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Abstract

This paper examines the importance of language in international migration from multiple angles
by studying the role of linguistic proximity, widely spoken languages, linguistic enclaves and
language-based immigration policy requirements. To this aim we collect a unique dataset on
immigration flows and stocks in 30 OECD destinations from all world countries over the period
1980-2010, and construct a set of linguistic proximity measures. Migration rates increase with
linguistic proximity and with English at destination. Softer linguistic requirements for
naturalization and larger linguistic communities at destination encourage more migrants to move.
Linguistic proximity matters less when local linguistic network are larger.

Previous literature has shown that both fluency in the language of the destination country
and the ability to learn it quickly play a key role in the transfer of existing human capital to
foreign countries and generally boost immigrant’s success in destination countries’ labor
markets, see Kossoudji (1988), Bleakley and Chin (2004); Chiswick and Miller (2002, 2007,
2010), Dustmann (1994), Dustmann and van Soest (2001 and 2002), and Dustmann and
Fabbri (2003). By exploiting differences on adult English proficiency between immigrants
from non-English speaking source countries who arrive as young children versus the others,
Bleakley and Chin (2004 and 2010) find that linguistic competence is a key variable to
explain immigrant’s disparities in terms of educational attainment, earnings and social
outcomes. Recent studies show that it is easier for a foreigner to acquire a language if her
native language is linguistically closer to the language to be learned (Chiswick and Miller,
2005; Isphording and Otten, 2011). This suggests that the ability to learn and speak a foreign
language quickly might be an important factor in the potential migrants’ decision.

Besides, a “widely-spoken” native language in the destination country can be a pull-factor in
international migration. Two different forces may explain that migration pattern. First, as
some “widely spoken” languages are often taught as second languages in schools in many
source countries, immigrants are more likely to move to destinations where those languages
are spoken in order to lower the costs associated with skill transferability. Second, foreign
language proficiency may be valued in the labor market of the source country (European
Commission 2002). A recent article by Toomet (2011) finds that knowledge of English is
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associated with a 15% wage premium in the Estonian labor market. Thus, learning and
practising “widely spoken” languages in destination countries may serve as a pull factor
especially for temporary migrants.

Although the role of language in international migration is clearly important, this is, to our
knowledge, the first paper that disentangles this relationship from multiple angles by
studying the role of linguistic proximity, widely spoken language, linguistic communities
and language-based policy requirements at destination. Previous evidence on the
determinants of migration was limited to including a control for sharing a common
language. Only two studies employ some more sophisticated linguistic measures. Belot and
Hatton (2012) use the number of nodes on the linguistic tree between two languages to
construct a linguistic proximity measure. Likewise, Belot and Ederveen (2012) employ the
linguistic proximity index proposed by Dyen et al. (1992) to show that cultural barriers
explain patterns of migration flows better than traditional economic variables in a sample
limited to developed countries.

In addition we importantly contribute to the literature on determinants of migration by
collecting a unique dataset on annual migration stocks and flows for 30 OECD destinations
from all world source countries for the period 1980-2010. Moreover, we construct a new set
of refined indicators of the linguistic proximity between two languages based on information
from the encyclopaedia of languages Ethnologue and relate them to country-pairs on the
basis of either the first official, any other official or the major local language in each country.

In the paper, we first use the linguistic indices to examine the relevance of linguistic
proximity between origin and destination countries in the decision to migrate and find that
emigration rates are higher among countries whose languages are more similar. Migration
flows to a country with the same first official language as opposed to one with the most
distant language are around 20% higher in models that include a large set of socio-economic
and genetic distance controls as well as time and country dummies. The implied differences
range from 19 to 35% when using instead either the distance between the major languages in
each country or the maximum proximity between any of the official languages (if multiple)
in both countries. This result is highly robust to the use of two alternative continuous
measures of proximity developed by linguists: the Levenshtein distance, which relies on
phonetic dissimilarity of words in two languages for all world languages, and the Dyen
index, based on the similarity between samples of words among Indo-European languages.
Using these indices the implied increase in emigration rates to countries with similar
language as opposite to linguistically distant countries ranges between 14 to 20%. In the
context of other determinants of migration, our results show that the effect of linguistic
proximity is larger than that of countries that are neighbors or share historical past and of
higher (or lower) unemployment rates in origin (or destination), but smaller than the pull
effect of income and ethnic networks in destinations. Finally we use the information
embedded in our linguistic proximity measure to study whether sharing a particular level of
the linguistic tree matters incrementally more than another.

Second, to investigate whether potential migrants prefer a destination with a “widely
spoken” language, such as English, as its local language, we estimate separate coefficients
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on linguistic distance for English and non-English speaking destinations. We find that
linguistic proximity matters more for the latter. Migrants’ pre-migration exposure to English
may temper the relevance of linguistic proximity when studying migration to English-
speaking destinations. Further returns to English proficiency may be high in linguistically
distant countries and in turn fuel temporary migration from those countries to English-
speaking destinations. We explore these models also separately for countries with low
educational attainment.

Finally, we find that stricter linguistic requirements for naturalization deter migration flows
whereas larger communities with similar linguistic background at destination encourage
more migrants to move. These controls do not affect our main results on the linguistic
proximity though linguistic distance matters less when the size of the local linguistic
network is large.

1. A Model of International Migration

To introduce our empirical specification we present a model of migration across different
destinations. This model follows the “human capital investment” theoretical framework
(Sjastaad, 1962) and its recent applications in Grogger and Hanson (2011) and Ortega and
Peri (2009). We assume that a potential immigrant maximizing her utility chooses to locate
in the country where her utility is the highest among all available destinations.

The utility that migrant 4, currently living in / attains by moving to j s logarithmic and given
by:

Ui =(Yx; — crij) exp(epij) 1)

where ;= cxjis the difference between income in destination j, yx; (which can be defined
in line with Harris and Todaro (1970) as wage times the probability of finding a job, y= we),
and the cost of migrating from the home country 7to j, ¢y

We can write the probability of individual & from country /7choosing a country jamong J
possible destinations as:

Pr(jk/ik):Pr [Uijk:max(Uk“, Uki27 ey Uk”)] (2)

Assuming that &;; follows an /.7.d. extreme value distribution and A >0, and using the
approximation that, In(y; - ¢;) ~ In y;= (¢;fy;), we apply the results in McFadden (1974) to
write the log odds of migrating to destination country jversus staying in the source country 7
as follows:

M;;
P-j =Inm;; = AIny; —Iny;] — ACjj=A[Inwy;+lney; — Inwy,; —Iney; | +ACj; @)

In

Econ J (London). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 August 01.



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Adsera and Pytlikova Page 4

where Mj;are flows of individuals from /to j; P;are the stayers; /7;;is the emigration rate
from /to jand Cj;are migration costs expressed as a proportion of destination income, Cj;=

(city).

The probability of migration depends on the difference between income related to staying at
home country /7or migrating abroad / adjusted for costs of migration (e.g. psychological and
direct out-of-pocket costs and those associated with imperfect skill transferability).

Equation (3) relies on the assumption that the relative probabilities of two alternative
locations only depend on the characteristics of those two alternatives. Since the empirical
analysis of our paper includes only OECD destinations, we only need that the 1A holds for
these countries (McFadden, 1974; Grogger and Hanson, 2011). As a way to test the 1A
assumption across OECD destinations, we re-estimate models by excluding one destination
at a time. Results are stable and thus suggest that such an assumption is plausible here.l

2. Data Construction

2.1. International migration data

For the analysis we have constructed a new dataset on immigration flows and stocks of
foreigners in 30 OECD destination countries from 223 source countries for the years 1980—
2010. The dataset was collected by writing to selected national statistical offices for the
majority of the OECD countries to request detailed yearly information on immigration flows
and foreign population stocks by source country in their respective country. For three
countries, Korea, Mexico and Turkey (and partly Japan), we obtained the data from the
OECD International Migration Database. The first version of the migration dataset covered
22 OECD destination and 129 source countries over the period of years 1989-2000, see
Pedersen, Pytlikova and Smith (2008). For the purpose of this paper we added data from
eight additional destination countries — Czech and Slovak Republics, Hungary, Poland,
Ireland, Turkey, South Korea and Mexico - and extended the number of countries of origin
to cover the entire world. Further, we prolonged the time period covered by the data to
include the years 1980-1989 and 2001-2010.

Our international migration data set presents substantial progress over that used in past
research on determinants of migration.2 First, our data covers annually both migration flows
and foreign population stocks.3 Second, the data is more comprehensive with respect to
destinations, origins and time due to our own effort with data gathering from particular
statistical offices. For an overview of comprehensiveness of observations of flows and stocks
across all destination countries over time, see the Appendix Table Al and A2, respectively. It
is apparent that the data becomes more comprehensive over time and thus missing
observations become less of a problem for more recent years. In our dataset, as in the other
existing datasets, different countries use different definitions of an “immigrant” and draw

LResults are available from authors.
2See data by Docquier and Marfouk (2006), OECD (2011), the World Bank (2011), and the United Nations (2011).

Migration flow is the inflow of immigrants to a destination from a given origin in a given year. The definition usually covers
immigrants coming for a period of half year or longer. Foreign population stock is a number of foreigners from a given country of
origin living in a destination in a given year. The foreign population stock data is dated ultimo.
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their migration statistics from different sources®. In particular for foreign population stock,
we preferably use the definition based on country of birth to determine the origin of
migrants. See the Appendix Tables A3 and A4 for a detailed overview of definitions and
sources for data on immigration flows and foreign population stock, respectively.

2.2. Linguistic distance

We use three different linguistic distance indices for our analyses: (1) a newly constructed
Linguistic Proximity index, described below and based on information from Ethnologue, (2)
the Levenshtein distance developed by the Max Planck Institute for Evolutionary
Anthropology and (3) the Dyen linguistic proximity measure proposed by Dyen et al.
(1992). We create a measure that captures the linguistic proximity between two languages
based on information from the encyclopaedia of languages Ethnologue (Lewis, 2009). The
Linguistic Proximity index ranges from 0 to 1 depending on how many levels of the
linguistic family tree the languages of both the destination and the source country share. To
construct the index we first define a set of increasing weights: the first equal to 0.1 if two
languages are related at the most aggregated linguistic tree level, e.g. Indo-European versus
Uralic (Finnish, Estonian, Hungarian); the second equal to 0.15 if two languages belong to
the same second- linguistic tree level, e.g. Germanic versus Slavic languages; the third equal
to 0.20 if two languages belong to the same third linguistic tree level, e.g. Germanic West vs.
Germanic North languages; and the fourth equal to 0.25 if both languages belong to the
same fourth level of linguistic tree family, e.g. Scandinavian West (Icelandic) vs.
Scandinavian East (Danish, Norwegian and Swedish), German vs. English, or ItaloWest
(Italian, French, Spanish, Catalan and Portuguese) vs. RomanceEast (Romanian). Then, we
construct the linguistic proximity index as a sum of those four weights to capture the
maximum number of shared linguistic family tree’s branches, and we set the index equal to
0 if two languages do not belong to any common language family, and equal to 1 if the two
countries have a common language. Thus the linguistic proximity index equals 0.1 if two
languages are only related at the most aggregated level of the linguistic, e.g. Indo-European
languages; 0.25 if two languages belong to the same first and second- linguistic tree level,
e.g. Germanic languages; 0.45 if two languages share up to the third linguistic tree level, e.g.
Germanic North languages; and 0.7 if both languages share the first four levels, e.g.
Scandinavian East (Danish, Norwegian and Swedish). We use this measure to build a matrix
that contains metrics of proximity between any pair of languages from our destination-
source pairs and provides a better adjusted and smoother indicator of proximity than the

4hus our data set bears some problems related to different sources of migration data (censuses, registers or labor force surveys),
different definitions of foreigner (country of birth and citizenship) and unbalanced nature of the data due to missing observations for
some countries of destinations and origins. For example, Austria, Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Switzerland and
the Nordic countries use data based on population registers; the majority of Southern and Eastern European countries use data based
on the number of residence permits issued; Australia, Canada, New Zealand and Poland use data from censuses; some countries like
Greece, the United Kingdom and the United States use labor force surveys and others have information based on social security
systems or other sources. In definitions of immigration flows some countries like Australia, Canada, Ireland, the Netherlands, Poland
and the United States define an “immigrant” by country of birth. Other countries like New Zealand, The Slovak Republic, and Spain
use definition by country of origin, while the rest of countries define an immigrant by citizenship. For immigration stock, the
definition of immigrant population differs among countries as well, but for the majority of destinations we use the definition by
country of birth. Australia, Austria, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Iceland, Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, the
Slovak Republic, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, the United Kingdom and the United States define immigrant stock by country of birth. A
few countries like Belgium, Czech Republic, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal
and Switzerland define immigrant population by citizenship.
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standard dummy for common language used in most of the literature. To link the linguistic
proximity measure to country pairs we initially use the first official language in each
country.

Figure 1 shows the distribution of the linguistic proximity among country pairs employed in
the baseline analysis of the paper and for which we do not have missing observations in the
control variables — the distribution is essentially the same without this restriction. Around
42.5 per cent of country-pair observations do not share any branch of the tree and 36 per
cent are only related at the most aggregated level. Only in around 4 per cent of the
observations do both countries share the same language, whereas the proportions of
observations that are related at the second, third and fourth level of the linguistic tree stand
at 8 per cent, 6.7 per cent and 2.7 per cent, respectively.

Figure 2 presents more detailed information about the distribution of migration flows by the
linguistic tree level the origin and destination country share. As seen in Table 1, on average,
a total number of about 1,077 people migrate from specific origin to another OECD
destination country per year. During the period of 1980-2010, there were in total about 110
million people migrating to another OECD country: among them about 14.6 million people
migrated to countries that share the same first official language and about 40 million
migrated to countries whose first official languages did not have any level in common with
that of their country of origin. The largest proportion of migrants, around 45 million,
migrated to countries whose languages share only the most aggregate linguistic tree family,
and about 1.6, 7 and 2.1 million to countries sharing the second, third and fourth level of the
linguistic tree, respectively. The overall pattern is not that different when looking at flows by
major language spoken, though more migrants are moving to countries with major languages
very distant from theirs. When all official languages are considered, the flows to destinations
with a common language are strikingly large. Of course this is in part due common colonial
past, which we take into account in our empirical specification.5

In addition to our index, we employ two continuous measures of linguistic distance between
countries developed by linguists. The first one is the Levenshtein linguistic distance
produced by the Max Planck Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology, which relies on
phonetic dissimilarity of words in two languages. Linguists choose a core set of the 40 more
common words across languages describing everyday life and items; then, express them in a
phonetic transcription called ASJP code and finally compute the number of steps needed to
move from one word expressed in one language to that same word expressed in the other
language. For a detailed description of the method, see Bakker et al. (2009).6 In our country
sample the index ranges from 0 (when the two languages are the same) to a maximum of
106.39 (for the distance between Laos and Korea). The second one is a linguistic proximity
measure proposed by Dyen et al. (1992), a group of linguists who built a continuous index
between zero and 1000 of the distance between Indo-European languages based on the

S\When we split the sample by decades (not shown here), we observe that flows are increasing over time and that, despite our panel is
somewhat unbalanced, this change is pretty proportional across all linguistic tree levels.

The Levenshtein linguistic distance has been used, for example, to measure the difficulty in learning the local language among
migrants to Germany (Isphording and Otten 2011, 2013). To the best of our knowledge we are the first to employ the Max Planck
index in analyses of migration determinants.
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similarity of samples of words from each language. The index increases with similarity
between languages and it is equal to 1000 when the two languages are the same.’

The correlation between all linguistic indices is above 0.9, while the correlation of these
indices with measures of the genetic distance of the population of two countries, a basic
control included in our models below, ranges only between 0.13 and 0.06.

3. Empirical Model Specification

On the basis of equation (3), our econometric model assumes that emigration rates to one
destination are driven by differences in wages, employment rates between origin and
destination countries, and the costs of migration:

In(mj¢)=71+72In(gdpji— 1) +vsIn(gdps— ) +yIn(wje— ) +ysln(wy— ) +ysin(pse; )+
+yrIn(siji—1)+vsLij+v9Dij+v10F Hit— 1+v117ji— 17 12I0(Piji— 1)+6,+6,+0:+€i5

(4)

where mjj;denotes gross flows of migrants from country /to country /divided by the
population of the country of origin 7at time £ where =1,..., 223; /=1,..., 30and =1,..., 31.
As in previous studies we proxy wages by GDP per capita and employment prospects in the
sending and receiving countries by unemployment rates, u;-and ux In some models we
introduce the level of GDP per capita in the source country in a quadratic form, In(gdp;1)?2,
as a means to test for the non-linearity effects found by previous works (Chiquiar and
Hanson 2005, Hatton and Williamson, 2005 and 2011, Clark et al. 2007, Pedersen et al.
2008; Docquier and Rappaport, 2012; Belot and Hatton, 2012). The hypothesis behind this
line of work is that extreme poverty constrains the ability to cover costs of migration, and as
income levels rise beyond extreme poverty, migration increases. However after GDP reaches
a certain level, migration could again decrease because the economic incentives to migrate to
other countries decline.8 In addition, Borjas (1999) argues that generous social security
payment structures may play a role in migrants’ decision making. Potential emigrants take
into account both the probability of being unemployed and the generosity of welfare benefits
in the destination country that constitute a substitute of earnings during the period of job
search.9 We include public social expenditure as percentage of GDP, psej-1, as a proxy for
the “welfare magnet” among explanatory variables.

We expect costs associated with migration to be larger with physical, cultural and linguistic
distance between countries, but to fall with the existence of migration networks (i.e.
networks of family members, friends and people of the same origin that already live in a host

TFor application of the Dyen index in the context of determinants of migration, see Belot and Ederveen (2012).

Lack of good South-South migration data may also account for this finding if individuals from the poorest countries migrate to close
and relative poor countries.

In fact a similar argument would warrant the inclusion of social expenditures in the country of origin into our empirical model.
Unfortunately, as in previous research, data constraints preclude us from including this information as only the OECD provides good
comparative data on social expenditures.
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country). In addition migration costs may depend on specific destination and origin factors
(such as immigration laws in destinations or credit-market constraints at origin). In our
empirical specification we use the total foreign population from country 7living in country j
per population of the source country /, s;; to control for the network of migrants that has
been shown to play an important role in lowering the direct and psychological migration
costs (Massey et al., 1993; Munshi, 2003). Additionally in the robustness analyses we
control for the total stock of migrants with the same linguistic background as a migrant from
a particular origin to be able to account for the effect of linguistic enclaves on the propensity
to migrate. Matrix L j; includes measures of linguistic distance between countries described
in 111B to test the main hypothesis of the paper, namely whether larger language barriers
increase migration costs for an individual by setting hurdles to the transfer of her skills and
her integration in the receiving society.

Even with recent improvements in communication technologies, the continued globalization
of the economy and declining costs of transportation, physical and cultural distance are
bound to raise the direct cost of migration. To control for the effect of distance, matrix D;
includes the following variables: Log Distance in Kilometres between the capital areas in the
sending and receiving countries; Neighbor Country which takes a value of 1 if the two
countries are neighbors; and Historical Past Dummy;, with value 1 for countries ever sharing
historical past. Past common history might decrease the cultural distance between countries,
and increase the information available about the potential destination country. Further, we
include measures of the genetic distance between populations of both countries in our
regressions as an additional control for cultural factors that could be confounded with our
linguistic distance indices,. These indices, provided by Roman Wacziarg, are based on the
work by Cavalli-Sforza, Menozzi, and Piazza (1994) and have already been employed in
other contexts to study, for example, cross-country differences in development (Spolaore and
Wacziarg 2009). A detailed explanation of how the indices were constructed can be found in
these two publications. The "dominant” genetic distance measures, for each pair of
countries, the distance between the ethnic groups with the largest shares of population in
each country. It increases with the differences between two populations and takes a zero if
the distributions of alleles in both populations are identical. In one model specification, we
also include Log Trade Volume, which is defined as the (log) total trade values (both imports
and exports) for all country pairs. The import and export value are collected from the
Direction of Trade Statistics and are expressed in nominal US dollar prices. We expect that
the business ties represented by the volume of trade to have (positive) effects on
international migration. Moreover, this variable is often considered as an indicator of
globalization and cultural proximity.

Matrix FH includes a couple of indices from Freedom House, which aim to separately
measure the degree of freedom in political rights and civil liberties in each country. Each
variable takes on values from one to seven, from the highest degree of freedom to the lowest.
Violated political rights and civil liberties may increase migration outflows in a given
country. On the other hand, political restrictions may also impede outmigration.

Further to account for differences on how much language matters for policy in each country,
we build a time varying index on language requirements for naturalization in each
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destination Ir ;_; as detailed in the results section. Finally we include a variable that captures
the relative population size in destination with respect to origin, pjj—z, in order to control for
demographic developments.

All variables used in the estimations, except dummy variables and the linguistic proximity
indices, are expressed in logarithms. Table 1 contains definitions, sources and summary
statistics of all variables. In order to account for what information was available to the
potential migrant at the time the migration decision was made, the relative differences in
economic development and employment between origin and destination countries are lagged
by one period. More importantly, there might be a problem of reverse causality if migration
flows impact both earnings and employment. Lagging the economic explanatory variables
and treating them as predetermined is one way to reduce the risks of reverse causality in the
model. Since the stock is just a function of previous stock plus migration flows minus out-
migration, we also lag it and assume that the lagged stock is predetermined with respect to
the current migration flows.

All specifications contain a set of year dummies, 0; in order to control for common
idiosyncratic shocks over the time period and robust Hubert/White/sandwich standard errors
clustered at each pair of destination and source countries. Models also contain country of
destination and country of origin fixed effects, ;and & separately to capture unobserved
characteristics of immigration policy practices in each destination country, credit market
constraints in origins, as well as climate, openness towards foreigners or culture in each
country, among other things. Some previous literature includes pair-wise fixed effects to
capture (unobserved) traditions, historical and cultural ties between a particular pair of
destination and origin countries. We cannot include them here since they would be collinear
with our linguistic proximity variables of interest. However, as described above, we use a
number of explanatory variables that help to control for the historical and cultural ties
between countries.

We add a one to each observation of immigration flows and foreign population stocks prior
to constructing emigration and stock rates, so that once taking logs we do not discard the
“zero” observations (only around 4.5 % in our data).10 Even though most previous studies
on migration determinants have used linear models with log-transformed variable, a few
have chosen count models to fit the nonnegative dependent variable (e.g. Belot and Ederveen
(2012) use negative binomial; Simpson and Sparber (2013) use Tobit and Poisson count

models). In Table 2 below we present Poisson estimates of our baseline model in column (9).
11

107his percentage is much lower than either the 95% of zero values that Simpson and Sparber (2013), who specifically discuss the
“zero problem” in migration data, face or the usually reported in the trade literature when estimating gravity models.

We obtained similar estimates of the model using nonlinear least squares where the level of migration flows is explained by the
exponential of the linear combination of all log-transformed independent variables without imposing any restrictions between the
mean and the variance as some count models require.
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4. RESULTS
4.1. Linguistic proximity

Table 2 first shows results from the most parsimonious model that only includes the
linguistic proximity index and a constant to the full specification. Columns (1) and (2) in
Table 2 show that our linguistic proximity index alone accounts for 11% of the variance in
world migration rates whereas the common language dummy used in the previous literature
only explains around 7%. When both are included in the same model in column (3), only the
linguistic proximity index is significant in a sample that encompasses around 100,000
observations.

The remaining columns in Table 2 include the basic pull and push factors as well as country
and time fixed effects as given by equation (4). The coefficient of linguistic proximity is
positive and highly significant in all specifications. Thus, other things being equal,
emigration flows between two countries are larger the closer their languages are. As
expected, the coefficient decreases in size as more controls are added to the model; in
particular it shrinks from around 0.73 to around 0.2 when migrant’s stocks are included in
columns (7) to (12). The latter suggests that a large network from the same origin may
alleviate the pressure of learning the local language to assimilate to the new labor markets
and society. We test the effects of “linguistic networks” on migration and linguistic
proximity in depth in subsection D. Column (6) adds measures of social expenditure in
destination as well as unemployment rates in origin and destination. Source country
unemployment rates impose the largest restriction with respect to the number of missing
observations. By including unemployment variables the number of observations halves. In
order to take advantage of the large sample of migration flows and stocks we have gathered,
for the remaining models we create an alternative measure of unemployment where we
substitute missing observations by the mean unemployment over the sample and include
dummy indicators where unemployment is missing (columns 7 to 12).

The coefficient of linguistic proximity in the model with migration stocks and
unemployment in column (8), our baseline specification for the rest of the paper, is 0.209
and it is highly significant at 1%. It implies that emigration flows to a country with the same
language as opposed to a country with the most distant language should be around 20%
higher, ceteris paribus. Thus emigration rates to France from Benin where French is the first
official language should be around 18% higher than those from Zambia’s with a linguistic
index of 0.1 with respect to France or 6% higher than those from Sao Tome, with a linguistic
index of 0.7, ceteris paribus.12

Similarly to previous studies such as Bauer et al. (2005), Clark et al. (2007), Pedersen et al.
(2008), McKenzie and Rapoport (2010) and Beine et al. (2011) we find network effects to be
an important determinant of subsequent migration. Results in column (8) indicate that a 10%
increase in the stock of migrants from a certain country is associated with an increase of

12 an additional test on whether the 11A assumption holds for OECD destinations, we restrict the data to study migration flows
among OECD countries. The coefficient of the linguistic proximity index remains highly significant at 1% and increases to around
0.39. "Results are available from authors.
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around 6.7% in the emigration rate from this country, ceteris paribus.13 Further a 10%
increase in the GDP of the destination country is associated with an increase in emigration
rates to that country of around 17%. While the level of GDP per capita in origin enters
negatively and significantly in column (4) as expected, we test for the presence of
nonlinearities found by the previous literature in the remaining columns of Table 2.
Estimates in columns (5) and (7) conform to the hypothesis that emigration rates increases
with per capita income for very low levels, in this case up to annual levels of income below
$800, and then decrease as the economic incentives to migrate diminish.14 Once the stock of
migrants from the country of origin is included in the models, migration rates clearly
decrease with income per capita in the source country. A possible explanation for this
finding is that the networks of friends and ethnic fellows can help to alleviate the poverty
constraints to migrate as suggested by, for example, Hatton and Williamson (2002, 2011),
and Pedersen et al. (2008).

Emigration rates are significantly higher from countries with relatively high unemployment
rates and lower to destinations with high unemployment, other things being the same. In line
with the theoretical framework proposed by Borjas (1999), we find that the coefficients to
public social expenditure are positive and significant. This runs contrary to some existent
empirical evidence (Zavodny 1997, Pedersen et al. 2008 and Wadensjd 2007, among others)
and more in line with other works reviewed by Guiletti and Wahba (2013). At any rate social
expenditures would only be relevant for migrants as long as they are entitled to receive them,
but some of the OECD countries provide universal benefits to anybody eligible regardless of
nationality.15 Population ratio, common history and shorter distance are significantly
associated with stronger emigration flows. In our preferred specification in column (8),
having a past historical tie increases the emigration rates to a destination by around 26%.
Lack of political liberties seems to increase outmigration, but coefficients fail to be
significant in most specifications. Conversely, controlling for political rights, emigration
rates are larger from countries with better civil rights. Some of these rights are associated
with lower barriers to out-migration and geographic mobility. Finally findings regarding
linguistic proximity are robust to the inclusion of measures of genetic distance which are
only significant and negative (as expected) in models that do not include stocks (columns 4
to 7), but not once network controls are added. This suggests that language on its own affects
migration costs beyond any ease derived from moving to a destination where people may
look or be culturally more similar to the migrant.16 Our findings are also robust to the
inclusion of bilateral trade volume, in column (12), which is often considered an indicator of
globalization and cultural proximity. The volume of trade is associated with larger migration
flows.

Bift-2 lags in the migration stock variable are used instead, its coefficients are slightly lower, but the rest remains unchanged. Results
are available from authors.

In column (6) that encompasses the smaller sample for which unemployment rates are available in origin, emigration rates increase,
though very moderately, with GDP at origin.

This is something we plan to investigate further in a separate paper.

Results are also robust to the use of a second index (“weighed”) that takes into account within-country subpopulations that are
genetically distant and calculates the distance between both countries by taking into account the difference between each pair of
genetic groups and weighting them by their shares. Estimates with this alternative “weighed” genetic distance are available from the
authors upon request.
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To sum up, we find that linguistic proximity has an important role in migration. Sharing the
same language versus not sharing any level of the linguistic family tree has an effect on
immigration flows equivalent to an increase of 12% in destination country GDP. To get a
better sense of the relative importance of the linguistic proximity compared to other pull and
push factors, we include in column (9) the standardized beta-coefficients of column (8)
which give us a measure of the changes in standard deviations of migration rates resulting
from a change in one standard deviation of each factor. This is of course not a perfect
measure since we may attach very different meaning to similarly relatively sized changes
across different factors. An increase in one standard deviation in the existing stock of
migrants is associated with a 0.76 standard deviation increase in migration rates. A similar
increase in the income per capita of the destination country increases migration to this
country by 0.2 standard deviations, whereas the implied impact of linguistic proximity is just
a tenth of that, around 0.02 standard deviations. At any rate the impact of having closer
languages is larger than that of countries having higher (or lower) unemployment rates in
origin (or destination) but less than half of the pull implied from larger social expenditures in
destination.

4.2. Robustness

To test the robustness of our results, in Table 3 we use a set of alternative measures of
linguistic distance. The first three columns in Table 3 present the baseline model estimated
first with our index of linguistic proximity, and then, in column (2) with the Levenshtein
index (divided by 100) and in column (3) with the Dyen index (divided by 1000), all
calculated for the first official language in each country. Given that the Levenshtein index is
defined in terms of distance as opposed to proximity between languages, the significant
negative estimate in column (2) indicates that emigration rates are larger to countries with
closer languages. The coefficient implies that emigration rates to countries with similar
languages should be around 15% higher than to those with an index of around 100 (quite
dissimilar). Similarly, in column (3) the coefficient for the Dyen index is significantly
positive and implies that emigration rates from a country with the same language (and a
Dyen index of 1000) are around 18% larger than those from a country with a rather
dissimilar language (the minimum of around 100 in our sample of Indo-European
languages). Because the Dyen index covers only Indo-European languages, our number of
observations in the most complete models presented in the paper is reduced significantly
from over 51,000 to only close to 28,000. It is interesting that the size of the implied effect
with the Dyen is remarkably similar to those obtained with the other two indices, even
though the sample is smaller and restricted to countries that are likely more homogenous.

The coefficient of 0.203 in column (3) implies that the difference in emigration rates to an
English speaking country from Nepal (with a Dyen of 157 with respect to English) as
compared to those from Zambia (with a score of 1000) should be around 17%. The
difference between migrants from either Argentina (with an index of 240) or Austria (with
an index of 578) with respect to someone from Zambia should be in order of 15% and 8.5%
respectively.17 Table 3 includes one row with standardized coefficients for each model. They
confirm the closeness of results across the three linguistic indices since one standard
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deviation change in each of them results in between 0.022 and 0.013 standard deviation
changes in migration rates.

Next, we extend the set of linguistic measures to take into account the existence of multiple
official languages and we recalculate each index at the maximum proximity between two
countries using any of the official languages. Figure 1 shows that the distribution for this
index when measuring the linguistic proximity with the Ethno-linguistic tree shifts towards
more closeness between countries compared to the distribution when only first official
languages are taken into account. Using all official languages, the percentage of country-pair
observations that have no branch in common shrinks to 22, while both countries share at
least one common official language in 10 per cent of the cases. The proportions are also
higher at all other levels: over 38 per cent at level 1; 14 per cent at level 2; 8 per cent at level
3 and 7 per cent at level 4. The main reason for this change is that many former colonies
retain the official language of their colonizing power (i.e. English, French, and Portuguese)
among their official languages. The literature has shown that migrants from different
linguistic backgrounds self-select to different areas within destination countries with
multiple languages according to the most widely used language in each area. Chiswick and
Miller (1995), one of the most prominent examples of this line of research, show how
migrants to Canada self-select to the province whose language is closer to their own because
that enhances their labor market returns. Finally, with the same methodology we construct
an index of linguistic proximity using instead the language most extensively used in the
country (the “major” language) even if in some countries it is not among the official ones.
Not surprisingly, the linguistic proximity index is equal to zero for the majority of country
pairs (58 per cent) and around 28 per cent only share the first branch of the linguistic tree.
Just 2 per cent of the observations share a common major language and the proportions for
the other levels are also lower than for first official languages (2.25 per cent at level 4, 4 per
cent at level 3 and 5 per cent at level 2). The coefficients of the linguistic proximity when
using the two alternative criteria, shown in columns (4) to (9) of Table 3, are significant and
positive. Yet the size of coefficients reveals some small differences with respect to indices
based on the first official language. For our linguistic proximity index, the explained
differences in emigration rates when using all official languages in column (4) and,
particularly when using major languages in column (7) (where the standardized coefficient
increases to 0.027), are a bit larger. When using the Levenshtein index, the coefficient is the
largest when using major languages in column (8) (in part due to the fact that languages tend
to be more dissimilar on average) but the standardized coefficient is the largest when taking
into account all official languages in column (5). When looking at results with the Dyen it is
important to understand that the size and composition of the sample varies tremendously. In
fact the sample size when using all official languages in column (6) is twice as large as when
using the major language in column (9), since many of the latter are not Indo-European. The
standardized coefficient is the largest in column (6), where a one standard deviation change
in the Dyen implies an increase of almost 0.04 standard deviations in migration rates.18

17 separate estimates, we use the Dyen index and attach a zero value for the pairs of countries in which only one of the languages is
Indo-European. The estimated coefficient on this linguistic index of 0.146 is, not surprisingly, slightly smaller than when the sample is
restricted to only Indo-European countries (but still significant). Conversely, when we restrict the sample to countries with Indo-
European languages, the estimated coefficient of our index of linguistic proximity is larger than that obtained in Tables 2 and 3.
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4.3. The Role of Widely Spoken Languages

Our linguistic proximity index does not capture the importance of some widely spoken Indo-
European languages (particularly English) in the media, in business or as a choice of second
language in schools (see Eurobarometer study on languages by European Commission
2006). Further, if foreign language proficiency is an important part of human capital in the
labor market of source countries (see European Commission 2002 on language proficiency
as an essential skill for finding a job in home countries), returns to proficiency in widely
spoken languages may be particularly high in countries which are linguistically distant from
the widely spoken language. Thus learning, practicing, and improving the skills of “widely
spoken” languages in “native” countries could serve as a pull factor especially for temporary
migrants who take this skill back home. Models in Table 4 include separate indicators of
linguistic proximity for non-English and for English speaking destinations to examine the
role of English as one of the most widely spoken languages in the world. If there is some
advantage from knowing English as a second language, we expect that the linguistic
proximity between native languages should matter more for non-English speaking
destinations than for the others. Results in Table 4, column 1, show that the linguistic
proximity index is a strong predictor of emigration rates toward non-English speaking
destinations. The coefficient for English destinations is much smaller than that for non-
English destinations, and it is statistically insignificant. This is consistent with the
hypothesis that people migrate to destinations with a widely spoken language even if their
mother languages are linguistically far from that language. The finding is similar in column
(2) when we use the linguistic proximity of the major language in the country instead. As a
matter of fact, the coefficient to non-English speaking destination is even larger that when
the first official language is employed in column (1). In column (3) we use the proximity
index for the closest pair among all the official languages of each country. The coefficient
for English destinations is now slightly larger and statistically significant at the 10 per cent
level, but still lower than that for non-English speaking destinations. This is probably related
to the fact that English and other colonial languages are (when not first) likely second or
third official languages in many countries where they are not necessarily neither majoritarian
nor widely known by the whole population but are taught in schools.19

Broadly speaking, research based on micro-data unveils two polar types of migrants: on the
one hand, low skilled manual workers in jobs that are not filled by the natives in the
destination country and, on the other hand, high skilled professionals (in IT or science,
among other fields) (see Belot and Hatton 2012; Docquier and Rappaport 2012 for an
overview). Since language plays a key role in a successful transfer of immigrants’ home
country education and skills to foreign labor markets (Kossoudji, 1988; Bleakley and Chin,
2004; Chiswick and Miller, 2002, 2007 and 2010; Dustmann, 1994; Dustmann and van

18As an additional robustness analysis we took advantage of the detailed information embedded in our linguistic proximity index and
substituted (in the baseline model) the linguistic proximity index for an indicator of whether the languages of two countries share a
particular level in the Ethno linguistic tree. We estimated the model separately for each level to see whether there are some non-
linearities in the relevance of linguistic proximity. Dummies for all levels of the linguistic family tree - except for the most aggregated
(Indo-European vs. Uralic) and the second most aggregated (Germanic vs. Slavic)—display a significant positive coefficient that
increases up to the fourth level of the tree. When the analysis is restricted to the last fifteen years level 2 is also significant. The Table
with those additional robustness tests is available from the authors upon request.

Results are robust to including measures of the number of computers per capita in the source country to infer exposure to English or
other languages through internet.
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Soest, 2001 and 2002; and Dustmann and Fabbri, 2003), the relevance of linguistic
proximity and knowledge of widely spoken language will likely differ across these various
groups of migrants with different needs of skill transferability. Ideally we would like to have
individual level data in order to explore these (likely) heterogenous effects of language, but
unfortunately a dataset at the level of the individual migrant is not currently available.
Keeping in mind potential problems of ecological inference driven by differential selection
across countries (Docquier et al. 2007), the large number of destination and origin countries
in our dataset allows us to analyze the migration patterns for groups of countries with
different levels of educational attainment.

In columns (4) to (6) in Table 4 we restrict the sample to countries in the lowest quartile in
gross secondary education enrollment rates by year. Results seem to support the hypothesis
that linguistic proximity and knowledge of a widely spoken language are less relevant for
migrants with lower average skills. The coefficient for non-English destinations in column
(4) is lower than in column (1) and barely significant, whereas the coefficient for English-
speaking destinations remains statistically insignificant. When we use linguistic proximity
between major languages, we find no effect of linguistic proximity for both English and non-
English speaking destinations. Conversely, both coefficients are positive, significant and
larger than in column (3) when we employ the closest pair among all the official languages
of each country.20 With lack of individual data it is difficult to tease out the competing
mechanisms behind this finding. A large proportion of countries in this restricted sample are
former colonies and some of the widely spoken languages in the world turn up among their
official languages. Thus, even if potential migrants do not learn those formally as an
additional foreign language, they may have received basic instruction in English (or other
major languages). In fact among the country-pairs with an English speaking destination in
this restricted sample, close to 60% of the observations share English as a common official
language (as opposed to 40% in the complete sample). Further, a positive selection within
those countries will make the average migrant more likely to have received some education
in English.

In columns (7) and (8), we add tertiary enrollment rate into our model as a proxy for
country’s level of education and we find that for the sample of all countries, those origins
with higher tertiary enrollment rates have larger migration outflows. This is in line with the
human capital investment theoretical framework prediction that more educated individuals
are more mobile. The relevance of linguistic proximity is robust to the inclusion of tertiary
education in column (7) and it increases with the level of gross tertiary enrollment in column
(8). The latter likely exposes an increasing need for skill transferability.

4.4. Linguistic Networks and Policy

A potential concern when interpreting our findings is to what extent linguistic proximity
interacts with migration policy, which has been shown to be an important factor to explain

201 fact the effect implied by standardized coefficients is also larger than when using the entire dataset. The corresponding beta
coefficients for linguistic proximity based on the closest pair among all official languages in column (3) are 0.022 and 0.015 for non-
English and English speaking destinations, respectively, whereas they almost double, to 0.044 and 0.026, when using the sample of
countries with low secondary enrolment in column (6).
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migration flows (Mayda 2010, Ortega and Peri 2009). We contacted several specialists in the
field and went over legislation in an attempt to gather a comparable index to account for the
strictness of language requirements at entry. Given the heterogeneity of schemes across
countries (skilled and unskilled workers; economic, spouse or student visas, among others),
21 e followed the advice of those experts who suggested naturalization policy requirements
would be easier to measure in a homogeneous way. We have combined existing information
gathered by previous research (Goodman 2010a, Weil 2001, Waldrauch 2006, Joppke 2007,
country official websites and data from the project EUDO Citizenship Observatory, among
others) and we have read all the pertinent legislation on citizenship by country available in
the eudo-citizenship.eu website. We have created a time-varying index that measures
whether countries have any language requirement in the naturalization process, whether the
requirement is formal (i.e. written test) or informal and whether it has changed in each of the
30 OECD destinations for the 1980-2010 period. We include this index in the models in
Table 5 (columns 1 & 2). Results show that, ceteris paribus, migration flows are smaller in
countries with higher linguistic requirements for naturalization, but the coefficient of
linguistic proximity and its significance remain unaltered, even when we include its
interaction with the policy requirement in column (2).

In addition to providing information and affective support for the newcomer, a large stock of
migrants from the same origin is likely associated with lower pressure to learn the local
language immediately after arrival as it facilitates the existence of “language enclaves”
within destination countries. In that regard, the relevant community for a newcomer may be
the one composed by individuals that share the same linguistic background. We have
constructed two indicators that measure the size of the linguistic networks: the total stock of
migrants that share the same level of the linguistic tree (either at level 3 or at level 4). The
coefficient of those indicators in columns 3 & 4 of Table 5 imply that a larger linguistic
community significantly attracts more migrants to a destination. In addition we include the
interaction of the size of the linguistic network with the index of linguistic proximity. The
coefficient is negative and significant indicating that linguistic distance matters less when
the size of the linguistic community (potentially, the linguistic enclave) is large in the
destination country.

5. Conclusions

In this paper we construct a new dataset on migration flows into and stocks of foreigners in
30 OECD destination countries from 223 source countries for the years 1980-2010 in order
to study the role of language in shaping international migration. Specifically, we investigate
how linguistic distance, the presence of a widely spoken language at destination, linguistic
requirements in immigration policy and the existence of linguistic enclaves in destinations
are related to migration flows. Besides collecting the largest international migration data set
to date, we construct our own linguistic proximity measure, based on information from the
encyclopaedia of languages Ethnologue. We find that migration rates are higher between

21\when we used some basic information on entry requirements gathered by Goodman (2010b) for 15 EU countries, only available for
a couple of years of the sample, our estimates on the effect of linguistic proximity were not altered. We also employed some general
country classification on whether selective point systems were used or not in some countries (many of them English speaking). Results
showed that linguistic distance mattered as much (in fact a bit more) in those countries without a point system.
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countries whose first official languages are closer. The result holds when we instead use
either the proximity between the most commonly used language in each country or the
minimum distance between any of the multiple official languages in both countries. This
finding is also highly robust to the use of two continuous distance measures developed by
linguists (the Dyen and the Levenshtein indices) and to the inclusion of a number of
variables that capture cultural, historical and trade ties between countries, such as genetic
distance, dummies for common historical past and common border, distance, and bilateral
trade ties. This suggests that language itself affects migration costs beyond the effects of
cultural homogeneity or physical proximity between origin and destination countries. In the
context of traditional economic push and pull factors found in the literature, the impact of
linguistic proximity on migration flows between two countries is lower than that of ethnic
networks or destination GDP per capita level, but much stronger than that of unemployment
rates.

To investigate the role of English, a widely spoken language, in migration, we estimate
separate coefficients on linguistic proximity for English and non-English speaking
destinations and we find that linguistic proximity matters more for the latter group. Pre-
migration exposure to English by the average migrant probably weakens the relevance of
linguistic proximity indicators to English speaking destinations. We also find that linguistic
proximity (particularly to English-speaking destinations) is less relevant for migrants
coming from countries with low levels of secondary enroliment. Overall, there is more
emigration from countries with higher levels of tertiary education, and the importance of
linguistic proximity increases with the level of tertiary education at origin. This may reflect
the increasing need for skill transferability for highly skilled migrants.

Finally, we investigate the role of immigration policy and linguistic enclaves on migration.
Immigration policy with stricter requirements of language proficiency may affect migration
flows and the impact of linguistic proximity. To test this, we create a time-varying language
requirement index for naturalization for our 30 destinations for 1980-2010. Results show
that even though migration flows are smaller in countries with higher requirements, the
relevance of linguistic proximity remains unaltered. Further, migration rates are significantly
larger in destinations with larger size of the linguistic community, where the pressure to
learn the local language immediately after arrival is likely to be lower. Our estimates reveal
that the linguistic proximity matters significantly less when the size of the linguistic
community (the linguistic enclave) is large in the destination country.

Our research contributes to the understanding of the determinants of the direction of
migration flows across countries and highlights the importance of migration costs as
obstacles to greater international migration. Governmental policies aimed at promoting
instruction of foreign languages both at origins and destinations can foster the recruitment
and mobility of international workers. Some existing empirical literature suggest that the
presence of foreign workers and ethnic diversity in the workplace, especially among the high
skilled, tend to foster innovation at the firm level and that lowering costs of communication
and cross-cultural exchanges is key to transforming the ethnic diversity of the workforce into
the firm’s competitive advantage (Parrotta et al. 2014a and 2014b). International workers
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with better knowledge of the destination language or widely spoken languages facilitate the
global interchange of skills and stimulate the overall economic performance.

Supplementary Material

Refer to Web version on PubMed Central for supplementary material.
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Appendix Table A3

Inflows of foreign population: definitions and sources

Migration flows to:

Definition of “foreigner”
based on

Source

Australia

Country of Birth

Permanent and long term arrivals, Government of Australia,
DIMA, Dept. of

Immigration and Multicultural Affairs
http://www.immi.gov.au/media/statistics/index.htm

Austria

Citizenship

Population register, Statistik Austria (1997 to 2002),
Wanderungsstatistik 1996—
2001, Vienna

Belgium

Citizenship

Population register. Institut National de Statistique.

Canada

Country of Birth

Issues of permanent residence permit. Statistics Canada —
Citizenship and

Immigration Statistics. Flow is defined as a sum of foreign
Sstudents, foreign

workers and permanent residents.
http://www.cic.gc.ca/english/resources/statistics/facts2009/
glossary.asp

Czech Rep.

Citizenship

Permanent residence permit and long-term visa, Population
register, Czech
Statistical Office

Denmark

Citizenship

Population register. Danmarks Statistics

Finland

Citizenship

Population register. Finish central statistical office

France

Citizenship

Statistics on long-term migration produced by the 'Institut
national d'études

démographiques (INED)' on the base on residence permit
data (validity at least

1 year) transmitted by the Ministry of Interior.

Germany

Citizenship

Population register. Statistisches Bundesamt

Greece

Citizenship

Labour force survey. National Statistical Service of Greece
2006-2007 Eurostat

Hungary

Citizenship

Residence permits, National Hungary statistical office.

Iceland

Citizenship

Population register. Hagstofa Islands national statistical
office.

Ireland

Country of Birth

Labour Force Survey. Central Statistical Office. Very
aggregate, only very few
individual origins.

Italy

Citizenship

Residence Permits. ISTAT

Japan

Citizenship

Years 1988-2005: Permanent and long-term permits.
Register of Foreigners,

Ministry of Justice, Office of Immigration. Years 2006—
2008: Permanent and

long-term permits. OECD Source International Migration
data

Korea

Citizenship

OECD Source International Migration data

Luxembourg

Citizenship

Population register, Statistical Office Luxembourg

Mexico

Citizenship

OECD Source International Migration data

Netherlands

Country of Birth

Population register, CBS

New Zealand Last Permanent Residence Permanent and Long-term ARRIVALS (Annual — Dec)
Census, Statistics New Zealand
Norway 1979-1984 Country of Origin Population register, Statistics Norway

1985-2009 Citizenship
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Migration flows to:

Definition of “foreigner”
based on

Source

Poland Country of Origin Administrative systems (PESEL, POBYT), statistical surveys
(LFS, EU-SILC,
Population censuses). Central Statistical Office of Poland

Portugal Citizenship Residence Permit, Ministry of Interior.

Slovak rep. Country of Origin Permanent residence permit and long-term visa, Slovak
Statistical Office

Spain Country of Origin Residence Permit, Ministry of Interior

Sweden Citizenship Population register, Statistics Sweden

Switzerland Citizenship Register of Foreigners, Federal Foreign Office of
Switzerland

Turkey Citizenship OECD Source International Migration data

United Kingdom Citizenship Residence permits for at least 12 months. IPS - office for

national statistics, and
EUROSTAT

United States

Country of Birth

US Census Bureau Current Population Survey (CPS); U.S.
Department of

Homeland Security: Yearbook of Immigration Statistics.
Persons obtaining Legal

Permanent Resident Status by Region and Country of birth
www.dhs.gov/ximgtn/statistics/publications/LPR06.shtm)

Appendix Table A4

Stock of foreign population: definitions and sources

Foreign population stock

Definition of

Source

in: “foreigner” based on

Australia Country of birth Census of Population and Housing, Australian Bureau of
Statistics

Austria Country of birth Statistics Austria, Population Census 2001 and Population
Register 2001 to
2009. For census year 1981 and 1991 definition by
citizenship

Belgium Citizenship Population register. Institut National de Statistique

Canada Country of birth Census of Canada, Statistics Canada. www.statcan.ca/

Czech Rep. Citizenship Permanent residence permit and long-term visa, Population
register, Czech
Statistical Office and Directorate of Alien and Border Police

Denmark Country of origin Population register. Danmarks Statistics

Finland Country of birth Population register. Finish central statistical office

France Country of birth Census. Residence permit. Office des migrations
internationals.

Germany Citizenship Population register. Statistisches Bundesamt

Greece Citizenship Labour force survey. National Statistical Service of Greece.

Hungary Citizenship National Hungary statistical office

Iceland Country of birth Population register. Hagstofa Islands

Ireland Country of birth Censuses, Statistical office, Ireland

Italy Citizenship Residence Permits. ISTAT
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Foreign population stock
in:

Definition of
“foreigner” based on

Source

Japan

Citizenship

Years 1980-1999, Register of Foreigners, Ministry of
Justice, Office of

Immigration. Years 1999-2008 OECD Source Migration
stat. Both sources

based on permanent and long-term permits.

Korea

Citizenship

1986-1988: Trends in international migration Outlook,
OECD
1990-2008: OECD Source International Migration Database

Luxembourg

Citizenship

Population register, Statistical office Luxembourg

Mexico

Country of birth

2005: Trends in international migration Outlook, OECD
2000: OECD Source International Migration Database

Netherlands

Citizenship

Population register, CBS

New Zealand Country of birth Census, Statistics New Zealand

Norway Country background Population register, Statistics Norway
Country background is the person's own, their mother's or
possibly their
father's country of birth. Persons without an immigrant
background only
have Norway (000) as their country background. In cases
where the
parents have different countries of birth, the mother's
country of birth is
chosen.

Poland Country of birth 2002 Census, rest permits, Statistics Poland

Portugal Citizenship Residence Permit, Ministry of Interior, www.ine.pt

Slovak Republic

Country of Origin

Permanent residence permit and long-term visa, Slovak
Statistical Office

Spain 1985-1995 Citizenship Residence Permit, Ministry of Interior
1996-2009 Country of
birth
Sweden Country of Birth Population register, Statistics Sweden
Switzerland Citizenship Register of Foreigners, Federal Foreign Office
Turkey Country of birth OECD Source International Migration Database

United Kingdom

Country of Birth

LFS, UK statistical office

United States

Country of birth

US Census Bureau: 1990 and 2000 US census, the rest
Current Population

Survey (CPS) December. Data Ferret.

Years 1980-1989, 1991-1993 from extrapolations by Tim
Hatton (RESTAT)
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Fig. 1.

Distribution of country-pairs by linguistic proximity index

Notes: The linguistic index equals 0 if two languages do not belong to any common
language family, 0.1 if they are only related at the level 1; 0.25 at level 2; 0.45 at level 3 and
0.7 at level 4. The index equals 1 if the two countries have a common language. The sample
includes country-pairs in the baseline model in column (8) of Table 2. Unbalanced panel of
223 origin countries to 30 OECD destinations for period of 1980-2010.
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Fig. 2.
Distribution of migration flows by linguistic proximity index based on ethnolinguistic tree

for years 1980-2010.
Notes: Migration flows are expressed in thousands of migrants. Unbalanced panel of 223
origin countries to 30 OECD destinations for period of 1980-2010.

Econ J (London). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 August 01.




Page 29

Adsera and Pytlikova

T-1 ‘1 uibuo _
TeeL'T1 8Tv6'v 9042’1 T00G'8  0LLTST ueg plUOM ‘1AM ur ($ reuoneusaiul GOOZ 1sU02) ddd ‘ended 1ad 4ao uT T-¥ dedladd@o wibuo u
-1 ‘[ uoneunsap _
VETCTT ¥029'8 €9¢EY’ 6V10°0T %2967 ueg PUOM ‘1AM ut ($ euorreulsIul GOOZ 1UBISUOD) ddd ‘ended Jad dao u  T-1 dedJadd@o uoneunsag uT
U0I393s ele 99s
T 0 62122 69£9TSO°  OVOSTZ ‘anfojouyi uo paseq UoBINI[EI UMO sa113unod [ pue 1 usamiaq abenbue| uowwod Joy Awwnp v abenBue uowwo)d
ABojodosyiuy Aofew Aq usyods abenbue| Buisn
7'90T 0 9€T09'8T S6T09'T6 088161 Areuonnjong 1oy aimmnsu| doueld Xen $3113uNod [ pue | usaMIaq BoueISIP oNsINBuUI| UIRIYSUBAST] Jofe utgIysuane
safenbue| [e1o130
ABojodosyiuy J19Y1 4o Aue Buisn saLuN0d oMy usamiaq Anwixold
6€'90T 0 G6¢SE0€ 9Te6C'8L  09TCTC Areuonnjong 1oy aimmnsu| doueld Xen winwixew sy} Je 18s 80UeISIp INBSINBUI| UIBIYSUBAGT 1V UIS1ysuans]
ABojodosyiuy abenbue| [e1o130 urew s1ayy Buisn
6€'90T 0 €ET6S'€C 6¢8€9°L8 0CEBOC AJeuonnjon 1oy aIniisu| Youe|d Xe $911UN09 [ pue | UBBANIBY BOUEISIP JNISINBUI| UIBIYSUBAST] UIBJYSusnaT]
Afofew Aq uaxods afenbue|
000T 9'0TT 2098092 869C'TLE 91699 (z66T) 12 30 UBAQ Buisn satpunod [ pue 1| usamiaq Anwixold onsinbui uskq lofeiy ushq
sabenbue)
[e191440 1343 Jo Aue Buisn SaLIIUN0D 0M} USaMIB]
000T 8CIT ¢WvS66C V¥.9506F  ¥9ZLYT (z66T) 12 30 UBAQ Anwixoad wnwiixew sy 1e 18s Aywixoid onsinbur uskq v usk@
abenbue| yoea wouy spJom Jo sajdwres Jo Ajrejiwis
3y} uo paseq abienfue| [e101440 Urew Jivy}
000T 9'0TT 6TvL/lZ VYEBEWIF  80900T (z66T) 12 10 UBAQ Buisn satpunod [ pue 1| usamiaq Anwixold onsinbur uskq ushq
uo113s ele( 89S Aolew Aq ussjods afenBue|
1 0 SLT6T 29280°  0¥0STZ ‘anfojouylg uo paseq UoIRINI[BI UMQO Buisn salunod [ pue | usamiag xapul Alwixold ansinbui Jolel\ Anwixold ansinBui
safenbue|
Uo1398s eleq 99s [e191440 13U} Jo Aue Buisn SaLIIUN0 OM} UsaMIB]
T 0 66128 €5€G¢°  0v0STe ‘anfojouyrg uo paseq uone|NI[Ed UMO Aw 1xod wnwixew ay) 1e 19s xapul Awixold onsinbui 11V Awixoud onsinbuin
uo1109s e 99s ‘abenbue| e101)J0 urew J1ay}
T 0 196V /6S6ET"  OVOSTZ ‘anbojouyl3 uo paseq UoIFRINI[EI UMQO Buisn sa1unod [ pue | ussmiag xapul AWIXold ansinbul Anwixoid ansinbui
144
00000TZT 0  €6/69T TC68T  [/TT8  PUeZY SS|GEL 33S ‘UOIIR]|0D EJep UMO ['ur 1 wouy 3003s uoneindod uBroioy [0S
v T-1 (uonejndod
6v.5°9 LI2TI- Tv/8C  €99T'€-  ¢6TZL  PUBZV S3|QeL 93S ‘UONJB||0D Blep UMO 30unos Jad [ ur 1 wouy 3003s uoneindod ubtaiog)u T-1 SIUBIBIAl JO 30015 U]
ev
19T19¥6 0 .89 L/0T  ¢l¥e0T pue T s3|geL 89S ‘UOI1I3]|03 BIep UMO [0} 1 woyy mopyur uoneiBiw fimor4
ev
S50LY  TYOVI- TIESZ T8Y20'S— 6TS00T  PUB TV S3|geL 88S ‘UONJB||0D Blep UMO (uoneindod 801nos Jad [ 03 | Wouy Moyl UoKEIBIL)U aley uoneBiwz U
XenN UIA pPS UesiN sqo 9d4nos uoniuysq S3aVIdVA
$924N0S pue suonIuap ‘SaNsIels w>_ya_homm0
T 3lgqel

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

available in PMC 2016 August 01.

Econ J (London). Author manuscript:



Page 30

Adsera and Pytlikova

§69°LL12 0 ¥6S9TS9 V9L T¥6  2TSKST (6002) Breroep pue aioejods yorew Jualnd ‘souelsip onaush paybiap ERNANTQRIIETEI R EY
yorew

09/2 0 6/6T02. 29/6'€E6 09£.0Z (6002) Bueioepn pue aloejods  juaand ‘sdnolb Aljelnid usamiag souelsip d1suab Jueulwoqg 30UeISIQ 2118Us9) JUeUIWO(

65v6'T 0 959’ 6/ET'T  088.9T $8100S PJIOM 8} Ul Wopsai 1 UIBLIO Ul SBIMAQIT [IAID — X8pU| 8SNOH LOPaald 40 uT] T-1 swbry 1A uIbLo U

65v6'T 0 19V 00/0'T  088.9T $3100S PJIOM B} Ul Wopaaid 1 u1Buo Ut spybry [ean1|od — Xapuj 8SNOH Wopaaid Jo ul T-1 sy reontjod uibLo u

T 0 80T 2020° 0v0STZ (#002) 8s0y J0 uoisualxe UMQO diysuoire|as [e1U00d Ul JaAS SBLIIUNOD 10} 3|gelieA Awwng Awwnq 158d [€21I0ISIH

T 0 TVET €810° 0V0STZ 11d3D J0 uoIsualxe UMQO saLunod Burioqybiau Joy ajgerieA Awwng Awwnq BuuioqybiaN
w

6€88'6  Tv/TT 0888 9765’8  82TZIC 11d3D 40 UOISURIXd UMO Ul 1 uIbLo pue [ uoireunsap Jo s|endes ussmiag souelsiq u Wi Ut souelsIq U
1-1 ‘1 Aiunod

98G2'/T 2T60°€- 92v8'e 1217’8 0v.96T sjued pHUOM ‘1AM ur uopre|ndod Jad [ uoneunssp ui uonreindod 4o aeys u T-1 ‘onrey uoneindod u
1ul

T 0 861" J/€S9°  0V0STZ UoIIBIND[ed UMO pue Yueqd PHOM ‘IAM 81kl JuswAojdwiaun 1oy anjea Buissiw e Buieaipul Awwnp v Buissiwin
sanfeA Buissiw Jo ased ul

09807  ¥609°T- LTT8 96/6'T OV8Y.T UO13B|IND[BD UMO puB Sueq PLIOM ‘IAM  dbeiane Aiunod Ag paimmnsqns ‘T-1 ‘1 ui ayel swAojdwaun TINgnsu|

11 _

09807  ¥609°T- 7602 €096'T  09vFL sued pHUOM ‘1AM B0 ur (32104 Joqe| [E103 JO %) [€10} ‘JuaAojdwaun U -1 orey|dwaun ulbLo uT
ful

T 0 096 86T OV0STZ UoIIBND[ed UMO pue Yueqd PHOM ‘IAM 81kl JuswAojdwiaun 1oy anjea Buissiw e Buieaipul Awwnp v Buissiwin
sanfen Buissiw Jo ased ul

6ELTE 1elo) 4 9EvS’ 8€G8'T  02€80C UO13B|INO[BD UMO pue Xueg PlIOM ‘IAM  dbesane Aiunod Aq paimmsgns ‘T-1 ‘T ut ayel swAojdwaun Tlnansuj
-1 ‘[ uoneunsap

6ELTE Gsov 2655 G8E8'T  CGTELT sued pHUOM ‘1AM ur (80104 100e| [€101 JO %) [E10} ‘WswAodwaun U7 T-1 sley|dwisun uoneunssq U
1-1 ‘[ uonreunsap

2515 90es’ vesy 7218 9/Sv8T aseqeled X00S @030 ur 4ao 4o abejusolad e se ainypusdxa [e100s d1jgnd U almipuadx3 a1jgnd Ut
T-1 ‘patenbs

TLOV'LET  CTev've  66VSTC  ¥998'€L 0LLIST sjueg pHOM ‘IAM 1uibuo ur ($ ussiul GOz 1sU0d) ddd ‘emded Jad d@o u bs 1-1 dedladd@o wibuQ u

Xe UINl ps uesN sqo 824nos uouyeg S3T19VIdVA

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Econ J (London). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 August 01.



Page 31

wnx 90— BET0- zero- »x861°0- vET0 €6T°0 1220 0€2°0 - - - Awwng BunioqyBieN
(0£0°0) (0£0°0) (¥0°0) (0£00) (6v0°0) (8v0°0) (8v0°0) (8v0°0)
e lGT0- 06€0- __ LJ€0- __ GYTO- ___06€0- __ ¥80T- __ ¥00'T- __ T/0T- __ 690T- - - - W} Ul soueISIq U
(z0T°0) (ToT°0) (882°0) (tor0) (61T°0) (zL170) (zTT°0) (ToT°0)
e 0690 €850 1800  »ee0S50  ...2850  __ 0S€T  __ 89TT  __ 6evT  __ 8ICT - - - 1-7oney uonejndog U
(1100
wxye CCT0 - - - - - - - - - - - T-1 epeiLu|
(120°0) (T20°0) (¥500) (T200) (¥200) (9200) -1 arey|dweun
1 BV00 e VS00__TETO  ___/T00 Y500 0500 e 7CT0 . . - - - wbLO U
(920°0) (5200 (890°0) (e0°0) (8200) (9€00) -1 srey|dwaun
1200~ L 1600-  __TPTO0-  __0T00- TS00- . 8.00-  ,¥900- . - - . - uoneunsaq U
(660°0) (tot0) (¢ge0) (toT°0) (c110) (cv10) T-) aanypuadxd [e190S d1jand
e 9950 LSO 0200-  »xx9500 . 9/50 V80 e STE0 . B - . - uoneunsaq U
(£10°0) (910°0) (s00) (9100 (610°0) (Te00) (L10°0) pasenbs T-HddddeD18ddao
»8200- 7100~ 910'0- 160°0- TI00- s 7OT0- 0S00-  xxx COT0- - - - - uibuo u
(LL20) (£92°0) (569°0) (2920 (s1€0) (Lv5°0) (982°0) (150°0) T+ 1ddddeDseddas
6610 1100 220 1800 200 o TOV'T L1801 rn ESET 8900~ - - - wbLo U
(¥€T°0) (zeT°0) (T87°0) (ceT0) (s91°0) (622°0) (¥eT°0) (seT°0) T-) [ddddeD1add@o
e £EOT €2.T _ 809T __z0z0 . €LT 9160 €080 0,50 7950 - . - uoneunsaq U
(600°0) (600°0) (0z0°0) (6000)
0990 6990 €690 090 6990 - - - B - - - T SIURIBIN 40 %001S U]
(¥60°0) (¥52°0) (69T°0)
- 6T0°0- - - - - - - - GBO'0- #0067 Awwng afenBue uowwo)
(590°0) (¥80°0) (tzT°0) (9900) (ez1°0) (9v1°0) (ezT°0) (ezT°0) (s12°0) (Zv1°0)
e 020 ZZZO 8050 0200 6020  __eeL0 0960 99,0  __ v/L0 _  EYEE - e TLTE ANWIxo1d 2nsINBuI
(e an (o1) (6) (® 2) ©)] )] ¥) (e) @ ™ S3TaVINVA
a4 EE uosslod sejeq a4 a4 a4 EE| a4 s10 ST0 sT0

Adsera and Pytlikova

"0T0Z—086T 10J UIBIIO JO SBIIUNOI PJIOM [[e WO} S3LIIUN0D UoIRUNSap D30 0F 01 satel uoneibiw pue Allwixoid abenbue]

¢ dlqeL

Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript

Econ J (London). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 August 01.



Page 32

Adsera and Pytlikova

‘T0>d
¥
'50'0>d
KK

‘70°0>d
*

¥¥

(2) UwN|o2 Ul S3]geLIEA SNONUIUOI JO SIUBIDIYB09-819] SMOYS () uwinjo) "Anunod Jad uesw
a1 1e 18S a1am sarel JuswAojdwaun Buissiw Jey serealpul uawAojdwaun painsgns ‘sajel JuswAojdwiaun UO UoIeWIojUI BuIsSIW € SI 813y} JaAsuaym sared JuswAojdwaun paniisgns asn (z1)—(2) suwnjod
"sasayuaied Ul [aA8] Jred-A1Unod syl Je PaJalSN|o S10418 pIepue)s 1SNGoY "SAIWWIN Jeak apnjoul s|apow ||V “(arey uoneBiwg)u :ajqelieA uspuadaq 's10ajie Pax1y INOYLIM pue YIIM S81ewnss S0 :SaloN

2060 6680 6680 6680 ¥9.°0 7110 951°0 95/°0 1170 900 TIT°0 pasenbs-y paisnlpy
195'0S 521§ LS2'TS LS2'1S L5218 L6L'YL 129'TY v.8'78 .8'78 675'00T 6T5°00T 675'00T SUOIRAJIBSqO
(8v2'2) (L91°2) (185°9) (2912 (919°2) (820'%) (6v2'2) (¥89'T) (9v0°0) (0v0°0) (70°0)

e OVOST—  _LISET-  ergg- e QLG€T-  T298T- __ Tvl8T- _ 0e8vI- __ ell9-  08GG-  _ JSCS- VIGG- WEISUOD

S3A S3A SEVN S3A S3A SEN S3A S3A S3aA ON ON ON 34 uIBlO % uoneunsaq

JuswAojdwaun

S3A SEN S3A S3A S3A S3A ON ON ON ON ON ON paIMINSgNS 104 salUWNg

(820°0) (820°0) (0£0°0) (8200) (9€0°0) (Tv0°0) (e€0°0) (¥€0°0) T-1 1Sy 1A
e 1900-  _ 7I00- £900=  wnnB100- . ¥I00- __ GETO- __ v/TO- __ /800- _ ¥80°0- - - - wopaal4 uIbLo U
(€200 (€200 (tot°0) (€200) (620°0) (2€0°0) (220°0) (£20°0) -1 1sybry [eamjod

5200 1100 600 5000 1T0°0 2200 e WT0 0v0°0 1200 - - - wopsai4 ubLo U
(0000) (0000) (0000) (0000) (0000) (0000) (0000) (0000) souessiq
200000 £0000'0 e 1000 600°0 €00000  »¢0000-  £00000-  xx€0000- ., 20000~ - - - 918US9 JUBUILIO]
(880°0) (860°0) (00T'0) (¢600) (¥81°0) (s67°0) (181°0) (181°0)

LVST0 e 9920 6100 e 1920 668T  _ JTYT  __ EV6T  __ TY6'T - - - AWwIng 15ed [eOLI0ISIH
(180°0) (e800) (2210 (z80°0) (991°0) (8S1°0) (t21°0) (t21°0)
(em) () (om) (6) (® (02)] ()] (S ) (e (@ (1) S3T1gVINVA
EE| EE| uossiod sejeg EE| EE| EE| EE| EE| S0 S0 S0

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Econ J (London). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 August 01.



Page 33

Adsera and Pytlikova

‘70>d
-

‘50°0>d
KK
‘70°0>d
KKK
‘|aAa] Jred-A1unod ay) 1e palalsn|d SI014a plepue)s 1SNCoY "S19844e pax1y A1unod uiblio pue UOIRUNSAP pue Salwwnp
Jeak ‘sa|gelsen a0uRISIp ‘Sa|qeLIeA J1WOoU0I3 ‘siuelbil JO 4903S :papn|oul $]0uU0D *(SIUaId1)a02 B1aq) S8109S-Z MOYS J1jBM pue S1axdelq Ul Slaquinu ‘(arey uonelbiwg)u :ajqelieA Juspuadaq :Sa10N

2060 8680 6680 ¥06°0 668°0 6680 0060 6680 6680 2y Iy
906'8T 910'8Y LST'TS 219'8e G98'05 L§2'TS S6v'LC 60.'6Y LST'TS SUOIEAIZSGO
(966°€) (tez2) (L91°2) (s6v°2) (wL1°2) (tL1°2) (9eTe) (Toz'2) (291°2)

wreVESOT- _ l2O0¥C- /TS€C- G88'8T- __ /6C€c~ CIL€Z- , ¥888I- E/E€Z- _ 9/G'€C- WEISUD

LLgeool | foroo-] [zeool | lesool | [fezoo-] | [reool | [ezoo]l  [eroo-] | lozoo] 81057
(960°0) (660°0) (580°0) (990°0) (850°0) (¥50°0) (LL0°0) (9200 (990°0)

8200 - 8T20- e SGE0 __€EE0  __ 66T0-  , T6T0 €020 L PYT0- ey 5020 ANWIXo1d 2nsINBuIT

(6) (8 () (9) (9) ) (€) @ ©)
:AQ painseaw
usk@ uldlysusna]  xoadBbui ushQg ulelysusna  xoudbui uskg ulglysusana  xoad'Bulim  aouelsig/AuwiIxodd ‘Bui
abenbue] Joley safenbue [e1oO 11V abenbue] (e 15414

'S31IIUN03 dO30 03 Satel uonelbiw pue
(sebenbue) [e12140 ajdijnw 10} $]0IUOI JO/pPUR Saxapul A1sINBUl] UIBIYsUaAaT] pue usAq) Auwixoad ansinbull Jo SaiNseaw aAlRUIS)|Y :$23Ud SSauIsnqoy

€ 9lqeL

Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript

Econ J (London). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 August 01.



Page 34

Adsera and Pytlikova

.H.OVQ
¥

'50°0>d
x¥
‘T0°0>d
FEF¥
‘|]ana] Jred-A1unod ay) 1e paislsn|d S1011a plepuels 1snqoy "s1oaya paxiy Aiunod uibuio
pue UOITRUNISAP PUE SBIWWND JeaA ‘Sa|qelieA 9JUEISIP ‘S3|GRIIBA DIWOUO0I3 ‘SJueIBIW JO 4I01S :papN|aul S|0JIU0D "S8jel JuawW||0Jua SSo4f Ag painseaw S| uoiyeanpa Aseral Jeak uanlb e 1o} sajel Jusw|jolua
Jooyos Arepuodss sso4b ul ajnuadtad (15T 84} MOJ3q SI LOITEINP MO] UM Anunod v "xapuj Alwixoid ansinbui ano Ag painseaw Alwixold ansinbui “(syey uonelbiwz)u :ajqeLieA juspuadsq :se10N

6680 6680 6880 0680 0680 6680 6680 6680 z4 v
L6705 16705 6.0'TT 6.0'TT 6.0'TT PASTAIR 1G2'TS 1G2'TS SUOEAISGO
(802°2) (0122 (96¥'1) (86'1) (861'1) (2¢L12) (rL12) (rL12)

g SCL€C~  0S9€Z- S¥6Ty- 629Tv- __ TW6Ty- __ 989°€c- __ 6/G€- __ 6/5€C- UBISU0D
S]0Ju0d
S3A S3A S3A S3A S3A S3A S3A S3A 18yio
(ev00)
ynp3
19, L, X0.d
4 7600 ansinbui
(zz0'0) (zz00)
1 uoneonp3
4y 0600 x5 00T°0 Areral wbuo
(00T°0) (2€2°0) (ezT°0) (€80°0) (LvT°0) (560°0)
uolyeunsap
e £CC0 80T°0 5200 £0510 80T°0 190°0 ystbu3 ul
(660°0) (£82°0) (¥77°0) (650°0) (¢80°0) (€20°0) uoneunssp
e 89S0 9T O- L1120 e SCC0__60S0 en E9E0 -:;%kchm
(9zT°0) (£90°0)
Auwixoid
¥10°0- s 77C0 a1sInbul 7
(8 () (9) (S) ) (€ (@ (1)

[P0 ISIId  [ERPO SIS [BRIHO IV JofeN [0 IsAId BP0 IV Jofe [BIDIHO 15414

$8143UN09 |1V UOITBINPA JO S|9A8] MO L1IM S3IIIUN0D $8113UN0D |1

'$911JUN0Y D3O 01 Sajel uoleIBIW pue uoleonpa ‘abenbue| usxods AjapIm se ysijbu3 Jo ajol ayL

¥ alqeL

Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript

Econ J (London). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 August 01.



1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny

1duosnuen Joyiny

Adsera and Pytlikova Page 35

Table 5

The role of policy, networks and linguistic networks on linguistic distance and migration rates to OECD
countries.

() @ (©) O]
Policy Policy Linguistic networks at the 4" | Linguistic networks at the 3"
level of the linguistic tree level of the linguistic tree
Linguistic 0205 | 0.244™" 0311 0.467
Proximity (0.066) (0.096) (0.079) (0.085)
Linguistic Requirement (Policy)_t | _g.249*** | —0.240***
(0.027) (0.031)
Ling.Req.Policy_t *Ling. Prox -0.065
(0.107)
Linguistic networks_t-1 0.040 ¥** 0.027
(0.011) (0.011)
Ling. Networks_t-1 “Ling. Prox -0.035™ -0.065 """
(0.017) (0.017)
Ln Stock of Migrants_t-1 0.67177 0.67177 0.655 0.661 7
(0.009) (0.009) (0.010) (0.010)
Constant -23.374™ | -23.374™* -23.847"% -23.770"
(2.134) (2.134) (2.163) (2.165)
Observations 51,233 51,233 51,147 51,112
Adj. R2 0.899 0.899 0.899 0.899

Notes: Dependent Variable: Ln(Emigration Rate). Linguistic Proximity measured by our Linguistic Proximity Index. Controls included: stock of
migrants, economic variables, distance variables, year dummies and destination and origin country fixed effects. Linguistic networks measured on
the fourth (column 1) and third (column 2) level of the linguistic family tree. Linguistic requirement for naturalization in destination countries is
coded as1 formal test; 0.5 informal test and 0 none. Robust standard errors clustered at the country-pair level,

Ak
p<0.01,
Ak

p<0.05,

*
p<0.1.
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