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Abstract: In the 1970s Jagdish Bhagwati proposed the introduction of a brain drain tax to compensate

less developed countries for the welfare losses they suffered as a result of outward skilled mi-

gration, but the proposal was never implemented. In light of tensions in Europe caused by

the mobility of highly-skilled labour from ‘East’ to ‘West’ following the 2004 EU enlargement,

this paper re-examines the feasibility of such a proposal within the Union. The disparity be-

tween levels of income and economic development in (some of) the ‘new’ and ‘old’ mem-

ber states, combined with the specific European institutional environment to trigger a brain

drain from the accession countries to the EU-15. Mindful of the values and specificities of the

EU, I address the question of whether Bhagwati’s brain drain tax could provide a solution to

this problem in the European context. Combining empirical research with EU integration the-

ory, I argue that it cannot: implementation would face obstacles even in the limited context

of the EU because of the lack of appropriate supranational competences; moreover, the tax

– as a compensation mechanism - could not reduce the major differences in development

levels, which is the underlying cause of the problem. Nonetheless, addressing this question

illuminates broader issues of the politics of enlargement and the inequities of the current EU,

in spite of the benefits it has brought to its 2004 and 2007 entrants.

Keywords: brain drain, brain drain tax, European Union, integration theory, mobility, migration, Cen-
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FREE MOVEMENT AND BRAIN DRAIN IN EUROPE 
The free movement of labour is widely touted – including by the EU itself – as one of
the fundamental achievements of European integration (European Parliament, 2018).
However, like other well-meaning policies, the undeniable advantages of free move-
ment are accompanied by significant drawbacks, which can be seen as unintended
spillover effects. One way these drawbacks have materialised is in the form of a brain
drain through the emigration of skilled labour from poorer to richer countries. 

The problem first gained prominence in the context of the accession of Central
and Eastern European (CEE) countries (the EU-8) (see Zaiceva and Zimmermann,
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2008), and has remained on the agenda ever since. Following their entry into the sin-
gle labour market, wages in new Member States failed to converge substantially
with those of older member states,1 which prompted a significant proportion
(15.6%) of their skilled labour force to move to Western Europe. As a result, the em-
igration of highly skilled labour, and now also that of lower-skilled labour, arises as
an acute problem in a number of CEE Member States. In addition to the inherent loss
of valuable talents as these workers take their skills elsewhere, the EU-8 countries
forgo benefits in the process, particularly in connection with the sunk costs of pub-
licly funded higher education. Specifically, in such cases the society of the emigrants’
source country cannot take advantage of the social as well as economic benefits of
higher education. 

However, although the issue came to prominence in the 21st century, it has deeper
roots. While brain drain in different forms has probably been present to some extent
throughout human history, as a global challenge it became a focus of attention in the
second half of the 20th century, with particular regard to relations between ‘less de-
veloped’ and ‘more developed’ countries. This attention also sparked ideas con-
cerning the ways to address the problematic aspects of the phenomenon. The
concept of a brain drain tax proposed by Bhagwati (1972; 1976a) is a key milestone
in that process. Also known as the Bhagwati proposal, the introduction of a global
tax on ‘drained brains’ to compensate ‘losing’ (source) countries was an extreme
idea but it was, nevertheless, supported by economic, social policy and moral or
ethical arguments.

While the Bhagwati proposal has never been implemented, it remains a subject
of discussion in academic circles to this date (see, e.g., Docquier and Rapoport,
2012; Wilson, 2008a). Yet, although scholars have inquired into numerous aspects
of the proposed tax, it has never been discussed in an intra-European context, as I
outline in the next section. Thus, this article seeks to fill this gap in the literature by
examining the practical relevance, applicability and potential effectiveness of the
concept within the confines of the European Union. Beyond academic discussion
and practicability, however, this analysis speaks to current and significant debates in
the EU and particularly in CEE over the costs and benefits of EU membership. 

Accordingly, in the following I seek to determine whether Bhagwati’s tax proposal
could provide a viable solution to address the East-West brain drain within the Union.
To do so, I combine economic analyses with interpretative use of European inte-
gration theory. Firstly, I demonstrate the existence of a European brain drain by de-
scribing related statistics. Then, I argue that while the brain drain tax could
theoretically work as a compensation mechanism in the EU, it would not address or
eliminate the deeper causes of the phenomenon. Besides that, and similarly to im-
plementation at the global level, I show that introducing such a tax would also face
obstacles with regard to processes of European integration and the EU institutional
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environment. I support this claim by using implications of two integration theories:
neofunctionalism and liberal intergovernmentalism, which, respectively, emphasise
the implications of unintended spillovers from integration steps and the feasibility of
community-wide integration in light of the intergovernmental context. 

Thus the article proceeds in three main steps. First, in outlining the key elements
of the notion of ‘brain drain’ and the Bhagwati proposal, I also introduce the theo-
retical background of related debates and the conceptual framework through which
I conduct the analysis that follows. I then present this analysis of the relevance and
applicability of an intra-EU brain drain tax. Finally, I summarise the conclusions and
discuss their implications and underpinnings. 

BRAIN DRAIN, SOCIAL BENEFITS AND THE BRAIN DRAIN TAX 
The term brain drain refers to the movement of human capital (usually across state
borders) and particularly to the migration of highly skilled people from their ‘source’
countries to what become their ‘destination’ countries, which is seen to deprive the
source countries of the social benefits of the education that these people have ben-
efitted from. Crucially, it is these social benefits that create the basic rationale for
public funding of higher education. They derive from the positive externalities that
are generated by higher education participation: it provides gains not just for the par-
ticipants but for the whole society (e.g. highly educated persons tend to be more in-
novative, usually pay more taxes, are less prone to commit crimes, etc.)
(Vossensteyn, 2004). 

If highly educated people were to stay at home, the social benefits of higher ed-
ucation would ensure a social return on the public investment made in education.
Emigration of the skilled workers who were educated at public expense causes ex-
plicit fiscal losses (also through lost tax revenue) as well as the forgone social ben-
efits for the source country while the destination country enjoys these benefits
without having to pay for them. The ‘opportunity costs’2 of this sunk investment are
also significant: public funds could have been spent on providing other social ben-
efits, such as healthcare. The term source country refers to the country that suffers
the brain drain, and destination country to the country to which the emigrants relo-
cate. For the purposes of this paper, highly skilled persons are people with ‘higher ed-
ucation’, which is manifest in their holding of a university or college degree, and
emigration is the act of taking up habitual residence in another country.

Brain Drain – or Brain Gain? 
The assessment of brain drain in the literature is far from consistent. The classical
approach to the phenomenon centres around the aforementioned welfare losses
of the source country at the macro level. Although with certain variations in focus,
the first major generation of brain drain researchers focused on these negative
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consequences of highly skilled emigration (Berry and Soligo, 1969; Bhagwati,
1976a; 1976b; 1979; Bhagwati and Dellalfar, 1973; Bhagwati and Hamada, 1974;
Grubel and Scott, 1966a, 1966b; Johnson, 1979). In contrast to these authors, oth-
ers such as Beine, Docquier and Rapoport (2001), Mountford (1997), Stark, Hel-
menstein, and Prskawetz (1997), and Vidal (1998) pointed out the positive aspects
of the phenomenon. They introduced the concept of brain gain with reference to
the gains of destination countries. These gains may meaningfully exceed the losses
of source countries in cases where migrants have limited opportunities to realise
their potential in the source country, with their emigration thus merely amounting
to the loss of ‘unutilised capacities’. Additionally, these authors underlined the
possibility that opportunities for prosperity abroad may increase participation in
education, while remittances may drive gains in domestic income. Also taking into
account the possibility of emigrants returning home having gained experience
and further benefitted from additional training and socialisation, the societies of
source countries may arguably gain additional valuable human capital (this phe-
nomenon is called ‘brain circulation’; see Goldin et al., 2011). Moreover, whether
through labour shortage or intervention by public policy makers, emigration may
also be instrumental in forcing the catching up of wages, which could decelerate
further emigration and increase incentives for source country workers to gain ed-
ucation. 

More recently, however, scepticism about the positive effects of high-skilled
labour emigration has come to the fore. Schiff’s (2018) models show that the source
country’s society is worse off because of it, and government subsidies do not nec-
essarily foster optimal levels of education externality under a brain drain. Besides
that, by using a European example, Boncea (2015) showed that turning brain drain
into brain gain is not possible without well thought out and targeted government
measures. Accordingly, my analysis will focus on brain drain – the welfare losses of
source countries. In accordance with the work of Desai et al. (2009) I define such
damage as a fiscal loss resulting from the source country’s sunk human capital in-
vestments (Becker, 1964). Such a definition of losses may seem unduly limited, but
it does allow for an initial focus on objectively observable brain drain losses before
returning (as I do in the conclusion) to wider political issues. In the case of publicly
funded training provided to persons holding higher education degrees within the
focus of my study, this will be equivalent to sunk public expenditures on their higher
education. In this framework, where higher education is not funded by government,
this problem does not arise.3

The Bhagwati Proposal 
Bhagwati (1972) introduced the idea of the brain drain tax, and Bhagwati and Del-
lalfar (1973) and Bhagwati (1976a) subsequently developed it as a detailed concept.
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Bhagwati and his co-author argued on the assumption that in any case, more de-
veloped countries were net winners of the phenomenon, while less developed coun-
tries were net losers. The conviction that preventive policies could not succeed in
decelerating the process dominated the proposal as well. Consequently, rather than
attempting prevention, the concept accepted the fact of the loss and sought to pro-
vide subsequent compensation to the countries that suffered it.

On those grounds, in addition to supporting the brain drain tax by moral argu-
ments (Bhagwati, 1979) as well as economic ones (Bhagwati, 1976b), Bhagwati also
discussed its optimal form. The Bhagwati proposal is summarised in the following six
points:

1. The brain drain tax should be levied as an additional income tax on mi-
grants’ actual earnings in their host countries. It would be unfair to levy the
tax on some expected income that is estimated at the time of emigration. The
tax rate could be linear or progressive, but the amount must always be derived
as a percentage of real income (Bhagwati and Dellalfar, 1973).

2. Destination countries must collect the tax. It would be an unviable re-
quirement for home countries to collect the tax effectively and economically
outside their borders in dozens of other countries, while they often have trou-
ble collecting taxes in their own territories.4 Although it is questionable whether
it would be constitutional for destination countries to collect a tax on behalf
and for the benefit of other governments, Bhagwati & Dellalfar (1973) argue
that making this lawful is merely a matter of political decision. Nevertheless,
even if the destination countries were to show a positive attitude in regard to
the tax, the negotiation, conclusion and enforcement of dozens of bilateral
agreements would incur very high transaction costs. 

3. As opposed to collection, source countries should undertake to levy the
tax. First, the revenues from collecting the tax would improve their public fi-
nances, and second, the same act by destination countries would be seen as
discrimination against immigrant labour, and would be inconsistent with the
principle of the free movement of labour (Bhagwati, 1976a).

4. Following emigration, migrants should be required to pay the tax over a
predetermined period. While there would be arguments for life-long taxation,
Bhagwati & Dellalfar (1973) believe this would give emigrants the wrong in-
centives, encouraging them to change their nationalities in order to avoid tax-
ation. In Bhagwati’s view, supposedly even migrants would find it more
tolerable to remain subject to the extra burden for a specific period only.

5New Perspectives Vol. 27, No. 2/2019

ADDRESSING THE EU’S EAST-WEST BRAIN DRAIN



5. The tax revenues collected should be remitted to less developed countries
collectively. While the amount collected is evidently due to the source coun-
tries, the method of channelling the money back could be a subject of debate.
While a utilitarian approach to taxation would imply that the tax revenues
should be remitted to the very same countries from which the migrants arrived,
Bhagwati (1976a) proposes an alternative mechanism. He argues that it would
be more beneficial for less developed countries to be compensated collectively
and thus the transfer could be used for collective development projects. This
would reinforce their sense of collective belonging, and encourage them to co-
operate instead of aggravating national conflicts.

6. UN participation could solve some of the difficulties. Bhagwati (1976a) also
outlined an alternative solution, in which, consistently with much thinking of
the time (Giannoccolo, 2006), the United Nations would occupy an important
role. Namely, if source countries were willing to surrender the right to levy the
tax, and destination countries were to offer the services of their tax authorities,
both functions could be delegated to the UN. In this case, the international or-
ganisation would directly collect the tax revenues, which could be channelled
directly into the existing UN development programmes. Every aspect of the
brain drain tax would thus be handled at a global level within the framework of
the UN, which could also make the tax more acceptable to the international
community (Bhagwati and Dellalfar, 1973).

The Contested Viability of the Brain Drain Tax 
Although Bhagwati unsurprisingly concluded his paper by stating that “the tax pro-
posal in this format appears to be feasible” (1976a: 38), the brain drain tax has not
yet been implemented in any form. Nevertheless, a constant flow of papers revisit-
ing, assessing and aiming to improve the proposal shows its academic relevance;
and indeed, there have also been recent studies voicing sharp criticism over its de-
sirability (Clemens, 2014; Dumitru, 2012).

Over the years, the brain drain tax has been the subject of several theoretical stud-
ies. Wilson (2011) examined the effect of the tax for ‘non-benevolent’ governments
(i.e. governments that aim to maximise political rents instead of general welfare), and
Kar (2012) incorporated it in a model with information asymmetry (where employers
in the destination county do not have information on the migrants’ true skill level),
while Docquier and Rapoport (2012) modelled the effectiveness criteria for the tax.
Also on a modelling basis, Scalera (2012) argued for the desirability of the proposal on
the grounds of its effect of increasing human capital and improving general welfare. 

Regarding the practical feasibility of the proposal, the picture is more varied.
Based on an overview of the possibilities to implement the tax in a variety of sce-
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narios, Oldman and Pomp (1975) confirmed that only a tax levied by source coun-
tries would also stand the test in legal terms, and that the UN would be needed to
provide an adequate institutional framework for the initiative. Partington (1975: 749)
overviewed the legal and administrative aspects of the proposal, and expressed con-
cerns over its implementation since close analysis raised further serious issues that
had not been addressed in detail by the original proposal (i.e. “relating to definition,
the number of potential taxpayers, the amount of revenue and the cost of collec-
tion”). Pomp (1989), who relied on a case study for the empirical demonstration of
the difficulties in taxing citizens residing in foreign countries, voiced criticism about
the proposal’s feasibility as well. By contrast, examining an adaptable version of the
proposal in the context of the post-millennial global development policy framework,
Brauner (2010) presented its feasibility in a more favourable light. Similarly, McHale
(2009) expressed more positive views on the prospects of the tax, arguing that the
tax would be more feasible today, given that information barriers are currently more
moderate than a few decades ago.

Responding to criticisms of its feasibility, Wilson (2008b) proposed the concept
of a voluntary brain drain tax. In his view, with adequate incentives in place (such as
future tax benefits granted on returning home), migrants planning for a temporary
foreign residence would also be willing to pay the tax voluntarily, which could po-
tentially mitigate the problem of enforcement.

The brain drain tax has also been examined in its broader context. The relation-
ship of migration to various tax regimes has been addressed in a number of studies
that regularly mentioned the Bhagwati proposal (Bhagwati and Wilson, 1989; Desai,
Kapur and McHale, 2004; Wilson, 2009). Those studies primarily examined various
aspects of the tax in the context of the relationship between less developed and
more developed countries. To date, however, no research has been carried out on
the application of the proposal within the European Union. Veres (2012) suggested
the need for some compensation mechanism in the field of funding higher educa-
tion with reference to the uneven distribution of costs and benefits among nations,
and Golovics (2014; 2015) briefly suggested the relevance of the brain drain tax to
the EU. Yet, no detailed or thoroughgoing analysis has been produced on the sub-
ject. This article undertakes to fill that gap.

A BRAIN DRAIN TAX IN THE EU? 
Before answering the question whether the brain drain tax could provide a viable so-
lution to address the brain drain within the European Union, it is necessary to de-
scribe - indeed establish – that such a phenomenon exists. First, based on primary
data and secondary research, I show that brain drain exists within the EU and should
be considered as a real problem that faces several EU Member States (EUMS) and
thus needs to be addressed. I then examine whether the introduction of a brain drain
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tax in the EU would be useful in addressing this problem. This is followed by a dis-
cussion of feasibility, wherein an overview of implementation options is provided
through an analysis of the EU’s institutional setup and processes, with reference to
two theories of European integration: Neofunctionalism and Liberal Intergovern-
mentalism.

Intra-EU Migration 
Does brain drain exist within the European Union? I argue that is does; however,
due to the complex nature of the phenomenon and related conceptual problems,
as well as measurement difficulties associated with migration, providing a compre-
hensive picture is not an easy task (for more details, see Bauer and Zimmermann,
1995; Castro-Martín and Cortina, 2015; Zaiceva and Zimmermann, 2008). In par-
ticular, the statistical databases available tend to provide data only on specific mi-
grant groups (e.g. those who applied for social insurance), whereby they
systematically involve selection bias. Another problem is presented by the absence
of micro data that results in the lack of information about migrants’ individual char-
acteristics, such as level of education. In that regard, while destination countries’
mirror statistics on immigrants could provide some assistance, difficulties arise be-
cause the data cannot be compared and aggregated internationally (due to differ-
ent definitions and data collection methods).

Despite that, certain tendencies may be inferred from the data that is available. A
striking fact indicated by Eurostat (2018a; 2018b) is that in 2016 over 16 million Eu-
ropean citizens lived in Member States other than those of their citizenship, and
over 19 million in countries other than those of their birth; and indeed the figures
showed a steady increase each year. That in itself illustrates the sizable population
concerned – nearly 4% of the total EU population. Moreover, these data only cover
usually resident persons who had settled for the longer term (i.e. at least one year)
in their destination country. However, the statistics fail to capture the large numbers
of people who left their source countries for shorter or uncertain periods, and are
likely to have retained their source-country addresses, while also being absent from
the systems of their destination countries. Consequently, the actual figures of mi-
gration processes within the EU may be far greater than those indicated above.

The available data also show that the process is unevenly distributed among old
and new Member States of the Union. In 2016, of EU citizens living in Member
States other than those of their citizenship or birth, 96% (17.9 million) and 93% (15.4
million), respectively, resided in States that were members before 2004 (the EU-15)
(Eurostat, 2018a, b). Although that population naturally includes people whose
source countries are also EU-15 states, the phenomenon can still not be considered
symmetrical as is shown below. An overview of the destination countries with the
largest intra-EU migrant populations is provided in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Residents with the citizenship of another EU Member State in desti-
nation countries with the largest intra-EU migrant populations in 2016

Source: Eurostat, 2018a.

OECD (2018) data also confirm the asymmetric character of intra-EU migration. In
2015, among the OECD members of the EU, over 14 million people lived in coun-
tries other than those of their citizenship.5 Of that population, 13.6 million lived in
EU-15 states. 53.4% (7.3 million people) arrived from the EU-10 Member States.
(The distribution of foreign EU citizens by country is illustrated in Figure 2.) The vol-
ume of movements in the opposite direction is of a lower magnitude; in contrast
with the 7.3 million moving from the newer to the older Member States, only
129,000 individuals had relocated from old Member States to new ones. This asym-
metry appears considerable even if we take into account the fact that the OECD
database tends to be incomplete in respect of Member States which acceded to the
EU since 2004.

Figure 2. Distribution of other EU Member States’ citizens residing in EU-15
States in 2015 (percentages)

Source: OECD, 2018.
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The conclusions that may be drawn from Figures 1 and 2 are also confirmed by the
analyses in Castro-Martín and Cortina (2015), Kahanec (2013), and Nedeljkovic
(2014). On balance, a significant volume of migration is observed between Mem-
ber States of the European Union, and in terms of its direction, a clear picture
emerges, with source countries being primarily new Member States, and destination
countries old Member States.6 Additionally, other specific tendencies are also ap-
parent. First, it is worth noting that not all EU-15 states immediately or completely
opened up their labour markets to new Member States’ citizens, with the only ex-
ceptions being the United Kingdom, Ireland and Sweden, which allowed unfettered
access. Consequently, in the first years after 2004, legal labour migration was pri-
marily directed to these countries, with larger numbers of emigrants setting off to the
rest of the EU-15 when the moratoriums expired (generally in 2011). These devel-
opments were slightly decelerated by the impact on EU-15 economies and labour
markets of the 2008–2009 crisis; however, the recovery gave new impetus to mi-
gration, and the attractive force of these countries also rebounded.

Brain Drain in the EU?
Given that for the purposes of this paper brain drain is defined as the emigration of
persons holding higher education degrees, it is necessary to inquire into the com-
position of the intra-EU emigrant population in terms of schooling levels, as well as
their absolute numbers.

Highly skilled persons tend to be more mobile compared to the rest of the given
society. Moreover, the intra-EU mobility rate of people holding higher education
degrees increased between 2007 and 2012 (from 26 to 44%) (Andor, 2014). Al-
though recent statistics show that the share of low skilled migrants increased in the
last years as well, the European Commission (2018: 84) stresses that “movers who
arrived within the past 10 years are more likely to have a tertiary education degree
than nationals”.

Brücker, Capuano and Marfouk (2013) report similar tendencies. As seen in Table
1, in Member States acceding in 2004 and 2007 the emigration rates of individuals
holding higher education degrees were, with a few exceptions, consistently higher
compared to other groups in the given society. In CEE Member States an average
of 15.6% of people with higher education degrees left their countries by 2010. More-
over, in the longer term, the indicator is seen as increasing steadily throughout the
2000s as a result of EU accession. In CEE Member States, people holding higher ed-
ucation degrees saw their emigration rates increase from 10.6% in 2000 to 13.9%
in 2005, and then to the levels stated above.
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Table 1: Emigration rates for citizens aged over 25 in EU Member States acced-
ing since 2004, by level of education (percentages)

2000 2010

Source Total Primary Secondary Higher Total Primary Secondary Higher
country population population

Bulgaria 2,3 1,7 2,0 4,3 5,6 3,8 4,2 12,2

Cyprus 16,3 24,2 6,5 18,0 15,6 21,6 5,6 22,9

Czech Rep. 2,9 3,5 1,6 9,6 3,4 5,8 1,7 11,5

Estonia 12,4 21,8 6,1 20,5 20,8 44,3 10,7 33,4

Hungary 3,7 7,6 1,7 10,8 4,2 14,2 1,8 13,2

Latvia 4,5 4,9 1,8 15,2 6,5 18,5 2,4 18

Lithuania 3,1 4,5 1,3 8,9 6 16,4 2,8 11,3

Malta 26,4 34,0 12,9 44,1 26 35,7 11,4 49,2

Poland 4,1 4,7 2,4 10,4 5,3 5,8 3 14,5

Romania 2,5 3,2 1,4 9,2 6,5 9 3,9 20,4

Slovakia 2,9 2,9 1,8 8,6 3,6 4,1 2 11,7

Slovenia 6,9 33,7 2,7 8,8 6 34,6 2,8 9,6

Average 7,3 12,2 3,5 14,0 9,1 17,8 4,3 19

Average
(excluding 4,5 8,8 2,3 10,6 6,8 15,7 3,5 15,6
Cyprus and 
Malta) 

Emigration rates compare the population of citizens residing abroad in the given year
to the total population of each country (the latter including both people residing in
their source countries and people with residence abroad). Source: Brücker, Capuano
and Marfouk, 2013.

All this supports the claim that there is a brain drain within the European Union, and
that it has primarily been suffered by ‘less developed’ CEE countries which acceded
in and since 2004. However, according to the conceptual framework of this paper,
the phenomenon derives its problematic nature not only from the loss of highly
skilled talent, but also from the sunk human capital investments using public funds.
Particular emphasis must be given to the fact that the establishment of a single
labour market and thereby ensuring the free movement of labour is one of the fun-
damentals of European integration, and that brain drain is ‘merely’ one of its unin-
tended consequence. Therefore, in the context of the losses incurred in the process,
this study focuses on sunk public expenditures.
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Assessing the Extent and Impact of Brain Drain 
In the countries that have acceded since 2004 and have been suffering brain drain,
governments spend significant amounts, corresponding to an average of 1% of GDP,
on funding higher education, which in 2015 exceeded EUR 13 billion in the aggre-
gate of the countries concerned (Eurostat, 2018c). This also means that in such coun-
tries, to a considerable extent, higher education is financed from the state budget:
in 2014, in OECD members across the region, a major share of higher education
funds, exceeding 79% on average, was provided by the state (OECD, 2017). The
existence of extensive government participation in this regard is important because
in the absence of such participation (i.e. if higher education was financed privately),
the costs as well as the benefits of higher education would, to a greater extent, ac-
crue to individuals and their families, and not the state and society, which is required
to provide justification for suggesting the application of a brain drain tax. Bhagwati
explicitly (2009) notes that education financed using private funds will not give rise
to a need for the type of compensation that could be provided through a brain drain
tax. All this highlights the fact that brain drain within the European Union causes sig-
nificant fiscal losses to source countries through sunk human capital investments. 

To make the situation more complex, labour arriving from new Member States is
also less ‘valued’ in the labour markets of destination countries. As Drinkwater, Eade
and Garapich (2009) point out, emigrants from CEE Member States were paid lower
average wages in the UK, ceteris paribus, than emigrants from Western Europe.
Moreover, for CEE migrants, the rate of return on their level of schooling (i.e. the
human capital invested) was also lower in the UK labour market, which raises effi-
ciency issues not only from the perspective of source countries, but also on a Euro-
pean scale. This latter observation may be related to the fact that a considerable
proportion of highly skilled migrants can only find jobs that require lower skills than
they possess. This may also qualify as brain drain even if the destination countries
only ‘drain the hands’ of labour. This is because the loss defined in my conceptual
framework, i.e. sunk human capital investment, is still incurred by the source coun-
tries in such cases.7

All in all, the existence of welfare losses to CEE states and societies is clear. Nev-
ertheless, one might claim that new member states are compensated for these losses
since these countries are net recipients of EU transfers while destination countries
are net contributors. However, this argument does not hold as these EU transfers
cannot be regarded as a direct compensation for the brain drain. They rather reflect
other acknowledged inconveniences and disadvantages of EU-membership – as
well as themselves being one of the benefits of being part of the EU. Besides that,
EU transfers aim to enhance convergence (in economic and living standards) be-
tween EUMS, which is in the best interest of the European Union as a whole (in-
cluding net contributor countries). 
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Finally, the claim for a Bhagwati-type compensation for the brain drain suffered is
not based on equity considerations but on a strict cost-benefit logic (i.e. that the
costs of higher education ought to be shared among the beneficiaries of the social
gains). Another claim that can be raised against the argument for a compensation
mechanism is the existence of remittances. Although remittances are able to help
those family members who stay in the source country, this does not fit into the afore-
mentioned cost-benefit logics (i.e. the sunk costs of the whole society that funded
the higher education are not compensated). Aside from economic multiplier effects
in local communities, remittances only confirm the privatisation of the benefits (to
individuals and their families) of publicly funded education. Thus, neither existing
transfers nor remittances compensate the specific fiscal losses from sunk human
capital investment, or the opportunity cost of them for the source-countries’ soci-
eties. 

A BRAIN DRAIN TAX AS A POTENTIAL SOLUTION 
Having shown the existence of an intra-EU brain drain, I now ask whether Bhag-
wati’s tax would be a suitable solution. The following is an overview of the pros and
cons of that question. For that purpose – and by analogy to Bhagwati’s proposed
role for the UN – I assume a centrally managed EU-level brain drain tax that is
mandatory for all Member States, and I formulate assertions with reference to that
assumption.

Desirability of a Brain Drain Tax 
Bhagwati set a modest objective for his proposal, designating its function as a com-
pensation to countries that incur losses from the brain drain. Although theoretically
an EU-wide brain drain tax could serve the same compensatory aim based on utili-
tarian cost sharing logics (contrary to other equity-driven transfers) serious criticism
can, nonetheless, be formulated against its practical effectiveness.

Firstly, an EU-wide brain drain tax would practically represent a form of a new in-
come transfer from the ‘wealthy’ EU-15 to the ‘poor’ CEE states. However, the ef-
fectiveness of the existing transfers is frequently the subject of criticism (see, e.g.,
Medve-Bálint, 2017). Thus it does not support the idea to introduce a new transfer
mechanism.

Secondly, as I argued elsewhere (Golovics, 2014), applying Bhagwati’s concept
could contribute to curbing migration, given that the imposition of an additional tax
on incomes earned in the destination country would make emigration more costly
and thus alter the cost-benefit calculations of individual migrants. If calibrated prop-
erly, this could deter individuals from emigrating. While such a procedure would in-
deed mitigate the source countries’ losses, it is contrary to both the principles laid
down by Bhagwati and the fundamental values of the European Union. Reducing

13New Perspectives Vol. 27, No. 2/2019

ADDRESSING THE EU’S EAST-WEST BRAIN DRAIN



mobility in such a way does not seem politically viable given both the history and
present aims of European integration. 

The effect of reduced mobility could be eliminated by levying the tax on desti-
nation country budgets rather than directly on emigrants’ incomes. Such a move
could be supported by economic and equity arguments given that the society of
the destination country enjoys the social benefits of a migrant’s educatedness free
of charge. At the same time, such an arrangement would be politically contentious
in destination countries, potentially exacerbating existing and severe tensions over
inward migration (I discuss the implications of this aspect in the next section). More-
over, if, in the spirit of the Bhagwati proposal, the rate of the transfer were to be de-
termined on the basis of emigrants’ real incomes rather than as some kind of
overhead, this would also involve substantial administrative burdens.

Last but not least, the main counterargument against a brain drain tax is that it
would only provide a symptomatic treatment of the problem without eliminating its
root causes. Namely, the causes of brain drain are more deeply rooted: in addition
to the EU’s particular institutional setup, i.e. granting the right of free movement,
the considerable level of migration is primarily encouraged by significant income
and labour-market differences that result from the variation in the levels of devel-
opment across Member States (for an overview of the driving forces of migration,
see Massey et al., 1993). A typical example is the up to eightfold differences (mea-
sured in EUR) in annual net earnings between old and new Member States, amount-
ing to two-to-threefold differences even when calculated on the basis of purchasing
power parity, which accounts for different costs of living in different EUMS (Eurostat,
2018d). As long as such inequalities continue to exist, emigration will remain a ra-
tional decision for many citizens of countries with lower income levels.

Feasibility of a Brain Drain Tax 
In its original form, the Bhagwati proposal failed on a global scale due to the very fact
of its infeasibility – namely, the lack of willingness to cooperate on the part of more
developed countries, which are the beneficiaries of the phenomenon. The intro-
duction of the tax could only have been enforced by a supranational organisation,
but the UN lacks any such powers or competences and is also prohibited under its
Charter from intervening in matters falling within Member State jurisdiction (UN,
1945).

In that regard, the EU may appear to provide a more promising institutional con-
text. However, while some of its bodies do have supranational competences, the
EU as a whole is not a supranational organisation either. Moreover, supranational
competences mostly fall within the scope of policies concerning the single market,
while matters concerning fiscal policy remain within Member State competence, or
within the scope of intergovernmental decision making (Fabrini, 2013). This means
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that without the consent of Member States, no particular body of the EU would in
itself be authorised to introduce a brain drain tax even if brain drain emerges as a re-
sult of the free movement of labour, which is granted with a view to establishing a
single market. That is so because the tax would inevitably fall within the scope of fis-
cal policy.

Consequently, in the absence of adequate supranational competences, the in-
troduction of such a tax would only be possible as a new step of integration through
amendments to the Treaty. In the following I provide an overview of the feasibility
of the implementation of the tax based on the propositions of two prominent
schools of integration theory, neofunctionalism and liberal intergovernmentalism.
Although I do not intend to analyse the broader integrational, societal and devel-
opmental implications of introducing the brain drain tax, the deductive inferences
derived from these integration theories are indispensable for determining the feasi-
bility of the proposal.

Neofunctionalists (Haas, 1961, 2004; Lindberg, 1963) regard integration as a grad-
ual development process that is controlled by elites recognising the constraints of
national arrangements. As part of that process, supranational institutions occupy an
important role. Following their establishment, they break away from their creators
and ‘live a life of their own’. According to neofunctionalism, integration needs to
progress through incremental decisions. In that process, interdependencies among
countries and sectors facilitate cooperation among stakeholders, generating addi-
tional functional spillover effects. In particular, neofunctionalists argue that neither
the various sectors of the economy nor nation states themselves are independent of
one another, as a result of which integration achieved in one policy domain will in-
evitably call for cooperation in related sectors as well (Niemann and Schmitter,
2009).

It can thus be seen that the necessity to introduce a compensation mechanism
such as the brain drain tax clearly follows from the neofunctionalist logics. Namely,
brain drain within the EU is a direct consequence of creating the single labour mar-
ket: it is precisely the institutional framework provided by the EU, i.e. the right of
free movement to and residence in other EU states, that enables so many people to
leave their countries and work elsewhere. According to the neofunctionalist ap-
proach, as it happened in other policy areas after the (unintended) consequences
of integration were recognised, this should be followed by further integration steps.8

In this respect, a brain drain tax could be considered as an appropriate means of
compensation. However, in light of the findings of my analysis concerning losses, a
more obvious spillover effect would be to communitise higher education budgets.
To the extent that source countries incur fiscal losses through sunk human capital in-
vestments, the response could be to delegate the funding of higher education to
the EU level. Although it may appear as an even more distant concept, the estab-
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lishment of a complete fiscal union might also be a solution. Thus while a brain drain
tax could be one neofunctionalist solution to the problem, it may not be the most
likely, but nor is it the least.

While all this might be implied by normative neofunctionalist theory, feasibility
concerns may nonetheless arise. As indicated earlier, for the time being, the Eu-
ropean Union lacks an institution that is self-propelled in the neofunctionalist sense
and could successfully follow through the implementation of the concept even in
the face of Member States’ resistance. Indeed, as long as national elites – which
the approach considers to be the drivers of integration – view intra-European mo-
bility much more as an opportunity, they are not very likely to propose such an ini-
tiative.

Liberal intergovernmentalism makes the European prospects of a brain drain tax
appear even more daunting. This theory, associated most prominently with Andrew
Moravcsik (1993, 1995), does not consider the EU to be an autonomous participant
in international politics, arguing that nation states remain the actors, and are given
a specific framework by integration for the coordination of their policies. In that
process, each state acts in its own interest, only consenting to the establishment of
international arrangements from which it can derive a benefit. On those grounds,
under the theory of liberal intergovernmentalism each step of integration is subdi-
vided into three phases: first, in the light of their internal conditions, states define
their preferences; next, in intergovernmental forums they seek to assert their inter-
ests in negotiations dominated by relative bargaining powers. Finally, the process is
concluded by the implementation of the negotiated outcome (Moravcsik and Schim-
melfennig, 2009).

To the extent that the integration process is seen along liberal intergovernmen-
talist lines, the feasibility of a brain drain tax in Europe is highly questionable. Given
that joint decisions reflect Member States’ bargaining powers, it may be assumed
that the most prominent states within the European Union, which are mostly ben-
eficiaries of the brain drain, would not support such a concept against their own
interests.

Notwithstanding the pessimistic vision offered by these theories, however, the
empirical fact remains that a number of measures have been adopted throughout
the history of European integration which were clearly unfavourable for ‘strong’
states. As an example, as Schimmelfennig (2001) claims, this already happened even
before the enlargement when the ‘border states’ forced their interest over that of
other EU-15 countries. Another option for ‘weaker’ states lies in the European
Union’s established practice of ‘logrolling’ and package deals (Kardasheva, 2013).
As it happened several times, in exchange for compensation offered in another area,
Member States will also accept proposals that are less favourable from their per-
spective. Additionally, if the Union aims to shift towards federalism in the future,
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such an expression of European solidarity and sense of belonging may also be an im-
portant prompt for supporting a brain drain tax.

DON’T TAX, COMMUNITISE: ADDRESSING THE INTRA-EU
BRAIN DRAIN 
My analysis shows that brain drain is indeed a problem within the EU, causing major
fiscal losses to less developed Member States, particularly those in Central and East-
ern Europe, but it also shows that a brain drain tax cannot provide a viable solution
to this problem. I showed above that such a tax would not be desirable, as it would
not address the root causes of the problem – it would only provide belated com-
pensation for source countries’ losses, which would be insufficient to either eliminate
or meaningfully mitigate the considerable differences between Member States in
terms of the disparities in wages and living standards which drive intra-EU labour
migration. 

Nor would it be feasible. So long as support from Member States benefitting from
the brain drain cannot be circumvented for the purpose of introducing the tax, and
the sense of solidarity among nations is not taken to a higher level, there is no real
possibility to introduce such a tax. Although neofunctionalist approaches would see
the need for such a compensation mechanism, the liberal intergovernmentalist ap-
proach and the very nature of political self-interest-seeking suggest a pessimistic
view on the feasibility of the proposal.

That said, brain drain within the Union is undeniably an existing challenge that
needs an institutionalised resolution mechanism at European level. Although Bhag-
wati’s tax does not appear to be the most ideal means, the problem should be reme-
died sooner or later, or the EU and its member states could face other unintended
consequences.  

The first best solution would be for less developed Member States to ‘catch up’,
economically speaking; however, while this is to be encouraged (and many EU pro-
grammes ostensibly seek this goal), it is not seen as a realistic objective in the short
or medium term. Mindful of the fact that the problem remains acute in the short
term, and that ignoring it would only cause the brain drain to intensify, consideration
should be given to other ways of addressing the phenomenon. 

Communitisation of the funding of Member States’ (higher) education systems
would be one possibility. This may be justified by the features of the integrated sin-
gle labour market. Member States enjoy the benefits of skills collectively and a coun-
try’s exclusion from that enjoyment is not possible even if it has not contributed to
funding the creation of the human capital concerned.  However, an inequitable dis-
tribution of costs and benefits may indeed give Member States incentives for freerid-
ing, with the possible consequence of higher education becoming sub-optimally
funded on a European scale (Golovics, 2015a). Moreover, this would likely worsen
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the problem of the development gap within the EU, generating more serious ten-
sions among Member States.

Furthermore, communitisation of (higher) education funding would also be con-
sistent with the objective of the EU to become the most competitive knowledge-
based economy in the world. Parallel to the fact that neofunctionalist theory directly
implies the necessity of some spillover effects, practical examples would also sup-
port this approach. The fact that there have been integration steps in the field of
higher education (i.e. the European Higher Education Area, the European Research
Area) may strengthen the claim about the necessity of further coordination between
national higher education systems in the EU as well. The existence of such coopera-
tion shows that European countries do not regard higher education as an exclusively
national issue and thus there is a potential platform for further communitisation.

Delegation of education funding to the EU-level might appear rather ambitious
today. For that reason, a possible alternative to the communitisation of the entire
educational budget would be the implementation of a compensation mechanism
which, contrary to the Bhagwati proposal, would not place a direct burden on the
incomes of migrant workers. Such an assigned transfer, which the governments of
source countries could only reinvest in education, would also be consistent with the
spirit of the European Union in that it would not decelerate mobility among Mem-
ber States, but it would recognise the expenditures of source countries on higher ed-
ucation, with the capability of representing European solidarity. While this may
demand further changes in the current institutional setup of the EU, such bold think-
ing is needed to address the EU’s East-West brain drain and associated perceptions
of injustice in and through European integration.
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ENDNOTES
1 Although there was a process of convergence during the pre-crisis period and in the recent years as well

(Vacas-Soriano et al., 2019), huge disparities still exist between old and new member states.
2 The term ’opportunity cost’ or ‘alternative cost’ refers to the missed benefits from an alternative use of

the given resource (i.e. the opportunity cost of choosing option A over option B is to miss the benefits

from option B).
3 These people clearly also benefit from other public investments (e.g. into primary and secondary edu-

cation, healthcare, etc.) but that is beyond the scope of this paper. It would, however, be taken into ac-
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count in more comprehensive studies. The focus here is to determine at the basic level whether there

would be a case for a brain drain tax in the EU on these limited terms.
4 Nevertheless, the United States, which has a citizenship-based taxation system, may be a counterex-

ample for that.
5 Apart from possible differences in data collection methods and variations in reference years, the OECD

data’s inconsistencies with Eurostat data may also be due to the absence of certain countries’ data in

the OECD database. The database does not include the recent years’ data for France and Poland; Ire-

land only reports the number of individuals arriving from the United Kingdom; and Bulgaria, Croatia,

Cyprus, Lithuania, Malta and Romania are not OECD members.
6 In addition to significantly smaller flows in the opposite direction, there is also immigration to new Mem-

ber States (e.g. to Hungary from Ukraine, Romania or even the Middle East), accompanied by emigra-

tion from old Member States to other destinations, such as the United States. Such flows are generally

more moderate in volume, and since in most cases the counterparties are not EU Member States, their

analysis falls outside the scope of this study.
7 Table 1 shows and the European Commission (2018) confirms that EU accession increased low-skilled

workers’ motivation for emigration. Although their migration is not considered as brain drain for the pur-

poses of this paper, fiscal losses and forgone benefits are also incurred from their emigration. The

amount of such losses is undoubtedly lower than in the case of individuals whose higher education is

funded publicly. However, striking the balance of the advantages and drawbacks of lower-skilled emi-

gration would require a separate study owing to the complexity of the phenomenon.
8 The establishment of the single labor market and, in a broader sense, the institutional setup of the EU

have a number of other consequences, in relation to which the distribution of benefits and drawbacks

among Member States could be the same as that discussed here in some cases, and the opposite in oth-

ers. Providing a detailed analysis and striking the balance of such consequences would go beyond the

scope of this study due to the multidimensional nature of the issue. For that reason, only brain drain and

its direct consequences are addressed here.

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
• Andor, László (2014), ‘Labour Mobility in the European Union – The Inconvenient Truth‘, Lecture at Uni-

versity of Bristol. Bristol. 10/02/2014. European Commission Press Release Database. Available at

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-14-115_en.htm (Accessed 16/03/2018).

• Bauer, Thomas and Klaus Zimmermann (1995), ‘Modelling International Migration: Economic and

Econometric Issues‘, in Bob van der Erf and Liesbeth Heering (eds.) Causes of International Migration.

Proceedings of a Workshop, Luxembourg: Eurostat, pp. 95–115.

• Becker, Gary S. (1964), Human Capital: A Theoretical and Empirical Analysis, with Special Reference to

Education, New York: National Bureau of Economic Research.

• Beine, Michel, Frédéric Docquier and Hillel Rapoport (2001), ‘Brain Drain and Economic Growth: The-

ory and Evidence‘, Journal of Development Economics, 64(1): 275–289.

• Berry, Albert R. and Ronald Soligo (1969), ‘Some Welfare Aspects of International Migration‘, Journal

of Political Economy, 77(5): 778–794.

19New Perspectives Vol. 27, No. 2/2019

ADDRESSING THE EU’S EAST-WEST BRAIN DRAIN



• Bhagwati, Jagdish (1972), ‘The United States in the Nixon Era: The End of Innocence‘, Daedalus, 101(4):

25–47.

• Bhagwati, Jagdish (1976a), ‘Taxing the Brain Drain‘, Challenge, 19(3): 34–38.

• Bhagwati, Jagdish (1976b), ‘The International Brain Drain and Taxation: A Survey of the Issues‘, in

Jagdish Bhagwati (ed.) The Brain Drain and the Taxation, Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing Com-

pany, pp. 3–27.

• Bhagwati, Jagdish (1979), ‘International Migration of the Highly Skilled: Economics, Ethics and Taxes‘,

Third World Quarterly, 1(3): 17–30.

• Bhagwati, Jagdish (2009), ‘Overview of Issues‘, in Jagdish Bhagwati and Gordon Hanson (eds.) Skilled

Immigration Today: Prospects, Problems, and Policies, New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 3–11.

• Bhagwati, Jagdish and William Dellalfar (1973), ‘The Brain Drain and Income Taxation‘, World Devel-

opment, 1(1–2): 94–101.

• Bhagwati, Jagdish and Koichi Hamada (1974), ‘The Brain Drain, International Integration of Markets for Pro-

fessionals and Unemployment. A Theoritical Analysis‘, Journal of Development Economics, 1(1): 19–42.

• Bhagwati, Jagdish and John Douglas Wilson (eds.) (1989), Income Taxation and International Mobility,

Cambridge: MIT Press.

• Boncea, Irina (2015), ‘Turning Brain Drain into Brain Gain: Evidence from Romania’s Medical Sector‘,

Procedia Economics and Finance, 20: 80–87.

• Brauner, Yariv (2010), ‘Brain Drain Taxation as Development Policy‘, Saint Louis University Law Journal,

55(1): 221–268.

• Brücker, Herbert, Stella Capuano and Abdeslam Marfouk (2013), ‘Education, Gender and International

Migration: Insights from a Panel-Dataset 1980–2010‘, Institute for Employment Research. Available at

http://www.iab.de/en/daten/iab-brain-drain-data.aspx (Accessed 11/04/2016).

• Castro-Martín, Teresa and Clara Cortina (2015), ‘Demographic Issues of Intra-European Migration: Des-

tinations, Family and Settlement‘, European Journal of Population, 31(2): 109–125.

• Clemens, Michael A. (2014), ‘A Case Against Taxes and Quotas on High-Skill Emigration‘, Journal of

Globalization and Development, 5(1): 1–40.

• Desai, Mihir A., Devesh Kapur and John McHale (2004), ‘Sharing the Spoils: Taxing International

Human Capital Flows‘, International Tax and Public Finance, 11(5): 663–693.

• Desai, Mihir A., Devesh Kapur, John McHale and Keith Rogers (2009), ‘The Fiscal Impact of High-

Skilled Emigration: Flows of Indians to the U.S.‘, Journal of Development Economics, 88(1): 32–44.

• Docquier, Frédéric and Hillel Rapoport (2012), ‘Globalization, Brain Drain, and Development‘, Journal

of Economic Literature, 50(3): 681–730.

• Drinkwater, Stephen, John Eade and Michal Garapich (2009), ‘Poles Apart? EU Enlargement and the

Labour Market Outcomes of Immigrants in the United Kingdom‘, International Migration, 47(1): 161–190.

• Dumitru, Speranta (2012), ‘Skilled Migration: Who Should Pay for What? A Critique of the Bhagwati

Tax‘, Diversities, 14(1): 9–23.

• European Commission (2018), 2018 Annual Report on Intra-EU Labour Mobility. Available at

https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=738&langId=en&pubId=8174&furtherPubs=yes (Accessed

03/05/2019).

20 New Perspectives Vol. 27, No. 2/2019

JÓZSEF GOLOVICS



• European Parliament (2018), ‘Free Movement of Workers‘. Available at http://www.europarl.eu-

ropa.eu/factsheets/en/sheet/41/free-movement-of-workers (Accessed 30/05/2019).

• Eurostat (2018a), ‘Population on 1 January by Five Year Age Group, Sex and Citizenship

[migr_pop1ctz]‘, Eurostat Database. Available at http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do

?dataset=migr_pop1ctz&lang=en (Accessed 09/02/2018).

• Eurostat (2018b), ‘Population on 1 January by Five Year Age Group, Sex and Country of Birth

[migr_pop3ctb]‘, Eurostat Database. Available at http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do

?dataset=migr_pop3ctb&lang=en (Accessed 09/02/2018). 

• Eurostat (2018c), ‘General Government Expenditure by Function (COFOG) (gov_10a_exp)‘, Eurostat

Database. Available at http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=gov_10a_exp

&lang=eng (Accessed 09/02/2018). 

• Eurostat (2018d), ‘Annual Net Earnings (earn_nt_net)‘, Eurostat Database. Available at http://appsso.eu-

rostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?wai=true&dataset=earn_nt_net (Accessed 09/02/2018). 

• Fabrini, Sergio (2013), ‘Intergovernmentalism and Its Limits: Assessing the European Union’s Answer to

the Euro Crisis‘, Comparative Political Studies, 46(9): 1003–1029.

• Giannoccolo, Pierpaolo (2006), ‘The Brain Drain. A Survey of the Literature‘, Universitą degli Studi di

Milano-Bicocca, Department of Statistics, Working Paper, No. 2006-03-02. Available at

https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1374329 (Accessed 26/03/2018).

• Goldin, Ian, Geoffrey Cameron and Meera Balarajan (2011), Exceptional People. How Migration Shaped

Our World and Will Define Our Future, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

• Golovics, József (2014), ‘Az európai brain drain és a racionális állam válasza [Brain Drain in Europe and

Responses by a Reasonable State]‘, Polgári Szemle, 10(1–2): 484–499.

• Golovics, József (2015a), ‘Agyelszívás: egyensúly európai szinten? [Brain Drain: Equilibrium on European

Level?]‘, in Árpád Ferencz (ed.) II. Gazdálkodás és menedzsment tudományos konferencia. I. kötet,

Kecskemét: Kecskeméti Főiskola KIK Nyomda, pp. 456–460.

• Golovics, József (2015b), ‘Az agyelszívási adó relevanciája a XXI. században [The Relevance of Brain

Drain Tax in the 21st Century]‘, in Gábor Keresztes (ed.) Tavaszi Szél 2015 Konferenciakötett II., Eger:

Líceum Kiadó, pp. 387–397.

• Grubel, Herbert B. and Anthony D. Scott (1966a), ‘The International Flow of Human Capital‘, The Amer-

ican Economic Review, 56(1): 268–274.

• Grubel, Herbert B. and Anthony D. Scott (1966b), ‘The Immigration of Scientists and Engineers to the

United States‘, Journal of Political Economy, 74(4): 368–378.

• Haas, Ernst B. (1961), ‘International Integration: The European and the Universal Process‘, International

Organization, 15(3): 366–392.

• Haas, Ernst B. (2004), The Uniting of Europe: Political, Social, and Economic Forces 1950–1957, Notre

Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press.

• Johnson, Harry G. (1979), ‘Some Economic Aspects of the Brain Drain‘, A Journal of Opinion, 9(4):

7–14.

• Kahanec, Martin (2013), ‘Skilled Labor Flows: Lessons from the European Union‘, Social Protection and

Labor Discussion Paper No. 1301, World Bank. Available at http://documents.worldbank.org/cu-

21New Perspectives Vol. 27, No. 2/2019

ADDRESSING THE EU’S EAST-WEST BRAIN DRAIN



rated/en/954931468282312442/pdf/755290revised0box374337B00PUBLIC001301.pdf (Accessed

12/09/2016).

• Kar, Saibal (2012), ‘Migrant Taxes and International Migration Patterns‘, South Asian Journal of Macro-

economics and Public Finance, 1(2): 231–243.

• Kardasheva, Raya (2013), ‘Package Deals in EU Legislative Politics‘, American Journal of Political Science,

57(4): 858–874.

• Lindberg, Leon N. (1963), The Political Dynamics of European Economic Integration, Stanford: Stanford

University Press.

• Massey, Douglas S., Joaquin Arango, Graeme Hugo, Ali Kouaouci, Adela Pellegrino and J. Edward Tay-

lor (1993), ‘Theories of International Migration: A Review and Appraisal‘, Population and Development

Review, 19(3): 431–466.

• McHale, John (2009), ‘Taxation and Skilled Indian Migration to the United States: Revisiting the Bhag-

wati Tax‘, in Jagdish Bhagwati and Gordon Hanson (eds.) Skilled Immigration Today: Prospects, Problems,

and Policies, New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 362–386.

• Medve-Bálint, Gergő (2017), ‘Funds for the Wealthy and the Politically Loyal? How EU Funds May Con-

tribute to Increasing Regional Disparities in East Central Europe‘, in John Bachtler, Peter Berkowitz,

Sally Hardy and Tatjana Muravska (eds.) EU Cohesion Policy. Reassessing Performance and Direction,

London: Routledge, pp. 220–240. 

• Moravcsik, Andrew (1993), ‘Preferences and Power in the European Community: A Liberal Intergov-

ernmentalist Approach‘, Journal of Common Market Studies, 31(4): 473–524.

• Moravcsik, Andrew (1995), ‘Liberal Intergovernmentalism and Integration: A Rejoinder‘, Journal of Com-

mon Market Studies, 33(4): 611–628.

• Moravcsik, Andrew and Frank Schimmelfennig (2009), ‘Liberal Intergovernmentalism‘, in Antje Wiener

and Thomas Diez (eds.) European Integration Theory, Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 67–87.

• Mountford, Andrew (1997), ‘Can a Brain Drain Be Good for Growth in the Source Economy?‘, Journal

of Development Economics, 53(2): 287–303.

• Nedeljkovic, Vena (2014), ‘Brain Drain in the European Union: Facts & Figures‘, Rethink Education

Working Paper, No. 4. Available at http://www.bridgingeurope.net/uploads/8/1/7/1/8171506/

wp4_rethink_edu_braindrain_nedeljkovic.pdf (Accessed 12/09/2016).

• Niemann, Arne and Philippe C. Schmitter (2009), ‘Neofunctionalism‘, in Antje Wiener and Thomas

Diez (eds.) European Integration Theory, Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 45–66.

• OECD (2017), ‘Education at a Glance 2017. Indicator B3: How Much Public and Private Investment on

Educational Institutions Is There?‘ Available at http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2017-en (Accessed

09/02/2018).

• OECD (2018), ‘International Migration Database: Stock of Foreign Population by Nationality, 2013‘,

OECD.Stat. Available at https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=MIG (Accessed 12/02/2018). 

• Oldman, Oliver and Richard D. Pomp (1975), ‘The Brain Drain: A Tax Analysis of the Bhagwati Pro-

posal‘, World Development, 3(10): 751–763.

• Partington, Martin (1975), ‘The Brain Drain Tax Proposal: A Lawyer’s View‘, World Development, 3(10):

717–749.

22 New Perspectives Vol. 27, No. 2/2019

JÓZSEF GOLOVICS



• Pomp, Richard D. (1989), ‘The Experience of the Philippines in Taxing Its Nonresident Citizens‘, in

Jagdish Bhagwati and John Douglas Wilson (eds.) Income Taxation and International Mobility, Cam-

bridge: The MIT Press, pp. 41–81.

• Scalera, Domenico (2012), ‘Skilled Migration and Education Policies: Is There Still Scope for a Bhagwati

Tax?‘, The Manchester School, 80(4): 447–467.

• Schiff, Maurice (2018), ‘Beneficial Brain Drain and Non-Migrants’ Welfare‘, IZA DP No. 11483. Avail-

able at http://ftp.iza.org/dp11483.pdf (Accessed 02/05/2019).

• Schimmelfennig, Frank (2001), ‘The Community Trap: Liberal Norms, Rhetorical Action, and the East-

ern Enlargement of the European Union‘, International Organizations, 55(1): 47–80.

• Stark, Oded, Christian Helmenstein and Alexia Prskawetz (1997), ‘A Brain Gain with a Brain Drain‘,

Economic Letters, 55(2): 227–234.

• Vacas-Soriano, Carlos, Enrique Fernandez-Macías and Rafael Munoz de Bustillo (2019), ‘Recent Trends

in Wage Inequality from an EU Perspective: A Tale of Two Convergences‘, Empirica, Online first: 1–20.

Available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s10663-019-09436-7.

• Veres, Pál (2012), ‘A költség-haszon elv értelmezhetősége a hazai felsőoktatás finanszírozásában [The

Interpretation of the Cost-Benefit Principle in Hungarian Higher Education Funding]‘, Polgári Szemle,

8(1–2): 100–122.

• Vidal, Jean-Pierre (1998), ‘The Effect of Emigration on Human Capital Formation‘, Journal of Population

Economics, 11(4): 589–600.

• Vossensteyn, Hans (2004), ‘Fiscal Stress. Worldwide Trends in Higher Education Finance‘, NASFAA Jour-

nal of Financial Aid, 34(1): 39–55.

• Wilson, John Douglas (2008a), ‘Taxing the Brain Drain: A Reassessment of the Bhagwati Proposal‘, in

Elias Dinopoulos, Pravin Krishna, Arvind Panagariya and Kar-yiu Wong (eds.) Trade, Globalization and

Poverty, London: Routledge, pp. 254–261.

• Wilson, John Douglas (2008b), ‘A Voluntary Brain-Drain Tax‘, Journal of Public Economics, 92(12):

2385–2391.

• Wilson, John Douglas (2009), ‘Income Taxation and Skilled Migration: The Analytical Issues‘, in Jagdish

Bhagwati and Gordon Hanson (eds.) Skilled Immigration Today: Prospects, Problems, and Policies, Ox-

ford: Oxford University Press, pp. 285–314.

• Wilson, John Douglas (2011), ‘Brain-Drain Taxes for Non-benevolent Governments‘, Journal of Devel-

opment Economics, 95(1): 68–76.

• Zaiceva, Anzelika and Klaus F. Zimmermann (2008), ‘Scale, Diversity, and Determinants of Labour Mi-

gration in Europe‘, Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 24(3): 428–452.

NOTE ON CONTRIBUTOR

JÓZSEF GOLOVICS is an assistant lecturer in institutional economics at the De-
partment of Comparative and Institutional Economics, Corvinus University of Bu-

23New Perspectives Vol. 27, No. 2/2019

ADDRESSING THE EU’S EAST-WEST BRAIN DRAIN



dapest (CUB), Hungary and the programme director of the Applied Economics BSc
programme at the School of Economics, CUB. He is a PhD candidate at the Inter-
national Relations Multidisciplinary Doctoral School of CUB. His PhD dissertation fo-
cuses on the determinants of migration intentions, especially on the role of
institutions, institutional trust, specific investments and transaction costs. His re-
search interests include brain drain, international mobility of high skilled workers in
the European Union and higher education policy as well. He published articles on
these topics in Hungarian journals.
Correspondence email: jozsef.golovics@uni-corvinus.hu

24 New Perspectives Vol. 27, No. 2/2019

JÓZSEF GOLOVICS


