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Abstract
The processes of brain drain and brain gain 

are in public debate today, just as they were more 
than 2,000 years ago or when the fi rst European 
universities were established. The debate is far 
from over and the issue is debated both at the 
academic and political level.

There are several interconnected levels at 
which the issue needs to be addressed and solu-
tions found: local, regional, national, and supra-
national (EU). Coordination of different funding 
sources should be improved at the EU level in 
the governance of post-2020 cohesion policy and 
programs.

The local and regional authorities can best 
analyze the specifi c needs of communities and 
fi nd answers to them and thus play an import-
ant role in reducing the potential negative effects 
of brain drain processes and can support brain 
gain, brain regain and brain circulation process-
es. There are many examples of public policies 
and practices implemented by local and regional 
authorities - from supporting the relocation of tal-
ented individuals to those regions/cities to more 
sophisticated measures involving the develop-
ment of transnational networks of entrepreneurs. 
The EU needs to support programs or initiatives 
that aim to enhance learning between different 
European local and regional authorities and the 
efforts of local and regional public bodies in ad-
dressing brain drain.
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culation, good practices.
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1. Introductory remarks 

 e emigration of highly qualifi ed people has been and still is at the center of the 
academic and political debates since the 1960s (Kone and Özden, 2017, pp. 12-18). 
 e debates fi rst had a predominantly theoretical approach and proposed a balanced 
vision, which showed that, beyond the advantages of the countries of destination, 
there are advantages and disadvantages for the countries of origin. In the 1970s, the 
paradigm that was imposed in approaching the problem was one that emphasized 
the negative eff ects of the loss of human capital on developing countries. During this 
period, the Bhagwati tax was proposed which would allow the countries aff ected by 
the brain drain to receive fi nancial compensation.  is vision is still present in the 
specialized scientifi c papers and in the political public discourse. In the 1990s the 
problem has begun to be addressed in a balanced way, in terms of a negative and pos-
itive impact paradigm, and studies showed that there are/can be economic and social 
gains for the countries of origin, and under certain conditions there is an increase in 
the level of human capital. Recent empirical contributions have shown that the nega-
tive eff ects are generally limited (a limited eff ects paradigm) and that the gains from 
highly skilled emigration can be relevant if there are institutions in the countries of 
origin that can address the issue in terms of ‘brain circulation’ (via exchange pro-
grams and mobility fellowships) and development of networks of cooperation (and 
not just in terms of ‘brain drain’ vs. ‘brain gain’).  ese gains include dissemination 
of knowledge, growth of foreign direct investment, growth of trade and sums of re-
mi ances to the sending countries. 

In connection to the brain drain, ‘brain waste’ processes (or ‘deskilling’) which 
refer to migrants whose skills are either underutilized or not utilized at all as well as 
processes of ‘brain regain’ have been documented (improved human capital).  e de-
bate is far from over and the issue is debated both at the academic and political level.

2. Addressing the challenge in the EU

2 .1. An age-old problem
 e circulation of scientists and highly qualifi ed persons has been the basis for 

the development of science since ancient times. Migration of educated people is more 
than 2,000 years old. Around 300 B.C., there was a brain drain from Athens to Alexan-
dria, in the context of the policies promoted by Ptolemy I Soter. Later, the history of 
the fi rst European universities is related to brain circulation and measures that tried 
to stop the brain drain phenomenon. In 1274, an edict published in Bologna stated: ‘By 
this edict, we solemnly forbid any ecclesiastical or lay person, Bolognese or foreign, 
either personally or by messenger, le er or other means, to a empt to negotiate with 
ecclesiastical or lay persons, colleges, universities, regions, communes, or communal 
entities, the transfer of the studium of the city of Bologna to another place’. Oth-
er laws later advocated the same repressive approach (including the death penalty). 
Neither of them has proven eff ective: the Universities of Arezzo (1215), Padua (1222), 
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Vercelli (1228), Sienna (1246), Pisa (1343), and Florence (1349) were founded a er mi-
grations from the University of Bologna (Dedijer, 1969, pp. 3-5). 

For thousands of years, European science has meant exchanging ideas and dis-
seminating discoveries in mathematics, physics, astronomy, biology, technique, and 
so on across the continent. European countries have benefi ted in the modern age 
from the circulation of ideas and brain circulation, managing to link scientifi c discov-
eries to technological innovations and thus to obtain important economic and social 
achievements.

2.2. Freedom of movement – a fundamental value of the EU
Within the framework off ered by the European construction, any public policy 

regarding the brain drain phenomenon must take into account the foundations on 
which the European Union is built, and freedom of movement is a fundamental value 
of the EU. As stated in the Treaty of Lisbon, it represents one of the most important 
achievements of our Union:

‘1. Freedom of movement for workers shall be secured within the Union. […]
3. It shall entail the right, subject to limitations justifi ed on grounds of public pol-
icy, public security or public health: (a) to accept off ers of employment actually 
made; (b) to move freely within the territory of Member States for this purpose; 
(c) to stay in a Member State for the purpose of employment in accordance with 
the provisions governing the employment of nationals of that State laid down by 
law, regulation or administrative action’ (Article 45).

 e European model is based on respect for human rights and fundamental free-
doms.  us, the EU cannot refuse a right that is acknowledged by the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights: ‘Everyone has the right to leave any country, including his 
own, and to return to his country’ (article 13) and ‘No one shall be arbitrarily deprived 
of his nationality nor denied the right to change his nationality’ (article 15).

 e European model is based on social justice and solidarity.  e free movement of 
goods, people, services and capital is possible only under the conditions of European 
solidarity.  e social contract, as it can be understood from all EU programmatic doc-
uments, since the Treaty of Rome, is based on assumed common values: democratic 
institutions, human rights, social justice. And social justice is incompatible with mo-
bility restrictions (Dumitru, 2012, pp. 9-11). 

 us, mandatory service measures or measures of taxation prior to departure 
or programs of taxation a er departure – which have been, are and are likely to be 
brought up by politicians in various countries – are illiberal and violate European 
treaties. Everyone is free to move voluntarily inside the European Union, but no one 
should be forced to leave the country due to poverty and other economic reasons.
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2 .3. The knowledge economy – driver of intra-EU mobility 
 e European Commission’s regulated professions database provides evidence 

on the most mobile professions in the EU, showing that highly skilled people are 
among the most mobile (2012-2019 period, Country of qualifi cation: All EU Countries; 
Host country: All EU Countries, h ps://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/regprof/
index.cfm, 16.08.2019): Nurse (65,568), Secondary school teacher (55,868), Doctor of 
medicine (52,975), Dental practitioner (14,309), Physiotherapist (13,947), Architect 
(8,460), Veterinary surgeon (7,772), Lawyer/Barrister/Solicitor (6,823), Nursing assis-
tants and Health care assistants (5,354), Auditor/Accountant (5,267), Primary school 
teacher (5,228), Pharmacist (4,841), Kindergarten teacher/Nursery school teacher/Pre-
paratory school teacher (3,551), Midwife (3,489), Psychologist (3,116), Radiographer/
Radiotherapist (2,615), Fork li  truck operator (2,377), Engineer (2,199), Speech and 
language therapist (1,866), Child care worker (1,842).

 e knowledge economy is an important driver of intra-EU mobility and in par-
ticular of the mobility of highly skilled migrants and the regions where knowledge 
economy is developed are usually those that have developed physical and technolog-
ical infrastructure, quality education system, cultural activities, medical care system, 
good connectivity among businesses and universities, to put it simply, good labor 
conditions and high quality of life.  e knowledge economy is shaping the mobility of 
highly qualifi ed persons: migration fl ows follow east-west, south-north and rural-ur-
ban pa erns, and sending regions have an average GDP per capita that is 64% of the 
EU28 average, whilst receiving regions have an average GDP per capita that is 108% of 
the EU28 average (Buse i et al., 2017 apud Cavallini et al., 2018, p. 9).

A study that considered 23 countries in the EU and Switzerland (Grecu and Titan,
2016, p. 65) showed that the ‘country capacity to retain talent’ index is strongly pos-
itively correlated with ‘life expectancy’ (0.922), ‘quality of overall infrastructure’ 
(0.654) and ‘quality of the educational system’ (0.729).

According to a study commissioned by the European Commi ee of the Regions 
(Cavallini et al., 2018, pp. 11-12), in 2017, there were almost 17 million people who 
changed their residence within the EU, of which about one third (32%) were in the 
age group 15-34 years. Most people who relocated in the EU went to Germany and 
the United Kingdom, the most important countries of origin being Romania, Poland, 
Italy and Portugal. Of the people who moved in the EU and were of active age (15-64 
years), a proportion of 25% had a tertiary level of education. Highly qualifi ed people 
have very high employment rates and have favorite destinations in the northern areas 
of the Union (Sweden, Ireland, Estonia, Denmark, and United Kingdom).  e highest 
number of highly qualifi ed people moving within the EU came from Poland (576,300 
individuals), Germany (472,700), and Romania (467,500). 

A World Bank study shows that Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania are countries with 
high levels of external migration for health workers, while they have vacancies in 
their health sectors.  e highly skilled workers in Romania have the highest emi-
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gration rate, 27% of the total of the highly qualifi ed Romanians living abroad in 2017 
(World Bank, 2019, pp. 63-65).

A study on the movement of skilled labor showed that, between 2004 and 2016, 
the proportion of high skilled EU movers among the employed population in the EU 
tripled, to a total of 3.6 million in 2016.  e benefi ts of high skilled EU movement were 
equally distributed among the Member States, because the largest mobility fl ows are 
from Central and Eastern European countries to the more developed countries (ICF, 
2018, p. 3).  e study shows that there are a number of factors that act on macro, 
meso and micro levels behind the individual migration decisions of skilled workers, 
factors that are interdependent.  ese are: at the macro-level: economic environment 
(GDP, income levels), labor market situation (unemployment, wages), quality of life, 
working and living conditions, institutional environment and stability, geography; at 
the meso-level: migration policy framework, size of diaspora communities; at the mi-
cro-level: age, gender, education level, family responsibilities, spoken languages (ICF, 
2018, p. 77). Also, the study showed that the migration fl ows of skilled persons are 
infl uenced by the public policies developed at the transnational, national, regional and 
local level involving a wide range of stakeholders, showing that systemically there 
are four major types of interventions: policies and practices relevant prior to mov-
ing, policies and practices to support arrival, integration and networks, policies and 
practices to support qualifi cation recognition, policies and practices to support return 
migration (ICF, 2018, pp. 124-125).

If we look at the percentage evolution of EU mobile citizens as a share of the resi-
dent population of their country of citizenship, we note that, between 2008 and 2018, 
Romania has had the highest percentage increase, of 11.8 percentage points. In 2018, 

Figure 1: EU mobile citizens of working age (20-64) by country of citizenship, % of their home-country resident pop-
ulation (In descending order of % in 2018; Figure of low reliability for 2008: Estonia, Luxembourg, Malta and Iceland; 
Figure of low reliability for 2018: Malta and Iceland) 

Source: Eurostat (2019)
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Romanian citizens of working age (20-64) residing abroad within the EU accounted 
for 21.3% of the population residing in Romania, followed by Croat citizens (15.4%) 
and Lithuanian citizens (14.5%). At the other end of the picture we fi nd Germany 
(1.0%) and the United Kingdom (1.1%). In absolute numbers, in 2018, the most numer-
ous groups were those from Romania (2,524,000), Poland (1,666,000), Italy (1,133,000), 
Portugal (824,000) and Bulgaria (562,000). During the same period, the share of the 
highly skilled amongst groups of mobile EU citizens aged 20-64 grew by 8.9 percent-
age points.

Figure 2: Population aged 20-64 with tertiary educational attainment (ISCED 5-8) by country of citizenship, 2018
(In descending order by % among EU mobile citizens; (*) Figure of low reliability for EU mobile citizens) 

Source: Eurostat (2019)

2.4 . Tackling brain drain: leadership and coordination
Inequalities and diff erences in earnings and living standards are what generate and 

maintain the brain drain phenomenon (Lutz et al., 2019, p. 9). When we talk about brain 
drain at the European Union level we talk about the need to improve working and liv-
ing conditions throughout Europe. 83 million Europeans (one in six EU residents) live 
in low-income and low-growth regions (Widuto, 2019, p. 5).  is is the fundamental 
problem to be solved – any public policy meant to manage the brain drain phenome-
non must a ack the root causes: the economic development, the recovery of the gaps 
between the European states, the socio-economic climate, the functioning of the rule 
of law (respecting the rule of law represents a fundamental premise for a favorable 
environment for economic and social development). Economic, social and territorial 
cohesion is the foundation that must be ensured, both from a fi nancial and symbolic 
perspective. Analyzing the realities of diff erent European countries and regions where 
fl ows of high skilled migrants are registered (especially young migrants) and the cor-
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relation of these fl ows with the evolution of socio-economic disparities is the founda-
tion on which EU policies will have to be based a er 2020, in particular the policy of 
cohesion. Increasing the quality of life is what every European citizen in the Union ex-
pects.  e political commitment of the new Commission (von der Leyen, 2019, p. 9) for 
a ‘fair minimum wage’ is of high relevance especially in sender regions, as it tackles the 
issue of living standards, working conditions and directly infl uences the quality of life.

 ere are several – o en interconnected – levels at which the issue needs to be ad-
dressed and solutions found: local, regional, national, and supranational (EU).  ere-
fore coordination of diff erent funding sources should be improved at the EU level in 
the governance of post-2020 cohesion policy and programs, so as to guarantee more 
coherence of agendas at diff erent governance and planning levels in the short to me-
dium term (Hermansons, 2019, p. 18).

In the context in which in the European public sphere, in recent years a ‘two-speed 
Europe’ has been discussed, it should be noted that a two-speed Europe would only ac-
centuate the negative eff ects of the brain drain. If it aims to overcome the brain drain vs 
brain gain paradigm, the EU needs more integration, not new barriers; it needs a vision 
that sees legitimate national interests as being fulfi lled in the EU. In the absence of such 
an approach, we are heading to a Europe with winners and losers (the brain gain vs. 
brain drain approach being an example that illustrates this unwanted situation).

In the regions and cities without jobs, with high unemployment among young peo-
ple and unable to access minimum quality of life it is not surprising that brain drain 
processes are in progress. European reality demands that elected politicians take on 
public policies regarding real and pressing needs. In this context, in many countries 
it would be desirable to have more decision-making power for the authorities closest 
to the citizen. Modern technology should also be used to improve people’s lives and 
communication with European citizens.  e mechanisms of civic participation need to 
be rethought and given greater importance (co-creation, co-participation).

It is a strategic objective to improve labor market conditions in order to ensure 
equality between women and men, a fundamental right, a common value of the
European Union and a necessary condition for achieving the objectives of economic 
growth and social cohesion. Recent studies showed that there are highly skilled mi-
grant women whose potential is undervalued, and in such cases there are processes of 
brain waste (Riaño, 2012).

In Central and Eastern Europe, the brain drain phenomenon manifests itself in 
particular in the IT&C and medical fi elds, but it is present everywhere where talented 
and educated people leave and se le in richer societies, where they fi nd opportunities 
and/or a be er quality of life for them and their families, being a global phenomenon. 
And the EU is one of the a ractions for talented and educated people globally. 

In the new programmatic framework, the EU could assume the funding of pro-
grams that provide knowledge spillover eff ects in the source countries of migration 
fl ows and should assume fi nancing educational programs to ensure people’s access to 
opportunities in the source countries of migration fl ows.
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Migrants send remi ances to their families at home and thus help the economic 
development of the countries of origin. A study that took into account migrants from 
Europe (considered as a geographical region containing 45 countries and not just the 
EU space) showed that, in 2014, there were 19 European countries with an annual 
GDP per capita below US $ 20,000 that had received remi ances, of which 10 EU mem-
ber countries receiving a total of US $ 20.5 billion, and 9 non-EU countries in eastern 
and southern Europe receiving nearly US $ 16 billion (IFAD, 2015, pp. 6-7). However, 
economic development, particularly sustainable development, requires not only mon-
ey, but also functional institutions and a system of good governance. Creating be er 
institutions is an important aspect of development (Brock and Blake, 2015, pp. 37-40) 
and it is desirable to increase the administrative capacity of institutions in European 
countries that are aff ected by the brain drain phenomenon. Also, reducing bureau-
cracy and increasing transparency at all levels of administration are prerequisites for 
economic and social development.

Given the global competition that makes highly qualifi ed people easier to fi nd jobs 
in non-EU countries that invest heavily in research & development projects and in the 
conditions of global competition and the aging or declining populations in the larger 
EU economies (Cedefop, Eurofound, 2018, p. 35), the EU needs the ability to propose 
bold and innovative projects that a ract young talents, as the plan on Artifi cial In-
telligence (European Commission, 2018) or the programs to ensure the future of the 
European space sector (de Concini and Toth, 2019).

Closer cooperation between European research institutions and increased mobility 
of knowledge workers is desirable. From this deeper cooperation between research 
institutes and European universities, on the one hand, and between these institutions 
of knowledge and the business environment, we expect technological solutions that 
will provide economically viable answers to the major problem of climate change 
and sustainable economic development.  e ability to innovate and transform these 
innovations into economic development is specifi c to Europe, and supporting existing 
networks, expanding and strengthening them at European level is a foundation from 
which we can fi nd appropriate answers to the problems of the contemporary world.

 e recent program for the European Universities Initiative will have to be devel-
oped in the future as it is of major importance to reduce the disparities between Euro-
pean countries by creating cooperation networks, and to ensure the highest academic 
standards, for the presence of Europe in the global competition.  e potential impact 
of the European Universities Initiative for the whole European construction is very 
high (including to be able to consolidate the ‘brain circulation’ paradigm in the EU 
instead of ‘brain drain’ vs. ‘brain gain’ paradigm).

Two of the key Europe 2020 objectives, increasing the percentage of employed 
people and improving social inclusion, are relevant to creating favorable conditions 
which will diminish brain drain. Other Europe 2020 objectives, such as innovation and 
increasing the number of people in tertiary education, could potentially lead to brain 
gain and brain regain.
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It is worth noting also the new Commission’s support for increasing the budget of 
the Erasmus+ program and the objective for a European Education Area by 2025 (von 
der Leyen, 2019, p. 14).

3. Public policies and good practices used
by local and regional authorities (LRAs)

3.1. Recommendations for public policies and good practices at the EU level
 e most comprehensive comparative study on intra-European brain drain

(Cavallini et al., 2018) analyzes 30 initiatives related to fi ghting brain drain and/or fa-
voring brain gain at the local and/or regional levels (pp. 19-69).  ese initiatives are 30 
examples of good practices to reduce the negative impact for sending regions and also 
for the entire system, meaning for both sending and receiving regions, and to increase 
the positive impact for receiving regions and also for sending regions.

It is worth noting that these examples of good practice are widespread throughout 
Europe, in Western Europe and in former communist countries alike.

 e study showed that although there is a close correlation between socio-eco-
nomic conditions and brain drain processes, there is a dynamic brain drain (sending) - 
brain gain (receiving) and that LRAs can take an active a itude and implement public 
policies to create a favorable socio-economic environment for a racting talent.

Also a series of recommendations have been made for LRAs, which represent ac-
tion benchmarks for the future, not just for LRAs, but for any authority, institution or 
organization that wants to address the brain drain issue:

 – R1: ‘Investigate and understand the needs of talent’ (Cavallini et al., 2018, pp. 71-73).
It is important that sending and receiving regions become aware of the brain drain 
phenomenon and its specifi c characteristics (including the target groups to be ad-
dressed and their expectations). Various research methods in the social sciences can 
be used.

In a case study regarding the cross border region of Greece and Bulgaria and 
targeting young scientists (Cavallini et al., 2018, p. 27), the policy makers were not 
fully aware that the highly qualifi ed women were leaving rural areas. In a case 
study regarding Umbria region (Cavallini et al., 2018, pp. 57-59) and targeting cit-
izens of the region who are residing abroad, in-depth study of the reasons for the 
migration of local talents allowed the regional authorities to establish incentives for 
the return of highly skilled persons.

Establishing a dialogue with the young talents proved to be very important, as 
have shown the case studies regarding the Strategy of Greater Copenhagen (target 
group: international talents), and regarding Salzburg Model Region (target groups: 
young people, women) (Cavallini et al., 2018, pp. 46-49 and p. 22). 

Understanding the causes of migration is the basis on which both public author-
ities and the business environment can build measures to stop brain drain processes 
and to achieve regaining talent (Iacob, 2018, p. 55).
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 – R2: ‘Coordinate players and synergize resources for talent-based growth’ (Cavallini 
et al., 2018, pp. 73-74). It involves the creation of processes of cooperation between 
the relevant social actors, having at their center the social actors creating compe-
tencies (e.g. universities) and social actors demanding skills (e.g. businesses), but 
also considering other social actors.  e challenge is to build an ecosystem based 
on trust and collaboration – an ecosystem that includes both physical and virtual 
space – in which there is not only a match, but also a mutual enhancement between 
the need for highly skilled individuals and the supply of talent.

 e brain drain issue can be addressed in terms of the multiple-helix based 
approaches/mechanisms or in the terms of ‘sustainable innovation’ proposed by
Hautamäki and Oksanen (2015, pp. 87-102) for addressing complex problems, a ho-
listic vision and an inclusive approach, looking for solutions generated in ways that 
include all stakeholders and cooperation between all social actors, considering that 
the economic success of a solution must also be evaluated in terms of the impact on 
existing social practices.

 ere are several examples of good practices based on complex cooperation pro-
cesses, notably ‘ e Talent House of San Sebastián’ (Cavallini et al., 2018, pp. 51-54),
which it has set out to a ract and receive international researchers, branding San 
Sebastián as an innovative, talented and smart city in which it is desirable to live. 
 e creation of dedicated infrastructures such as the Talent House building provid-
ed the R&D community with a physical place where it can network with other local 
stakeholders (e.g. businesses operating in the R&D sector, the local community) 
and exchange research outputs with eff ect on economic activity. Also, the devel-
opment of municipal accommodation service proved to be benefi cial for the city’s 
reputation.

 – R3: ‘Identify and support key driving sectors for retaining/a racting talent’ (Cavallini
et al., 2018, pp. 74-75). LRAs can and should focus on ‘sectors they are actually 
investing in from a strategic point of view (e.g. through Smart Specialization Strat-
egies)’, but it is just as important to explore new opportunities, as did the city of 
 essaloniki, which supported cultural and creative industries and involved civil 
society in the process (pp. 49-51).

 – R4: ‘Stimulate the absorption of outside talent’ (Cavallini et al., 2018, pp. 75-76). Tal-
ents must be a racted (including here regaining talent that had previously moved 
away). A racting talents is related to investments in R&D activities and facilities 
off ered to the talent established in the city/region or returning to the city/region, 
but is also related to the a ention paid to the quality of life and branding (as in the 
example of San Sebastián). And talents want to be publicly recognized and commu-
nities need to know their talents. One such example that aims to create brain gain 
and brain circulation is ‘South Moravian Program for Distinguished Researchers’ 
(pp. 43-45), a grant scheme for projects carried out by young Czech researchers 
who had research experience abroad.  ey were encouraged to return to the region 



33

and participate in collaborative research, which has contributed to the growth of 
regional ecosystem’s innovation capacity.

 – R5: ‘Mitigate/remove structural impediments/barriers to a racting international 
talents’ (Cavallini et al., 2018, p. 77). LRAs should make available to interested par-
ties accurate and complete information and to provide services and facilities out-
side of the job sphere, to create and maintain the necessary infrastructure to ensure 
the quality of life in the city/region and to pay a ention to improving the mentality 
(cultural diff erences or the presence of gender-biased mentality may built barriers). 
 e Welcome-Service-Pinzgau (target groups: young people, women, p. 22) off ers 
child care and housing search services.

 – R6: ‘Cooperate with other authorities facing the same challenges with regards to 
highly skilled workers’ (Cavallini et al., 2018, pp. 78-79). 

First, this last recommendation refers to fi nding solutions based on cooperation 
and the ability to share limited resources, as was the case in  e Zasavje region and 
the City of Zagorje ob Savi (Slovenia, target groups: highly skilled people under 35 
years, pp. 63-65), in the cross border regions of Hungary and Croatia (target groups: 
young graduates, pp. 37-38) or in the case of various municipalities and national 
institutions from the Amsterdam Metropolitan Area in ‘Open Amsterdam!’ project 
(target groups: international talents and their families, pp. 32-33).

Secondly, the recommendation refers to the opportunity to participate in EU 
fi nancially-supported projects, with authorities from diff erent Member States hav-
ing several tools at their disposal. Co-funding of the projects can be done through 
the European Regional Development Fund, through participation in URBACT (e.g. 
Municipality of Varna project, target groups: young people, p. 23) and Interreg 
(e.g. ‘Network of Medium Sized Creative Cities’ project involving Municipality 
of Arnhem (lead partner) (NL), Bremeninvest (Bremen’s economic development 
agency) (DE), Municipality of Iasi (RO), City of Presov (SK), European Business 
and Innovation Center of Navarra (ES), target groups: creative talent, pp. 38-39). 
Other good practice cases have shown that cooperation between diff erent au-
thorities can be fi nancially supported by specifi c programs such as the Europe for 
Citizen Program (Harghita County Council, target groups: young people, p. 34) 
and the Alpine Space Program (Regional Government of Salzburg, target groups: 
young people, women, p. 22).

At the EU level, employment and social policies, education and training systems 
are organized and implemented by the Member States, and the EU supports Member 
States through policy cooperation (via the social pillar, initiatives such as the Youth 
Guarantee, or the New Skills Agenda for Europe and the ‘Education and Training 
2020’ framework) and funding instruments (including the Erasmus+ program and the 
European Structural and Investment Funds).
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3.2. Public policies and good practices in Cluj-Napoca
According to a World Bank study, if they had the opportunity to move to any city 

in the country, 15.32% of Romanians would move to Cluj-Napoca, which is the most 
a ractive city in Romania from this perspective. 15.32% of the respondents answered 
that they would move to Cluj-Napoca, a racted by: the quality of life, the medical care 
services in the city, the university education, the jobs, the dynamic cultural-artistic 
environment, and the active economic environment (Cristea et al., 2017, pp. 115-116; 
the results of a survey realized between 25-31 March 2017, where people were asked 
where they are thinking of moving in the future; the survey was submi ed to a repre-
sentative sample of 1,250 people in Romania, the margin of error is +/- 2.83% for a 95% 
confi dence interval). Moreover, Cluj-Napoca, an academic center and an important 
economic, cultural and civic center of Romania, is the most a ractive secondary city 
in Romania according to the Magnetism Index, an indicator that takes into account 
the total stable population, the number of students, the companies’ turnover per cap-
ita, average salary, investments per capita, distance from Bucharest (Cristea et al., 
2017, pp. 108-109). 

Cluj-Napoca is relying on knowledge economy in making the city a ractive for 
highly skilled workers. Cluj-Napoca is an IT and innovation hub – number of employ-
ees in IT&C: approx. 22,600 (Petrovici and Mare, 2020, p. 48). Cluj-Napoca was one 
of the cities that, a er the fi nancial crisis, changed its local economy and the compo-
sition of the labor force, becoming a hub in four transnational fi elds: IT&C, support 
services for business, engineering & research & development, fi nancial services.  is 
development has allowed the city to be part of the group of 50 EU cities (in 2018), 
which have a GDP (PPP) per capita of 19,000-27,000 euro and which have demon-
strated a credible commitment to promoting knowledge, culture and creativity.  e 
city ranks 16th among the 50 cities, even though the overall performance is lower than 
the group average. Cluj-Napoca comes in the ranking immediately a er Athens and 
Liverpool, followed by Limoges and Katowice.  e best performance was recorded for 
the dimension evaluating newly created jobs in the creative sector – 9th place among 
the 50 European cities (Petrovici and Mare, 2020, p. 30).

In this context, we can consider that the city has managed, at least in part, to fi nd 
response to the negative eff ects of brain drain and supports the development of brain 
gain and brain circulation processes.

In the following I will present, briefl y, some elements of policies and practices 
developed at the level of the Cluj-Napoca municipality that facilitate the a raction 
and retention of talents. At the City’s Strategy level, development is defi ned in terms 
of ‘the quality of life of its inhabitants’, proposing ‘to maintain a balance between 
economic growth and social cohesion’ (Boc, 2017, p. 7), ‘support for innovation’ and 
‘excellence in services’.  e key strategic factors are: Innovation; University; Par-
ticipation.  e City’s Strategy was realized together with the specialists from the
Babeș-Bolyai University and with the broad participation of civil society structures.
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 e governance model adopted is a multiple helix (Peris-Ortiz et al., 2016, pp. 8-9) 
participatory governance model, which includes the public administration, univer-
sities, the private economic sector, organized civil society (NGOs) and citizens, each 
social actor and every citizen being considered as having the capacity to defi ne and 
to fi nd solutions to public problems and as having the right to participate in decision 
making (Boc, 2018, p. 62). In this framework of an inclusive public sphere, dialogue 
with young people with a high qualifi cation is built, as is the dialogue with young 
people who do not have a high qualifi cation. 

In order to achieve a structured dialogue between all the social actors, the munic-
ipality initiated several participatory governance tools: participatory budgeting (in 
Cluj-Napoca, participatory budgeting processes were initiated for the fi rst time in
Romania), the Advisory Council for Entrepreneurship and Innovation in IT and the 
Civic Creativity and Innovation Center (CCIC). CCIC is a laboratory of ideas in which 
diff erent forms of collaboration between the actors in the city are developed and test-
ed. CCIC promotes the debate on the projects started in the last years that have in 
their center the increase of the quality of the public space, and encourages the in-
volvement of citizens in community development projects.

In this framework, Cluj-Napoca seeks and fi nds solutions to increase the quality 
of life on multiple levels: providing an urban infrastructure that is aimed at people 
and not cars; green mobility (electric public transport – more than 1/3 of the public 
transportation fl eet is electric and the entire fl eet will be electric by 2030, dedicated 
lanes, bike sharing system, etc.), safety of the citizens, protection of the environment 
and energy effi  ciency, green spaces (parks and urban gardens) and the use of water 
courses (the municipality has adopted the solution of organizing international com-
petitions for public space works with major impact on the quality of life, such as, for 
example, the rehabilitation of the banks of the Someş river), effi  cient medical care 
system, balanced development of diff erent neighborhoods, application of technology 
in administration for simplifi cation and for reducing bureaucracy, supporting cultural 
activities (in particular the projects undertaken in the candidature in the European 
Capitals of Culture project), promoting the competitive advantages of the city/region 
at European and global level, development of the educational system at all levels and 
child care policies (out of every 5 lei paid by the inhabitants of Cluj-Napoca on taxes, 
at least 1 leu goes to the City Hall’s programs supporting access to education).

Particularly important are public policies and practices for child care and access 
to education programs on multiple levels: preschool level (investing in nursery and 
kindergarten infrastructure – there are 10 projects in various phases for the construc-
tion of new nurseries and kindergartens or for the complete rehabilitation of existing 
ones); school and high school level (modernizing and equipping the pre-university 
education units, free public transport for students, transport for students with special 
needs, introducing special routes for school buses, granting scholarships for all the 
students who meet the conditions – over 16,000 scholarships each semester, prizes 
and public recognition for students with special results and for their teachers); uni-
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versity level (collaboration to solve the problem of related infrastructure, ensuring the 
connection between the economic environment and universities in order to adapt the 
curricula with the demands on the labor market, free public transport for students); 
postgraduate level – ‘Young Researchers in Science and Engineering Prize’.

In 2015, the City Hall of Cluj-Napoca, responding to an initiative from the academ-
ic environment (from Rada Flavia Mihalcea, professor of Computer Science, Universi-
ty of Michigan), initiated the project ‘Young Researchers in Science and Engineering 
Prize’, an initiative aimed at rewarding young researchers (up to 35 years old) who 
have demonstrated their excellence and made signifi cant contributions through their 
work, rewarding them with monetary grants and, indirectly, signaling their innova-
tive potential to local businesses (Cavallini et al., 2018, pp. 33-34).  e competition has 
an Evaluation Commission which includes teachers from relevant universities world-
wide, from Europe and USA.

 e municipality has developed support policies for investors, including here in-
centives for investors: fi scal facilities – regional state aid schemes and de minimis 
state aid schemes; incentives for green buildings – the reduction of the tax on the 
building in the case of buildings which have an offi  cial certifi cation recognized world-
wide (LEED, BREEAM or DGNB) as ‘green building’ (A class); innovative policy to 
support offi  ce buildings instead of malls or real estate (more than 340,000 sqm offi  ce 
spaces in the city in 2019); business clubs for business support.

 e City Hall implemented two economic projects that benefi ted from European 
funding: the Regional Center of Excellence for Creative Industries (CREIC) and the 
Business Support Center Technology, Evolution, Entrepreneurship, Microenterprises 
– Cluj Metropolitan Area (TEAM-ZMC), both in the Lomb area. CREIC and TEAM-
ZMC are part of Cluj Innovation Park, representing a core of development in the 
north of the city.

Cluj-Napoca is the fi rst city in Eastern Europe to receive a 98% grant from the 
European Commission, through the Urban Innovative Actions program, in a project 
that proposes a strong partnership between the local administration and the cultural, 
academic, business and social Sectors.  e project ‘Cluj Future of Work’ is worth 5.6 
million Euros and aims to analyze and test scenarios that allow the cultural, academic, 
business and administration sector and, in general, the community to prepare for the 
changes on that the next 20 years will bring to the labor market.

It is worth noting that Cluj-Napoca may be considered the Romanian capital of 
clusters (8 business clusters with: 393 member companies, 8 member universities, 5 
partner public institutions, 22 catalyst organizations in 2019) and, also, a startup city. 
Considering a startup as a company which, in the fi rst three successive years since its 
establishment, has annual increases of minimum 20% of the revenues, 901 start-ups 
were active in the Cluj Metropolitan Area in 2018, representing 4.3% of the total num-
ber of companies (Petrovici and Mare, 2020, p. 43).
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4. Conclusions

 ere are no miraculous answers to the questions raised by the ‘brain drain’ and 
‘brain gain’ processes, which are complex processes, with benefi ts and losses for all 
parties involved, the quantifi cation of which is still the subject of academic and polit-
ical debate.

However, it is important to continue the integration at the EU level, to ensure eco-
nomic, social and territorial cohesion with sensitive eff ects in the daily life of all Eu-
ropean citizens and to respect the fundamental principles on which the EU is built. A 
socio-economic climate favorable to technological and social innovation at the level of 
each Member State and at the level of the whole EU represents the fundamental prem-
ise for stopping the departure of young specialists and for the return of the departed.

Realistic policies to a ract, retain, and re-a ract an educated workforce can be 
designed and implemented and there is a need to develop an integrated European ap-
proach to brain drain based on realistic assessments, cooperation and coordination at 
local/regional, national and Union levels.

National authorities have the primary responsibility for providing the legislation 
and regulatory framework for creating the conditions and the socio-economic climate 
necessary to reduce the phenomenon of ‘brain drain’, but at the same time, local and 
regional authorities are the ones closest to citizens and have knowledge of the local 
economy and the labor market, they can analyze the specifi c needs and fi nd answers 
to them and they can play an essential role in the creation and development of inno-
vation ecosystems that connect the institutions of knowledge, the economic environ-
ment and civil society.

 ere are many examples of public policies and practices implemented by local 
and regional authorities – from supporting the relocation of talented individuals to 
those regions/cities to more sophisticated measures involving the development of 
transnational networks of entrepreneurs. Starting from the examples of good practic-
es known at the EU level, it is desirable to build a form of structured dialogue between 
local and regional authorities for the exchange of best practice models. A collabora-
tion platform based on a common understanding and generosity to share ideas is a 
basis for institutional development at local and regional level, for providing assistance 
and for developing cooperation networks, even if there are a number of elements that 
mediate transferability (e.g.: specifi c competences of local and regional authorities, 
national labor policy and regulatory framework, available resources, education sys-
tem).  is collaboration can build projects that benefi t from access to the resources 
off ered by various EU programs, share experiences and understand diff erent perspec-
tives of actors from diff erent Member States. And the European Commission should 
actively support – in close cooperation with the European Commi ee of the Regions, 
the European Parliament and the EU Council of Ministers – the eff orts of local and 
regional public bodies in addressing brain drain.
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