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Far fewer people migrate than global disparities in wealth and Received 10 November 2021

well-being would lead us to predict, yet we know relatively little Accepted 15 June 2022

about why those who presumably have much to gain from

migration prefer to stay in place. This article examines the | bility: aspirations:

motivations of young people who express the preference to stay n:]imo V1 asprations:
) =Y s gration; youth;

put, and asks what individual and household characteristics are development

associated with voluntary immobility. Using survey data collected

in Ethiopia, India, and Vietnam for the Young Lives Project, we

find that the majority of young people surveyed envision a future

within their home country, and between 32 per cent (Ethiopia)

and 60 per cent (Vietnam) prefer to stay in their current location.

Most youth prefer to stay for family-related reasons. Living in an

urban area and engagement in farm work are associated with

greater staying aspirations, but only for youth from the most

resource-poor or the wealthiest households. Higher levels of

schooling, wealth, feelings of self-efficacy and paid employment

are consistently associated with diminished desires to stay, with

stronger effects for youth from rural settings, resource-poor

households, and women. Our results reveal the social patterning

of staying aspirations and have important implications for

development interventions that seek to enhance aspirations and

capabilities of individuals to stay in place.

KEYWORDS

Introduction

It is now well established that youth, those between the ages of 15 and 30, are the
most likely to aspire to migrate and to realise their migration intentions (Bogue
1959; De Jong and Fawcett 1981; Esipova, Ray and Pugliese 2011). Research provides
many explanations for why, as people age, they become less likely to aspire to
migrate or to realise their migration plans. For example, as people marry and have
children, the material and immaterial costs of migration rise (Ritchey 1976; Haug
2008). Social and economic ties as well as feelings of ‘place-attachment’ also tend
to strengthen over the life cycle (Fischer and Malmberg 2001; Lewicka 2011).
However, research provides far fewer explanations and insights into why many
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young people, and especially those who presumably have good reasons to migrate, do
not wish to do so.

In this article, we focus on the preference to stay, and therefore the determinants of
‘potential immobility,” to complement growing research on migration aspirations and
‘potential mobility’ (see Esipova, Ray and Pugliese 2011; Docquier, Peri and Ruyssen
2014; Carling and Collins 2018). Our focus on immobility is partly a corrective to the
mobility bias in migration studies, that is, a tendency to focus theoretical and empirical
attention on the drivers of migration - the forces and conditions that initiate and perpe-
tuate movement — rather than the personal and structural forces that resist or restrict
migration (Schewel 2020). A mobility bias in migration research produces theories
that tend to overestimate movement (Hammar and Tamas 1997), and ignores two impor-
tant realities: many people who migration theories assume should aspire to migrate do
not wish to do so, and many who do aspire to migrate may lack the capability to
leave. As a result, far fewer people migrate than wide disparities in wealth and well-
being worldwide would lead us to predict (see Massey et al 1999; Carling 2002;
Schewel 2020).

Using survey data from Ethiopia, India, and Vietnam, this article asks: among the age
cohort most prone to leave, who prefers to stay put? More specifically, what are the
characteristics and motivations of youth who envision a future locally? We give attention
to differences by gender, household wealth, and rural/urban location, recognising that
the factors that motivate a desire to stay in place may differ for young women and
men and for youth from different socioeconomic circumstances.

Our survey data comes from the Young Lives project, a study on the causes and con-
sequences of childhood poverty in these case study countries (Boyden et al 2016). In line
with the study’s overarching aims, poor areas in these countries were over-sampled, while
children from better-off areas were included for comparison. This design provides an
opportunity to focus on the aspirations of young people in resource-poor settings.
Because the Young Lives data is not nationally-representative, our primary goal in this
article is to discern initial patterns in how common development indicators at the indi-
vidual and household level relate to staying aspirations across country contexts, rather
than to explain country-level variations in staying aspirations. Ethiopia, India, and
Vietnam are all majority rural societies with large agricultural sectors that have experi-
enced notable gains in human and economic development since the 1990s. This provides
an opportunity to explore the characteristics and motivations of young people who do
not want to migrate in countries experiencing the social transformations associated
with modern-day development.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 1 provides a brief theoretical and empirical
background to the study, reviewing the concept of ‘voluntary immobility’ and the devel-
opment contexts of Ethiopia, India, and Vietnam. Section 2 presents further details about
the Young Lives dataset, its methodology, and the individual and household indicators
we include in our analyses. Section 3 presents the main motivations young people give
for not wanting to migrate, and Section 4 analyses what characteristics and life circum-
stances are associated with a preference to stay, with attention to differences by gender,
wealth and rural/urban location.
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Background
Conceptualising voluntary immobility

Long neglected by migration researchers, a mushrooming body of literature addressing
immobility is shedding new light on why people do not migrate (see Schewel 2020,
Gruber 2021). As is often the case in under-researched areas, initial research has focused
on sketching the contours of the phenomena, offering simple typologies to clarify, as
Mata-Codesal (2015) put it, the ‘different ways of staying put.” For example, in this
journal Carling (2002) first introduced the term ‘involuntary immobility’ to distinguish
‘voluntary non-migrants,” ‘who stay because of a belief that non-migration is preferable
to migration,” from ‘involuntary non-migrants, ‘who aspire to migrate but lack the
ability’ (Carling 2002, 12). That same year Cohen (2002) identified three types of
non-migrating households in rural Oaxaca, Mexico—the marginal, average and success-
ful—to explain why some households ‘choose to ‘stay home’ while others cannot
migrate.” Examining immobility in rural Ecuador, Mata-Codesal (2015) explored the dis-
tinction between ‘desired immobility’ and ‘involuntary immobility.” Schewel (2015) added
the concept ‘acquiescent immobility,” based on research in Senegal, to highlight a category
of people who prefer to stay yet lack the ability to migrate and thus a meaningful choice. In
a study of stayers in Brazil, Robins (2022) uses the term ‘active immobility’ to emphasise
staying as an actively chosen process, ‘a conscious decision rather than a passive result
of a lack of agency’ (2). At the intersection of migration and environmental studies, the
term ‘trapped populations’ is gaining traction to distinguish those who ‘are trapped in vul-
nerable locations” from those who ‘choose to stay’ when facing environmental decline or
natural disasters (Black et al. 2011, 123; Ayeb-Karlsson et al. 2018).

Although the vocabulary varies to describe these different forms of immobility, almost
all revolve around a voluntary/involuntary distinction, or the degree to which a person
chooses or is forced into staying in place. This distinction is helpful, not least because it
complicates immobility, giving new dimensions to a category that has for too long been
taken as ‘static, natural or residual’ (Gaibazzi 2015, 3). Yet, this distinction also introduces
a host of other conceptual and empirical difficulties, many of which mirror the same chal-
lenges researchers face in distinguishing voluntary from forced migration. Across a wide
variety of circumstances, the complex coexistence of volition and limited choice, of per-
sonal desires and external compulsions, of circumscribed opportunities and capability con-
straints—these human and social realities muddle the boundaries of our neat conceptual
categories (see Erdal and Oepen 2018, Carling and Schewel 2018, Schewel 2021).

Beyond the voluntary or involuntary distinction, moreover, there are also many
different ways of being voluntarily immobile. When people express a preference to
stay, this preference could reflect a number of qualitatively different circumstances: an
enthusiastic embrace of local opportunities, a commitment to staying in one’s commu-
nity despite local decline, risk aversion, acceptance of one’s inability to migrate, or
perhaps a person has never meaningfully considered leaving and thus never developed
a real preference one way or another. These very different circumstances—from acquies-
cent to active immobility—could all fall under the umbrella of ‘voluntary immobility’.

Conscious of this diversity, and given the limitations of our survey data, what unites
the voluntarily immobile in this study is simply the expressed preference not to move in
the next ten years, which we describe as the ‘aspiration to stay.” Clearly, we are using
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‘aspiration to stay’ in a very broad sense, in the same way Carling and Schewel (2018) use
the term ‘migration aspiration’ to refer to the general conviction that migration is prefer-
able to non-migration, thereby encompassing desires to migrate along a spectrum of
forced to voluntary. The aspiration to stay — which we also refer to in terms of the
desire, wish, or preference to stay (cf Carling and Schewel 2018) - similarly refers to
the general conviction that staying is preferable to migration.

Country contexts

Ethiopia, India, and Vietnam all experienced notable gains in human and economic
development indicators since the 1990s. Human development, measured by a composite
picture of three dimensions of human development—life expectancy, education and
gross national income—has risen at varying degrees for each country over the last few
decades (see Figure 1). The most dramatic rise is seen in Ethiopia, in part because of
the rapid expansion in primary education there (see Figure A.l in the Appendix).
Today, India and Vietnam are categorised as middle-income countries while Ethiopia
is a low-income country - although poverty rates differ significantly between countries.
As Figure A.2 shows in the Appendix, poverty headcount ratios in India are more similar
to Ethiopia than to Vietnam, where poverty rates are much lower.

As these countries experienced the fundamental social transformations associated
with economic growth and human development over the last several decades, population
movements also shifted. Regarding internal migration, each country experienced a steady
urbanisation process, driven by rural-urban migration in addition to natural urban
population growth and urban expansion (WDI 2019). In each of the three countries,
the vast majority of migration is internal migration between villages, towns, and cities.
The percentage of each country’s population now living in urban areas mirrors the sec-
toral make-up of employment (see Figure 2), with Ethiopia remaining the most rural and
agricultural of the three countries.

Emigration rates, defined here as total emigrant stock per total population, show
steady but small growth over the last few decades: from 0.8% in 2000-1.2% in 2015 in
India, and 2.3% to 2.8% over the same period in Vietnam (UN 2017). Middle Eastern
countries and the United States are key destination areas for Indian emigrants.

0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1

0

Ethiopia India Vietnam

1990 =2000 =2010 = 2015

Figure 1. Human development index trends by country (1990-2015).
Source: UNDP Human Development Report 2019.
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Figure 2. Employment by sector and rural/urban population distribution.
Source: WDI 2019.

Vietnam has the greatest share of its emigrants in the United States — some half of all
overseas Vietnamese — due to refugee flows and family reunification after the Vietnam
War. Ethiopian emigration has largely been directed to the United States, the Middle
East, and African destinations. Ethiopia shows the lowest levels of emigration, 0.7%,
with little to no reported increase since 2000 (UN 2017), although research suggests a
notable rise in irregular migration from Ethiopia over the last two decades, particularly
to Middle Eastern countries (Zewdu 2018; Fernandez 2020; Schewel and Asmamaw
2021). Gavonel (2017) finds a higher rate of attrition due to emigration for the Ethiopia
Young Lives sample (5.2% versus less than 1% in Vietnam and India) - much of which
was likely irregular labour migration to Gulf countries as minors. This rise in migration
has not yet been captured in formal emigration estimates.

Against this backdrop of rising mobility associated with rising human and economic
development, we ask: who are the young people who prefer to stay put? Research often
emphasises that migrants are not a representative sample of origin communities. They
tend to come from particular age, gender, or social groups — what researchers refer to
as the ‘selectivity’ of migration (see, for example, Garip 2012). Yet, given the normalcy
of internal and international mobility, this also means non-migrants are not a represen-
tative sample of any given community. Nor are non-migrants one homogenous social
group. By focusing directly on the characteristics and motivations associated with the
aspiration to stay, the following sections explore whether there is meaningful heterogen-
eity among these potential stayers.

Methodology
Data and sampling

We use data from the Young Lives project, a longitudinal study on child and youth
poverty, funded by the UK Department for International Development (DfID). This
study collected panel data over a fifteen-year period in each country among a younger
cohort (2,000 children born in 2001-02) and an older cohort (between 700 and 1,000 chil-
dren born in 1994-95) in each country.1 We use data from the older cohort, who were
roughly between 18 and 20 years old when interviewed for the fourth survey round in
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2013 and 2014, the only round in which respondents were asked about their migration
aspirations. Sample sites were selected in five major regions of Ethiopia (Amhara,
Oromia, SNNPR, Tigray, and the capital city Addis Ababa), two states in India
(Andhra Pradesh and Telangana), and five regions of Vietnam (the North-East region,
Red River Delta, South Central Coast, Mekong River Delta, and the city of Da Nang).
Figure A.3 contains maps of these fieldwork locations. The Young Lives methodology
randomised households within each study site while the sites themselves were selected
to illustrate diversity in terms of rural and urban locations, ethnicity and religion. In
total, after deletion of missing values, our analyses are based on a sample of 2,547 indi-
viduals (885 in Ethiopia, 868 in India, and 794 in Vietnam).”

In line with the overall focus of the study on childhood poverty, districts with higher
food shortages were oversampled to ensure the inclusion of children from poor house-
holds, and urban and rural areas were purposively sampled so that children from both
areas were included (see Outes-Leon and Sanchez 2008; Kumra 2008; Nguyen 2008).
Although this means that the data is not nationally representative, this sampling strategy
is theoretically generative in the context of this study’s research interests. Many national-
level datasets tend to underrepresent poor youth (Gavonel, 2017). The ‘pro-poor’
sampling design of the Young Lives study allows us to analyze how economic and edu-
cational factors impact aspirations to stay for young people in relatively resource-poor
contexts. These are also the contexts most often targeted by development interventions
aimed at alleviating what are commonly assumed to be root causes of migration: poverty,
unemployment, and insecurity.

Variables and analyses

In this article, those who have ‘staying aspirations’ are those who answered ‘no’ to the
question: ‘Would you like to move from your current location to a different place at some
point within the next 10 years?” The wording of the survey question suggests that what
we refer to here as staying aspirations may reflect genuine desires to stay, not simply an
acceptance of constraints. The wording of the Young Lives survey question, ‘Would
you like to move ... is significantly different from ‘Will you move ...” The former asks
about desires; the latter requires some consideration of actual opportunities, constraints,
and the likelihood of migration. Staying aspirations here, then, refer to young people who
ideally prefer not to move in the next decade. Further, because those who answered yes to
the question were then asked where they would be most likely to move, we are also able to
differentiate between those who aspire to migrate internally rather than internationally.

Our analyses consist of descriptive statistics and regression analyses in which we
include several individual and household characteristics to study how these are associated
with the respondents’ preferences to stay. Table 1 summarises the individual and house-
hold characteristics of the young respondents in our sample. Regarding individual
characteristics, we include age, gender, and three education-related variables: whether
or not respondents were in school at the time of survey, their educational attainment,
and their aspired educational attainment. Aspired educational attainment is measured
by asking youth what level of education they aspired to attain, imagining they had no
constraints. The average score on this variable across the four countries is 5.21, which
corresponds to an education level in-between post-secondary education and bachelor
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Table 1. Youth interviewed in Ethiopia, India, Peru, and Vietnam.
Ethiopia India Vietnam All countries
M SD M SD M SD M SD

Individual characteristics

Age 1851 0.55 1872 1866 1876 047 18.66 0.51
Gender (1 =male) 053 050 048 049 046 050 049 0.50
Currently in school 060 049 049 053 048 050 053 050
Educational attainment® 105 095 252 188 211 114 188 1.17
Aspired educ. attainment® 535 177 486 521 545 159 521 176
Self-efficacy® 226 055 217 217 206 043 217 0.50
Farm work past 12 months 048 050 037 043 043 050 043 049
Paid empl. past 12 months 035 048 036 038 043 050 038 049
In business past 12 months 025 044 010 019 020 040 019 0.39
Migration since 2009° 035 048 054 047 052 050 047 050
Household characteristics

Subjective wealth® 264 080 252 265 279 063 265 0.78
Wealth index 037 016 060 052 061 0.3 052 0.19
Livestock ownership 063 048 042 051 047 050 051 0.50
Number of people to rely on for material support’ 189 119 193 187 179 141 1.87 1.20
Number of relatives/family in the community? 167 145 164 220 340 172 220 165
Urban residence 043 050 030 031 019 039 031 046

Aspirations to stay

Aspiration to stay at current location 032 047 036 042 060 049 042 049

Aspiration to stay in country — to either stay at current 061 049 071 072 087 034 072 045
location or migrate internally

Notes. Educational attainment ranges from (1) no education/early childhood education to (4) higher secondary edu-
cation. bAspired educational attainment is measured as (1) early childhood education/no education, (2) primary edu-
cation, (3) lower secondary education, (4) upper secondary education, (5) post-secondary non-tertiary education, (6)
bachelor or equivalent, and (7) master or equivalent, following ISCED classification.Self-efficacy was measured with
the question ‘I can solve most problems if | invest the necessary effort’. The scale was recoded to range from (1) dis-
agree, (2) agree, and (3) strongly agree.dMigration since 2009 refers to a move to a different location for at least two
months since Round 3 of Young Lives data collection (0 = no, 1 = yes). *Subjective wealth was measured with the ques-
tion ‘Which of the following best your household?” with answer categories ranging from ‘very rich (1) to ‘destitute’ (6).
We recoded the responses into four categories: (1) poor/destitute, (2) never have quite enough, (3) comfortable, and (4)
rich/very rich. *Measured with ‘Suppose you are in need of material support. How many people can you rely on in time
of need?, ranging from (0) none to (7) over 30. ‘Measured with ‘How many relatives/family live in this community
(excluding those in your own household)?’, ranging from (0) none, to (5) 30 or more.

levels. The upper limit of actual educational attainment for this cohort of youth is upper
secondary.

We also include a variable for self-efficacy, which generally refers to a person’s convic-
tion in their ability to succeed (Bandura 1977). Personal and psychological characteristics
are being given more attention in development analyses and strategies (see World Bank
2015), and self-efficacy is one personal characteristic, alongside others like risk-aversion
(Czaika 2015; Lee 1966), that appears to have a close relationship with migration aspira-
tions (Hoppe and Fujishiro 2015; Hagen-Zanker and Hennessey 2021).

To explore how local employment relates to aspirations to stay, we also incorporate
variables that capture whether youth had engaged in farm work, paid employment
and/or business activities over the 12 months previous to data collection.’ This indicator
is particularly interesting to analyse in light of development aid strategies that aim to
reduce migration through job creation (see Clemens and Postel 2018). Here we are
able to examine how different kinds of employment relate to staying aspirations.
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Fourty-three per cent of youth in our sample had engaged in farm work, 38 per cent had
been involved in paid employment, and 19 per cent were engaged in business activities.

We include a variable for previous migration episodes. Almost half of the respondents
had moved prior to the Round 4 survey, with a higher share in Vietnam and India.
Gavonel (2017) provides an extensive overview of patterns and drivers of internal
migration between Rounds 3 and 4 of Young Lives and finds that the main reason for
moving in all countries is education-related, followed by family-related reasons (mar-
riage, birth, or family reunification) in Ethiopia and India and work-related reasons in
Vietnam. We find that those who did not move over this same period (between 2009
and 2013/14) were mostly young people from resource-poor households in rural areas
and young people belonging to the higher wealth index categories in urban areas (see
Table 2).

We include two wealth measures: a subjective measure of household wealth and a
wealth index composed of three indices measuring housing quality, consumer durables,
and access to services (see Outes-Leon and Sanchez 2008 for more information on the
construction of the wealth index). Housing quality includes the number of rooms per
person, floor quality of the house, and roof quality. The consumer durables index
includes ownership of large household assets such as a radio, bicycle, TV, motorbike
or scooter, motorised vehicle or truck, landline telephone, and a modern bed or table.
Finally, the services index includes whether the household has access electricity, piped
water source, a pit latrine or flush toilet, and if the household uses electricity, gas or ker-
osene for cooking. This composite wealth index aims to capture the long-term economic
status of families, but one important limitation is that it does not include the incomes
available to young people or a family in a given period. In the analyses, we split the
wealth index into quintiles per country to study the prevalence of staying aspirations

Table 2. Individuals who did not move since 2009, by wealth index and rural/urban.
Country and

rural/urban Wealth index
1° quintile 2nd quintile 3" quintile 4™ quintile 5™ quintile Sign.
(lowest 20%) (20-40%) (40-60%) (60-80%) (highest 20%) (Anova)
Ethiopia
Rural 67.65 68.46 72.03 61.54 36.36 **
Urban 50.00 57.78 65.08 69.71 58.60
Sign. (t-test)
India
Rural 41.05 35.84 47.30 39.39 30.91
Urban 20.20 64.29 62.22 72.92 55.91 **
Sign. (t-test) * * il il
Vietnam
Rural 46.93 35.33 39.07 40.44 33.75
Urban - 75.00 80.77 80.95 75.26
Sign. (t-test) KX* XXX XXX
Total
Rural 51.71 4571 51.30 4571 33.12 il
Urban 38.36 52.94 59.68 70.05 64.62 el
*% *¥ KKK KKK

Sign. (t-test)
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for youth in different wealth categories. Thus, these wealth categories represent a young
person’s economic background relative to their respective country sample. We also add
an indicator for household livestock ownership. Livestock can be a significant source of
wealth, particularly (but not exclusively) in rural areas,” but it was not captured in the
wealth index.

Finally, we differentiate between rural and urban residence and also include two indi-
cators that address the role of family and community as potential retain factors: the
number of people that our respondents can rely on for material support and the
number of relatives or family in the local community. Previous research suggests
family and friends are a valued aspect of life that tends to reduce desires to leave
(Ritchey 1976; de Jong and Fawcett 1981) and as the following section confirms,
family-related reasons are overwhelmingly the most common explanation young
people give for not wanting to migrate.

Findings
Motivations for staying

As the young people surveyed by the Young Lives study navigate a crucial period of tran-
sition into adulthood, the majority envision a future within their country, with a smaller
subset imagining a future in their immediate community. As Table 1 shows, 61 per cent
of respondents in Ethiopia, 71 per cent in India, and 87 per cent in Vietnam do not want
to leave their country. Among these potential stayers are those who do not want to leave
their current locality: 32 per cent of respondents in Ethiopia, 36 per cent in India, and
60 percent in Vietnam.® We focus our analyses on this latter cohort, those who prefer
to stay in place.

The majority of the Young Lives respondents describe family-related reasons as their
main motivation to stay (Table 3). This is particularly the case in Vietnam, where 69 per
cent of respondents stated that family was their primary reason for staying. Other impor-
tant motivations include having a good work, happiness and generally having a ‘good
life. In India, approximately 20 per cent of young people mention property such as
housing or land as the main reason to stay. This was far less common in Ethiopia or
Vietnam, highlighting the importance of understanding local norms regarding land-
holding and the age at which people generally inherit property. Enrolment in school is
a more commonly cited reason for staying in Ethiopia than it is in India and Vietnam.
Opverall, respondents prioritised ‘retain factors’ over ‘repel factors’ (e.g. ‘migrants are
not successful’) or migration constraints (e.g. ‘I cannot afford to move’) as reasons for
staying.

Table 4 examines the respondents’ motivations for staying split by wealth index quin-
tiles, rural/urban location, and gender. While family-related motivations remain the
most common explanation for staying aspirations across socioeconomic groups, they
were notably higher among youth from the poorest households, youth in rural areas,
and young women. Young people from wealthier households and youth in urban
areas more often expressed being happy, having a good life, or enrolment in schooling
as a reason for staying as compared to poorer youth or youth in rural areas. The most
significant gender differences in motivations to stay concern work and family. Both
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Table 3. Main reasons to stay in current location.

Ethiopia India Vietnam All countries
(%) (%) (%) (%)
| have family here 45.07 49.20 69.33 57.05
| have a job | like here/work here 11.62 15.11 8.19 1.1
| am happy here/have a good life 9.86 9.00 9.03 9.24
| have house/land/property here 3.52 19.61 441 8.59
I am at school here/studying here 16.55 0.64 2.94 5.88
| have community here 0.70 2.57 2.73 2.15
| have responsibilities here 1.76 1.61 0.21 1.03
| do not know where to go 3.17 0.64 0.84 1.40
| cannot afford to move 1.76 0.32 0.63 0.84
| do not have any skills or education 141 0.32 - 0.47
| worry about not knowing anyone 1.41 0.32 0.42 0.65
| worry about not finding a job 0.70 0.64 0.21 0.37
Migrants are not successful 0.35 - - 0.09
Other/not applicable 211 - 1.05 1.12
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

sexes mention family and employment as key motivations for staying, but young men
more often mentioned good local employment, whereas women more often mentioned

the presence of family.

Table 4. Main reasons to stay in current location: by wealth index, rural/urban and gender.

Wealth Index Quintiles Rural/Urban Gender
-Ist nd 3rd 4th 5th
(1-20%) (20-40%) (40-60%) (60-80%) (80-100%) Rural Urban Female Male
| have family here 63.74 57.79 52.23 55.79 54.08 60.52 4837 6241 51.26
| have a job | like here/work 9.54 12.06 15.62 9.47 8.67 1111 111 737 1515
here
| am happy here/have a good 6.49 8.54 8.93 9.47 13.78 732 14.05 9.35 9.13
life
| have house/land/property 8.78 9.55 9.82 10.00 4.59 1007 490 8.09 9.13
here
| 'am at school here/studying 3.82 5.03 4.46 6.84 10.20 444 948 504 6.80
here
| have community here 1.91 1.51 2.23 3.16 2.04 1.44 3.92 1.62 272
| have responsibilities here 1.15 1.01 0.89 1.05 1.02 118 0.65 0.90 117
| do not know where to go 0.38 1.01 2.68 1.05 2.04 065  3.27 1.44 1.36
| cannot afford to move 0.76 0.50 0.89 1.05 1.02 0.52 1.63 0.90 0.78
| do not have any skills/ 1.15 - - 1.05 - 026 098 0.8 0.78
education
| worry about not knowing 0.76 0.50 0.45 - 1.53 052 098 1.08 0.19
anyone
| worry about not finding a job 0.38 1.01 0.45 - - 052 - 0.36 0.39
Migrants are not successful 0.38 - - - - 013 - - 0.19
Other 0.76 1.51 135 1.05 1.02 1.31 0.66 1.26 0.97
Total 100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
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Factors associated with voluntary immobility

Table 5 examines what individual and household characteristics are associated with the
aspiration to stay in one’s current location while controlling for other variables, including
country-specific effects (descriptive statistics are included in the Appendix Table A.1).
We add the variables in a step-wise fashion to check the robustness of results. Regarding
formal education, we find that current enrolment in school, attaining upper secondary
levels, and aspiring for higher levels of schooling are all strongly associated with lower
staying aspirations (i.e. greater migration aspirations). Higher levels of self-efficacy are
also associated with greater desires to migrate. Even when controlling for wealth and
education levels, those who feel more control over their futures are more likely to
want to leave.

Regarding wealth and employment, we find that engaging in household farm work is
positively associated with aspirations to stay in one’s locality, while access to paid
employment decreases the desire to stay. Higher levels of wealth, as measured by the
wealth index and subjective wealth, appear to be negatively related to aspirations to
stay (Model 3), but the significance of the effects of the wealth indicators diminishes
in the final model. This is mostly due to the inclusion of the education variables,
which are correlated with the wealth indicators.

Previous migration experiences are negatively associated with the desire to stay. If one
has already moved, perhaps one can more easily imagine doing so again. Regarding
family and community networks, the number of people on whom youth can rely for
material support and the number of relatives in the community are not associated
with an aspiration to stay.

The only notable retain factor in Table 5 is living in an urban area. This effect seems to
be primarily driven by India and Vietnam (see Appendix A.2). Indeed, country contexts
also show important differences. Even when controlling for other factors, young people
in Vietnam and India are more likely to aspire to stay than youth in Ethiopia. Neverthe-
less, Table A.2 in the Appendix confirms that many of the general patterns from Table 5
hold for each country. For example, youth enrolled in school are less likely to want to stay
where they area. Ethiopia shows stronger effects for education at primary level, while in
India and Vietnam, achieving secondary levels of educational attainment is associated
with greater desires to leave. Paid work is associated with greater migration aspirations
in Ethiopia and Vietnam while work in business is a significant retaining factor in India.

To explore how the determinants of staying aspirations vary for young people from
different socioeconomic backgrounds, Tables 6 and 7 analyse staying aspirations by
wealth index levels, rural/urban location, and gender. These tables reveal similar
trends as those in Table 5, but show important differences in where certain relationships
concentrate. While all youth, regardless of wealth level, are less likely to aspire to stay
where they are if they are enrolled in school or have completed secondary education,
even just primary levels of schooling appear to decrease staying aspirations for the
most resource-poor youth, those living in rural areas, and for young women. One
finds similar trends for the impact of feelings of self-efficacy.

Regarding employment, farm work only predicts an aspiration to stay for the poorest
and the wealthiest youth. Owning livestock is a retain factor for poorer youth, those in
rural settings, and young men. These findings may reflect the fact that farming for
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Table 5. Regression analyses: aspirations to stay in current location.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Age 0.11 0.11
(0.09) (0.09)
Gender (1 =male) —0.03 0.04
(0.09) (0.09)
Currently in education —0.66*** —0.871***
(0.10) (0.11)
Education (ref. = no educ.)
Primary education —0.40%** —0.35%*
(0.15) (0.15)
Lower secondary education -0.16 —0.06
(0.16) (0.17)
Upper secondary education —1.03%** —0.92%**
(0.18) (0.18)
Aspired educational attainment —0.12%** —0.17%**
(0.03) (0.03)
Farm work past 12 months 0.33%** 0.18*
(0.10) (0.11)
Paid job past 12 months 0.09 —0.35%**
(0.09) (0.10)
Business past 12 months —0.00 -0.13
0.11) (0.12)
Previous migration —0.20%* —0.20%*
(0.09) (0.09)
Self-efficacy —0.45%** —0.34%**
(0.09) (0.09)
Subjective wealth (ref. = poor/destitute)
Never have quite enough —0.45%** -0.28
(0.16) 0.17)
Comfortable -0.11 0.11
(0.13) (0.14)
Rich/very rich —0.46** —-0.09
(0.22) (0.24)
Wealth index (ref. = lowest quintile)
2nd quintile —0.48*** —0.38***
(0.13) (0.14)
3" quintile —0.33** -0.10
(0.13) (0.14)
4™ quintile —0.71%** —0.46%**
(0.14) (0.15)
5™ quintile —0.69%** —-0.25
(0.16) (0.17)
Livestock 0.14 0.09
(0.10) (0.11)
People for material support —0.02 0.03
(0.04) (0.04)
Family/relatives in the comm. —-0.03 —-0.05
(0.03) (0.03)
Urban 0.28%** 0.17 0.33%** —0.04 0.45%**
(0.10) 0.11) (0.12) (0.10) (0.14)
Country (ref. = Ethiopia)
India 0.59*** 0.23** 0.18* 0.16 0.55%**
(0.15) (0.11) 0.11) (0.10) (0.15)
Vietnam 1.74%%* 1.17%%* 1.27%%* 1.20%** 1.80%**
(0.14) (0.11) 0.11) (0.12) (0.16)
Constant -1.75 0.05 —0.35%* —0.64%** —0.70
(1.67) (0.23) 0.17) (0.12) (1.72)
Observations 2,547 2,547 2,547 2,547 2,547
Pseudo R2 0.12 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.14

Notes. *** indicates that the difference is significant at the 1% level. ** indicates that the difference is significant at the 5%
level. * indicates that the difference is significant at the 10% level. Analyses are controlled for country.
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Table 6. Regression analyses: aspirations to stay by wealth index.

Wealth index
1% quintile 2nd quintile 3" quintile 4™ quintile 5™ quintile
(lowest 20%) (20-40%) (40-60%) (60-80%) (highest 20%)
Age 0.06 0.08 —0.08 0.24 0.26
(0.22) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21)
Gender (1 =male) 0.15 0.07 —0.05 0.25 —0.26
(0.22) (0.21) (0.22) (0.22) (0.21)
Currently in education —0.79%** —0.81%** —1.40%** -0.35 —0.63**
(0.27) (0.26) (0.26) (0.25) (0.26)
Education (ref. = no
educ.)
Primary education —1.17%** 0.20 —0.51 —0.58 0.53
(0.34) (0.34) (0.36) (0.39) (0.54)
Lower secondary —0.58 —0.12 0.04 -0.11 0.50
education
(0.43) (0.39) (0.40) (0.39) (0.54)
Upper secondary —1.87%** —0.32 —0.82* —1.65%** 0.24
education
(0.44) (0.41) (0.43) (0.44) (0.55)
Aspired educational —0.06 —0.14** —-0.09 -0.16** —0.21**
attainment
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.09)
Farm work past 12 0.51** 0.08 —0.12 0.08 0.82**
months
(0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.26) (0.34)
Paid job past 12 months —0.49%* —0.68*** —0.20 —0.34 —0.18
(0.24) (0.23) (0.23) (0.25) (0.26)
Business past 12 months —0.52 —0.30 —0.30 0.31 0.04
(0.33) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.26)
Previous migration —0.19 —0.06 —0.27 —0.42* 0.00
(0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.23) (0.21)
Self-efficacy —0.87%** —0.63*** 0.08 —0.42* —0.04
(0.23) (0.23) (0.21) (0.22) (0.21)
Subjective wealth (ref. =
poor/destitute)
Never have quite enough -0.1 —0.55 -0.22 -0.10 —0.02
(0.35) (0.36) (0.38) (0.46) (0.60)
Comfortable 0.51* -041 —-0.02 0.42 0.50
(0.29) (0.30) (0.33) (0.39) (0.48)
Rich/very rich 0.76 —0.09 —1.16** 0.28 0.34
(0.63) (0.62) (0.59) (0.63) (0.57)
Livestock 0.02 0.54** 033 —-0.05 —0.59**
(0.27) (0.24) (0.25) (0.26) (0.28)
People for material —0.17 —0.03 0.16* 0.06 0.07
support
(0.11) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.08)
Family/relatives in the —0.05 —0.03 —-0.06 —-0.07 0.03
comm.
(0.08) (0.09) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)
Urban 1.63*** 0.54 0.34 0.09 0.76***
(0.55) (0.38) (0.30) (0.28) (0.29)
Country (ref. = Ethiopia)
India 1.27%%% 0.60* 0.53 1.16*** —0.64*
(0.41) (0.36) (0.34) (0.37) (0.38)
Vietnam 2.27%** 1.47%%* 1.98*** 2.35%** 1.22%%%
(0.40) (0.38) (0.39) (0.42) (0.38)
Constant 1.14 0.30 1.99 —3.43 -5.17
(4.18) (3.97) (3.92) (3.95) (4.08)
Observations 516 499 510 517 505
Pseudo R2 0.23 0.13 0.17 0.17 0.13

Notes. *** indicates that the difference is significant at the 1% level. ** indicates that the difference is significant at the 5%

level. * indicates that the difference is significant at the 10% level.
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Table 7. Regression analyses: aspirations to stay by rural/urban and gender.

Rural versus urban location Gender
Rural Urban Female Male
Age 0.09 0.09 0.18 —0.02
(0.11) (0.16) (0.13) (0.13)
Gender (1 =male) 0.10 -0.13
(0.11) (0.17)
Currently in education —0.90*** —0.53*** —0.87%** —0.871***
(0.14) (0.20) (0.16) (0.16)
Education (ref. = no educ.)
Primary education —0.47%* —-0.14 —0.64%** —0.09
(0.19) (0.30) (0.23) (0.22)
Lower secondary education —0.21 0.16 —0.17 —0.04
(0.22) (0.30) (0.23) (0.25)
Upper secondary education —1.08*** —0.69** —1.09%** —0.72%**
(0.23) (0.34) (0.26) (0.27)
Aspired educational attainment —0.09** —0.14** —0.13%** —0.06
(0.04) (0.06) (0.04) (0.05)
Farm work past 12 months 0.15 0.1 0.13 0.13
(0.12) (0.30) (0.15) (0.17)
Paid job past 12 months —0.45%** —0.16 —0.57%** —0.12
(0.12) (0.19) (0.15) (0.15)
Business past 12 months —0.17 0.03 —0.30* 0.05
(0.15) (0.21) (0.18) (0.17)
Previous migration —0.30%** 0.10 0.27%* —0.75%**
(0.12) (0.18) (0.13) (0.14)
Self-efficacy —0.45%** -0.18 —0.26** —0.40***
(0.12) (0.16) (0.13) (0.14)
Subjective wealth (ref. = poor/destitute)
Never have quite enough -0.26 -0.28 —0.08 —0.42*
(0.22) (0.30) (0.26) (0.24)
Comfortable —-0.01 0.37 0.16 0.14
(0.17) (0.27) (0.22) (0.20)
Rich/very rich -0.35 0.44 —-0.03 -0.18
(0.29) (0.43) (0.34) (0.35)
Wealth index (ref. = lowest quintile)
2nd quintile —0.31** -0.79 —0.35* —0.35*%
(0.15) (0.56) (0.20) (0.21)
3rd quintile —-0.01 —0.68 —0.01 —-0.20
(0.16) (0.52) (0.21) (0.21)
4th quintile —0.26 —1.09%* —0.54*%* —0.36
(0.18) (0.51) (0.22) (0.23)
5th quintile -0.25 —0.90% -0.17 —-0.36
(0.23) (0.51) (0.25) (0.26)
Livestock 0.25%* —0.44* —0.06 0.32*
(0.13) (0.25) (0.15) (0.17)
People for material support —0.01 0.12* 0.04 0.03
(0.05) (0.07) (0.05) (0.06)
Family/relatives in the comm. —0.07* 0.03 —0.06 —0.05
(0.04) (0.07) (0.05) (0.05)
Urban 0.48*** 0.38*
(0.19) (0.21)
Country (ref. = Ethiopia)
India 0.75%** 0.18 0.32 0.76***
(0.20) (0.28) (0.21) (0.23)
Vietnam 1.95%** 1.79%** 1.67%** 1.97%**
(0.20) (0.32) (0.23) (0.24)
Constant —0.02 —0.17 -1.91 134
(2.12) (3.12) (2.45) (2.52)
Observations 1,757 790 1,290 1,257
Pseudo R2 0.16 0.13 0.14 0.17

Notes. *** indicates that the difference is significant at the 1% level. ** indicates that the difference is significant at the 5%
level. * indicates that the difference is significant at the 10% level.
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wealthier youth offers greater hope or prospects for a future in agriculture than it does for
those with less resources, while young people from the poorest households, many of
whom will rely upon subsistence farming and livestock to meet their basic needs, may
be reluctant to take the risk of leaving their scarce assets. There is a different relationship
to paid work, however. Similar to Table 5, access to paid employment is associated with
lower desires to stay, but we see this effect only among young people in the first and
second wealth quintiles. Perhaps for youth from resource-poor households, access to
paid employment equips them with the knowledge, networks and financial resources
needed to embark on a migration project elsewhere. Interestingly, living in an urban
location is associated with the aspiration to stay only for the poorest and wealthiest
youth - those in the first and fifth quintiles.

We find similar trends when we compare women and men (Table 7). Paid and
business employment are both associated with greater migration aspirations for young
women, but not men. Education also has stronger effects on the imagined futures of
young women; completing just primary levels of education are associated with greater
aspirations to migrate. The only instance where we find countervailing trends in how
a particular indicator relates to staying aspirations is in how previous migration aspira-
tions relates to the aspiration to stay. Women are more likely to aspire to stay after a pre-
vious migration episode, while men are more likely to aspire to leave. This may reflect
gendered differences in marriage migration, where women move to join their spouse’s
household. This effect is likely driven by India (see Appendix A.2), where half (50%)
of all moves by young women between rounds 3 and 4 of the Young Lives survey
were for marriage. In Vietnam, 18 per cent of young women’s moves were for marriage,
followed by 12 per cent in Ethiopia (Gavonel 2017). This kind of early marriage
migration is by a particular cohort of young women, usually those with less schooling
and resources. It differs significantly from previous migration for studies or work, and
thus shows a different relationship with staying aspirations.

Finally, despite family being the most common reason given for staying (Tables 3 and
4), we find the number of family members in one’s immediate community was not a
notable retain factor in the regression analyses. The number of people on whom one
could rely for material support shows a tentative positive relationship with staying aspira-
tions for young people with middling levels of wealth and for youth in urban areas. It has
a more robust effect as a retain factor in Ethiopia (see Appendix A.2).

Discussion

When first embarking on this study, we were eager to gain insight into the retain factors
that help explain why many young people prefer to stay where they are. We soon discov-
ered that the most common indicators we use to assess development at the individual or
household level have an overwhelmingly negative relationship with staying aspirations —
that is, higher levels of education, wealth, feelings of self-efficacy, and paid employment
are all associated with greater migration aspirations. These findings resonate with an
increasingly sophisticated body of research that argues that human and economic devel-
opment increases migration propensities in low- and middle-income countries (see
Skeldon 1997, 2012. ; de Haas 2007 2010; Docquier et al 2014; Dao et al 2018;
Clemens and Postel 2018; Clemens 2020). One explanation is that, as countries
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experience the social transformations associated with development - including rising
levels of income, education and connectivity — more people develop the aspiration to
migrate and acquire the capabilities (i.e. financial, human and social resources) to
leave (de Haas 2021).

For readers already familiar with the migration-development literature, our findings
may come as little surprise. Yet, the basic point remains underappreciated by many
working in the field of development, particularly those designing policies and pro-
grammes to alleviate the root causes of migration. If one assumes that poverty and unem-
ployment are core drivers of migration, then it is natural to focus on increasing access to
schooling and paid work to alleviate the need to migrate. However, our findings suggest
that young people with higher levels of education and paid employment are more likely to
aspire to migrate. Moreover, young people from less advantaged backgrounds - notably
young women, youth in rural areas, and youth from resource-poor households - appear
to be more susceptible to these effects.

It is particularly striking that under no circumstances does education — whether
measured in terms of current enrolment, attainment, or aspired levels — serve as a
retain factor. There is a consistently negative relationship between educational attain-
ment and staying aspirations, even among an age cohort whose upper limits of schooling
were just secondary levels. We found the same pattern in a more focused study of the
relationship between migration aspirations and formal schooling in Ethiopia (Schewel
and Fransen 2018); our findings here confirm that this relationship holds for India
and Vietnam. Education may diminish a desire to stay for several reasons: education
can boost the expected economic returns of leaving, and the skilled work that higher
levels of education promise generally concentrate in urban areas. However, the impact
of education likely goes deeper, reshaping notions of the good life that young people
hold and the kinds of work they come to desire. As others have shown, for many (par-
ticularly rural) youth, education often entails ‘learning to leave’ (Corbett 2007; Crivello
2011 2015; White 2012).

Employment has a more complicated relationship with staying aspirations. Farm work
is associated with greater desires to stay put, but only for youth from the most resource-
poor and the most resource-rich households. The reasons for staying are likely very
different for these two groups of youth, the former relying on farming to meet their
basic needs while the latter may be the only ones able to envision a desirable future in
agriculture. Paid work, on the contrary, is associated with greater migration aspirations
- but only for youth from poorer households. Perhaps for these young people, schooling
and wage-work enhances access to information, networks and resources that enable or
encourage them to imagine a future elsewhere. For most of these youth, ‘elsewhere’
will be a destination within their home country rather than outside of it.

It is also notable that the majority of youth in all countries mentioned family-related
reasons as their primary motivation to stay put, yet the number of relatives living in one’s
community did not significantly predict a desire to stay. This is likely because our
primary indicator for family — the numerical size of local family networks - does not
capture the family dynamics that can attract or tie people to home.” The presence of
family as a reason to stay could reflect several different, even countervailing, realities.
It gives support to the positive notion that family and friends are a valued aspect of
social life that many are reluctant to leave. However, it may also signal social or economic
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responsibilities to family that are location-specific and require a person to stay where they
are, such as caring for children or aging parents. In another examination of staying
aspirations in Senegal, for example, family-related motivations for staying ranged from
the joy and peace of mind that comes from being with one’s children to ‘my husband
would not agree’ (Schewel 2015). While family-related reasons remain common motiv-
ations for staying, exactly how family matters or retains people is likely more complex
than it initially seems. To better understand this dynamic, further research would
benefit from looking more closely at Vietnam, where both staying aspirations and
family-related motivations to stay are particularly high.

This relates to a more fundamental concern that perhaps we are not using the right
indicators to understand the factors most strongly associated with the aspiration to
stay. By focusing on common indicators like wealth, education, or employment, we
may have also fallen prey to a particularly narrow conception of what constitutes ‘devel-
opment’ and what matters to people when they consider their future plans. A forthcom-
ing study by Debray, Ruyssen, and Schewel, for example, uses Gallup World Poll data and
finds a range of positive predictors of staying aspirations (at the global level), such as the
importance of religion, personal thriving, feelings of safety or trust in local institutions.
Had we been able to incorporate similar variables here, we would have likely found evi-
dence for far more retain factors. Future surveys would benefit from trying to capture
these more immaterial and non-economic factors that a growing body of qualitative
research suggests are fundamental to explaining staying preferences (see Farbotko
2018; Adams and Komu 2021; Blondin 2021; Wyngaarden et al 2022).

Conclusion

To understand why so many people do not migrate, it is important to interrogate the
aspiration to stay. Widespread immobility is not only a result of financial constraints
or political and legal barriers to migration. In this study, the majority of young
people—the demographic cohort most likely to aspire to migrate—imagine a future in
their homelands. A smaller but still substantial cohort aspires for a future in the locality
where they live. To better understand this voluntary immobility, our paper explored the
reasons young people give for not wanting to migrate and the individual and household
characteristics that are more strongly associated with a desire to stay put.

We began from the assumption that staying aspirations are socially patterned and find
important differences in what retains young people depending on their gender, rural/
urban location, and levels of wealth. For example, we find that both living in an urban
area and engagement in farm work are positively associated with aspirations to stay in
place, but only for youth from the poorest and wealthiest backgrounds. Access to paid
employment, on the contrary, is associated with greater migration aspirations, particu-
larly for young women, youth from rural areas and from resource-poor households.
These findings have important and even counter-intuitive implications for development
interventions that seek to decrease migration propensities by creating job opportunities
in origin areas. Whether expanding employment will increase or decrease staying
propensities depends on the nature and prospects of local employment and the
socioeconomic backgrounds of young people engaging in it. For particular subsets of
youth — youth from rural areas, poorer households, or young women - accessing paid



18 K. SCHEWEL AND S. FRANSEN

work may be a stepping stone that provides the networks and financial resources needed
to imagine and realise a migration project.

As research continues into the determinants of migration and immobility, future
surveys would benefit from considering four issues. First, our focus on immobility aspira-
tions only provides a snapshot of staying aspirations among young people in Ethiopia,
India, and Vietnam. This research would be significantly enhanced if it were possible
to follow shifts in migration and staying aspirations and behaviour over time. The
Young Lives survey only asked about migration aspirations in one survey round.
Future longitudinal studies could regularly include questions about migration and
staying aspirations to explore how and why these change across the life course, and
how they relate to actual migration or immobility outcomes.

Second, future surveys should consider asking about the aspiration to stay directly,
rather than treating it as the default to migration desires. A growing number of
surveys asking about migration aspirations now include follow-up questions that differ-
entiate between an ideal wish to migrate, intentions and concrete plans, the latter gener-
ally being a better indicator of future behaviour (Carling and Schewel 2018; Tjaden et al
2019). Might it be possible to also include more specific follow-up questions about inten-
tions or plans to stay? ‘Preparing to stay’ may not be as straight forward as ‘preparing to
migrate,” but the degree to which a young person invests in a future locally — whether
through buying land or a house, opening their own business, or starting a family —
may indicate a greater likelihood of staying.

Third, incorporating questions about the ability to migrate would allow researchers
to better distinguish involuntary, voluntary and acquiescent immobility using survey
data, as well as interrogate how aspiration and ability might impact each other,
through, for example, adaptive preferences (see Carling and Schewel 2018, 958-959).
Finally, as mentioned in the discussion, researchers interested in the relationship
between migration, development, and immobility should include a wider definition of
‘development’ to include social, cultural, and even spiritual dimensions that a growing
body of literature suggests are important to explain the preference to stay. By better
understanding the influence of these variables, we can gain a more holistic understanding
of the factors that are important to people when they make a decision to migrate or
to stay.

Notes

1. Peru is a fourth case study country of the Young Lives project, but we did not include it in
our sample for several reasons. First, the Peru sample is smaller and significantly more
urban. Second, Peru as a country is much more urban, with an economy more firmly
grounded in the service sector, meaning the country has a very different development
context as compared to Vietnam, India, and Ethiopia.

2. Attrition rates between round 1 and round 4 of data collection ranged from 11.3 per cent
in Vietnam to 4.3 per cent in India. In India and Vietnam, the main reasons for attrition
among the older cohort include refusals to continue with the research or respondents
were ‘untraceable,” which may be due to migration. Only in Ethiopia was international
migration the main reason for attrition (6.4%). The fact that internal and international
migration is one reason for attrition may mean that individuals who (aspire to) stay
are slightly overrepresented in our sample. Yet, as our aim is to study the individual
characteristics of those who aspire to stay versus those who aspire to move, this does
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not affect our results. For further information More information on sampling and attri-
tion in the four research sites can be found in the Round 4 Survey Design and Sampling
Factsheets, which are available online at: www.younglives.org.uk/content/sampling-and-
attrition.

3. Farm work referred to work ‘on a farm owned or rented by you or any member of your
household (e.g. cultivating crops, farming tasks, caring for livestock)’. Paid employment
referred to work ‘for someone who is NOT a member of your household (e.g. a
company, the government, neighbours farm)’ and could include agricultural and non-agri-
cultural work. Finally, business activities referred to work ‘on your own account or in a
business enterprise belonging to you or someone in your household (e.g. shop-keeper)’
(Young Lives child questionnaire, older cohort, available here: https://www.younglives.
org.uk/sites/www.younglives.org.uk/files/et-r4-oc-child-questionnaire.pdf). The job cat-
egories are not mutually exclusive, meaning that respondents could have engaged in mul-
tiple activities.

4. Good floor quality refers to floors made of a finished material (cement, tile or laminated
material), whereas good roof quality refers to roofs that are made of iron, concrete tiles
or slates.

5. Our data shows that in some countries, such as Ethiopia, livestock is also common in urban
areas: 33 percent of urban youth owns livestock in Ethiopia, versus four and five percent of
urban youth in India and Vietnam, respectively.

6. Locations refer to kebeles in Ethiopia, villages in India, and communes in Vietnam.

7. The size of a family may not matter as much as the strength of ties and feelings of respon-
sibility to them, which is inevitably shaped by broader socioeconomic and cultural factors.
For example, under conditions of resource scarcity, a commitment to family can also motiv-
ate migration. As New Economics of Labor Migration theory suggests, migration is often a
household decision; the migration and remittances of one individual helps diversify the
income available to a family (Stark and Bloom 1985). In other cases, commitment to
family may require staying and through one’s physical presence, assuming the responsibil-
ities for a family’s land, livelihood, or elderly members.
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Figure A.3. Fieldwork locations in Ethiopia, India and Vietnam. (a) Ethiopia. Derived from: Young Lives
Survey Design and Sampling in Ethiopia. Preliminary Findings from the 2013 Young Lives Survey
(Round 4). Young Lives 2014, available at: https://www.younglives-ethiopia.org. (b) India. Derived
from: Young Lives Survey Design and Sampling in India. Preliminary Findings from the 2013 Young
Lives Survey (Round 4). Young Lives 2014, available at: www.younglivesindia.org. (c) Vietnam.
Derived from: Young Lives Survey Design and Sampling in Vietnam. Preliminary Findings from the
2013 Young Lives Survey (Round 4). Young Lives 2014, available at: www.younglives-vietnam.org.
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Table A.1. Aspirations to stay, by respondent characteristics: Descriptive statistics.

Aspiration to stay in

Aspiration to stay in

Aspiration to stay in

Aspiration to stay in

Variable Categories locality (%) country (%) Variable Categories locality (%) country (%)
Age Age group 16-18 0.37 0.68 Self-efficacy (Strongly) disagree 0.58 0.78
Age group 19-23 0.45 0.74 Agree 0.44 0.74
i *ax Strongly agree 0.31 0.65
Gender Female 0.43 0.70 rxX *rx
Male 0.41 0.75 Wealth index First quintile 0.51 0.78
** Second quintile 0.40 0.71
Currently in educ. No 0.56 0.81 Third quintile 0.44 0.73
Yes 0.29 0.65 Fourth quintile 0.37 0.71
i i Fifth quintile 0.39 0.68
Educational No educ./pre- 0.52 0.74 il *x
attainment primary
Primary 0.49 0.76 Subjective wealth Poor/destitute 0.45 0.74
Lower secondary 0.42 0.64 Never have quite 0.32 0.64
enough
Upper secondary 0.35 0.73 Comfortable/can 0.45 0.75
manage
X Hx Rich/very rich 0.30 0.65
Aspired educ. Low (no educ/ 0.40 0.67 i *ax
attainment primary)
Medium (sec. & 0.37 0.71 Livestock ownership No 0.41 0.72
voC.)
High (BA/MA >) 0.33 0.68 Yes 0.43 0.73
Fx i People for material
Farm work past 12 No 0.40 0.70 support None 0.52 0.77
months Yes 0.45 0.76 One or more 0.41 0.72
XXX *X¥ *X¥
Paid empl. past 12 No 0.41 0.71 No. of relatives in the ~ None 0.42 0.69
months Yes 0.44 0.75 community One or more 0.42 0.73
* *
Business past 12 No 0.42 0.72 Urban/rural Rural 0.44 0.76
months Yes 0.42 0.74 Urban 0.39 0.64
*% X%
Migration since No 0.43 0.69 Country Ethiopia 0.32 0.61
2009 Yes 0.40 0.76 India 0.36 0.71
rxx Vietnam 0.60 0.87

XXK

XK

Notes. *** indicates that the difference is significant at the 1% level. ** indicates that the difference is significant at the 5% level. * indicates that the difference is significant at the 10% level.
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Table A.2. Regression Analysis: By Country

Ethiopia India Vietnam
Age 0.07 0.08 0.12
(0.14) (0.18) (0.17)
Gender (1 =male) —0.04 0.05 0.13
(0.16) (0.18) (0.16)
Currently in education —0.47** —1.34%** —0.52**
(0.19) (0.21) (0.22)
Education (ref. = no educ.)
Primary education —0.55%** —0.44 —-0.21
(0.21) (0.41) (0.35)
Lower secondary education —0.39* 0.04 —1.62%*
(0.23) (0.37) (0.72)
Upper secondary education —0.43 —0.90%* —0.99%**
(0.37) (0.36) (0.38)
Aspired educational attainment —0.14%** —0.09* -0.07
(0.05) (0.05) (0.07)
Farm work past 12 months 0.04 0.03 0.36*
(0.21) (0.19) (0.19)
Paid job past 12 months —0.53*** 0.06 —0.53%**
(0.18) (0.20) (0.18)
Business past 12 months —0.29 0.63** —0.22
(0.19) (0.27) (0.21)
Previous migration —0.02 0.13 —0.61%**
(0.17) (0.17) (0.18)
Self-efficacy —0.40%** -0.17 —-0.28
(0.14) (0.18) (0.19)
Subjective wealth (ref. = poor/destitute)
Never have quite enough —0.43 —0.03 —0.30
(0.28) (0.29) (0.42)
Comfortable —0.08 0.38* 0.16
(0.26) (0.22) (0.32)
Rich/very rich 0.08 —0.48 —0.45
(0.35) (0.52) (0.57)
Wealth index (ref. = lowest quintile)
2nd quintile —0.53** —0.19 —0.47*
(0.25) (0.25) (0.28)
3" quintile -0.30 0.08 0.00
(0.24) (0.25) (0.28)
4™ quintile —0.65** -0.25 —0.45
(0.27) (0.28) (0.29)
5™ quintile -0.27 —-0.34 -0.18
(0.30) (0.33) (0.32)
Livestock —-0.28 0.45%* 0.21
(0.21) (0.21) (0.19)
People for material support 0.17%* 0.03 —0.09
(0.07) (0.09) (0.06)
Family/relatives in the comm. —0.19%** 0.08 0.00
(0.06) (0.08) (0.05)
Urban 0.08 0.64** 0.58**
(0.24) (0.25) (0.28)
Constant 1.03 -0.99 0.51
(2.74) (3.51) (3.32)
Observations 885 868 794
Pseudo R2 0.08 0.18 0.13

Notes. *** indicates that the difference is significant at the 1% level. ** indicates that the difference is significant at the 5%
level. * indicates that the difference is significant at the 10% level.
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