCOOCOLCOO0D

TAX CONTRIBUTION

The economic activity and employment
sustained by international students’
subsistence spending generated £1
billion in tax revenues in 2014-15 —
equivalent to the salaries of 31,700
nurses or 25,000 police officers.

Fopulati o ®
"¢ Manag®

JOBS GENERATED

206,600

Spending by international

students supports jobs all

over Britain. In 2014-15

they supported 206,600

jobs nationally.
SOOI AHHAAIAII IO HIOTOCOOOOH O

OUTPUT GENERATED

£25.8bn

On- and off-campus spending by
international students and their visitors
generated £25.8 billion in gross output
in the UK in 2014-15 — equivalent to a
£13.8 billion contribution to GDP.

SOOCOOCCOCOOOOOCOOOOCOOOOCCOOOVCCOVOUCOOOOV0OLOON00

BOOSTING OTHER SECTORS OF THE ECONOMY

International students are not
E just an economic asset to the
ll— e O

higher education sector: they
also also boost other British
industries. For example, in
2014-15 their off-campus
spending added £750
million to the UK transport
industry and £690 million
to the retail industry.
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Distribution of foreign students by geographic region of origin
Number of foreign students in the last 15years in Turkey @
80,000 R Asia | 31,2
70,000 o 8
60,000 g Middle East  J——— 22.9%
o =t
50,000 " S < South Caucasus I—— 15.8%
40000 ~m—m R w § O @ O w S A—g ' e |
30000 2R 8 8 & % & % a o & Africa —— 12.6%
- - - :
20,000 = I I . Europe/Balkans [— 8.6%
10,000 .
o I I I I I I I I I I Europe/Other il 5.9%
,,96\' :“&m ’ & :19& n’@% q,&% :\96\ :PQ% n‘@"’ ’0»0 :‘9«,\ :'9'\')' :‘9«?’ ’Qn,"* »Q»f) Other sl 2.‘_9% _ |
FFFF IS F T PSS
2 2 A A S e e e e i e i 00% 50% 100% 150% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0%

Figure 1. Number of foreign students in the last 15 years in Turkey. Source: Compiled from YOK Student Statistics

(between 2000 and 2016).

VY

Distribution of top 10 countries sending students to Turkey

Azerbaijan I . 14.7%
Turkmenistan S SSSSSSSSS—————— 12.6%
Syria e | 7.7%
Iran EEE———— 7.3%
Afghanistan —————— 5.1%
Iraq Eeeesss— 4.2%
Greece s 2.5%
Kirghizstan, sssss=a 2.5%
Kazakhistan st 2.5%
Kosovo s |1.7%

0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 80% 100% 12.0% 14.0% 16.0%







|30 jguiS) & yolgo (Selaisl— g bais] Ol Sl

+4+) Cudo i3 (= = =) Lhro ol sl
B (591 Sl 0y 9 2Ub slgiio 48 i Pl 49 bl 0o jaw 0392 (Sl 6lo juw 63353 s pals JlalS @
S 13T 3818 )L juo jgdsS > 6S 65 Sluaxs Caoud (63 Uhols g uylas Bl
31 60 Gladl o UsLS g Jlo cuiS UL oL 4o UL sl gy (559 0382 & 59 53baiBl S &5 UhelS .
|50 jgu6uS bl oglo juw

U ool s 53 (5135 sulo juw (5l & juSl Sy =5 3900 (5ld (5133 6ulo juw bbuwlgs 530 g Lo Gl > @

SIS sl eglo jw s g SIS oRungi 9 G825 g Ui jgol s oud 13y
0253 43 63 Shuaxs g jolo (59 0 CuiiS jU oy pw (Remittance) o cuksS jU hialS Sugy L g iy 3 5 d
G202 9 8025 9 Uil UL SIS bl aglo juw 900 (59325 b 9 S jShuaxs & y3lgo
ol o sl oSt bl sgy 9 b jgol Dlosd CudS JhalS e
6J9Ls g kols J&ol 3l b 53baidl g Gluazs glyplgo uliSjL S o phalS @
U332 Bb 1 Slg2 sl 4o plesl g Jasl OISl 6xug5 (5Lb 9568 hungl PLESI 9 D2 639 (5lgianliw

(0l92l g 332 oy 2 JUio ) ysblo IS (595 9 5w Ol jo

ohuwlgs gl 32go jl 515 058 ol Gaub pal 4
(ICT) Ghluiyl lgislu 3 j oswgs




Remittances
Private debt
& portfolio
equity

o
>
o
4
o
K
Z
<
@
a
-
x
(@)
S

= = =
(o) =) -
=F o (o]

(uoliiq $)




Hi

$ billion Top Remittance Receivers in 2017
654 429
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31.2
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328 305
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Sources: International Monetary Fund; World Bank’s World Development Indicators; staff estimates.
Note: GDP = gross domestic product.
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India

China
Philippines
Mexico
France
Nigeria
Egypt, Arab Republic of
Pakistan
Germany
Bangladesh
Vietnam
Belgium
Spain
Indonesia

Italy
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United States to Mexico
United States to China

Hong Kong SAR, China to China
United Arab Emirates to India
United States to India

Saudi Arabia to India

United States to Philippines
Saudi Arabia to Egypt

United States to Vietnam
United States to Guatemala
United States to Nigeria

Saudi Arabia to Pakistan
United Arab Emirates to Pakistan
Pakistan to India

Kuwait to India
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Yearly Remittance Inflows to Morocco
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Source. U.S. Census, International Data, 2009




30 3905 &) S 3L 092 g

GDP 51 V7, Ly 35 YoV G Yook ledlos oy 9 GDP 51 A7 Joleo Yool Sl o iS5l 0929 <:
g (6 SNl s

(Sl slo Wl Jlus ) g Ji 5 255 (63,1 (518 ol Jho) 51y Sllasil o (51351 4
Juod a¥ole ¢ 5
LSl M sLassl waz )l

Jo JU! gl g0y s JU



LgS JguiuS oy

« Cuban Remittance Policy: From Prohibition to Leveraging

* The first and most prohibitive stage transpired from 1959 to 1979

* An intermediate stage took place between 1980 and 1992 with
partial liberalization;

 The third stage took place after the legalization of the dollar in
1993.

O



LgS 6u 25
Stagel: Prohibition (1959-1979)

» Direct banking and financial transactions between the US and Cuba were non-existent.

» The transformation of Cuba’s monetary system and the subsequent collapse in financial
transactions between the United States and Cuba, (limiting remittances).

* Remittance flows were minimal.

Stage2: Rapprochement (1979 to the early 1990s)
* Remittance activity increased moderately

* Funds were either carried directly by visiting émigres or sent with those who were traveling to
the island.

O



Stage3: Counting Remittances (During the 1990s) LgS oy 2

« The Development of a New Financial Architecture (The legalization of dollar circulation and operatio
domestic economy was the first step in Cuba’s monetary policy reform

a. The Convertible Peso and the Exchange Rate

b. Banking Reforms ( 1.Cubans were permitted to open checking and interest-bearing savings accounts. 2.
creating new State-owned banks and permitting foreign banks to open branches in Cuba. 3. reforms to link its banking and financial
institutions directly to international capital markets 4.

* The Liberalization of the Consumer Market (the creation of spending and investment options at the consumer or
household level.)
a. Consumer Spending. Dollar Stores and Agriculture Markets

b. Investment Options: Formal and Informal Assets (Cuban government authorized self-employment and liberalized the
small-scale transportation and service sectors of the economy, which require comparatively lower start-up costs and levels of
investment.)

» Fiscal Policy: Income and Sales Taxes (progressive taxes ranging from 5% to 50% on personal income )

» The Official Remittance Transfer System (developing Cuba’s external infrastructure by establishing official remittance
channels and strengthening relationships with the Cuban émigré community vis-a-vis migration policy)

Migration Policy (Travel policies for émigres returning to visit their families have eased with the introduction of a multiple entry
permit )
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US Policy: From Prohibition to Controlling (1963-

Prohibition (1963- 1978)

Partial Lifting on the Sending of Remittances ( 1978-1980)

Attempts to Control and Cap Remittance Flows ( In the 1990s)
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