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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

Migration has been a hot topic for the last few years. It has a prominent place in the political agenda, 

news media and is one of the main themes in elections. There has also been a lot of attention for 

people on the move in literature. The question “why do people move?” has led to the creation and 

evolution of different theories to explain the different types and determinants of migration, both on 

the macro- and the micro-level. However, the attempts to answer the question “why do people 

stay?” is underrepresented in literature. This is what is called the migration bias in migration studies 

(Schewel, 2019). Schewel (2015) even argues that to truly understand and explain the mobility of 

people, the underlying motives of immobility have to be known.  

 

According to Carling and Schewel (2018), fourteen per cent of the global adult population had the 

desire to move in 2014. Nevertheless, only four per cent of the world population is an international 

migrant. Carling (2001) explains that the difference between the two is due to the fact that people 

not only need the aspiration to move, but they also need the abilities such as financial recourses 

or personal skills. The author states that we rather live in a world of involuntary mobility than in a 

world of migration. Involuntary mobility is defined as the situation in which people want to move but 

lack the ability to do so (Carling, 2001). Also important is that 86 per cent of the global population 

does not have an aspiration to move and thus is voluntarily immobile. 

  

Migration can offer an escape from poor conditions where people might live in and help them to 

improve their quality of life. The people who are the most limited in their mobility are, however, the 

ones with the biggest need to migrate so they can flee their situation (Carling 2011). The author 

strengthens his argument by following a quote a student from Cape Verde has registered in an 

interview: 

  

Those who have the biggest wish, no, because those who have a wish to go are those who 

have something here, who just want to go for a holiday. The most appropriate term would 

be that those who have the biggest necessity to go, in order to try to improve their lives, 

those are the ones that will be obstructed most. Which is what creates a lot of problems in 
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our country. Because sometimes, young people, especially boys, when they stay here a 

long time without anything to do, they have a tendency to get involved in drugs, delinquency, 

things like that. –Bia, student– (Carling, 2001, p. 122) 

  

It is therefore desirable to not only focus on the people that move or have the abilities to migrate 

but also to look at the people who stay behind. Because of the large difference between numbers 

of actual migrants and the number of people who have the wish to migrate and the consequences 

for them, it is important to look at why those with migration aspirations are limited in their mobility 

and are not able to fulfil their wish. Further it is also important to know why so many people do not 

want to move. This is where traditional migration theories fail to explain the modest size of global 

migration flows despite the existing income differences and disparities in wealth and life status.  

 

Migration literature focussed already a lot on the reasons for people to migrate. Many studies have 

been conducted to describe the characteristics that migrants possess and in what views they differ 

from those who stay behind. Despite the focus on people that move, there have not been many 

publications on the reasons why people do not migrate and on which determinants have an 

influence on the immobility. As the contributions in this field are limited in comparison with studies 

on mobile people, the primary goal of the following paper is to examine what the motives are that 

cause people to stay where they live. The importance to study the determinants of immobility is 

described by Schewel (2019, p. 2) who argues that “To meaningfully incorporate immobility into 

migration research, immobility should be approached as a process with determinants of its own, 

which is to say as complex, dynamic, diverse and ongoing a phenomenon as moving”. Immobility 

is not static but is determined by a complex set of determinants that influences migration aspirations 

and the ability to move or both, which could change over time.  

 

The focus of this paper will lay on both involuntary and voluntary immobility, because both are 

important components of the understanding of immobility. The distinction between the two is not 

always very clear and sometimes hard to make. The objective is to look at determinants at both the 

macro-level (migration policy, political situation, ...) and the micro-level (personal characteristics, 

...). This paper tries to give a simple economic analysis of the direction and magnitude of possible 

determinants of immobility. To do this, first a simple model with traditional regressions is executed. 

Then, this model is expanded different times with new variables. Data is used from the Gallup World 

Polls (GWP), a study that asks the same questions every year in 160 countries that include 99 per 
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cent of the world's adult population. The objective is to give a primary view of the influences on the 

likelihood to stay for people where they are living. 

 

This paper will start with a literature study of the field of immobility. First there will be a chapter 

where some concepts based on the aspiration/ability model from Carling (2001) will be discussed. 

Further in chapter two, some facts about global migration aspirations and actual streams will be 

studied and compared. The chapter ends with an overview of the different categories of mobility 

and immobility. The literature continues with chapter three that focusses on the specific 

determinants that could have an influence on the aspiration and ability to stay. The determinants 

are split up in two categories. The first category consists of the micro-economic determinants. The 

possible micro-level factors that will be discussed are gender, socio-economic status, age, 

ethnicity, locational advantages, education and skills, psychological reasons and networks and 

information. The macro-economic determinants consist out of the political situation and 

development in the region where living and restrictive policy measures taken. The methodology 

and the econometric analysis where the findings of the literature study are tested, will be described 

in chapter four. Chapter five ends with the main conclusion of this paper. 
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Chapter 2: Aspiration, Ability and Types of Immobility  
 

In the following chapter, the concept immobility of migration will be explained. Starting point is the 

aspiration/ability model of Carling (2001), extensions in further research in this field will be 

discussed. Afterwards, data about desired migration and actual migration are described and 

compared to show the importance of involuntary mobility. Further the different types of immobility 

are specified. 

2.1 Aspiration and Ability 
 

Lee already described in his theory of migration in 1966 that every form of migration, independently 

on how short the distance is, contains a set of obstacles that a migrant has to face. In the literature, 

there is not much attention for the obstacles potential migrants may face and on how they influence 

the immobility of people despite their desire to migrate. Carling (2001) developed a model, based 

on his experiences from Cape Verde, to explain the involuntary immobility of people. The model is 

based on two concepts or steps that are necessary for migration. The first step is the aspiration 

or the wish or desire to migrate. The second one is the ability or having the possibilities and 

capacities to migrate. Migrants are the people who have both the aspiration to migrate but also 

have the abilities to overcome the obstacles to move. 

 

The research of Czaika and Vothknecht (2012) mentions four main reasons for having aspirations. 

The first reason is being born with an exceptional capacity to aspire. Secondly, being born into a 

household providing the economic, social and human resources necessary to develop an 

aspirational personality. The third reason is being young, having enjoyed some education, and 

having become independent from the native social context. The last one is behaving proactively, 

for example by migrating, which can further increase aspirations for future well-being. The authors 

conclude that the allocation of aspirations is not random across populations. Migration is a self-

selecting process with regards to aspiration levels. Migrants have higher aspirations than non-

migrants and while these aspirations are partly the result of the migration experience itself, they 

also already existed before migration. In further research, Czaika and Vothknecht (2014) claim that 

higher levels of aspiration are about seventy per cent driven by aspiration-enhancing 

characteristics. 
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Carling (2001) states that migration aspirations can be described at two levels. At the micro level 

differences between persons explain why some people want to migrate and some choose to stay 

behind. At the macro-level aspirations are formed in an emigration environment. The emigration 

environment contains the social, economic and political context which is mostly equal for all 

members of a certain community and which defines the meanings given to migration in a 

community. An example of this is described by Jónsson (2008). In the Soninke community in the 

Kayes region in Mali a culture of migration is embedded for young men. Migration to France strongly 

boomed in the fifties because of a high demand for guest workers. Young men from the Soninke 

community of this region helped the local households and stimulated the local development by 

working as migrant workers in France. From that date, young men wanted to follow into the 

footsteps of their forefathers whereby a strong desire to migrate was created. Also, Mondaine and 

Diagne (2013) give an example by writing that in Senegal migrating is some kind of obligated 

ceremony for young men. Being a successful migrant is associated with social prestige and there 

is also a feeling of pressure toward their elders to help them to live their last years in good 

conditions. 

 

Carling (2001) states that also ability can be studied at the micro-level and the macro-level. At the 

micro-level, differences in individual characteristics lead to the fact that people have different 

abilities to beat the obstacles of migration. At the macro-level, the author defines the immigration 

interface as the structural frame of opportunities and barriers in which potential migrants can move. 

It encompasses all the steps from living in the country of origin as a potential migrant to having 

secured the right to live and work legally for an extended period of time in the destination country. 

Many migrants do not reach this stage, but have to make a living as undocumented immigrants. 

The immigration interface must be contextualized at different levels. First, there is the influence of 

immigration law, which varies from country to country. Such laws and regulations shape the 

immigration interface directly, but also indirectly through the way in which they are practiced, and 

through the possibilities for circumvention. Second, the immigration interface is influenced by 

factors in the home country or its diaspora, such as the existence of having relatives abroad or 

people smuggling networks and opportunities for bogus marriages. Together, these factors result 

in an immigration interface that is specific to the combination of the sending and receiving countries. 

 

The concept of ability can be further broken down in two ways described by Carling and Schewel 

(2018), namely potential ability and revealed ability. Potential ability is defined as a person’s 
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prospects of realising migration aspirations, regardless of whether the individual has such 

aspirations in the first place or prefers to stay. Revealed ability is described as the evident 

migration ability of someone who has actually migrated. The distinction is important because by 

only discussing ability among people who have migration aspirations it is assumed that if aspiring 

migrants have not yet migrated, it is because they lack ability. 

 

De Haas (2003) introduced capabilities in the research field of migration, often used as synonym 

for ability. Using the concept of capabilities, it is possible to emphasise not only the role of material 

but also the social, political, and human skills or resources necessary for migration to take place, 

as well as the dynamic nature of migration (Schewel, 2015). Carling and Schewel (2018) state that 

the capabilities approach suggests that the capability to migrate is a valuable freedom in its own 

right, regardless of people’s preferences for staying or leaving. Whereas the aspiration/ability model 

considers ability to migrate only among people who aspire to migrate, the capability to migrate is 

equally relevant to all. This makes the distinction between potential ability and revealed ability even 

more important. 

 

Carling (2001) acknowledges that aspirations and ability may be intertwined, making it difficult to 

establish a clear-cut separation between the two. Mata-Cosedal (2018) even goes further by saying 

that the two are not only intertwined but that they affect each other. The author gives two reasons 

based on interviews she conducted in Zacualpan, a little Mexican village with 3500 inhabitants. 

First, in the absence of capacities to either migrate or to stay put, mechanisms of adaptation are 

generated that inhibit or modify the desire to do it. Second, the intensity of the desire also affects 

the abilities to realise it. The greater the intensity of the desire, the greater the likelihood of obtaining 

the necessary capacities to make it real. This question is whether people, driven by the power of 

strong aspirations, work on their capabilities to overcome their involuntary immobility or whether 

individuals rather adjust their aspirations downwards to avoid continued unhappiness due to 

unfulfilled aspirations (Czaika & Vothknecht, 2012). Appadurai (2004) defines this phenomenon as 

an aspirations trap. When trapped in a situation of having low capacities to aspire, people are likely 

to remain in a poverty trap characterised by a low level of individual capabilities that does not allow 

people to improve their well-being.  

 

To look how migration aspirations and involuntary immobility are widespread, Carling and Schewel 

(2018) try to map aspirations based on interviews taken from the Gallup World Poll (GWP), as can 

be seen in figure 1. If the next question was asked ‘Ideally, if you had the opportunity, would you 
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like to move permanently to another country, or would you prefer to continue living in this country?’, 

globally, fourteen per cent of the respondents answered that they had the aspiration to migrate. 

The proportion of positive answers to this last question reached the highest levels in Sierra Leone 

(56%), Liberia (54%), Haiti (52%) and the Dominican Republic (52%). Questions about intentions 

and preparations of migration led to different levels of positive answers and other rankings of 

countries but similar general regional differences. The aspiration to migrate is overall the highest 

in West and Central Africa, Central America and the Caribbean. 

 

 

Figure 1: Migration aspirations illustrated by the proportion of GWP respondents who would prefer to move permanently 
to another country. Source: Carling and Schewel (2018) 

 

Carling and Schewel (2018) further state that differences in aspirations of migration could be bigger 

between regions within countries than between countries. In huge nations like Brazil, China and 

India, in a lot of regions a considerable number of inhabitants have a wish to migrate, yet these 

substantial regional desires in the regions are masked by national means. 

 

Shortcomings of surveys that could miscalculate migration aspirations are found in the work of 

Carling (2014). Surveys offer the opportunity of exploring correlations and possible determinants 

of migration. However, descriptive results such as the proportion of people who wish to migrate 

need to be interpreted with care. The authors write that only people with attitudes near the extremes 

will give predictable answers. Between these extremes, there is a large segment of people whose 
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point of view toward migration will produce answers that are heavily dependent on the context and 

the formulation of the question. 

 

Similar shortcomings of the GWP are found back in Carling and Schewel (2018). First of all, people 

can interpret a question in different ways which could bias people’s attitudes to migration. Further 

the authors refer to the importance of also including return migration and to not only look at 

permanent migration. Many people have the desire to migrate temporarily and return later to their 

country of origin. Because of the questioning, the proportion of people who desire to migrate could 

be underestimated. Carling and Schewel (2018) compare in their study aspirations for permanent 

migration with findings from another survey, EUMAGINE, for four countries Senegal, Morocco, 

Ukraine and Turkey. In the EUMAGINE research the respondents are not asked if they want to 

migrate permanently to another destination, but if they want to work or live abroad the coming five 

years. The ranking of the countries remains the same for the two studies. Notable is that the 

proportion of the people who answer positive is remarkably higher when asked for temporary 

migration than for permanent migration. A possible explanation could be the other wording of the 

question asked to the respondents. 

 

Migration aspirations are often dismissed as poor determinants of actual migration (Carling, 2014). 

The author nuances this by saying that such a view obscures the importance of aspirations and 

states that:  

 

First, contemporary migration dynamics can only be properly understood when actual moves are 

seen as the tip of the iceberg of aspirations, which for the most part remain unfulfilled. Second, the 

unfulfilled aspirations have an importance of their own. In societies where a large proportion of the 

population wishes to be elsewhere, this desire is a fundamental aspect of society that affects its 

life and development. (Carling, 2014, p. 5) 

 

Nevertheless, the number of people who have the aspiration to migrate is not equal to actual 

migration streams (Carling and Schewel, 2018). The OECD (2015) writes that the actual 

proportions of international migrants on a global scale is around three per cent. The same 

conclusion is drawn in Castles (2000) who finds that international migrants are only two to three 

per cent of the global population and Zlotnik (1999) who writes that 97–98 per cent of the world’s 

population stays in their countries of origin and that these numbers have remained stable for 

decades. More recent research confirms that in 2015, 3.3 per cent of the world population was an 
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international migrant (Sachs, Layard and Helliwell, 2018). Even when accounting for the larger 

phenomenon of internal migration, recent estimates show that only eight per cent of the world’s 

population has migrated in the last five years (Esipova et al, 2013). Van Dalen and Henkens (2008) 

combine revealed preferences or actions and stated preferences or intentions to study if migration 

intentions are a good predictor of future migration. The authors find that 24 per cent of those who 

had stated an intention to emigrate have actually emigrated within two years time. For such a long-

term decision as migration, a quarter can be seen as relatively high, but there is still a vast majority 

that despite having intentions, have not made the move. This could be a prove that a sizeable 

proportion of aspiring migrants lack the ability to tackle the obstacles and fulfil their wish to migrate. 

This is what Carling (2001) calls the age of involuntary immobility. Further Schewel (2019) writes 

that it is also important to understand why most people do not have aspirations to move. The author 

states that even in the countries with the highest proportion of aspirations more than half of the 

people does not have the intention to migrate. For many people, migration might be beneficial from 

an economical point of view but does not occur as an option. It is also important to understand the 

underlying motives of the decision to voluntary stay for these people. 

 

2.2 Types of Immobility of Migration 
 

The original aspiration/ability model of Carling (2001) mentions three mobility categories. A 

schematic view of his model is pictured in figure 2. The first category contains the migrants and is 

the most studied one in literature. A migrant is a person who has both the aspiration and the ability 

to migrate, so for whom the internal and international movements can be studied. The second 

group of people contains those who have the aspiration to migrate but not the abilities to fulfil their 

wish to do so. People of this group are called involuntarily immobile. They differ from the third 

group of people who do not have the aspiration to move because they see staying as more 

preferable than migrating. The third group of people is described as the voluntary immobile. Also 

defined are the prospective migrants, those who wish to emigrate regardless of their ability to do 

so. A reason mentioned by the author is that some people could have just decided that they wish 

to migrate, or that they wish to do so in the near future, but not yet made any attempts. Rather than 

just labelling them as involuntarily immobile, the author used the broader term prospective migrants 

(Carling, 2001). 
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Figure 2: The aspiration/ability model. Source: Carling (2001) 

 

 

Later on, other types of immobility were mentioned in literature. A fourth type of immobility of 

migration that was introduced is acquiescent immobility (Schewel, 2015). The acquiescent 

immobile contain those who are both unable to migrate but neither do they desire to do so. The 

author uses the word acquiescent because it implies an acceptance of constraints, the Latin origin 

of the word means “to remain at rest.” Carling and Schewel (2018) suggest that the concept of the 

acquiescent immobility was introduced to challenge the neoclassical push-pull migration models 

that assume that the desire to migrate is linearly correlated with poverty levels. Explanation given 

by this dominant migration theory is that the push factors, the disadvantages of staying in a certain 

area, are the greatest for the poor and that the pull factors, advantages of a potential destination 

country, are often substantial in the form of income gains. Schewel (2015) introduced the fourth 

group because she asked herself if for those who are not capable to migrate, immobility is voluntary 

in the same way as the people who are able to move but stay. The objective of the introduction of 

the fourth category of immobility is to prevent the generalised assumptions about migrations 

aspirations among poor people in the developing world. Poor people from poor countries who have 

generally less resources to migrate are often categorised as involuntarily immobile. The mobility 

type that she introduced, highlights that not all poor people desire to migrate. Carling and Schewel 

(2018) write that the capabilities approach suggests that the distinction is important. The emphasis 

on freedom means that acquiescent immobility is as problematic as involuntary immobility, even if 

it is not experienced as such by the people concerned. The authors mention that in some countries 
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like Myanmar, China and India, where international migration aspirations are rare and citizens face 

significant restrictions on international travel, many people can be categorized as acquiescently 

immobile. They face difficult obstacles to migrate and prefer to stay. Referring to Schewel (2015), 

the authors point out that almost one-third of young adults in Senegal who could not cover their 

own most basic needs did not want to, even under ideal circumstances, migrate abroad. The 

explanation for this preference to stay that Carling and Schewel (2018) put forward, is that the 

group of the acquiescent immobile may contain people who have never even thought about 

migration as a possibility. Migration is no part of their decision-making process. In this situation, an 

individual may lack the capacity to aspire as well as the capability to move. The “consideration” to 

migrate or even the “imagination” of migration is not there. Acquiescent immobility is therefore not 

unsurprisingly found in the group of the poorest people. It is important that there are people who 

have strong economic incentives to move and see migration as a possible life decision strategy, 

still prefer to stay where they live. In these cases, the influence of non-economic values and 

aspirations demands attention (Schewel 2015).  

 

Mata-Codesal (2018) contests the restriction of Schewel of acquiescence immobility to describe 

those who are unable to migrate, but neither desire to do so. She writes that in Schewel's 

understanding of acquiescent as accepting the constraints, involuntary immobility would become 

acquiescent immobility by means of the individual accepting their own lack of capacities to migrate. 

Mata-Codesal argues that the term is equally relevant to highlight the absence of clear aspirations 

to mobility and immobility, irrespectively of the ability part. Some people, not faced with the urgency 

of having to take a decision, would not have developed strong desires to migrate or to stay put, 

remaining rather indifferent about the role of mobility and immobility in their range of available 

projects for life making. This broader view links the term “acquiescent” to a tendency to do nothing 

or to remain unchanged, which is widely noted as a force in everyday life also for situations that do 

not involve migration. 

 

Further, immobility does not have to be restricted to people who have never moved. Immobility can 

also apply to people who have migrated like refugees who are stuck in camps and can return to 

their home country or another destination or people who migrated to a country but cannot reach 

the preferred destination because they lack the resources to do so. Ersanilli, Carling and De Haas 

(2013) name the concept of involuntary international immobility. The authors write that internal 

migration is much more common than international migration. The more frequent appearance of 

internal migration is partly explained due to the fact that international mobility is blocked by 
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restrictions. In literature, there is no consensus about the difference in characteristics of internal 

migrants and international migrants. Stark and Taylor (1991) point out that internal migrants have 

a better socio-economic status than those who move abroad. International migration is not needed 

because there are enough economic opportunities in the home country. However, internal 

migration might in some cases be a second-best option, for those who are not able to afford the 

higher costs of international migration (Skeldon, 2006). Ersanilli, Carling and De Haas (2013) use 

data from the EUMAGINE survey conducted in Morocco, Turkey, Senegal and Ukraine, which are 

chosen because they are all countries with a strong tradition of both internal and international 

migration. They conclude that there are sizeable differences in aspirations for international 

migration and internal migration in the researched areas for the four countries. International 

migration aspirations range from little under forty to over eighty per cent of the population, whereas 

internal migration aspirations are present among close to zero to sixty per cent. The fact that 

internal migration is more common than international migration may signal a high level of 

involuntary international immobility. Only in two areas in Turkey the researchers find higher 

aspirations for internal migration than international migration aspirations which could be a cause of 

the better internal economic opportunities in Turkey compared to other countries. 

 

Haugen (2012) gives an example of a situation of what he calls the second state of immobility. 

Many Nigerians succeed in migrating internationally to China but not to the preferred richer 

destinations in Europe and North-America due to the restrictive migration policies imposed by these 

countries. China is thus a second-best option which can be seen as a type of immobility comparable 

to involuntary international immobility. The author also describes that Nigerian migrants are limited 

in their mobility in China after their visa expires. The undocumented migrants have fear to be 

intercepted by the police and to be removed out of China. Another example of entrapped migrants 

who are limited in their mobility due to fear to be intercepted by the authorities are Mexican 

undocumented families near the US-Mexico border (Nunez & Heyman, 2007). Van der Velde and 

Van Naerssen (2010) argue that it has become difficult to distinguish between countries of origin, 

destination and transit, particularly when migrants have to travel large distances. Examples can be 

found in Morocco where many people from sub-Saharan Africa reside. The majority might consider 

themselves as temporary migrants on the way to Europe, but in fact many might stay there, 

voluntarily or involuntarily, for a considerable period of time and sometimes even permanently. 

Migration projects might be redefined while staying in the transit country. Migrants may decide to 

stay voluntarily because of economic opportunities or family circumstances. Others have to stay 

put in the transit area because they lack the resources to leave to a more preferred destination. 
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Carling (2014) writes that in the beginning he only applied the concept of involuntary immobility to 

those who have the aspiration to migrate but do not have the abilities to do so. He asks himself if 

the situation of the involuntary immobile is so different from those who have been removed by their 

families or the authorities from where they feel at home. Removal is migrating without the aspiration 

to do so. He gives the example of deportees who have lived in the United States and do not have 

the feeling that they belong in Cape Verde and thus want to return to the United States. There are 

also teenagers who have been sent back by their parents in order to keep them out of trouble in 

the suburbs of Lisbon or Paris. This is also a type of involuntary immobility which is according to 

the author similar to the situation of those who never left but have the wish to move. 

 

With the expansion of new types of immobility besides the original one mentioned by Carling 

(2001), it has been shown that immobility and the voluntariness of it has different layers. The 

distinction between voluntary immobility and involuntary immobility is not always easy to make. 

Also, the fact that some people are capable to move but at the same time are making a second-

best choice makes it hard to say if these people have fully met their aspirations in terms of 

migration. This insight makes it difficult to divide people over the different mobility groups. Further 

it has to be mentioned that aspirations and ability are not static elements but volatile over time by 

which people can switch over groups. Caution is needed when trying to categorize people by type 

of immobility. 
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Chapter 3: Determinants of Immobility 

 

In this chapter the determinants that influence the immobility of migration are explained. The 

determinants can be split up in two big groups: the micro-level and the macro-level determinants. 

The determinants are often connected and overlapping each other and some play both a role on 

the micro-level as at the macro-level. In most cases immobility is a consequence of more than one 

determinant due to the complexity of the concept. The main focus is laid on the determinants of 

involuntary immobility but because the distinction in voluntariness of immobility is not always clear, 

reasons of voluntary immobility will also be mentioned. In this literature study, also classical push- 

and pull factors of migration are included. The difference between these and the determinants of 

immobility is not always clear. 

 

3.1 Micro-level Determinants 

 

Carling (2001) states that at the micro-level differences in individual characteristics lead to different 

migration aspirations and different abilities for people to overcome the obstacles of migration. The 

determinants discussed here are gender, socio-economic status, age, ethnicity, locational 

advantages, education and skills, psychological reasons and networks and information. 

3.1.1 Gender 

 

Morrison, Schiff and Sjöblom (2007) find that the proportion of international migrants who are 

women increased almost three percentage points, from 46.7 per cent to 49.6 per cent, between 

1960 and 2005. However, the UN (2017) reports – as shown in figure 3 – that the share of female 

migrants fell from 49 per cent in 2000 to 48 per cent in 2017. In Africa and Asia, particularly Western 

Asia, migration streams are dominated by men while in Northern America, Europe, Oceania and 

Latin America and the Caribbean women outnumber men. So, about half of the international 

migrants are women which might imply that restrictions and opportunities to migrate are highly 
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independent of gender. More important is that female migration not only caught up in quantitative 

terms with male migration but also in qualitative terms (Ruyssen & Salomone, 2018). The two 

authors point out that women are more and more likely to migrate independently rather than to 

accompany a male migrant as his wife, daughter or mother. This is to an increasing extent the 

result of women engaging more and more in labour migration to become the principal household 

provider.  

 

 

Figure 3: Percentage of female migrants worldwide and by region of destination, 2000 and 2017. Source: United Nations 
(2017) 

 

Some studies disagree with this perception about women and mobility. Sturridge (2011) states that 

gendered constructs also determine both who controls and who engages in mobility with 

significant implications therefore for the relevance of mobility. Monsutti (2007) finds that Hazara 

men in Afghanistan are significantly more mobile than women due to long-held gendered constructs 

that limit women to responsibilities at home. In the case of Somalis, men tend to be more able to 

move than women given women’s often lower skill level, limited resources and responsibility for 

child care (Hyndman, 2000). Mata-Codesal (2018) It is culturally determined that women in 

Zacualpan are expected to stay put and therefore are perceived as less migratory. 

 

Biao (2007) also argues that unequal gender relations and patriarchal cultures keep women behind 

in rural China. She indicates marriage for women as a main factor to stay put. The overwhelming 

majority of female migrants are unmarried while for men, marriage is an independent determinant. 

Girls who are not married are free to go to the city and search for a job. Married women are 
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supposed to stay home and to do chores around the house. This may not be a voluntary situation 

for many women and some have supported their husbands’ migration because they already had 

trouble in their relationship. The opinion that women stay behind which can lead to emancipation 

due to their work in agriculture is countered by Biao by pointing out that agriculture has more 

become a marginal sector rather than that women have become more powerful. The involuntary 

immobility of women in rural China is often justified by saying that men are in charge of external 

affairs and women are in charge of internal affairs. 

 

Mata-Codesal (2017) mentions religious links as a reason for women to stay behind. In Mexico 

and many other countries of Latin-America, the ideals of the self-sacrificing mother who stays at 

home taking care of the children and the providing father who goes to work, are widely accepted. 

The ideal of the staying mother is closely linked in the region with the importance of the Catholic 

Virgin Mary and the emphasis on her mothering characteristics, which strengthen the expected 

social role of women as mothers and wives. 

 

Cultural traditions also have an implication for women in refugee camps and their ability of 

independent mobility. A study of the UNHCR (2001) accuses the dependency of refugee women 

to their men and the influence on the limitations of their mobility. The women report that there is a 

lack of proper documentation and when it is provided, the male head of the household is usually 

the one who gets it. Also, the food ration cards are usually only given to men despite the fact that 

dependence on male family members often increases the protection problems women face. When 

a man died in a camp in Pakistan, the ration food card was recalled, leaving his remaining four 

widows and 25 children without food. When the ration card is not provided on an individual level, 

many women and girls have to turn to prostitution to get access to food. While proper 

documentation is a constraint on immobility for both men and women, extending documentation 

only to men restricts refugee women further in their ability of movement. Without their own individual 

documents, refugee women are unable to decide independently from their men when or if to travel. 

Not having individual documents may cause the inability for women to return to where their family 

lives and thus obstruct family reunification. Refugee women report that they do not move freely out 

of fear of being arrested by the authorities. This fear is most common for women living in urban 

areas, it prevents them from doing daily tasks such as going to buy some food on the market or to 

attend training and language lessons. The situation where these women find themselves in, leads 

to social isolation and psychological damage generated by the involuntary immobility (UNHCR, 

2001).  
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In a report of the UNHCR (2001) it is written that besides the fact that women have less rights, they 

are not always aware of the ones they do have, like the right to file an asylum claim separately from 

their husbands. A consequence for the women who do not know they have these rights is that their 

fate depends on the outcome of their husband’s asylum procedure. Refugee women also reported 

that judges or immigration officials who decide over their fate are not considering the status of 

women within the culture where the asylum seekers come from. This has a negative impact on their 

ability to file in a claim and get asylum. 

 

Schewel (2015) writes that in migration literature, gender is often described as an external, cultural 

constraint on mobility, but gendered norms around immobility also enter into individual preference 

formation and may be conceived of as an internal constraint on migration decision-making. Just as 

external capability constraints limit the ability to migrate, internal constraints on migration decision-

making impede the development of the aspiration to migrate. These gendered norms and 

expectations around immobility are not distinct from, but likely intertwined with other non-economic 

factors such as cultural or religious values and traditions. Schewel (2015) studied women’s 

preference to stay in different regions of Senegal. The author discovered that women in every 

region have a higher preference to stay than men. The largest gender gaps are in Darou, Mousty 

and Orkadiere, possibly due to more settled norms of immobility of women. But another rural area 

with strong religious traditions, does not show as stark gender gaps, suggesting these gaps are not 

simply explained by a distinction between rural-urban or traditional-modern settings. So, gendered 

expectations formed by religious and traditional values not only could limit the ability for women to 

migrate but also limit their aspiration to migrate compared to men. 

 

However, the literature also mentions structures that favour the migration of women over men. 

Carling (2001) writes that that there is probably a higher ability to migrate for women. Women could 

have more opportunities for documented labour migration, undocumented work, family reunification 

and family formation. However illegal entry could be more difficult for women. Sturridge (2001) 

states that there are also cultures where females actively engage in migration. Certain Somali 

women move around neighbouring countries as nomadic traders, and others travel to Nairobi to 

open roadside stalls or work as domestic servants. These labour market constructs can also favour 

women over men in relation to female-associated forms of employment. Sturridge writes that in 

addition, the relevance of mobility is not determined by refugees’ direct engagement in migration 

alone, as women may actively engage in transnational networks that do not require physical 
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movement by definition. Transnational remittances go beyond those who migrate to migrants’ 

families and communities, and often directly to the wife where the remitter is married. Furthermore, 

mobility can challenge traditional gendered responsibilities, thereby again increasing the relevance 

of mobility for those who stay behind. While emancipation is by no means an automatic 

consequence of mobility, some Afghan women have adjusted hierarchies in relation to the 

modernising example of Iran and take on greater responsibility and decision making in the absence 

of men. While gendered constructs are clearly significant in determining the relevance of migration 

for men and women, their varied experiences and access to transnational networks indicate that 

the extent to which mobility is relevant will vary according to the individual, context and over time 

(Sturridge, 2001). 

 

Fischer and Malmberg (2001) find a mixed picture in Sweden by linking age and gender with the 

probability to leave. Women are more mobile at a young age, men move more than women at an 

old age. The author explains this as a simple consequence of gender constructs. Having children 

and the income of the partner are more important to the migrant propensities of women. Men are 

less likely to move frequently when marrying or having a baby than women. Being unemployed is 

also a more likely reason to move for women. Women with a longer duration of employment have 

a high probability to stay. The author concludes that women’s migration is more strongly affected 

by family ties and commitment to work. Women who are not bound by these constraints seem to 

be more mobile than men. 

3.1.2 Socio-Economic Status 

Most classic economical migration theories have attempted to test simple micro-economic models 

of migration where individuals or families make migration decisions by comparing income 

differentials in alternative locations (Stark & Bloom, 1985). Kennan and Walker (2011) find that the 

relationship between income and migration is partly driven by a negative effect of income in the 

current location on the probability of out-migration. Workers who get a good income in their current 

location tend to stay, while those who earn less tend to leave. Kothari (2003) states that migrants 

are often poor and landless which confirms these theories of migration. On the other hand, he also 

writes that migration requires financial means to overcome costs and that those who lack the 

resources cannot migrate. 

 

Schewel (2015) remarks that being poor influences both the ability and the aspiration to migrate. 

The fact that almost one-third of those among the poorest category in Senegal express the 

preference to stay lends tentative support for the concept of acquiescent immobility. 
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Despite the higher incentive for poorer people to migrate, those with lower incomes are less likely 

to fulfil their moving aspirations than those with a higher income, while having no significantly 

different propensity to abandon their desires (Coulter, 2013). Moret (2006) also states that there is 

a higher ability to move for wealthier people. Better material conditions improve the chance to 

migrate through both legal and illegal ways. It increases opportunities for being given a visa, as 

well as for paying bribes to smugglers. Van Hear (2014) confirms this by saying that sometimes it 

may be the privileged who can leave, while the less endowed are forced to stay. They are stuck in 

involuntary immobility. The people with high incomes may have the resources to move if they want 

or need to, while the less endowed have no choice but to stay put because they have insufficient 

resources to move across borders. The degree in choice in staying put or migrating differs for 

different classes. Creighton (2013) approves this by stating that rural residents are more likely to 

want to migrate but less likely to realise these desires if they have them compared to people living 

in the city where there are more economic opportunities. Cattaneo and Perri (2016) prove the 

relevance of income for migration aspirations caused by climate changes. Global warmth leads to 

less revenues in the agricultural sector and forms an incentive to move, mostly from rural to urban 

areas. People from middle-income countries can still overcome the costs to leave but poorer people 

who due to climate changes earn less, have a lower ability to migrate. The authors find that rural-

urban migration increases because of factors related to climate changes is increasing in middle-

income countries while it is decreases in poorer countries. 

 

Having lower financial capital does not necessarily mean that the relevance of mobility is ruled out 

altogether. The distance between origin and destination is the main cost of migration (Mayda, 

2010). Sturridge (2001) says that asylum migration to the West is often only a relevant strategy for 

those who can mobilise significant resources. Labour migration to the Middle East is more 

accessible and more relevant for Somali refugees as it requires fewer resources. Van Hear (2014) 

confirms this by stating that the resources needed for asylum migration, which may include the 

payment of agents or smugglers, have been about twenty times those needed for labour migration 

which has remained constant for the last fifteen or more years. It follows that in conflict settings, 

people from better-endowed households may be able to access asylum routes to affluent countries, 

while those from less well-off households use labour migration as a means to seek security, make 

a living and support their family that they had to behind. The author writes that this can be seen in 

many communities in war-torn northern Sri Lanka. Large wealthy families have moved out 

completely to countries in the richer global north while less well-endowed households manage to 
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send one or two family members abroad to such countries. Poorer households might be able to 

generate the resources needed to send a family member to the Middle East to work on short 

contracts. Internal migration is often a second-best choice for those who cannot afford the more 

costly, but potentially also more lucrative, international migration (Czaika, 2012). This is defined by 

Ersanilli, Carling and De Haas (2013) as involuntary international immobility, as already mentioned 

in chapter two. 

 

Also, stable employment leads to a higher ability to leave. Moret (2016) writes that stable 

employment clearly increases the opportunities for being given a tourist visa, while there is no clear 

effect in other modes of migration. But stable employment can form a reason to stay while not 

having a job can be a strong incentive to leave (Mata-Codesal, 2018). This shows that those who 

need migration the most, are also the most limited to do so. 

 

Jamieson (2000) mentions the relevance of the occupation of the parents for the immobility of 

young people in rural areas of Scotland. Parents with different occupational backgrounds not only 

formulate other expectations and ambitions but also differ in their knowledge and experiences of 

educational and job opportunities. Young people who have parents with a middle class background 

are more likely to leave than those who have parents with a working class background. 

 

Sturridge (2001) notes that besides financial capital, social capital can be relevant for immobility. 

The ability to maintain them however, relies on some prior level of financial resources. In this way, 

the relevance of mobility will vary according to complex combinations of social and economic 

capital. Although poorer refugees with social capital may thus be able to engage in cheaper or 

shorter forms of migration, the very poorest may therefore be excluded altogether. Mobility is only 

relevant for those who can access it and it may be less relevant and even irrelevant for those 

lacking the social and/or economic capital required to participate. 

 

Finally, return migration can also be restricted by financial constraints. Many young Cameroons 

have to delay their visit or return to Cameroon because they have not been able to generate enough 

money to live up to the financial expectations by their families who often have paid a lot of money 

to let their family member leave (Alpes, 2011). 
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3.1.3 Age 

Since Warnes and Williams (2006) state that most international migration streams are dominated 

by young adults and adolescents, it can be intuitively expected that the elderly and young children 

are less able to move or have lower aspirations.  

 

Sturridge (2011) writes that age plays an important role in mobility. Both young children and the 

elderly are associated with vulnerability and tend to be more immobile. Younger children mostly 

do not have the choice to stay or move but have to follow their parents. Older people are more 

likely to remain in refugee camps or countries of asylum. Fischer and Malmberg (2001) draw the 

same conclusion by stating that younger people move more than older people. The relation is non-

linear, it becomes less pronounced the older people get. They remark that the age effect remains 

strong even when controlled for other factors like family ties. Physical constraints could form a 

reason why older people and children are less mobile (Warner et al., 2014). 

 

The access to different modes of migration also depends on the age. Demand for labour is age 

specific and excludes older people (Kothari, 2003). Mata-Codesal (2018) indicates that staying is 

easier and more preferable than migrating for the elderly and those beyond working age because 

they are considered less suitable for migration. As theories suggest that migration is an investment, 

the lifetime value of the returns to migration are larger for younger people (Zaiceva, 2004). This 

pattern can also be induced from figure 4. The majority of migrants, 74 per cent are of working age. 

This a much larger proportion than the 57 per cent of people that are of working age in the total 

population. Persons younger than twenty years old tend to be underrepresented in the share of 

international migrants. However, twelve per cent of migrants worldwide were at least 65 years old, 

which is an overrepresentation compared to the nine per cent of elderly in the total population. 
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Figure 4: Age distribution of the total population and of international migrants worldwide, 2017. Source: United Nations 
(2017) 

Carling (2002) finds that older people have less difficulties to get access to a tourist visa while 

having less opportunities for documented labour migration and illegal entry. Among children of 

emigrants, age is a decisive criterion for being granted family reunification, since adults are 

generally rejected to reunite with the parents. Biao (2007) writes that in rural China the elderly and 

young children are limited in their mobility because of political constructions. They are denied 

access to basic welfare in the city as a result of the household registration system and the place-

based public finance system which binds them to a certain place. 

 

Fernández-Carro and Evandrou (2014) describe the characteristics of unintended stayers among 

the elderly. Most of them are female, are not married whereby they often lack additional resources 

because there are no financial and supportive resources provided by a partner, have a bad health, 

and are not receiving an occupational pension. The unwanted situation of staying at home can here 

be seen as having financial and/or social constraints to freely have a choice and can be resulting 

in vulnerability. This questions the popular thought that staying at home improves the well-being of 

older people. 

 

Age is also a decisive factor for voluntary immobility. Schewel (2015) remarks that as people 

become older, social and economic attachment to a place becomes stronger and so they are 

more likely to stay put. The author tests this in different regions of Senegal and concludes that for 

each region the same pattern emerges, namely that the preference to stay increases with age. In 
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further research Schewel (2019) writes that that older people are less likely to aspire to migrate 

than younger people and less likely to carry out their mobility plans. Carling (2002) confirms this by 

arguing that the tendency to fulfil moving aspirations drops sharply with age, while the chance of 

abandoning a moving desire rises. The declining mobility rates with age are not only explained by 

the lower desires to migrate from older people, but also by less urgent and/or feasible propensities 

to fulfil their migrating wishes. 

 

Fernández-Carro and Evandrou (2014) find that long-term residential stability is a common 

phenomenon among older Europeans. One quarter of the older people in continental Europe have 

lived 75 per cent or longer of their adult life in their current house, ranging from a maximum of 37 

per cent in Belgium to a minimum of 13 per cent in Denmark. The authors mention that the most 

determining factor for a person to remain at home is owning the accommodation where the person 

lives. Secondly, the type of area, rural or urban, where a person is living, is an important factor to 

move or to stay in all countries analysed by the authors. The residential stability occurs more in 

small towns and rural areas than in big cities where the connection with the community and other 

people is less intense than in the smaller communities in rural areas. Strong family networks also 

have an influence at the ageing in place as family members can assist older people in the later 

stages of their life when it is more needed so they do not have to move to places where they get 

care. 

 

Ageing also has implications for return migration. Warnes and Williams (2006) write that many 

migrants in Europe have the difficult choice to return or to stay after they retire. Both the migrants 

and the country of origin change over time. This is most documented among migrants from Hong 

Kong to Europe who cancelled their initial plans to return after retirement because the comparative 

advantage to stay or return can be undermined by political, social and environmental change. The 

preferences and intentions of migrants might change over time from return to stay or dual residence 

(Bolzman, et al., 2004). However, a study from Klinthäll (2006) contests this by stating that when 

reaching the retirement age in Sweden, the probability of return migration increases, in particular 

for men. This effect is immediate as the likelihood for returning decreases again beyond the 

retirement age which indicates that return migration is an anticipated plan when retiring.  

3.1.4 Ethnicity 

 

Coulter (2013) writes that ethnic minorities are less likely to meet their migration aspirations 

compared to white people. However, there is no significantly different tendency to abandon their 
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aspirations which suggest that it is more plausible that these groups are persistently disadvantaged 

long-term wishful thinkers. 

 

Carling (2001) states that discrimination may prevent migrants from enjoying the markedly higher 

standard of living at the destination. First example found in literature is labour market discrimination. 

A study conducted in Germany finds that the average probability to get a callback is about fourteen 

per cent higher if a German name is used instead of a Turkish name for a similar application (Kaas 

& Manger, 2012). Heath and Chung (2006) summarise that in Britain, ethnic minority groups 

continue to experience higher unemployment rates, greater concentrations in routine and semi-

routine work and lower hourly earnings than members of the comparison group of British and other 

white people. The authors even still find significant disadvantages, although they are smaller, for 

second generation migrants of some minority groups in the labour market with respect to 

unemployment, earnings and occupational attainment. A second type of discrimination is pointed 

out by Pager and Shepherd (2008), who mention discrimination on credit markets where minorities 

get less access to loans and pay less favourable interest rates than white people with similar credit 

characteristics. The third type is the problem of marketplace discrimination where minorities are 

charged higher prices or services are denied (Harris, Henderson & Williams, 2005). Lastly, 

minorities are being discriminated on both the rental and the sales house market (Pager & 

Shepherd, 2008). This could give an incentive to people to migrate but limits the ability to do so. 

 

Tesfahuney (1999) gives racism as a reason why some migrants could be excluded. The author 

writes that there are different categories of mobility subjects and mobility positions. The first 

category consists of white people and people from other advanced economies like Japan who are 

not or little hindered in their movement. These people are not the objects of suspicion, are rarely 

questioned by customs officials and can easily obtain visas if required. In the second category, 

mobile subjects are more object of suspicion which could make mobility more difficult. The validity 

of their visas and passports is checked, they have to give extra evidence of their identity, are asked 

questions or are more taken aside by the authorities, even if they are naturalised citizens of Western 

countries. Just because they have another colour of skin, they do not have the same privileges as 

first category mobile subjects. Even having an appropriate visa is not a guarantee of reaching the 

destination since customs officials often have the right to deny entry to anyone (Tesfahuney, 1999). 
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3.1.5 Locational Advantages 

 

Carling (2001) notes that migration implies that location specific advantages like locally bound 

social, political and economic resources are lost. Decisions to stay, tend to be cumulative as they 

encourage local investment and increase the likelihood of others making the same decision which 

Carling defines as cumulative immobility. Some of the local bound advantages could also be an 

incentive to prefer internal migration over international migration.  

 

Fischer, Malmberg and Straubhaar (2000) explain this phenomenon with their insider advantage 

theory. With this theory, the authors want to counter the conventional micro-level migration 

analysis where a person compares his or her present and future level of utility in different macro-

level units on the basis of his or her present stock of assets and abilities. They argue that even if 

substantial wage or employment differences persist on the aggregate level, emigration will 

generally not be beneficial from an individual point of view, due to the costs of accumulated 

location-specific insider advantages that would be lost in the case of moving away. Certain parts of 

the abilities and assets of every human being are bound to a specific location and can thus only be 

used in this place, defined as insider advantages. These insider advantages are not transferable 

to other places of work and residence. An important part of these abilities is obtained within a 

location specific learning process which requires time, information and temporary immobility. 

Therefore, they write that for most people in Europe it is fully rational not to consider moving 

because they have accumulated too many location-specific insider advantages over time (Fischer, 

Malmberg & Straubhaar, 2000).  

 

Fischer, Malmberg and Straubhaar (2000) find substantial empirical support for immobility being 

strongly duration dependent. The longer people stay at a certain place, the less likely it becomes 

that they will move. The authors also write that duration at a certain location matters more than 

duration at a workplace. Both socio-economic characteristics and family ties turn out to be important 

determinants of immobility, while wage differences or vacancy rates perform poorly. Therefore, it 

is more likely for a person to migrate if he or she has migrated before than for people who always 

lived in the same place. One fifth of those individuals who have migrated the year before moved 

again in 1994, less than half a per cent of those who stayed for ten years moved again in 1994. 

People are more likely to migrate if they already did so in the past (DaVanzo , 1981). The author 
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finds that this effect is due largely to return migration to the place where people recently left. Most 

repeating migrants are thus return migrants. The chances for return migrants to migrate again are 

small while the migration propensities for non-returning chronic migrants remain high. According to 

Warnes and Williams (2006) it could also explain why the wish to return of some migrants to their 

country of origin after they retire, changes to a choice to remain in the destination country or to opt 

for dual residence as highlighted in section 3.1.3. Further this could explain why young people have 

a higher probability to migrate in comparison with older people who have accumulated more 

location specific advantages. 

3.1.6 Education and Skills 
 

Bertoli, Moraga and Ortega (2013) conclude that the level of education does have a limited impact 

on the decision to migrate. However, Straubhaar (2000) finds that only a small part of the migrants 

to the USA only have a primary diploma. Further Carrington and Detragiache (1999) show that 

there is a global tendency that the largest parts of migration streams consist of individuals who 

have followed tertiary education.  

Fischer and Malmberg (2001) state that highly qualified people are more able to move than the 

less qualified. The reason the authors give, is that their skills are more easily transferable to 

other places. However, highly educated immigrants seem to be better integrated in the host society, 

whereby the aspiration to stay in the country of origin was somewhat higher than for the average 

migrant. Another advantage of high education is that it is often associated with social networks 

which facilitate migration (Carling, 2001).  

Docquier, Peri and Ruyssen (2014) write that college educated and non-college educated respond 

to income differences and networks in a broadly similar way when it comes to migration aspirations. 

On average, the less educated are only somewhat less likely to be willing to migrate and their 

migration aspirations respond similarly to economic incentives as those of the highly educated. But 

once in the pool of potential migrants, those who are high educated have a three to four times 

larger probability of actually migrating compared with the low educated. The authors find in their 

research that only 0.4 percentage points of the native non-migrant population without college 

education migrated between 2000 and 2010, compared to 3.9 percentage points of those with 

college education but desired emigration rates were larger. About 8.5 percent of non-college 

educated and 16.2 percent of college educated said that they were willing to migrate but they did 

not do so in the considered period. These numbers show that there is a much larger difference 

between non-college and college educated in actual migration rates, ratio of almost 10 to 1, than 
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in desired migration rates, ratio of 1.9 to 1. These differences could give an indication that migration 

for people with a low level of schooling is much more difficult than for people who are highly 

educated (Docquier, Peri & Ruyssen, 2014). 

 

Chiquiar and Hanson (2005) indicate migration costs as a crucial factor for being able to migrate 

from Mexico to the USA. Costs of migration are lower for individuals with a higher level of 

education due to the fact that they face lower limitations of credit access and they get easier through 

the American migration process. Further the authors write that the wage differences between 

Mexico and the USA are the highest for the low educated. The impulse to migrate is thus the 

greatest for people with a low level of education but the high migration costs may lead to the 

situation where the low educated are not able to migrate despite the higher returns migration could 

offer for them. A reason why many low educated might not be able to pay the migration costs is 

because higher education leads to higher productivity and higher wages (Tilak, 2002). Schewel 

(2015) claims that the fact that those without access to formal education likely overlap with those 

who lack the resources to migrate internationally, and yet many do not have migration aspirations, 

lends support for acquiescent immobility. 

Liebig and Sousa-Poza (2004) point out that countries try to attract high educated migrants by 

creating a favourable climate. The authors notice that there is competition between members of 

the OECD to persuade the high skilled to immigrate. Some of these countries give fiscal 

advantages to highly educated migrants. In the Netherlands for example, foreigners with a tertiary 

diploma got a fiscal advantage of thirty per cent. Also in France, the USA and even in the egalitarian 

Sweden, similar measures were found. The creation of a favourable climate to attract high educated 

migrants could be partly due to the fact that a higher level of education may generate sufficient 

economic opportunities in the home-country, so there is less need for international migration and 

they need more convincing (Ersanilli, Carling & De Haas, 2013). 

 

3.1.7 Psychological Reasons 

According to Schewel (2015), there are three psychological factors that help explain the preference 

to stay. The first one is the attachment that an individual can feel to a country or region and 

the commitment to its development. Werner and Barcus (2009) write that attachments to 

Mongolia is a key factor for people when they decide to stay. Not only the strong family and social 

ties are decisive but also identification with specific landscape features. Further they strongly value 

their birthplace and ancestral burial sites. Schewel (2015) finds in research in Senegal that 
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regardless the region informants live in or the educational background they have, many express 

the desire to contribute to the development of Senegal as a motivation to stay. Communities with 

local orientated businesses are related to higher probabilities to stay for the people living in it (Irwin 

et al., 2004). 

The second factor mentioned by Schewel (2015) is the presence of family and a strong 

community at home which could increase the desire to stay. Ritchey (1976) introduced the affinity 

hypothesis which declares that friends and family are a valued aspect of life and form a constraint 

on the aspiration to migrate. Married people are less likely to move than singles and having children 

and personal ties also increase the probability to stay (Fischer, Martin & Straubhaar, 1997). 

Jamieson (2000) also states that family ties and history play a role in rural Scotland. Young middle-

class people who have local parents are less likely to move than young middle-class people whose 

parents are not born and raised in the region. Besides having children and being married, owning 

a house is a decisive factor to stay (Fischer & Malmberg, 2001). Mata-Codesal (2018) sums up  

some of these advantages assigned to stay put, such as knowing everyone, food security because 

people will always help you or having your ancestors in the cemetery. In southern Appalachia in 

the United States from 1930 to 1960 push factors like low employment and poverty were even 

countered by a strong community and that therefore highly unexpected rates of immobility were 

observed (Schewel, 2019). Omata (2012) states that the lack of family and friends in Liberia is one 

of the most given reasons for Liberians not to return to their country of origin. Besides the fact it 

would be psychological painful, it would also be not feasible to rely on other people than the family 

because of the poor economic resources they have. 

In some ways, the affinity hypothesis is not in line with theories that explain migration as a risk-

sharing or income-diversification strategy of families or households (Schewel, 2015). Fischer, 

Martin and Straubhaar (1997) notice that the degree of whether the affinity hypothesis is valid, 

depends on if it is South or North migration. In the North, having children and being married forms 

a much larger constraint than in the South where risk spreading and lack of capital-market access 

and information are more common motives to migrate. Family and group considerations are even 

likely to increase migration potential in the South.  

The last factor noted by Schewel (2015) are religious or spiritual values, which the author 

believes to be an underappreciated influence on migration decision-making. The vast majority of 

the global population are religious and these beliefs play an important role in the daily life and the 

decision-making process of these people. Religion influences all stages of migration (Hagan & 
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Ebaugh, 2003). The authors discover in a case study in Guatemala that pastors are critical to 

potential migrants and advise these people to postpone or cancel their departure. Schewel (2019) 

confirms this by stating that religious practice has a big influence on people to stay. Myers (2000) 

defines location specific religious capital. With this term, he tries to explain the finding of his 

research that involvement in religious communities decreases the probability of emigration over 

time. 

Other psychological factors are mentioned as well. Jokela (2009) indicates that differences in 

personality play an important role in the decision to migrate. A very emotional migrant might have 

a larger incentive to migrate over a shorter distance. A journey over a longer distance is 

accompanied with more stress than migration over shorter distances (Jokela et al., 2008). When 

someone is more open for new experiences and is more extravert, the tendency to migrate will be 

higher. Silventoinen et al. (2008) argue that there is self-selection between international migrants 

based on personal characteristics. They pose that male migrants, and to a lesser extent female 

migrants, are more extravert than their non-migrant counterparts. Extravert individuals are more 

associated with better social capacities which facilitate the adaptation process to a new 

environment and these individuals are also more prone to face new challenges. Jokela et al. (2008) 

show that social individuals are more likely to change their place of residence. These people have 

mainly an incentive to move to urban areas because there are more opportunities to make social 

contacts.  

Carling (2001) mentions risk-aversiveness as one of the reasons why people do not migrate 

despite the fact that an improvement of the life quality is likely. Early research countered this by 

saying that migration is used as a risk spreading strategy in times of economic uncertainty 

(Schewel, 2019). In a more recent study, Jaeger et al. (2010) prove that people who are more 

willing to take risks are more likely to migrate. According to Schewel (2015), most people have 

some degree of risk-aversiveness and have preferences for what they know well, which 

discourages migration behaviour. She even indicates that to improve the ability of migrants to take 

risk, education is probably more important than wealth. Important to mention is that risk-

aversiveness is not a static characteristic of a person but that changing prospect at home or at 

possible destinations have an influence on changes of risk attitudes towards migration (Czaika, 

2015). 

Epstein and Gang (2006) mention the stress of leaving home while Sladkova (2007) gives the 

danger and risks of the migration journey and the general insecurities that arises from moving to a 
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new country and culture where migrants may face racism from the local population as an 

explanation to stay. Also more practical reasons as the proximity to work or to the city centre are 

important reasons not to move (Hjälm, 2014). 

Lewicka (2011) writes that the residence length is one of the decisive factors for people to create 

emotional bonds with particular social and physical environments. How longer people live at a 

place, how more they get attached to it and how more psychological reasons will play a role in the 

decision to stay. Fischer and Malmberg (2001) support the fact that duration is a key factor. They 

find that people are more prone to move if they have already moved before, whereas long-term 

stayers have a much higher propensity to remain stayers. The authors also find partial effects for 

the duration of employment and the years since migration for immigrants. The locational specific 

advantages discussed in the previous section also plays its role here. 

3.1.8 Networks and Information 

Networks are defined by Gurak en Caces (2010) as the relations with family, friends or communities 

between countries of origin and countries of destination. Czaika and De Haas (2017) show the 

strong effects that networks can haven on migration streams. After the introduction of migration 

restrictions, the stream of immigrants decreases slowly and gradually over time. Yet, even after ten 

years the authors still find effects which could be partly explained by migration networks. 

The first advantage of networks is that they reduce the immigration costs, which are a decisive 

factor in the ability to migrate (McKenzie and Rapoport, 2010). Omata (2012) writes that in the 

migration process, networks serve as risk reduction strategy and create a set of people on who can 

assist them in the destination. Networks also form a valuable form of information that could 

influence and facilitate the migration decision (Fawcett, 1989). Pécoud (2010) even points out that 

networks give more credible information about living standards abroad than the information shared 

by government and international organisations who share it mostly to emphasise the dangers and 

difficulties of the migration process. 

Carling (2001) writes that there is a higher ability to migrate with family members abroad. They can 

assist with providing the needed documents to migrate but also with undocumented migration, 

finding legal employment and facilitating marriages. Family reunification is for most Cape Verdeans 

the preferred mode of migration. Advantages are assured legal residence on the long-term and 

access to the labour market with no particular disadvantages. This option is nevertheless only open 

for a small minority of Cape Verdeans who have legally living family members in Europe. Also, 

networks abroad outside the family could support the migration process in the same way as family 
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networks. Nonetheless, Massey et al. (1993) argue that the probability of migration should increase 

with the closeness of the relationship. But many potential migrants do not have a network, which 

forms a constraint on the ability to migrate. The authors mention that an often used solution for this 

problem authors is the alternative to arrange a bogus marriage. This ensures the same long-term 

advantages as family reunification does, without having the necessity to know someone related 

abroad. Disadvantages are the financial costs that can be extremely high and the risks of being 

prosecuted by the authorities, being expelled and denied re-entry. Further is a broad social network 

needed to find a partner to arrange the marriage with (Massey et al. ,1993). 

Sturridge (2011) states that networks are not a universal phenomenon and that the ability to 

maintain them relies on some prior financial efforts like long-distance phone calls, the costs of 

sending or receiving of remittances and visits. If mobility is relevant for someone depends on a 

complex mix of social and economic capital. People with substantial wealth will be more likely to 

be included in mobility strategies but also those who have built social networks. Poorer refugees 

could thus also be engaged in migration, but these are mostly cheaper and more accessible forms 

of movement. Nevertheless, the poorest could be excluded altogether because they lack both the 

financial and social resources. The author shows this by writing that there are three types of Somali 

refugees in Kenya. The first ones are those with the financial possibilities living in the more luxurious 

areas of Nairobi. The second group contains the people who have connections with Kenyan 

Somalis living in the Eastleigh area. They have limited financial possibilities but the social networks 

they have built, help them engage in migration. The third group consist of those who have to remain 

in refugee camps because they have both poor social and economic capital.  

The second key factor in understanding why networks are so important is that not only economic 

factors like reducing migration costs or the facilitating of finding a job play a role, but also the 

psychological ties to relatives or friends. Van der Velde and Van Naerssen (2011) write that in 

the country of origin a space of belonging is created, a “we in the here”. Across the border is another 

world where there is no “we in the here” but a “they in the there”. The authors write that this is a 

mental threshold that has to be overcome, which they define as the “mental border threshold”. This 

is why the authors argue that social networks are so important in the process of international 

mobility. Family or friends at a foreign destination can create a space of belonging which facilitates 

and initiates cross-border migration. As having your family and friends close often is a reason not 

to migrate, having relatives abroad could be persuasive to make the move. 
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Burda (1995) describes the third important factor of information in the migration process. The 

author writes that migration incurs a certain cost but also a cost that is uncertain. The uncertainty 

of how some variables will evolve leads to what the authors describe as the option value of waiting. 

Higher uncertainty will not only lead to the abandoning of migration plans but also to the 

postponement of moving. Omata (2012) gives as example the situation of refugees from Liberia in 

Ghana. Despite the pressure from the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) 

to register to return to Ghana, many have not made up their mind yet because they want to know 

what the future will bring for them if they stay in Ghana. 

Having networks and the information that comes with it, can also persuade aspiring migrants not 

to migrate or to choose for another destination (Schewel, 2015). Epstein (2008) argues that 

negative feedback about economic opportunities and living abroad, may lead to the situation where 

migrant networks encourage the choice for a potential destination for aspiring migrants.  

Other sources of information can cause immobility as well. Policy makers see the need to inform 

people better to the criteria of resettlement (Chatty and Mansour, 2011). Unclear procedures leads 

to the situation where many refugees keep hanging. Werner and Barcus (2009) declare that 

different sources of information had an influence on the decreasing emigration from Mongolia to 

Kazakhstan. Barriers that were unknown before such as language proficiency, high housing costs, 

and subtle discrimination against repatriated Kazakhs, are now factors to consider in the decision-

making process of potential migrants. The authors argue that the information that higher wages in 

Kazakhstan are offset by the higher costs of living, have a huge impact on higher aspirations to 

stay in Mongolia. Schewel (2015) writes that the media also have an impact on the negative 

perception of migration. Campaigns published by countries of origin and destination are also 

introduced to dissuade migration and influence the moving desires. 

The importance of information is also pointed out by Van Houtum and Van der Velde (2004) who 

use the concept of bounded rationality to explain the high unexpected levels of immobility in the 

European Union despite the free movement of people. Simon (1982) first introduced the concept, 

considering that knowledge and time constraints are important limitations of any decision-making 

process. This could explain why people do not always make economically rational decisions. Van 

Houtum and Van der Velde (2004) defined the term a threshold of indifference. They write that for 

many people the possibilities set of life opportunities are limited to the borders and many people 

do not consider migrating as a possible life strategy. The idea of moving abroad simply does not 

meaningfully enter into the decision-making process which could explain the high levels of 
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immobility in the European Union. The avoidance of risk and uncertainty and the feeling of 

belonging in the society where living are important factors to explain this.  

3.2 Macro-Level Determinants 

In this section the macro-level determinants that have an influence on the immobility will be 

discussed. First the role of the political situation and degree of development in a country will be 

explained. Further restrictive migration policies will be handled. 

3.2.1 Political Situation and Development 
Lubkemann (2008) describes the effects of the civil war in Mozambique on the ability to migrate 

which included the decline of labour migration. The author states that not those who were able to 

flee or to be relocated suffered the most, but those who had to stay throughout the war’s entire 

fifteen-year span. Black and Collyer (2014) use the term being trapped to describe vulnerable 

populations who are not able to escape dangerous situations like war. Lubkemann (2008) writes 

that mostly women, children, older people and conscripted young men were forcibly immobilized. 

The forced immobility was a combination of the attempts of the government and the rebels to 

control rural populations, military zones and the borders. The immobility was imposed through the 

isolation of villages with the hinterland, the obligated internship of refugees in Zimbabwean camps, 

the upcoming military pillages that restricted the flow of migrants and remittances and the 

militarization of the international borders. Additionally, violence and insecurity that can occur during 

the journey of migration or at the destination can lead to the situation where staying is more 

preferable than migrating. For many people staying put was more desirable than trying to cross the 

US borders (Mata-Codesal, 2018). 

A lack of development is another one of the constraints to migration. Poverty, illiteracy, lack of 

education and the absence of long-term planning in the lives of people forms limitations to mobility 

(Carling, 2001). De Haas (2008) describes the paradox that the attempt of governments to 

decrease migration by development, will lead to more migration. It is generally assumed that 

migration is a threat to social security, cultural values and even security. In particular, migration 

from developing countries to developed countries tends to be seen as a problematic situation 

originating in underdevelopment and poverty. Many rural development programs are therefore 

initiated to reduce migration. But financial resources, social capital and aspiration are needed in 

order to have the ability to migrate. A certain level of development will thus give more people the 

possibilities to incur migration as a life strategy (De Haas, 2008). 
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Chatty and Mansour (2011) state that remaining insecurity forms a huge constraint to return for 

those who were able to flee. Many Iraqis see security as the main limitation to return. policy makers 

recognized the importance of peace and security in Iraq and even see the return from refugees to 

Iraq as an important instrument to improve life opportunities and to reduce family risks. The 

perception of security after returning is related to the individual experience during the conflict and 

that even after a peace treaty is signed, repatriation for some refugees is not always safe (Omata, 

2012). Hardgrove (2009) gives the example of refugee women who are not willing to return to 

Liberia because they fear the prosecutions by warlords and ex-soldiers. The author argues that this 

is certainly a plausible fear that has to be taken in consideration for many of these female refugees 

as members of the fighting parties still live in the country. In a testimony registered by the United 

Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, a Syrian refugee Wafaa, 45 years old, who is living in 

an unfinished building with five children, three daughters-in-law and two grandchildren, says that: 

“Every one of us wishes to return today, even before tomorrow comes, but we need peace and 

security.” (Reardon, 2019). Another refugee women also says that she wants to return but she 

states that: “But I’m worried about my children. If we go to Syria, my son [17-year-old Jassem] is 

going to be conscripted into the military.” (Reardon, 2012). This quotes show that insecurity forms 

a huge constraint on return migration. 

A lack of economic opportunities was also one of the main reasons not to return for many 

Liberian refugees (Omata, 2012). The lack of confidence to obtain gainful employment and set up 

new livelihoods decreases the chances to ensure economic security. The poorest of the refugees 

have also build new live strategies such as selling water and fruits, hair-braiding and doing 

housekeeping jobs for other refugees and are very reliable to charity. The transferability of these 

income sources to the country of origin are restricted. 

 

3.2.2 Restrictive Migration Policy 

Carling (2001) sees migration prevention policy as the most influencing determinant on the ability 

to migrate. These policies are more and more important during the last decades as Schiller and 

Salazar (2013) write that despite the global tendency to liberalise trade in goods and services, 

movement of people seems to get more regulated, in particular South-North migration. The authors 

give as reason that many see migration as a threat to national sovereignty whereby maintenance 

of identity and culture, control over employment are crucial factors in this thinking process. 

Immobility is not only seen as normal but also as necessary for political and personal security. De 
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Haas (2009) declares that the shift towards a more restrictive migration policy in the developed 

world originated from the oil crisis in 1973. The imported mostly unskilled labour migrants were less 

needed because there was a shift away from labour intensive production which moved to Southern 

countries. This leads to mass unemployment which encouraged many countries to take measures 

in the form of migration restrictions. 

However, not only developed countries are opposed to refugees and migrants. There is a shift over 

time towards a more restrictive policy against refugees in the four neighbouring countries of 

Somalia that have taken in a disproportionate share of the Somali refugees. In the region is a huge 

difference between policy and practice whereby many refugees cannot fully exploit their rights. 

Many governments in the region are reluctant to local integration because a large share of the 

budget will flow to this and will attract new potential migrants (Moret, 2006). 

Carling (2001) mentions some examples of labour migration restriction. The first one is the case 

of South-Africa in the 1970s and 1980s were the neighbouring countries faced barriers to low-

skilled labour migration to South-Africa. Another example is the situation where young men in the 

Pacific Islands like Samoa could not follow in the footsteps of earlier generations when New-

Zealand and Australia imposed barriers on labour migration. In the case of Yemen, policy not only 

leads to restrictions on migration but also leads to the forced return of migrant workers. Jónsson 

(2008) describes the changes in labour migration policy in France. The need of manual workforce 

after the world war in France leads to a breakdown of migration prevention policies and French 

companies even recruited foreign workers themselves. In the 1970s, the French government 

wanted to stop the uncontrolled migration streams by offering allowances and training for those 

who were willing to voluntarily return. Later on, more severe measures were taken, such as 

arresting illegal migrants and sending them back. The borders were also reinforced, with the events 

of 9/11 as an strong incentive to continue this. The migration of unskilled people has also been 

obstructed by the preference for selective migration. Migration prevention policy can be 

circumvented and that the only effective way to restrict labour migration is to reduce the per capita 

income differential (Bruni & Venturini, 1995).  

It has been made more difficult in the European Union to migrate with family reunification 

(Boswell, 2003). Carling (2001) gives the example of the Netherlands that have introduced a policy 

measure that migrants cannot be joined by migrating family members in the first three years after 

moving. The author also describes the example of Italy where the separation of different procedures 

in the family reunification process were used as a measure to limit migration. According to the 
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author, the bureaucracy can form an obstacle for migration even if legal ways for labour and 

residence are permitted. The Italian government also imposed a ceiling on numbers of reunification 

permits in 1995. Biao (2007) states that family migration is made more difficult due to the 

organisation of medical fund systems. The medical fund is now coordinated at the country level 

causing the situation where migrants have to reinstate their medical care account in another 

country. 

Carling (2001) notes that the use of bogus marriages in order to migrate was declining and 

became more difficult. The author explains this decline with three possible reasons. The first one 

is the higher amount of money potential spouses ask to arrange a bogus marriage which makes it 

less feasible for more people, certainly because this mode of migration was already very costly. 

The second reason is the often occurring conflicts that come with the bogus marriages which 

encourages prospective migrants. The third reason is that the authorities of receiving countries 

have taken measures to fight these marriages. Many countries have introduced legislation that 

makes it impossible for undocumented residents to legally marry in the country. The consequence 

of this is that marriages have to be arranged in short timespan before the tourist visa expires. In 

the Netherlands, a law passed that gives registrars the opportunity to refuse people to marry if they 

suspect it is a bogus marriage. 

Moreover, Schewel (2015) writes that countries launched campaigns to discourage migration. The 

EU for example launched such campaigns in Senegal with slogans as “pour s'en sortir n'est pas 

nécessaire sortir”. Nevertheless, migrations streams remained high which lead to increased sea 

patrols and enforced repatriation agreements.  

Stock (2012) confirms the overwhelming attention of mobility at the expense of immobility by stating 

that countries also have built up interest in the development of coherent asylum procedures and 

settlement policies in transit countries to prevent further movement from there. However, Omata 

(2012) writes that many refugees are not recognised by authorities. The author writes that in 

Ghana, 11.000 Liberian refugees are not getting refugee assistance including repatriation support 

because they are not registered. 

The effectiveness of immigration restriction policies are questioned by Czaika and de Haas (2017) 

who state that the immigration reducing effect is partially and significantly undermined by the 

reducing effect on emigration and return migration. The gradual militarisation of the Mexican-US 

border over time do not cause much changes in net migration flows despite the fact that this raised 

the cost and the probability for injuries and even dying for illegal migrants (Nunez & Heyman, 2007).  
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The influence of a measure taken by a country to restrict migration will have the biggest influence 

on those who have the smallest propensity to migrate (Bianchi, 2013). These measures increase 

the costs of migration which makes it less likely that these individuals will make the choice to 

migrate. This is what Bianchi (2013) defines as the incentive-effect. In the work of Docquier, Peri 

and Ruyssen (2014), confirmation of this effect can be found. The authors write that with a free 

movement labour across borders such as in the European Union had a small increased effect on 

the ability to migrate for non-educated people while for the educated there was no effect. 
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4. Methodology and Results 
 

In this chapter the findings of the literature study will be tested. First a brief overview of the 

methodology will be given. Next the results of the regressions will be discussed. 

 

4.1 Methodology 
 

The data of following econometric analysis is based on surveys taken from the Gallup World Polls 

(GWP). Gallup (2019) writes that since the creation of the world poll in 2005 the organisation 

conducted more than 160 studies that include 99% of the global population older than fifteen. The 

same questions are asked every time in all the participating countries, so that comparison between 

countries and over time is possible. The polls are representative for both urban as rural areas. The 

specific questions used for the analysis in this paper can be found back in appendix 1. For this 

study 1,420,287 observations from 158 countries over the period of 2009 till 2016 are used. Lists 

of these can be found in more detail in appendix 2. In the following statistical analysis, two 

dependent variables are created based on two questions from the GWP. The first one is the 

dependent variable immob_both which indicates that a person in the next twelve months does not 

intend to migrate both international and internal. The second one is the dependent variable 

immob_abr which tells if someone does not want to move permanently abroad if the opportunity to 

do so occurs. The two dependent variables differ in three ways. The first question does not specify 

a destination, migration could be both internal and international while the second question only 

includes international migration. The second difference is that the first question mentions a time 

span of twelve months while the second question does not. The third difference is that the first 

question does not include the possibility of return migration by using permanently in the question. 

The latter question gives the respondents the opportunity for temporary migration. 

 

The questions that are used as explanatory variables can be divided in different groups which can 

be found back in table 1. The first category contains general traditional and personal characteristics 

such as age, gender, education level, living in an urban or rural area and the country where a 

person lives in. Other questions are selected based on what was found as other possible 
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explanations for the immobility of people in the previous literature study and what was available in 

the GWP, besides the traditional characteristics.  

 

The difficulty is to combine all these variables in one model because of the fact that for some 

variables there are no observations for some years or only observations for a limited selection of 

countries. Therefore, for some variables there are no overlapping data with other variables which 

makes it impossible to fit them in the same model. To overcome this problem, different models will 

be estimated. The first model with as dependent variable immob_both contains only the traditional 

variables (see table 1). Next, a comparison will be made between low income countries and middle 

income countries to study if the influence of some determinants has another direction or magnitude. 

Then the same models are regressed but with immob_abr as dependent variable. Further one or 

more variables will be added to this base model and will be tested for a total of sixteen models. The 

models will be estimated with logistic regression with country fixed effects that capture time-

invariant unobserved characteristics of countries. 
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Table 1: Categories of independent variables 

Category Variables 

Personal/Traditional 

characteristics 

age, gender, education level, rural or urban area, number of adults 

in household, number of children in household, family member or 

friend abroad, household income per capita, country of origin 

Income and poverty employment, capability to save/invest, family assistance, no 

money to go abroad,  

Family and community 

ties 

cannot leave relatives, marriage, community index, 

thriving/struggling/suffering in community, time spend with family 

Religion  Religious 

Gender discrimination women treated with respect 

Psychological risk, afraid to go abroad, not interested to go abroad 

Minorities Native 

Political situation security evolution, political stability, freedom 

Other no papers, health problems 

 

4.2 Results 

The first estimated model has as dependent variable immob_both that indicates if a person will not 

migrate both internationally and internally in the next twelve months. The explanatory variables are 

age, male which is a dummy for gender, hskill which tells if a person has completed tertiary 

education, urban which is a dummy that shows if a person lives in an urban or in a rural area, 

hhsize and children which respectively gives the amount of adults age fifteen or older and children 

younger than fifteen in a household, mabr which is a dummy for knowing family or a friend abroad, 

lnhhincpc which is the natural logarithm of the household income per capita and the variable o that 

gives a numeric value to the country of origin. For this regression, not all but most countries from 

the original sample are included, 152 countries in total good for 825755 observations. The results 

are displayed in table 2 in the column of full sample. The coefficients are expressed in log-odds. 

The numbers in parentheses are the p-values of the respectively coefficients. 
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Table 2: Logistic regression with traditional variables (immob_both) 

Variables Full sample Low-income countries Middle-income countries 

age   .02759 (0.000) .0284741 (0.000) .0250515 (0.000) 

male   -.1503146 (0.000)   -.2292958 (0.000) -.1247898 (0.000) 

hskill  -.217664 (0.000)   -.1836897 (0.030) -.2363372 (0.000) 

urban   -.1304932 (0.000)  -.3157807 (0.000) -.1268461 (0.000) 

hhsize  .0097596 (0.006)  -.0064969 (0.503) .0226817 (0.000) 

children .011697 (0.001) .0091319 (0.135) .0069612 (0.004) 

mabr  -.3444735 (0.000) -.3184705 (0.000) -.3262938 (0.000)  

lnhhincpc  .004001 (0.132)  -.0103384 (0.094) .0038647 (0.040)  

 

 

 

Table 2 shows that a higher age and a higher number of adults and children have a positive impact 

on the likelihood to stay, with all three being very significant. The household income per capita also 

has a positive impact but is not significant. This might be a result of the complex role of income in 

the decision to move. While a higher income increases the ability to move, sometimes it could also 

lead to lower aspirations to migrate. Further, the results show that being a man, being high 

educated and having friends or family abroad lowers the likelihood to stay which confirms the theory 

discussed before. Also, living in an urban area decreases the likelihood to stay, which could be the 

result of a less tighter community and. Further can be seen in table 2 that the country of origin can 

have both a positive and negative impact on the likelihood to stay. It are mainly countries from 

Africa and Latin- and South America that have a negative impact, but also negative effects can be 

found for some countries in the Middle-East. This will be further examined in the following models 

where only respondents from low income countries and middle income countries are selected. The 

most important influence on immobility concluded from this table, are having family or friends 

abroad even when internal migration is included, which highlights the importance of having 

networks to move. The impact of the number of adults and children has a much less bigger impact 

but both are significant. 
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By taking a look at table 2 in the column of the coefficients with only the low income countries 

selected, some differences can be spotted in comparison with the first regression. The coefficient 

of the natural logarithm of the household income per capita has now a negative impact on the 

likelihood to stay, although it is still insignificant. This can be explained by the fact that a higher 

income improves the ability to migrate and that there are higher aspirations to move to more 

developed areas or countries in low income countries. Another difference is that the number of 

adults in the household also has become a negative impact on the likelihood to stay, although it is 

not significant. Reason for this could be that in low income countries migration can be seen as a 

risk diversification strategy. The more adults in a household, the higher the ability to send someone 

away who can provide by sending remittances. Further, the number of children in the household 

has become insignificant for the likelihood to move. This can also be a result of migrations as a risk 

diversification strategy where one of the parents leave the family to work elsewhere and send 

money back. In this model also having family and friends abroad the biggest influence, although 

living in an urban or rural area has become an even important determinant. 

 

In table 2, the same model is included for only lower- and upper middle income countries selected. 

The main difference with the low income countries is that the coefficient of the logarithm of 

household income per capita is positive now but still not significant at the five per cent level. In 

these countries a higher income will lead to a higher likelihood to stay. The number of adults in the 

household also have a positive and significant impact compared to the negative impact in low 

income countries. This could result from the fact that in middle income countries family ties overrule 

the risk diversifying strategy of migration whereby having someone working elsewhere is less 

necessary to survive. Compared to the regression for all countries, the coefficients of all variables 

have the same direction. Only difference is that the number children is insignificant for middle 

income countries. Also in this model having networks or not is still the most important influence on 

staying. Living in a rural or urban area has become a less pronounced influence than in the sample 

of the low income countries, but still plays an important role.  

 

In the next paragraphs, the same models will be described but now with another dependent 

variable, namely immob_abr. This variable indicates if a person does not want to move permanently 

to another country if the chance occurs to do so. The difference with the previous used dependent 

variable is that only international migration is considered and that internal migration is excluded or 

is not given as an option. Further migration has not to occur immediately in the next twelve months 

and only permanent migration is included compared to the dependent variable immob_both. 
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Table 3: Logistic regression with traditional variables (immob_abr) 

Variable Full sample Low-income countries Middle-income countries 

age   .0348701 (0.000)  .0378799 (0.000) .0343817 (0.000) 

male   -.2682942 (0.000) -.3559506 (0.000) -.2684772 (0.000) 

hskill  -.1415323 (0.000)  -.06601 (0.367)  -.1607459 (0.000)  

urban  -.2601278 (0.000) -.3155009 (0.000) -.2997571 (0.000) 

hhsize  -.01014128 (0.000) -.0454462 (0.000) -.0111294 (0.000) 

children  .0066918 (0.089) .0019947 (0.635) .0054709 (0.326) 

mabr   -.6440244 (0.000)  -.4640249 (0.000) -.6579425 (0.000) 

lnhhincpc  .000400 (0.901) -.0175631 (0.001) .0015306 (0.695) 

 

Table 3 shows the results with the traditional variables for all countries with immob_abr as 

dependent variable. The same conclusions can be drawn as in the model with immob_both as 

dependent variable. Being older, having more children and having a higher income increases the 

intention not migrate abroad. Being a man, being tertiary educated, living in an urban area, having 

more household members that are fifteen years or older and having family members or friends 

abroad lowers the intention not to migrate permanently abroad. Networks are also in this case the 

most influencing determinant and are not surprisingly more pronounced as only international 

migration is included. The other most important determinants are the area of living, being high 

educated and gender. Age also plays a role and is very significant. The number of adults in the 

household have a smaller influence but are significant while the number of children and household 

income are not significant. 

 

Table 3 further shows the estimated coefficients of the sample of low income countries. One of the 

differences is that the coefficient of the household income is slightly negative but highly significant. 

The negative impact of income was also observed for the regression with immob_both as 

dependent variable with only the low income countries selected. What is found as well, is that in 

general gender and the area of living plays a more important role in the intention not to move in 

poorer countries. Education level is not significant here, while for accounting for the intention not 

to choose for both internal and international migration for poor countries this was an important 

factor. Having children is also not significant, but the number of adult household members is very 

significant and more pronounced than in previous models.  
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In table 3, the results with only the lower and upper middle income countries selected, are also 

displayed. Compared to the sample with the low income countries, the coefficient of income has 

become positive but is insignificant. Having someone you know abroad is an even more important 

determinant. Another difference is that having followed a tertiary education is a big influence for the 

middle income countries and very significant. While the household income was very significant for 

the low income countries, it is not significant at the five per cent level for the middle income 

countries. The number of adults have a much bigger impact on poorer countries than on middle 

income countries. Contrary to the regressions where the dependent variable included both internal 

and international migration, the coefficient of the number of adults in a household is still negative 

for the sample of middle income countries when only looked at the likelihood not to migrate abroad. 

Similar to the sample of low income countries are the coefficients of the variables male and urban. 

The number of children is still insignificant. 

 

From now on, some variables will be added to the original regression and the influence of some 

restrictions will be examined. The dependent variable that will be used in the following models is 

immob_both that includes both international and internal migration. In table 3 the results can be 

seen when added some extra variables. The first variable added in the extended model 1 is native, 

a dummy that tells if a person is born in the country where living or if the person is born in another 

country. Next, the dummy empl is added which is an indicator for the employment status of a 

person. The last dummy added in this extended model is Marriage which gives a value 1 to people 

that are married and live with their husband or wife or have a domestic partner. Single, widowed, 

divorced and separated people are given a value 0 to this dummy. This model includes the same 

152 countries that were used for the original model with traditional variables. The number of 

children and the household income are both not significant while the other traditional variables are 

very significant. Compared to the original model, no big differences in the magnitude of the 

coefficients are found. Being male, having followed tertiary education, living in an urban area and 

having networks all still prove to have a negative influence on the likelihood to stay. On the other 

hand, being older, having a higher income and a higher number of children and adults in the 

household increases the probability to stay. It can be seen that being born in the country where the 

person is living has a pronounced and very significant impact on the likelihood not to move. This 

confirms the theory which states that a person is more likely to move if he or she has already done 

it before. Being employed has surprisingly a negative impact on the probability not to move and is 

very significant. This is not in line with the theory that states that employment binds a person to 
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certain place. This can be a result of a higher income when employed and thus a higher ability to 

migrate. However, the coefficient of the household income per capita is slightly positive which 

means that a higher income increases the likelihood to stay, but the variable is also insignificant. 

Being married is very significant and has a positive impact on the likelihood to stay which is in line 

with the theory. 

 

In the second extended model, some variables that measure the influence of the community are 

added. The first three are the variables thriving, suffering and struggling which are three possible 

answers to a component of well-being that includes liking where you live, feeling safe and having 

pride in your community. The fourth one is the dummy CommunityIndex which is a dummy for the 

Community Basics Index that measures satisfaction with aspects of everyday life in a community, 

including education, environment, healthcare, housing, and infrastructure. The Community Basics 

Index measures a score from 0 to 100. The dummy CommunityIndex is given a value 1 if the score 

is 50 or higher. As found in the literature study, religion also plays an important role in how a person 

is integrated in the community. Therefore, the dummy relig_dummy is included, which tells if a 

person is religious or is Secular/Nonreligious/Agnostic/Atheist. To see what the influence of religion 

on marriage is, the variable Marriage is also added here. This model describes a sample of 143 

countries. The traditional variables have not changed much in this model. All variables are very 

significant besides the number of children and the household income per capita. Networks are also 

in this model one of the most influencing factor on the likelihood to stay. The influence for being 

married has become more positive, although the difference is very small. Reason for this could be 

the influence of religion. This model also shows that being religious increases the likelihood to stay 

and is very significant what is in line with the literature study. Religion can tighten someone to a 

community. All four community variables are very significant. Thriving in the community where the 

person is living, has not surprisingly a positive impact on the likelihood to stay while suffering has 

a very pronounced negative impact. Suffering in the community even seems to be a more important 

determinant than knowing someone abroad. Struggling has also a positive impact. In line with this 

is that when the Community Basics Index scores 50 or more, the influence on the probability to 

stay is positive. 
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Table 4: Extended models (immob_both) 

Variable Extended model 1 Extended model 2 Extended model 3 

age  .0259193 (0.000)  .0264298 (0.000) .0256043 (0.000) 

male   -.1391556 (0.000) -.1448733 (0.000) -.1032756 (0.000) 

hskill   -.2148594 (0.000) -.2220331 (0.000) -.1733162 (0.000) 

urban   -.1187819 (0.000)  -.1317399 (0.000) -.154909 (0.001) 

hhsize  .011588 (0.002)  .0119505 (0.002) .0736394 (0.000) 

children .0039745 (0.217) .0038699 (0.228) -.0119029 (0.027) 

mabr   -.3277434 (0.000) -.3693119 (0.002) -.3449355 (0.000) 

lnhhincpc .0034997 (0.193) -.0036321 (0.176) .0085412 (0.086) 

native .2994385 (0.000) / / 

empl -.0399564 (0.004) / / 

Marriage .1788096 (0.000) .187027 (0.000) / 

thriving / .2809715 (0.000) / 

struggling / .1350239 (0.000) / 

suffering / -.6229615 (0.000) / 

CommunityIndex / .2418169 (0.000) / 

relig_dummy / .1145054 (0.000) / 

Freedom / / .1330119 (0.000) 

PolNotStable / / -.199824 (0.000) 

HealthProblems / / -.1422735 (0.000) 

 

 

The extended model 3 includes three variables besides the traditional ones. First the dummy 

Freedom is added to indicate if a person is satisfied with the freedom in his life. Further the dummy 

HealthProblems is included which answers the question if a person has any health problems that 

prevents the person from doing any of the things people of the same age normally can do. The last 

variable added, is the dummy PolNotStable, which is given a value of 1 if the country is political not 

stable and given a value of 0 if the country is political somewhat stable or very stable. This model 

consists of a sample of 108,698 observations from the period 2009 till 2015 for 23 countries, all 

Latin-American. Full lists of these can be found in appendix 3. In this model, the biggest difference 

is that the number of children is significant and negative at the five per cent level. In all other models, 

the impact of the number of children was positive. Having freedom in life has, not surprisingly, a 
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positive impact on the likelihood to stay. When a respondent indicates that the country or region 

where living, is not political stable, the likelihood to stay decreases. Having health problems also 

has a negative impact on the probability to stay in Latin-America. This is somewhat surprising 

because health problems could limit the mobility of people. The negative influence could be 

explained by the fact that when having health problems, people move to family or to a nursing home 

where they could get care



  

 

Table 5: Logistic regression with traditional variables, variables added (immob_both) 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable Respect for women Risk aversion Time spend with family Assistance Security evolution Never been to another country Ability to save/invest

age .0269453 (0.000) .024288 (0.000) .0185409 (0.000)  .0105406 (0.000) .026654 (0.000) .0241556 (0.000) .0336848 (0.000)

male -.1799536 (0.000) -.1396476 (0.007) -.1479163 (0.014) -.1943628 (0.051) -.156333 (0.003) .017558 (0.874) -.1974724 (0.003)

hskill -.2201521 (0.000) -.1074573 (0.011) -.2313907 (0.000) -.1104768 (0.183) -.1750999 (0.022) -.5039448 (0.010) .1167732 (0.326)

urban -.1246922 (0.000)  -.1396272 (0.008)   '-.039211 (0.465) -.1987837 (0.313) -.0879256 (0.292) .0990114 (0.485) .0984223 (0.493)

hhsize .0097684 (0.008) .0157326 (0.131)  -.0001322 (0.986) .0020059 (0.889) .0143913 (0.274) .0366114 (0.243) .0562735 (0.084)

children .0086127  (0.017) -.0082752  (0.502)  .0125117 (0.268) .0376179 (0.073) .0045928 (0.569) .0000176 (0.999) -.0127925 (0.683)

mabr -.3409546 (0.000) -.3596113 (0.000) -.2190716 (0.000) -.1725184 (0.133) -.295703 (0.000) -.4568707 (0.000) -.5016514 (0.000)

lnhhincpc .00385 (0.0140) -.0084684 (0.613) .0148918 (0.488) .0165302 (0.564) .0014075 (0.808) .0212546 (0.132) -.0045033 (0.885)

WomenRespect .2798966 (0.000) / / / / / /

risk / -.2498609 (0.000) / / / / /

FamilyTime / /  .1505334 (0.111) .3525801 (0.163) / / /

AssistanceFam / / / .1604505 (0.196) / / /

EvolSecurity / / / / -.1884177 (0.015) / /

notinterested / / / / / .1697392 (0.362) /

afraidtogo / / / / / .1775038 (0.211) /

cantleaverel / / / / / .1597412 (0.021) /

nopapers / / / / / .3408008 (0.000) /

nomoneytogooutsidecountry/ / / / / -.0393952 (0.757) /

saveinvest / / / / / / -.2359327 (0.248) 



  

 

Table 5 displays the results for the traditional model with variables added. The first variable that 

will be studied is the dummy WomenRespect which indicates whether the respondent believes that 

women in this country are treated with respect and dignity. The sample for this model consists of 

648,205 observations for 152 countries for the period 2006 till 2015. All variables in this model are 

very significant. When respect for women is included, the influence of being male on the likelihood 

is somewhat more negative than compared to the original model. When indicated that women are 

respected, the probability to stay increases and is very significant. The fact that women are 

respected, might decrease the aspiration for women to move, although the ability to do so might 

be higher. 

 

Next step is to add the variable risk which indicates the risk aversion of a person. The variable tells 

if a person agrees with the statement “You are willing to take any amount of extreme risk to get 

what you want”. The sample of this model consists of 44,876 observation for 46 countries from the 

year 2010. Lists of the period and countries can be found back in the appendix. Household income 

and the number of children and adults in the household are all insignificant. Striking is that having 

followed a tertiary education has a lower impact than in the original model. This could be the result 

of the fact that high educated people are greater risk takers. When someone is willing to take risks, 

the likelihood to stay is decreased. As the outcomes of the investment in migration is very uncertain, 

this result is not surprising. 

 

Next the influence of spending time with family will be studied by adding the dummy FamilyTime. 

The dummy indicates if a person spends no time with family or spends time with his family which 

can vary between one hour a day and more than nine hours a day. Because of the small samples 

of the following variables that will be added, the expanded version of the model with traditional 

values will not be used anymore because regression is not possible because there is no overlap. 

The time spend with family is only registered in 2011 and 2012 in seventeen countries, most of 

them located in the Middle-East. These can be found back in appendix 5. The most influencing 

determinants are in line with previous regressions. Age, gender, education level and having 

networks are decisive factors to not move. The distinction between living in an urban or rural area, 

the household income and the numbers of adults and children in the household are not significant. 

The estimated coefficient for the time spend with family induces that if a person spends one hour 

a day or more with his relatives, the person has a higher likelihood to stay. When someone’s family 

is separated, there is an incentive for family reunification which increases the probability to migrate. 

However, the estimation is not significant at both the five and ten per cent significance level.  
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Next, the dummy AssistanceFam is added to the model with FamilyTime as variable. The variable 

AssistanceFam answers the question if a person in this country can get financial assistance from 

his or her family when the person is out of work. If the question is responded with a positive answer, 

the dummy gets the value 1. The dummy is given the value 0 if the opposite answer is given to the 

question. There are 3500 observations conducted for four oil states for the years 2011 and 2012, 

which can be found more in detail in appendix 6. The first thing that draws attention, is that in this 

model only age is significant at the five per cent level. Gender and having children are the only two 

variables that are still significant at the ten per cent level. The variables time spend with family and 

getting financial assistance from family when out of work are both strongly positive correlated to 

the likelihood not to move but are insignificant. 

 

The following variable that will be studied as a possible determinant of immobility, is the feeling of 

safety where a person is living. The variable EvolSecurit answers the question if a person thinks if 

the security will get better, get worse, or will stay the same in the next two years. If a person thinks 

the evolution of security will become worse the next two years, the value 1 is given to the dummy 

EvolSecurity. This question was asked in 2012 in 27 African countries listed in appendix 7, resulting 

in 28127 observations. How a person thinks the security will evolve seems a good predictor for the 

likelihood not to move. If a person predicts that the country or region where he or she lives in, will 

become less safe, the likelihood that the person will stay, decreases. Age, gender, education level, 

knowing someone abroad are in line with the other models, decisive factors of the probability to be 

immobile. 

 

For the next model, the added variables are based on answers asked to people that have never 

been to another country, temporary trips included. The variables added to this model give the 

following possible reasons to explain why those people have never been to another country: not 

interested to go, afraid to go, cannot leave relatives, not having the restricted papers and not having 

enough money. This model includes 6396 observations, all registered from people never have left 

their country of birth. Data are available for 2011 for twelve countries, all former Soviet Union 

republics which can be found more in detail in appendix 8. From the traditional variables, only age, 

having followed tertiary education or not and knowing a friend or relative abroad are significant. 

The influence of following tertiary education is very pronounced here compared to the original 

model which could be an indication that highly educated people are more able to overcome 

obstacles like fear and obtaining the required papers. Networks also play an important role here. 
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The reason for this might be that knowing someone abroad decreases the costs. Relatives abroad 

also could help with paperwork and lowers the risks of migration. Surprisingly, when someone is 

never been outside the country because of having no money, the likelihood not to move decreases. 

However, this variable is not significant. The other coefficients are positive when given a positive 

answer to the other questions what the reason is for never been to another country. Only nopapers 

and cantleaverel are significant at the five per cent significance level. When a person did not have 

the required papers to leave the country, the likelihood not to migrate rises. When someone says 

that leaving relatives hindered the person not to leave the country, the likelihood to stay increases. 

For this model, it is important to keep in mind that only observations are included from people that 

have never left their country. So, this might not be representative for the whole population.  

 

The last determinant that will be studied is the ability to save and invest. This is represented by the 

dummy saveinvest to which the value 1 is given if a person has the ability to set aside some money 

from the earned income that can be saved or invest. 8699 observations from 2009 and 2010 are 

used to estimate this model, conducted in six countries in the Balkans and Turkey as can be found 

back more in detail in appendix 9. In this model, only the traditional variables age, networks and 

gender are significant. The coefficient of having relatives abroad is more negative than in the 

original model. This might be consequence of the fact that networks reduce costs and that 

maintaining networks also has its costs. When someone is able to invest, the likelihood to stay 

decreases, which is in line with what is written in the literature study. However, the variable is not 

significant. 

 

 

A conclusion of previous data analysis, is that the likelihood to stay both in terms of internal and 

internationally migration cannot be reduced to one or some determinants. First having networks 

was a returning decisive factor in all models that were regressed. This confirms the theory which 

states that networks reduce the costs and risks of migration. Becoming older has a positive impact 

on the ability to stay, which was also found in the literature study. The possibility of the existence 

of gendered constructs that might cause women to stay are also found back in this analysis. The 

likelihood to stay is lower when being male compared to being female. The findings from the 

regressions that living in an urban area decreases the probability to stay is consistent with the 

theory. A less tight community decreases the likelihood to stay and also the economic opportunities 

in the city has a positive influence on the ability to migrate. The fact that the highly educated are 

less inclined to stay is also in line with the findings of the literature study. The number of adults in 
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the household can have an impact but the significance depends on the selection of countries. This 

variable can have both a negative as a positive influence, also dependent of the selection of the 

countries. In poor countries, having more adults in the household could be an incentive to use 

migration as a risk spreading strategy. In less poorer countries, family ties are more important and 

migration is less needed to survive. Surprising is that in many model the household income does 

not play a significant role in the likelihood to stay. This could be a result of the dual role that income 

might play. Earning a high income might decrease migration aspirations but increases the ability to 

migrate. This is confirmed by the fact that the variable income can both have a negative and a 

positive impact on the likelihood to stay. The number of children is in many of the estimated models 

not significant for the likelihood to stay. The complexity of the determinants of immobility becomes 

more clear when more variables are added. Being native, religious factors, employment status, 

marriage, community factors, risk aversion, health problems, having the restricted papers, evolution 

of security, political stability, freedom and cannot leave relatives in life are all to be found significant 

factors of being immobile or not. These findings are consistent with the theory, only the direction of 

the impact of health problems is surprising. The expectation was that having health problems has 

a positive impact on the likelihood to stay because of the physical immobility. However, the 

influence is found to be negative. A possible explanation for this could be that people move closer 

to family or nursing homes where they could get care. 
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 
 

This paper started with the overlooking of the left-behind in migration studies, those who 

involuntarily or voluntarily decide to stay. Migration literature focuses on what drives migration and 

on who migrates, but it often neglects to look which determinants have an influence on people to 

stay. The fact that actual migrants are just a small share of the pool of potential migrants indicates 

that the importance of immobility cannot be ignored. In many cultures, the aspiration to migrate is 

an important aspect of life and that many fail to do so, has implications for the daily life and the 

development of the culture. The fact that many people, despite economic incentives like wage 

differences, voluntarily stay in the country or region where living, also raises questions. Therefore, 

it is important to look at the determinants of immobility to have a better understanding on how 

migration works. 

 

The statistical analysis indicates that the reasons why people stay cannot be reduced to one or 

some determinants. Immobility is determined by a complex set of many factors that play on different 

levels. The influences at the micro-level are gender, age, socio-economic status, networks and 

information, psychological factors and locational advantages. Determinants that are decisive at the 

macro-level are political stability and development in a country or region and restrictive migration 

policies. When testing the influences on the likelihood to stay, having networks seems to be one of 

the most important factors, having a negative impact on immobility. Another decisive factor, is the 

level of schooling. People that have followed tertiary education are less likely to be immobile. 

People that live in an urban area also tend to be less immobile. Further gender has an important 

role with a higher probability for women to stay. Becoming older has a positive impact on the 

likelihood to stay. The number of children in the household is in most cases an insignificant factor. 

The number of adults is a more influencing factor, but the direction depends on the sample of 

countries. In poorer countries, having more adults in the household has a negative influence while 

in other countries there was a positive effect found. In the full sample of all countries, the direction 

of the coefficient of the variable is positive. The most surprising result is that the natural logarithm 

of the household income per capita was often not significant. Literature states that migration is very 

costly and a certain level of income has to be reached in order to be able to move. So, this is not 

in line with the results found in the statistical analysis. The ability to save and/or invest is 
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insignificant as well, which also does not confirm the literature, although it has to be said that this 

variable was only examined in a small sample of countries. 

 

The versatility of immobility is clear when extra variables are examined. Being married and being 

native increases the likelihood to stay. The value given to the community is also a decisive factor. 

Feeling well in the community has a positive impact on the propensity to stay while feeling badly 

has a negative impact. Being religious also improves the likelihood to stay. Evolution of security, 

political stability and having freedom in life are all three also significant for immobility. When the 

country is political stable and people have freedom in life, the likelihood to stay increases. When 

the security will become worse the next two years, people have a lower probability to move. People 

who are willing to take risks are more inclined not to stay. Being in employment was surprisingly 

found to be a negative factor on staying. A possible explanation for this is that when someone is 

employed, the person earns a higher income and is more able to overcome the costs. The direction 

of having health problems is also not in line with the theory which expects a positive effect on 

staying because of the physical limitations. In the data-analysis of this paper, a negative influence 

is found. The last significant variable is not having the restricted papers to migrate, which has a 

positive impact on the propensity to stay. Cannot leave relatives is a positive and significant variable 

while time spend with family and getting assistance from family when needed, are not significant. 

Further psychological factors like fear and interest in moving seem to be insignificant. 

 

It has to be mentioned that this model has many limitations. First, the data-analysis only shows if a 

determinant has an impact on the likelihood to stay and what the direction and magnitude is. But 

the models fail to say if the determinants have an influence on the aspiration to stay, the ability to 

move or both. Secondly, the main goal of this paper was to give a general view of what the 

determinants are of immobility. The specific components of immobility have to be examined more 

in detail. For some variables, only a selected period or a selected group of countries is available in 

the Gallup World Polls which makes it hard to make some general conclusions about the direction 

and significance of some variables. Third, the specific categories of immobility have to be studied 

more in detail. Different types of immobility like acquiescent mobility, the second state of immobility 

and involuntary international immobility are mostly ignored in the statistical research. 

 

As many people do not live where they want to live and thus are involuntarily immobile, it is also 

important to known what the impact is on the well-being for these people and the development for 
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the communities where they live in. It is crucial that the migration bias in the literature shifts to more 

focus for immobility so that the left behinds are not left behind in migration studies. 
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Appendix 
 

 

Appendix 1: GWP Questions 

 

Variable Question 

risk Please tell me whether you agree or disagree with the following 

statements: You are willing to take any amount of extreme risk to get what 

you want. 

children How many children under 15 years of age are now living in your 

household? 

age Please tell me your age. 

hhsize Including yourself, how many people who are residents of this country, 

age 15 or over, currently live in this household? 

HealthProblems Do you have any health problems that prevent you from doing any of the 

things people your age normally can do? 

native Were you born in this country, or not? 

Inhhincpc Annual household income in International Dollars 

saveinvest Are you currently able to save or invest part of your monthly income? 

male Gender 

EvolSec Do you think each of the following will get better, get worse, or stay the 

same in the next two years? Security 

hskill EDUCATION_CAT 
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religionimportant Do you feel that religion is an important part of the well-being of your 

country's citizens? 

Marriage What is your current marital status? 

urban Do you live in . . . ? 

o Country name 

Thriving, suffering, 

struggling 

A component of well-being that includes liking where you live, feeling safe 

and having pride in your community 

CommunityIndex The Community Basics Index measures satisfaction with aspects of 

everyday life in a community, including education, environment, 

healthcare, housing, and infrastructure. 

nomoneytogooutsidecountry Please tell me whether or not each of the following is a reason why you 

have never traveled to another country. I do not have enough money to 

go to another country. (asked only of those who have never been to 

another country) 

afraidtogo Please tell me whether or not each of the following is a reason why you 

have never traveled to another country. I’m afraid to go to another country 

(asked only of those who have never been to another country) 

notinterested Please tell me whether or not each of the following is a reason why you 

have never traveled to another country. I am not interested in traveling to 

another country (asked only of those who have never been to another 

country) 

nopapers Please tell me whether or not each of the following is a reason why you 

have never traveled to another country. I do not have the necessary 

INTERNATIONAL papers or documents (for example, a foreign passport) 

(asked only of those who have never been to another country) 

cantleaverel Please tell me whether or not each of the following is a reason why you 

have never travelled to another country. I cannot leave my close friends 

or relatives (asked only of those who have never been to another country) 
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WomenRespect Do you believe that women in this country are treated with respect and 

dignity, or not? 

Freedom In this country, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with your freedom to 

choose what you do with your life? 

empl Respondents fall into one of six categories of employment based on a 

combination of answers to a series of questions about employment. 

FamilyTime On an average day, roughly how much time do you spend on the following 

activities: Time with family and relatives 

AssistanceFam If people are out of work in this country, can they get financial assistance 

from any of the following sources? Family 

mabr Do you currently have family members or relatives living permanently in 

other countries (including countries of the former Soviet Union), or not? 

PolNotStable How stable do you see the political situation in this country nowadays? 

Would you say it is . . . ? 
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Appendix 2: List from years and countries of origin, logistic regression with 

traditional variables 
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                                   Ghana        9,008        0.63       33.09

                                Germany       19,103        1.35       32.46

                                Georgia       10,080        0.71       31.11

                                  Gabon        6,012        0.42       30.40

                                 France       10,987        0.77       29.98

                                Finland        7,755        0.55       29.21

                               Ethiopia        4,003        0.28       28.66

                                Estonia        8,231        0.58       28.38

                            El Salvador       10,008        0.70       27.80

                                  Egypt       13,596        0.96       27.10

                                Ecuador       10,068        0.71       26.14

                     Dominican Republic        9,998        0.70       25.43

                               Djibouti        3,999        0.28       24.73

                                Denmark        9,773        0.69       24.44

                         Czech Republic        9,168        0.65       23.76

                                 Cyprus        6,547        0.46       23.11

                                Croatia        9,067        0.64       22.65

                             Costa Rica       10,008        0.70       22.01

                      Congo Brazzaville        6,999        0.49       21.31

                                Comoros        6,000        0.42       20.81

                               Colombia        9,997        0.70       20.39

                                  China       38,789        2.73       19.69

                                  Chile        9,230        0.65       16.96

                                   Chad        9,998        0.70       16.31

               Central African Republic        3,000        0.21       15.60

                                 Canada        7,074        0.50       15.39

                               Cameroon       10,200        0.72       14.89

                               Cambodia       10,024        0.71       14.17

                                Burundi        4,000        0.28       13.47

                           Burkina Faso        9,008        0.63       13.19

                               Bulgaria        9,009        0.63       12.55

                                 Brazil       11,204        0.79       11.92

                               Botswana        8,000        0.56       11.13

                 Bosnia and Herzegovina       10,029        0.71       10.57

                                Bolivia       10,003        0.70        9.86

                                 Bhutan        3,040        0.21        9.16

                                  Benin        6,996        0.49        8.94

                                 Belize        1,006        0.07        8.45

                                Belgium        9,056        0.64        8.38

                                Belarus       10,495        0.74        7.74

                             Bangladesh       11,200        0.79        7.00

                                Bahrain       10,135        0.71        6.21

                             Azerbaijan       10,000        0.70        5.50

                                Austria        9,006        0.63        4.80

                              Australia        8,024        0.56        4.16

                                Armenia       10,000        0.70        3.60

                              Argentina       10,000        0.70        2.89

                                 Angola        4,000        0.28        2.19

                                Algeria        7,030        0.49        1.91

                                Albania        9,049        0.64        1.41

                            Afghanistan       11,010        0.78        0.78

                                                                            

                COUNTRYNEW Country Name        Freq.     Percent        Cum.
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                                  Panama       10,023        0.71       67.45

                Palestinian Territories       12,999        0.92       66.74

                               Pakistan       11,364        0.80       65.83

                                 Norway        5,009        0.35       65.03

                                Nigeria       10,999        0.77       64.68

                                  Niger       10,016        0.71       63.90

                              Nicaragua       10,015        0.71       63.20

                            New Zealand        7,020        0.49       62.49

                            Netherlands        8,751        0.62       62.00

                                  Nepal       11,105        0.78       61.38

                                Namibia        1,999        0.14       60.60

                                Myanmar        5,100        0.36       60.46

                             Mozambique        3,000        0.21       60.10

                                Morocco        9,072        0.64       59.89

                               Mongolia        9,000        0.63       59.25

                                Moldova       10,000        0.70       58.62

                                 Mexico       11,047        0.78       57.91

                              Mauritius        3,000        0.21       57.13

                             Mauritania       11,992        0.84       56.92

                                  Malta        7,049        0.50       56.08

                                   Mali        9,000        0.63       55.58

                               Malaysia        9,254        0.65       54.95

                                 Malawi        7,996        0.56       54.30

                             Madagascar        7,016        0.49       53.73

                              Macedonia        9,161        0.65       53.24

                             Luxembourg        7,003        0.49       52.59

                              Lithuania        9,014        0.63       52.10

                                  Libya        3,004        0.21       51.47

                                Liberia        6,000        0.42       51.26

                                Lesotho        2,000        0.14       50.83

                                Lebanon       12,054        0.85       50.69

                                 Latvia        8,074        0.57       49.84

                                   Laos        3,000        0.21       49.28

                             Kyrgyzstan       10,000        0.70       49.06

                                 Kuwait       10,014        0.71       48.36

                                  Kenya       10,189        0.72       47.65

                             Kazakhstan       10,000        0.70       46.94

                                 Jordan       12,008        0.85       46.23

                                  Japan       12,157        0.86       45.39

                                Jamaica        1,514        0.11       44.53

                            Ivory Coast        5,008        0.35       44.43

                                  Italy       11,037        0.78       44.07

                                 Israel       10,002        0.70       43.30

                                Ireland        8,502        0.60       42.59

                                   Iraq       10,017        0.71       41.99

                                   Iran        8,053        0.57       41.29

                              Indonesia       11,210        0.79       40.72

                                  India       39,794        2.80       39.93

                                Iceland        3,131        0.22       37.13

                                Hungary        9,066        0.64       36.91

                              Hong Kong        5,555        0.39       36.27

                               Honduras       10,004        0.70       35.88

                                  Haiti        4,028        0.28       35.18

                                 Guyana          501        0.04       34.89

                                 Guinea        6,008        0.42       34.86

                              Guatemala       10,029        0.71       34.43

                                 Greece        9,001        0.63       33.73
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                                   Total    1,420,287      100.00

                                                                            

                               Zimbabwe        8,997        0.63      100.00

                                 Zambia        8,998        0.63       99.37

                                  Yemen       11,000        0.77       98.73

                                Vietnam       11,098        0.78       97.96

                              Venezuela       10,000        0.70       97.18

                             Uzbekistan        9,000        0.63       96.47

                                Uruguay       10,018        0.71       95.84

                          United States        8,103        0.57       95.13

                         United Kingdom       18,201        1.28       94.56

                   United Arab Emirates       12,917        0.91       93.28

                                Ukraine       10,221        0.72       92.37

                                 Uganda        9,982        0.70       91.65

                           Turkmenistan        7,000        0.49       90.95

                                 Turkey       11,007        0.77       90.46

                                Tunisia       11,288        0.79       89.68

                    Trinidad and Tobago        1,510        0.11       88.89

                                   Togo        4,998        0.35       88.78

                               Thailand       11,063        0.78       88.43

                               Tanzania       10,014        0.71       87.65

                             Tajikistan       10,000        0.70       86.95

                                 Taiwan        7,001        0.49       86.24

                                  Syria       10,370        0.73       85.75

                            Switzerland        4,506        0.32       85.02

                                 Sweden        9,761        0.69       84.70

                              Swaziland        1,000        0.07       84.01

                               Suriname          504        0.04       83.94

                                  Sudan        6,648        0.47       83.91

                              Sri Lanka       10,215        0.72       83.44

                                  Spain       11,030        0.78       82.72

                            South Sudan        3,000        0.21       81.94

                            South Korea       10,001        0.70       81.73

                           South Africa       10,999        0.77       81.03

                                Somalia        9,183        0.65       80.25

                               Slovenia        7,523        0.53       79.61

                               Slovakia        7,030        0.49       79.08

                              Singapore       10,557        0.74       78.58

                           Sierra Leone        7,013        0.49       77.84

                  Serbia and Montenegro       24,590        1.73       77.35

                                Senegal        9,999        0.70       75.61

                           Saudi Arabia       12,356        0.87       74.91

                                 Rwanda        7,000        0.49       74.04

                                 Russia       24,010        1.69       73.55

                                Romania        9,008        0.63       71.86

                                  Qatar        3,012        0.21       71.22

                            Puerto Rico          499        0.04       71.01

                               Portugal        9,042        0.64       70.98

                                 Poland       10,029        0.71       70.34

                            Philippines       11,000        0.77       69.63

                                   Peru       10,000        0.70       68.86

                               Paraguay       10,000        0.70       68.15
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Appendix 3: List from years and countries of origin, Extended model 3 

 

 

 

      Total      108,698      100.00

                                                

       2015       16,753       15.41      100.00

       2014       18,086       16.64       84.59

       2013       16,549       15.22       67.95

       2012       16,220       14.92       52.72

       2011       16,060       14.77       37.80

       2010       11,928       10.97       23.03

       2009       13,102       12.05       12.05

                                                

       Year        Freq.     Percent        Cum.

AR Calendar  

YEAR_CALEND  
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Appendix 4: List of years and countries, model with risk aversion 
 

 

                                  Total      108,698      100.00

                                                                            

                              Venezuela        5,384        4.95      100.00

                                Uruguay        5,948        5.47       95.05

                               Suriname          426        0.39       89.57

                            Puerto Rico          441        0.41       89.18

                                   Peru        6,193        5.70       88.78

                               Paraguay        6,254        5.75       83.08

                                 Panama        6,254        5.75       77.33

                              Nicaragua        5,464        5.03       71.57

                                 Mexico        4,249        3.91       66.55

                                Jamaica        1,283        1.18       62.64

                               Honduras        6,115        5.63       61.46

                                  Haiti        2,538        2.33       55.83

                              Guatemala        4,378        4.03       53.50

                            El Salvador        6,443        5.93       49.47

                                Ecuador        4,652        4.28       43.54

                     Dominican Republic        6,179        5.68       39.26

                             Costa Rica        5,525        5.08       33.58

                               Colombia        6,374        5.86       28.49

                                  Chile        5,515        5.07       22.63

                                 Brazil        6,614        6.08       17.56

                                Bolivia        5,486        5.05       11.47

                                 Belize          443        0.41        6.42

                              Argentina        6,540        6.02        6.02

                                                                            

                COUNTRYNEW Country Name        Freq.     Percent        Cum.

      Total       44,876      100.00

                                                

       2010       44,876      100.00      100.00

                                                

       Year        Freq.     Percent        Cum.

AR Calendar  

YEAR_CALEND  
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                                   Total       44,876      100.00

                                                                            

                                  Yemen          979        2.18      100.00

                                Uruguay          891        1.99       97.82

                          United States          962        2.14       95.83

                   United Arab Emirates          941        2.10       93.69

                                Tunisia          970        2.16       91.59

                               Thailand          953        2.12       89.43

                             Tajikistan          887        1.98       87.31

                                 Taiwan          967        2.15       85.33

                                  Syria          710        1.58       83.18

                                  Sudan          890        1.98       81.59

                           South Africa          990        2.21       79.61

                                Somalia          999        2.23       77.40

                           Saudi Arabia          964        2.15       75.18

                                 Russia        1,764        3.93       73.03

                                   Peru          908        2.02       69.10

                               Paraguay          923        2.06       67.08

                                 Panama          885        1.97       65.02

                Palestinian Territories          968        2.16       63.05

                                  Niger          998        2.22       60.89

                             Mauritania        1,000        2.23       58.67

                                   Mali        1,000        2.23       56.44

                              Lithuania          913        2.03       54.21

                                Lebanon          986        2.20       52.17

                                 Kuwait          985        2.19       49.98

                                 Jordan          864        1.93       47.78

                                 Israel          931        2.07       45.86

                                   Iraq          938        2.09       43.78

                               Honduras          811        1.81       41.69

                                  Haiti          394        0.88       39.89

                            El Salvador          950        2.12       39.01

                                  Egypt          946        2.11       36.89

                     Dominican Republic          979        2.18       34.78

                             Costa Rica          916        2.04       32.60

                                Comoros          992        2.21       30.56

                               Colombia          967        2.15       28.35

                                  China        3,089        6.88       26.19

                                  Chile          919        2.05       19.31

                                   Chad          995        2.22       17.26

               Central African Republic          994        2.21       15.05

                                 Canada          975        2.17       12.83

                                 Brazil          989        2.20       10.66

                               Botswana          995        2.22        8.45

                                Bolivia          902        2.01        6.24

                              Argentina          903        2.01        4.23

                                Algeria          994        2.21        2.21

                                                                            

                COUNTRYNEW Country Name        Freq.     Percent        Cum.
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Appendix 5: List of years and countries, regression with traditional variables, time 

spend with family 
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Appendix 6: List of years and countries, regression with traditional variables, time 

spend with family + assistance from family 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 7: List of years and countries, regression with traditional variables, 

evolution security 
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Appendix 8: List of years and countries, regression with traditional variables, reasons 

never been to another country 
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Appendix 9: List of years and countries, regression with traditional variables, ability 

to save/invest 
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