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Abstract

Using a large individual-level survey spanning several years and more than
150 countries, we examine the importance of social networks in influencing
individuals’ intention to migrate internationally and locally. We distinguish
close social networks (composed of friends and family) abroad and at the cur-
rent location, and broad social networks (composed of same-country residents
with intention to migrate, either internationally or locally). We find that so-
cial networks abroad are the most important driving forces of international
migration intentions, with close and broad networks jointly explaining about
37% of variation in the probability intentions. Social networks are found to be
more important factors driving migration intentions than work-related aspects
or wealth (wealth accounts for less than 3% of the variation). In addition, we
find that having stronger close social networks at home has the opposite effect
by reducing the likelihood of migration intentions, both internationally and
locally.
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1 Introduction

Social networks in the migrant’s destination have been shown empirically to play an
important role in explaining international migration flows (see Munshi 2014a for an
overview). However, identification of the network’s role is difficult due to potential
endogeneity. In addition, there is scarce empirical evidence on the relative importance
of networks compared to other factors at individual level, on the channels through
which these networks work, and about the role of different types of networks. More-
over, little is known about the role played by social networks at the origin location
in explaining individual migration decisions. The role of networks and the channels
through which they influence migration decisions can be manifold (Munshi 2014b).
Networks abroad are expected to facilitate migration through several channels, rang-
ing from simple information sharing to direct financial help or assistance in finding
work, e.g. Boyd (1989) and Massey et al. (1993). The role of social networks at home
can also be complex. Having closer ties with friends and family at home can facilitate
migration through financial and other support, but can also reduce the intention to
migrate due to financial or psychological reasons (Munshi and Rosenzweig 2016).

In this paper we take advantage of a large, repeated cross-section, individual-level
dataset covering more than 150 countries over several years to explore the importance
of different types of social networks for the intention to migrate both internationally
and domestically compared to other factors. The main contribution of this paper is
the empirical analysis of the role and relative importance of different types of social
networks (close and broad, local and international) for both local and international
migration intentions.

We investigate the influence of close social networks (composed of family and
friends) not only at the destination but also at the origin location, and the impor-
tance of broad social networks abroad (the number of people from the same country
intending to out-migrate), together with local and country-level amenities, work re-
lated factors, wealth, income, and individual characteristics.

In order to better understand the role and the different channels through which
social networks matter we further differentiate between close social networks abroad
and at home based on whether the network provides financial support. Distinguishing
social networks with and without financial aid allows us to better understand the
channels through which social networks might influence migration intentions. In order
to shed further light on how these different types of networks influence migration
intentions we run regressions using interactions based on individual’s income and
education.

The dataset used in the paper is Gallup’s World Poll, which contains numerous
questions on how the respondents feel about the quality of local and country-level
amenities, as well as a series of questions on the respondent’s economic and de-
mographic characteristics, including information on remittances and social networks
abroad and at the current location. The survey also contains information on the
intention to move away from the current location, and we combine responses to dis-
tinguish between the intention to migrate domestically and internationally. This
allows simultaneous analysis of international and domestic migration intentions using
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the same data source, something that was not explored in the previous literature.
The actual internal migration is estimated to be about three times larger than actual
international migration (Bell et al. 2015; UNDP 2009), thus better understanding the
drivers of local migration and how those compare to international migration is also
important.

We analyse the intention to migrate and not actual migration. Several authors
have shown that there is a high correlation between intentions and the actual mi-
gration (Creighton 2013; van Dalen and Henkens 2013). Compared to most of the
existing studies, we use a stricter definition of migration intention, using a combi-
nation of questions which identify individuals who are more likely to act upon their
intentions (the sample of individuals with a less strict definition of intentions is about
11 times greater than the sample of individuals with intention). The correlation be-
tween our data on international migration intentions and the actual migration flows
for OECD countries is about 0.36 for the year 2010.1

A considerable empirical challenge of investigating the importance of network
effects is to identify what drives the correlation between individual migration inten-
tions (or decisions) and peers’ migration (social networks). In particular, there could
be prior similarities between individuals and those belonging to the network of the
individual, resulting in similar behaviour as they face a common environment (re:
“correlated effects” in Manski 1993). Unless these factors, which simultaneously in-
fluence peers’ and the individual’s intention to emigrate, are controlled for, this leads
to an endogeneity problem stemming from an omitted variable bias.

To reduce the likelihood of this omitted variable problem, we include country and
time fixed effects in our regressions. There could still be certain factors, which are
not country- or time-specific, that would influence both the individual and the peers’
migration intention. Hence, we also undertake an instrumental variable regression
approach to establish the likely causal direction. Since both close networks abroad
and broad networks could potentially be endogenous, we use instruments for all these
variables.

As instruments we use variables which are likely to be the most important factors
influencing peers’ migration decisions, while separately controlling for the individual’s
own perception of these factors, which would directly influence the individual’s de-
cision to migrate. Specifically, for close networks abroad we use the two-year lagged
value of the region-level average perception of main factors influencing migration in-
tentions. The members of the individual’s close network abroad (close friends and
relatives who have already emigrated abroad) were most likely based in the same
region as the individual prior to moving abroad. Hence, the past average perception
of the level of amenities and the past average income at region-level are external fac-
tors which are expected to be the main drivers behind the individual’s close networks

1To obtain this correlation we matched our data to actual bilateral migration stock data from
which we calculated yearly average flow data for OECD countries as destination countries from
Brucker et al. (2013). There are two main potential caveats to note here. First, while our data
should be compared to actual migration flows, the data reflected on the figures are ‘constructed’
flows from stocks recorded every five years. Second, our dataset covers many more destination
countries than the OECD. Nevertheless, the correlation is significant, and reasonably strong.
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abroad. On the other hand, what matters for the individual’s current migration in-
tention is their own perception of these factors, so we control for these directly in the
regressions as explanatory variables.

Similarly, broad social networks abroad are likely to be highly correlated with
country-level average perception of the determinants of out-migration, such as per-
ception of labour markets, economic and political conditions and amenities in the
country of origin. We use the two-year lagged value of the country-level average
perception of these factors as instruments for broad networks while simultaneously
controlling for the individual’s own perception of these factors. Finally, for broad
social networks locally, we use the two-year lagged value of country-level average per-
ception of local infrastructure (more precisely, perception of city safety, city housing,
city healthcare).2

Our results indicate that social networks abroad and at home are the most impor-
tant factors influencing migration intentions. Having close friends or family abroad
significantly increases the probability of international migration intention, explaining
about 18% of the variation in the intention to migrate internationally. In addition,
broad social networks explain about 19% of the variation in the probability of the in-
ternational migration intention, and more than 20% in the case of domestic migration
intention. Other factors explain significantly less in the variation of migration inten-
tions: satisfaction with local amenities explains about 8% and work-related factors
explain about 7%, while wealth and the standard of living explain only a very small
fraction of the variation, amounting to less than 2–3%. Furthermore, we find that
close networks at the current location reduce the likelihood of the intention to migrate
both internationally and locally, albeit these networks are much less important for
international migration intention than social networks abroad.

We also find that while close networks abroad with remittances are more impor-
tant than those without remittances for all groups, they are relatively more important
for highly-educated individuals. For highly educated individuals, social networks with
remittances increase the likelihood of international migration intention by about 2.8
times more than social networks without remittances. The corresponding figures for
the individuals with low and medium education are 1.7 and 2.1 times, respectively.
These results could indicate that close networks abroad which provide remittances
play a role in reducing migration costs. We also find that close local network from
which the individual receives financial assistance is less of a restraining force for mi-
gration intentions. This could be because in networks from which they do not receive
remittances, the individual is more likely to have others relying on them, making out-
migration more difficult. In addition, while all kinds of social networks matter for
low- and medium-educated individuals (including broad and close social networks),
for individuals with high education only close networks abroad have a significant im-
pact on their migration intentions, and, most importantly, close networks abroad with
financial assistance.

2We also explored other possible instruments, including questions related to perception of safety,
infrastructure, corruption (business and government), healthcare, confidence in elections and country
leadership.
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Analysis of the heterogeneity of our results across regions and level of development
of the home country shows that close networks abroad remain statistically significant
across regional sample splits, while broad networks abroad are significant for most
regions except for Europe and the MENA countries. Moreover, both broad and
close networks abroad remain significant when the sample is split based on level of
development of the country. On the other hand, close local networks appear to play
a significant role only in low income countries.

In the next section we review the relevant literature. Section 3 contains a stylized
model, which we use as a framework for setting up our empirical specification. Section
4 contains description of the dataset and outlines the construction of key variables.
We then proceed by describing the empirical specification in Section 5. In section 6
we present and discuss the results. The last section concludes the paper. The Online
Appendix contains details about construction of the variables, additional descriptive
statistics and statistical tables with robustness checks.

2 Related literature

There are several strands of related literature with most focusing on actual migration,
rather than the intention to migrate. The economic determinants of migration have
been extensively explored in the literature both for domestic and international mi-
gration, mostly by considering employment, wages, social security, inequality, size of
the labour market as potential push and pull factors (Ortega and Peri 2009; Hatton
and Williamson 2005; Mayda 2010). The literature also considered factors influenc-
ing the cost of migrating, such as network effects, cultural links, distance, language,
gender (Banerjee 1983; Mayda 2010; McKenzie and Rapoport 2007; Takenaka and
Pren 2010; Toma and Vause 2014).

Research on network effects has emphasized the role of social networks or diaspo-
ras in lowering migration costs and thus increasing migration flows (McKenzie and
Rapoport 2007; McKenzie and Rapoport 2010; Massey et al. 1993).3

Beine et al. 2011 find that diaspora effects explain about 71% of the variation of the
observed variability in migration flows. Social networks in the destination region can
facilitate migration and can also increase the returns to migration through facilitating
obtaining a job or higher wages (Boyd 1989; Donato et al. 1992). Munshi (2003) also
finds that origin community’s networks in the destination can result in better labor
market outcomes for migrants belonging to such networks. Several papers look at the
differential impact social networks have on different skill-groups of the population.
Beine and Salomone (2012) and Beine et al. (2011) both find that diaspora effects
are significantly higher for low-skill migrants due to the large diaspora lowering the
advantage higher levels of human capital generate in lowering migration costs.

The literature on network effects typically uses aggregate data on social networks

3Migrant networks can also play a role not only in stimulating further migration flows, but
also increasing trade and FDI flows between the origin and destination regions, see De Simone
and Manchin (2012) and Javorcik et al. (2011), with high-skilled migrant networks stimulating
technological transfer and innovation, see Kerr (2008).
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at destination (most often proxied by the stock of migrants from a specific country
or region), and excludes from the analysis the role of social networks at the origin.
One exception to this is Munshi and Rosenzweig (2016), who find that low spatial
mobility in India is consistent with the hypothesis that access to sub-caste networks
at the origin provides mutual insurance to their members (risk-sharing network) and
reduces the incentives to out-migrate. In particular, they find that among households
with similar income, those who belong to higher-income caste networks are less likely
to out-migrate and more likely to participate in caste-based insurance arrangements.

Most studies on international migration use aggregate level data on migrant net-
works, without distinguishing close and broad networks abroad.4 Liu (2013) makes
use of individual’s network data to explore the role of ‘strong’ (e.g. family) and ‘weak’
(e.g. friends) ties in stimulating migration, finding that ‘weak’ ties play an important
role in explaining migration. Our data allows analysis of the importance of close
networks (proxied by family and friends), abroad and at the current location, to-
gether with broad networks (proxied by the number of individuals from the same
country with an intention to out-migrate). Giulietti et al. (2018) also look at strong
versus weak ties in Chinese rural-to-urban migration decision, where strong ties are
measured by the closest family contact and weak ties are measured by the share of
migrants from the same village. Giulietti et al. (2018) find that both weak and strong
ties matter, with weak ties being more important.

While the role of labour market characteristics and income for both international
and domestic migration has been widely investigated in the literature, the role of
amenities in comparison to these factors has not been fully explored, especially for
international migration. Our findings indicate that amenities can be more important
than work or income in explaining out-migration intention. Most existing studies
examined local amenities as pull factors for within-country migration decisions, see
Knapp and Gravest (1989) for an overview. In addition, most papers on the relative
role of amenities use data for a single country, limiting the analysis only to the internal
migrants (Niedomysl and Hansen 2010; Scott 2010; Chen and Rosenthal 2008). In this
paper, we control for the effects of amenities on the intention to migrate internally and
internationally, measuring different types of amenities at the local and country levels,
capturing not just cultural/entertainment/recreation amenities (e.g. Niedomysl and
Hansen 2010), but also public goods (healthcare, education, safety, roads, physical
setting and other local factors) and institutions (military, government, corruption,
leadership).

In our analysis, we use information on the intention to migrate and not on actual
migration. We believe it is important to understand what drives the intention to
migrate in itself. An advantage of using the intention to out-migrate instead of actual
migration is that the intentions provide a measure of migration propensities, which
includes potential illegal migrants, omitted from most migration statistics. On the
other hand, a possible concern with using the intentions is that they represent “mere

4There are exceptions in the form of country-specific studies, e.g. a series of studies relying on
the Mexican Migration Project (Flores-Yeffal and Aysa-Lastra 2011; Garip and Asad 2016; Kandel
and Massey 2002).
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words” rather than “true plans” (van Dalen and Henkens 2013). Using data for the
Netherlands, van Dalen and Henkens (2013) find that intentions are a good predictor
of future migration. In addition, within people who expressed intention to migrate,
those who stayed do not differ from those who migrated (with the exception of weaker
health for those that stay). Furthermore, the same forces drive actual migration and
the intention to migrate. Creighton (2013) uses two waves of the Mexican Family
Life Survey and shows that intentions predict migration, both interstate and to the
US from Mexico. These results support the use of intentions as good predictors of
actual future migration.

The intention measure used in our analysis is defined to be a more strict expression
of preference than intentions defined in Creighton (2013), thus we are likely to get an
even better prediction for actual migration. With a less strict definition for migration
intention, using just a single question whether the individual would like to migrate
or not, we would identify up to eleven times more individuals with international
migration intention.5

An additional advantage of our data is that we can use it to compare the intention
to migrate locally with the intention to migrate internationally. This is in contrast to
the existing literature, which due to data limitations is typically limited to studying
either domestic or international migration, but not both. A few studies that are able
to cover both international and local migration are based on data for a single country
or a specific region (e.g. Mendola 2008; van Dalen and Henkens 2013).

The World Poll dataset has been so far used by a few papers. Concentrating on
the importance of wealth constraints on migration using the World Poll, but with-
out distinguishing local and international migration, Dustmann and Okatenko (2014)
find that the level of migration costs relative to wealth determines the form of the
relation between income and out-migration intentions.6 In addition, they also find
that contentment with local amenities plays an important role for migration decisions.
Docquier et al. (2014) use the World Poll employing just a single question to identify

5A definition of weaker intentions is a statement of consideration to migrate (perhaps under
ideal circumstances), for example Creighton (2013) uses: “Have you thought about moving in the
future outside the locality/community where you currently live?” On the other hand, intention can
be measured by a stronger statement of preference. The corresponding question in World Poll is:
“Ideally, if you had the opportunity, would you like to move permanently to another country, or
would you prefer to continue living in this country?” World Poll’s formulation is stronger since it
is asking directly for the likely response under ideal conditions (as opposed to mere consideration
used by Creighton 2013). Furthermore, while Gallup’s data allows for analysis of intentions to
migrate (using the previously cited question), we employ an even stronger definition of intention
by combining the previous question with information from the following questions: “In the next 12
months, are you likely or unlikely to move away from the city or area where you live?” and “Are
you planning to move permanently to another country in the next 12 months, or not?”. Section 1 in
the Online Appendix provides further details on the measurement of intentions, while Section 11 of
the Online Appendix contains robustness checks with a more strict measure, which includes actual
preparation for out-migration.

6In our paper we are able to distinguish between international and local migration intentions
which is important since the majority of the out-migrants intends to migrate domestically. In our
sample, for every person that expressed intention to migrate internationally, there are almost 9
people that intend to migrate domestically, see Table 1.
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migration intentions (based on the question whether the person would like to move or
not), and aggregate the individual-level survey to country-level to examine the main
factors turning international migration intentions into actual migration. In another
paper, Docquier et al. (2017) explore the importance of cultural ties in migration
intentions using the World Poll data. More specifically, they look at migration inten-
tions from MENA countries and whether there is self-selection based on religiosity
and gender-egalitarian attitudes. Their findings indicate that individuals with mi-
gration intention to OECD countries have lower levels of religiosity and have more
gender-egalitarian views than the rest of the population, with limited effects on the
rest of the population left behind. Ruyssen and Salomone (2018) use the dataset to
look at the role of gender discrimination on female migration intentions. Friebel et al.
(2017) using the same data look at the impact of the availability of human smuggling
networks on international migration intentions. Bertoli and Ruyssen (2016) use World
Poll data to estimate origin-specific conditional logit models of intended destination’s
attractiveness, emphasizing the value of having a close network abroad (distance-one
connection). The question addressed by our paper is very close to that of Bertoli
and Ruyssen (2016), but in addition to close networks abroad we examine close local
networks, and also we distinguish local and international migration intentions.

3 The framework

This section outlines a highly stylized model of how an individual’s intention to out-
migrate is affected by factors abroad and at the current location, most importantly
the costs of migration including social network effects, and also contentment with
amenities at the current location, with employment status, current and anticipated
wealth and income. The objective of this model is to provide a motivation for the
empirical analysis, rather than to develop a comprehensive model. The framework is
based on Dustmann and Okatenko (2014) and Sjaastad (1962).

Since we use survey data of individual preferences (and intentions), the model
will be based on the individual’s preference towards migration rather than on the
actual fact of relocation. Specifically, the individual’s preference towards migration
will depend on whether they anticipate that their expected utility at the intended
destination will be higher compared with the expected utility at the current location.
In line with Dustmann and Okatenko (2014), the utilities depend on the individ-
ual’s wealth and contentment with amenities, while costs can vary with individual-
and country-specific characteristics. In addition to this, the expected costs of migra-
tion can be influenced by migration networks at the destination (e.g. McKenzie and
Rapoport 2007) and social networks at the origin (e.g. Munshi and Rosenzweig 2016;
Sjaastad 1962).

In our framework, if an individual perceives their expected utility to be higher at
another location (net of the expected costs of relocation), then they will develop an
intention (or desire) to migrate. Assuming that the individual faces credit constraints,
if expected costs of migration are too high, then the individual’s intention to migrate
will remain only a ‘dream’. Those individuals that have an intention to out-migrate
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and can afford the move, will develop an intention to migrate. Intention to migrate
is a stronger expression of the plan to migrate.

Let the individual expected utility from staying at the origin be given by uo,
while the expected utility at another location is given by ud. If the expected costs of
migration are given by c, then the individual will develop an intention to migrate if the
following condition is satisfied (individual subscripts are dropped for convenience):

uo − (ud − c) ≤ 0. (1)

In order for an individual to develop an intention to migrate, the individual’s
current wealth,7 ωo, must be sufficient to finance the expected costs of migration
(budget constraint): ωo ≥ c.

In line with Sjaastad (1962), the migration costs will be influenced by country-
specific characteristics, τ , individual-specific characteristics, i, and, importantly, the
individual’s social networks at the origin δo and destination δd: c = c(τ, i, δo, δd).

Social networks at the destination are expected to lower the costs of migrating
through providing information, financial or other type of direct help for migrants.
Social networks at the origin on the other hand can both increase or decrease migra-
tion costs. For example, it can be that these networks provide financial support to
people who want to migrate, but it could also be that emigrating would imply losing
the benefits offered by the social networks at home, either emotional (re: “psychic
costs” in Sjaastad 1962) or financial (Munshi and Rosenzweig 2016), thus increasing
the costs of migrating.

Allowing for unobservable factors that can affect the utility of the individual at
the destination and origin and the cost of migration, Expression 1 can be written
as: uo − (ud − c) + σ ≤ 0, where σ captures the net value of the random variables
affecting utilities at destination/origin and the cost of migration. This means that
the probability of an individual developing a weak intention to migrate will be given
by: Pr(weak intention) = Pr(σ ≤ ud − c− uo).

The probability of developing intention to migrate will also depend on the budget
constraint:

Pr(intention) = Pr(σ ≤ ud − c− uo;ωo ≥ c).

This model predicts that individuals will be more likely to develop an intention
to out-migrate away from the current location if, other factors constant, they have
stronger social networks at the destination.

4 Data

The key source of data used in this paper is a large annual survey, Gallup’s World
Poll. The survey covers residents of more than 150 countries, representing about 98%
of the world’s adult population. The information is collected from randomly selected,

7It is important to distinguish wealth, a stock concept, from income, a flow concept. However,
in the context of the empirical approach used in this paper both are relevant for the development of
an intention to out-migrate, and the discussion will refer to wealth only.
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nationally-representative samples of about one thousand individuals per country.8

The survey covers each country comprehensively, including rural areas.9 Although
the World Poll contains data from 2005 onwards, we limit our sample to waves 5 to
7, which cover 2010 to 2013 calendar years (see Section 3 of the Online Appendix
for further details on the sample). The reason for using this shorter sample is that
we can distinguish between local and international migration intentions only in these
waves of the survey.

4.1 Construction of the dependent variable

Several questions in the survey ask about the individual’s preferences for moving
abroad. First we use the question which asks if the individual would like to move
to another country under ideal circumstances. In order to use strong migration in-
tentions instead of weak intentions, this question is combined with another relevant
question about the individual’s plan to move permanently to another country within
the next 12 months. The last question used in constructing the dependent variable
asks if the individual is likely to out-migrate away from their current location within
the next 12 months. This question is used in combination with the previous question
to identify individuals with the intention to migrate locally. The number of observa-
tions in each category is given in Table 1. We exclude those observations where the
answers provided are contradictory. Further details are provided in Section 1 of the
Online Appendix.

Table 1: Intention to stay or to out-migrate: summary numbers

As % of valid
Label Total observations

Intention to stay at the current location 367’957 85.2
Intention to migrate locally 57’407 13.3

Intention to migrate internationally 6’472 1.5

Valid observations 431’836 100

Note: valid observations are observations with consistent, non-missing responses, see Appendix ??
for further details. Source: own calculations based on World Poll data.

In order to check to what extent our constructed variable on international migra-
tion intention can be a proxy for actual migration, we merged our data with actual
bilateral migration stock from Brucker et al. (2013). This dataset provides the num-
ber of migrants in the destination country originating from a given country based on
census data for the years 1980–2010 for every five years. From this we are able to
calculate the yearly average net bilateral flows (the difference between the stocks) and
match this to our data. In order to compare the actual flows with the intentions from
our data, we aggregate the responses from our data to country level using information

8In some countries, larger samples are collected in major cities or areas of special interest. Ad-
ditionally, in some large countries, such as China and Russia, sample sizes increase to at least two
thousand respondents.

9Esipova et al. (2011) and Gallup (2012) provide further details on the dataset and a full list of
available variables.
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on the desired destination country and sample weights. The correlation between our
data on bilateral international migration intentions and the actual migration flows
for 2010 is 0.36 as shown in Figure 1.

0
1

2
3

4
5

0 .2 .4 .6
Bilateral migration flow from IAB, as a share of origin population

Bilateral migration intentions from GWP, % of origin population Fitted values

Correlation: 0 .364
Actual migration vs. migration intentions

Figure 1: Actual migration vs. intentions

Note: Actual migration is bilateral migration as a share of origin population and calculated as the
yearly average change from Brucker et al. (2013) database’s stock migration data. Intentions are
bilateral migration intentions as a share of origin population calculated from GWP using the sample
weights. The sample is restricted by the availability in the IAB database where OECD countries
are the destination countries, while the years correspond to our sample years, 2010–2012.

Unlike the official data, our data should also capture illegal migration, which
can explain some of the discrepancy between intention and actual (official) flows.
In addition, our data also allow us to distinguish between local and international
migration intentions. We believe that using intentions can be a good proxy for actual
migration, nevertheless, throughout this paper, we discuss intentions without drawing
conclusions for actual migration.10

4.2 Descriptive statistics

Table 2 provides descriptive statistics on the sample’s demographic characteristics,
distinguishing between respondents who intend to stay in their current location, in-
tend to move within the country, and those who intend to migrate internationally.

The basic descriptive statistics for demographics are in line with the previous
findings in the literature. Those who intend to migrate are more likely to be young,
single, male, and with better education. This pattern is stronger for international
migration intentions than for local migration intentions. In addition, those who intend
to migrate internationally tend to come from households with larger number of adults
and children.

10Our definition of intention doesn’t include information on whether the individual started prepa-
ration for the move (Ruyssen and Salomone 2018), but our results are robust to including preparation
in identifying intention, see Section 11 of the Online Appendix.
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics: values of key demographic characteristics

Intention to
stay move locally move abroad

Respondent’s age 39.8 32.5 29.9
(17.63) (14.35) (12.21)

Female 0.52 0.49 0.42
(0.50) (0.50) (0.49)

Education 1.65 1.70 1.75
(0.65) (0.65) (0.66)

Married 0.60 0.48 0.39
(0.49) (0.50) (0.49)

# of adults 3.71 3.98 4.34
(1.80) (1.94) (2.13)

# of children 1.41 1.68 1.87
(1.72) (1.84) (2.04)

Healthy 0.75 0.77 0.78
(0.43) (0.42) (0.41)

Large city 0.40 0.44 0.48
(0.49) (0.50) (0.50)

Friends/family can help 0.81 0.80 0.79
(0.39) (0.40) (0.41)

Close networks abroad 0.30 0.38 0.67
(0.46) (0.49) (0.47)

Note: weighted sample. ‘Friends/family can help’ is one of the questions we use to proxy for close
local networks, see the Appendix for further details. Figures in the brackets show standard deviation.
Source: own calculations based on World Poll data.

Those who intend to migrate are also different from stayers in other respects. They
have more relatives abroad, they are also more likely to come from major cities. On
the other hand, those who stay report that they can count on family and friends more.
A greater share of those who intend to migrate internationally perceive themselves to
be healthy.11

Stayers tend to be much more satisfied with the area where they live than those
who intend to move (see Table 3). Satisfaction with country-level factors is much
lower for those who intend to migrate internationally than for stayers or domestic
migrants. While poorer (in absolute terms) people intend to migrate more, when
using income quintiles within country, individuals who are relatively rich compared
to the population in the country are more likely to intend to migrate. People who
are unemployed are also more likely to intend to out-migrate.

11Regression results show that better self-reported health status of out-migrants is mostly ex-
plained by their (younger) age.
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Table 3: Descriptive statistics: values of economic characteristics and contentment
with amenities

Intention to
stay move locally move abroad

Satisfaction with the city/area 0.83 0.61 0.51
(0.38) (0.49) (0.50)

Economic conditions in the city 0.58 0.59 0.58
(0.49) (0.49) (0.49)

Change in the city’s economic condition 1.12 1.05 0.82
(0.83) (0.85) (0.87)

Economic conditions in the country 1.09 1.10 0.82
(0.86) (0.90) (0.87)

Change in the country’s economic conditions 1.04 1.05 0.83
(0.86) (0.87) (0.88)

Household Income (International Dollars) 13,188 12,056 10,398
(17,827) (17,182) (15,219)

Household Income Within Country Quintiles 2.94 3.00 3.14
(1.41) (1.42) (1.45)

Employment 1.39 1.32 1.25
(0.60) (0.66) (0.71)

Note: weighted sample. Figures in the brackets show standard deviation. Source: own calculations based on World
Poll data.

5 The empirical specification

We concentrate the empirical analysis on origin-specific factors and factors influencing
the cost of migration while disregarding the choice of destination. Following the
framework outlined earlier, our main empirical specification is:

Mit,c = α + β1Sit,c + β2Zit,c + γc + µt + εit,c , (2)

where Mit,c is a variable equal to 1 if the individual i surveyed in country c in year
t intends to out-migrate over the next 12 months.12 Equation 2 is estimated using
sample-weighted probit regressions.

Sit,c contains our main variables of interest, proxying social networks. There are
four types of social networks which we consider in the empirical analysis. We control
for close networks and broad networks both abroad and at home. We measure close
social networks abroad by using the question “Do you have relatives or friends who are
living in another country whom you can count on to help you when you need them?”.
In order to control for close local social networks we use the constructed ‘close local
network’ variable which is composed of two questions proxying the intensity of local
social ties.13 There are several potential channels through close networks abroad

12Our data does not have a panel structure as we do not observe the same individuals asked in
subsequent years.

13The two questions are: “If you were in trouble, do you have relatives or friends you can count
on to help you whenever you need them, or not?” and “In the city or area where you live, are
you satisfied or dissatisfied with the opportunities to meet people and make friends?”. For further
details, see Section 2 of the Online Appendix.
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can promote migration intentions. These networks can reduce the cost of migration
through financially support or with helping finding jobs for example. The role of
close networks locally can potentially be more complex. It could be that the stronger
presence of these networks lowers migration intentions (through emotional or financial
costs of quitting a strong social network when migrating), but it could also be that it
increases migration intentions (through providing financial support required for the
costs of migration for example).

We also measure the impact of broad social networks. When looking at the deter-
minants of international migration intention, broad social network abroad is defined as
the log of (weighted) number of individuals intending to move abroad from the same
country, while local social networks is proxied with the log of the (weighted) number
of people with intention to migrate within the country. Broad networks have been
shown in the literature to positively influence individual migration through lowering
the costs of migration (see for example McKenzie and Rapoport 2007).

Zit,c includes a set of control variables based on our framework outlined in the
previous section. First, we include a variable measuring the individual’s level of
wealth. For this, in our main specification we will use the first two components
obtained with the principal component analysis, ‘wealth’ and ‘standard of living’ (for
further details, see Section 2 of the Online Appendix). As a robustness check we
also run the regressions using a single question instead of the variables obtained with
principal component analysis. For wealth we use the individual’s income (measured in
international dollars).14 To explore potential non-linear effects, the quadratic terms
of the wealth variables are also included. We expect this variable to have a positive
impact on migration intentions.

Second, we include a measure of satisfaction with amenities at city/local and
national level. To measure contentment with local or city-level amenities, in our main
specification we use ‘local amenities’ and ‘local security’, which measures contentment
with amenities including contentment with local infrastructure, safety, and economy
(for further details, see Section 2 of the Online Appendix). As a robustness check
we also use a single variable instead of the constructed indexes, for which we use the
question “How satisfied are you with your city?”. In order to measure contentment
with amenities at national level, we use ‘contentment with country’ and ‘corruption’
measuring the individual’s satisfaction with politics, infrastructure and economy in
the country of residence (for further details, see Section 2 of the Online Appendix).
As a single variable, we use the question “How would you rate economic conditions in
this country today: as excellent, good, only fair, or poor?”. We expect that the more
satisfied the individual is with amenities the less likely the individual has migration
intentions.

Third, we include a variable measuring the individual’s satisfaction with her/his
job. In the main specification we use our constructed index ‘work’, capturing job
satisfaction, job availability, and employment status (for further details, see Section 2
of the Online Appendix). As a robustness check, instead of the constructed index, we
use the current reported employment status of the individual which takes the value

14For further details on methodology behind the income variable see Gallup (2012, page 9).
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0 if unemployed, 1 if looking for a full-time job (while being employed) or out of the
workforce, and 2 if employed. Similarly to satisfaction with local amenities, we expect
that individuals who are more content with their job are less likely to have migration
intentions.

Finally, we also include individual observable characteristics including the level of
education, marital status, age, gender, health, number of children, and a dummy for
residing in a large city which could all influence migration cost.

We also include country fixed effects (γc) and year fixed effects (µt) in the regres-
sions.

6 Results

6.1 Main results

Throughout the text, we discuss the results using marginal effects, evaluated at the
means, thus reflecting the probability of intention to migrate for someone with ‘typi-
cal’ values of the explanatory variables. Results with our principal component-based
indexes following Equation 2 are presented in Table 4. All specifications include
country and year fixed effects, and both linear and non-linear (with quadratic terms
for the ‘wealth’ and ‘standard of living’ variables) specifications are presented for
international and local migration intention.

The results indicate a significant correlation between social networks and the
intention to migrate. Having close social networks abroad is associated with higher
probability of migration intention, with elasticity of about 3% for international and
local migration intentions. On the other hand, having stronger close local networks
at the current location is negatively correlated with the likelihood of the intention
to migrate both internationally and locally. Broad social networks also matter, and
this is true both for local and international migration intentions indicating strong
domestic and international network effects.

For both internal and international migration intentions, satisfaction with local
circumstances, measured by the local amenities and local security, decreases the prob-
ability of moving away from the current location. Both variables are significant, with
higher coefficients for those who intend to migrate locally. Contentment with the
country only influences international migration intentions, not domestic migration
intentions, and is less important than contentment with local amenities. Further-
more, lower corruption in the country also decreases international migration intention,
although the variable is only significant at 10%.

The marginal effect of wealth on the probability of the intention to migrate in-
ternationally is positive and significant at 10%, but insignificant for local migration
intentions. This potentially indicates that the cost of international migration is higher
than for domestic migration, thus a certain level of wealth is required for international
migration intentions. The quadratic term of the ‘standard of living’ variable is found
to be insignificant. The marginal effect of the ‘standard of living’ is negative and sig-
nificant for both international and local migration, indicating that as the perception

15



Table 4: Marginal effects using the constructed indexes

Linear specification Non-linear specification
Intention to migrate

internationally locally internationally locally

Close local networks -0.008 -0.025 -0.008 -0.026
(0.004)** (0.007)*** (0.004)** (0.007)***

Close networks abroad 0.034 0.033 0.034 0.033
(0.002)*** (0.005)*** (0.002)*** (0.005)***

Broad networks abroad 0.024 0.024
(0.003)*** (0.003)***

Broad local networks 0.103 0.102
(0.018)*** (0.019)***

Local amenities -0.030 -0.104 -0.030 -0.105
(0.004)*** (0.009)*** (0.004)*** (0.009)***

Local security -0.020 -0.091 -0.020 -0.090
(0.005)*** (0.011)*** (0.005)*** (0.011)***

Contentment with the country -0.020 -0.013 -0.020 -0.012
(0.005)*** (0.012) (0.005)*** (0.012)

Corruption -0.011 -0.010 -0.011 -0.010
(0.006)* (0.017) (0.006)* (0.017)

Work -0.018 -0.059 -0.018 -0.058
(0.003)*** (0.009)*** (0.003)*** (0.008)***

Wealth 0.011 0.016 0.010 0.008
(0.006)* (0.020) (0.006)* (0.019)

Standard of living -0.025 -0.048 -0.024 -0.046
(0.008)*** (0.016)*** (0.008)*** (0.016)***

Married -0.011 -0.029 -0.011 -0.029
(0.002)*** (0.005)*** (0.002)*** (0.005)***

Age -0.001 -0.003 -0.001 -0.003
(0.000)*** (0.000)*** (0.000)*** (0.000)***

Education (medium) 0.005 0.021 0.005 0.020
(0.003)* (0.005)*** (0.003)* (0.005)***

Education (high) 0.011 0.041 0.011 0.044
(0.004)*** (0.007)*** (0.004)*** (0.007)***

Female -0.010 -0.017 -0.010 -0.017
(0.002)*** (0.006)*** (0.002)*** (0.006)***

Large city 0.007 0.008 0.007 0.008
(0.003)** (0.006) (0.003)** (0.006)

Healthy -0.009 -0.041 -0.009 -0.041
(0.003)*** (0.010)*** (0.003)*** (0.010)***

# of children 0.001 -0.002 0.001 -0.002
(0.000)** (0.001) (0.000)** (0.001)

Pseudo R2 0.22 0.10 0.22 0.10
N 49,012 60,533 49,012 60,533

* p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01

Note: The table shows marginal effects of sample-weighted probit regressions, st. errors are clustered at country-level,
all specifications include year and country fixed effects. The dependent variable is a dummy for the intention to
migrate locally or internationally (see text for details). The linear specification includes ‘wealth’ and ‘standard of
living’ in linear form, the non-linear specification adds squared values of these variables. ‘Local amenities’ and ‘local
security’ capture satisfaction at the city/local level, while ‘contentment with the country’ and ‘corruption’ reflect
individual’s satisfaction with the country-level institutions/amenities, ‘work’ reflects satisfaction with the job, ‘close
networks’ reflect close social ties (local and abroad) of the individual, while ‘broad networks’ are proxied by the log
of the total number of individuals at the current location that intend to move locally and abroad. For further details,
see Section 2 of the Online Appendix. The corresponding probit coefficients are presented in Section 5 of the Online
Appendix.
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of the current and future expected standard of living improves, the probability that
an individual intends to out-migrate decreases. A closely related result is obtained by
Dustmann and Okatenko (2014), who use the same dataset, although over earlier time
period, to investigate the effects of wealth constraints in different regions. Dustmann
and Okatenko (2014) find that higher wealth leads to higher out-migration intention,
without distinguishing local and international migration, in sub-Saharan Africa and
Asia, while wealth is an insignificant determinant in the richest region in their sample
– Latin America.

While current wealth of the individual is only marginally important, if her current
work conditions are better, she is less likely to intend to migrate locally or interna-
tionally, with the effect being more important for local migration intention. Being
younger and perceiving one’s own health worse leads to higher probability of inter-
national and internal migration plans.15 In addition, better-educated individuals are
more likely to intend to migrate in line with previous research (e.g. Docquier et al.
2012; Docquier and Rapoport 2012). The results also indicate that people living in
larger cities are more likely to be mobile. This finding could be capturing individuals
that have migrated from rural areas or small towns to large cities as an intermediate
step in their international migration path (see King and Skeldon 2010, page 1623 for
further references) or it could be that the costs of migrating from a large city are
lower.

So what do these results mean in terms of economic significance? While princi-
pal components provide a way to capture all information from the underlying data
without multicollinearity problems arising, the coefficients on principal components
are more difficult to interpret compared to using single questions from the survey.
In order to better understand the importance of the explanatory variables in ex-
plaining the migration intentions, we use the Shorrocks-Shapley decomposition. The
Shorrocks-Shapley decomposition provides the relative contribution of variables of
interest to a measure of fit (such as R2 for OLS, or pseudo-R2 for probit). This is
done by considering all possible combinations of elimination of variables of interest
and calculating marginal effects from each exclusion on the chosen measure of fit.16

The Shorrocks-Shapley decomposition for our non-linear specification is presented
in Figure 2. It shows the relative importance of each explanatory variable in explain-
ing overall variation for the regressions of intention to migrate both internationally
and locally.

15This latter result is surprising, because the literature generally argues for positive selection for
health. In the specifications that do not contain age, the health coefficient is positive, however
as soon as age is controlled for, health coefficient becomes negative or insignificant. The result
persists with age-health interaction. Partly this result could be explained by the different data used.
The literature typically uses data on actual migrants and compares them to the host population,
while we compare those that intend to migrate (potential migrants) with those that intend to stay.
Recent studies that compare migrants to non-migrants in the origin find that there is negative health
selection (or, in some cases, health is not significant). For example, see Rubalcava et al. (2008) who
find that for Mexico-US migration there is either very weak positive selection or a negative one,
depending on the health measures used.

16We use shapley2 Stata command provided by Chavez Juarez (2015). Refer to Shorrocks (1982)
and Dustmann and Okatenko (2014) for further details.
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Figure 2: Shapley value decomposition

Note: Shapley values are normalized, the sum of these values for all variables, including the fixed
effects and other individual characteristics which are included in the regression but not on this graph,
is equal to 100 percent. Source: own calculations using shapley2 program.

Clearly, network effects explain most of the variation. Having close networks
abroad accounts for about 18% of the variation in the intention to migrate inter-
nationally. In addition, broad networks abroad (the log of the number of people
intending to migrate from the same country) explain about 19% for international
migration intention, while local broad networks (the log of the number of individu-
als planning to migrate in the same country) explain a bit more than 20% for local
migration intention. Altogether, about 37% of variation in international migration
intention is explained by different social networks abroad (close and broad networks).
On the other hand, close social networks at home are relatively less important, es-
pecially for those who intend to move internationally, having a negative impact of
out-migration intentions and explaining about 2–4% of the variation in out-migration
intentions.

Satisfaction with local amenities is also important for migration decisions, al-
though to a lesser extent, with the two indexes, ‘local amenities’ and ‘local security’,
explaining more of the variation in international migration intentions than the ‘work
index’. These are much more important than satisfaction with country-level ameni-
ties, which explains less than 2% in the case of domestic migration intention and
about 5% in the case of international migration intention. Furthermore, we find that
the importance of the individual’s wealth and perceptions of standard of living is
relatively low for international migration intention.

The Online Appendix contains a number of additional robustness checks: we
dropped the country-year varying explanatory variables and run the regressions with
country-year fixed effects (Section 13 of the Online Appendix); we tried a random
effects probit regressions to see the robustness of our results to the estimator used
(Section 14 of the Online Appendix); we run our main specification using actual
migration for measuring broad social networks abroad (Section 10 of the Online Ap-
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pendix); we used a stricter definition of intention, taking into account preparations
(Section 11 of the Online Appendix); and we also run the same regressions while
restricting the sample to respondents born in the country, excluding those who were
born in a foreign country (Section 12 of the Online Appendix). These results are very
similar to results from our main specification.

6.2 Variation across regions and country income groups

To examine heterogeneity in the role of different factors across different regions and
country-level income groups, we run the specifications on sub-samples. Given data
limitations, the index-based sub-samples are generally small with the lowest sample at
about 1’500 for Middle East and North Africa region (MENA). Using single-question
specifications increases the sample size considerably (for MENA the sample size in-
creases to 15’000) without considerable changes in the significance/magnitude of the
effects. For consideration of brevity, only the results for the international migration
intentions are presented, but the reader is referred to Section 8 of the Online Appendix
for the local migration intention tables.

Table 5 shows the regional results for the intention to migrate internationally.
Across all regions, close networks abroad remain statistically significant with the
marginal impact of about 1 to 4 %. The importance of close local networks does
differ across regions, with a statistically significant importance of close local networks
shown only in Americas.17 Broad networks abroad have a significant positive impact
in many regions, except Europe and MENA. Another consistent result is the strong
importance of local amenities, as opposed to wealth and standard of living which
seems to matter mostly for the Sub-Saharan Africa sample (in Asia, the marginal
impact of wealth is negative, while in ex-USSR the marginal impact of the standard
of living is positive). The marginal impact of other variables is broadly in line with
the main results.

Table 6 shows how the results vary with the country’s level of development. The in-
fluence of the close network abroad and broad networks abroad is consistently positive
across all sub-samples, while close local networks appear to be statistically significant
only for the sub-sample of low income countries.

17In specifications with single-question variables, which give larger sample, close local networks
have a statistically significant negative value also for Asia and Europe. Other results reported in
this section are also broadly consistent with the results from single-question specifications.
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Table 5: Results for international migration intention by region

Intention to migrate internationally
Europe Ex-USSR Asia Americas MENA Sub-Saharan Africa

Close local networks -0.009 -0.003 0.003 -0.015 0.010 -0.013
(0.008) (0.007) (0.003) (0.005)*** (0.011) (0.009)

Close networks abroad 0.021 0.028 0.011 0.040 0.035 0.050
(0.004)*** (0.006)*** (0.002)*** (0.003)*** (0.005)*** (0.005)***

Broad networks abroad 0.005 0.036 0.005 0.024 0.006 0.034
(0.006) (0.005)*** (0.002)*** (0.004)*** (0.026) (0.007)***

Local amenities -0.023 -0.052 -0.006 -0.023 -0.033 -0.046
(0.006)*** (0.011)*** (0.002)*** (0.007)*** (0.008)*** (0.011)***

Local security -0.033 0.011 -0.003 -0.012 -0.045 -0.034
(0.008)*** (0.011) (0.006) (0.010) (0.019)** (0.010)***

Contentment with the country -0.017 -0.019 -0.007 -0.007 -0.017 -0.037
(0.011) (0.016) (0.002)*** (0.008) (0.017) (0.010)***

Corruption -0.010 -0.002 0.001 0.000 0.005 -0.028
(0.011) (0.015) (0.004) (0.013) (0.025) (0.012)**

Work -0.017 -0.019 -0.005 -0.002 0.034 -0.037
(0.006)*** (0.007)** (0.002)** (0.006) (0.011)*** (0.009)***

Wealth -0.015 -0.001 -0.009 -0.011 -0.025 0.030
(0.016) (0.021) (0.005)* (0.015) (0.028) (0.009)***

Standard of living 0.010 0.036 0.004 -0.009 0.023 -0.067
(0.011) (0.016)** (0.007) (0.010) (0.011)** (0.018)***

Married -0.015 -0.020 -0.001 -0.003 -0.020 -0.017
(0.006)** (0.006)*** (0.002) (0.007) (0.003)*** (0.004)***

Age -0.001 -0.001 -0.000 -0.001 0.000 -0.001
(0.000)*** (0.000)*** (0.000) (0.000)*** (0.000) (0.000)***

Education (medium) 0.010 -0.010 0.005 -0.006 0.004 0.014
(0.005)** (0.016) (0.001)*** (0.007) (0.009) (0.005)***

Education (high) 0.026 -0.005 0.014 0.000 0.010 0.008
(0.010)*** (0.021) (0.003)*** (0.007) (0.022) (0.010)

Female -0.016 -0.006 0.000 -0.003 -0.011 -0.016
(0.003)*** (0.005) (0.002) (0.003) (0.005)** (0.005)***

Large city -0.002 0.004 0.002 0.008 0.020 0.012
(0.004) (0.002)* (0.001) (0.004)** (0.003)*** (0.010)

Healthy -0.002 -0.001 -0.004 -0.016 -0.016 -0.011
(0.006) (0.005) (0.002) (0.006)** (0.009)* (0.006)*

# of children 0.003 0.004 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.001
(0.002) (0.001)*** (0.000) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001)

Pseudo R2 0.22 0.37 0.24 0.20 0.28 0.18
N 6,564 3,711 10,558 8,183 1,487 18,509

Source: own calculations.
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Table 6: Results for international migration intention by income group

Intention to migrate internationally
Low income Upper middle income High income

Close local networks -0.010 -0.006 0.008
(0.005)** (0.005) (0.007)

Close networks abroad 0.039 0.026 0.014
(0.003)*** (0.003)*** (0.004)***

Broad networks abroad 0.029 0.010 0.054
(0.004)*** (0.003)*** (0.014)***

Local amenities -0.032 -0.020 -0.030
(0.005)*** (0.004)*** (0.006)***

Local security -0.026 0.007 -0.024
(0.006)*** (0.007) (0.013)*

Contentment with the country -0.023 -0.011 -0.004
(0.006)*** (0.006)* (0.010)

Corruption -0.011 -0.011 -0.024
(0.008) (0.008) (0.009)***

Work -0.025 -0.004 -0.009
(0.004)*** (0.007) (0.007)

Wealth 0.016 0.012 -0.046
(0.007)** (0.011) (0.018)**

Standard of living -0.030 -0.008 -0.008
(0.011)*** (0.011) (0.013)

Married -0.009 -0.017 -0.011
(0.003)*** (0.003)*** (0.006)**

Age -0.001 -0.001 -0.001
(0.000)*** (0.000)*** (0.000)***

Education (medium) 0.007 -0.002 0.013
(0.004)* (0.005) (0.003)***

Education (high) 0.005 0.005 0.043
(0.005) (0.005) (0.009)***

Female -0.010 -0.009 -0.009
(0.003)*** (0.002)*** (0.006)

Large city 0.008 0.006 -0.002
(0.004)* (0.003)** (0.005)

Healthy -0.012 -0.004 0.002
(0.003)*** (0.004) (0.009)

# of children 0.001 0.001 -0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.003)

Pseudo R2 0.22 0.27 0.25
N 35,178 8,176 4,321

Source: own calculations.
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6.3 Robustness

There are a number of potential issues with our identification. Most importantly,
empirical investigation of peer effects is challenging due to potential endogeneity
problem. One needs to identify what drives the correlation between individual and
peers’ migration intentions (or decisions). In particular, there could be prior similar-
ities between individuals, what Manski (1993) refers to as “correlated effects”, that
is individuals belonging to the same group tend to behave similarly as they face a
common environment. If we do not control for these, we would have an endogeneity
problem.

In this subsection we undertake a series of robustness checks, first testing the
robustness of results with principal components against using single questions. Then
the following tests look at potential identification issues related to “correlated effects”.

6.3.1 Robustness check using individual questions from the survey

As a robustness check we first run Equation 2 replacing the constructed indexes with
variables based on single questions from the survey. These variables do not capture
as much underlying information from the data as the principal components, which
are constructed from several questions each. Nevertheless, the coefficients are easier
to interpret and this provides a robustness check on the results based on constructed
indexes. An additional benefit compared to using principal components is that we
are able to use a much larger sample due to better availability of the data for these
variables.

These results, presented in Table 7, are in line with the results using indexes. The
first column presents results using the log of relative income, while the second uses the
log of absolute income instead of the wealth and standard of living indexes.18 Having
relatives/friends on whom the individual can count on abroad increases the probability
of international migration intention by 2.6%. On the other hand, stronger close local
networks reduce the intention to migrate internationally, although the impact of close
local social networks is much smaller in magnitude, corresponding to what we found
using principal components.

Similarly to the results presented in Table 4, satisfaction with local amenities at
the city level reduces the intention to migrate both locally and internationally. Those
who are satisfied with the area where they live are 2.9% less likely to have international
migration intention, and 13% less likely to have local migration intention than those
who are dissatisfied.

6.3.2 Robustness check using restricted close network

There is a possibility that people who intend to migrate select friends who are already
abroad or similarly were planning already to move when the friendship was formed
resulting in a selection bias for our close social network variable abroad. In order to

18Absolute income is measured by Gallup in ‘international dollars’, which are created using World
Bank’s individual consumption PPP conversion factor, while relative income refers to the respon-
dent’s income within country quintiles, see Gallup (2012).
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Table 7: Regressions with single questions instead of principal components

Using log of relative income Using log of absolute income
Intention to migrate

Variables internationally locally internationally locally

Close local networks -0.003 -0.015 -0.003 -0.015
(0.002)** (0.005)*** (0.002)** (0.005)***

Close networks abroad 0.026 0.030 0.026 0.030
(0.001)*** (0.003)*** (0.001)*** (0.003)***

Broad networks abroad 0.017 0.017
(0.001)*** (0.001)***

Broad local networks 0.110 0.111
(0.007)*** (0.007)***

Satisfaction with the city/area -0.029 -0.130 -0.029 -0.130
(0.002)*** (0.008)*** (0.002)*** (0.008)***

Country economic condition (getting worse) 0.009 0.012 0.009 0.012
(0.002)*** (0.004)*** (0.002)*** (0.004)***

Country economic condition (getting better) -0.002 0.007 -0.002 0.007
(0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.004)

Part-time employment -0.015 -0.047 -0.015 -0.046
(0.002)*** (0.008)*** (0.002)*** (0.008)***

Full-time employment -0.012 -0.041 -0.012 -0.040
(0.002)*** (0.007)*** (0.002)*** (0.007)***

Log (rel.) income 0.001 0.003
(0.001)** (0.002)*

Log (abs.) income 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.002)

Married -0.007 -0.018 -0.007 -0.018
(0.001)*** (0.003)*** (0.001)*** (0.003)***

Age -0.001 -0.002 -0.001 -0.002
(0.000)*** (0.000)*** (0.000)*** (0.000)***

Education (medium) 0.005 0.018 0.005 0.018
(0.001)*** (0.003)*** (0.001)*** (0.003)***

Education (high) 0.012 0.039 0.012 0.042
(0.002)*** (0.005)*** (0.002)*** (0.005)***

Female -0.007 -0.008 -0.007 -0.008
(0.001)*** (0.003)** (0.001)*** (0.003)**

Large city 0.006 0.014 0.006 0.014
(0.002)*** (0.004)*** (0.002)*** (0.004)***

Healthy -0.005 -0.022 -0.005 -0.022
(0.001)*** (0.005)*** (0.001)*** (0.005)***

# of children 0.000 -0.001 0.000 -0.001
(0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001)

Pseudo R2 0.24 0.11 0.24 0.11
N 141,073 167,730 141,073 167,730

* p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01

Note: The table shows marginal effects of sample-weighted probit regressions, st. errors are clustered at country-level,
all specifications include year and country fixed effects. These specifications include squared value of the corresponding
measure of income (i.e. log of either absolute or relative income). The dependent variable is an indicator for intention
to move away from the current location internationally. ‘Close networks abroad’ are measured by question ‘Do you
have relatives or friends who are living in another country whom you can count on to help you when you need them?’,
while ‘close local networks’ are measured by question ‘Are you satisfied with the opportunities to meet people and
make friends?’. ‘Broad networks’ are proxied by the log of the total number of individuals at the current location
that intend to move abroad. ‘Local amenities’ are measured by ‘How satisfied are you with your city?’. The other
variables used are described in Section 5.
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test the robustness of our result with respect to this issue, we run the regressions with
a modified variable for measuring close social networks abroad. Instead of including
close friends and family members, the question we use asks whether any household or
family members live or have lived abroad in the past five years. This limits the abroad
network to family members where the selection issue is unlikely, since while friends
can be chosen by the individual, family is given. The sample becomes significantly
smaller and some control variables lose significance, nevertheless the results on our
main variable of interests remain very similar. Thus, the findings are consistent with
our previous results, see Section 7 of the Online Appendix.

6.3.3 Robustness check using IV regressions

There could be factors which we do not control for, but which simultaneously influ-
ence the number of people who intend to migrate from a country (broad networks)
and the individual’s intention to migrate. Similarly, there could be omitted factors
which simultaneously influence the individuals’ close social networks migration deci-
sions and the individuals’ own intention to migrate. This would create an endogeneity
problem in our identification strategy. Although in the above specifications we in-
cluded country and time fixed effects to reduce the likelihood of this omitted variable
problem, there could still be certain factors which are not country or time specific,
but which influence both individual and the peers’ migration decisions. In order to
establish causality, in this section we run instrumental variable regressions.

Potentially all network variables are endogenous when determining international
migration intentions, including close and broad social networks abroad. As instru-
ments we use variables from our rich survey database which are likely to be the most
important factors influencing peers migration decisions, while separating out the in-
dividual’s own perception of these factors which would influence only the individual’s
decision to migrate.19

The close social network abroad of an individual is composed of friends and family
members who most likely lived in close vicinity, in the same region as the individual,
before going abroad. Hence using our survey data we calculate the average percep-
tion of factors driving migration decisions at regional-level. How people perceive
local amenities or the average income in a region is among the main factors driving
migration decisions. As such, we will use the two-year lag of region-level average
satisfaction with the city and the two-year lag of region-level average relative income
as instruments for close networks. On the other hand, for the individual’s current
migration intentions, what matters, is their own perception of these factors. Hence
we control for these directly in the regressions as explanatory variables. Similarly, as
instrument for broad social networks abroad (proxied by the number of people with
same the nationality intending to migrate abroad) we use the country level average
perception of economic conditions with two-year lag, while simultaneously control-

19The average perception of the level of amenities may also influence individual migration inten-
tions by defining cultural models of success (e.g. in societies/regions highly unsatisfied with level of
amenities, migration may be seen as the main form of individual achievement), this will be picked
up by our peer/network effects
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ling for the individual’s own perception of these factors. Finally, for broad social
networks locally, we use the two-year lagged value of country-level average perception
of local infrastructure (more precisely, perception of city safety, city housing, city
healthcare).20

Given the use of lags, we use the single-question specification instead of the princi-
pal components for the IV regressions, as using principal components would result in
a significant reduction in sample size limiting our ability to employ country-specific
fixed effects. Nevertheless, as a robustness, we also run regressions with principal
components without lagging the instruments, where results are similar, with close
networks being significant only at 10%.

Results are presented in Table 8 with first stage results included in Section 5 of
the Online Appendix. Table 8 presents two specifications for international migration
intentions; in the first column, we instrument both for broad and close social networks
abroad, while in the second column, we only use instruments for the close social
networks abroad and use country-year fixed effects instead of broad social networks
abroad.

The results on most of our control variables remain very similar to the results
presented without IV, although here, relative income becomes insignificant in the
case of international migration intentions. Our main variables of interest on social
networks have the same sign and significance (except that close networks are only 10%
significant in the specification with country-year fixed effects in the second column).
We again find that while social networks abroad have a positive significant impact
on international migration intentions, close local social networks reduce migration
intentions. Similarly, domestic migration intentions increase with a stronger presence
of broad social networks, while intentions are lower with stronger close local networks.

In order to better understand how different types of networks influence migration
decisions, in the next two subsections we distinguish local and foreign social networks
with and without remittances. We explore the importance of these different types of
networks on migration intention of individuals with different income and education
levels.

6.4 Intention to migrate and different types of networks

In order to better understand how social networks play a role in influencing inter-
national migration intentions, in particular close social networks both abroad and in
the current country, we interact social network variables with individual’s income and
education level.

We distinguish between close social networks abroad and home with and without

20There is significant variation in the instruments over time with the mean of the instrument
variables being significantly different between years. In addition, the correlation between the instru-
ments used for close networks and broad networks abroad is low, around 5%, while the correlation
between close networks abroad and local broad networks is low for one of the variables (in the
range between 0.5 and 8%) and somewhat higher for regional average city satisfaction (between 30
and 57%). The results with other potential instruments, including satisfaction with availability of
healthcare, housing and roads, are similar.
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Table 8: IV regressions with single questions

Intention to migrate
international international local

Close local networks -0.007 -0.007 -0.016

(0.002)*** (0.002)*** (0.003)***

Close networks abroad 0.144 0.157 0.030

(0.068)** (0.086)* (0.003)***

Broad networks abroad 0.030

(0.008)***

Broad local networks 0.141

(0.061)**

Satisfaction with the city/area -0.034 -0.033 -0.143

(0.002)*** (0.002)*** (0.003)***

Country economic condition (getting worse) 0.010 0.010 0.014

(0.002)*** (0.002)*** (0.003)***

Country economic condition (getting better) -0.010 -0.010 0.007

(0.003)*** (0.004)** (0.003)**

Part-time employment -0.021 -0.020 -0.060

(0.003)*** (0.003)*** (0.005)***

Full-time employment -0.020 -0.019 -0.056

(0.003)*** (0.003)*** (0.006)***

Log (rel.) income -0.005 -0.006 0.003

(0.004) (0.006) (0.002)**

Married -0.009 -0.008 -0.023

(0.002)*** (0.002)*** (0.002)***

Age -0.000 -0.000 -0.002

(0.000)*** (0.000)*** (0.000)***

Education (medium) 0.003 0.002 0.018

(0.003) (0.004) (0.003)***

Education (high) -0.001 -0.003 0.035

(0.007) (0.009) (0.004)***

Female -0.010 -0.009 -0.007

(0.001)*** (0.001)*** (0.002)***

Large city 0.004 0.003 0.010

(0.002) (0.003) (0.003)***

Healthy -0.004 -0.003 -0.021

(0.001)*** (0.001)** (0.003)***

# of children 0.000 0.000 -0.001

(0.000) (0.000) (0.001)

N 96,623 104,888 139,762
Underidentification test, p-value 0.000 0.000 0.000
Weak identification test F stat 9.626 9.098 806.777

* p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01

Note: The table above uses the following set of instruments: the first column — close networks abroad are instrumented
with two-year lags of regional-level satisfaction with the local city/area and relative income, while broad networks
abroad are instrumented with two-year lag of country-level perception of change in the country economy; the second
column uses the same instruments for close networks abroad and adds country-year fixed effects instead of broad
networks abroad. See Section 5 of the Online Appendix for first stage results. The dependent variable is an indicator
for intention to move away from the current location internationally. ‘Close networks abroad’ are measured by question
‘Do you have relatives or friends who are living in another country whom you can count on to help you when you
need them?’, while ‘close local networks’ are measured by question ‘Are you satisfied with the opportunities to meet
people and make friends?’. ‘Broad networks’ are proxied by the log of the total number of individuals at the current
location that intend to move abroad. ‘Local amenities’ are measured by ‘How satisfied are you with your city?’.
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remittances.21 One might expect that the channels through which social networks
influence migration decisions might be different for individuals with different income
levels. For example, having a close social network abroad which can help financially
might be relatively more important for individuals with lower income level. This
can be particularly important for those individuals for whom the cost of migration
would be higher than their current wealth without the financial support of the social
network. The wealthier the individual becomes, the less is the importance of the
financial support to reach the threshold where the individual has sufficient resources to
migrate. In addition, individuals with different educational level might be influenced
differently by different types of networks in their decision to migrate. It could be
that remittances from close networks abroad have a signalling role indicating that
the senders are more likely to have a better paying job and therefore could help
potential immigrants finding better jobs.22 However, these jobs are more likely to be
available only for those with higher level of education. On the other hand, remittances
from close networks abroad can also provide additional financial support to allow or
encourage individuals to remain in their origin location.

Similarly, close local networks with and without financial aid can result in different
push and pull factors for individuals with different level of income. There could also be
complex channels through which these networks matter. It could be that individuals
with higher level of income have close friends and family members relying on them
financially, making a risky migration decision less likely. On the other hand, Munshi
and Rosenzweig (2016) show that in India richer individuals belonging to higher
income local networks (sub-caste networks) have more to lose in terms of financial
security when moving.

Using the specification of Table 4 we distinguish social networks by whether they
send remittances or not and interact these different network variables with income in
Table 9, and with education in Table 10.

We find that broad social networks are more important drivers of international
migration intention for low-income (Table 9) and low-educated (Table 10) individuals
than for high-income and high-education individuals. This is in line with the previous
literature, for example McKenzie and Rapoport (2007) construct a model which shows
that as the social network abroad (at the destination) grows and the migration costs
fall, the low-income individuals are more likely to migrate. In addition, broad social
networks do not have a significant impact for the most educated group of individuals
in their intention to migrate internationally.

Regarding close social networks abroad, both for high- and low-income individu-
als, networks with remittances increase migration intention significantly more than
those without financial assistance (for test results on whether coefficients are signif-
icantly different see the last two rows of the tables). Individuals with lower incomes

21For social networks abroad we do this by combining answers from two questions. The survey asks
if there are close friends or relatives abroad and also asks if the individual receives remittances from
abroad. Thus, if an individual answers with ‘yes’ to both questions we conclude that the individual
has a close social network abroad which provides remittances. For social networks at home we
interact our close local network variable with remittances received from people at the origin.

22See Chuang and Schechter (2015) for an overview of related literature.
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Table 9: Intention to migrate internationally and individual income levels

Intention to migrate internationally
Income quintile

1–3 4–5

Close networks abroad with remit. 0.071 0.062
(0.009)*** (0.007)***

Close networks abroad w/o remit. 0.034 0.033
(0.004)*** (0.004)***

Close local networks with remit. -0.008 -0.010
(0.005) (0.006)

Close local networks w/o remit. -0.006 -0.014
(0.004) (0.006)**

Broad networks abroad 0.023 0.024
(0.003)*** (0.003)***

Close networks abroad test *** ***
Close local networks n.s. n.s.
Pseudo R2 0.224
N 48647

* p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01

Note: The table shows average marginal effects (evaluated at given income quintiles) of sample-weighted probit
regressions, st. errors are clustered at country-level, the specification includes year and country fixed effects, as well
as individual controls (omitted from the table). The dependent variable is a dummy for the intention to migrate
internationally. ‘Close networks’ reflect close social ties (local and abroad) of the individual, while ‘broad networks’
are proxied by log of the number of individuals at the current location that would like to move abroad. Close networks
(abroad/local) test provides test results if coefficients of the two close networks are equal.

Table 10: Intention to migrate internationally and individual education levels

Intention to migrate internationally
Low education Medium education High education

Close networks abroad with remit. 0.055 0.074 0.081
(0.009)*** (0.008)*** (0.019)***

Close networks abroad w/o remit. 0.033 0.035 0.031
(0.004)*** (0.005)*** (0.006)***

Close local networks with remit. -0.012 -0.008 0.014
(0.006)* (0.005) (0.011)

Close local networks w/o remit. -0.009 -0.011 0.006
(0.006) (0.005)** (0.009)

Broad networks abroad 0.024 0.026 0.018
(0.003)*** (0.003)*** (0.004)***

Close networks abroad test *** *** ***
Close local networks n.s. n.s. n.s.
Pseudo R2 0.225
N 48647

* p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01

Note: The table shows average marginal effects (evaluated at given education levels) of sample-weighted probit
regressions, st. errors are clustered at country-level, the specification includes year and country fixed effects, as well
as individual controls (omitted from the table). The dependent variable is a dummy for the intention to migrate
internationally. ‘Close networks’ reflect close social ties (local and abroad) of the individual, while ‘broad networks’
are proxied by log of the number of individuals at the current location that would like to move abroad. Close networks
(abroad/local) test provides test results if coefficients of the two close networks are equal.
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are 7.1% more likely to intend to migrate internationally if they have close social
networks from which they receive remittances, while those with close social networks
without remittances are only 3.4% more likely to plan to migrate internationally. For
those with higher incomes, the impact of close social networks abroad is quite similar,
being 6.2% with and 3.3% without remittances. However, interaction with education
highlights some differences between the different groups. Close social networks abroad
with remittances matter significantly more than close social networks without remit-
tances as the individuals become more educated. Social networks with remittances
increase the likelihood of international migration intentions, with magnitude of this
effect increasing with education level. The coefficient on close social network with
remittances is about 2.6 times bigger than for close social networks without remit-
tances for the highly educated individuals, about 1.7 times bigger for low-educated
and about 2.1 times bigger for medium-educated individuals.

One possible explanation for these results is that remittances coming from close
social networks abroad not only provide direct financial assistance, but also have a
signalling function for those who intend to migrate internationally. Possibly, higher-
educated individuals are more likely to be able to take up relatively higher-paying
jobs, or expect to be able to do so. To these individuals, close social networks abroad
with remittances send a signal that those sending the remittances are relatively richer
or work in higher-paying jobs and are more likely to be able to eventually help find-
ing/obtaining better-paying jobs (for further references examining the link between
social networks and job search see Munshi 2003; Comola and Mendola 2015). On
the other hand, those with only primary school level of education are unlikely to
look for this kind of signal as they are unlikely to expect to be able to take up a
higher-paying job, which typically would require higher skill levels. Networks sending
remittances are relatively more important for all groups than networks without re-
mittances, which indicates that these networks play a role in providing financial help
to cover some costs of migrating. For high education group, remittances could also
send a signal of potential help in finding better-paying jobs.23

Close local networks with and without remittances on the other hand seem to play
slightly different roles for lower- and higher-income individuals, while being less im-
portant than networks abroad in general. For lower-income individuals, both types
of close local networks have a negative sign, but the coefficients are insignificant.
Furthermore, for higher-income individuals, only those local networks have a signif-
icant impact which do not involve financial assistance, decreasing the probability of
migration intention by 1.4% (with only 5% significance).

The impact of close local social networks also varies with education levels. We
find that having stronger social ties at home reduces the likelihood of the intention
to migrate for low- and medium-educated individuals, but has no impact on those
with high education level. Higher-educated individuals seem to be unconstrained by
local social networks. In addition, close local networks without remittances matter

23It should be noted however, that although our social network variable abroad always proxies
close ties (family or close friends), it could be, that those networks with financial assistance foster
more migration intention not because of financial facilitation but because they represent even closer
ties.
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more across all income and education groups. These findings indicate that close
local networks influence international migration only marginally. In addition, people
are less likely to be influenced if they have a local network from which they receive
financial assistance. This could be because in networks from which they do not receive
remittances they are more likely to have others relying on them, making migration
more difficult. Further micro-level data on the composition and strength of social
networks is needed to examine these alternative hypotheses.

6.5 Reverse causality

There is a possibility that those who plan to migrate first decide that they want to
migrate and then they request that close friends and family members abroad send
remittances to cover expenses related to emigrating. If this is the case, we have a
problem of reverse causality and we might be misinterpreting some of the results
above. In order to check if this type of reverse causality is driving the results, we
restrict the sample to those individuals who themselves send remittances. Presum-
ably, if an individual sends remittances she is not in need of receiving remittances
in order to cover the costs of migrating. Thus migration intentions are not likely to
drive received remittances, so for this sub-sample reverse causality is less likely. The
question from the survey related to the individual sending remittances was not asked
in all years and restricts us to year 2012.

The main results on our social network variables hold with this sample restriction,
see Section 6 of the Online Appendix.24 As before, there is no important difference be-
tween the relative importance of close networks abroad with and without remittances
between high- and low-income individuals (except for the low-income individuals with
intention to migrate locally). In addition, as before, when looking at individuals with
different education level, close networks abroad with remittances are relatively more
important than without remittances in increasing the probability of migration inten-
tion for highly educated individuals than for those with lower levels of educations.

7 Conclusions

Using a unique survey dataset, we explored how the intention to migrate internation-
ally and domestically is influenced by different types of social networks, individual
perception of amenities at country and local levels, and other individual character-
istics. We distinguished between close social networks abroad and at home, with
further distinction depending on whether these networks provide remittances or not.
We also controlled for broad networks (same-country residents with intention to mi-
grate either internationally or locally). We investigated the impact of these different
networks on individuals with different income and education levels.

This analysis provides several interesting results. First, close and broad networks
are shown to explain the largest share of variation in the probability of international

24These tables are based on specifications that include broad networks, we also tried country fixed
effects specifications and the results are very similar.

30



migration intention. The robustness checks provide support to the causal direction
from social networks to the intention to migrate. Close and broad social networks
abroad combined are much more important than work-related factors, income or
wealth. On the other hand, close networks at the current location reduce the like-
lihood of the intention to migrate, albeit their importance is much lower. Second,
when interacting networks with individual’s income and education level, we find that
while close networks abroad with remittances are more important than those without
remittances for all groups, they are relatively more important for highly educated
individuals. These results could indicate that close networks abroad which provide
financial assistance possibly play a role in covering parts of migration costs, but also
for the highly educated individuals such networks could send a signal about potential
assistance in finding better paying jobs. Third, close local networks do not influence
significantly migration intentions of highly educated individuals. A possible interpre-
tation is that the networks which do not provide remittances are in turn dependent
on the individual, hence reducing their intention to out-migrate.

Further micro-level data on the composition and strength of social networks is
needed to examine these alternative hypotheses about the mechanisms through which
different social networks influence the intention to migrate. A limitation of our em-
pirical analysis is that we do not look at bilateral migration intentions, as we do
not have information in which country the close network of the individual is located.
Hence, using better micro-level data could provide further insights on the role of close
networks.
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