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Migration and Development:
Four Hard Issues

Migration as Development—Income Per
Natural

Hard-core ghost countries?

Bias in development due to research
priorities in rich countries

Brain Drain

When does the median voter stop
opposing migration from poor countries?



In many cases those who escape
poverty do so by moving

Table 3: Nonpoor people residing in origin country and in the United States, by country of birth
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There are countries of cumulatively 100 million
people for whom income per natural exceeds GDP
per resident by 30 percent

Figure 3: Difference betiwveen income per natural and GDP per resident in a
cumulative population ordered left-to-right by the single-country percent difference
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Population mobility has been an
adjustment to changing

Red=Counly Dcelined, Net Decling between 0 and 5,000

u
Purple=Counly Declined;, Net Decline between 5,000 and J@(I rC l I m S t a n Ce S
Bluc=Counly Declined; Net Decline greater than 10,000

Green=Counly Incrcascd by morc than 10,000

There are regions of the USA with
Only a third the population they
Avould have had without outward migration



The proliferation of sovereigns plus
labor immobility

* International system is premised on closed
borders.

* There is not compelling reason to believe
that all borders were drawn so as to
include an economically viable and
prosperous region.

* |f you trap labor in places with declining
demand you produce falling wages.



Are the nurses of the future
Robots or Rosalie?

‘




The historically huge decrease in the cost of capital and the
rise in returns to education—unskilled labor is threatened
by skill biased technical change—Ilack of labor mobility
exacerbate this problem?
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Figure 4: Thoe ggure depicts the dynamics of 1the ralative prioe of onprial and 1ha reruroe o oducation froen
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Coping with demographics with
robots

apan; 2630

MALE , FENALE

I | |

BT T T A VA (A A A A A
Pagul ation (in nillions)

Saurces 1,5, Cenaus Bureau, International lata Base, Aging Japan Building Robots To Look
After Elderly (news headline)




Bias In research

* The one thing we know about “poverty reducing
economic growth” or “inclusive growth” is that it
IS labor intensive.

* Much technological progress is unskilled labor
displacing (e.g. ATMs, automated check-out)
because plentiful high skill and cheap capital
plus border restrictions—Ilabor saving technical
change

« Potentially a more serious impediment to
development than any other research bias (e.qg.
In medicine)



Rate of return to schooling (%)

Brain Drain: high private returns
but mixed evidence on growth
Impact

Figure 6: Estimates of the return to schooling and years of schooling
(Observations identified with country code and year of study)
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In environments with poor economic conditions
more human capital does not lead to growth
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Figure 1a:
|

Schooling and GDP per person in Venezuela
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In environments with poor economic conditions
more human capital does not lead to growth

Figure 10c: Partial scatter plot, growth output per worker and
growth in schooling captial (=.58,9=0)
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While voters closed borders in the early 20t century, the
huge historical spread in incomes raises the question: are
the median voter in rich countries and an unskilled migrant

still really substitutes?
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Five hard questions

|s migration itself development?

Are there ghost countries, and if so, how can
they be handled?

How can one mitigate the damage of labor

displacing innovation created by barriers of
labor?

Is Brain Drain a problem when it is draining from
countries where it is under utilized?

When does the median voter become pro-
migration?



