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This paper analyzes the interaction between migrant networks and linguistic Table 1: PPML Estimation of Migration Flows to the EU
distance in the location decisions of migrants to the European Union at the regional 1 11 111 IV \
. . . Coef/StdE  Coef/StdE  Coef/StdE  Coef/StdE  Coef/StdE
level. We test the hypothesis that language and networks are substitutes in the . . .
Network 0.40331 0.27581 0.1300° 0.1151° 0.1114F
location decision. Based on individual level data and a random utility maximization (0.0237) (0.0469) (0.0295) (0.0269) (0.0265)
: "y . .. . LD —0.02387  —0.0348"  —0.0334"  —0.02317  —0.01917
framework we find that networks have a positive effect on location decisions while (0.0033) (0.0045) (0.0029) (0.0032) (0.0033)
the effect of linguistic distance is, as expected, negative. We also find a positive Network x LD 0.00167 0.00191 0.00157 0.00147
. . . . . (0.0005) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003)
interaction effect between the two variables: networks are more important the In(distance) 0.38935*  _0.45921
larger the linguistic distance between the home and host countries, and the (0.1263) (0.1258)
, , L , _ Colony 0.97147 0.44767
negative effect of linguistic distance is smaller the larger the network size. (0.1138) (0.1112)
Common off. lang. 0.95581
(0.1267)
I nt rod uction Constant —4.0581" —3.3798***  —5.3086" —3.4647**  —3.8880***
(1.0487) (1.0542) (1.0986) (1.3054) (1.3140)
. . Sending-country FE yes yes yes yes yes
Motivation Receiving-region FE no no Ves Ves yes
_ . . .
!Vllgrant.networks (gllasporas) are among the most important determinants of =2 0117 0.409 0671 0.703 0,708
international migration flows (e.g., Beine, Docquier & Ozden 2011) Observations 31,194 31,194 31,194 31,194 31,194
" Provide positive externalities for members of the same ethnic group that reduce Notes: — ' p < 0.001; *** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05: * p < 0.1. — Robust standard errors in parentheses.

LD: linguistic distance. — PPML: Poisson pseudo-maxzimum-likelihood.

migration costs

" An emerging literature has identified language as another important factor for
migrants’ location decisions (e.g., Adsera & Pytlikova 2015)

" Acquiring a foreign language is easier if the native language is linguistically closer
to the language to be learned (Isphording & Otten 2014, Chiswick & Miller 2015)

" |nteraction effect both statistically and economically significant

Heterogeneous effects

= |f LD=0, a one standard deviation increase in Network increases the probability
of migrating to that region by 19%.

= At the 90t"-percentile of the LD distribution, a one standard deviation increase in

Hypothesis Network increases the probability of migrating to that region by 50%.

Networks and linguistic distance may be interdependent:
" |Importance of migrant networks increases with linguistic distance
= Negative effect of linguistic distance decreases with the size of migrant networks

Robustness Checks

Table 2: PPML Estimation of Migration Flows — Robustness Checks

Research question
What is the role of network size and linguistic distance in the regional location

[ I I11 Y

Coet/StdE  Coef/StdE  Coef/StdE  Coef/StdE
decision of migrants? Network 011090  —0.1698
(0.0265)  (0.1033)
LD —0.0192T  —0.0656"  —0.01437  —0.07287
cOntribution (0.0033) {0.0071) (0.0024) (0.0099)
Network x LD 0.00147 0.00457
|.  Analyze the interaction between migrant networks and linguistic distance (0.0003)  (0.0011)
. .« . . . . . Relative network 0.0205%*
II. Model the location decisions of immigrants to the EU at the regional level using (0.0066)
. . Relative network = LD 00067
a large set of sending countries pelative network (0.0001)
I1l. Using a linguistic distance matrix for sending country-receiving region dyads (at Linguistic network —[3}?};}
NUTS-2 level) to capture within-country variation in linguistic distance Linguistic network x LD 0.00431
(0.0012)
In{distance) —0. 45871 —0.46581 —(.85357 —0.43007
(0.1270)  (0.1293)  (0.1385)  (0.1281)
° ° ° Colony 0.44381 0.46317 0.57117 0.50617
Modeling Location Choice oty i eum
Common off. lang. {(COL) 0.96097 1.02737 1.15531 1.09247
(0.1268)  (0.1362)  (0.1308)  (0.1288)
Random utility model Genetic distance —[Eggllg}
= Migrant i from sending country s faces a set of alternative receiving regions K. Constant P Lﬂfj} {?-gﬁgf} 7{:-9;%5;} —[?fi;;}
2467 DD 3657 A916
Ut|||ty Of regiOn = K . Sending-country FE Ves Ves VESs Ves
Receiving-region FE Ves VEs Ves Ves
. Sample LD = 0 incl. VEs T10) Ves o
Uisr = Visr T Eisr R2 0.708 0.675 0.649 0.670
. / (Observations 30.794 30.451 31.194 30.451
o lglNetWOrkST T IBZLDST T lg3NetWOrkS7" X LDST T Y XiST T €isr Notes: — T p < 0.001; *** p < 0.01; ** p < 005 = p < 0.1. — Robust standard errors

in parentheses. LI): linguistic distance. PPML: Poisson pseudo-marimum-likelihood.
Information on genetlic distance is not available for Andorra an the Staie of Palestine, reducing
the sample by 400 observations. Relative network is calculated as the stock of migrants
from sending country s living in region r divided by the total number of migrants from that
sending country living in the EU, i.e., Relative network = (stockS 998 [stock EU =998 5 100,

Linguistic network is calculated as the stock of migrants living in region r that were born in
a country that has the same most common language as the migrant’s country of birth s.

" X;.-: control variables specific to j, s, r, and sr dyad

» Behavioral model: chooser € K ifand only if u;q, = u;, Vk €K

" Assuming ¢&;o-~i.i.d. extreme value, probability that i chooses r can be
estimated by a Conditional Logit model (McFadden 1974):

Multilateral resistance

exp(Vigr) = PPML requires error terms to be cross-sectionally independent
Pryisr = 1) = K_ exp(Visk) * Violated if I, fails to include all relevant bilateral determinants or if observed
- factors have heterogeneous impact across decision makers
= Log-likelihood function largely similar to Poisson =» PPML estimation = Multilateral resistance can be interpreted as a violation of independence of

irrelevant alternatives (l1A)

Further robustness check

= Relax IlIA and model source of heterogeneity

= Estimate Mixed Random Parameters Logit model

=» Results confirm the findings of the PPML estimation

Conclusion

= Networks and linguistic proximity are substitutes in migrants’ location choice
= Networks are more important when linguistic distance is high, and the negative
effect of linguistic distance is smaller when networks are large

Special evaluation of 2007 European Union Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS)
= Data represent about 7.4 million migrants
= 156 sending countries, 200 receiving NUTS-2 regions =2 31,200 sr dyads

Linguistic distance

= Average phonetic similarity between most commonly spoken language in the
sending country and in the receiving region (Isphording & Otten 2014)

"= Based on the Levenshtein distance
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