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Abstract

This project studies the effects of international educational migration from a low-
income country. We evaluate an intervention from an NGO that supports Ugandan
students with limited financial means in pursuing a bachelor’s d egree in Germany.
Admission to the program may substantially expand students” economic opportu-
nities by combining the returns to migration to a high-income country with the re-
turns to higher education. We conduct a randomized controlled trial that leverages
the NGO’s randomized admissions process among qualified a pplicants. In addition,
we implement a randomized school-based campaign that informs secondary school
students in Uganda about the program. Here, we present preliminary evidence on
short-term effects. Admission to the program increases applicants” monthly labor in-
come by about $900 during their first years in Germany, while they are still students
and working part-time. Despite the challenges of adapting to a markedly different
environment, admission to the program considerably improves the subjective well-
being of applicants and their parents in Uganda. Admission also raises aspirations
among applicants” siblings and friends in Uganda. The school-based information
campaign raises migration intentions and aspirations but has no measurable impact
on human capital investments.
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1 Introduction

Conventional approaches to raising incomes rely on place-based policies that bring op-
portunities or cash to people. This project explores a different approach: Enabling people
to move to opportunities abroad. We focus on international educational migration from
low- to high-income countries to pursue a university degree.

This pathway has the potential to substantially increase students” economic opportu-
nities by combining the returns to migration to a high-income country with the returns
to higher education. Yet it remains largely inaccessible to qualified students from poor
households in low-income countries who lack the financial resources, information, and
practical support needed to study abroad.

Expanding access to international educational migration may be particularly relevant
in a world marked by large demographic and economic disparities. High-income coun-
tries increasingly face aging populations and rising demand for skilled workers, while
young people in low-income countries often face limited educational and economic op-
portunities.

In principle, international educational migration could enable students from poor
households in low-income countries to move from near the bottom toward the top of the
global income distribution. Unlike labor migrants, whose credentials may not be fully
recognized abroad, international students acquire destination-specific human capital,
including language skills and cultural knowledge. They also migrate during formative
years, facilitating their social integration. They may therefore be able to access high-
skilled jobs similar to those held by native-born workers after graduation.

However, it remains unclear whether these large potential income gains can be re-
alized in practice. Students from poor households in low-income countries may face
substantial adaptation costs abroad and may not have accumulated sufficient prior hu-
man capital to succeed in foreign university programs or to translate this opportunity
into durable human capital and labor market returns. Discrimination may also limit
their economic opportunities in the destination country.

We provide the first comprehensive evidence on the effects of international educa-
tional migration. We evaluate a new program run by the NGO Malengo that provides
mentoring and financial support to financially constrained secondary school graduates
from Uganda who wish to pursue a bachelor’s degree in Germany. Malengo pioneers
the use of income share agreements: Once students reach a defined income threshold,
they repay a share of their income to Malengo to cover the upfront program costs. We
evaluate the program using a randomized controlled trial that leverages Malengo’s ran-



domized admissions process among shortlisted applicants, since the program receives
more qualified applications than it can support.

International educational migration, as facilitated by Malengo, offers a promising ap-
proach to raising income and reducing poverty. The income share agreement makes in-
ternational educational migration accessible to qualified young adults from poor house-
holds in low-income countries, who would otherwise not be able to study abroad. Cru-
cially, it also introduces a mechanism for cost recovery, which strengthens the financial
sustainability and scalability of Malengo’s model. In addition, many European universi-
ties charge no tuition fees and offer numerous bachelor’s programs in English, reducing
both tuition and language barriers for students. Furthermore, educational migration
faces relatively low political resistance. Graduates can often stay and work in the desti-
nation country.

The evaluation period is longer than in typical impact evaluations because complet-
ing a university degree and transitioning into the labor market takes several years. We
therefore divide the evaluation into three stages: (i) “short”-term effects (the first three
years after arrival in Germany, when students are studying and working part-time to
cover their living expenses), (ii) medium-term effects (five to eight years after arrival,
when students are expected to enter full-time employment), and (iii) long-term effects
(more than ten years after arrival, when students may have established careers and fam-
ily lives).

Here, we present preliminary evidence on the “short”-term effects drawing on data
from the first two waves of follow-up interviews. At the time of these interviews, stu-
dents had, on average, spent approximately 1.57 years in Germany. This evidence pro-
vides an informative first test of whether Malengo’s intervention can work at this early
stage: Does admission to the Malengo program expand students” access to international
educational migration and to higher education more generally? Are students able to
tind part-time jobs to cover their living expenses, do they already earn more than those
in the control group, and are there adverse effects on subjective wellbeing as they adapt
to a markedly different environment?

We also examine the spillover effects on individuals who remain in Uganda. Under-
standing these effects is essential for a comprehensive assessment of the welfare impli-
cations of international educational migration. The departure of selected students may
reduce Uganda’s skilled workforce, but remittances could alleviate financial constraints,
and students abroad may influence peers by serving as role models and sharing infor-
mation about new opportunities. These mechanisms could ultimately increase human

capital investments in Uganda. To capture potential spillovers, we survey applicants’



parents (or other primary caregivers), siblings, and close friends in Uganda.

In addition, we study how the opportunity of international educational migration
affects aspirations and human capital investments in Uganda. To this end, we implement
a randomized school-based campaign that informs secondary school students in Uganda
about the Malengo program and emphasizes its merit-based nature. We assess whether
the experimentally induced changes in knowledge and migration prospects translate
into higher migration intentions and aspirations, greater human capital investments,
and, ultimately, improved labor market outcomes.

We aim to make three contributions to the literature. First, we shift the focus to
international educational migration, a highly relevant but understudied mode of inter-
national migration. About two million students from low- and middle-income countries
studied at universities abroad in 2022, many of them in high-income countries (UN-
ESCO Institute for Statistics, 2025). Many organizations support these students through
scholarships and stipends. Yet, no rigorous evidence on the effects of international edu-
cational migration exists." Second, we add to the experimental evidence on the effects of
international migration. Such evidence remains scarce and limited to lower-skilled labor
migrants (McKenzie et al., 2010; Mobarak et al., 2023; Naidu et al., 2023; Gaikwad et al.,
2025). Beyond our focus on skilled and educational migrants, a distinguishing feature
of our setting is that the income share agreement relaxes liquidity constraints, thereby
making international (educational) migration accessible to individuals who would oth-
erwise be unable to migrate or study abroad. Third, we provide detailed experimental
evidence on the spillover effects in the country of origin by exploiting randomized ex-
posure of families, friends, and schools to the Malengo program. Ultimately, we aim
to assess whether international educational migration can provide a life-changing op-
portunity for young adults from poor households in low-income countries, and whether
income share agreements can fund it at scale.

Our preliminary evidence on the “short”-term effects can be summarized as follows.
First, admission to the Malengo program triples university enrollment rates, suggesting
that financial constraints limit access to higher education in Uganda. Second, admitted
applicants increase their monthly income by about $goo during their first years as stu-
dents in Germany. The income gains are driven by earnings from part-time jobs that
help students cover their living expenses while studying. Although treated applicants
are more likely to be employed, they report working fewer hours and are more likely
to hold jobs with employment benefits and markedly better working conditions. These

! The economic literature on international educational migration is scarce and does not address our research questions (e.g.,
Spilimbergo (2009); Parey and Waldinger (2010); Beine et al. (2014); Kahn and MacGarvie (2016); Beine et al. (2020); Chen (2023);
Beine et al. (2023, 2024); Batista et al. (2025); Khanna et al. (2025)).



results are consistent with a “place premium” (Clemens et al., 2019), reflecting higher
productivity and more formal employment in Germany’s labor market rather than dif-
ferences in labor supply. Third, these income gains do not come at the cost of lower
subjective wellbeing or mental health. Despite the challenges of adapting to a markedly
different environment, admission to the Malengo program considerably improves the
subjective wellbeing of applicants and their parents in Uganda. Fourth, siblings and
friends of treated applicants report higher aspirations. Siblings aspire to higher future
earnings and are more likely to envision living abroad. Friends express preferences for
smaller families and delayed childbearing. Fifth, the school-based information campaign
increases migration intentions and aspirations of secondary school students in Uganda,
but has no measurable impact on human capital investments. While the effects on aspi-
rations fade over time, students exposed to the campaign appear to transition into the
labor market more quickly.

These results should be interpreted as preliminary and partial evidence on the short-
term effects, based on the first two waves of follow-up interviews conducted when stu-
dents had spent approximately 1.57 years in Germany. We plan additional waves of
follow-up interviews to fully assess the short-, medium, and long-term effects of the
Malengo program.

2 The Malengo program

Malengo provides financial support and mentoring to high-achieving but financially
constrained secondary school graduates from Uganda who wish to pursue a bachelor’s
degree in Germany. Due to resource constraints, Malengo currently operates in approx-
imately half of Uganda’s districts, including the Greater Kampala region.

Malengo’s selection criteria include academic achievement, limited financial means,
and motivation to join the program. The criteria are intended to identify students who
meet German university admission requirements and are likely to complete a degree,
rather than selecting only the top academic performers nationally. While Malengo aims
to be inclusive, shortlisting still relies in part on academic achievement and therefore
concentrates on students with above-average scores. This focus may limit access for
students from more disadvantaged backgrounds whose academic performance is less
competitive in the shortlisting process. However, given university admission require-
ments and the goal of degree completion, this is close to the most inclusive targeting
that remains compatible with the program model.

Malengo receives more qualified applications than it can support and therefore ran-



domizes admission among shortlisted applicants.> Random assignment is a fair and
transparent way to allocate limited program slots under oversubscription: It ensures
that all shortlisted applicants have an equal chance of receiving an offer.3

Once admitted, Malengo assists students with applications to English-taught bache-
lor’s programs in Germany and supports them throughout the visa, travel, and housing
process. It covers all application- and visa-related fees as well as travel costs to Germany.
During their first year of study, students receive a monthly stipend of approximately
€1,000 ($1,164) to cover their living expenses (German universities charge no tuition,
only minor administrative fees). After the first year, students are expected to finance
their living expenses through part-time work. Malengo’s personal mentoring program
helps students settle in and find jobs in Germany. This comprehensive support ensures
that selected applicants, regardless of socioeconomic background, can participate in the
program without needing additional funding.4

Malengo’s key innovation is an income share agreement that substantially reduces
the barriers to international educational migration. Once students reach a defined in-
come threshold, they contribute a share of their income to Malengo to repay the initial
financial support and fund future cohorts. This approach (i) makes international ed-
ucational migration accessible to qualified young adults from poor households in low-
income countries, (ii) allows students to make important life decisions (e.g., where to live
and which job to take) with repayments that adjust to their income, (iii) reduces repay-
ment compliance risk relative to standard loans through income-contingent repayments,
and (iv) makes Malengo’s support financially sustainable and scalable.

Under the current income share agreement, students make payments once they earn
more than €27,000 ($31,402) per year (i.e., €2,250 or $2,617 per month). The income
threshold is the same regardless of where they live. Contribution rates, however, are
location-specific: Graduates living in Germany or another high- or upper-middle-income
country contribute 14% of their pre-tax income for up to ten years, capped at a maximum
lifetime repayment of €72,624 ($84,462). Graduates living in Uganda or another low- or
lower-middle-income country contribute 7% of their pre-tax income for up to five years,
subject to the same lifetime cap. Malengo adjusts these amounts for inflation on an
ongoing basis.

Malengo estimates an average program cost of $40,656 per student. This includes

2 Malengo received a total of 2,100 applications for the 2024 cohort and 3,550 applications for the 2025 cohort.

3 Random assignment also enables a rigorous impact evaluation, generating evidence that can help scale the program and expand
this opportunity to many more young adults.

4 Malengo’s monthly stipend of about €1,000 ($1,164) is calibrated to the level of support a student living away from their
parents could receive under Germany’s state student aid program (BAf6G). This amount is intended to cover basic living expenses
and housing as well as health and long-term care insurance. BAf6G is means-tested and is generally not available to foreign students
on a student visa.



preparation, application, and travel costs, initial living expenses and orientation, men-
tal health and legal support, servicing the income share agreement, and other indirect
costs. Because Malengo has already incurred substantial startup and infrastructure in-
vestments, it estimates the current marginal cost of enrolling one additional student of
$30,012. Malengo finances these substantial upfront costs with a mix of philanthropic
and investment capital and expects to more than recoup them through repayments under
the income share agreement. In the case of philanthropic capital, the revenues, including
any excess returns, will then be used to finance increasingly larger future cohorts. In the
case of investment capital, Malengo will channel repayments, net of administrative costs
and program expenses, back to investors who expect a positive return. This approach
has the potential to make Malengo’s support financially self-sustaining and scalable over
time.

3 Literature review: The effects of international migration on income
and human capital

There are enormous differences in per capita incomes across the world. For example,
Germany’s GDP per capita is more than twenty times higher than Uganda’s (adjusted
for purchasing power parity).> Moreover, the income distributions of low- and high-
income countries hardly overlap. Even relatively high earners in low-income countries
earn less than relatively low earners in high-income countries. Country of residence,
therefore, largely determines an individual’s economic opportunities and position in the
global income distribution (Milanovic, 2015).

As a result, the potential income gains from reducing barriers to migration are large
(Clemens, 2011). Clemens et al. (2019) estimate the real wage gains workers could expect
from working in the United States rather than in their countries of origin. Using data on
prime-age low-skilled men from 42 countries, they find that the average worker would
increase annual income by more than 565% or $13,710 (adjusted for purchasing power
parity) by moving to the United States. Hendricks and Schoellman (2018) arrive at
smaller, but still substantial effects. They estimate that the average immigrant from a
low- or middle-income country doubles or triples their income after migrating to the
United States. They note that these income gains are considerably smaller than the
underlying differences in GDP per worker. They attribute this gap to differences in
human capital and limited skill transferability across countries. Gibson and McKenzie
(2012) track top high-school graduates from five countries (Ghana, Micronesia, New

5 Source: https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.PP.KD.
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Zealand, Papua New Guinea, and Tonga) and document that those who move abroad
increase their annual income by 53-600% or $35,000-79,000.

A small number of studies use randomized controlled trials or natural experiments
to provide rigorous micro-level evidence on the income effects of migration. Focusing
on lower-skilled, typically male, labor migrants, they document that working abroad
doubles or triples their incomes (see McKenzie et al. (2010) and Gibson et al. (2018)
for migrants from Tonga to New Zealand, Clemens and Tiongson (2017) for temporary
migrants from the Philippines to South Korea, Mobarak et al. (2023) for temporary mi-
grants from Bangladesh to Malaysia, Naidu et al. (2023) for temporary migrants from
India to the United Arab Emirates, and Gaikwad et al. (2025) for temporary migrants
from India to Gulf countries). We contribute to this literature in two ways. First, we
shift the focus from lower-skilled labor migration to educational migration, a highly rel-
evant but understudied mode of international migration. Second, our setting features an
income share agreement that relaxes liquidity constraints and makes international mi-
gration accessible to individuals who would otherwise be unable to migrate (McKenzie
and Rapoport, 2007; Angelucci, 2015; Dao et al., 2018; Gazeaud et al., 2023).

We are aware of only one study that provides more rigorous evidence of the effects
of international educational migration.® Conceicdo et al. (2023) study a government-
sponsored scholarship program that enables Brazilian students to spend part of their
undergraduate studies abroad. Exploiting variation in approval rates across applica-
tion rounds and drawing on administrative data from Brazil for tracking applicants’
outcomes, they find no effects on formal-sector employment or on being a formal firm
owner or partner. However, the administrative data only observe outcomes in Brazil
and cannot track applicants who remain abroad. Arguably, applicants who stay abroad
might benefit most from the program. As a result, the estimates exclude a key subpop-
ulation and likely understate the full effects of international educational migration. In
contrast, our study tracks all applicants, including those who move abroad, thereby cap-
turing the full effects of international educational migration. It also provides evidence
from a low-income setting.

An important question is whether international migration leads to a brain drain or
gain. The net effect on human capital is theoretically ambiguous. On the one hand, the
emigration of skilled individuals reduces the domestic human capital stock. On the other
hand, however, the improved set of opportunities resulting from demand for skilled

labor abroad can incentivize human capital investments. If the returns to education are

6 Netz and Cordua (2021) and Di Pietro (2022) review the available descriptive evidence (mostly from within Europe) and conclude
that studying abroad has small positive effects on post-graduation earnings.



higher abroad, the prospect of migration can raise the expected return to human capital
and induce more people to invest in education.

If a sufficiently large share of those who invest in education remains in the country,
the prospect of skilled migration can lead to a net increase in the domestic human capi-
tal stock (Stark et al., 1997; Beine et al., 2001). Beine et al. (2008) formalize this idea and
derive two key conditions for a positive net effect. First, migration opportunities must
generate sufficiently strong incentives to invest in human capital. Second, the emigra-
tion rate of skilled workers must be sufficiently low. When the incentive effect dominates
the loss of skilled workers, the net effect on the human capital stock remaining in the
country will be positive. Consistent with these predictions, Beine et al. (2008) find posi-
tive net effects for countries with relatively low levels of human capital and low skilled
emigration rates, while net effects are negative for countries with high levels of human
capital levels or high skilled emigration rates.

Several papers provide rigorous micro-level evidence that opportunities for skilled
emigration can raise human capital investments and facilitate a brain gain in Cape Verde
(Batista et al., 2012), Malawi (Dinkelman and Mariotti, 2016), Nepal (Shrestha, 2017), Fiji
(Chand and Clemens, 2023), the Philippines (Abarcar and Theoharides, 2024), and India
(Khanna and Morales, 2024). We add to this literature by providing the first experimental
evidence and documenting how randomized exposure to the Malengo program affects
applicants’ families and friends as well as secondary school students.

Remittances may also relax financial constraints and enable households to invest
more in human capital. Yang (2008) leverages exchange-rate shocks to investigate this
mechanism in the Philippines. He shows that positive shocks (i.e., higher remittances)
increase educational attainment and expenditures and reduce child labor. This evidence
suggests that remittances can finance human capital investments that would otherwise

be hampered by financial constraints.

4 The impact of the Malengo program

4.1 Research design

Because the number of qualified applicants exceeds available spots, Malengo randomizes
admission among shortlisted applicants, i.e., among candidates who meet Malengo’s se-

lection criteria and have a reasonable chance of completing a degree in Germany.” This

7 Because shortlisting is based in part on academic achievement, our findings do not generalize to all Ugandan youth, but to
students with above-average scores. This is the relevant target group for most higher-education programs, and even more so for
international training programs. We therefore do not consider this aspect a major concern for external validity.



unique feature enables us to conduct a randomized controlled trial. Shortlisted candi-
dates who win the lottery and are offered a place in the Malengo program comprise the
treatment group, shortlisted candidates who lose the lottery the control group. By com-
paring average outcomes between the two groups, we can identify the causal impact of
the Malengo program. This research design addresses a central identification challenge
in migration research: Non-migrants often constitute an inappropriate counterfactual
for estimating migrant outcomes. Random assignment ensures that there are no sys-
tematic differences in observed or unobserved characteristics between individuals in the
treatment group and those in the control group. Any differences in outcomes can there-
fore be attributed to the treatment. In contrast, quasi-experimental methods that rely
on observational data face greater challenges in identifying causal effects of migration
(McKenzie and Yang, 2024).

We use stratified randomization by gender, geographic origin (Greater Kampala or
elsewhere), and secondary school stream (science or arts) to improve precision. Within
each stratum, we construct matched groups of eight (‘octuplets’) based on applicants’
standardized scores in the final secondary school exams. Within each octuplet, we as-
sign up to half of the applicants to the treatment group and the remainder to the control
group. Our ability to oversample the control group is limited by the number of short-
listed applicants in a given cohort. We use octuplets rather than smaller matched groups
(e.g., pairs) to make the research design more robust to attrition (McKenzie, 2022).

We estimate the impact of the intervention using the following specification:

Yit = a+ SMalengo; + X{’y + &4t

where Yj; is the outcome variable for applicant i in year ¢ after their planned arrival
in Germany. Our primary outcomes include income, subjective wellbeing and mental
health, and aspirations. We describe these outcomes in more detail in subsection 4.3 be-
low. Malengo; is the treatment dummy indicating being offered a place in the Malengo
program. The coefficient 3 captures the intention-to-treat (ITT) effect, since not all ap-
plicants offered a place ultimately enroll in the program. However, as shown below,
the take-up rate is high. X; denotes a vector of control variables that includes the base-
line value of the respective outcome variable and fixed effects for randomization strata,
survey wave, and year of observation. We use OLS to estimate the equation above and
cluster standard errors at the applicant level. We use outcome indices, as defined by
Anderson (2008), to reduce the number of hypotheses and provide more comprehensive



evidence across a broad set of indicators.?

4.2 Data

Our analysis draws on extensive panel data collected in Uganda and Germany, tracking
respondents over time and across locations. All interviews, including those in Germany,
are conducted in person. Baseline interviews take place before Malengo informs appli-
cants of their application outcomes to avoid anticipation effects. The survey instrument
covers a broad set of domains, including income and employment, subjective wellbeing
and mental health, expectations and aspirations, and migration intentions.

Following Malengo’s recruitment schedule, we sampled shortlisted applicants from
the 2021-2026 cohorts.? The full sample comprises 885 shortlisted applicants, with 376
assigned to the treatment group. In this report, we restrict the analysis to the 526 ap-
plicants from the 2021-2024 cohorts, as the 2025 and 2026 cohorts have not yet been
re-interviewed.

Capturing spillover effects on individuals who remain in Uganda is essential for a
comprehensive assessment of the welfare effects of international educational migration.
Accordingly, we also surveyed applicants” parents, siblings, and close friends. These
data allow us to assess spillover effects within families and social networks.

In Uganda, data collection was implemented in partnership with REMIT, a survey
tirm with extensive experience in academic impact evaluations and longitudinal surveys.
In Germany, we recruited a team of East African immigrants, primarily from Uganda, as
enumerators. Their demographic characteristics are similar to those of enumerators in
Uganda. This approach mitigates potential enumerator differences between interviews
with the treatment group in Germany and the control group in Uganda.

It takes years for students to graduate and transition into full-time employment. As-
sessing the full impact of the intervention therefore requires a much longer follow-up
period than typical impact evaluations. Attrition is, therefore, a key concern. We em-
ploy multiple strategies to limit attrition. First, we collect detailed contact informa-
tion for respondents and members of their social networks, giving us multiple leads
to reconnect with a respondent. Second, we try to make participation in the sur-
vey appealing. The survey is branded as Your Path and has its own logo, website
(https://www.your-path.org), and merchandise. This branding distinguishes Your Path
from Malengo, helping to reduce experimenter demand effects in the treatment group

8 These indices are inverse-covariance-weighted averages of standardized z-scores of individual outcomes, with individual out-
comes coded so that higher values correspond to more favorable outcomes.

9 The number of shortlisted applicants from the 2021/2022/2023/2024/2025/2026 cohorts is 21/59/237/209/169/190.
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and resentment in the control group. Third, we compensate respondents with about $6
per interview, a bit more than three times the daily minimum wage.*®

Here, we focus on the “short”-term effects using the first two waves of follow-up
interviews. The first follow-up wave, conducted between August 2024 and January 2025,
covered the 2021-2023 cohorts (317 applicants), since the 2024 cohort had just left Uganda
and the 2025 and 2026 cohorts had not yet been recruited."* The second follow-up
wave, conducted between August 2025 and January 2026, covered the 2021-2024 cohorts
(526 applicants). At the time of these interviews, students had spent between one and
four years in Germany, depending on cohort, and were still enrolled at university. The
average student had spent approximately 1.57 years in Germany. The results should
therefore be interpreted as preliminary evidence on short-term effects.

Table 9 in the appendix presents summary statistics at baseline for shortlisted appli-
cants in the 2021-2024 cohorts by assigned treatment status. None of the mean differ-
ences are statistically significant at conventional levels, indicating that baseline charac-
teristics are balanced between the treatment and the control group. Applicants are on
average 22.6 years old. 42% are female, and 64% come from Greater Kampala. Their
households have an average of 7.4 members, and 90% of applicants still live with their
parents.

Our re-interview rates compare favorably with other studies that have tracked mi-
grants from origin to destination over similar time horizons.”> We re-interviewed 77%
of all respondents at least once across the two follow-up waves (column 1 in Panel A in
Table 10 in the appendix). Considering the two waves of follow-up interviews separately,
we achieve a re-interview rate of 68% (column 1 in Panel B). There is no differential attri-
tion between the treatment and the control group. Re-interview rates are broadly similar
across respondent types (columns 2-5). There is one exception to this pattern. Parents in
the treatment group are nine percentage points more likely to be re-interviewed.

4.3 Primary outcomes

We focus on short-term outcomes measured during the first years after students” ar-
rival in Germany, i.e., before they complete their degrees and transition into full-time

% The minimum wage in Uganda is UGX 130,000 ($35) per month.

™ We conducted an initial round of follow-up interviews with the 2021-2022 cohorts in spring 2024. After independent spot checks
revealed data-quality concerns and missed appointments, we immediately halted fieldwork and terminated the contract with the
initial survey firm. We subsequently contracted REMIT to repeat these interviews and to implement all later follow-up interviews
as described above. Given the data-quality concerns, the analysis excludes all interviews conducted by the initial firm.

> Ambler (2015) successfully re-interviewed 73% of migrants from El Salvador to Washington DC, Ashraf et al. (2015) 57% of
migrants from El Salvador to Washington DC, Gibson et al. (2018) 64% of migrants from Tonga to New Zealand, Shrestha and Yang
(2019) 60% of Filipino maids to Singapore, Barsbai et al. (2024) 61% of migrants from the Philippines to the United States, and Barsbai
et al. (ming) 74% of migrants from the Philippines to Hong Kong and Saudi Arabia.
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employment. We estimate direct effects on applicants and spillover effects on non-
applicants who remain in Uganda. Non-applicants include applicants’ parents, siblings,
and friends. We pool all non-applicant subgroups into a combined sample for the esti-
mation of spillover effects.

We expect the intervention to increase students’ incomes. A priori, however, the
magnitude of these income gains is unclear. Students are recent migrants with limited
German proficiency, are restricted by their student visas to part-time work,'> and must
balance employment with university study in a new educational system. At the same
time, students must adapt to a markedly different environment, which could adversely
affect subjective wellbeing and mental health. Students may also influence the aspira-
tions of siblings and friends who remain at home.

Here is an overview of the primary outcomes for applicants and non-applicants. We

discuss the definition of each outcome in more detail below.

* Income: Applicants

* Subjective wellbeing and mental health: Applicants and non-applicants (parents,
siblings, and friends)

* Aspirations: Non-applicants (siblings and friends)

Income

We measure income as follows. Sum of all income from the past three months, based on
all income sources listed below, converted to real monthly net income and adjusted for
purchasing power parity (PPP).

¢ Income from employment, including the monetary value of in-kind payments

* Business and agricultural income from self-employment, including the value of
self-produced food items consumed by the household

* Remittances income, including the monetary value of in-kind remittances

¢ Other transfers received from outside the household, including the monetary value
of in-kind transfers

3 Under German student residence permits, third-country students may work up to 140 full working days per year, with working
days of up to four hours counted as half-days. Alternatively, employment may be assessed on a weekly basis, permitting up to 20
hours of work per week during the semester. See §16b(3) of the German Residence Act (Federal Republic of Germany, 2024).
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Subjective wellbeing and mental health

We measure subjective wellbeing and mental health as follows. We calculate an overall
index, combining the subjective wellbeing index and the PHQ-8 (a self-reported measure

of depressive symptoms) defined below.
* Subjective wellbeing index, based on the following items:

- Taking all things together, how happy would you say you are?

— All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole these
days on a scale of 1 to 10?

- Opverall, how (i) angry (reverse-coded), (ii) worried (reverse-coded), (iii) happy,
(iv) sad (reverse-coded), (v) lonely (reverse-coded) did you feel yesterday?

¢ PHQ-8, sum of the following items: Over the last 2 weeks, how often have you been
bothered by any of the following problems (all reverse-coded)? (i) Little interest
or pleasure in doing things, (ii) Feeling down, depressed, or hopeless, (iii) Trouble
falling or staying asleep, or sleeping too much, (iv) Feeling tired or having little
energy, (v) Poor appetite or overeating (vi) Feeling bad about yourself, or that you
are a failure, or have let yourself or your family down, (vii) Trouble concentrating
on things, such as reading the newspaper or watching television, (viii) Moving or
speaking so slowly that other people could have noticed. Or the opposite — being

so fidgety or restless that you have been moving around a lot more than usual.

Aspirations

We measure the aspirations of siblings and friends as follows. We calculate an overall
index, combining the index of educational aspirations, the index of earnings aspirations,
the index of fertility aspirations, and the index of international migration intentions

defined below.

* Index of educational aspirations, based on the following items:
— Until what educational degree would you like to study?
* Index of earnings aspirations, based on the following items:

— Which amount of earnings would you like to achieve when you are 35 years
old?
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* Index of fertility aspirations, based on the following items:

— How many children do you want to have? (negatively coded)

— At which age do you want to have your first child?
* Index of international migration intentions, based on the following items:

— Ideally, if you had the opportunity, would you like to move permanently to
another country outside of Uganda?

— Where do you want to live when you are 35 years old? (dummy for “Outside
of Uganda”)

4.4 Results

We begin by documenting high compliance with assigned treatment status. As Table
11 in the appendix shows, 81% of applicants offered a place in the Malengo program
are living and studying in Germany (column 1).'# In contrast, only 4% of control-group
applicants have moved to Germany for study. They did so by reapplying to Malengo
in a later year. Accordingly, the estimated effects can be interpreted as intention-to-treat
(ITT) estimates, which likely approximate the average treatment effect (ATE).

More generally, the program substantially increases university enrollment and resi-
dence abroad. 84% of treated applicants are enrolled in university, and 90% live abroad.
By contrast, only 28% of control-group applicants are enrolled in university (column 2)
and only 10% reside abroad (column 3). These patterns are consistent with the idea that
financial constraints limit access to higher education in Uganda and to opportunities
abroad."

In the following, we present results for our primary outcomes: Income, subjective
wellbeing and mental health, and aspirations. We emphasize that these results draw
on only the first two waves of follow-up interviews. At the time of these interviews,
students had, on average, spent approximately 1.57 years in Germany. The evidence,
therefore, reflects only preliminary and partial short-term effects. We plan additional
follow-up waves to fully assess the short-, medium, and long-term effects of the Malengo

program.

™+ Malengo reports lower take-up among applicants from more remote and less exposed communities, reflecting reluctance to
commit to repayments through the income share agreement, preference for immediate local earnings over continued education, or
family concerns about migration. Some applicants also decline the offer because they instead take up a government scholarship to
study in Uganda.

5 Tuition fees in Uganda vary by university and program. For instance, Makerere University, Uganda’s largest university, charges
local students UGX 2-5 million ($543-1,318) per academic year (see https://www.mak.ac.ug/sites/default/files/2024-08/
Mak-Undergraduate-Programmes-Fees-Structure-2024-2025AY . pdf).
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Income

Admission to the Malengo program substantially increases applicants” personal income
(Table 1). On average, monthly income rises by $1,003 in nominal terms (column 1) and
by $999 in real terms (column 2), i.e., adjusted for purchasing power parity.’® Relative
to the control group mean, income rises by 810% in nominal terms and by 278% in real
terms. The estimated relative effect on real income is virtually unchanged when we
follow Chen and Roth (2024) and use Poisson pseudo-maximum likelihood rather than
OLS (column 3).

Part of the observed increase in income may reflect Malengo’s monthly stipends dur-
ing the first year, which some students were still receiving at the time of the follow-up
interviews. Excluding transfers and focusing only on labor market income, incomes still
rise by $905 or 816% in nominal terms (column 4) and by $898 or 278% in real terms
(column 5 and 6). Increases in earned, not unearned income, hence account for the

treatment effect.

Table 1: The effects of being admitted to the Malengo program on income

Monthly total income (USD) Monthly labor income (USD)
Nominal Real Real (PPML) Nominal Real Real (PPML)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Admitted to Malengo  996.07*** 989.03*** 1.32%%* 895.55*** 885.76*** 1.32%**
(54.03)  (72-30) (0.11) (50.32)  (67.39) (0.11)
Control mean 123.91  359.47 359.47 110.86  322.83 322.83
Effect in percent 804 275 274 808 274 274
N 575 575 575 575 575 575

Notes: All regressions include year of data collection fixed effects, randomization strata fixed effects, and baseline outcomes covariates where
available (missing baseline values are replaced with o and a dummy for missing baseline is included). Standard errors are clustered at the
applicant household level. Variables correspond to (1) average monthly total income from all sources (including transfers such as Malengo’s
monthly stipends during the first year) in the preceding three months in USD (nominal), (2) average monthly total income adjusted for
purchasing power parity (PPP) and estimated using OLS, (3) average monthly total income adjusted for PPP and estimated using Poisson
pseudo-maximum likelihood, (4) average monthly labor income in the preceding three months in USD (nominal), (5) average monthly labor
income adjusted for PPP and estimated using OLS, (6) average monthly labor income adjusted for PPP and estimated using Poisson pseudo-
maximum likelihood. All continuous dependent variables are winsorized at the ggth percentile separately for treatment and control. *** p <
0.01, ** p < 0.05, *p <0.1.

The magnitude of the estimated income gains falls within the range documented by
the literature on labor migration (see section 3). This result is remarkable given that
our study subjects are educational, not labor migrants. The gains are driven by part-
time work that allows students to cover living expenses while studying, rather than by

16 The average income of treated applicants is almost equivalent to Germany’s minimum wage for 20 hours of work per week, the
cap under the student visa (see §16b(3) of the German Residence Act; Federal Republic of Germany, 2024).

15



full-time employment.

To better understand how the gains in labor income arise, we estimate how admis-
sion to the Malengo program affects applicants” employment status (Table 2). Treated
applicants are 27 percentage points more likely to be economically active (86% in the
treatment group vs. 59% in the control group, column 1). This effect is entirely driven
by an increase in paid employment (column 2). We find no effects on self-employment
(column 3) or on being an entrepreneur who employs at least one non-household mem-
ber (column 4). Higher employment rates therefore explain part of the income gains
reported above. This finding likely reflects that Malengo students must fund their liv-
ing expenses through part-time work after the first year, as well as Germany’s generally
more favorable labor market opportunities.

Nevertheless, treated applicants report substantially fewer hours worked. This holds
both when considering all applicants irrespective of employment status (column 5) and
when restricting the sample to those who are economically active (column 6). Despite
working approximately ten fewer hours per week (a 36% reduction, column 5), treated
applicants earn 278% more labor income (column 5 in Table 1).

These results underscore the central role of country of residence in determining an
individual’s economic opportunities. The pattern is consistent with a “place premium”:
Treated applicants earn higher hourly incomes because they work in a high-productivity
labor market with more formal employment, whereas control-group applicants remain
in a lower-productivity, largely informal labor market where long working hours do not
translate into commensurate income. In other words, the income gains reflect structural

differences in the labor market rather than differences in labor supply.

Table 2: The effects of being admitted to the Malengo program on labor market outcomes

Employment status Hours worked

Economically active Paid employment Self-employed Self-employed w/ employees ~ All ~ Working only
(@ () () (4) (5) (6)

Admitted to Malengo 0.27*** 0.31*** -0.04 -0.01 -9.95***  -25.58%**
(0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.01) (2.11) (2.27)

Control mean 0.59 0.54 0.09 0.03 27.69 47.16

N 575 575 575 575 575 412

Notes: All regressions include year of data collection fixed effects and randomization strata fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the applicant level. Variables correspond to (1) an indicator for being
economically active in the past three calendar months (including paid and self-employment), (2) an indicator for having worked for pay for non-household members in the past three months, (3) an indicator
for being self-employed in the past three months, (4) an indicator for being an entrepreneur (self-employed and employing at least one non-household member), (5) average monthly hours worked in the
preceding three months across all respondents, (6) average monthly hours worked conditional on being economically active. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p <0.1.

Figure 1 in the appendix shows the types of jobs held by applicants in the treatment
and control groups. Treated applicants primarily work in student jobs, most commonly

in logistics and warehousing, cleaning and housekeeping, and hospitality. These jobs
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are often low-skilled and usually do not require strong proficiency in German. Control-
group applicants are more likely to work in sales and marketing, administrative and
customer-facing office roles, construction and manual labor, technical occupations in IT
and engineering, or the education sector.

Although predominantly low-skilled and part-time, the jobs held by treated appli-
cants are of higher quality and offer substantially more employment benefits that are
typically associated with formal employment (Figure 2 in the appendix). They are more
likely to come with a written contract, paid leave or health benefits, pension contri-
butions, and permanent arrangements. Treated applicants also find their work more
interesting and stimulating and, as a revealed-preference measure, are less likely to be
seeking alternative employment.

In addition, treated applicants report substantially better working conditions (Figure
3 in the appendix). They experience less shouting and fewer threats, and report lower
exposure to physical violence and sexual harassment. They are less likely to work while
sick, report more rest days and more punctual salary payments, and are less likely to
face adverse or dangerous working conditions overall.

According to a survey that Malengo conducted with all Malengo students in Ger-
many in September 2025 (89% response rate), students are making progress toward their
degrees. They report an average grade of 2.7 across all passed subjects (on a 1-5 scale,
where 1 is the best grade). As a result of late arrivals due to visa delays and the need
to adapt to a completely new environment and work part-time, students are expected to
take more than five years to complete their bachelor’s degree (Haushofer and Nerland,
2025). This is longer than is typical in Germany, where the median time to completion is
7.9 semesters (just under four years) (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2026). Nevertheless, the
income gains appear compatible with continued academic progress and the intended
trajectory of international educational programs. Moreover, because students experience
substantial income gains shortly after arriving in Germany, graduating earlier is less
critical for the impact of the Malengo program.

The short-term income effects likely represent a conservative lower bound on the
long-term effects: Once students graduate and transition into full-time skilled employ-

ment, their earnings are expected to increase substantially.

Subjective wellbeing and mental health

A priori, the effect of the Malengo program on subjective wellbeing and mental health is
ambiguous. On the one hand, the effect could be positive. Malengo students can pursue

their educational and career goals while already experiencing substantial income gains
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during their studies. On the other hand, the effect could be negative. Malengo students
leave their homes and social networks behind to build their lives in a foreign country,
navigate a new educational system, and work part-time to cover living expenses. Family
members and friends may likewise view the program as a major opportunity, but also
worry about students” wellbeing and bear the costs of physical separation.

We find that admission to the Malengo program significantly improves subjective
wellbeing among applicants and their parents in Uganda. We estimate treatment effects
of 0.28 standard deviations on the overall index for applicants (column 1 in Panel A of
Table 3) and o0.25 standard deviations for parents (column 1 in Panel C). Point estimates
for siblings and friends are also positive, but not statistically significant. Overall, the
results allow us to rule out moderately sized negative effects on subjective wellbeing for
those who remain in Uganda.

The estimated treatment effects are substantial when compared to in-situ interven-
tions in low- and middle-income countries. A recent review and meta-analysis of cash-
transfer programs in these settings finds that cash transfers raise subjective wellbeing by
0.13 standard deviations on average (McGuire et al., 2022).
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Table 3: The effects of being admitted to the Malengo program on subjective wellbeing
and mental health

Felt yesterday Overall

Index Notangry Notworried Happy Notsad Notlonely Happiness Satisfaction Mental health
® &) G @ ) © @) ® ©)

Panel A: Applicants

Admitted to Malengo 0.28%*  0.96%** 1.20%** 0.54"  0.89** 0.15 0.12%* 1.36*** -0.04
(0.09) (0.21) (0.25) (0.23) (0.22) (0.28) (0.06) (0.19) (0.09)
Control mean -0.00 7.64 6.66 5.98 7.42 7.23 2.94 5.19 -0.00
N 575 575 575 575 575 575 575 575 575
Panel B: Non-applicants (pooled)
Admitted to Malengo 0.14***  0.13 0.32*%* 0.26**  0.16 -0.01 0.06% 0.31%%* 0.11%*
(005  (0.17) (015 (013 (015  (017) (0.03) (0.10) (0.05)
Control mean -0.00 7.56 6.93 6.04 7.46 7.56 3.12 5.70 0.00
N 1,732 1,732 1,732 1,732 1,732 1,732 1,732 1,732 1,732
Panel C: Parents
Admitted to Malengo 0.25%**  0.55%* 0.60** 0.58***  0.20 0.09 0.20*** 0.55%** 0.17**
(0.08) (0.24) (0.24) (0.20) (0.23) (0.25) (0.06) (0.16) (0.08)
Control mean -0.00 7.17 6.40 5.67 7.20 7.47 2.99 5.52 -0.00
N 622 622 622 622 622 622 622 622 622

Panel D: Siblings

Admitted to Malengo 0.09 -0.13 0.46* 0.12 0.16 -0.15 0.01 0.29 0.10
(0.08) (0.26) (0.24) (0.23) (0.25) (0.29) (0.06) (0.19) (0.08)
Control mean -0.00 7.86 7.15 6.19 7.55 7.63 3.20 5.83 -0.00
N 560 560 560 560 560 560 560 560 560
Panel E: Friends
Admitted to Malengo 0.03 -0.10 -0.09 -0.18 0.08 -0.01 -0.07 0.04 0.09
(0.10) (0.25) (0.26) (0.21) (0.24) (0.29) (0.06) (0.18) (0.09)
Control mean -0.00 7.66 7.26 6.27 7.65 7.57 3.18 5.76 -0.00
N 550 550 550 550 550 550 550 550 550

Notes: All regressions include year of data collection fixed effects, randomization strata fixed effects, and baseline outcomes covariates where
available (missing baseline values are replaced with o and a dummy for missing baseline is included). Standard errors are clustered at
the applicant level. Variables correspond to (1) an index combining the subjective wellbeing index (columns 2-8) with the reversed PHQ-8
depression score (column 9) using the GLS weighting procedure described in Anderson (JASA, 2008). The subjective wellbeing measures
include: "Overall, how angry did you feel yesterday?" (o-10 scale), reversed; "Overall, how worried did you feel yesterday?" (o-10 scale),
reversed; "Overall, how happy did you feel yesterday?" (o-10 scale); "Overall, how sad did you feel yesterday?" (o-10 scale), reversed; "Overall,
how lonely did you feel yesterday?" (o-10 scale), reversed; "Taking all things together, how happy would you say you are?" (1-4 scale); and "All
things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days?" (1-10 scale). (9) is the standardized PHQ-8 depression score
which sums responses to eight questions about depressive symptoms over the last 2 weeks, reversed. All variables are coded such that higher
values indicate more desirable outcomes. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.

Disaggregating the index into its components, we find improvements in subjective
wellbeing across the board. Treated applicants and parents report higher life satisfaction
(column 8) and happiness (columns 4 and 7) and fewer negative emotional states such
as anger (column 2), worry (column 3), and sadness (column 5). Importantly, admission
to the Malengo program does not affect mental health (column 9); parents even report
improved mental health. Overall, we find no evidence of adverse effects on mental
health.

We are aware of one study that provides rigorous evidence on the effects of interna-

tional labor migration on subjective wellbeing. Stillman et al. (2015) find that winners

19



of the Tonga-New Zealand migration lottery experienced a 24% improvement in mental
health but an 18% decline in happiness four years after migrating. In our setting, we also
find sizable improvements in subjective wellbeing, but none of our individual measures
deteriorate in the short run. It remains to be seen how these estimates evolve over time
as students spend more years abroad.

Overall, these results suggest that the income gains reported above do not come at
the cost of lower subjective wellbeing or worse mental health. Despite the challenges
of adapting to a markedly different environment, admission to the Malengo program
substantially improves subjective wellbeing among applicants and their parents relative

to the control group.

Aspirations

We observe positive spillover effects on the aspirations of siblings and friends in Uganda
(Table 4). The effect is larger and statistically significant for siblings: The aggregate
aspiration index increases by 0.21 standard deviations (column 1 in Panel B). For friends,
the estimated effect is 0.13 standard deviations and not statistically significant (Panel C).

Effects differ across aspiration domains. Siblings in the treatment group report higher
earnings aspirations at age 35 (column 3) and a stronger desire to live abroad in the
future (column 5). Friends in the treatment group shift fertility aspirations toward fewer
children and having children later in life (column 4). We find no statistically significant
impact on educational aspirations for either siblings or friends (column 2). This result
may be due to a ceiling effect. On average, siblings and friends in the control group

already aspire to a bachelor’s or master’s degree.
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Table 4: The effects of being admitted to the Malengo program on aspirations

Aspirations Intentions
Index Education Earnings Fertility Migration
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Panel A: Non-applicants (pooled)
Admitted to Malengo 0.19**  -0.01 0.16**  0.00 0.15***
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.00) (0.06)
Control mean -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
N 1,107 1,093 1,104 1,107 1,107
Panel B: Siblings
Admitted to Malengo 0.21**  0.02 0.24**  0.04 0.23***
(0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)
Control mean 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00
N 560 552 559 560 560
Panel C: Friends
Admitted to Malengo 0.14 -0.05 0.10 0.19** 0.07
(0.09) (0.10) (0.10) (0.08) (0.09)
Control mean -0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00
N 547 541 545 547 547

Notes: All regressions include year of data collection fixed effects, randomization
strata fixed effects, and baseline outcomes covariates where available (missing baseline
values are replaced with o and a dummy for missing baseline is included). Standard
errors are clustered at the applicant level. All dependent variables are standardized.
Variables correspond to (1) an index combining educational aspirations, earnings aspi-
rations, fertility aspirations, and migration intentions using the GLS weighting proce-
dure described in Anderson (JASA, 2008), (2) desired educational attainment on a scale
from 1 (None) to 9 (PhD), with intermediate values corresponding to primary school
diploma (2), O-level/UCE (3), A-level/UACE (4), vocational degree (5), diploma (6),
bachelor’s degree (7), and master’s degree (8), (3) desired earnings at age 35, win-
sorized at the ggth percentile and transformed using inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS), (4)
an index combining responses to "How many children do you want to have?" and "At
which age do you want to have your first child?", (5) an index combining responses to
"Ideally, if you had the opportunity, would you like to move permanently to another
country outside of Uganda?" and "Where do you want to live when you are 35 years
old?" (coded as 1 if "Outside of Uganda"). *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p <o0.1.

The differences between siblings and friends may reflect age. At the time of the

follow-up interviews, siblings are on average 21.6 years old, while friends are 25.2 years
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old. Younger siblings may be more optimistic about earning higher incomes and living

abroad, whereas older friends may already have internalized the constraints they face.

5 The impact of the school-based information campaign

So far, we have evaluated the direct effects of the Malengo program on applicants and
their immediate social networks in Uganda. We now turn to broader implications for
development. In particular, we study how the opportunity of international educational
migration shapes aspirations and human capital investments in the country of origin. As
discussed above, the prospect of skilled migration alone can incentivize human capital
investments and lead to a brain gain in the country of origin.

Testing this hypothesis is challenging because migration prospects are likely endoge-
nous. The same unobserved factors that shape migration prospects might also shape
human capital investments. We address this challenge with a randomized school-based
campaign that informs secondary school students in Uganda about the Malengo pro-
gram. The campaign leverages the fact that Malengo was founded in 2021 and was
not yet widely known in Uganda during its first years of operation. It emphasizes the
program’s merit-based nature and provides relatable information about this unique op-
portunity to study abroad. We examine whether the experimentally induced changes
in knowledge and migration prospects translate into higher migration intentions and
aspirations, greater human capital investments, and, ultimately, improved labor market

outcomes.

5.1 Intervention

The intervention is a school-based campaign that informs Ugandan secondary school
students about the Malengo program. It targets Ordinary- and Advanced-level students
in their final year, shortly before they sit their high-stakes school-leaving exams. O-level
education comprises four years of lower secondary schooling and ends with the UCE
(Uganda Certificate of Education) exams. A-level education comprises two additional
years of upper secondary schooling and ends with the UACE (Uganda Advanced Certifi-
cate of Education) exams. The UACE is the main qualification for university admission
in Uganda and is also accepted by German universities.'”

The intervention has four bundled components. First, immediately after the base-

line interviews, students watched a 16-minute video that explains key features of the

7 To be eligible, German universities require two principal-level UACE subjects with a grade of E or better and three passed UCE
subjects. All five subjects must be different and include Math (or a science subject) and English. Malengo applies the same minimum
requirements, but better-performing students have a higher chance of being shortlisted.
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Malengo program, including eligibility requirements, and features current Malengo stu-
dents (see Figure 4). The video stresses that applicants with higher UACE grades are
more likely to be shortlisted. It also highlights that university graduates in Germany
have favorable employment prospects and can expect to earn much higher wages than
secondary school graduates in Uganda. A shortened version of the video is available at
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=U_jRTHOrNCE. Field teams brought projectors and
speakers to each school to ensure sound audio-visual delivery. The screening ended
with a short Q&A session in which students could ask questions about the program.

Second, immediately after the video screening, field teams facilitated guided small-
group discussions (see Figure 5). These discussions lasted about 30 minutes. Students
were asked to reflect on the video, set goals for themselves, and discuss whether and
how they might become Malengo students.’® The small-group discussions aim to engage
students with the program and the possibility of studying abroad.

Third, before leaving the school, field teams hung a Malengo poster in a prominent
location on the school premises (see Figure 6). The poster aims to serve as a visual
prompt to reinforce the information provided during the campaign.

Fourth, shortly after the school campaign, field teams sent a link to a short video
summarizing the Malengo program (see link above) to all contacts provided by surveyed
students via SMS. The video aims to inform parents or other primary caregivers about

Malengo and to give students a chance to discuss this opportunity with them.

5.2 Research design

Randomization is conducted using a complete list of Ugandan secondary schools that
serve as UACE exam centers, obtained from the Uganda National Examinations Board.
All sampled schools offer both O-level and A-level streams. We exclude schools in dis-
tricts not eligible for the Malengo program and schools with fewer than 25 students in
the 2020 UACE exams to ensure sufficient sample sizes per school. We then implement
stratified randomization based on the number of UACE candidates in 2020, average
exam performance, and the share of female students to assign the intervention.

The intervention is identical across treated schools. All final-year O- and A-level
students present on the day of the visit at treated schools were exposed to the campaign.
We implemented the campaign separately for O- and A-level students. Control schools

received no placebo intervention.

18 Specifically, students were asked to discuss two aspects: (i) Imagine your best possible self. Do you think becoming a Malengo
scholar would be a good thing for you, and is it a desirable goal for you? Why or why not? Can you imagine being a Malengo
scholar? If you were a Malengo scholar, which subject would you study? and (ii) How can you ensure that you are eligible for the
Malengo program? Which obstacles do you see on your way? How would you deal with those?
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Field teams arranged visits for treatment and control schools following an identical
protocol. They contacted school principals in advance and invited their schools to par-
ticipate in a survey on students” motivations, future goals, and perceived opportunities
after graduation. They scheduled visits at times convenient for schools and requested the
same amount of time in both treatment and control schools. A bit more than half of the
schools agreed to participate, with no difference between the treatment and the control
group. Principals of schools in the treatment group were informed about the Malengo
information campaign only upon the field team’s arrival. All principals consented to the
intervention.™

We estimate the impact of the intervention using the following specification:
Yist = a + BCampaigns + X[y + €is

where Y, is the outcome variable for student i in school s at time ¢. Our primary
outcomes include migration intentions, expectations, aspirations, human capital invest-
ments, and labor market outcomes. We describe these outcomes in subsection 5.4 below.
Campaigns is the treatment dummy indicating whether school s was assigned to receive
the information campaign. Since no principal in treated schools objected to the interven-
tion, 8 captures the average treatment effect (ATE) for the schools that participated in
the survey. X denotes a vector of control variables that includes randomization strata
tixed effects and dummies for student type (O-level vs. A-level) and gender. We use
OLS to estimate the equation above and cluster standard errors at the school level. As

before, we rely on outcome indices to reduce the number of hypotheses.

5.3 Data

We combine student surveys with administrative data from the Uganda National Exami-
nations Board. The surveys are our primary data source. The administrative data inform
the sampling frame and provide exam scores.

The baseline survey was conducted in July and August 2022. Of the 736 schools
invited to participate, 397 consented. The relatively low participation rate likely reflects
the tight schedule as schools prepared students for the UCE and UACE examinations
in November and December. In each participating school, enumerators interviewed 12
randomly selected O-level and 12 A-level students. The intervention was implemented
immediately after the baseline interviews. In treated schools, students also completed a

short follow-up survey immediately after the intervention.

9 Field teams left control schools earlier than the scheduled time because there was no campaign to implement.
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Tables 12 and 13 in the appendix report baseline summary statistics for schools by
assigned treatment status. Table 12 covers all 736 schools invited to participate, while
Table 13 only considers the 397 schools that agreed to participate. In both tables, no
mean differences are statistically significant at conventional thresholds, suggesting that
baseline characteristics are balanced between the treatment group and the control group.
In both samples, female students account for just under half of enrollment, and subject
choices are very similar. The two samples differ only modestly along two dimensions:
Average baseline UACE performance is slightly lower in the surveyed sample than in the
full sample and the surveyed sample has a lower share of schools located in the Greater
Kampala region.

We implemented two endline surveys to assess the short- and long-term effects of the
school-based information campaign. The first endline survey was conducted in Septem-
ber and October 2022, shortly before students sat their UCE and UACE examinations.
We revisited 377 of the 397 schools and re-interviewed 79% of the 9,258 students sur-
veyed at baseline. The second and final endline survey was conducted between May
2025 and January 2026. By this time, most students had left school and were hence dif-
ticult to track. We therefore conducted this wave by phone rather than in person. The
re-interview rate for the baseline sample was 65%. Table 14 in the appendix shows no

evidence of differential attrition by treatment status in either endline survey.

5.4 Primary outcomes

We examine whether the intervention affects students’ intentions and expectations re-
lated to international educational migration, and whether these changes translate into
higher aspirations, greater human capital investments, and, ultimately, improved labor
market outcomes. We define different primary outcomes to capture both short- and
long-term effects. They are defined as follows.

Short-term primary outcomes

Our short-term primary outcomes are based on the first endline survey, conducted ap-

proximately two months after the intervention.

Migration intentions

We measure students” migration intentions with an index based on the following items:

¢ Would you like to study at a university abroad?

* Are you planning to apply for programs that help you study abroad?

25



* In the next five years (seven years for O-level students), would you like to live here
in Uganda or elsewhere?

* Where do you want to live when you are 35 years old? (dummy for abroad)

Expected migration status

We measure students” expected migration status with an index based on the following

items:

* On a scale from 0-100, what do you think is the percent chance that you will get a
degree from a university abroad in the near future?

* On a scale from 0-100, what do you think is the percent chance that you will live

abroad in the next five/seven years?

e From zero to one hundred, what is the percent chance that you will be living in

Europe at age 35 with university education?

Expected employment outcomes in Europe

We measure students” expected employment outcomes in Europe with the following two

items:

* Suppose, hypothetically, you had completed university education in Europe. From
zero to one hundred, what is the percent chance that you will be working at age 35
if you lived in Europe?

* Suppose, hypothetically, you had completed university education in Europe. How
much do you think you will earn in a typical month at age 35 if you lived in
Europe?

Aspirations

We measure students” aspirations with an index based on the following items:

¢ Until what educational degree would you like to study? (dummy for university
degree)

* How much money would you like to earn when you are 35 years old? Please give

me a number for the monthly income/salary you would like to earn.

* At which age would you like to have your first child?
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Exam scores

We measure short-term human capital investments using scores on Uganda’s high-
stakes, standardized school-leaving exams: the UACE for A-level students and the UCE
for O-level students. This outcome differs from the outcomes listed above. First, exam
scores are not based on survey data. They come from the Uganda National Examinations
Board. Second, exam scores are a hard outcome that goes beyond stated preferences. As
they are not self-reported, they should not be subject to potential experimenter demand
effects. Third, while the data are available at the student level, they lack personal iden-
tifiers. We can hence not link them to our survey responses.

Long-term primary outcomes

Our long-term primary outcomes are based on the second endline survey, conducted

approximately three years after the intervention.

Interest in studying abroad

We measure students’ interest in studying abroad using a dummy indicating whether
students listed a scholarship to study abroad among their top three preferences after
secondary school.

Human capital, mobility, and aspirations

We define this outcome differently for A- and O-level students. We measure A-level
students” human capital, mobility, and aspirations with an index based on the following

items:

* Being currently enrolled/having been enrolled /having been accepted for future

enrollment in a tertiary education institution
* Moved to a different district for study- or work-related reasons
* Where do you want to live when you are 35 years old? (dummy for abroad)

We measure O-level students” human capital and aspirations with an index based on the

following items:
* Having completed A-level studies

¢ Until what educational degree would you like to study? (dummy for university
degree)
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* Where do you want to live when you are 35 years old? (dummy for abroad)

Marriage and fertility
We measure students” marriage and fertility outcomes with an index based on the fol-

lowing items:
* Being married or engaged
* Having children

* Desired age at first child (actual age at first child for those who are parents) (nega-
tively coded)

e Desired number of children

5.5 Results
Short-term effects

Our evidence on the short-term effects of the school-based information campaign is
based on the first endline survey, conducted approximately two months after the inter-
vention.

Table 5 summarizes the effects of the campaign on migration intentions, expectations,
and aspirations. The campaign positively affected all these primary outcomes except
expected earnings in Europe conditional on a university degree. Estimated treatment
effects are of similar magnitude for both A-level and O-level students. These effect sizes
are notable given that the intervention was a brief, one-time campaign. While we cannot
rule out experimenter demand effects, the results are consistent with students interpret-
ing the Malengo program as a credible opportunity to study abroad and adjusting their

expectations and aspirations in response.
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Table 5: The short-term effects of the school-based information campaign on migration
intentions, expectations, and aspirations

Conditional on a university degree in Europe

Migration intentions Migration expectations Expected probability =~ Expected earnings  Aspirations

index index of working in Europe in Europe index
(1) () () ) (5)
Panel A: All students
School campaign 0.29*** 0.27*4** 6.17%* -0.10 0.07%**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.77) (0.14) (0.02)
Control mean 0.00 0.00 69.29 16.22 -0.03
N 7,266 7,266 7,266 7,266 7,266
Panel B: A-level students
School campaign 0.30%** 0.33*** 7.39%% -0.05 0.06**
(0.02) (0.03) (0.99) (0.13) (0.03)
Control mean -0.00 -0.00 69.97 16.28 -0.02
N 3,586 3,586 3,586 3,586 3,586
Panel C: O-level students
School campaign 0.28*** 0.21*** 5.00%%* -0.14 0.08***
(0.02) (0.03) (0.98) (0.18) (0.02)
Control mean 0.00 -0.00 68.64 16.16 -0.03
N 3,680 3,680 3,680 3,680 3,680

Notes: All regressions include baseline value of the outcome variable, a female indicator, and randomization strata fixed effects. Panel A additionally includes controls for A-level. Standard errors are
clustered at school level. The variables correspond to the Kling indices comprising of the variables in migration intentions, expectations and aspirations tables; as well as expected probability of working
in Europe and expected earnings in Europe conditional on completing a university degree in Europe. The expected earnings variable is winsorized at g5th percentile and transformed using IHS transfor-
mation. The mean of the control group expected (winsorized) earnings is appx. 24 million UGX without IHS transformation.

Table 15 in the appendix reports disaggregated results for migration intentions. The
campaign increases the overall migration intentions index by 0.29 standard deviations
(column 1), with positive treatment effects across all components. Treated students are
more likely to say they would like to study abroad (column 2), to plan to apply to study-
abroad programs (column 3), and to express a desire to live abroad both in the next few
years (column 4) and at age 35 (column 5).

Table 16 in the appendix shows disaggregated results for expectations. The results
indicate that the campaign shifts students” expectations about their future. Treated stu-
dents report higher expected probabilities of obtaining a university degree abroad (col-
umn 2), living abroad in the next few years (column 3), and living and working in
Europe at age 35, conditional on completing a university degree in Europe (columns
4 and 5). However, the campaign does not affect expected earnings in Europe condi-
tional on completing a university degree there (column 6). An index combining the first
three outcomes indicates that the intervention increases expected migration status by
0.27 standard deviations (column 1).

As shown in Table 17 in the appendix, the campaign increases the aspirations index
by o.07 standard deviations (column 1). This relatively modest effect is driven by a
slightly stronger desire to obtain a university degree (column 2) and to have a first child
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later in life (column 4). We find no effect on aspired earnings at age 35 (column 3).

We next examine whether the documented changes in migration intentions, expec-
tations, and aspirations translate into improved performance on the high-stakes UCE
and UACE exams. The rationale for this exercise is may increase human capital invest-
ments, reflected in higher exam scores, by raising aspirations and the expected returns to
human capital. Since eligibility for Malengo depends on exam performance, a positive
effect on scores would be consistent with the brain-gain mechanism discussed above.

Table 6 reports the effects of the campaign on exam performance at the school level
(Columns 1 and 2), student level (Columns 3 and 4), and subject level (Columns 5 and
6). Across all specifications, we estimate null effects for UACE and UCE students. The
estimates are sufficiently precise to rule out even small effects on exam scores. Unlike
much of the literature, we find no evidence of a brain gain in our setting.

A potential explanation is that our analysis targets the intensive margin of human
capital investment (quality, measured by exam performance within a degree). However,
the literature has largely focused on the extensive margin (quantity, as measured by the
highest degree completed).
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Table 6: The effects of the school-based information campaign on exam scores

School level  Individual level ~ Subject level

UACE UCE UACE UCE UACE UCE
H (@ 06 (4) (5) (6)

School campaign -0.00 -0.02 -0.02  -0.06 -0.02 -0.04
(0.06) (0.06) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03)
District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Strata FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Student-level controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Subject FE Yes Yes
Control mean 0.00 -0.00  -0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00
N 391 394 27,799 60,845 138,003 603,449

Notes: All regressions include baseline school controls, including the total number
of students in 2020, the mean UACE score in 2020, the share of female students in
2020, the share of students who selected Math in 2020, and the share of students
who selected the Science stream in 2020. Regressions on the individual level and the
subject level also include student gender and age. Regressions at the subject level
further include subject fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the school level.
The table presents regression results at three levels where the dependent variables
correspond to (1) and (2) the standardized mean score at the school level, (3) and (4)
standardized student-level scores at the individual level, and (5) and (6) standardized
subject exam scores.

Long-term effects

Our evidence on the long-term effects of the school-based information campaign is based
on the second endline survey, conducted approximately three years after the interven-
tion.

Table 7 summarizes the effects on the primary outcomes. The campaign has a persis-
tent effect on intentions to study abroad. Treated UACE students are three percentage
points more likely to list a scholarship to study abroad among the top three post-school
options they seriously considered (column 1), an 18% increase relative to the control-
group mean. By contrast, we find no long-run effects on the human capital and aspi-
rations index (column 2) or the marriage and fertility index (column 3). In both cases,

point estimates are close to zero and not statistically significant.
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Table 7: The long-term effects of the school-based information campaign on primary
outcomes

Considered Human capital and Marriage and
studying abroad  aspirations index fertility index

(1) (2) (3)

Panel A: A-level students

School campaign 0.03** 0.03 0.03
(0.01) (0.02) (0.03)
Control mean 0.17 -0.00 0.02
N 3,078 3,078 3,078
Panel B: O-level students
School campaign 0.02 0.02 0.01
(0.01) (0.03) (0.03)
Control mean 0.10 0.00 0.02
N 2,925 2,925 2,925

Notes: All regressions include a female indicator and randomization strata fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at
school level. The variables correspond to an indicator variable that takes on the value 1 if the respondent mentions study-
ing abroad as one of their top 3 choices after A/O-levels and Kling indices comprising of the variables in the aspirations
and family planning indices.

Table 18 in the appendix reports results for the individual components of the human
capital and aspirations index. Treated UACE students are no more likely to be enrolled
in university (Panel A, column 2) or to have moved to another district for study or work
(column 3). They do, however, remain significantly more likely to aspire to live abroad
at age 35 (column 4). The pattern is similar for UCE students. Treated UCE students are
no more likely to have completed A-levels (Panel B, column 2), even though sitting the
UACE is a prerequisite for eligibility for the Malengo program. They no longer report a
stronger desire to obtain a university degree (column 3). Like UACE students, however,
they remain more likely to aspire to live abroad at age 35 (column 4). Table 19 presents
the disaggregated outcomes for the marriage and fertility index and shows no effects on
marital status (column 2), having children (column 3), desired age at first child (column
4), or desired number of children (column 5).

Taken together, these results suggest that, aside from migration intentions, the short-
term effects on aspirations fade over time. We also find no evidence that the campaign
affects the extensive margin of human capital investment.

For a more complete assessment, we also examine labor market outcomes a few
years later. Table 8 shows that treated students report better outcomes. They are four
percentage points (11%) more likely to be employed (column 2), one percentage point

(25%) more likely to have formal employment (column 3), and earn somewhat higher
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incomes than control-group students (columns 4 and 5).

Table 8: The long-term effects of the school-based information campaign on labor market
outcomes

Worked Formal Monthly income (USD)

Index for pay employment Real Real (IHS)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Panel A: All students

School campaign 0.06™  0.04** 0.01% 3.79 0.20**
(0.02)  (0.02) (0.01) (3.04) (0.08)
Control mean 0.00 0.35 0.04 50.74 1.84
N 6,003 6,003 6,003 6,003 6,003
Panel B: A-level students
School campaign 0.06*  0.04** 0.01 5.86 0.22**
(0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (3-94) (0.11)
Control mean -0.00 0.32 0.03 46.76 1.68
N 3,078 3,078 3,078 3,078 3,078
Panel C: O-level students
School campaign 0.05%* 0.04* 0.01* 1.35 0.16
(0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (4.17) (0.11)
Control mean 0.00 0.39 0.04 54.92 2.02
N 2,925 2,025 2,925 2,925 2,925

Notes: All regressions include a female indicator and randomization strata fixed
effects. Panel A additionally includes controls for A-level. Standard errors clustered
at school level. The variables correspond to the Kling indices comprising of the
variables in columns (2)-(4) in column (1); an indicator that takes on the value 1 if
the respondent has worked for pay in the last 3 months in column (2); an indicator
that takes on the value 1 if the respondent has worked in a formal job in the last
3 months in column (3); average monthly income (adjusted for PPP) in the last 3
months, winsorized at the ggth percentile in column (4), winsorized and transformed
using IHS transformation in column (5).

The positive effects on labor market outcomes suggest that the school-based infor-
mation campaign generated tangible, longer-term effects beyond increasing short-term

aspirations. In the absence of effects on human capital investments, the results instead
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point to changes in students’ perceived set of options and post-school choices. Consis-
tent with this interpretation, treated students appear to transition into the labor market
more quickly.

6 Conclusion and policy implications

We study the effects of international educational migration by leveraging randomized
admission to and exposure to the Malengo program. Our preliminary evidence on the
“short”-term effects can be summarized as follows. First, admission to the Malengo pro-
gram triples university enrollment rates, suggesting that financial constraints limit access
to higher education in Uganda. Second, admitted applicants increase their monthly in-
come by about $900 during their first years as students in Germany, driven by earnings
from part-time jobs to cover their living expenses. Treated applicants are more likely
to be employed but work fewer hours and hold higher-quality jobs with better work-
ing conditions. Third, these income gains do not come at the cost of lower subjective
wellbeing or mental health. Admission to the Malengo program considerably improves
the subjective wellbeing of applicants and their parents in Uganda. Fourth, siblings and
friends of treated applicants report higher aspirations. These results should be inter-
preted as preliminary and partial evidence on the short-term effects, as students had, on
average, spent approximately 1.57 years in Germany at the time of the interviews. Fifth,
the school-based information campaign increases migration intentions and aspirations
in the short run, but has no measurable impact on human capital investments. Most as-
piration effects fade over time, but exposed students appear to transition into the labor
market more quickly.

A simple assessment of the benefits and costs of the Malengo program

Malengo estimates an average program cost of $40,656 per student and a current marginal
program cost of enrolling one additional student of $30,012. Malengo expects to more
than recoup these costs through repayments under the income share agreement and earn
a positive return.

The Malengo program has the potential to generate large and long-lasting benefits
for supported students. During their first years of study, admitted applicants report
increases in monthly labor income of about $900, earned through part-time work that
helps cover living expenses. At this level, cumulative income gains would exceed the
average program cost per student within less than four years and the marginal program

cost within less than three years.
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Once students graduate and transition into full-time skilled employment in Germany,
their incomes are expected to increase even further. Malengo projects average earnings of
$3,734 per month ($44,808 per year) for graduates in Germany (Haushofer and Nerland,
2025). This amount is already net of 14% repayments to Malengo under the income share
agreement.’® The estimate also applies an annual discount rate of 4% to the resulting
lifetime income stream. Relative to the estimated counterfactual monthly labor income
in Uganda of $124 in nominal terms and $359 in real terms (columns 1 and 2 of Table 1),
the projected income gains are enormous. Importantly, the projected earnings measure
is net of repayments, implying that the income share agreement could make the program
self-financing over time.

The income gains described above promise to be long-lasting. Students can expect a
working lifespan of approximately 40 years after graduation. Given Germany’s contrib-
utory pension system, higher lifetime earnings also translate into pension entitlements,
extending the benefits into retirement.

The financial sustainability of Malengo’s model depends on whether students remain
in Germany (or another high-income country) long enough for repayments under the
income share agreement to materialize. To date, only two Malengo students have moved
back from Germany to Uganda. In our survey, only ten percent of Malengo students in
Germany say they would like to return to Uganda in the longer run. 70% plan to stay in
Germany, and the remainder plan to move to other high-income countries, mainly the
United States and the United Kingdom. These figures suggest limited return migration
to Uganda.

Another important aspect is whether students comply with the repayments under
the income share agreement. In principle, the contracts they sign with Malengo are
enforceable in Germany. Students are required to keep Malengo updated about their
place of residence and to provide information about their income, including tax re-
turns. Malengo reports that students are grateful to Malengo and therefore expects high
compliance rates. The fact that repayments adjust to income, allowing students to make
important life decisions without worrying about repayment obligations, should also mit-
igate compliance risks.

The above estimates of the income gains are likely conservative. They ignore po-
tential increases in life expectancy.> The program may also generate substantial inter-

generational effects, as children of Malengo graduates residing in Germany are likely to

20 Malengo’s original estimate is also net of 8% remittances assumed to be sent to households in Uganda. For simplicity, we only
consider the income gains for supported students here.

2! Life expectancy at birth was 81 years in Germany and 68 years in Uganda in 2023 (source: https://data.worldbank.org/
indicator/SP.DYN.LEOO.IN).
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benefit from higher living standards and improved economic opportunities compared to
counterfactual outcomes in Uganda.

Germany, the destination country, may also benefit. The absence of tuition fees
should not be interpreted as a net fiscal cost. Investments in education, including higher
education, can generate substantial fiscal returns (Psacharopoulos and Patrinos, 2018).
The taxes paid by graduates employed in Germany can be viewed as another (implicit)
income share agreement between students and the destination country. Geis-Thoéne and
Pliinnecke (2025) estimate that admitting an international student to a German univer-
sity generates an average net fiscal gain of €93,320 to €329,750. Malengo graduates
may also help alleviate skill shortages in Germany, although quantifying this channel is
beyond the scope of the current analysis.

Can the Malengo program scale?

An important question is whether the Malengo program can scale. In principle, there
should be a market. Many high-income countries face aging populations and a grow-
ing demand for skilled workers, while many young people in low-income countries
have limited educational and economic opportunities. Malengo’s model positions inter-
national educational migration as a dual solution to these demographic and economic
disparities. The income share agreement makes international educational migration ac-
cessible to poor, qualified young adults from low-income countries who would otherwise
not be able to study abroad.

A non-trivial share of Uganda’s upper secondary school graduates would potentially
meet the academic profile of Malengo’s shortlisted applicants. In 2023, 41%, 26%, and
15% of graduates had exam scores at or above the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentile of re-
cently shortlisted Malengo applicants, respectively. These shares reflect that Malengo’s
selection criteria are designed to identify students with a reasonable chance of complet-
ing a degree in Germany, rather than the top talent in Uganda.

At present, Malengo finances the substantial upfront costs of the program through a
mix of philanthropic and investment capital. Investment capital is used to fund students’
income share agreements. Once students begin making repayments, Malengo channels
these payments back to investors, net of administrative costs and program expenses.
Investor returns are variable and depend on students’ realized earnings. Investors bear
the risk but expect to earn positive returns if students” incomes are sufficiently high.
In principle, this impact-investment scheme provides Malengo with a tool to scale its
operations without philanthropic capital. A broader scale-up strategy may also involve

partnerships with employers in Germany, especially in sectors facing persistent skill
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shortages. Such partnerships could provide co-financing, increase the number of funded
places, and link education more directly to predictable and skills-matched employment
opportunities after graduation.??

The timeframe of this report is too short to assess the long-term success of the
Malengo program, in particular graduation rates, post-graduation employment, and re-
payment under the income share agreement. Our preliminary evidence on the short-
term effects, however, documents the program’s feasibility at an earlier stage: Students
are able to cover their living expenses through part-time work and report higher levels

of subjective wellbeing.

Implications for human capital in Uganda

A potential concern is whether scaling the Malengo program would contribute to a brain
drain in Uganda. As discussed in Section 3, the effect on human capital is theoretically
ambiguous. The emigration of skilled individuals can reduce the domestic human capi-
tal stock, but remittances and the improved set of opportunities resulting from demand
for skilled labor abroad can induce additional human capital investments. In the frame-
work of Beine et al. (2008), a brain drain becomes more plausible when emigration rates
are high and migration-induced incentives to invest in human capital are weak. Con-
versely, when emigration rates are low and incentives are strong, the net effect on the
human capital stock remaining in the country can be positive.

In Uganda, emigration rates to OECD countries are relatively low: 0.5% overall and
8.3% among highly educated individuals in 2015/16. These rates are well below the
global average of 6.5% for overall emigration and 16% for emigration among highly
educated individuals (d"Aiglepierre et al., 2020).%3

Migration-induced incentives to invest in human capital may potentially be strong,
given the large income gaps between Uganda and high-income countries such as Ger-
many and the limited legal migration opportunities for lower-skilled workers. At the
same time, financial constraints could prevent households in low-income countries such
as Uganda from investing in human capital, which may dampen the magnitude of the
incentive effect.

Malengo’s focus on students with limited financial means may further reduce the risk

of a brain drain. Many applicants might not otherwise enroll in higher education. As

22 Along these lines, Malengo has recently started a new Technical and Vocational Education and Training (TVET) program.
Germany has a long-standing tradition of vocational training. Training typically lasts 1-3 years and prepares trainees for specific
occupations (e.g., nursing). It combines part-time classroom instruction with part-time paid work at a training organization (e.g., a
hospital) to provide both theoretical and practical skills. After passing the final theoretical and practical exams, graduates typically
have the option to transfer into regular full-time employment with the same employer.

23 Similarly, only 4,750 people with Ugandan citizenship lived in Germany in 2023 (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2024).
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we show above, only 28% of applicants in the control group are enrolled in university,
consistent with the idea that financial constraints limit access to higher education in
Uganda. In this setting, the program is less about redirecting students from Ugandan
universities to Germany and more about enabling higher education that would likely
not occur otherwise.

More generally, as summarized by Batista et al. (2025), an emerging literature shows
that skilled migration does not necessarily hinder economic development in countries
of origin. On the contrary, migrants can contribute by sending remittances (e.g., Yang,
2011; Gibson and McKenzie, 2014), fostering trade (e.g., Parsons and Vézina, 2018) and
foreign direct investment (e.g., Javorcik et al., 2011; Burchardi et al., 2019), increasing
demand for human capital (e.g., Theoharides, 2018; Khanna et al., 2026) and better in-
stitutions (e.g., Spilimbergo, 2009; Batista and Vicente, 2011; Barsbai et al., 2017), and
diffusing egalitarian norms (e.g., Levitt, 1998; Beine et al., 2013; Gaikwad et al., 2024,
Godlonton and Theoharides, 2025), knowledge and technology (e.g., Kerr, 2008; Bahar
and Rapoport, 2018; Bahar et al., 2024; Prato, 2025). These factors may ultimately im-
prove economic opportunities for those in the country of origin. However, much of
this literature is based on evidence from middle-income countries. More research is
needed to understand the implications of skilled migration in low-income settings such
as Uganda.

Outlook

Taken together, our evidence suggests that international educational migration may de-
serve a more prominent place in the toolkit of development interventions and the inter-
national debate on migration policies.** We plan additional waves of follow-up inter-
views over the coming years to fully assess the short-, medium, and long-term effects of
the Malengo program. Ultimately, we aim to assess whether international educational
migration can provide a life-changing opportunity for young adults from poor house-
holds in low-income countries, and whether income share agreements can fund it at
scale.

24 Based on the preliminary evidence summarized here and updated program metrics, Malengo estimates its program to be 28
times more effective than cash transfers in a baseline scenario, and 3,732 times in an optimistic scenario (Haushofer and Nerland,
2025).
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Appendix figures and tables

Figures

Figure 1: Types of jobs held by treated and control-group applicants
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Notes: The figure displays the share of applicants whose main income-generating activity falls into each occupation
category, shown separately for treatment and control. Occupation categories are ordered by the share in the treatment group
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in descending order. Bars represent group means, expressed as percentages.
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Figure 2: Quality of jobs held by treated and control-group applicants
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Notes: The figure shows estimated shares of respondents reporting positive outcomes for each job quality indicator,
separately for treatment and control. Bars represent group means obtained from separate linear probability regressions of
each binary indicator on a treatment indicator. Standard errors are clustered at the applicant level.
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Figure 3: Working conditions of treated and control-group applicants
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Notes: The figure shows estimated shares of respondents reporting positive outcomes for each working conditions indi-
cator, separately for treatment and control. Bars represent group means obtained from separate linear probability regressions
of each binary indicator on a treatment indicator. Standard errors are clustered at the applicant level.
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Figure 4: Students watching the Malengo campaign video
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Figure 5: Students in group discussions and completing the survey
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Figure 6: Students with a Malengo poster
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Tables

Table 9: Balance table for applicants by treatment status

(1) (2) (2)-(1)
Control Admitted to Malengo  p-value
mean (std.dev.) mean (std.dev.)
Female 0.419 0.414
(0.030) (0.031)
Assets (z-score) 0.001 0.044 0.584
(0.061) (0.063)
UACE score 13.197 13.175 0.565
(0.191) (0.193)
Science stream (UACE) 0.662 0.665 1.000
(0.032) (0.032)
Malengo interview score (z-score) 0.068 0.097 0.778
(0.058) (0.064)
Greater Kampala 0.642 0.641 0.769
(0.030) (0.030)
Age (years) 22.578 22.605 0.872
(0.229) (0.246)
Household size 7.391 7.527 0.633
(0.232) (0.220)
Lives with caregiver 0.898 0.896 0.886
(0.020) (0.021)

Notes: All regressions include randomization strata fixed effects.
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Table 10: Re-interview rates in the two waves of follow-up interviews

All  Applicants Parents Siblings Friends
(1) ) 3) @) (5)

Panel A: Interviewed at least once

Admitted to Malengo 0.02 0.02 0.09™  -0.01 -0.04
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Control mean 0.763 0.774 0.743 0.774 0.762
Adj. R? 0.090 0.093 0.076 0.067 0.047
N 2103 526 526 526 525
Interviewed at least once (=1) 1625 414 414 406 391
Panel B: Interviewed both waves
Admitted to Malengo 0.03 0.04 0.09™**  0.01 -0.03
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Control mean 0.669 0.664 0.685 0.666 0.664
Adj. R? 0.108 0.110 0.140 0.087 0.064
N 3370 843 843 843 841
Interviewed (=1) 2306 579 614 565 548

Notes: All regressions include year of data collection fixed effects and randomization strata fixed effects. Standard errors
are clustered at the applicant level. Variables in panel A correspond to indicators for being interviewed at least once across
both the 2024 and 2025 follow-up survey waves. Variables in panel B correspond to indicators of being interviewed in both

waves. *** p < 0.01, ¥ p <0.05, *p <0.1.

Table 11: The effects of being admitted to the Malengo program on university enrollment
and foreign residence

Enrolled in university in Germany Enrolled in university Residing abroad Residing in Germany

(1) (2) (€) ()
Admitted to Malengo 0.77%** 0.56™%* 0.80%** 0.827%%*
(0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)
Control mean 0.04 0.28 0.10 0.06
N 622 622 622 622

Notes: All regressions include year of data collection fixed effects and randomization strata fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the applicant level. Variables correspond to (1) an
indicator for currently being enrolled in a university in Germany, (2) an indicator for currently being enrolled in any university, (3) an indicator for currently residing abroad, (4) an indicator
for currently residing in Germany. All outcomes are as reported by the caregiver. ** p < 0.01,** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
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Table 12: Balance table for schools by treatment status (all schools)

(1)

(2)

(2)-(1)

Control School campaign  p-value
mean (std.dev.) mean (std.dev.)

Average UACE score 8.330 8.463 0.235
(2.007) (2.104)

Share of female students 0.445 0.439 0.388
(0.178) (0.178)

Share of science students 0.227 0.233 0.543
(0.171) (0.153)

Share of students who take math 0.317 0.321 0.648
(0.164) (0.158)

Share of students who take economics 0.327 0.330 0.698
(0.143) (0.140)

School in Greater Kampala 0.552 0.543 0.645
(0.498) (0.499)

Number of observations 368 368 736

All regressions include randomization strata fixed effects.
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Table 13: Balance table for schools by treatment status (surveyed schools)

(1) (2) (2)-(1)
Control School campaign  p-value
mean (std.dev.) mean (std.dev.)

Average UACE score 8.182 8.087 0.480
(1.822) (1.819)

Share of female students 0.435 0.423 0.227
(0.179) (0.167)

Share of science students 0.227 0.214 0.655
(0.173) (0.134)

Share of students who take math 0.313 0.304 0.920
(0.157) (0.142)

Share of students who take economics 0.326 0.335 0.300
(0.135) (0.149)

School in Greater Kampala 0.470 0.467 0.500
(0.500) (0.500)

Number of observations 202 195 397

All regressions include randomization strata fixed effects.

Table 14: Re-interview rates in the two endline surveys

Interviewed first endline Interviewed second endline

(1) (2)
School campaign 0.04 0.02
(0.02) (0.01)
Control mean 0.77 0.64
N 9,258 9,258

Notes: All regressions include indicators for female and A-level as well as randomization strata fixed effects. Stan-
dard errors are clustered at school level. Outcome variable is an indicator that takes on the value one if the student
was re-interviewed in the short-term and long-term endlines.
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Table 15: The short-term effects of the school-based information campaign on migration
intentions

Wants to Interest in study Wants to live =~ Wants to live
Index study abroad abroad programs elsewhere abroad at age 35
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Panel A: All students
School campaign 0.29*** 0.09*** 0.13%** 0.147*** 0.127%%*
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Control mean 0.00 0.86 0.82 0.68 0.67
N 7,266 7,266 7,266 7,266 7,266
Panel B: A-level students
School campaign 0.30™** 0.09*** 0.12%** 0.16%** 0.14***
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Control mean -0.00 0.87 0.85 0.67 0.65
N 3,586 3,586 3,586 3,586 3,586
Panel C: O-level students
School campaign 0.28*** 0.10*** 0.14*** 0.12%** 0.11%**
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Control mean 0.00 0.84 0.80 0.70 0.69
N 3,680 3,680 3,680 3,680 3,680

Notes: All regressions include baseline value of the outcome variable, a female indicator, and randomization strata fixed effects. Panel A additionally
includes controls for A-level. Standard errors are clustered at school level. The four variables are dummies for whether the student wants to study abroad,
whether the student is planning to apply for programs that helps him/her study abroad, whether the student would like to live somewhere else in the
next five/seven years, and whether the student wants to live abroad at age 35.
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Table 16: The short-term effects of the school-based information campaign on expecta-
tions

Conditional on a university degree in Europe

Probability that you will Expected probability =~ Expected earnings
Index Get a foreign degree Live elsewhere Live in Europe at age 35 of working in Europe in Europe
(1) (2) (3) @ (5) (6)
Panel A: All students
School campaign 0.27*** 10.87%** 7.03*** 6.64*** 6.17%** -0.10
(0.02) (0.93) (0.92) (0.76) (0.77) (0.14)
Control mean 0.00 51.42 54.20 59.25 69.29 16.22
N 7,266 7,266 7,266 7,266 7,266 7,266
Panel B: A-level students
School campaign 0.33** 12.02*%* 8.85** 8.41%* 7.39™%* -0.05
(0.03) (1.16) (1.19) (1.03) (0.99) (0.13)
Control mean -0.00 49.80 52.42 58.15 69.97 16.28
N 3,586 3,586 3,586 3,586 3,586 3,586
Panel C: O-level students
School campaign 0.21%%* 9.86*** 5.37°%* 4.81%% 5.00%** -0.14
(0.03) (1.16) (1.17) (0.98) (0-98) (0.18)
Control mean -0.00 53.00 55.92 60.31 68.64 16.16
N 3,680 3,680 3,680 3,680 3,680 3,680

Notes: All regressions include baseline value of the outcome variable, a female indicator, and randomization strata fixed effects. Panel A additionally includes controls for A-level. Standard errors are clustered at school
level. The variables correspond to the questions: on a scale from 0-100, what do you think is the percent chance that you will get a degree from a university abroad in the near future; what do you think is the percent
chance that you will live abroad in the next five/seven years; what is the percent chance that you will be living in Europe at age 35 with university education; expected probability of working in Europe conditional on
completing a university degree in Europe and expected earnings in Europe conditional on completing a university degree in Europe. The expected earnings variable is winsorized at 95 percentile and transformed using
THS transformation. The mean of the control group expected (winsorized) earnings is 34 million UGX without IHS transformation.
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Table 17: The short-term effects of the school-based information campaign on aspirations

Aspires university Aspired income

Desired age

Index degree at age 35 at first child
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Panel A: All students
School campaign 0.07*** 0.02*** 0.04 0.31%**
(0.02) (0.01) (0.11) (0.08)
Control mean -0.03 0.91 16.30 30.06
N 7,266 7,266 7,266 6,294
Panel B: A-level students
School campaign 0.06** o.01* 0.02 0.38***
(0.03) (0.01) (0.12) (0.10)
Control mean -0.02 0.97 16.31 30.02
N 3,586 3,586 3,586 3,205
Panel C: O-level students
School campaign 0.08*** 0.04*** 0.08 0.25%*
(0.02) (0.01) (0.14) (0.12)
Control mean -0.03 0.84 16.28 30.10
N 3,680 3,680 3,680 3,089

Notes: All regressions include baseline value of the outcome variable, a female indicator, and randomization strata fixed effects. Panel
A additionally includes an indicator for A-level. Standard errors are clustered at school level. The variables correspond to the follow-
ing questions: until what educational degree would you like to study (dummy for university or higher); how much money would you
like to earn when you are 35 years old; would you like to have children (dummy for yes); at which age would you like to have your
first child (conditional on wanting children). Income variable is winsorized at 95 percentile and transformed using IHS transforma-
tion. The mean of the control group expected (winsorized) income is 35.3 million UGX without IHS transformation. Age variable is

winsorized at 5 and 95 percentiles.
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Table 18: The long-term effects of the school-based information campaign on human
capital and aspirations

Enrolled Moved for Wants to live
Index in university = work or study  abroad at age 35

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: A-level students

School campaign 0.03 -0.00 0.00 0.05**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Control mean -0.00 0.49 0.37 0.49
N 3,078 3,078 3,078 3,078
Completed Aspires Wants to live
Index A-level university degree abroad at age 35

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel B: O-level students

School campaign 0.02 -0.02 -0.00 0.05**
(0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02)

Control mean 0.00 0.54 0.88 0.49

N 2,925 2,925 2,925 2,925

Notes: All regressions include an indicator for female and randomization strata fixed
effects. Standard errors clustered at school level. The variables in Panel A correspond to
Kling index of variables in columns (2)-(4) in column (1); an indicator variable that takes
on the value 1 if the respondent has ever been enrolled in or admitted to a university
program, o otherwise in column (2); an indicator variable that takes on the value 1 if
the respondent moved out of their district for work or study in column (3); an indicator
variable that takes on the value 1 if the respondent wants to live abroad at age 35, o
otherwise in column (4). The variables in Panel B correspond to Kling index of variables
in columns (2)-(4) in column (1); an indicator variable that takes on the value 1 if the
respondent has ever been enrolled in or admitted to a university program, o otherwise
in column (2); an indicator variable that takes on the value 1 if the respondent wants to
study at university or higher degree, o otherwise in column (3); an indicator variable
that takes on the value 1 if the respondent wants to live abroad at age 35, o otherwise
in column (4).
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Table 19: The long-term effects of the school-based information campaign on marriage
and fertility

Not No Desired age Nr of desired children
Index married children at first child  (negatively coded)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Panel A: All students

School campaign 0.02 -0.01 0.01%** 0.23 0.04
(0.02)  (0.01) (0.01) (0.15) (0.05)
Control mean 0.02 0.97 0.95 28.88 -3.22
N 6,003 6,003 6,003 5,334 6,003
Panel B: A-level students
School campaign 0.03 -0.00 0.01 0.30* 0.06
(0.03) (0.01) (0.01) (0.15) (0.06)
Control mean 0.02 0.97 0.95 29.03 -3.25
N 3078 3,078 3,078 2,745 3,078
Panel C: O-level students
School campaign 0.01 -0.01 0.01% 0.19 0.02
(0.03) (0.01) (0.01) (0.27) (0.07)
Control mean 0.02 0.97 0.95 28.71 -3.19
N 2,925 2,925 2,925 2,589 2,925

Notes: All regressions include a female indicator and randomization strata fixed effects.
Panel A additionally includes controls for A-level. Standard errors clustered at school level.
The variables correspond to Kling index of variables in columns (2)-(5) in column (1); an
indicator variable that takes on the value 1 if the respondent is not married, o otherwise in
column (2); an indicator variable that takes on the value 1 if the respondent has no children,
o otherwise in column (3); respondent desired age at first child/age they had their first child
in column (4); number of desired children in column (5).
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