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Abstract

The paper examines the relationship between past experience of involuntary
immobility in a family and the current migration intentions of its members. While
family migration experience has been shown to be positively related to migration
intentions, the role of past unrealised migration intentions in a family is
understudied. Using the case of the former communist bloc, we focus on the
migration intentions of people whose family members’ mobility aspirations were
stifled by the restrictive political regime. Drawing on data from the Life in
Transition Il Survey, we show that close relatives of people who had been
prohibited from going abroad under communist rule are more likely to report
migration intentions compared to people without such family experience. We
explain these findings with the intergenerational transmission of mobility
aspirations.
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Introduction

Migration intentions are a critical social driver of migration behaviour (Chort, 2014; Docquier
et al., 2014; Van Dalen and Henkens, 2013; see also Tjaden et al., 2019). While they are not a
perfect predictor of an actual move (Bradley et al., 2008; Brzozowski and Coniglio, 2021; De
Jong, 2000; see also Sutton, 1998), migration intentions may be an important predictor of
other place-related behaviours, such as engagement in local social life or in the improvement
of local living conditions (Aslany et al., 2021), making it important to understand the factors
affecting them.

Migration intentions (or aspirations, if viewed more broadly, see Aslany et al., 2021)
are believed to be shaped by a variety of factors, covering not only current but also past
circumstances. When related directly to migration and mobility on the family level, past
circumstances considered by previous studies involved prior personal migration and mobility
experience (Bernard et al., 2022; Bernard and Perales, 2021; Bernard and Vidal, 2020; De
Jong, 2000; Efendic, 2016; Huber et al., 2022; Marrow and Klekowski von Koppenfels, 2020;
Petzold, 2017) as well as broader family migration history (lvlevs and King, 2012; Kandel
and Massey, 2002; Myers, 1999; see also Clifton-Sprigg, 2022). While the emerging literature
has addressed the potential impact that family migration history may have on current
migration intentions, it has concentrated on the consequences of past migration behaviour.
However, previous migration-related experiences may also include mental processes and
concrete efforts that have not ended in an actual move. Existing scholarship has so far not
sufficiently attended to the role of past events and processes whose outcome, despite the
presence of mobility aspirations (and often intentions), was immobility rather than mobility,
in predicting current migration intentions (which may be viewed as yet another manifestation
of ‘mobility bias in migration studies’, Schewel 2020). In particular, what remains unknown —
and what in our view constitutes an important research question and a promising line of
sociological inquiry — is how past mobility intentions unrealised due to external constraints,
such as a narrow opportunity structure due to mobility restrictions, may affect the migration
intentions of the descendants of those whose mobility aspirations remained unfulfilled.
Understanding the consequences of unfulfilled mobility aspirations for subsequent
generations is a relevant question for sociologists of migration as well as for policy makers,
given the prevalence of involuntary immobility in today’s world (Carling, 2002).

Our study is embedded in the context of the post-socialist countries. This region offers
a setting that is particularly well-suited for studying the implications of past experience of
involuntary immobility, as cross-border mobility was subject to strict control under the
communist regime, reaching historically unique levels (Light, 2012; Stola, 2015). At the same
time, enough time has passed since the moment when mobility restrictions were lifted to
enable the investigation of long-term, transgenerational consequences of unrealised mobility
intentions. We are specifically interested in the current migration intentions of the relatives of
people whose mobility aspirations were stifled by the restrictive political regime in
comparison with the rest of the population. Rephrasing the question posed by Ivlevs and King
(2012) in relation to mobility outcome, in this study we seek to investigate whether the
relatives of people who wished to go abroad during communist times but were not allowed to
do so are currently more likely to report the intention to migrate, compared to people in
similar circumstances without this kind of family experience.



We assume that mobility restrictions might have fuelled the desire to leave the country
among those who were denied the right to travel (De Haas, 2021). While some might have
taken the opportunity to go abroad after restrictions had been lifted, others might have found
themselves no longer capable of going (e.g. due to the shift in the life cycle phase, Clark and
Lisowski, 2018; Coulter, 2013; Coulter et al., 2016; which points to the intersection of
individual lifetimes and institutional times, Wang and Collins, 2020). We expect that the latter
may have passed their unfulfilled mobility intentions onto their children and grandchildren.
This, we contend, may happen through stories about past mobility intentions unfulfilled due to
external constraints being passed from one generation to another, presenting migration as an
attractive and desirable option. Our study will thus aim at verifying the following hypothesis:
Past experience of involuntary immobility in a family is positively related to the current
migration intentions of its members.

In the sections that follow, we first outline our conceptual base, defining the key
notions that we use throughout the article. Next, we briefly review previous studies on the
potential of the intergenerational transmission of migration-related attitudes and behaviour,
explaining how we want to build on and advance them. We then describe the historical-
geographical context that serves as the showcase for our analyses. Then, we present our data,
measures and methods used. After presenting our results, we discuss their theoretical
implications, the limitations of our analyses and our study’s contribution to the current body
of knowledge.

Conceptual framework: migration intentions, spatial aspirations and involuntary
immobility

An intention is usually defined as a plan or desire to do something. The list of its synonyms
includes e.g. aim, aspiration, goal. Although often treated as synonyms, intentions and
aspirations often diverge when the focus is on predicting migration decisions (Huber et al.,
2022). In contrast to aspirations, intentions will often involve some engagement in the
associated behaviour. Nevertheless, as aptly put by Carling (2002: 15), it ‘is difficult to say
how much planning is needed for a wish to qualify as an intention’. Despite being aware of
these differences, Aslany et al. (2021) treat migration aspirations as an umbrella category
encompassing terms such as desires, intentions, plans and expectations. Interchangeable with
migration wish or desire (Carling and Schewel, 2018), migration aspiration is defined as a
conviction that migration is preferable to non-migration, or in broader terms, that leaving is
preferable to staying (Aslany et al., 2021; Carling, 2002, 2014). In line with Carling’s (2002)
aspiration/ability model, this belief can be turned into actual migration when it is
accompanied by the model’s second conceptual component — the ability to transform the
initial wish into reality.

In explaining migration outcomes, the aspiration/ability framework enables us to
account for the role of barriers to migration, such as restrictive immigration and emigration
policies. Importantly, the model was proposed to analyse not only migration/mobility but also
non-migration/immobility. Immobility may result from a preference to stay or from the lack
of an ability to realise one’s mobility aspirations (Carling and Schewel, 2018; see also
Coulter, 2013) and hence may be either voluntary (involving voluntary non-migrants) or
involuntary (involuntary non-migrants). Arguing that a preference to stay should not be
equalled with the absence of migration aspirations but rather with the presence of aspirations
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to remain in place, in his later work Carling (2014) proposes to shift the focus from migration
aspirations to spatial aspirations, i.e. aspirations to leave or to stay. Spatial aspirations, once
formed, may be either realised or repressed (the latter understood as either being forced to
move despite wanting to stay or staying despite wanting to move), leading to mobility or
immobility outcomes, respectively.

Paraphrasing the title of the well-known book by Castles and Miller (1993), Carling
(2002) points to the high prevalence of involuntary immobility in the modern world. The
statement on involuntary immobility being an immanent feature of the surrounding social
reality might seem even more appropriate when applied to Central and Eastern Europe and
Central Asia under communism, with the majority of population deprived of the ability to go
abroad, especially to the West. An extended aspiration/ability model proposed by Schewel
(2015, 2020) allows us to narrow the category of involuntary non-migrants in this historical-
geographical context, which will prove instrumental in our empirical analyses. As argued by
De Haas (2021), the lack of potential access to the freedom of mobility may reflect negatively
on subjective wellbeing and may encourage some to leave despite the obstacles. Members of
‘involuntarily immobile’ societies may however also adopt an alternative coping strategy to
deal with the feeling of deprivation resulting from mobility restrictions. Resorting to a
psychological defence mechanism, they may adapt to the prevailing conditions and cease to
aspire to migrate (Carling and Schewel, 2018; Coulter, 2013). Due to the lack of aspiration in
this case, the original aspiration/ability model would categorise such people as voluntarily
immobile (voluntary non-migrants), which does not seem fully appropriate given the
qualitative differences between the two groups. This is where the third immobility category
proposed by Schewel (2015) — acquiescent immobility, implying an acceptance of constraints
and including those who have neither the aspiration nor the ability to move — proves its worth.
Similarly, Mata-Codesal (2018) advocates for the need to account for an indifferent attitude
articulating itself with the absence of clear aspirations to (im)mobility. Regardless of the final
set of categories and their scope, from our study’s point of view the relevant category is that
of the involuntarily immobile, and we explore the long-term consequences of the repressed
mobility aspirations of these people.

Intergenerational transmission of (unfulfilled) mobility intentions?

As a recent literature review showed, past family and personal experience of international
migration or mobility has generally proved to have an overwhelmingly positive influence over
one’s migration aspirations (Aslany et al., 2021). When the focus is on the role of family
migration history, this positive influence may be explained by intergenerational transmission.
For example, Ivlevs and King (2012) argue that a history of migration in a family reduces the
psychological costs of migration for subsequent generations by shaping positive attitudes
towards it. Within sociology, a positive association between a migratory experience and
aspirations to migrate was also explained more broadly by the development of a ‘culture of
migration’ (Kandel and Massey, 2002), involving both transmission across generations and
across wider community social networks (jointly termed ‘cultural transmission of migration’).
Regarding intergenerational similarities in residential mobility, Myers (1999) distinguished
between two alternative family-of-origin models: the socialisation model, which assumes that
children learn from their parents’ behaviours and replicate them in adulthood, and the status-
inheritance model, which assumes that the similarity in mobility behaviours between parents
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and their adult children is due to common characteristics that are associated with mobility.
Myers (1999) lent support to both models: on the one hand, socialisation predisposes children
to view mobility as a ‘general purpose strategy’ (residential mobility as a lifestyle) and a
feasible option and, on the other hand, he demonstrated that past mobility experiences of
parents are determined by specific family-of-origin variables that are transmitted to children
and consequently affect their mobility in adulthood.

According to the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991, 2012), intentions are
shaped by attitudes towards behaviour (favourable or unfavourable evaluation of the
behaviour), subjective norms (perceived social pressure to perform or not to perform the
behaviour) and perceived behavioural control (perceived ease or difficulty of performing the
behaviour). These three conceptually independent determinants are assumed to follow from
the respective beliefs about the behaviour’s likely consequences (behavioural beliefs), about
normative expectations of significant others (normative beliefs), and about the presence of
factors that control the performance of the behaviour (control beliefs). A positive migration
experience in a family may lead to positive attitudes towards migration, a subjective norm for
migration and increased perceived behavioural control, and in this way lead to the emergence
of migration intentions among its members. At the heart of our study lies the assumption that
attitudes towards mobility and subjective norms that crystallise as a result of unfulfilled
mobility intentions® may be transmitted intergenerationally in the absence of an actual move.

It is generally acknowledged that various resources and characteristics may be
transmitted across generations — not just income or education but also beliefs, attitudes and
aspirations (Bourdieu, 1986; D’Addio, 2007). Previous studies have shown that migrants are
self-selected on values, beliefs, attitudes and aspirations (Berlinschi and Harutyunyan, 2019;
Czaika and Vothknecht, 2014). Since these may be passed from generation to generation, our
logic is that migration intentions may also be transmitted intergenerationally. This may
happen through socialisation, when parents and grandparents act as socialisation agents
triggering their offspring’s migration intentions through the transmission of values and
attitudes. Socialisation may take the form of the conscious or unconscious transmission of
values and attitudes and may be of a direct or an oblique nature (e.g. via willingness to take
risks, Dohmen et al., 2012). We argue that, especially under a narrow opportunity structure
for international mobility, beliefs, the concomitant attitudes and norms, and consequently
mobility aspirations and intentions may also be transmitted from generation to generation in a
situation when, due to the low level of perceived behavioural control, intentions are not
followed by actual behaviour. Importantly, Ajzen (2012) contends that only beliefs that are
readily accessible in memory determine the attitude, subjective norms and perceived control.
We argue that stories about family experience of involuntary immobility make the respective
beliefs more readily accessible and thus facilitate the formation of migration intentions among
members of the younger generation.

The studied geographical context

The geographical focus of our study is on the post-socialist countries of Central and Eastern
Europe and Central Asia. These countries share a common past — the communist rule that,
depending on the country, lasted between 45 and 74 years — but in the present day, they differ
markedly in terms of their economic, political, institutional and social development.
Importantly, past and present migration environments have varied considerably among these
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countries. In particular, at the moment of interviews, people in the EU member states
benefitted from the EU policy of free labour mobility, while people in non-EU countries had
limited opportunities of unobstructed migration to high-income countries. In what follows, we
outline the major waves of migration the region has witnessed since the Second World War
(WWII), as well as briefly discuss the conditions under which people made their migration
decisions under communism.

Under Stalin — during and in the immediate aftermath of WWII — hundreds of
thousands of people were forcibly displaced (repatriated, transferred, deported, sent to labour
camps, or ‘population-exchanged’) as a result of the USSR’s annexations in the Baltics and
former Polish territory, accusations of collaborating with the Nazis, ethnic cleansing and
religious persecution. After WWII, following the Soviet policies of Russification and
industrialisation, hundreds of thousands of people, mainly ethnic Slavs (Russian, Belarusians,
and Ukrainians), migrated en masse to other USSR republics. This trend of managed
migration of labour and military personnel stopped when the USSR broke up, and was
followed by the mainly voluntary, and at times conflict-driven, return migration of ex-Soviet
citizens to their republics/countries of origin (mainly ethnic Russians to Russia).

The category of people who were deprived of exit from their home country under
communist rule was diverse and included both those whose formal request received an official
refusal and those who were convinced that due to their background, e.g. profession or
(alleged) access to information vital to state security, they would not be allowed to go. The
former were people who had not obtained passports or were denied permission to leave the
country (unofficially called otkazniki or refuseniki in the USSR). The latter subcategory
included people without any formal bans who might have never attempted to travel abroad,
because they assumed that such trips were not feasible (Golovachev, 2014) or were afraid of
the potential consequences of requesting permission to emigrate in case of refusal (such as
dismissal from work and other forms of social and economic pressure).

Despite restrictions imposed on out-migration across the entire Cold War period, the
degree of restrictiveness of the (non-)exit policies was not uniform throughout these years
(see Stola, 2010 for the Polish case). At certain times, the communists allowed the emigration
of specific groups — for example, ethnic Jews, Germans and Armenians. Enabled by Israel’s
Law of Return, approximately 200,000 Soviet Jews were able to emigrate to Israel between
1970 and 1975, followed by a larger exodus (of about 850,000) from the former USSR in the
1990s. Similarly, under Germany’s Aussiedler policy, 2.6 million ethnic Germans from
Central and Eastern Europe and Central Asia moved to Germany between 1988 and 1999
(Munz and Ohliger, 2003). Internal and cross-border migration was mostly forced or managed
under communist rule and voluntary international labour migration was strictly controlled by
the regime (but was not non-existent). Citizens of the countries of the communist bloc also
sought other, informal ways to leave their homeland — by refusal to return from a legal
temporary stay, for instance, fleeing to the West during short visits abroad (e.g. for tourist
trips, scientific conferences, sport or cultural events).

Former Yugoslavia stands out both in terms of the type of communist regime it had
(after breaking up with the Soviet Union in 1953, it developed its own ‘Third Way’) and the
fact that it fully participated in the bilateral guest worker programmes with Western European
countries. More than 700,000 workers emigrated from Yugoslavia in the 1960s and early
1970s (Brunnbauer, 2009). After the 1970s oil shocks, emigration continued in the form of



family reunification, and was later followed by a large refugee migration driven by the Balkan
wars in the 1990s and 2000s.

After the dissolution of the communist regimes, many people embraced formal and
informal international labour migration opportunities as their home economies were
recovering from painful economic and social transitions. Several important labour migration
corridors developed, including but not limited to: Ukraine, Moldova and Central Asian
countries to Russia; Albania to Greece and Italy; Romania and Ukraine to Italy, Spain and
Portugal; Ukraine to Poland; and after the 2004 and 2007 EU enlargements, from the new EU
member states, such as Poland, Lithuania, Bulgaria and Romania, to the UK and other EU
member states.

Data and methods

Data

We use cross-sectional, nationally representative individual-level data from the Life in
Transition-111 survey (LiTS-I1I), collected by the European Bank of Reconstruction and
Development and the World Bank in 2015/2016. The survey covered 29 post-socialist
countries of Eurasia (including Mongolia but excluding Turkmenistan), as well as Turkey,
Greece, Cyprus, Germany, and Italy. In each country, the LiTS-1ll conducted approximately
1,500 face-to-face interviews. Respondents were selected according to multi-stage clustered
stratified sampling.?

As the information on the prohibition of going abroad referred only to communist
regimes, the corresponding questions were not asked in Cyprus, Greece, Turkey and Italy, and
we exclude these countries from the analysis. We also exclude Uzbekistan, where the question
was not asked, as well as Germany, where mobility restrictions applied only to the former
citizens of the Democratic Republic of Germany.

Variables

Key regressor: experience of involuntary immobility in the family. Respondents were asked
if, under communist rule, any members of their family (immediate family, grandparents, and
any other relatives) were prohibited from going abroad. We create three dichotomous
involuntary immobility variables, for the immediate family, grandparents and other relatives,
which take the value of one if a prohibition from going abroad was mentioned in the
respective family group, and zero if it was not. Overall, 4.4%, 4.2% and 5.6% of respondents
said that their immediate family, grandparents, and other relatives were prohibited from going
abroad. ‘Don’t know’ (11.9%) and refusing to answer (4.9%) outcomes were also possible
(both these options applied to the whole question — all the categories combined), and we add
dummy variables to capture them.

Dependent variable: intentions to move abroad. The variable capturing migration
intentions draws on the question ‘Do you intend to move abroad in the next 12 months?’, with
possible answers ‘yes’=1 (3.6%)° and ‘no’=0. 2% of respondents provided a ‘don’t know’
answer, which we also code as 0.* In two robustness checks, we 1) excluded these answers
from the analysis and 2) included them as a separate outcome of the dependent variable. The
results of the corresponding binary and multinomial logit regressions (see the online
supplement) are consistent with our main results.
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Control variables. Following previous literature on migration intentions, our
estimations include the control variables for gender, age, education level (primary, secondary,
tertiary), being married, employment status (proportion of time employed in the year prior to
the interview), self-perceived position on a 10-step wealth ladder, risk attitudes on a 10-point
scale, ethnic minority status, self-assessed health level, urban residence, and the mother’s and
father’s education level. In addition, as part of the further analyses, we control for the
respondents’ past migration experience. For the definitions and summary statistics of all
variables included in the analysis, see the online supplement.

Estimation strategy

To find out how the experience of involuntary immobility in the family affects the migration
intentions of individual i in country j, we estimate the following model:

Migration intentions;; = a* prohibition from going abroad in the family;;+
B*control variables; j+ country-fixed effects; + error term;; (1)

We include country-fixed effects to account for all observed and unobserved country-level
influences, such as economic development, unemployment or crime rates, that might affect
people’s migration intentions. This allows us to focus on within-country individual-level
relationships, without the risk of them being driven by country-level confounders.> Given the
binary nature of the dependent variable, we estimate all models with binary logit.

Results

Table 1 shows the baseline results, estimated with and without control variables.® When
control variables are not included, the prohibition from going abroad in the immediate family
and among grandparents is associated with a 2.3 and 2.6 percentage points higher likelihood
of reporting migration intentions (p<0.01). The marginal effect of the prohibition from going
abroad among other relatives is positive but statistically non-significant, as are the marginal
effects of the ‘refusal to answer’ category. However, the marginal effects of the ‘don’t know’
category are positive and statistically significant at the 95% level: providing a ‘don’t know’
answer to the past-restrained-mobility-in-the-family question is associated with a 1-1.1
percentage points higher likelihood of reporting emigration intentions.

The inclusion of control variables does not change the sign and statistical significance
of the variables capturing involuntary immobility in the immediate family and among
grandparents, but increases the marginal effect of the former to 2.7 percentage points and
decreases the marginal effect of the latter to 2.2 percentage points. The ‘don’t know’ category
is now statistically non-significant. These are large effects in terms of magnitude: evaluated
against the sample mean of the dependent variable (0.037), the prohibition from going abroad
in the immediate family is associated with a 73% (0.027/0.037) increase in the likelihood of
reporting emigration intentions, and the prohibition from going abroad among the
grandparents, with a 59% increase.

We also highlight the relative strength of the regressors of interest with respect to the
effect of control variables. Thus, the effect of having a member of the immediate family who
was prohibited from going abroad under communism is comparable to the effect of an age
decrease from 40 to 25 years, moving down the wealth ladder from step 8 to step 3, or moving
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up the willingness-to-take-risks scale from level 3 to level 8,” and is approximately twice as
large as the effect of belonging to an ethnic minority or urban residence.

Table 1. Involuntary immobility in the family and migration intentions

Dependent variable: intentions to move abroad in the next 12 months (0/1)

() @ ®) 4) (%) (6)

Prohibited from going abroad:

Immediate family 0.023** - - 0.027** -

Grandparents - 0.026** - 0.022** -

Other relatives - 0.008 - - 0.006

Don’t know 0.011* 0.011* 0.010* 0.002 0.002 0.001

Refusal to answer -0.002 -0.002 -0.003 0.004 0.004 0.003
Age -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001***
Female -0.008** -0.008** -0.008**
Married -0.005 -0.005 -0.005
Secondary education -0.007 -0.007 -0.007
Tertiary education 0.003 0.003 0.003
Higher on wealth ladder -0.006*** -0.006*** -0.006***
Employed -0.005 -0.005 -0.005
Lives in urban area 0.012*** 0.012*** 0.012***
Ethnic minority 0.012*** 0.012%** 0.012%**
Better health 0.002 0.003 0.002
Willing to take risks 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.005***
Father: secondary education 0.002 0.002 0.002
Father: tertiary education 0.006 0.006 0.006
Mother: secondary education 0.007 0.006 0.006
Mother: tertiary education 0.007 0.007 0.007
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R? 0.053 0.054 0.052 0.132 0.132 0.131
BIC 14,007.4 14,001.4 14,021.1 12,018.8 12,021.8 12,037.1
N 42,195 42,195 42,195 37,959 37,959 37,959

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports logit (average) marginal effects. Reference groups: male, primary education,

father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted, applied in all
regressions. For complete econometric output, see the online supplement.

Overall, our baseline results reveal a strong positive association between having a member of
the immediate family or a grandparent who were prohibited from going abroad during
communist rule and respondents’ migration intentions 25 years after the fall of communism.
This supports our key hypothesis that posits that unfulfilled mobility intentions in the family
are being transmitted across generations. We find, however, that suppressed mobility
intentions among other relatives have no bearing on respondents’ migration intentions. This
would suggest that the intergenerational transmission of repressed mobility intentions does
not extend beyond close family.

Further analyses

We next check the robustness of the results to the inclusion of additional controls. It is widely
acknowledged that an individual’s previous migration experience is an important factor
enabling future migration (e.g. Bernard and Perales, 2021; Bernard and Vidal, 2020; De Jong,
2000). The LIiTS-III survey contains some information on respondents’ international
migration experience. Specifically, respondents were asked how long they had lived in their
current place of residence. Those who provided an answer other than ‘the whole life’ were
subsequently asked where they had moved from, where they were born, and where they had
completed secondary school. Overall, 6% of respondents reported having moved from abroad,
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10% — being born abroad, 8% — having completed secondary education abroad, and 11% — at
least one of these.® Drawing on this information, we created four categorical variables, for
specific as well as for ‘at-least-one’ international migration experiences. Each of these
variables also included a missing data outcome, which ranged from 1% for having moved
from abroad to 9% for having at least one international migration experience.

Table 2 reports the results of the baseline models (specifications 4 and 5, Table 1) to
which we add — one at a time — variables capturing own international migration experience.
Controlling for it does not change the magnitude or statistical significance of the key
regressors.” Interestingly, the marginal effects of the variables capturing own international
migration experience are positive but statistically non-significant.® A likely explanation for
this finding is that many of these migration experiences are related to pre-1989/91 ‘managed’
migration flows, which might be of limited relevance for migration intentions 25 years after
the fall of communism due to the age of people reporting them.

Table 2. Involuntary immobility in the family and migration intentions: controlling for past
international migration experience

Dependent variable: intentions to move abroad in the next 12 months (0/1)

(1) ) ©)] 4)

Prohibited from going abroad: immediate
family 0.026** 0.027** 0.027** 0.027**

Moved from abroad 0.013 - - -
Was born abroad - 0.007 -
Completed secondary education abroad - - 0.014 -
Any international migration experience - - - 0.010
Individual controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R? 0.133 0.133 0.132 0.133
BIC 12,027 12,030 12,035.7 12,033.1
N 37,959 37,959 37,959 37,959

(5) (6) (7 (8
Prohibited from going abroad: grandparents 0.022** 0.023** 0.022** 0.023**
Moved from abroad 0.013 - - -
Was born abroad - 0.007 -
Completed secondary education abroad - - 0.014 -
Any international migration experience - - - 0.010
Individual controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R? 0.133 0.133 0.132 0.132
BIC 12,029.8 12,032.8 12,038.8 12,035.8
N 37,959 37,959 37,959 37,959

Note: ** p<0.01. The table reports logit (average) marginal effects. Survey weights applied in all regressions. The same control variables as
in Table 1 included in all regressions. ‘Missing’ categories (international migration variables) included in corresponding regressions, but
their estimates are not reported. For complete econometric output, see the online supplement.

Next, we check if our full-sample results are driven by a particular country.*! To do it, we re-
estimate the baseline model specifications with controls excluding one country at a time. For
both the immediate family and grandparents, the marginal effects of the involuntary
immobility variables always remain positive and significant at the 95% level (Supplemental
Figure S1), meaning that no single country is driving the positive, statistically significant
association between the variables of interest found in the full sample. Having said this,
Kosovo appears to be the country that is pushing up the magnitude of the association: when it
is excluded, the marginal effect of the immediate family variable drops by 27% and that of the
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grandparents variable, by 15%. This result may be explained by the stronger societal memory
of the experience of involuntary immobility among ethnic Albanians in Kosovo, for whom
this experience constituted part of a more recent history as they faced restrictions in access to
state services, e.g. regarding passports, yet through 1990s. As for the prohibition from moving
abroad among other relatives, the marginal effects always remain statistically non-significant,
meaning that no single country is driving the non-significant association that was found in the
full sample.

Discussion

In this study, we tested for the potential for intergenerational transmission of mobility
intentions, building on previous research that provided evidence for intergenerational
similarities in mobility behaviour (Myers, 1999) and the impact of family migration history
on current migration intentions (Ivlevs and King, 2012) and aspirations (Kandel and Massey,
2002). Rather than focusing on the influence of actual family migration or mobility
experience, we investigated how past mobility intentions unrealised due to external
constraints, such as a narrow opportunity structure due to mobility restrictions, may affect the
migration intentions of the relatives of those whose mobility aspirations remained unfulfilled.
We did so by examining the relationship between the past experience of being prohibited
from going abroad under communist rule in a family and the current migration intentions of
its members.

We found that the prohibition of going abroad in the immediate family and among
grandparents during communist rule was indeed associated with a higher likelihood of
reporting migration intentions 25 years after the fall of communism. We interpret this strong
positive association as the intergenerational transmission of mobility intentions. We explain it
with the socialisation process ongoing within the family, involving stories about the
experience of involuntary immobility passed from one generation to another,* presenting
migration as an attractive and desirable option. Our findings also suggest that this process
does not extend beyond close family — suppressed mobility intentions among other relatives
proved to have no bearing on respondents’ current migration intentions.

While interpreting our results, the specifics of retrospective research need to be
considered. It is widely acknowledged that retrospective data are subject to memory effects
when imperfect human memory about the experience diverges from the actual course of
events. This is also the case in our study. A positive answer to the question on past bans on
travel may indicate the existence of past (unfulfilled) mobility intentions, but also captures the
memory of involuntary immobility experience, which is crucial for the process of
intergenerational transmission. What we capture by our independent variable is thus the
memory or knowledge about involuntary immobility experience in the family rather than the
very fact of its occurrence. Our conceptual framework provides theoretical arguments that
deem such an empirical approach acceptable. In line with Ajzen’s (2012) stipulation on the
importance of belief accessibility, we assume that the relationship between being prohibited
from going abroad under communism and current migration intentions is moderated by the
stories about the former told in the family.
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Our study has several limitations. First, our measure of involuntary immobility — being
prohibited from going abroad during communist times — should be treated as a proxy of
involuntary immobility and unrealised mobility intentions in particular. With the question
formulated in such a way, we cannot be sure whether respondents reported only cases when a
formal ban was issued or also ‘assumed bans’ (cases when they thought that such trips were
not feasible for them and did not even dare to apply for departure). Furthermore, although we
refer to unrealised intentions in our study, the assumption that being prohibited from going
abroad is equal to having mobility intentions is also a simplification. For instance, a person
might have had migration intentions but have not applied and thus was not officially
prohibited. Repressed individuals without firm migration intentions might, in turn, consider
themselves having been prohibited from going abroad being aware that departure abroad
would not have been possible. Finally, we cannot be sure if the alleged unfulfilled intentions
concerned migration, understood as a long-term or permanent move (a ban for emigration), or
also short-term mobility, for instance, leisure- or work-oriented travels (e.g. a ban to go for a
visit or a conference). We may assume, however, that in the case when the focus is on the
experience of one’s family members and relatives it is less likely that younger generations
would know (or remember) about a prohibition that concerned short-term mobility.

Second, LiTS-11l lacks data on detailed family migration histories, providing only
fragmentary information as regards the migration experience of both respondents and their
relatives. For instance, we do not know whether those family members who were prohibited
from going abroad during communist times succeeded in going abroad eventually (either still
under communism or later after its fall). Should some of them eventually have fulfilled their
migration intentions, their very presence abroad might be partly responsible for a higher
propensity to declare migration intentions among their relatives back home. This would mean
that the effect of the experience of involuntary immobility in their case is in fact partly driven
(mediated) by networks abroad. This is likely to be valid with respect to immediate family
members, in particular respondents’ siblings, but is less likely in the case of parents and,
especially, grandparents. It is also possible that some of those who aspired to emigrate in
communist times (especially among those who officially applied for departure) already had
relatives abroad. The higher propensity to declare migration intentions among their
descendants might thus also partially be an outcome of previous family migration experience.
To account for the potential effect of migration networks, future research should include
detailed information on family migration history and the presence of relatives and friends
abroad.

Third, when speaking in Myers’s (1999) terms, we cannot fully separate the
mechanism postulated by the socialisation model from the one postulated by the status-
inheritance model. In other words, while we expect unrealised mobility intentions to be
transmitted from generation to generation (through the respective beliefs and attitudes shaped
by family stories and narratives), we cannot rule out the influence of other factors. While we
control for a wide range of socio-demographic characteristics in our models, we cannot
account, for instance, for genetic factors that children inherit from their parents. A comparison
of the characteristics of people who had some or had no family experience of involuntary
immobility sheds light on this issue (see supplement). The former are characterised, among
other things, by higher education levels — both own and parental. This could point to self-
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selection issues — both regarding the application for departure (e.g. people who were highly
educated, more determined or willing to take risks might have been more likely to apply) and
non-random targeting by an exit ban (based e.g. on dissidence or profession.*®

Fourth, we only have information on part of the population from communist times —
those who were still alive 25 years after the fall of the system, did not go abroad or have since
returned. Since we assume, however, that many of those who were prohibited from going
abroad during communist times went abroad after restrictions had been lifted (and their
chances of going were higher than the population on average), what we capture in our study is
probably only remnants of the potential true effect of repressed mobility aspirations.

Despite these limitations, the paper develops existing literature, which examined how
experience of migration and mobility may influence current migration intentions, by shedding
light on potential consequences of repressed spatial aspirations. It advances migration theory
by considering a wider spectrum of past migration- and mobility-related experiences than just
those being the effect of the realisation of one’s migration aspirations. Broadening the ‘past
migration experience’ category by the inclusion of involuntary immobility experience allows
a fuller understanding of past influences on the formation of migration intentions and their
realisation. By focusing on the consequences of immobility, the paper contributes to the
recently burgeoning body of research that goes against the mobility bias in migration studies
(Coulter, 2013; Coulter et al., 2016; Jonsson, 2011; Mata-Codesal, 2018; Schewel, 2020; see
also Gruber, 2021 for a review of recent literature within this research strand). Future studies
might find it worthwhile to expand our study and examine the effect of unfulfilled migration
intentions (or more broadly — aspirations) when the past decision to stay in place was
voluntary. By identifying the influence of past family experience linked to the repression of
mobility aspirations on the current migration intentions of younger generations, the paper also
adds to the wider sociological debate on the intergenerational transmission of values, attitudes
and behaviours, and the effects of the older generation’s unattained goals and aspirations on
the younger generation’s outcomes.
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survey website (https:/litsonline-ebrd.com/methodology-annex/index.htm).
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¥ Given the relatively small fraction of positive answers, as a robustness check we have additionally run models
that correct for the potential bias: the Firth’s penalised-likelihood logistic regression (firthlogit Stata package,
Coveney, 2008) and models for rare events data (relogit Stata package, Tomz et al., 2003). These additional
specifications yielded results consistent with our baseline results (see the online supplement).

* Replication code for our analyses, allowing the recreation of all the operations on the original LiTS-Ill data, is
available at the osf.io platform (doi: 10.17605/OSF.I0O/GMJR4).

> As a robustness check, we have also estimated corresponding multi-level/mixed-effects models. The results are
consistent with the country-fixed effect model estimations and can be found in the online supplement.

® In the online supplement, we also provide means of control variables across the categories of our dependent

variable.

Given that in a logistic estimation the marginal effects of continuous regressors depend on the value of the

regressor, we first obtained predicted probabilities of the dependent variable for each value of the regressor.

While describing the countries of migration, birth and school completion, some respondents provided

answers ‘USSR’ and ‘Yugoslavia’. This is potentially problematic, as both could refer to internal as well as

external moves (as far as current country boundaries are concerned). In the analysis presented in Table 2, we

have not coded migration related to the USSR and Yugoslavia as international moves. We did so in a

robustness check and the estimates of the key regressors remained largely unchanged.

We are not reporting the robustness of the variable capturing the prohibition from moving abroad among

other relatives, as it was statistically non-significant in the baseline specification and remains non-significant

after adding international mobility controls.

Although the marginal effect of the ‘moved from abroad’ dummy never reaches statistical significance, the

coefficient is sometimes significant — in models with an alternative treatment of ‘don’t know’ answers on the

dependent variable as well as in rare events and penalised-likelihood logistic regression estimations.

In the online supplement, we provide the proportion of respondents declaring intentions to move abroad and

experience of being prohibited from moving abroad in the family by country. We have also estimated our

models for single country subsamples (using Linear Probability Model because of small categories). In most

cases, our key regressors fail to reach conventional levels of statistical significance, which may be due to

small sample size.

Or in some cases simply passed within the family — the category of ‘immediate family’ might also include

respondent’s siblings or (in rarer cases) children (instead of parents).

To address these endogeneity problems, we have additionally estimated propensity score matching models

(see supplement). Their results are generally consistent with our main results, although the marginal effect for

grandparents loses significance in a model with control for international migration experience (which

confirms that the effect for immediate family is stronger).
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INFORMATION ON THE LIFE IN TRANSITION-I11 SURVEY

*** the description below comes from the survey website: https://litsonline-ebrd.com/methodology-
annex/index.htm

The Life in Transition-111 Survey (LiTS I1) was performed between the end of 2015 and the beginning of
2016 in 34 countries, comprising 29 post-socialist countries in Central and Eastern Europe and Central Asia,
two western European comparator countries (Germany and Italy) as well as Turkey, Cyprus and Greece. The
survey was administered by the European Bank of Reconstruction and Development in collaboration with
Transparency International and the World Bank. The target sample size was set at 1,500 per country.

The survey instrument was designed so that the interview would last no longer than 60 minutes. The
questionnaires were translated into all the national languages of the surveyed countries. They were piloted in
10-15 households in each country prior to the beginning of fieldwork.

The survey was based on a multi-stage random probability stratified clustered sample. It was stratified by
geographical region and whether an area was urban or rural. At the first sampling stage, 75 Primary
Sampling Units (PSUs) were selected in each country. At the second stage, 20 households were selected
with equal probability within each PSU. Two different procedures were adopted. In some countries
(Armenia, Estonia, Georgia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and the Slovak Republic), households
were directly selected from a register of individuals or a list of addresses. In other countries, the addresses
were enumerated by means of a random walk procedure before the start of fieldwork. Selected addresses
were provided to interviewers, and if upon inspection these dwellings were inhabited and the main place
of residence for the household, the interviewers were instructed to attempt to contact members of the
household and gather information on the household composition.

Interviews were conducted face-to-face and were administered by means of Computer-Assisted Personal
Interviewing (CAPI). The respondents were automatically selected by the software. An interview was
considered complete when all sections of the questionnaire were answered. In the case of hon-response or
temporarily absent respondents, interviewers were instructed to return to the address a minimum of four
times and attempt to complete the questionnaire before they could replace the household.

*k*k

The survey was implemented by the European Bank of Reconstruction and Development in collaboration
with the World Bank, in adherence with the ethical standards of data collection and sharing of these
organisations. The dataset is publicly available at the survey website and can be used for research. Given
that our study did not involve recruitment or contact with human participants, no ethics clearance was
necessary to work with data from the publicly available LITS-1Il  dataset.
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Table S1. The definitions and summary statistics of all variables included in the analysis (Based on Specification 4 of Table 1, N = 37,959)

Variable Mean Sé?/?ggg:] Min Max Survey question used
Intentions to move abroad in the next 12 months Do you intend to move abroad in the next 12 months?
No 0.944 0.230 1
Yes 0.038 0.191 1
Don'’t know 0.018 0.133 1
While living under the pre-[1989] [1991] government in [COUNTRY], did you or any members
Prohibited from going abroad: immediate family of your family experience any of the following: prohibited from going abroad: your
immediate family
No 0.806 0.395 0 1
Yes 0.046 0.210 0 1
Don't know 0.102 0.302 0 1
Refusal to answer 0.046 0.210 0 1
While living under the pre-[1989] [1991] government in [COUNTRY], did you or any members
Prohibited from going abroad: grandparents of your family experience any of the following: prohibited from going abroad: your
grandparents
No 0.809 0.393 0 1
Yes 0.043 0.203 0 1
Don't know 0.102 0.302 0 1
Refusal to answer 0.046 0.210 0 1
While living under the pre-[1989] [1991] government in [COUNTRY], did you or any members
Prohibited from going abroad: other relatives of your family experience any of the following: prohibited from going abroad: any other
relatives
No 0.795 0.404 0 1
Yes 0.058 0.233 0 1
Don't know 0.102 0.302 0 1
Refusal to answer 0.046 0.210 0 1
b o oo e o ooy gt ves e
No 0.919 0.273
Yes 0.042 0.200 1
Missing information 0.039 0.194 1

Born abroad

Where were you born?
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No

Yes

Missing information
Completed secondary school abroad

No

Yes

Missing information

International migration experience

No
Yes
Missing information
Female
Age
Education level
Primary
Secondary
Higher
Married

Work

Wealth ladder

Willing to take risk

Father’s education
Primary
Secondary
Higher

Mother’s education

Primary

0.937
0.049
0.014

0.901
0.032
0.067

0.851
0.058

0.091
0.566

48.321

0.104
0.641
0.255
0.580

0.450

4.495

4.675

0.294
0.584
0.122

0.355

0.243
0.215
0.119

0.298
0.175
0.250

0.356
0.233

0.288
0.496

17.369

0.305
0.480
0.436
0.494

0.473

1.678

2.707

0.456
0.493
0.327

0.479

o O o o

o O O o o

N

s
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Where did you complete secondary school?

=1 if either moved from abroad OR was born abroad OR completed secondary education abroad,
=0 otherwise

From household roster: is [NAME] male or female?
From household roster: what is [NAME]’s age?
From household roster: What is the highest education level [NAME] has completed?

From household roster: What is [NAME]’s marital status?

Fraction of time spent in work, based on the question ‘How many months did you work in the
last 12 months?’

Please imagine a ten-step ladder where on the bottom, the first step, stand the poorest 10%
people in our country, and on the highest step, the tenth, stand the richest 10% people in our
country. On which step of the ten is your household today?

Please, rate your willingness to take risks, in general, on a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means that
you are not willing to take risks at all, and 10 and means that you are very much willing to
take risks.

From household roster: What is the highest education level [NAME]’s father has completed?

From household roster: What is the highest education level [NAME]’s mother has completed?
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Secondary
Higher
Ethnic minority
Subjective health status
Lives in urban area

0.545
0.099
0.171
3.477
0.558

0.498
0.299
0.377
0.928
0.497

o B O O O

FAMILY INFLUENCES ON MIGRATION INTENTIONS

What is your ethnicity? Ethnic minority defined as any ethnicity different from “titular’ ethnicity

How would you assess your health (1 = very bad, ..., 5 = very good)?
Information provided by interviewer: Household in urban or rural area
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Table S2. Socio-demographic profile of respondents with and without history of being prohibited from going abroad in the family (based
on the sample of specification 4 of Table 1, N = 37,959)

Prohibition from moving abroad No prohibition Prohibition in
_ _ _ in any at Ieasf[ one
Immediate family Grandparents Other relatives family group fg:g:llg
No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
(30,593) (1,756) (30,707) (1,642) (30,161) (2,188) (28,555) (3,794)
1) 2 3 4) (5 (6) (M (8
Intentions to move abroad: yes 0.036 0.047* 0.035 0.057*** 0.036 0.042 0.035 0.046**
Age 48.807 50.797*** 49.025 46.856%** 48.922 48.828 48.961 48.569
Female 0.570 0.548 0.570 0.542* 0.570 0.548* 0.572 0.542***
Married 0.585 0.567 0.585 0.572 0.583 0.606* 0.584 0.589
Education level
Primary 0.106 0.067*** 0.106 0.060*** 0.105 0.082*** 0.106 0.085***
Secondary 0.641 0.583*** 0.640 0.596*** 0.640 0.600*** 0.643 0.601***
Tertiary 0.253 0.350*** 0.254 0.345*** 0.254 0.318*** 0.251 0.314***
Wealth level 4.469 4.543 4.469 4.548 4.464 4.597*** 4.454 4.612%**
Employed 0.443 0.537*** 0.443 0.545%** 0.443 0.523*** 0.436 0.539***
Lives in urban area 0.566 0.624*** 0.565 0.647*** 0.567 0.590* 0.565 0.600***
Ethnic minority 0.174 0.150** 0.174 0.161 0.174 0.157* 0.176 0.154***
Better health 3.454 3.416 3.452 3.446 3.449 3.498* 3.447 3.489**
Willing to take risks 4.656 4.614 4.643 4.852** 4.648 4.727 4.641 4.751*
Father’s education
Primary 0.293 0.252*** 0.296 0.206*** 0.293 0.260*** 0.295 0.264***
Secondary 0.585 0.575 0.582 0.619** 0.583 0.602 0.583 0.591
Tertiary 0.122 0.173*** 0.122 0.174%** 0.124 0.138* 0.122 0.145***
Mother’s education
Primary 0.358 0.302*** 0.361 0.243*** 0.357 0.323** 0.360 0.321***
Secondary 0.544 0.548 0.542 0.578** 0.543 0.555 0.543 0.552
Tertiary 0.098 0.150*** 0.097 0.179*** 0.100 0.122*** 0.098 0.127***
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Moved from abroad

No

Yes

Missing information
Born abroad

No

Yes

Missing information
Studied abroad

No

Yes

Missing information
Any international
experience
No

Yes
Missing information

migration

0.921
0.044
0.035

0.937
0.051
0.012

0.899
0.034
0.067

0.851

0.060
0.089

0.905**
0.048
0.047**

0.941
0.049
0.010

0.923**
0.031
0.047***

0.850

0.063
0.087

0.920
0.044
0.036

0.937
0.052
0.012

0.899
0.034
0.067

0.848

0.061
0.091

0.928
0.041
0.030

0.949*
0.041
0.010

0.937***
0.030
0.033***

0.893***

0.051
0.056***

0.921
0.044
0.035

0.936
0.052
0.012

0.899
0.034
0.067

0.849

0.061
0.090

FAMILY INFLUENCES ON MIGRATION INTENTIONS

0.920
0.040
0.041

0.947*
0.041*
0.012

0.926***
0.026*
0.048***

0.871**

0.050*
0.079

0.921
0.044
0.035

0.936
0.052
0.012

0.898
0.035
0.068

0.849

0.061
0.090

0.916
0.041
0.043**

0.946*
0.042**
0.012

0.923***
0.027*
0.050***

0.866**

0.052*
0.082

Note: The table reports variable means across different respondent groups. Sample size in parentheses. Two-sample mean comparison t-test conducted for each pair (“Yes” and
“No”) of outcomes. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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Table S3. Socio-demographic profile of respondents with and without intentions to move abroad (based on the sample of specification 4 of
Table 1, N = 37,959)

Intentions to move abroad

“Yes” “No” and “Don’t know” “No” only
(1,441) (36,518) (35,834)
1) (2) 3

Age 35.949 48.809*** 49.041***
Female 0.500 0.569*** 0.571***
Married 0.518 0.583*** 0.585***
Education level

Primary 0.074 0.105*** 0.107***

Secondary 0.607 0.642** 0.641**

Tertiary 0.320 0.252*** 0.252***
Wealth level 4.447 4.496 4.492
Employed 0.470 0.450 0.447
Lives in urban area 0.619 0.555*** 0.554***
Ethnic minority 0.201 0.170** 0.170**
Better health 3.789 3.465%** 3.457***
Willing to take risks 5.994 4.623*** 4.604***
Father’s education

Primary 0.180 0.298*** 0.301***

Secondary 0.636 0.582*** 0.580***

Tertiary 0.184 0.119%*** 0.119***
Mother’s education

Primary 0.244 0.360*** 0.362***

Secondary 0.598 0.543*** 0.541***

Tertiary 0.159 0.097*** 0.097***
Moved from abroad

No 0.899 0.920** 0.921*=

Yes 0.054 0.041* 0.041*

Missing information 0.047 0.038 0.037
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Born abroad
No
Yes
Missing information
Studied abroad
No
Yes
Missing information
Any international migration experience
No

Yes
Missing information

0.920
0.056
0.025

0.915
0.037
0.048

0.846

0.071
0.083

FAMILY INFLUENCES ON MIGRATION INTENTIONS

0.938** 0.939**
0.048 0.049
0.014*** 0.013***
0.901 0.902
0.032 0.031
0.067** 0.067**
0.851 0.852
0.057* 0.057*
0.091 0.090

Note: The table reports variable means across different respondent groups. Sample size in parentheses. Two-sample mean comparison t-test conducted for means in columns 2

and 3 relative to the means in column 1. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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Table S4. Involuntary immobility in the family and migration intentions: complete econometric output (corresponds to Table 1 of the arti-

cle)
@ &) 3 4 ®) (6)
Coefficient Ma;g;ggtl Coefficient Ma;g;g;l Coefficient Magg#ggtl Coefficient Ma(reg;ggtl Coefficient Ma;%'rggtl Coefficient Ma;g#géi:
Prohibited from going abroad:
Immediate family 0.500*** 0.023** - - - - 0.573*** 0.027** - - - -
(0.142) (0.008) (0.149) (0.008)
Grandparents - - 0.558*** 0.026** - - - - 0.492** 0.022** - -
(0.141) (0.008) (0.153) (0.008)
Other relatives - - - - 0.204 0.008 - - - - 0.163 0.006
(0.142) (0.006) (0.151) (0.006)
Don’t know 0.258** 0.011* 0.265** 0.011* 0.245* 0.010* 0.059 0.002 0.062 0.002 0.039 0.001
(0.095) (0.004) (0.096) (0.004) (0.096) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004) (0.104) (0.004)
Refusal to answer -0.068 -0.002 -0.057 -0.002 -0.079 -0.003 0.107 0.004 0.099 0.004 0.081 0.003
(0.195) (0.007) (0.197) (0.007) (0.199) (0.007) (0.208) (0.008) (0.212) (0.008) (0.213) (0.008)
Age - - - - - - -0.039*** -0.001*** -0.038*** -0.001*** -0.038*** -0.001***
(0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000)
Female - - - - - - -0.214** -0.008** -0.211** -0.008** -0.216** -0.008**
(0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003)
Married - - - - - - -0.139 -0.005 -0.140 -0.005 -0.139 -0.005
(0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003)
Secondary education - - - - - - -0.190 -0.007 -0.191 -0.007 -0.194 -0.007
(0.150) (0.006) (0.150) (0.006) (0.149) (0.006)
Tertiary education - - - - - - 0.062 0.003 0.067 0.003 0.063 0.003
(0.164) (0.007) (0.164) (0.007) (0.164) (0.007)
Higher on wealth ladder - - - - - - -0.166*** -0.006*** -0.167*** -0.006*** -0.165*** -0.006***
(0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001)
Employed - - - - - - -0.140 -0.005 -0.138 -0.005 -0.135 -0.005
(0.079) (0.003) (0.078) (0.003) (0.078) (0.003)
Lives in urban area - - - - - - 0.308*** 0.012%** 0.308*** 0.012%** 0.311%** 0.012%**
(0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003)
Ethnic minority - - - - - - 0.320%** 0.012%** 0.318*** 0.012%** 0.319%** 0.012%**
(0.095) (0.004) (0.095) (0.004) (0.095) (0.004)
Better health - - - - - - 0.063 0.002 0.067 0.003 0.063 0.002
(0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002)
Willing to take risks - - - - - - 0.139%** 0.005*** 0.138*** 0.005*** 0.139%** 0.005***
(0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001)
Father: secondary education - - - - - - 0.053 0.002 0.055 0.002 0.058 0.002
(0.135) (0.005) (0.135) (0.005) (0.135) (0.005)
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Father: tertiary education - - - - - - 0.155 0.006 0.158 0.006 0.165 0.006
(0.170) (0.006) (0.170) (0.006) (0.170) (0.006)

Mother: secondary education - - - - - - 0.181 0.007 0.175 0.006 0.178 0.006
(0.124) (0.004) (0.124) (0.004) (0.124) (0.004)

Mother: tertiary education - - - - - - 0.197 0.007 0.184 0.007 0.197 0.007
(0.166) (0.006) (0.166) (0.006) (0.166) (0.006)

Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Constant -3.050*** -3.057*** -3.005*** -1.779%** -1.772%** -1.719%**

(0.143) (0.144) (0.145) (0.348) (0.350) (0.349)

Pseudo R’ 0.053 0.054 0.052 0.132 0.132 0.131

BIC 14,007.4 14,001.4 14,021.1 12,018.8 12,021.8 12,037.1

N 42,195 42,195 42,195 37,959 37,959 37,959

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports binary logit coefficients and (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’ or ‘Don’t know’, 1
= ‘Yes’). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted, are applied in all regressions.
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Table S5. Involuntary immobility in the family and migration intentions, mixed-effects models

@ &) 3 4 ®) (6)
Coefficient Ma;g;ggtl Coefficient Ma;g;g;l Coefficient Magg#ggtl Coefficient Ma(reg;ggtl Coefficient Ma;%'rggtl Coefficient Ma;g#géi:
Prohibited from going abroad:
Immediate family 0.492*** 0.023** - - - - 0.569*** 0.026** - - - -
(0.145) (0.008) (0.153) (0.008)
Grandparents - - 0.555*** 0.026*** - - - - 0.489*** 0.022** - -
(0.132) (0.008) (0.142) (0.008)
Other relatives - - - - 0.203 0.008 - - - - 0.164 0.006
(0.124) (0.006) (0.170) (0.007)
Don’t know 0.261* 0.011 0.268* 0.011 0.249 0.010 0.064 0.002 0.066 0.002 0.044 0.002
(0.125) (0.006) (0.125) (0.006) (0.129) (0.006) (0.109) (0.004) (0.111) (0.004) (0.113) (0.004)
Refusal to answer -0.062 -0.002 -0.051 -0.002 -0.073 -0.003 0.116 0.004 0.108 0.004 0.091 0.003
(0.212) (0.007) (0.208) (0.007) (0.205) (0.007) (0.242) (0.010) (0.233) (0.009) (0.232) (0.009)
Age - - - - - - -0.039***  -0.001***  -0.039***  -0.001***  -0.039***  -0.001***
(0.004) (0.000) (0.004) (0.000) (0.004) (0.000)
Female - - - - - - -0.215** -0.008* -0.212** -0.008* -0.217** -0.008*
(0.082) (0.003) (0.082) (0.003) (0.082) (0.003)
Married - - - - - - -0.134 -0.005 -0.135 -0.005 -0.134 -0.005
(0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003)
Secondary education - - - - - - -0.190 -0.007 -0.191 -0.007 -0.194 -0.007
(0.106) (0.004) (0.105) (0.004) (0.106) (0.004)
Tertiary education - - - - - - 0.063 0.003 0.069 0.003 0.065 0.003
(0.135) (0.006) (0.133) (0.006) (0.134) (0.006)
Higher on wealth ladder - - - - - - -0.166***  -0.006***  -0.166***  -0.006***  -0.165***  -0.006***
(0.041) (0.002) (0.041) (0.002) (0.041) (0.002)
Employed - - - - - - -0.149* -0.006 -0.146* -0.005 -0.143* -0.005
(0.072) (0.003) (0.072) (0.003) (0.072) (0.003)
Lives in urban area - - - - - - 0.306*** 0.011** 0.307*** 0.011%** 0.310%** 0.012%**
(0.089) (0.003) (0.089) (0.003) (0.089) (0.003)
Ethnic minority - - - - - - 0.312 0.012 0.310 0.012 0.311 0.012
(0.192) (0.007) (0.194) (0.007) (0.193) (0.007)
Better health - - - - - - 0.065 0.002 0.068 0.003 0.065 0.002
(0.044) (0.002) (0.044) (0.002) (0.044) (0.002)
Willing to take risks - - - - - - 0.139%** 0.005*** 0.138*** 0.005*** 0.139%** 0.005***
(0.019) (0.001) (0.019) (0.001) (0.020) (0.001)
Father: secondary education - - - - - - 0.049 0.002 0.051 0.002 0.054 0.002
(0.156) (0.006) (0.154) (0.005) (0.154) (0.005)
Father: tertiary education - - - - - - 0.153 0.006 0.155 0.006 0.163 0.006
(0.206) (0.008) (0.205) (0.007) (0.204) (0.007)
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Mother: secondary education - - - - - 0.167 0.006 0.160 0.006 0.163 0.006
(0.138) (0.005) (0.139) (0.005) (0.139) (0.005)
Mother: tertiary education - - - - - 0.178 0.006 0.166 0.006 0.179 0.006
(0.181) (0.007) (0.183) (0.007) (0.182) (0.007)
Constant -3.409*** -3.414%** -3.393*** -2.168*** -2.181%** -2.160%**
(0.136) (0.135) (0.134) (0.420) (0.423) (0.423)
var(_cons[country]) 0.455*** 0.452*** 0.447*** 0.442** 0.440** 0.437**
(0.137) (0.135) (0.134) (0.139) (0.138) (0.138)
VPC [country] 0.121 0.121 0.120 0.118 0.118 0.117
BIC 13,846.8 13,840.6 13,860.1 11,857.7 11,860.7 11,875.7
Ning/Nentry 42,195/28 42,195/28 42,195/28 37,959/28 37,959/28 37,959/28

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports mixed effects logit coefficients and (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’ or ‘Don’t
know’, 1 = ‘Yes’). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted, are applied in all regressions.
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Table S6. Involuntary immobility in the family and migration intentions, dependent variable with excluded ‘don’t know’ answers

(©)] 2 3 4 (6)
Coefficient Ma;g;ggtl Coefficient Ma;g;g;l Coefficient Magg#ggtl Coefficient Ma(rag#ggtl Coefficient Ma;%'rggtl Coefficient Ma;g#géi:
Prohibited from going abroad:
Immediate family 0.488*** 0.023** - - - - 0.562*** 0.026** - - - -
(0.143) (0.008) (0.150) (0.008)
Grandparents - - 0.550*** 0.026** - - - - 0.476** 0.021** - -
(0.142) (0.008) (0.154) (0.008)
Other relatives - - - - 0.195 0.008 - - - - 0.142 0.006
(0.142) (0.006) (0.152) (0.006)
Don'’t know 0.297** 0.013** 0.304** 0.013** 0.284** 0.012** 0.108 0.004 0.110 0.004 0.087 0.003
(0.096) (0.004) (0.096) (0.004) (0.096) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004) (0.104) (0.004)
Refusal to answer -0.028 -0.001 -0.016 -0.001 -0.039 -0.001 0.145 0.006 0.138 0.005 0.118 0.005
(0.199) (0.007) (0.201) (0.007) (0.202) (0.007) (0.207) (0.009) (0.211) (0.009) (0.213) (0.009)
Age - - - - - - -0.040***  -0.002***  -0.039***  -0.002***  -0.039***  -0.002***
(0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000)
Female - - - - - - -0.221** -0.008** -0.218** -0.008** -0.223** -0.009**
(0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003)
Married - - - - - - -0.147* -0.006* -0.148* -0.006* -0.147* -0.006*
(0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003)
Secondary education - - - - - - -0.181 -0.007 -0.182 -0.007 -0.185 -0.007
(0.150) (0.006) (0.150) (0.006) (0.150) (0.006)
Tertiary education - - - - - - 0.074 0.003 0.079 0.003 0.075 0.003
(0.165) (0.007) (0.165) (0.007) (0.165) (0.007)
Higher on wealth ladder - - - - - - -0.170***  -0.007***  -0.171***  -0.007***  -0.169***  -0.007***
(0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001)
Employed - - - - - - -0.148 -0.006 -0.146 -0.006 -0.143 -0.005
(0.079) (0.003) (0.079) (0.003) (0.079) (0.003)
Lives in urban area - - - - - - 0.311*** 0.012*** 0.312%** 0.012**>* 0.314%*>* 0.012***
(0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003)
Ethnic minority - - - - - - 0.315*** 0.012*** 0.313** 0.012** 0.314%*>* 0.012**
(0.095) (0.004) (0.095) (0.004) (0.095) (0.004)
Better health - - - - - - 0.066 0.003 0.069 0.003 0.066 0.003
(0.046) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002)
Willing to take risks - - - - - - 0.139*** 0.005*** 0.139*** 0.005*** 0.139*** 0.005***
(0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001)
Father: secondary education - - - - - - 0.038 0.001 0.040 0.002 0.043 0.002
(0.136) (0.005) (0.136) (0.005) (0.136) (0.005)
Father: tertiary education - - - - - - 0.131 0.005 0.135 0.005 0.142 0.006
(0.171) (0.007) (0.171) (0.007) (0.171) (0.007)
Mother: secondary education - - - - - - 0.199 0.007 0.192 0.007 0.196 0.007
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(0.125) (0.004) (0.125) (0.004) (0.125) (0.004)
Mother: tertiary education - - - - - - 0.219 0.008 0.206 0.008 0.219 0.008
(0.167) (0.006) (0.167) (0.006) (0.166) (0.006)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -2.990*** -2.998*** -2.943*** -1.686™** -1.679*** -1.620***
(0.143) (0.145) (0.146) (0.352) (0.354) (0.353)
Pseudo R? 0.054 0.054 0.053 0.137 0.136 0.135
BIC 13,917.1 13,911.0 13,930.2 11,900.7 11,904.0 11,918.6
N 41,309 41,309 41,309 37,275 37,275 37,275

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports binary logit coefficients and (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’, 1 = ‘Yes’)
Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted, are applied in all regressions.
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Table S7a. Involuntary immobility in the family and migration intentions, ‘don’t know’ answers included as a separate outcome of the de-

pendent variable, without control variables

Coefficients Marginal effects Coefficients Marginal effects Coefficients Marginal effects
Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK
Prohibited from going abroad:
Immediate family 0.491*** -0.432 0.023** -0.006* - - - - - - - -
(0.142) (0.276) (0.008) (0.003)
Grandparents - - - - 0.551*** -0.351 0.026** -0.006 - - - -
(0.141) (0.250) (0.008) (0.003)
Other relatives - - - - - - - - 0.194 -0.431* 0.008 -0.006*
(0.142) (0.204) (0.006) (0.002)
Don’t know 0.294** 0.993*** 0.011* 0.028*** 0.301** 0.997*** 0.011** 0.028*** 0.281** 0.983*** 0.010* 0.027***
(0.096) (0.107) (0.004) (0.004) (0.096) (0.107) (0.004) (0.004) (0.096) (0.108) (0.004) (0.004)
Refusal to answer -0.009 1.189%** -0.002 0.037*** 0.002 1.192%** -0.001 0.037*** -0.021 1.175*** -0.002 0.037***
(0.196) (0.226) (0.007) (0.010) (0.197) (0.226) (0.007) (0.010) (0.199) (0.229) (0.007) (0.010)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -2.990*** -2.891*** -2.998*** -2.902*** -2.944%*** -2.866***
(0.143) (0.137) (0.145) (0.137) (0.146) (0.137)
Pseudo R* 0.065 0.066 0.065
BIC 22,805.3 22,800.7 22,817.3
N 42,195 42,195 42,195

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports multinomial logit coefficients (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’ (reference
outcome), 1 = “Yes’, 2 = ‘Don’t know’(DK)). Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted, are applied in all regressions.
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Table S7b. Involuntary immobility in the family and migration intentions, ‘don’t know’ answers included as a separate outcome of the de-
pendent variable, with control variables

Coefficients Marginal effects Coefficients Marginal effects Coefficients Marginal effects
Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK
Prohibited from going abroad:
Immediate family 0.562*** -0.360 0.026** -0.006 - - - - - - - -
(0.150) (0.296) (0.008) (0.003)
Grandparents - - - - 0.477** -0.479 0.022** -0.007* - - - -
(0.153) (0.271) (0.008) (0.003)
Other relatives - - - - - - - - 0.145 -0.483* 0.006 -0.007**
(0.152) (0.227) (0.006) (0.003)
Don’t know 0.101 0.737*** 0.003 0.017*** 0.104 0.730*** 0.003 0.017*** 0.081 0.720*** 0.002 0.017***
(0.103) (0.122) (0.004) (0.003) (0.103) (0.122) (0.004) (0.003) (0.104) (0.122) (0.004) (0.003)
Refusal to answer 0.142 0.557 0.005 0.012 0.133 0.551 0.004 0.012 0.114 0.526 0.004 0.011
(0.206) (0.290) (0.008) (0.007) (0.210) (0.290) (0.008) (0.007) (0.212) (0.293) (0.008) (0.007)
Age -0.040*** -0.042%** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.039*** -0.042%** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.039*** -0.042*** -0.001*** -0.001***
(0.003) (0.004) (0.000) (0.000) (0.003) (0.004) (0.000) (0.000) (0.003) (0.004) (0.000) (0.000)
Female -0.222** -0.205 -0.008** -0.004 -0.219** -0.207 -0.008** -0.004 -0.224** -0.207 -0.008** -0.004
(0.069) (0.109) (0.003) (0.002) (0.069) (0.109) (0.003) (0.002) (0.069) (0.109) (0.003) (0.002)
Married -0.151* -0.211* -0.005 -0.004 -0.152* -0.211* -0.005 -0.004 -0.151* -0.211* -0.005 -0.004
(0.074) (0.105) (0.003) (0.002) (0.074) (0.105) (0.003) (0.002) (0.074) (0.105) (0.003) (0.002)
Secondary education -0.173 0.681** -0.007 0.010*** -0.174 0.681** -0.007 0.010*** -0.176 0.685** -0.007 0.010***
(0.150) (0.263) (0.006) (0.003) (0.150) (0.263) (0.006) (0.003) (0.149) (0.263) (0.006) (0.003)
Tertiary education 0.076 0.613* 0.002 0.009* 0.082 0.609* 0.003 0.009* 0.078 0.619* 0.003 0.009*
(0.164) (0.289) (0.007) (0.004) (0.164) (0.289) (0.007) (0.004) (0.164) (0.288) (0.007) (0.004)
Higher on wealth ladder -0.170*** -0.102** -0.006*** -0.002** -0.171%** -0.101** -0.006*** -0.002* -0.170*** -0.101** -0.006*** -0.002*
(0.026) (0.034) (0.001) (0.001) (0.026) (0.034) (0.001) (0.001) (0.026) (0.034) (0.001) (0.001)
Employed -0.145 -0.000 -0.005 0.000 -0.143 0.000 -0.005 0.000 -0.140 0.005 -0.005 0.000
(0.079) (0.126) (0.003) (0.002) (0.079) (0.126) (0.003) (0.002) (0.079) (0.126) (0.003) (0.002)
Lives in urban area 0.313*** 0.180 0.012%** 0.003 0.314*** 0.177 0.012*** 0.003 0.317*** 0.180 0.012*** 0.003
(0.075) (0.117) (0.003) (0.002) (0.075) (0.117) (0.003) (0.002) (0.075) (0.117) (0.003) (0.002)
Ethnic minority 0.319%** -0.049 0.012%** -0.001 0.317*** -0.050 0.012*** -0.001 0.318*** -0.049 0.012*** -0.001
(0.095) (0.144) (0.004) (0.003) (0.095) (0.144) (0.004) (0.003) (0.095) (0.144) (0.004) (0.003)
Better health 0.066 0.048 0.002 0.001 0.069 0.047 0.003 0.001 0.065 0.047 0.002 0.001
(0.047) (0.067) (0.002) (0.001) (0.047) (0.067) (0.002) (0.001) (0.047) (0.067) (0.002) (0.001)
Willing to take risks 0.141%** 0.054* 0.005*** 0.001* 0.140%** 0.054** 0.005*** 0.001* 0.140*** 0.053* 0.005*** 0.001*
(0.015) (0.021) (0.001) (0.000) (0.015) (0.021) (0.001) (0.000) (0.015) (0.021) (0.001) (0.000)
Father: secondary education 0.048 -0.175 0.002 -0.004 0.050 -0.175 0.002 -0.004 0.053 -0.176 0.002 -0.004
(0.135) (0.182) (0.005) (0.004) (0.135) (0.182) (0.005) (0.004) (0.135) (0.182) (0.005) (0.004)
Father: tertiary education 0.143 -0.328 0.006 -0.007 0.146 -0.332 0.006 -0.007 0.153 -0.332 0.006 -0.007
(0.170) (0.238) (0.006) (0.005) (0.170) (0.238) (0.006) (0.005) (0.170) (0.238) (0.006) (0.005)
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Mother: secondary education 0.196 0.351* 0.007 0.006* 0.189 0.354* 0.006 0.006* 0.192 0.352* 0.007 0.006*
(0.124) (0.169) (0.004) (0.003) (0.124) (0.169) (0.004) (0.003) (0.124) (0.169) (0.004) (0.003)
Mother: tertiary education 0.210 0.254 0.007 0.004 0.198 0.264 0.007 0.004 0.211 0.259 0.007 0.004
(0.166) (0.239) (0.006) (0.004) (0.167) (0.238) (0.006) (0.004) (0.166) (0.238) (0.006) (0.004)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -1.664*** -1.928*** -1.656%**  -1,913*** -1.600%*** -1.884***
(0.348) (0.510) (0.351) (0.509) (0.350) (0.509)
Pseudo R? 0.139 0.139 0.138
BIC 18,874.3 18,875.3 18,888.5
N 37,959 37,959 37,959

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports multinomial logit coefficients (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’ (reference
outcome), 1 = ‘Yes’, 2 = ‘Don’t know’(DK)). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted,

are applied in all regressions
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Table S8. Involuntary immobility in the family and migration intentions, correcting for rare events (relogit)

FAMILY INFLUENCES ON MIGRATION INTENTIONS

1) ) ®) (4) (®) (6)
Prohibited from going abroad:
Immediate family 0.504*** - - 0.576*** - -
(0.142) (0.149)
Grandparents - 0.562*** - - 0.494** -
(0.141) (0.153)
Other relatives - - 0.208 - - 0.167
(0.142) (0.151)
Don’t know 0.259** 0.266** 0.246* 0.061 0.063 0.041
(0.095) (0.095) (0.096) (0.103) (0.103) (0.104)
Refusal to answer -0.062 -0.051 -0.073 0.113 0.105 0.087
(0.195) (0.197) (0.199) (0.207) (0.211) (0.213)
Age -0.038*** -0.038*** -0.038***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Female -0.213** -0.211** -0.215**
(0.069) (0.069) (0.069)
Married -0.139 -0.140 -0.139
(0.074) (0.074) (0.074)
Secondary education -0.192 -0.193 -0.196
(0.150) (0.149) (0.149)
Tertiary education 0.060 0.065 0.061
(0.164) (0.164) (0.164)
Higher on wealth ladder -0.166*** -0.166*** -0.165***
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026)
Employed -0.140 -0.138 -0.135
(0.079) (0.078) (0.078)
Lives in urban area 0.307*** 0.307*** 0.310***
(0.075) (0.075) (0.075)
Ethnic minority 0.320*** 0.318*** 0.319***
(0.095) (0.095) (0.095)
Better health 0.063 0.066 0.063
(0.046) (0.047) (0.046)
Willing to take risks 0.139*** 0.138*** 0.138***
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)
Father: secondary education 0.180 0.173 0.176
(0.124) (0.124) (0.124)
Father: tertiary education 0.195 0.183 0.196
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(0.166) (0.166) (0.166)
Mother: secondary education 0.053 0.055 0.058

(0.135) (0.135) (0.135)
Mother: tertiary education 0.156 0.158 0.165

(0.170) (0.170) (0.170)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -3.0447*** -3.051*** -2.999%** -1.7677** -1.760*** -1.707***

(0.143) (0.144) (0.145) (0.347) (0.349) (0.349)

N 42,195 42,195 42,195 37,959 37,959 37,959

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports logit coefficients, corrected for rare events using Stata command relogit. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’ or
‘Don’t know’, 1 = ‘Yes’). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted, are applied in all

regressions
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Table S9. Involuntary immobility in the family and migration intentions, Firth’s penalized-likelihood logistic regression (firthlogit)

1) ) ®) (4) (®) (6)
Prohibited from going abroad:
Immediate family 0.468*** - - 0.529*** - -
(0.119) (0.126)
Grandparents - 0.618*** - - 0.539*** -
(0.114) (0.119)
Other relatives - - 0.247* - - 0.220
(0.111) (0.119)
Don’t know 0.296%*** 0.307*** 0.288*** 0.040 0.047 0.026
(0.078) (0.078) (0.078) (0.086) (0.086) (0.086)
Refusal to answer 0.056 0.067 0.050 0.236 0.238 0.222
(0.155) (0.155) (0.155) (0.166) (0.166) (0.167)
Age -0.205*** -0.204*** -0.207***
(0.057) (0.057) (0.057)
Female -0.044*** -0.044*** -0.044***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Married -0.170** -0.170** -0.171**
(0.059) (0.059) (0.059)
Secondary education -0.053 -0.053 -0.058
(0.121) (0.121) (0.121)
Tertiary education 0.121 0.125 0.120
(0.134) (0.134) (0.134)
Higher on wealth ladder -0.123*** -0.124*** -0.123***
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018)
Employed -0.197** -0.197** -0.195**
(0.066) (0.066) (0.066)
Lives in urban area 0.283*** 0.282*** 0.286***
(0.061) (0.061) (0.061)
Ethnic minority 0.332%** 0.330*** 0.331***
(0.077) (0.077) (0.077)
Better health 0.041 0.043 0.041
(0.036) (0.036) (0.036)
Willing to take risks 0.128*** 0.128*** 0.129***
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011)
Father: secondary education 0.216* 0.215* 0.218*
(0.109) (0.109) (0.109)
Father: tertiary education 0.299* 0.302* 0.304*
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(0.136) (0.136) (0.136)
Mother: secondary education -0.030 -0.032 -0.033

(0.101) (0.101) (0.1012)
Mother: tertiary education 0.029 0.020 0.030

(0.135) (0.135) (0.135)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -3.026*** -3.050*** -2.998*** -1.499%** -1.497%** -1.446%**

(0.120) (0.120) (0.120) (0.268) (0.268) (0.268)

Pseudo R 0.047 0.048 0.047 0.133 0.133 0.132
BIC 13,068.7 13,056.9 13,078.0 11,106.9 11,104.2 11,1195
N 42,195 42,195 42,195 37,959 37,959 37,959

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports logit coefficients, estimated with Firth’s penalized-likelihood logistic regression, using Stata command firthlogit. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent
variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’ or ‘Don’t know’, 1 = ‘Yes’). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary.
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Table S10. Involuntary immobility in the family and migration intentions, average treatment effects using propensity score matching

ATT N treatment N control
Prohibited from going abroad:

A. Immediate family 0.021** 1,756 30,593
(0.007)

B. Grandparents 0.018* 1,642 30,707
(0.009)

C. Other relatives 0.011 2,188 30,161
(0.007)

Notes: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports results from three sets of propensity score matching estimations (average treatment effect on the treated), each with
1,000 bootstrap replications. Standard errors are in parentheses. The treatment group is as indicated in the left-most column, the control group includes respondents who
said ‘no’ to the respective prohibition-to-travel-abroad question but excludes ‘Don’t knows’ and refusals. The matching covariates are the same as control variables in
specifications (4)-(6) of Table 1 of the main article.
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Table S11a. Involuntary immobility in the immediate family and migration intentions: controlling for past international migration experi-
ence. Complete econometric output for Table 2 (upper panel) of the article

(1) 2 (3) (4)

Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect

Prohibited from moving abroad: immediate family

Yes 0.572*** 0.026** 0.579*** 0.027** 0.579%** 0.027** 0.577*** 0.027**
(0.149) (0.008) (0.149) (0.008) (0.149) (0.008) (0.149) (0.008)
Don’t know 0.054 0.002 0.060 0.002 0.061 0.002 0.060 0.002
(0.103) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004)
Refusal to answer 0.077 0.003 0.080 0.003 0.105 0.004 0.095 0.004
(0.207) (0.008) (0.207) (0.008) (0.208) (0.008) (0.207) (0.008)
Moved from abroad: yes 0.310 0.013 - - - - - -
(0.159) (0.007)
Moved from abroad: missing information 0.375* 0.016* - - - - - -
(0.156) (0.008)
Born abroad: yes - - 0.187 0.007 - - - -
(0.157) (0.007)
Born abroad: missing information - - 0.538* 0.025 - - - -
(0.243) (0.014)
Secondary school abroad: yes - - - - 0.325 0.014 - -
(0.190) (0.009)
Secondary school abroad: missing information - - - - 0.037 0.001 - -
(0.174) (0.007)
International migration experience: yes - - - - - - 0.247 0.010
(0.146) (0.006)
Int. migration experience: missing information - - - - - - 0.184 0.007
(0.126) (0.005)
Age -0.039*** -0.001*** -0.039*** -0.001*** -0.039*** -0.001*** -0.039*** -0.001***
(0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000)
Female -0.213** -0.008** -0.215** -0.008** -0.217** -0.008** -0.217** -0.008**
(0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003)
Married -0.137 -0.005 -0.140 -0.005 -0.137 -0.005 -0.138 -0.005
(0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003)
Secondary education -0.195 -0.007 -0.190 -0.007 -0.196 -0.007 -0.162 -0.006
(0.150) (0.006) (0.150) (0.006) (0.157) (0.006) (0.154) (0.006)
Tertiary education 0.055 0.002 0.060 0.003 0.056 0.002 0.091 0.004
(0.164) (0.007) (0.164) (0.007) (0.172) (0.007) (0.169) (0.007)
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Higher on wealth ladder -0.167*** -0.006*** -0.166*** -0.006*** -0.167*** -0.006*** -0.166*** -0.006***
(0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001)
Employed -0.140 -0.005 -0.145 -0.005 -0.139 -0.005 -0.139 -0.005
(0.079) (0.003) (0.079) (0.003) (0.079) (0.003) (0.079) (0.003)
Lives in urban area 0.300*** 0.011*** 0.295*** 0.011*** 0.306*** 0.012*** 0.302*** 0.011***
(0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003)
Ethnic minority 0.290** 0.011** 0.296** 0.011** 0.286** 0.011** 0.291** 0.011**
(0.097) (0.004) (0.098) (0.004) (0.098) (0.004) (0.098) (0.004)
Better health 0.069 0.003 0.067 0.003 0.064 0.002 0.067 0.003
(0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002)
Willing to take risks 0.138*** 0.005*** 0.138*** 0.005*** 0.138*** 0.005*** 0.138*** 0.005***
(0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001)
Father: secondary education 0.056 0.002 0.051 0.002 0.049 0.002 0.053 0.002
(0.135) (0.005) (0.135) (0.005) (0.135) (0.005) (0.135) (0.005)
Father: tertiary education 0.149 0.006 0.150 0.006 0.151 0.006 0.151 0.006
(0.170) (0.006) (0.170) (0.006) (0.170) (0.006) (0.170) (0.006)
Mother: secondary education 0.186 0.007 0.183 0.007 0.182 0.007 0.188 0.007
(0.124) (0.004) (0.124) (0.004) (0.124) (0.004) (0.124) (0.004)
Mother: tertiary education 0.207 0.008 0.202 0.007 0.197 0.007 0.207 0.008
(0.166) (0.006) (0.166) (0.006) (0.166) (0.006) (0.166) (0.006)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -1.799%** -1.784%** -1.757%** -1.825%**
(0.347) (0.348) (0.360) (0.354)
Pseudo R? 0.133 0.133 0.132 0.133
BIC 12,027.0 12,030.0 12,035.7 12,033.1
N 37,959 37,959 37,959 37,959

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports binary logit coefficients and (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’ or ‘Don’t know’, 1
= “Yes’). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted, are applied in all regressions.
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Table S11b. Involuntary immobility among grandparents and migration intentions: controlling for past international migration experi-
ence. Complete econometric output for Table 2 (lower panel) of the article.

(1) 2 (3) (4)

Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect

Prohibited from moving abroad: grandparents

Yes 0.494** 0.022** 0.502** 0.023** 0.496** 0.022** 0.501** 0.023**
(0.153) (0.008) (0.153) (0.008) (0.153) (0.008) (0.153) (0.008)
Don'’t know 0.057 0.002 0.063 0.002 0.063 0.002 0.063 0.002
(0.104) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004)
Refusal to answer 0.068 0.003 0.071 0.003 0.096 0.004 0.087 0.003
(0.211) (0.008) (0.211) (0.008) (0.211) (0.008) (0.211) (0.008)
Moved from abroad: yes 0.305 0.013 - - - - - -
(0.158) (0.007)
Moved from abroad: missing information 0.383* 0.017* - - - - - -
(0.156) (0.008)
Born abroad: yes - - 0.183 0.007 - - - -
(0.157) (0.007)
Born abroad: missing information - - 0.549* 0.026 - - - -
(0.242) (0.014)
Secondary school abroad: yes - - - - 0.320 0.014 - -
(0.190) (0.009)
Secondary school abroad: missing information - - - - 0.042 0.002 - -
(0.174) (0.007)
International migration experience: yes - - - - - - 0.247 0.010
(0.145) (0.006)
Int. migration experience: missing information - - - - - - 0.195 0.008
(0.126) (0.005)
Age -0.038*** -0.001*** -0.038*** -0.001*** -0.039*** -0.001*** -0.039*** -0.001***
(0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000)
Female -0.211** -0.008** -0.212** -0.008** -0.215** -0.008** -0.214** -0.008**
(0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003)
Married -0.139 -0.005 -0.141 -0.005 -0.139 -0.005 -0.140 -0.005
(0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003)
Secondary education -0.196 -0.007 -0.192 -0.007 -0.195 -0.007 -0.161 -0.006
(0.150) (0.006) (0.150) (0.006) (0.157) (0.006) (0.154) (0.006)
Tertiary education 0.061 0.003 0.066 0.003 0.063 0.003 0.099 0.004
(0.164) (0.007) (0.164) (0.007) (0.172) (0.007) (0.169) (0.007)
Higher on wealth ladder -0.167*** -0.006*** -0.167*** -0.006*** -0.167*** -0.006*** -0.167*** -0.006***
(0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001)
Employed -0.138 -0.005 -0.143 -0.005 -0.137 -0.005 -0.137 -0.005
(0.078) (0.003) (0.078) (0.003) (0.079) (0.003) (0.078) (0.003)
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Lives in urban area 0.300*** 0.011%** 0.296*** 0.011%** 0.307*** 0.012*** 0.302*** 0.011%**
(0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003)
Ethnic minority 0.288** 0.011** 0.294** 0.011** 0.284** 0.011** 0.289** 0.011**
(0.097) (0.004) (0.098) (0.004) (0.098) (0.004) (0.099) (0.004)
Better health 0.072 0.003 0.071 0.003 0.067 0.003 0.070 0.003
(0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002)
Willing to take risks 0.137*** 0.005*** 0.137*** 0.005*** 0.137*** 0.005*** 0.137*** 0.005***
(0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001)
Father: secondary education 0.058 0.002 0.053 0.002 0.051 0.002 0.055 0.002
(0.134) (0.005) (0.135) (0.005) (0.135) (0.005) (0.135) (0.005)
Father: tertiary education 0.152 0.006 0.152 0.006 0.153 0.006 0.153 0.006
(0.170) (0.006) (0.170) (0.006) (0.170) (0.006) (0.170) (0.006)
Mother: secondary education 0.179 0.007 0.176 0.006 0.175 0.006 0.182 0.007
(0.124) (0.004) (0.124) (0.004) (0.124) (0.004) (0.124) (0.004)
Mother: tertiary education 0.194 0.007 0.189 0.007 0.184 0.007 0.194 0.007
(0.166) (0.006) (0.166) (0.006) (0.166) (0.006) (0.166) (0.006)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -1.794%** -1.779%** -1.753*** -1.823***
(0.349) (0.350) (0.362) (0.356)
Pseudo R? 0.133 0.133 0.132 0.132
BIC 12,029.8 12,032.8 12,038.8 12,035.8
N 37,959 37,959 37,959 37,959

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports binary logit coefficients and (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’ or ‘Don’t know’, 1
= “Yes’). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted, are applied in all regressions.
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Table S12a. Involuntary immobility in the immediate family and migration intentions: controlling for past international migration experi-

ence, mixed-effects models

FAMILY INFLUENCES ON MIGRATION INTENTIONS

O]

®)

(4)

Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect
Prohibited from moving abroad: immediate family
Yes 0.568*** 0.026*** 0.575*** 0.026** 0.574*** 0.026** 0.572*** 0.026**
(0.143) (0.008) (0.153) (0.008) (0.153) (0.008) (0.149) (0.008)
Don'’t know 0.059 0.002 0.064 0.002 0.065 0.002 0.064 0.002
(0.109) (0.004) (0.109) (0.004) (0.110) (0.004) (0.109) (0.004)
Refusal to answer 0.087 0.003 0.089 0.003 0.114 0.004 0.105 0.004
(0.252) (0.010) (0.243) (0.009) (0.242) (0.010) (0.246) (0.010)
Moved from abroad: yes 0.305 0.013 - - - - - -
(0.174) (0.008)
Moved from abroad: missing information 0.364 0.015 - - - - - -
(0.308) (0.015)
Born abroad: yes - - 0.190 0.008 - - - -
(0.204) (0.009)
Born abroad: missing information - - 0.546** 0.025* - - - -
(0.201) (0.011)
Secondary school abroad: yes - - - - 0.329 0.014 - -
(0.260) (0.012)
Secondary school abroad: missing information - - - - 0.036 0.001 - -
(0.167) (0.006)
International migration experience: yes - - - - - - 0.248 0.010
(0.180) (0.008)
Int. migration experience: missing information - - - - - - 0.179 0.007
(0.199) (0.008)
Age -0.039*** -0.001*** -0.039*** -0.001*** -0.039*** -0.001*** -0.039*** -0.001***
(0.004) (0.000) (0.004) (0.000) (0.004) (0.000) (0.004) (0.000)
Female -0.214** -0.008* -0.215** -0.008* -0.218** -0.008* -0.218** -0.008*
(0.082) (0.003) (0.082) (0.003) (0.082) (0.003) (0.083) (0.003)
Married -0.132 -0.005 -0.134 -0.005 -0.132 -0.005 -0.133 -0.005
(0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003)
Secondary education -0.195 -0.007 -0.190 -0.007 -0.195 -0.007 -0.162 -0.006
(0.106) (0.004) (0.108) (0.004) (0.125) (0.005) (0.104) (0.004)
Tertiary education 0.057 0.002 0.062 0.003 0.058 0.002 0.092 0.004
(0.135) (0.006) (0.136) (0.006) (0.155) (0.006) (0.135) (0.006)
Higher on wealth ladder -0.166*** -0.006*** -0.166*** -0.006*** -0.166*** -0.006*** -0.166*** -0.006***
(0.041) (0.002) (0.041) (0.002) (0.040) (0.002) (0.041) (0.002)
Employed -0.148* -0.006 -0.153* -0.006 -0.148* -0.006 -0.148* -0.006
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(0.072) (0.003) (0.071) (0.003) (0.072) (0.003) (0.071) (0.003)
Lives in urban area 0.299*** 0.011** 0.294** 0.011** 0.305*** 0.011** 0.300*** 0.011**
(0.089) (0.003) (0.090) (0.003) (0.089) (0.003) (0.089) (0.003)
Ethnic minority 0.282 0.011 0.287 0.011 0.277 0.010 0.282 0.011
(0.191) (0.007) (0.190) (0.007) (0.185) (0.007) (0.185) (0.007)
Better health 0.071 0.003 0.069 0.003 0.065 0.002 0.068 0.003
(0.043) (0.002) (0.044) (0.002) (0.044) (0.002) (0.043) (0.002)
Willing to take risks 0.139*** 0.005*** 0.138*** 0.005*** 0.139*** 0.005*** 0.138*** 0.005***
(0.020) (0.001) (0.020) (0.001) (0.020) (0.001) (0.020) (0.001)
Father: secondary education 0.051 0.002 0.047 0.002 0.044 0.002 0.048 0.002
(0.156) (0.006) (0.156) (0.006) (0.157) (0.006) (0.157) (0.006)
Father: tertiary education 0.147 0.006 0.148 0.006 0.148 0.006 0.149 0.006
(0.206) (0.008) (0.205) (0.007) (0.205) (0.008) (0.205) (0.008)
Mother: secondary education 0.171 0.006 0.168 0.006 0.168 0.006 0.174 0.006
(0.137) (0.005) (0.139) (0.005) (0.137) (0.005) (0.136) (0.005)
Mother: tertiary education 0.188 0.007 0.183 0.007 0.178 0.006 0.188 0.007
(0.179) (0.006) (0.180) (0.006) (0.180) (0.006) (0.178) (0.006)
Constant -2.201%** -2.171%** -2.147%** -2.217%**
(0.395) (0.417) (0.415) (0.390)
var(_cons[country]) 0.451** 0.436** 0.440** 0.444**
(0.145) (0.138) (0.139) (0.141)
VPC [country] 0.121 0.117 0.118 0.119
BIC 11,866.5 11,868.6 11,874.5 11,872.1
Nind/Nentry 37,959/28 37,959/28 37,959/28 37,959/28

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports mixed effects logit coefficients and (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to
migrate (0 = ‘No’ or ‘Don’t know’, 1 = ‘Yes’). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of
interviews conducted, are applied in all regressions.
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Table S12b. Involuntary immobility among grandparents and migration intentions: controlling for past international migration experi-

ence, mixed-effects models

FAMILY INFLUENCES ON MIGRATION INTENTIONS

1 ) 3) 4
Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect
Prohibited from moving abroad: grandparents
Yes 0.492*** 0.022** 0.499*** 0.022** 0.493*** 0.022** 0.498*** 0.022**
(0.142) (0.008) (0.143) (0.008) (0.143) (0.008) (0.144) (0.008)
Don’t know 0.062 0.002 0.067 0.002 0.068 0.003 0.067 0.002
(0.110) (0.004) (0.111) (0.004) (0.111) (0.004) (0.110) (0.004)
Refusal to answer 0.080 0.003 0.081 0.003 0.106 0.004 0.097 0.004
(0.244) (0.009) (0.233) (0.009) (0.233) (0.009) (0.237) (0.009)
Moved from abroad: yes 0.301 0.012 - - - - - -
(0.174) (0.008)
Moved from abroad: missing information 0.372 0.016 - - - - - -
(0.318) (0.016)
Born abroad: yes - - 0.187 0.007 - - - -
(0.205) (0.009)
Born abroad: missing information - - 0.557** 0.026* - - - -
(0.198) (0.011)
Secondary school abroad: yes - - - - 0.325 0.014 - -
(0.260) (0.012)
Secondary school abroad: missing information - - - - 0.041 0.002 - -
(0.169) (0.006)
International migration experience: yes - - - - - - 0.248 0.010
(0.178) (0.008)
Int. migration experience: missing information - - - - - - 0.189 0.007
(0.206) (0.009)
Age -0.039*** -0.001*** -0.039*** -0.001*** -0.039*** -0.001*** -0.039*** -0.001***
(0.004) (0.000) (0.004) (0.000) (0.004) (0.000) (0.004) (0.000)
Female -0.212** -0.008* -0.213** -0.008* -0.215** -0.008* -0.215** -0.008*
(0.082) (0.003) (0.082) (0.003) (0.082) (0.003) (0.083) (0.003)
Married -0.134 -0.005 -0.136 -0.005 -0.134 -0.005 -0.135 -0.005
(0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003)
Secondary education -0.196 -0.007 -0.191 -0.007 -0.195 -0.007 -0.162 -0.006
(0.104) (0.004) (0.107) (0.004) (0.124) (0.005) (0.102) (0.004)
Tertiary education 0.062 0.003 0.067 0.003 0.064 0.003 0.099 0.004
(0.133) (0.006) (0.135) (0.006) (0.154) (0.006) (0.134) (0.006)
Higher on wealth ladder -0.167*** -0.006*** -0.166*** -0.006*** -0.167*** -0.006*** -0.166*** -0.006***
(0.041) (0.002) (0.041) (0.002) (0.041) (0.002) (0.041) (0.002)
Employed -0.146* -0.005 -0.151* -0.006 -0.146* -0.005 -0.146* -0.005
(0.071) (0.003) (0.070) (0.003) (0.072) (0.003) (0.072) (0.003)
Lives in urban area 0.299*** 0.011** 0.295%** 0.011** 0.306*** 0.011** 0.301*** 0.011**
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(0.089) (0.003) (0.089) (0.003) (0.089) (0.003) (0.089) (0.003)
Ethnic minority 0.280 0.010 0.285 0.011 0.276 0.010 0.280 0.010
(0.192) (0.007) (0.192) (0.007) (0.187) (0.007) (0.187) (0.007)
Better health 0.074 0.003 0.072 0.003 0.069 0.003 0.072 0.003
(0.043) (0.002) (0.043) (0.002) (0.044) (0.002) (0.043) (0.002)
Willing to take risks 0.138*** 0.005*** 0.137*** 0.005*** 0.138*** 0.005*** 0.137*** 0.005***
(0.019) (0.001) (0.020) (0.001) (0.019) (0.001) (0.020) (0.001)
Father: secondary education 0.053 0.002 0.048 0.002 0.046 0.002 0.050 0.002
(0.154) (0.005) (0.154) (0.005) (0.155) (0.006) (0.155) (0.006)
Father: tertiary education 0.149 0.006 0.150 0.006 0.151 0.006 0.151 0.006
(0.204) (0.007) (0.204) (0.007) (0.204) (0.007) (0.204) (0.007)
Mother: secondary education 0.165 0.006 0.161 0.006 0.161 0.006 0.167 0.006
(0.138) (0.005) (0.140) (0.005) (0.139) (0.005) (0.137) (0.005)
Mother: tertiary education 0.176 0.006 0.170 0.006 0.166 0.006 0.176 0.006
(0.181) (0.007) (0.183) (0.007) (0.182) (0.007) (0.180) (0.007)
Constant -2.215%** -2.184*** -2.162*** -2.234%**
(0.396) (0.419) (0.418) (0.391)
var(_cons[country]) 0.450** 0.434** 0.438** 0.442**
(0.144) (0.137) (0.138) (0.141)
VPC [country] 0.120 0.117 0.117 0.118
BIC 11,869.2 11,871.3 11,877.6 11,874.8
Nind/Nentry 37,959/28 37,959/28 37,959/28 37,959/28

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports mixed effects logit coefficients and (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to
migrate (0 = ‘No’ or ‘Don’t know’, 1 = ‘Yes’). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of
interviews conducted, are applied in all regressions.
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Table S13a. Involuntary immobility in the immediate family and migration intentions: controlling for past international migration experi-
ence, dependent variable with excluded ‘don’t know’ answer

(1) 2 (3) (4)

Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect

Prohibited from moving abroad: immediate family

Yes 0.561*** 0.026** 0.569*** 0.027** 0.567*** 0.026** 0.566*** 0.026**
(0.149) (0.008) (0.150) (0.008) (0.150) (0.008) (0.149) (0.008)
Don’t know 0.104 0.004 0.111 0.004 0.109 0.004 0.109 0.004
(0.103) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004)
Refusal to answer 0.116 0.004 0.118 0.005 0.144 0.006 0.135 0.005
(0.206) (0.008) (0.206) (0.008) (0.207) (0.009) (0.206) (0.008)
Moved from abroad: yes 0.329* 0.014 - - - - - -
(0.159) (0.008)
Moved from abroad: missing information 0.396* 0.017* - - - - - -
(0.158) (0.008)
Born abroad: yes - - 0.184 0.007 - - - -
(0.158) (0.007)
Born abroad: missing information - - 0.614* 0.030* - - - -
(0.250) (0.015)
Secondary school abroad: yes - - - - 0.331 0.014 - -
(0.192) (0.009)
Secondary school abroad: missing information - - - - 0.047 0.002 - -
(0.177) (0.007)
International migration experience: yes - - - - - - 0.254 0.011
(0.147) (0.007)
Int. migration experience: missing information - - - - - - 0.192 0.008
(0.128) (0.005)
Age -0.040*** -0.002*** -0.040*** -0.002*** -0.040*** -0.002*** -0.040*** -0.002***
(0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000)
Female -0.220** -0.008** -0.221** -0.008** -0.224** -0.009** -0.224** -0.009**
(0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003)
Married -0.145* -0.006 -0.148* -0.006* -0.146* -0.006* -0.147* -0.006*
(0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003)
Secondary education -0.185 -0.007 -0.180 -0.007 -0.184 -0.007 -0.150 -0.006
(0.150) (0.006) (0.150) (0.006) (0.158) (0.006) (0.155) (0.006)
Tertiary education 0.069 0.003 0.074 0.003 0.071 0.003 0.106 0.004
(0.165) (0.007) (0.165) (0.007) (0.173) (0.007) (0.170) (0.007)
Higher on wealth ladder -0.171%** -0.007*** -0.170*** -0.007*** -0.171%** -0.007*** -0.170%*** -0.007***
(0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001)
Employed -0.148 -0.006 -0.153 -0.006 -0.147 -0.006 -0.147 -0.006
(0.079) (0.003) (0.079) (0.003) (0.079) (0.003) (0.079) (0.003)
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Lives in urban area 0.303*** 0.012*** 0.297*** 0.011%** 0.310%** 0.012*** 0.305*** 0.012%**
(0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003)
Ethnic minority 0.284** 0.011** 0.291** 0.011** 0.281** 0.011** 0.285** 0.011**
(0.098) (0.004) (0.098) (0.004) (0.099) (0.004) (0.099) (0.004)
Better health 0.072 0.003 0.071 0.003 0.067 0.003 0.070 0.003
(0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002)
Willing to take risks 0.139*** 0.005*** 0.138*** 0.005*** 0.139*** 0.005*** 0.138*** 0.005***
(0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001)
Father: secondary education 0.041 0.002 0.037 0.001 0.033 0.001 0.038 0.001
(0.136) (0.005) (0.136) (0.005) (0.136) (0.005) (0.136) (0.005)
Father: tertiary education 0.125 0.005 0.127 0.005 0.126 0.005 0.127 0.005
(0.171) (0.007) (0.171) (0.007) (0.171) (0.007) (0.171) (0.007)
Mother: secondary education 0.203 0.007 0.201 0.007 0.201 0.007 0.206 0.008
(0.125) (0.004) (0.125) (0.004) (0.125) (0.004) (0.125) (0.004)
Mother: tertiary education 0.229 0.008 0.225 0.008 0.220 0.008 0.229 0.008
(0.166) (0.006) (0.166) (0.006) (0.166) (0.006) (0.166) (0.006)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -1.708*** -1.693*** -1.667*** -1.734%**
(0.351) (0.352) (0.364) (0.358)
Pseudo R? 0.138 0.138 0.137 0.137
BIC 11,907.6 11,909.9 11,9174 11,914.6
N 37,275 37,275 37,275 37,275

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports binary logit coefficients and (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’, 1 = ‘Yes’).
Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted, are applied in all regressions.
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Table S13b. Involuntary immobility among grandparents and migration intentions: controlling for past international migration experi-
ence, dependent variable with excluded ‘don’t know’ answer

(1) 2 (3) (4)

Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect Coefficient Marginal effect

Prohibited from moving abroad: grandparents

Yes 0.478** 0.022** 0.487** 0.022** 0.480** 0.022** 0.485** 0.022**
(0.153) (0.008) (0.153) (0.008) (0.154) (0.008) (0.154) (0.008)
Don’t know 0.107 0.004 0.113 0.004 0.111 0.004 0.112 0.004
(0.104) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004) (0.103) (0.004) (0.104) (0.004)
Refusal to answer 0.109 0.004 0.111 0.004 0.137 0.005 0.128 0.005
(0.210) (0.008) (0.210) (0.008) (0.210) (0.009) (0.210) (0.009)
Moved from abroad: yes 0.324* 0.014 - - - - - -
(0.159) (0.008)
Moved from abroad: missing information 0.403* 0.018* - - - - - -
(0.158) (0.008)
Born abroad: yes - - 0.180 0.007 - - - -
(0.158) (0.007)
Born abroad: missing information - - 0.622* 0.030* - - - -
(0.248) (0.015)
Secondary school abroad: yes - - - - 0.326 0.014 - -
(0.192) (0.009)
Secondary school abroad: missing information - - - - 0.051 0.002 - -
(0.176) (0.007)
International migration experience: yes - - - - - - 0.253 0.011
(0.146) (0.007)
Int. migration experience: missing information - - - - - - 0.202 0.008
(0.128) (0.006)
Age -0.039*** -0.002*** -0.039*** -0.002*** -0.040*** -0.002*** -0.040*** -0.002***
(0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000)
Female -0.217** -0.008** -0.219** -0.008** -0.221** -0.008** -0.221** -0.008**
(0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003) (0.069) (0.003)
Married -0.147* -0.006* -0.149* -0.006* -0.147* -0.006* -0.148* -0.006*
(0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003) (0.074) (0.003)
Secondary education -0.186 -0.007 -0.182 -0.007 -0.185 -0.007 -0.150 -0.006
(0.150) (0.006) (0.150) (0.006) (0.158) (0.006) (0.155) (0.006)
Tertiary education 0.073 0.003 0.078 0.003 0.076 0.003 0.113 0.005
(0.165) (0.007) (0.165) (0.007) (0.173) (0.007) (0.170) (0.007)
Higher on wealth ladder -0.171*** -0.007*** -0.171*** -0.007*** -0.171*** -0.007*** -0.170*** -0.007***
(0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001) (0.026) (0.001)
Employed -0.145 -0.006 -0.151 -0.006 -0.145 -0.006 -0.145 -0.006
(0.079) (0.003) (0.079) (0.003) (0.079) (0.003) (0.079) (0.003)
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Lives in urban area 0.303*** 0.012*** 0.298*** 0.011%** 0.310%** 0.012*** 0.305*** 0.012%**
(0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003) (0.075) (0.003)
Ethnic minority 0.282** 0.011** 0.289** 0.011** 0.278** 0.011** 0.283** 0.011**
(0.098) (0.004) (0.098) (0.004) (0.099) (0.004) (0.099) (0.004)
Better health 0.076 0.003 0.074 0.003 0.070 0.003 0.073 0.003
(0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002) (0.047) (0.002)
Willing to take risks 0.138*** 0.005*** 0.137*** 0.005*** 0.138*** 0.005*** 0.137*** 0.005***
(0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001) (0.015) (0.001)
Father: secondary education 0.043 0.002 0.039 0.001 0.036 0.001 0.040 0.001
(0.136) (0.005) (0.136) (0.005) (0.136) (0.005) (0.136) (0.005)
Father: tertiary education 0.129 0.005 0.131 0.005 0.130 0.005 0.130 0.005
(0.171) (0.007) (0.171) (0.007) (0.171) (0.007) (0.171) (0.007)
Mother: secondary education 0.196 0.007 0.194 0.007 0.194 0.007 0.199 0.007
(0.125) (0.004) (0.125) (0.004) (0.125) (0.004) (0.125) (0.004)
Mother: tertiary education 0.216 0.008 0.211 0.008 0.207 0.008 0.216 0.008
(0.167) (0.006) (0.167) (0.006) (0.167) (0.006) (0.167) (0.006)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -1.702%** -1.687*** -1.661*** -1.732%**
(0.353) (0.355) (0.367) (0.360)
Pseudo R’ 0.137 0.137 0.137 0.137
BIC 11,910.7 11,913.0 11,920.8 11,917.5
N 37,275 37,275 37,275 37,275

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports binary logit coefficients and (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’, 1 = ‘Yes’).
Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted, are applied in all regressions.
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Table S14a. Involuntary immobility in the immediate family and migration intentions: controlling for past international migration experi-
ence, ‘don’t know’ answers included as a separate outcome of the dependent variable (multinomial regression)

Coefficients Marginal effects Coefficients Marginal effects
Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK
Prohibited from moving abroad: immediate family
Yes 0.560*** -0.361 0.026** -0.006 0.568*** -0.349 0.027** -0.006
(0.149) (0.294) (0.008) (0.003) (0.150) (0.295) (0.008) (0.003)
Don’t know 0.096 0.729*** 0.002 0.017*** 0.103 0.738*** 0.003 0.017***
(0.103) (0.122) (0.004) (0.003) (0.103) (0.122) (0.004) (0.003)
Refusal to answer 0.109 0.495 0.003 0.010 0.110 0.456 0.003 0.009
(0.206) (0.280) (0.008) (0.007) (0.206) (0.281) (0.008) (0.007)
Moved from abroad: yes 0.327* 0.583* 0.013 0.013* - - - -
(0.159) (0.229) (0.007) (0.007)
Moved from abroad: missing information 0.419** 0.793*** 0.016* 0.019** - - - -
(0.156) (0.185) (0.008) (0.006)
Born abroad: yes - - - - 0.191 0.023 0.008 0.000
(0.157) (0.245) (0.007) (0.005)
Born abroad: missing information - - - - 0.677**  1.470*** 0.027* 0.049***
(0.243) (0.234) (0.014) (0.013)
Age -0.040***  -0.041*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.040*** -0.041*** -0.001*** -0.001***
(0.003) (0.004) (0.000) (0.000) (0.003) (0.004) (0.000) (0.000)
Female -0.221** -0.207 -0.008** -0.004 -0.223** -0.206 -0.008** -0.004
(0.069) (0.109) (0.003) (0.002) (0.069) (0.109) (0.003) (0.002)
Married -0.150* -0.217* -0.005 -0.004 -0.152* -0.226* -0.005 -0.004*
(0.074) (0.105) (0.003) (0.002) (0.074) (0.105) (0.003) (0.002)
Secondary education -0.178 0.673* -0.008 0.010*** -0.172 0.689** -0.007 0.010***
(0.150) (0.264) (0.006) (0.003) (0.150) (0.264) (0.006) (0.003)
Tertiary education 0.070 0.604* 0.002 0.009* 0.075 0.616* 0.002 0.009*
(0.164) (0.289) (0.007) (0.004) (0.164) (0.290) (0.007) (0.004)
Higher on wealth ladder -0.171***  -0.102**  -0.006***  -0.002*  -0.170*** -0.101** -0.006***  -0.002*
(0.026) (0.035) (0.001) (0.001) (0.026) (0.034) (0.001) (0.001)
Employed -0.145 -0.001 -0.005 0.000 -0.150 -0.025 -0.006 -0.000
(0.079) (0.126) (0.003) (0.002) (0.079) (0.126) (0.003) (0.002)
Lives in urban area 0.305*** 0.163 0.011%** 0.003 0.300%** 0.147 0.011%** 0.002
(0.075) (0.117) (0.003) (0.002) (0.075) (0.118) (0.003) (0.002)
Ethnic minority 0.288** -0.130 0.011** -0.003 0.294** -0.066 0.011** -0.002
(0.097) (0.150) (0.004) (0.003) (0.098) (0.150) (0.004) (0.003)
Better health 0.071 0.065 0.003 0.001 0.070 0.069 0.003 0.001
(0.047) (0.066) (0.002) (0.001) (0.047) (0.067) (0.002) (0.001)
Willing to take risks 0.140%** 0.053* 0.005%** 0.001* 0.140%** 0.053* 0.005%** 0.001*

(0015)  (0.021)  (0.001)  (0.000)  (0.015)  (0.021)  (0.001)  (0.000)
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Father: secondary education 0.051 -0.169 0.002 -0.004 0.046 -0.171 0.002 -0.004
(0.135) (0.183) (0.005) (0.004) (0.135) (0.185) (0.005) (0.004)
Father: tertiary education 0.137 -0.360 0.006 -0.007 0.137 -0.347 0.006 -0.007
(0.170) (0.239) (0.006) (0.005) (0.170) (0.240) (0.006) (0.005)
Mother: secondary education 0.201 0.370* 0.007 0.006* 0.197 0.361* 0.007 0.006*
(0.124) (0.169) (0.004) (0.003) (0.124) (0.171) (0.004) (0.003)
Mother: tertiary education 0.221 0.288 0.008 0.005 0.216 0.276 0.008 0.004
(0.166) (0.238) (0.006) (0.004) (0.166) (0.240) (0.006) (0.004)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -1.684***  -2.029*** -1.671%%*  -2.061***
(0.348) (0.511) (0.349) (0.509)
Pseudo R’ 0.141 0.142
BIC 18,871.3 18,856.0
N 37,959 37,959

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports multinomial logit coefficients (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’ (reference
outcome), 1 = ‘Yes’, 2 = ‘Don’t know’ (DK)). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted,
are applied in all regressions
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Table S14a (continued). Involuntary immobility in the immediate family and migration intentions: controlling for past international mi-
gration experience, ‘don’t know’ answers included as a separate outcome of the dependent variable (multinomial regression)

Coefficients Marginal effects Coefficients Marginal effects
Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK
Prohibited from moving abroad: immediate family
Yes 0.568*** -0.352 0.027** -0.006 0.565*** -0.357 0.027** -0.006
(0.150) (0.296) (0.008) (0.003) (0.149) (0.295) (0.008) (0.003)
Don’t know 0.103 0.741*** 0.003 0.017*** 0.103 0.739*** 0.003 0.017***
(0.103) (0.122) (0.004) (0.003) (0.103) (0.122) (0.004) (0.003)
Refusal to answer 0.137 0.513 0.004 0.011 0.128 0.524 0.004 0.011
(0.206) (0.282) (0.008) (0.007) (0.206) (0.283) (0.008) (0.007)
Secondary school abroad: yes 0.337 0.364 0.014 0.007 - - - -
(0.190) (0.274) (0.009) (0.007)
Secondary school abroad: missing information 0.077 0.766*** 0.001 0.019** - - - -

(0.175) (02000  (0.007)  (0.007)

International migration experience: yes 0.262 0.401 0.010 0.008
(0.146) (0.205) (0.006) (0.005)
Int. migration experience: missing information - - - - 0.210 0.524** 0.007 0.011**
(0.126) (0.165) (0.005) (0.004)
Age -0.040***  -0.041*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.040*** -0.041*** -0.001*** -0.001***
(0.003) (0.004) (0.000) (0.000) (0.003) (0.004) (0.000) (0.000)
Female -0.225** -0.209 -0.008** -0.004 -0.225** -0.208 -0.008** -0.004
(0.069) (0.110) (0.003) (0.002) (0.069) (0.109) (0.003) (0.002)
Married -0.150* -0.216* -0.005 -0.004 -0.151* -0.216* -0.005 -0.004
(0.074) (0.105) (0.003) (0.002) (0.074) (0.105) (0.003) (0.002)
Secondary education -0.169 0.865** -0.007 0.012*** -0.139 0.773** -0.006 0.011%**
(0.158) (0.287) (0.006) (0.003) (0.155) (0.275) (0.006) (0.003)
Tertiary education 0.080 0.817** 0.002 0.011** 0.111 0.714* 0.004 0.010**
(0.172) (0.311) (0.007) (0.003) (0.169) (0.299) (0.007) (0.003)
Higher on wealth ladder -0.171***  -0.102**  -0.006***  -0.002*  -0.170*** -0.101** -0.006***  -0.002*
(0.026) (0.035) (0.001) (0.001) (0.026) (0.035) (0.001) (0.001)
Employed -0.144 0.002 -0.005 0.000 -0.144 -0.001 -0.005 0.000
(0.079) (0.126) (0.003) (0.002) (0.079) (0.126) (0.003) (0.002)
Lives in urban area 0.312%** 0.177 0.012%** 0.003 0.307*** 0.167 0.011%** 0.003
(0.075) (0.116) (0.003) (0.002) (0.075) (0.116) (0.003) (0.002)
Ethnic minority 0.284** -0.088 0.011** -0.002 0.288** -0.102 0.011** -0.002
(0.098) (0.151) (0.004) (0.003) (0.098) (0.150) (0.004) (0.003)
Better health 0.066 0.073 0.002 0.001 0.069 0.065 0.003 0.001
(0.047) (0.067) (0.002) (0.001) (0.047) (0.066) (0.002) (0.001)
Willing to take risks 0.140***  0.055**  0.005*** 0.001* 0.140%** 0.054* 0.005*** 0.001*

(0.015)  (0.021)  (0.001)  (0.000)  (0.015)  (0.021)  (0.001)  (0.000)
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Father: secondary education 0.044 -0.168 0.002 -0.003 0.047 -0.170 0.002 -0.004
(0.135) (0.186) (0.005) (0.004) (0.135) (0.183) (0.005) (0.004)
Father: tertiary education 0.139 -0.322 0.006 -0.006 0.139 -0.343 0.006 -0.007
(0.170) (0.242) (0.006) (0.005) (0.170) (0.239) (0.006) (0.005)
Mother: secondary education 0.197 0.372* 0.007 0.006* 0.203 0.372* 0.007 0.006*
(0.124) (0.172) (0.004) (0.003) (0.124) (0.169) (0.004) (0.003)
Mother: tertiary education 0.210 0.273 0.007 0.004 0.221 0.285 0.008 0.005
(0.166) (0.241) (0.006) (0.004) (0.166) (0.238) (0.006) (0.004)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -1.658***  -2.341*** -1.719%*%* 2. 171%**
(0.361) (0.550) (0.354) (0.525)
Pseudo R’ 0.140 0.140
BIC 18,887.4 18,890.0
N 37,959 37,959

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports multinomial logit coefficients (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’ (reference
outcome), 1 = ‘Yes’, 2 = ‘Don’t know’ (DK)). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted,
are applied in all regressions
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Table S14b. Involuntary immobility among grandparents and migration intentions: controlling for past international migration experi-
ence, ‘don’t know’ answers included as a separate outcome of the dependent variable (multinomial regression)

Coefficients Marginal effects Coefficients Marginal effects
Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK
Prohibited from moving abroad: grandparents
Yes 0.479** -0.469 0.022** -0.007* 0.488** -0.461 0.022** -0.007*
(0.153) (0.271) (0.008) (0.003) (0.153) (0.272) (0.008) (0.003)
Don’t know 0.099 0.722%** 0.002 0.017*** 0.105 0.731*** 0.003 0.017***
(0.103) (0.122) (0.004) (0.003) (0.103) (0.122) (0.004) (0.003)
Refusal to answer 0.100 0.491 0.003 0.010 0.101 0.451 0.003 0.009
(0.210) (0.281) (0.008) (0.007) (0.210) (0.282) (0.008) (0.007)
Moved from abroad: yes 0.322* 0.585* 0.012 0.013* - - - -
(0.159) (0.229) (0.007) (0.007)
Moved from abroad: missing information 0.427**  0.789*** 0.017* 0.019** - - - -

(0.157)  (0.185)  (0.008)  (0.006)

Born abroad: yes 0.187 0.026 0.007 0.000
(0.157) (0.245) (0.007) (0.005)
Born abroad: missing information - - - - 0.689**  1.468*** 0.028* 0.049***
(0.241) (0.234) (0.014) (0.013)
Age -0.039***  -0.041*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.040*** -0.041*** -0.001*** -0.001***
(0.003) (0.004) (0.000) (0.000) (0.003) (0.004) (0.000) (0.000)
Female -0.219** -0.208 -0.008** -0.004 -0.220** -0.207 -0.008** -0.004
(0.069) (0.110) (0.003) (0.002) (0.069) (0.110) (0.003) (0.002)
Married -0.152* -0.217* -0.005 -0.004 -0.154* -0.226* -0.005 -0.004*
(0.074) (0.105) (0.003) (0.002) (0.074) (0.105) (0.003) (0.002)
Secondary education -0.179 0.674* -0.008 0.010*** -0.174 0.690** -0.007 0.011***
(0.150) (0.264) (0.006) (0.003) (0.150) (0.264) (0.006) (0.003)
Tertiary education 0.075 0.601* 0.002 0.009* 0.080 0.613* 0.003 0.009*
(0.164) (0.289) (0.007) (0.004) (0.164) (0.290) (0.007) (0.004)
Higher on wealth ladder -0.171***  -0.101** -0.006***  -0.002*  -0.171*** -0.100** -0.006***  -0.002*
(0.026) (0.034) (0.001) (0.001) (0.026) (0.034) (0.001) (0.001)
Employed -0.143 -0.001 -0.005 0.000 -0.148 -0.024 -0.006 -0.000
(0.078) (0.126) (0.003) (0.002) (0.078) (0.127) (0.003) (0.002)
Lives in urban area 0.305*** 0.161 0.011%** 0.003 0.301%** 0.144 0.011%** 0.002
(0.075) (0.117) (0.003) (0.002) (0.075) (0.118) (0.003) (0.002)
Ethnic minority 0.286** -0.131 0.011** -0.003 0.292** -0.068 0.011** -0.002
(0.097) (0.150) (0.004) (0.003) (0.098) (0.150) (0.004) (0.003)
Better health 0.074 0.063 0.003 0.001 0.073 0.067 0.003 0.001
(0.047) (0.066) (0.002) (0.001) (0.047) (0.067) (0.002) (0.001)
Willing to take risks 0.139*** 0.054* 0.005*** 0.001* 0.139*** 0.053* 0.005*** 0.001*

(0.015)  (0.021)  (0.001)  (0.000)  (0.015)  (0.021)  (0.001)  (0.000)
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Father: secondary education 0.053 -0.169 0.002 -0.004 0.047 -0.171 0.002 -0.004
(0.135) (0.182) (0.005) (0.004) (0.135) (0.185) (0.005) (0.004)
Father: tertiary education 0.139 -0.363 0.006 -0.007 0.140 -0.351 0.006 -0.007
(0.170) (0.238) (0.006) (0.005) (0.170) (0.239) (0.006) (0.005)
Mother: secondary education 0.194 0.373* 0.007 0.006* 0.191 0.365* 0.006 0.006*
(0.124) (0.169) (0.004) (0.003) (0.124) (0.171) (0.004) (0.003)
Mother: tertiary education 0.209 0.298 0.007 0.005 0.203 0.286 0.007 0.005
(0.167) (0.237) (0.006) (0.004) (0.166) (0.240) (0.006) (0.004)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -1.678***  -2.016*** -1.664%**  -2,049%**
(0.350) (0.511) (0.351) (0.509)
Pseudo R’ 0.141 0.142
BIC 18,872.2 18,856.9
N 37,959 37,959

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports multinomial logit coefficients (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’ (reference
outcome), 1 = ‘Yes’, 2 = ‘Don’t know’ (DK)). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted,
are applied in all regressions
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Table S14b (continued). Involuntary immobility among grandparents and migration intentions: controlling for past international migra-
tion experience, ‘don’t know’ answers included as a separate outcome of the dependent variable (multinomial regression)

Coefficients Marginal effects Coefficients Marginal effects
Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK Yes DK
Prohibited from moving abroad: grandparents
Yes 0.482** -0.457 0.022** -0.007* 0.486** -0.458 0.022** -0.007*
(0.154) (0.271) (0.008) (0.003) (0.153) (0.271) (0.008) (0.003)
Don’t know 0.105 0.735*** 0.003 0.017*** 0.105 0.733*** 0.003 0.017***
(0.103) (0.122) (0.004) (0.003) (0.103) (0.122) (0.004) (0.003)
Refusal to answer 0.128 0.509 0.004 0.010 0.119 0.520 0.004 0.011
(0.210) (0.283) (0.008) (0.007) (0.210) (0.284) (0.008) (0.007)
Secondary school abroad: yes 0.333 0.365 0.014 0.007 - - - -

(0.190) (0.274) (0.009) (0.007)
Secondary school abroad: missing information 0.082 0.760*** 0.002 0.019** - - - -

(0.174) (02000  (0.007)  (0.007)

International migration experience: yes 0.262 0.401 0.010 0.008
(0.145) (0.205) (0.006) (0.005)
Int. migration experience: missing information - - - - 0.220 0.518** 0.008 0.011**
(0.127) (0.165) (0.005) (0.004)
Age -0.040***  -0.041*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.040*** -0.041*** -0.001*** -0.001***
(0.003) (0.004) (0.000) (0.000) (0.003) (0.004) (0.000) (0.000)
Female -0.223** -0.210 -0.008** -0.004 -0.222** -0.209 -0.008** -0.004
(0.069) (0.110) (0.003) (0.002) (0.069) (0.109) (0.003) (0.002)
Married -0.152* -0.217* -0.005 -0.004 -0.153* -0.216* -0.005 -0.004
(0.074) (0.105) (0.003) (0.002) (0.074) (0.105) (0.003) (0.002)
Secondary education -0.169 0.864** -0.007 0.012*** -0.138 0.773** -0.006 0.011***
(0.158) (0.287) (0.006) (0.003) (0.154) (0.275) (0.006) (0.003)
Tertiary education 0.087 0.812** 0.003 0.011** 0.118 0.710* 0.004 0.010**
(0.172) (0.311) (0.007) (0.003) (0.169) (0.299) (0.007) (0.003)
Higher on wealth ladder -0.171***  -0.102**  -0.006***  -0.002*  -0.171*** -0.100** -0.006***  -0.002*
(0.026) (0.034) (0.001) (0.001) (0.026) (0.034) (0.001) (0.001)
Employed -0.141 0.003 -0.005 0.000 -0.142 0.000 -0.005 0.000
(0.079) (0.126) (0.003) (0.002) (0.079) (0.126) (0.003) (0.002)
Lives in urban area 0.313*** 0.174 0.012%** 0.003 0.308*** 0.164 0.011%** 0.003
(0.075) (0.117) (0.003) (0.002) (0.075) (0.117) (0.003) (0.002)
Ethnic minority 0.283** -0.090 0.011** -0.002 0.287** -0.103 0.011** -0.002
(0.099) (0.151) (0.004) (0.003) (0.099) (0.150) (0.004) (0.003)
Better health 0.069 0.071 0.003 0.001 0.072 0.063 0.003 0.001
(0.047) (0.067) (0.002) (0.001) (0.047) (0.066) (0.002) (0.001)
Willing to take risks 0.140***  0.056**  0.005*** 0.001* 0.139*%**  0.054**  0.005*** 0.001*

(0.015)  (0.021)  (0.001)  (0.000)  (0.015)  (0.021)  (0.001)  (0.000)
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Father: secondary education 0.046 -0.168 0.002 -0.003 0.049 -0.170 0.002 -0.004
(0.135) (0.186) (0.005) (0.004) (0.135) (0.183) (0.005) (0.004)
Father: tertiary education 0.142 -0.324 0.006 -0.006 0.141 -0.345 0.006 -0.007
(0.170) (0.242) (0.006) (0.005) (0.170) (0.239) (0.006) (0.005)
Mother: secondary education 0.191 0.375* 0.006 0.006* 0.197 0.375* 0.007 0.006*
(0.124) (0.172) (0.004) (0.003) (0.124) (0.169) (0.004) (0.003)
Mother: tertiary education 0.198 0.282 0.007 0.005 0.208 0.29%4 0.007 0.005
(0.166) (0.241) (0.006) (0.004) (0.167) (0.238) (0.006) (0.004)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -1.652%**  -2.324*** -1.716%*%*  -2,155***
(0.363) (0.550) (0.357) (0.525)
Pseudo R’ 0.140 0.140
BIC 18,888.8 18,891.0
N 37,959 37,959

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports multinomial logit coefficients (average) marginal effects. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’ (reference
outcome), 1 = ‘Yes’, 2 = ‘Don’t know’ (DK)). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted,
are applied in all regressions
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Table S15. Involuntary immobility in the family and migration intentions, controlling for past international migration experience, correct-

ing for rare events (relogit)

FAMILY INFLUENCES ON MIGRATION INTENTIONS

) &) 3 4) ®) (6) ) 8
Prohibited from going abroad:
Immediate family 0.575***  (0.582***  (0.582***  (0.580*** - - - -
(0.148) (0.149) (0.149) (0.149)
Grandparents - - - - 0.497**  0.505***  0.498**  (0.503***
(0.152) (0.153) (0.153) (0.153)
Don’t know 0.056 0.061 0.062 0.061 0.058 0.064 0.065 0.064
(0.103) (0.103) (0.103) (0.103) (0.103) (0.103) (0.103) (0.103)
Refusal to answer 0.083 0.086 0.110 0.101 0.074 0.077 0.102 0.092
(0.207) (0.207) (0.207) (0.207) (0.211) (0.211) (0.211) (0.211)
Moved from abroad: yes 0.316* - - - 0.311* - - -
(0.158) (0.158)
Moved from abroad: missing information 0.379* - - - 0.387* - - -
(0.156) (0.156)
Born abroad: yes - 0.192 - - - 0.188 - -
(0.156) (0.156)
Born abroad: missing information - 0.545* - - - 0.557* - -
(0.243) (0.241)
Secondary school abroad: yes - - 0.331 - - - 0.327 -
(0.190) (0.190)
Secondary school abroad: missing information - - 0.042 - - - 0.047 -
(0.174) (0.174)
International migration experience: yes - - - 0.250 - - - 0.250
(0.145) (0.145)
Int. migration experience: missing information - - - 0.187 - - - 0.197
(0.126) (0.126)
Age -0.039***  -0.039*** -0.039*** -0.039*** -0.038*** -0.038*** -0.039*** -0.038***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Female -0.213**  -0.214**  -0.216**  -0.216**  -0.210**  -0.211**  -0.214** = -0.214**
(0.069) (0.069) (0.069) (0.069) (0.069) (0.069) (0.069) (0.069)
Married -0.137 -0.140 -0.138 -0.138 -0.139 -0.141 -0.139 -0.140
(0.074) (0.074) (0.074) (0.074) (0.074) (0.074) (0.074) (0.074)
Secondary education -0.197 -0.192 -0.197 -0.163 -0.198 -0.193 -0.197 -0.163
(0.150) (0.150) (0.157) (0.154) (0.149) (0.150) (0.157) (0.154)
Tertiary education 0.053 0.059 0.054 0.090 0.059 0.064 0.061 0.097
(0.164) (0.164) (0.172) (0.169) (0.164) (0.164) (0.172) (0.169)
Higher on wealth ladder -0.166***  -0.166*** -0.166*** -0.166*** -0.167*** -0.166*** -0.167*** -0.166***
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)
Employed -0.140 -0.145 -0.139 -0.139 -0.138 -0.143 -0.137 -0.137
(0.078) (0.078) (0.079) (0.079) (0.078) (0.078) (0.078) (0.078)
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Lives in urban area 0.299***  0.294***  0.305***  0.301***  0.299***  (0.295***  0.306***  0.301***
(0.075) (0.075) (0.075) (0.075) (0.075) (0.075) (0.075) (0.075)
Ethnic minority 0.290** 0.296** 0.286** 0.291** 0.289** 0.294** 0.285** 0.289**
(0.097) (0.098) (0.098) (0.098) (0.097) (0.098) (0.098) (0.098)
Better health 0.069 0.067 0.063 0.066 0.072 0.070 0.067 0.070
(0.047) (0.047) (0.047) (0.047) (0.047) (0.047) (0.047) (0.047)
Willing to take risks 0.138***  0.137***  0.138***  0.138***  (0.137*** (.136*** (0.137***  (.137***
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015)
Father: secondary education 0.184 0.181 0.180 0.186 0.177 0.174 0.174 0.180
(0.124) (0.124) (0.124) (0.124) (0.124) (0.124) (0.124) (0.124)
Father: tertiary education 0.205 0.201 0.195 0.205 0.193 0.188 0.183 0.193
(0.166) (0.166) (0.166) (0.166) (0.166) (0.166) (0.166) (0.166)
Mother: secondary education 0.056 0.051 0.049 0.053 0.058 0.053 0.051 0.055
(0.134) (0.135) (0.135) (0.135) (0.134) (0.135) (0.135) (0.135)
Mother: tertiary education 0.150 0.150 0.151 0.151 0.152 0.153 0.154 0.154
(0.170) (0.170) (0.170) (0.170) (0.170) (0.170) (0.170) (0.170)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant S1.787*%* 17727 S 745%F % 1. 813**FF J1.782*%F*  -1.766%**  -1.740***  -1.811***
(0.347) (0.348) (0.360) (0.353) (0.349) (0.350) (0.362) (0.355)
N 37,959 37,959 37,959 37,959 37,959 37,959 37,959 37,959

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports logit coefficients, corrected for rare events, using Stata command relogit. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’
or ‘Don’t know’, 1 = “Yes’). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary. Survey weights, that add up to the number of interviews conducted, are applied in all
regressions
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Table S16. Involuntary immobility in the family and migration intentions, controlling for past international migration experience, Firth’s
penalized-likelihood logistic regression (firthlogit)

() 2 ®) (4) ®) (6) U] ®)

Prohibited from going abroad:

Immediate family 0.535%**  0541%**  (537%%*  0530%** - - ; )
(0.126)  (0.126)  (0.126)  (0.126)

Grandparents 0.545***  (0.551***  0.545***  (,552%**
(0.118) (0.118) (0.118) (0.118)
Don’t know 0.033 0.038 0.040 0.038 0.040 0.046 0.048 0.046
(0.086) (0.086) (0.086) (0.086) (0.086) (0.086) (0.086) (0.086)
Refusal to answer 0.214 0.218 0.233 0.223 0.215 0.220 0.235 0.225
(0.166) (0.166) (0.166) (0.166) (0.166) (0.166) (0.166) (0.166)
Moved from abroad: yes 0.530*** - - - 0.527*** - - -
(0.131) (0.131)
Moved from abroad: missing information 0.300* - - - 0.308* - - -
(0.134) (0.134)
Born abroad: yes - 0.269* - - - 0.267* - -
(0.129) (0.129)
Born abroad: missing information - 0.390* - - - 0.399* - -
(0.192) (0.192)
Secondary school abroad: yes - - 0.237 - - - 0.232 -
(0.155) (0.155)
Secondary school abroad: missing information - - 0.121 - - - 0.125 -
(0.139) (0.139)
International migration experience: yes - - - 0.372** - - - 0.373**
(0.116) (0.116)
Int. migration experience: missing information - - - 0.195 - - - 0.204
(0.107) (0.107)
Age -0.044%**  -0.044***  -0.044*** -0.044*** -0.044*** -0.044*** -0.044*** -0.044***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Female -0.207***  -0.206*** -0.206*** -0.208*** -0.206*** -0.206*** -0.206*** -0.208***
(0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057)
Married -0.169**  -0.170**  -0.170**  -0.168**  -0.169**  -0.170**  -0.169**  -0.168**
(0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0.059)
Secondary education -0.066 -0.058 -0.040 -0.028 -0.065 -0.058 -0.039 -0.026
(0.121) (0.121) (0.125) (0.123) (0.121) (0.121) (0.125) (0.123)
Tertiary education 0.106 0.115 0.135 0.146 0.110 0.120 0.140 0.152
(0.133) (0.133) (0.138) (0.135) (0.133) (0.133) (0.138) (0.135)
Higher on wealth ladder -0.122%**  -0.122%** -0,123*** -0,122*** -0,123*** -0.123*** -0.124*** -0, 123***
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)
Employed -0.194**  -0.198**  -0.195**  -0.195**  -0.194**  -0.198**  -0.195**  -0.194**

(0.066)  (0.066)  (0.066)  (0.066)  (0.066)  (0.066)  (0.066)  (0.066)
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Lives in urban area 0.265***  0.271***  0.280***  0.273***  0.264***  0.270***  0.280***  (0.272***
(0.062) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.062) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061)
Ethnic minority 0.278***  0.297***  0.307***  0.284***  0.277*** 0.296*** 0.306***  (.282***
(0.078) (0.079) (0.078) (0.078) (0.078) (0.079) (0.079) (0.079)
Better health 0.045 0.043 0.042 0.044 0.047 0.045 0.044 0.046
(0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036)
Willing to take risks 0.128***  0.127***  0.128***  0.127***  0.127***  0.126*** 0.127***  (0.127***
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)
Father: secondary education 0.216* 0.214* 0.214* 0.217* 0.216* 0.213* 0.213* 0.216*
(0.108) (0.109) (0.109) (0.109) (0.109) (0.109) (0.109) (0.109)
Father: tertiary education 0.293* 0.295* 0.298* 0.296* 0.296* 0.298* 0.301* 0.299*
(0.136) (0.136) (0.136) (0.136) (0.136) (0.136) (0.136) (0.136)
Mother: secondary education -0.029 -0.032 -0.031 -0.029 -0.032 -0.034 -0.033 -0.031
(0.101) (0.101) (0.101) (0.101) (0.101) (0.101) (0.101) (0.101)
Mother: tertiary education 0.035 0.032 0.029 0.034 0.025 0.022 0.019 0.024
(0.135) (0.135) (0.135) (0.135) (0.135) (0.135) (0.135) (0.135)
Country-fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant SLA73*R* L ATTRRR -1.504%F % J1518* K, J1 472 S 475 J1.504%F* -1 519%**
(0.268) (0.267) (0.273) (0.270) (0.267) (0.267) (0.273) (0.270)
BIC 10,893.2 10,9047 10,9091  10,899.0 10,890.3  10,901.8  10,906.4  10,895.9
N 37,959 37,959 37,959 37,959 37,959 37,959 37,959 37,959

Note: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports logit coefficients, estimated with Firth’s penalized-likelihood logistic regression, using Stata command firthlogit. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dependent
variable: Intentions to migrate (0 = ‘No’ or ‘Don’t know’, 1 = ‘Yes’). Reference groups: male, primary education, father’s education: primary, mother’s education: primary.
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Table S17. Involuntary immobility in the immediate family and among grandparents and emigration intentions, controlling for interna-
tional migration experience, average treatment effects using propensity score matching

Prohibition from moving abroad in the immediate family Prohibition from moving abroad among grandparents
) ) ®) (4) ©) (6) () 8
ATT 0.023** 0.018* 0.019* 0.022** 0.018 0.020* 0.017 0.026**
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009)
N treatment 1,756 1,756 1,756 1,756 1,642 1,642 1,642 1,642
N control 30,593 30,593 30,593 30,593 30,707 30,707 30,707 30,707

Notes: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The table reports results from eight sets of propensity score matching estimations (average treatment effect on the treated), each with
1,000 bootstrap replications, corresponding to estimations (1)-(8) of Table 2 of the main article. Standard errors are in parentheses. The treatment group is as indicated in
the left-most column, the control group includes respondents who said ‘no’ to the respective prohibition-to-travel-abroad question but excludes ‘Don’t knows’ and
refusals. The matching covariates are the same as control variables in specifications (1)-(8) of Table 2 of the main article.
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Table S18. Intentions to move abroad and experience of being prohibited from moving abroad in the family, by country (based on the

sample of specification 4 of Table 1, N = 37,959)

FAMILY INFLUENCES ON MIGRATION INTENTIONS

Intentions to move abroad: yes

Prohibition from moving abroad in

Prohibition from moving abroad among

Prohibition from moving abroad among

the immediate family grandparents other relatives
Armenia 0.113 Albania 0.157 Belarus 0.162 Albania 0.216
Kosovo 0.069 Estonia 0.129 Albania 0.141 Kosovo 0.165
Tajikistan 0.067 Belarus 0.128 Lithuania 0.095 Belarus 0.158
North Macedonia 0.067 Lithuania 0.120 Estonia 0.082 Lithuania 0.088
Moldova 0.066 Czech Republic 0.100 Ukraine 0.076 Estonia 0.088
Bulgaria 0.059 Latvia 0.085 Kosovo 0.055 Czech Republic 0.085
Albania 0.053 Kosovo 0.074 Latvia 0.054 Kyrgyz Republic 0.070
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.052 Ukraine 0.065 Kyrgyz Republic 0.054 Ukraine 0.065
Mongolia 0.049 Kyrgyz Republic 0.045 Russia 0.049 Latvia 0.064
Serbia 0.046 Russia 0.040 Moldova 0.047 Poland 0.057
Lithuania 0.044 Kazakhstan 0.039 Kazakhstan 0.047 Moldova 0.056
Croatia 0.038 Bulgaria 0.035 Azerbaijan 0.047 Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.050
Montenegro 0.038 Poland 0.032 Mongolia 0.040 Azerbaijan 0.050
Kyrgyz Republic 0.031 Hungary 0.032 Hungary 0.038 Romania 0.045
Poland 0.029 Moldova 0.029 Georgia 0.036 Kazakhstan 0.039
Georgia 0.026 Mongolia 0.027 Czech Republic 0.033 Hungary 0.039
Azerbaijan 0.025 Georgia 0.027 Bulgaria 0.028 Russia 0.037
Romania 0.024 Azerbaijan 0.026 Poland 0.026 North Macedonia 0.035
Kazakhstan 0.022 Romania 0.019 Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.017 Croatia 0.035
Latvia 0.022 Slovak Republic 0.018 North Macedonia 0.015 Georgia 0.032
Estonia 0.021 North Macedonia 0.015 Croatia 0.013 Slovak Republic 0.031
Hungary 0.020 Croatia 0.013 Tajikistan 0.011 Serbia 0.030
Ukraine 0.020 Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.012 Serbia 0.011 Bulgaria 0.026
Belarus 0.018 Serbia 0.008 Montenegro 0.010 Montenegro 0.024
Slovenia 0.014 Slovenia 0.008 Romania 0.009 Mongolia 0.013
Slovak Republic 0.012 Montenegro 0.007 Slovak Republic 0.008 Tajikistan 0.011
Russia 0.007 Armenia 0.007 Slovenia 0.005 Slovenia 0.007
Czech Republic 0.007 Tajikistan 0.002 Armenia 0.003 Armenia 0.004
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Figure S1. Drop-one test (dashed line — full sample estimate/benchmark model)

1b. Grandparents

1a.Immediate family

-9 ¢ |00 @ |

J g T | I

£ -

- @

H-e—4-F1--¢-1 o

L sulenin
-uejspyife]

L BIUBAO|IS

L -dey yeAo|S

- BlqJas

L eissny

L eluewoy

- puejod

L oiBausjuoN

L eljobuoy

L eAOp|O

- eluenyy

L einje]

L -doy zABIAY

L 0AOSOY

L uejsyyezey

L Alebuny

L eibioas

L eluopade YHoN
L eluojsg

L -dey yoaz)

L eneot)

L euebing

L "ZI8H pue ejusog
L sniejag

L uelieqazy

L eluswy

- elueq|y

T T
€0’ 0’ L0
1000 |eulbiepy

¢

4 -¢-¢

+-9

—-&-1—F

- -

| &

ro ¢ ¢

1oL &

L sutenin
-uespiife ]

L eluano|s

L day yeno|s
- BlqJag

L eissny

L eluewoy

- puejod

L oiBausjuoN
L eljobuoly

L eAOpION

- eluenyyn

L einye

L -doy zABIAY
L OAOSOY

L ueisyyezey
L ArebunH

L eibioas

L eluopasej YLoN
L eluojsg

L -dey yoaz)
L eneot)

L euebing

L "ZI9H pue ejusog
L sniejag

L uellequazy
L eluswy

- elueqly

1080 |eulbiepy

T
€0 ¢0° 1O

Note: Benchmark models: specifications 4 and 5 of Table 1 of the article, respectively.
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1c.Other relatives
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Note: Benchmark model: specification 6 of Table 1 of the article.
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