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Abstract
Mobility is often mentioned as one main aspect of “internationalisation”. However, little is
known about the internationalisation at home of non-mobile young people outside formal
higher education. In the post- COVID19- era, mobility might remain limited and immobility
becomes the rule. Therefore, internationalisation at home plays an important role in times of
restricted mobility. To what extent are non-mobile people internationalised? Which factors favour this internationalisation amongst the non-mobiles?
We develop a comprehensive index which empirically tests whether and to what extent nonmobiles, become internationalised at home. The answers of 3431 non-mobiles respondents between 18 and 29 years old from six EU countries are analysed.
First, we review the concept “internationalisation at home”. We present an empirical measure
of internationalisation at home consisting of three dimensions 1) foreign language skills i.e.
English; 2) multicultural way of living; 3) information about foreign countries. Linear regression models are used to empirically explain which factors influence the internationalisation at
home of the non-mobiles on the individual level, using their socio-demographic and social embeddedness, as well as controlling for the country level.

1. Introduction
Internationalisation is increasingly seen as a part of everyday life and an important advantage
for today’s labour markets. For instance, education is becoming more and more internationalised (i.e. Van Mol 2017; King and Raghuram 2013) since national labour markets seek people
with an international outlook (e.g. Jones, Coelen, Beelen and de Wit 2016) who possess rich
cultural capital (Cairns 2017) and various soft skills (Yoon 2004; Heath 2007; Roman,
Muresan, Manafi and Marinescu 2018). Mobility is often mentioned as one main aspect of internationalisation and a formal and informal added value for future employability of young
people (Kelly 2013; Wiers-Jenssen 2011; Fernández-Araiz 2017). Yet, “The ‘normality’ of this
phenomenon lies only partly in the increased number of people actually going abroad”
(Weichbrodt 2014, 9) as “immobility is still the rule” (Van der Velde and Van Naerssen 2011,
219).
During the 1980s and 1990s the term internationalisation – especially in higher education and
in the European context – referred mainly to geographical mobility (Nilsson 2003; Wächter
2003). Wächter (2003, 7) states that from 1995 on “[m]obility was still a central concern, but it
was no longer the be-all and end-all of the internationalisation project.” This can be seen as the
first starting point of “internationalisation at home”. This concept stems from the field of higher
education and refers to “…the purposeful integration of international and intercultural dimensions into the formal and informal curriculum for all students within domestic learning environments” (Beelen & Jones, 2015, 69). “Internationalisation at home” thus integrates people,
organization and curriculum by internationalizing all different parts of higher education without
geographical mobility (Nilsson 2003; Wächter 2003). “Internationalisation at home” has in fact
become so important that it is one of the goals of the EU 2020 Growth Strategy (de Wit, Deca
and Hunter 2015), which acknowledges that not all people can be geographically mobile due to
financial, social, health, and family constraints, etc.
The European Commission states three key priorities on “internationalisation at home” in
higher education institutions (HEI): to “capitalize on international experiences of the staff of
HEIs, aiming to develop international curricula for the benefit of both non-mobile and mobile
learners; to increase the opportunities offered to students, researchers and staff to develop their
language skills, particularly local language tuition for individuals following courses in English,
to maximize the benefits of European linguistic diversity; develop opportunities for international collaboration via online learning” (European Commission 2013).
Young people are thus “expected to incorporate mobility options into their life plans“ (Robertson, Harris and Baldassar 2018, 203) Indeed, today 90% of young Europeans (15-30 years)
consider it important to have some experience abroad while in fact only about 25% actually
manage to organise a study or work exchange abroad (Eurobarometer 2018). Can it be deducted
that job prospects are comparatively better for this small group of young Europeans? What
would that mean for the 75% of non-mobile young Europeans? Those who have not the opportunity or the wish – be it due to financial, language or other personal reasons – to be geographically mobile? Are they able to incorporate international aspects in their CV – actively or passively through their internationalised surroundings?
Increasing significance of “internationalisation at home”

In the (immediate post-) COVID19- era, spatial mobility remains limited. Therefore, “internationalisation at home” plays an important role in times of restricted mobility as it can provide
particularly youth with effective tools to improve their prospects for work and education. Nonetheless, while “internationalisation at home” of non-mobile populations has not been given wide
attention in the literature, scientific research on “internationalisation at home” outside higher
education is even scarcer. Particularly in the European context it is important to understand how
and to what extent cultural, social, political, information channels or even financial aspects
produce an international environment for non-mobiles. The rising relevance of “internationalisation at home” poses new questions. Can internationalisation be detected for the non-mobile
European youth? Do mobility experiences of ancestors (e.g. parents) support the internationalisation of non-mobiles? Could non-mobiles be “internationalised at home” if they do not pursue
higher education? Which leads to our main research question: To what extent are non-mobile
people internationalised? And which factors favour internationalisation amongst the non-mobiles?
This paper aims to shed some light in this regard by providing an empirical approach to measure
“internationalisation at home” with an analysis of the factors that influence “internationalisation
at home” of non-mobile young people. We have developed a comprehensive index, which empirically tests whether and to what extent non-mobiles become internationalised at home. This
index is based on data from the H2020-Project MOVE, which conducted a survey of 5499 respondents between 18 and 29 years old from six countries (Germany, Hungary, Luxembourg,
Norway, Romania and Spain). We selected the 3431 non-mobile participants, meaning those
who have never been abroad more than two weeks for reasons other than tourism or visiting
relatives. This criterion has been applied, as two weeks is a common time frame for many mobility programs (pupil’s exchange, vocational training, voluntary work) in the countries studied.
As a first step, we review the concept of “internationalisation at home”. Then, following theoretical approaches of Beelen and Jones (2015) and Nilsson (2003), we present an empirical
measure of “internationalisation at home” consisting of three dimensions. Afterwards, four linear regression models are used to empirically explain which factors influence internationalisation at home of non-mobiles at the individual level by using their socio-demographic characteristics and their social embeddedness, as well as controlling for the country level.
2. “Internationalisation at home” outside formal (higher) education – a conceptual framework of internationalisation of nonmobiles
The use of “Internationalisation at home” as instrument to stimulate internationalisation and
international experiences of non-mobiles has significantly grown. However, despite its popularity, the term is quite heterogeneous and mostly focused on higher educational research
(Teichler 2017). Knight (2004) distinguishes between three different definitions: (1) international and intercultural concepts in curricula and teaching, (2) inclusion of international development and trade into curricula and (3) the globalization in education. She also clusters the
rationales of the importance of internationalisation (at home or abroad) in four groups: “social/cultural, political, academic, and economic” (Knight 2004: 21). Yemini (2015) proposes
that internationalisation should be viewed as “the process of encouraging integration of multicultural, multilingual, and global dimensions within the education system, with the aim of instilling in learners a sense of global citizenship” (p. 21). Beelen and Jones (2015) argue that

internationalisation should not be seen as a didactic concept in itself, but as a toolbox to develop
international and intercultural competencies (s. also Thomas 2008).
Exploring “internationalisation at home” beyond formal higher education
Most of the “internationalisation at home” -research has been conducted with respect to higher
formal education (e.g. Wächter 2003; Nilsson 2003; Robson, Almeida and Schartner 2017;
Hoffman 2003; Watkins and Smith 2018; Prieto-Flores, Feu and Casademont 2016). This research however, holds the view that there are more layers to internationalisation and particularly
to “internationalisation at home”, which need to be explored.
Departing from “internationalisation at home” through education, Nilsson (2003, 31) for instance, argues that “internationalisation at home is any internationally related activity with the
exception of outbound student mobility”. Internationalisation brings together international (language skills, particularly English, knowledge of international political, economic, social situation and developments) and intercultural competencies (understanding, respect for people with
a different cultural, social, ethnical, etc. background) (Nilsson 2003, 36). In addition, others
emphasise individual socio-cultural characteristics, ranging from ethnic, religious to social
class aspects (Harrison 2015) as well as technological enhancement facilitating and speeding
up the internationalisation process (Joris, van den Berg and van Ryssen 2003) – including nonformal education activities. Wächter (2003) emphasises processes, which also include international experiences and contacts (such as e.g. foreign languages, interculturality) outside university campuses or schools and which need to be bundled with informal parts of learning and
education (e.g. intercultural encounters). Together, these add to the rich array of “internationalisation at home” as exemplified by vocational education and training (Tran, 2012) or entrepreneurship (Jaklič and Karageorgu 2015; Turunen and Nummela 2017).
Jaklič and Karageorgu (2015) highlight the fact that expatriates and non-nationals support internationalisation in enterprises as one aspect of “internationalisation at home” in non-formal
learning environments. This shows that internationalisation has also a demographic aspect. Allport’s (1954) contact hypothesis deals with the contacts different cultural groups have within a
society and how this affects interculturality and intercultural competencies (see also Jon 2013;
Otten 2000; Thomas 2008). Local diversity, for example enhanced by getting in contact or
meeting with ethnic groups at the local level, can lead to internationalisation at home, argues
Knight (2003).
Murphy-Lejeune (2002) argues, on the contrary, that the difference between spatially mobile
and non-mobile people lies in the “mobility capital” as a sub-component of human capital,
which can only be achieved by one’s own mobility experience. Kaufmann, Bergman and Joye
(2004) also refer to the connectedness of social and spatial mobility and view it as a form of
capital. Regardless, people who remain in their countries of origin do not necessarily suffer
from a lack of international contacts. In a globalized world, where international mobility incorporates economy, social behaviour (e.g. migration or tourism) but also information and communication technologies, non-mobiles are often part of international networks (Hannam, Sheller and Urry 2006, 2-3; Herz, Díaz-Chorne, Díaz-Catalán, Alice and Samuk 2019).

3. An empirical approach to measure factors favouring internationalisation at home
Since the literature on internationalisation of non-mobiles is scarce, we will resort to literature
on mobile populations as a starting point to track down factors relevant for mobility and explore
their transferability to processes of “internationalisation at home”. We will begin by formulating and explaining the hypotheses around “internationalisation at home”.
Hypothesis 1: Higher education facilitates internationalisation among non-mobiles
Hypothesis 2: Socio-economic background impacts internationalisation among non- mobiles

Previous research confirms that a family’s socio-economic background is relevant for any kind
of mobility as well as lack of it. The higher the educational level of the parents, the higher the
probability for the children of becoming mobile students (Jahr and Teichler 2007; Lörz and
Krawietz 2011). Particularly a mother’s occupational status and level of education show significant influences (Findlay, King, Stam and Ruiz-Gelices 2006). Students, whose parents earn
less, also have a smaller probability to participate in student exchanges (King and Ruiz 2003),
as scholarships do not cover all expenses (Van Mol and Timmerman 2014). Additionally, many
students from very disadvantaged backgrounds may not be attracted by an international educational experience as they might be unaware of its added value (DiPietro 2013). Based on the
relation of social and spatial mobility (Kaufmann, Bergman and Joye 2004), we deduct that
socio-economic factors play a role for non-mobiles as well and especially in their “internationalisation at home”.
Hypothesis 3: Internationalisation at home is often facilitated and supported through social networks: friendship with people who have mobility experience strongly encourages
internationalisation at home for non-mobile young people.

The link between social networks and cultural capital is crucial for understanding mobility processes (Massey, Arango, Hugo, Kouaouci, Pellegrino and Taylor 1993) –including
impacts on those who leave and those who stay. Strong ties with partners, children, other
relatives, and close friends influence the decision to become mobile in the first place
(Moskal 2014; Ryan, Sales, Tilki and Siara 2009). Friends, (virtual) peers, members of
shared social networks, etc. provide “key information central to final decision-making
process[es]” (Beech 2015, 336) on mobility. Therefore, mobility in itself is seen as a part
of a peer-effect among young people (Brooks and Waters 2010). Mobilities realised by
others often inspire their close environment to do the same. We hypothesise that a family’s migratory background as well as peer connections with mobiles (face-to-face and
virtual contacts) might lead to more “internationalisation at home”.
Hypothesis 4: Migration links to parents’ and other relatives’ home country support internationalisation at home.

Parents’ earlier migration experiences increase the likelihood of children’s own migration
in the future (Donato and Sisk 2015) and may be used as strategies later in life as well as
behavioural repertories (Massey, Arango, Hugo, Kouaouci, Pellegrino and Taylor 1993;
Van MolSnel, Hemmerechts and Timmerman 2018). Thus, migratory background and
mobility experience of family members directly impact the decision of young people to
move (Brooks and Waters 2015; Ryan 2011). Attachment and connection to parents’ and
grandparents’ roots becomes possible through materialisation of their shared migration

history. Sometimes visits to their relatives’ home country (Haikkola 2011), summer vacations in the family house (King, Christou and Ahrens 2011), or learning the parents’
native language (re)connect children with their parents’ country of origin (Wang 2016).
To others, the connection exists even without visiting their parents’ home country as the
bond in the destination country can also be established through various transnational practices, ranging from composing songs about the homeland (Glick Schiller 2004) to the
reproduction of traditions and ceremonies of rites of passage (i.e. weddings, food) (Wise
and Velayutham 2008). A migration background of the parents and grandparents has also
been related to greater cosmopolitanism (Cuenca and Araiz 2017). Hence, by codifying
the traditions of their parents and their communities, younger generations will have more
exposure to international affairs through TV, radio, or digital media while maintaining
more contact with additional and different cultures, traditions, foods, etc.
Hypothesis 5: A stronger cosmopolitan identity increases the probability of being internationalised at home.

Cosmopolitanism conception in this article is based on: “an identity as a 'citizen of the
world' or to challenge existing conceptions of national identity (Myers, Szerszynski and
Urry, 1999). In that sense we found few 'global citizens'. On the other hand, we also take
the conception of cosmopolitanism as a practice (Szerszynskiand and Urry 2002), understanding the disposition to:
• “extensive mobility in which people have the right to 'travel' corporeally, imaginatively and virtually and for significant numbers they also have the means to so
travel
• the capacity to consume many places and environments en route,
• a curiosity about many places, peoples and cultures and at least a rudimentary
ability to locate such places and cultures historically, geographically and anthropologically
• a willingness to take risks by virtue of encountering the 'other' “
Hypothesis 6: More travels abroad increase the likelihood of being internationalised at
home.

Muxel (2009) showed that European identity is based more on emotion (a feeling of solidarity, shared cultural heritage, etc.). It is especially generated by the use of information
and communication technology and transnational networks (not strictly linked to mobility) among young people and less by “civic elements" (institutions, European passport,
etc.) (Muxel 2009, 154). This identity is tied to a cosmopolitan vision of the public sphere
that transcends the limits of the nation-state. In this respect, some authors speak of the
formation of a “new" transnational identity or European cosmopolitanism (Thiel 2016,
174). We believe that this transnational European identity closely linked to a cosmopolitan vision, which is characterised by understanding the world as a whole, by universal
ethics and an openness to people of different places and countries. Related to that, travel
abroad experiences may increase the likelihood of being internationalised at home.
Hypothesis 7: The country of origin impacts the process of internationalisation at home for
non-mobiles.

Standards of living, welfare regimes, political situation as well as mobility, emigration
and immigration contexts impact mobility as well as “internationalisation at home”. We
argue that the economic situation has an impact on youth mobility, as it was the case in
Spain during the financial crisis (high mobility) and in other countries, such as Luxembourg where long-term mobility is less common due to a strong economy (Hemming,
Tillmann and Reißig 2016). A low ratio of student outgoing mobility, as for instance, in
Hungary (Rodrigues 2013, 8) might hinder internationalisation at home, while domestic
policies as well as several official languages may also contribute to multilingualism in a
country as these factors create openness towards other countries, cultures and the world.
Furthermore, countries with a high percentage of working migrants, cross border workers,
or seasonal temporary workers often favour the internationalisation of residents in the
receiving countries (Ardic, Christen, Helstholm, Pavlova, Skrobanek and Vysotskaya
2017).

4. Data and Methods
In order to understand how non-mobile young people (can) become internationalised at
home, we created an “internationalisation at home” index, based on the conceptualization
framework of non-mobiles we have introduced in the previous section. The index is used
as a dependent variable in a set of linear regressions models against a set of explanatory
factors with the aim of testing the aforementioned hypotheses. We test each of the dimensions that compose the index against the same set of explanatory factors to see how they
are contributing to “internationalisation at home” for non-mobile young people.
Both, the index and the independent variables, are taken from the data and the questionnaire developed within the H2020-Project MOVE1. A cross-sectional online panel survey
(n=5,499) was carried out with the aim of studying mobility perceptions of young people
from 18 to 29 years living in 6 European countries: Germany, Hungary, Luxembourg,
Norway, Romania and Spain. Focusing on “internationalisation at home”, we selected
non-mobile respondents who have never been abroad more than two weeks for a reason
other than tourism or visiting relatives, which account for 62.4% of the sample (n=3,431),
with strong variance among countries (see table A1 in appendix).

4.1 Operationalisation
4.1.1 Index Internationalisation at Home
As “internationalisation at home” of non-mobiles takes place on different levels, we created an
“internationalisation at home” index (IHI) with three sub-dimensions following the definitions
by Beelen and Jones (2015) and Nilsson (2003). Hence, the IHI consists of
a) an international cultural approach (‘INTCULT’),
The data can be found online as of 1st April 2019 in the GESIS datorium. Please consult this page for any further methodological details.
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b) awareness and information about international issues (‘INTINFO’) and
c) participants’ English level (‘INTLANG’).
These three dimensions or levels in turn consist of manifest variables (see Table 1).
The resulting index ranges from 0 to 1 accounting each sub-index for 0.33. All items that compose these sub-dimensions are measured in a dichotomous way: 0= no participation and 1=
participation. To score high in the “internationalisation at home” Index, respondents need to
check several activities, thus, the index appreciates diversity rather than frequency/regularity.
The final scores are ranged in similar ways, grading by .33, trying to avoid any measurement
bias. The performance of the IHI scores at national level shows that low and medium internationalisation are the regular while only a few respondents score high. However, several differences could be identified among those countries with high level of English proficiency levels
such as Luxembourg or Norway, which score significantly higher than the rest.
The index is used as a dependent variable in a set of linear regressions models against explanatory factors. We test each of the dimensions that compose the index against the same set of
explanatory factors to see which ones are contributing (most) to the internationalisation at home
for non-mobile young people.
Table 1: Internationalisation at home index: components
INDEX

a) Foreign
language
skills
i.e.
English
(INTLANG)

b) Cultural
aspects
(INTCULT)

c)
Information

sub-in- sub-in- Questiondex va- dex
naire
lue
Coding Coding
0 (do not
speak),
1(low level),
2 (intermediEnglish language proficiency
0-.33
0-4
ate),
3
(high),
4(very high
), 5 (native)
Have you ever taken part in any of the cultural/leisure activities during the last
year?
To go to the cinema, watch movies, TV se0 (no) -1
ries from other countries
(yes)
To buy food or go to restaurants from other
0-1
countries
To celebrate traditional celebrations/festivi0-.33
0-5
0-1
ties of other countries
To play a sport with people from other coun0-1
tries
To go to parties or get-together with people
0-1
from other countries
Do you stay informed of international events? Mark only those you have used
at least once a week:
you follow the news on TV or radio;
0-.33
0-4
0-1
Dimensions

about out- you read the newspapers (printed or digital);
side world stay informed through websites or blogs;
(i.e. media)
stay informed through social networks
(INTINFO)
(Twitter, Facebook, Linkedin, etc.)

0-1
0-1
0-1

The performance of the IHI scores at national levels shows that low and medium internationalisation are the norm as only a few respondents score high (Table 2). However, several differences could be identified between the countries with high English proficiency levels, such as
Luxembourg or Norway.
Table 2: Distribution of internationalisation at home index by country
Low (0-0.33)
Medium
(0.340.66)
High (0.66-1)
Total

Germany

Hungary

Luxembourg

Norway

Romania

Spain

46.3%

60.5%

19.6%

25.0%

46.9%

54.3%

44.8%

37.1%

58.5%

51.4%

44.8%

37.9%

8.9%
594

2.4%
708

21.9%
301

23.7%
625

8.3%
654

7.8%
549

Total
1523
1527
381
3431

4.1.2 Potential Influences
Departing from our conceptualisation framework on becoming internationalised, we cluster explanatory variables in four dimensions, that potentially influence the “internationalisation at
home” of non-mobiles and match them with the hypotheses (from section 3):
(1) socio-economic dimension (hypotheses 1-3)

•
•
•
•
•

Gender: female or male
Age: divided in two groups, one from 18-24 and the other from 25-29
Level of education: tertiary education level finalised or not
Mother’s level of education: tertiary education level finalised or not
Multiple nationality: yes or no

(2) social networks of young people and migration background (hypothesis 4)

•
•
•
•

Mobile family background, i.e. if any parent or grandparent has lived abroad: yes or no
Siblings studied abroad, i.e. any siblings, if applicable, have studied abroad: yes or no
Friends studied abroad, i.e. if any friends completed their entire course of study abroad: yes
or no
Friends participated in study exchange, i.e. if any friends participated in a student exchange
(e.g. Erasmus): yes or no

(3) cosmopolitanism and international contacts/identification with the world (hypotheses 5-6)

•

•

Identification with the world, i.e. dummy variable from the five-point-scale question
“Do you identify yourself with the world”: identification (4-5) and no-identification (13)
Travelled abroad more than 5 times: yes or no

(4) country of origin (hypothesis 7)

This group includes only one variable, the country of origin, as a control for structural constraints as potential predictors of young people experience, with Germany as the reference category.

4.2 Sample and Methods
A cross-sectional online panel survey (n=5,499) was carried out with the aim of studying mobility perceptions of young people from 18 to 29 years living in six European countries: Germany, Hungary, Luxembourg, Norway, Romania and Spain. Focusing on internationalisation
at home, we selected non-mobile respondents which account for 62.4% of the sample
(n=3,431), with strong variance among countries.
Females make up 54% of the non-mobile respondents. 35% of the non-mobiles have already
gained tertiary education and 25% come from families where the mother also holds this educational level. Less than 5% of non-mobiles have a double nationality but 25% have a migratory
background. 36% identify themselves with the world and 25% have been more than 5 times
abroad. Around half of the respondents have friends with mobility experiences (see Table A1
in appendix).
To test the hypotheses, we carried out linear regression analysis. It occurred step by step in four
models, where each model introduced one (additional) group of explanatory variables.

4.3

Results

Table 3 OLS: Factors influencing internationalisation at home of non-mobile
Female
Age: From 18 to 24
Tertiary Education
Mother with Tertiary Education
Multiple Nationality
Siblings studied abroad
Friends studied abroad
Friends did exchange
study
Mobile family background
Identified with the World
More than 5 times abroad
Hungary
Luxembourg
Norway
Romania

Beta
-0.045
0.076
0.080
0.172

Model 1
S.E
0.008
0.009
0.009
0.010

Sig
0.015
0.000
0.000
0.000

Beta
-0.055
0.062
0.040
0.130

Model 2
S.E
0.008
0.008
0.009
0.009

Sig
0.002
0.001
0.029
0.000

Model 3
Beta
S.E
-0.060 0.008
0.073 0.008
0.042 0.009
0.101 0.009

Sig
0.000
0.000
0.021
0.000

Beta
-0.066
0.073
0.069
0.072

Model 4
S.E
0.007
0.008
0.008
0.009

Sig
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.109

0.020

0.000

0.061
0.089
0.184
0.196

0.019
0.013
0.008
0.008

0.001
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.044
0.052
0.162
0.162

0.019
0.013
0.008
0.008

0.011
0.003
0.000
0.000

0.022
0.041
0.130
0.186

0.018
0.012
0.008
0.008

0.195
0.017
0.000
0.000

0.100

0.009

0.000

0.088

0.009

0.000

0.093

0.009

0.000

0.051
0.237

0.008
0.009

0.002
0.000

0.061
0.135

0.008
0.010

0.000
0.000

-0.180
0.050
0.129
-0.019

0.012
0.017
0.013
0.014

0.000
0.016
0.000
0.381

Spain
Constant
R2

-0.123
.056

.009

.000

.172

.009

.000

.224

.010

.000

.285

0.013
.012

Regarding the set of variables introduced in the first model, the influence of a mother’s education is the strongest predictor and outweighs even the influence of young people’s education
level. This may be due to the fact that many participants were still in the formal education
system when answering the questionnaire. However, the R squared of this model is too small
to extract relevant conclusions. The fact of being a woman minimizes (though on a modest
level) the extent of “internationalisation at home”. This effect significantly controls all variables. It is remarkable that its effect (and significance) grows even bigger in the course of adding
new variables (see Model 4). The effect of gender is further interesting as it has been shown,
for example, that females in the UK are keener on taking part in student exchanges (King,
Findlay and Ahrens 2010). This could mean that young women are more polarized in their
behaviour between those opting for a full international experience and thus becoming mobile
and those not interested in internationalisation at all.
The introduction of variables linked to the (mobile) social embeddedness of young people
changes not much with respect to the significance of socio-economic factors with the exception
of young people’s educational level (but it stays significant). However, the influence of a
mother’s educational level and the participant’s own education level diminish, as well as the
positive influence of having multiple nationalities. With the second group of variables, a strong
predictor for “internationalisation at home” is introduced: friends studying abroad, both short
(e.g. Erasmus) and long term (entire study course abroad). Interestingly, previous study-related
mobility of friends has more explanatory power than the student mobility history of siblings
and the family’s migratory background throughout all models. From this finding, we deduct a
relevance of peers in the internationalisation process.
The third model adds two variables linked to the international outlook of young people. The
variable capturing cosmopolitan values of young people expressed as identification with the
world has a positive influence but a moderate explanation power for the “internationalisation at
home” index. However, the second variable aiming rather at actions than at values, takes over
the role of the strongest predictor in Model 3: young people travelling abroad frequently have
significantly higher scores on their “internationalisation at home” index that their peers who
(in)voluntarily travel less. Actually, travelling abroad explains, ceteris paribus, 22% of the
model by itself. Looking at the coefficients across models, we can also observe how individual
experience of travelling abroad outperform peers’ mobility background and family background.
However, the fourth model – under the control of the national setting – changes some of the
outcomes from previous models. The first big change regards the variable “multiple nationality”, which was insignificant in the last model. Also, the power of the frequency of travelling
(the strongest predictor in Model 3) diminishes almost by half. Similarly, tertiary education of
mothers, while still a significant influence, has smaller effect. This means that some effects
caused by variables in Model 1-3 are actually caused by a country’s characteristics. Those effects also show that the relevance of national preconditions might influence the individual behaviour of young people and their degree of internationalisation. E.g. Luxemburg, being a small
country with permeable borders, facilitates the frequency of travelling – both from and to the
country. Compared to Germany (reference category), young people from Hungary and Spain
have smaller “internationalisation at home scores”; the negative effect for Romania is insignificant. For those from Luxemburg and Norway, scores on “internationalisation at home” are

0.000
.000

significantly higher. This last model demonstrates that the “internationalisation at home” index
is a generalizable powerful tool to explain this phenomenon at the European level.
When analysing “internationalisation at home” with the help of its three sub-indices, new insights became apparent (Table 4). The cultural and informational sub-indices are affected by
different sociodemographic variables. This could be explained by the fact that the items building this cultural sub-index are intercultural skills and competence-oriented rather than highbrow
cultural capital. The items with a stronger explanatory impact for “internationalisation at home”
for all three sub-indices are those related to social networks and mobility experience, especially
when that experience comes from their peers.
Table 4: OLS Factors influencing internationalisation at home

Female
Age: From 18 to
24
Tertiary Education
Mother with Tertiary Education
Multiple Nationality
Siblings studied
abroad
Friends studied
abroad
Friends did exchange study
Mobile
family
background
Identified with
the World
More than 5
times abroad
Hungary
Luxembourg
Norway
Romania
Spain
Constant
R2

Cultural
Internationalisation subindex
Beta
SE
Sig.
-0.022
0.003
0.210
0.013
0.003
0.473

Information Internationalisation
subindex
Beta
SE
Sig.
-0.061
0.004
0.001
0.046
0.005
0.017

Foreign language skills (English
language proficiency) Internationalisation subindex
Beta
SE
Sig.
-0.052 0.004
0.002
0.091 0.004
0.000

-0.004

0.004

0.841

0.037

0.005

0.062

0.106

0.004

0.000

0.044

0.004

0.019

0.023

0.005

0.222

0.091

0.004

0.000

0.041

0.008

0.023

0.004

0.011

0.825

0.007

0.009

0.675

0.076

0.005

0.000

0.015

0.007

0.426

0.007

0.006

0.680

0.085

0.003

0.000

0.113

0.005

0.000

0.077

0.004

0.000

0.136

0.003

0.000

0.144

0.005

0.000

0.119

0.004

0.000

0.073

0.004

0.000

0.076

0.005

0.000

0.052

0.004

0.003

0.029

0.003

0.109

0.057

0.005

0.002

0.040

0.004

0.015

0.119

0.004

0.000

0.069

0.006

0.001

0.110

0.005

0.000

-0.167
0.004
0.023
-0.115
-0.065

0.005
0.007
0.005
0.006
0.006
0.005

0.000
0.857
0.355
0.000
0.007
0.000

-0.077
0.074
0.039
-0.035
-0.034

0.007
0.010
0.008
0.008
0.008
0.007

0.002
0.002
0.126
0.155
0.171
0.000

-0.157
0.020
0.208
0.093
-0.169

0.006
0.008
0.006
0.007
0.006
0.006

0.000
0.357
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.151

0.111

0.256

For the variation in the news and information based sub-index, being female is significant and
has a negative influence, while cosmopolitan identity has a positive influence on the scores. On
the country level, results go in opposite directions for Hungary and Luxembourg as respondents
from the former country have less probability to obtain international information and news than
the latter. This most likely stems from the fact that a large share of Luxembourg’s residents is
multilingual and is able to read news and information from its larger neighbours, Germany,
France and Belgium in their respective languages.
The foreign language skills sub-index is explained mostly by the independent variables
(Rsquared=.256). As expected, family and respondent’s higher education have a large effect on
this sub-index, along with mobility among social networks. Cosmopolitan values also have a
significant effect in this regard. Confirming this pattern, countries, where English is not fully

developed as a lingua franca in their educational systems, show a negative effect, while those
with established use of English significantly increase the effect of being “internationalised at
home”.
In sum, the following hypotheses are supported (the parameters from the Model 4 are mentioned
in brackets):
H 1: Higher education facilitates internationalisation among non-mobiles (β=
0.069; p=.000)
H 2: The social background influences the internationalisation among non- mobiles: Mother with Tertiary Education (β= 0.072; p=.000)
H 3: “Internationalisation at home” will be facilitated and supported through social networks: friendship with people who possess mobility experience strongly encourages internationalisation for non-mobile young people at home: Friends did
exchange study (β= 0.186; p=.000); Friends studied abroad (β= 0.130; p=.000);
Mobile family background (β= 0.093; p=.000); Siblings studied abroad (β= 0.041;
p=.017).
H 4: Migration links to the home country of parents and other members of the
family support internationalisation at home: Mobile family background (β=
0.093; p=.000)
H 5: A higher cosmopolitan identity increase the probability of being internationalised at home (β= 0.061; p=.000)
H 6: More travels abroad increase the likelihood of being internationalised at
home (β= 0.135; p=.000).
The last hypothesis is supported only partially by the data.
H 7: The country of origin impacts the process of internationalisation at home
for non-mobiles: Being from Romania does not present a significantly different
influence in comparison with German origin. Hungary (β= -0.180; p=.000);
Luxembourg (β= 0.050; p=.016); Norway (β= 0.129; p=.000); Spain (β= 0.123; p=.000).
Looking across models (Table 3 and 4), we conclude that having mobile social networks, especially mobile peers, as well as having personal experiences travelling abroad enhances “internationalisation at home”. Furthermore, constraints at home country level affect the “internationalisation at home”. Foreign language skills, in our case English skills, seem to facilitate the
reception of international information or to help making more content available (e.g. in the
Internet). Hungarian youth has a low foreign language index and hence faces more difficulties
in that respect. Romanians are less likely to score high on the interculturality sub-index but they
score high on the foreign languages sub-index. Spanish youth follows similar patterns; English
is not a lingua franca in the educational system or in everyday life as in Luxembourg, which
diminishes the scores on the interculturality sub-index.

5. Discussion and Outlook
“Internationalisation at home” has for a long time been limited to the realm of higher education.
The aim of this paper was to analyse the level of “internationalisation at home” among young
people in Europe regardless of their educational status. For this purpose, we first created an
index of “internationalisation at home” and then analysed (OLS) the potential influences contributing to its variance between young people.
The full model (Model 4) explains almost 30% of the variance in the data, which can be described as a result between moderate and good. However, there is still a considerable amount
of variance linked to factors external to the model, which should be addressed in further research, including qualitative research. Our results can serve as a first step in researching this
topic. Comparing all groups of factors, we can sum up that one’s own willingness (or ability)
to travel, country of residence context and social embeddedness in networks with people that
have some previous mobility experience are significant predictors of an individual’s degree of
“internationalisation at home”.
Thus, the mixture of micro-, meso-, and macro-influences decides on the extent of an individual’s “internationalisation at home”. However, those explanatory variables should not be seen
as causal influences, rather as characteristics under mutual influence. The three dimensions do
not exist in a vacuum as they are linked with one another. A person’s frequent travels can be
related to family habits (e.g. spending the summer holiday abroad) or to family migratory background (visiting the family abroad). It is also probable that a person fond of travelling will have
friends (peers) with similar interests. Indeed, in statistical terms the fact that somebody travels
a lot correlates significantly with mother’s tertiary education (r=.146), siblings’ study abroad
(r=.205), friends’ study abroad (r=.166), friends’ exchanges (r=.194) as well as with country
contexts (all correlations are significant at a 5% level).
Additionally, our analysis shows that the significance of country context should not be neglected in studies of mobility and consequently of “internationalisation at home” as the availability of opportunities appears to be very country-dependent:
• Traditions and regulations regarding outgoing and inward mobility: The fewer people
go abroad, the less internationalisation impact they might have when coming back
home.
• Some countries enjoy certain advantages, which give them a head start. For instance,
their official language is widely spoken, or they are located in a favourable geographical
position and other countries are still to be discovered e.g. as holiday destination. In both
cases, the poor outflow and inflow of people affects the non-mobiles who stay at home
as they have fewer opportunities to contact “the internationalised”.
These recognisable differences between countries reflect an uneven geography in the EU, where
internationalisation is not equally accessible to all. Among the “internationalised” countries,
which are visible in Table 2, Luxembourg stands out as a very mobile country (almost 60% of
respondents). This high number results largely from a tradition to study abroad and shows the
relevance of country’s history as well as geography in shaping (a favourable) domestic discourse on internationalisation (Kmiotek-Meier, Karl and Powell 2020).

The social networks and national contacts variables are in line with the contact hypothesis (H3)
described in the theoretical part. More openness and possibilities to meet “the other” in a certain
context (in this case at home) lead to stronger internationalisation of an at-home person.
Furthermore, our results also confirm the importance of peers in the life of young people. This
finding concurs with the literature on adolescence, which discusses peers as an important reference for young people at the edge of the adulthood (Hurrelmann 1990). As young people are
becoming more and more detached from the parents and their nuclear family, they search for
other forms of belonging (Kmiotek-Meier 2019). They spend more and more time with people
of the same age group and thus peers act as orientation for different behaviours (Grob 2009).
Clibborn (2018) even speaks about a ‘peer frame of reference’ while describing the information
flow among international students.
The low internationality index – with only 11.1 % of all young people scoring high (see Table
1) – shows a need for action in this area. These low scores may not directly result from intentional ignorance of “the international” but from the lack of knowledge, that internationality
could be more accessible than originally thought and on how to access internationality. Higher
readiness to embrace “the international” at home would have a double positive effect. On the
one hand, those staying at home could benefit from other cultures and widen their horizons
without needing to leave their home for an extended period of time. On the other hand, increasing “internationalisation at home” could contribute to a welcoming culture towards mobile people. Higher openness from locals could for example assist with better immersing international
students in the peer cultures of their hosting country (Suspitsyna 2013).
The pandemic has left most (young) people immobile. With most (if not all) youth forced to
resort to internationalisation at home, the significance of this aspect of internationalisation,
which has been underresearched up to know, is currently growing dramatically. These results
serve as initial exploration of new developments in the “international at home”- discussion in
the (post-)COVID-19 era.
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7. Appendix
Table A1
Variables

N

Mean

Std. Dev

Female

3431

0.54

0.50

Age: From 18 to 24

3431

0.60

0.49

Tertiary Education

3431

0.35

0.48

Mother with Tertiary Education

3431

0.25

0.44

Multiple Nationality

3429

0.05

0.21

Siblings studied abroad

2990

0.12

0.32

Friends studied abroad

3251

0.45

0.50

Friends did exchange study

3238

0.50

0.50

Mobile family background

3270

0.25

0.43

Identified with the World

3431

0.37

0.48

More than 5 times abroad

3431

0.25

0.43

Hungary

3431

0.21

0.41

Luxembourg

3431

0.09

0.28

Norway

3431

0.18

0.37

Romania

3431
3431

0.19

0.39

0.16
xx

0.37
xx

Spain
Germany

Variables (n)
Gender (n=3431)
Age (n=3431)
Tertiary education (n=3431)
Mother with Tertiary Education (n=3431)
Multiple Nationality (n=3429)
Siblings studied abroad (n=2990)
Friends studied abroad (n=3251)
Friends did exchange study (n=3238)
Mobile family background (n=3270)
Identified with the World (n=3431)
More than 5 times abroad (n=3431)
Country of origin (n=3431)

3431

Category
Female
Male
18 to 24
25 to 29
yes
no
yes
no
yes
no
yes
no
yes
no
yes
no
yes
no
yes
no
yes
no
Hungary
Luxembourg
Norway
Romania
Spain
Germany

% per category
54 %
46 %
60 %
40 %
35 %
65 %
25 %
75 %
5%
95 %
12 %
88 %
45 %
55 %
50 %
50 %
25 %
75 %
37 %
63 %
25 %
75 %
21 %
9%
18 %
19 %
16 %
17 %
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