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MIGRATION AS A RISKY ENTERPRISE: A DIAGNOSTIC FOR
BANGLADESH

Narayan Das, Alain de Janvry, Sakib Mahmood, and Elisabeth Sadoulet*
University of California at Berkeley
February 20, 2014

Abstract

We provide here a diagnostic of migration of Bangladeshi workers to foreign countries. We
show that migration is an important contributor to the economy of Bangladesh and to the welfare
of migrants, largely male workers from poor rural households. Based on high intensity recall
data, we evidence, however, that migration failures may be as high as one third of attempts at
migrating, with large financial losses for households with a failed migrant. The main causes of
failure appear to be abuse by fraudulent agents and financial constraints. Failed migrants tend to
have lesser support from community migrant networks and to be from more rural environments.
Providing assistance to candidates to migration could thus be a major welfare enhancing
initiative.
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We are thankful to Mr. Kamran Hasan, Team Leader, Microfinance Program, BRAC for helping us obtain program
related information, administrative assistance in conducting the field work, and sharing his field experiences on the
Migrant Loan Program . We also gratefully acknowledge the research assistances provided by Ms Anindita
Bhattacherjee and Ms Rehunma Rahman, both Senior Research Associates, Research and Evaluation Division,
BRAC.



I. The challenge of migration

International migration plays an important role in the Bangladeshi economy. Official
figures indicate that more than $14 billion was remitted by migrants in 2012." This dwarfs the
total amount of foreign aid or foreign direct investment the country received, which stood at
approximately $2 billion and $1.3 billion respectively.” Remittances come only as second to
garment exports that reached $20 billion in 2012. While females constitute the majority of
workers in the garment sector, migration is dominated by males. Estimates indicate that around
10% of the male labor force is currently migrant, with 0.6 million new migrants each year,
contributing more than 12% of GDP. Migration has thus become a major lifeblood to the
country’s economy. Moreover, with an increasing migration rate, remittances are expected to

play an even more prominent role in the future.

At the micro level the impact of migration has been substantial as well. In spite of a
remarkably rapid decline in the fertility rate (Paul, 1997), Bangladesh is a country still with a
high labor force growth rate (the total fertility rate was 4.0 for the generation of workers
currently entering the labor force)’ and extensive surplus labor, especially among young
unskilled male workers. For them, in spite of cost and risks, migration offers a unique
opportunity to escape unemployment and poverty. Most migrants are poor rural low-skilled
workers who work on short-term contracts in the Persian Gulf. When successful, migration has
been an avenue for poverty reduction for rural households. Families with migrant workers gain
from migration through significantly increased levels of income and expenditure. A study by
Afsar et al. (2002) estimated that 21 percent of migrant households were moderately poor prior
to overseas migration. In the post-migration period, the percentage of poor among these migrant
households was reduced to 7 percent. In a benefit-cost analysis of migration, the same study
found a ratio of 2.9. Further work by Sharma et al. (2009) showed that overseas migration
conveyed substantial benefits to families as measured by household consumption, use of modern
agricultural inputs, and level of household savings. In the 2009 Bangladesh Household
Remittances Survey (BHRS), the most comprehensive source of information on migrants so far,

migrant households were found to be earning annually twice as much as the average resident
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household in Bangladesh. Since migration occurs through short-term contracts, there is a general
concern that benefits accrued might only be temporary. However, evidence indicates that
individuals who have successfully migrated once manage to re-migrate with relative ease.’
Migrants are therefore likely to reap benefits for extended periods of time. In BHRS, 88% of
households with migrants reported enhanced educational opportunities for their children,
resulting in permanent investments in human capital. In the same survey, 70% of respondents
expressed confidence in sustaining the increase in income in the post-migration period through
the skills learned and assets acquired through the migration experience. Evidence thus seems to
indicate that migration leaves a lasting impact on the income and welfare of migrant households.
This is for successful migrants. The other side of the medal, however, vastly ignored and un-
documented, is the large rate of migration failure, leaving poor potential migrants generally
worse-off after they have invested in migration and failed to succeed. Migration thus appears as a
risky enterprise. While it can be highly beneficial for successful migrants, it also leaves others

worse off as they have invested in migration while deriving no benefits as the attempt failed.

Given the high expense of the process of long distance migration for very poor
households, failure in migrating after the initial investment has been made can have disastrous
welfare consequences on the potential migrant’s household. A study by the International
Organization for Migration (2002) notes that newspapers in Bangladesh report extensively on the
plight of failed migrants stemming from such events as malpractice by dishonest middlemen,
issuance of fake visas, and arbitrary visa cancelations in the hosting country. Fraudulent agents
appear to be particularly active in the migration business where they find a poor and ill-informed
clientele. Even though individual cases of migration failure receive widespread coverage in the

media, systematic empirical evidence on the issue remains scarce.

BRAC (2007) conducted a pioneering study of migration from Bangladesh, with clear
identification of the issue of migration failures and the sources of failure. The database on
migration failures in that survey was however very limited, and information more in the nature of
case studies. Our study attempts to fill the gap in providing a quantitative documentation on
migration failure in Bangladesh. Through a unique data collection strategy using high frequency

recalls to characterize attempts at migration (with both successes and failures) and migration
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itself (including early returns that indicate migration failures), we provide a diagnostic
assessment of the extent of migration failure, its cost on failing households, and its possible

causes.

While little information is available on migration failure, the role of risk in migration (i.e., the
risk of migration failure in holding back migration) has been noted in the literature. Bryan,
Chowdhury, and Mobarak (2011) use a randomized control trial in Bangladesh to show that a
small cash incentive to rural households close to subsistence can induce a large response in
seasonal rural-urban migration, with high rewards for the household. They attribute this effect to
the fact that the risk of not matching to an employer once migrated was holding back the very
poor from migrating. Risk reduction through migration financing thus helps poor households
take advantage of the benefits of migration. Much attention has also been given to the role of
social networks in facilitating migration (Massey and Garcia Espana, 1987). While social
networks have many facilitating functions, their role in reducing migration failures has been
emphasized. Finally, while few studies have emphasized migration failures before departing,
several studies have emphasized the high chance of failure after migrating, including the risk of
falling victim to human trafficking and forced labor (see ILO, 2013). In our study, we
characterize migration failure after departure by early returns (before six months after the
departure date). We show, however, that the incidence of migration failure after departure is
much less important than the incidence of migration failure before departing, but after funds
have been committed to migration.

Using a unique dataset collected across 496 villages in Bangladesh, our analysis suggests
that a significant proportion of new migration attempts end up in failure. A conservative estimate
from our village census data suggests that 28% of attempts at migrating are unsuccessful. A
broader definition of failed migration indicates that the number can be as high as 34%. These
failures impose a huge cost on failed migrants, with a median loss of $250. This is approximately
24% of annual earnings for an average Bangladeshi household, and clearly much more for a poor
rural household. Furthermore, evidence indicates that failure discourages potential migrants
from trying to migrate again. Informational constraints regarding the migration process appear to
be the main correlate of unsuccessful migration as evidenced by the much greater susceptibility
to failure among those with weak migrant networks. Lack of knowledge and experience with the
migration process leave potential migrants vulnerable to dishonest intermediaries. Weak job
demand abroad also factors in importantly towards failure as evidence by the higher failure rate
during months of low aggregate national migration. Weak demand might induce intermediaries

to renege on their contracts with potential migrants. On the flipside of failure, we attempt to



determine the degree of success at migrating using a duration model. The main correlates of

success are in this case the size of the community migration network and urban residence.

We describe in Section II how the data were collected. We provide in Section III an estimation of
the extent of migration failure and in Section IV of the cost of failure. We then use econometric
analysis in Section V to identify the proximate causes of both failure and success in migration.
Section VI asks whether fraud may deter migration, and Section VII concludes with policy

recommendations to help candidates to migration achieve a higher rate of success.
II. Data

The data used in this paper were collected in May-June 2013 by the University of
California at Berkeley in collaboration with the Research and Evaluation Division (RED) of
BRAC, the largest non-governmental development organization in the world. Each BRAC
branch office covers a radius of 4-5 km, creating a network of approximately 2,100 branches that
reach almost all rural parts of the country. Recently, BRAC launched a Migrant Loan Program
that has already been rolled out to more than 1,700 branches, of which 496 were randomly
selected for our survey. We randomly selected one village within the coverage area of each
branch. Even though the survey corresponds to BRAC’s intervention areas, the branches are
scattered across the whole of Bangladesh in both rural and urban regions. More specifically, the
1,700 branch offices, the population of this study, are scattered across the country’s 64 districts.
Our 496 sample branches cover 62 districts. Hence the survey provides a nationally
representative sample. In each of these villages we obtained a list of up to 120 households, and
conducted first a short census to identify households with members that have migrated or
attempted to migrate over the 35-month period preceding May 2013. The census includes
information on the basic socioeconomic characteristics of 55,565 households, with all adults 15
to 50 years of age. A stratified sample of 10 households was then selected from the census for
each village so as to obtain a strong representation of households with migrants and with
members that attempted but failed to migrate. These households filled a survey with extensive
information on their migration experience. The sample for the survey consisted in 4,960

households with information on all adults 15 to 50 years of age.



The census gives a complete picture of the intensity of migration in each village, but few
characteristics on the households or the migrants. In contrast, the survey allows for a detailed
characterization of the migration experiences. All the analyses done with the household survey

use sampling weights.
ITI. Migration and migration failure counts from the village censuses

The censuses contain recall data over three years on a total of 143,164 individuals. They
provide information on household members and their “status” with regard to migration. For
each of the 35 months recorded on the census (from June 2010 to April 2013), individuals are
registered as “migrant” if they are abroad, “trying to migrate” if they are engaged in and have
committed financial resources to the process of migration, “failed migrant” if they are stopping
their quest after having committed some resources, or “resident” if neither of the above. Thus, in
effect, the data allow us to establish the migration status of each individual in any particular
month over this three-year period. This rich dataset enables us to identify the number of
migrants, old migrants, new migrants, failed migrants, and residents based on the status they

reported over the three year period. We define six categories of individuals as follows:

Migrant: An individual is categorized as migrant if he/she reported the status of “migrant” at any

point in each of the 35 months recorded in the census.

Old migrant: Old migrants are individuals who first migrated before the beginning of the recall
data, i.e., before June 2010. They are identified as those whose status is “migrant” on the first

month (June 2010) of the census. This is a subset of all migrants.

New Migrant: New migrants are individuals who migrated for the first time over the last three
years, i.e., migrating after June 2010 and having never migrated before. Since this is not directly
reported in the data, new migrants are identified as being “residents” on the first month (June
2010) of the census and reporting the status of “migrant” in subsequent months. This may lead to
an over-count of new migrations as older migrants who were visiting home on June 2010, and
are thus recorded as “resident” on that month, will also count as new migrants. We identify these
potential re-migrants as being residents in June 2010, but migrating within the next 6 months,
and this without having a period of “trying to migrate”. This is because when we look at the

subset of older migrants, almost none of them in our census reported “trying to migrate” when



visiting back home or re-migrating, and migrants that we clearly identify as visiting home stay

between 2 to 6 months (only 5% stay more than 6 months).

Attempted to Migrate: An individual is classified as having attempted to migrate if he is
observed as “trying to migrate” during the course of the period but was neither successful in
migrating nor declaring outright failure. Two groups are clearly distinct: some hopeful migrants
have tried for many months before reporting again as residents; others were still trying to migrate
in April 2013. Among the latter we will consider as failed attempts those who reported having
tried to migrate for more than 12 months by April 2013.

Failed Migrant: Two definitions are used. A strict definition includes individuals with the status
of “failed migrant” at any point over the recorded 35 months. There are, however, instances
mentioned above that are not recorded as clearly, although no doubt reflect failures: individuals
who try to migrate during many months, before getting discouraged and signing in as “resident”
again, or those who have been attempting to migrate for more than 12 months at the time of the

census.

Residents: Residents are defined as the subset of individuals who are neither migrant, failed

migrant, or having attempted to migrate.

A summary of the extent of migration by category of migrant based on the above definitions is
given in Table 1. Since almost 98% of migrants are male, the information is only reported for
males. Of the 75,448 males in our censuses, 13.3% are one way or another participating in
migration, while 86.7 % are residents. Of the former, 57.6% were migrant as of June 2010, with
a staggering 43% of them never returning home over the three years of observation (permanent
migrants). We observe 2,096 new migrants, representing 20.9% of the population engaged in
migration. The number of potential re-migrants in that group is minimal. The remaining are
either individuals who are still trying to migrate (for less than 12 months) or individuals who
have failed in their migration attempt. The latter group accounts for 10.6% of the individuals
participating in migration (8.3% having explicitly failed and 2.3% having attempted without
success). By construction, these four categories constitute an almost exhaustive partition of the
adult population. There are only 28 cases of individuals who have experienced both an event of

successful migration and a failure.



While this categorization of the status of the adult population in terms of migration is an
accurate snapshot, failure events should be measured against migration attempts in the period
and not against the stock of migrants. This is what we do in Table 2, assessing failure separately
for new migrants (since June 2010) and old migrants (since before June 2010) re-migrating. For
new migrants, we mentioned above two instances of explicit failure to migrate. Another frequent
type of failure is the case of a migrant that undertakes the trip to the migration destination, but
who for various reasons returns after a very short stay abroad. Short migrations are not
profitable enough to recoup the large cost, suggesting involuntary repatriation. While there is no
explicit recording of these cases as failure, they can be identified by the length of stay at the
destination. An expanded measure of failure is thus defined as including very short migration
durations (less than 6 months), i.e., individuals whose status is reported as “migrant” for a short
duration. Using the above definitions of new migrant and failed migrant, we find evidence that a
large share of migration attempts result in failure. Our most conservative estimate suggests a
migration failure rate of at least 28.4% among new migrants. If we account for discouraged
attempts and define short duration migrations as failures, the rate increases to 33.6% and 34.6%,
respectively, suggesting that more than 1 in 3 migration attempts are unsuccessful during these 3
years of observation. In contrast, we expect a much lower failure rate among attempts at re-
migrating by old migrants. Defining re-migration for an older migrant is not without ambiguity.
Many of the 2,331 events that we observe are migrants who return abroad after visiting their
family, without loss of visa and/or job at their destinations. The lower bound failure rate
calculated on that population is very low, at 0.39%. On the other hand, if one considers only
cases where the migrant registers a period of “trying to migrate” before actually migrating, we
may be under-counting true re-migration. The corresponding upper bound for the migration
failure rate is 15.5%. Even this upper bound is less than half the failure rate of new migrants.
This is not surprising as many may have kept their contact at the point of destination, or simply

because they know their way through the system.

IV. The cost of migration failure

Due to administrative procedures and distance, the cost of migration to the Persian Gulf

countries is extremely high, especially in relation to the domestic incomes of candidates to



migration. It is also highly risky as costs must be incurred as an upfront investment before
success in migration is secured. The average cost of financing migration currently stands at
$2,600 to $3,900, which amounts to three years’ worth of income for the average Bangladeshi.5
60% of this cost goes to middlemen (informal agents) and recruiting agencies as commissions for
facilitating the migration process. The rest is spent on airfare, passport, visa, medical certificate,
and other expenses. Initially the migration agencies used to receive commissions from overseas
employers. The expense for the airplane ticket was typically borne by the employer. Now, due to
increased international competition and dishonest intermediaries, these charges are borne by the
migrant. This has become a major hurdle to migration, and a high source of risk if migration fails
given the poverty level of potential migrant households. For this reason, the government has
taken initiatives to cut the role of middlemen and recruiting agencies and to directly operate as
the agent for migrants. BOESL — a government recruitment agency — has been set up for this

purpose. However it has so far met with limited coverage and modest success.

We use the household survey data to quantify the cost of migration failure and examine
the possible factors associated with migration failure. In our data, the average household spent
$3,309 to migrate. A large share of this cost went to intermediaries providing work permits. This
cost must be incurred even if migration fails. The average cost of failure amounted to $818 while
the median cost stood at $250. The average Bangladeshi is earning an annual income of
approximately $1,040. The loss is thus substantial. The frequency distribution of costs of failure
is reported in Figure 1. Around 30% of failed migrants invested more than $1,000 in the pursuit

of migration.

On the behavioral side, the cost of migration failure appears to be discouragement in
trying to migrate again. A large share of failed migrants stop “trying to migrate” altogether once
migration failure has occurred. These potential migrants are thus seemingly deprived of the
future benefit of migration, at least for some time. As shown on Figure 2 that tracks the
proportion of potential migrants remaining residents by month after a migration failure,
approximately 80% make no further attempt at migrating in the following three years. Only 5%
of potential migrants do not stop trying to migrate following a failure, and another 15% start

trying to migrate again over the following three years. This could be due to the large monetary

> International Organization for Migration (2009)



loss and failed migrants might very well try migrating again after 3 years. But given that the
median cost of failure stands at only 10% of the total cost of migration, some risk aversion might
be involved. Estimating a duration model shows that there is no evidence that the time potential
migrants remain residents after a failure is related to their age, education, household size, or land

ownership.

We observe a differentially high rate of unemployment among people “still trying” to
migrate in 2013 (significantly different at 1% from that of failed migrants and at 5% from that of
discouraged). Unemployment is 2.4% among residents, but 15.4% among those still trying to
migrate. This suggests that hardship (push factors) may be a powerful incentive for failed

migrants to keep on trying.

V. The proximate causes of migration failure and success

Evidence from the survey suggests that informational constraints are one of the primary
factors contributing to migration failure, leaving potential migrants vulnerable to fraudulent
middlemen. Migrants are mainly rural low-skilled laborers with little education, and often devoid
of knowledge of the migration process. In the absence of friends and neighbors who are migrants
and experienced with the process, their sole source of information becomes the middlemen,
thereby exposing them to higher risk of fraud. When asked to list the primary cause of migration
failure, more than half of unsuccessful migrants report fraudulent agents or visa scams as the
main causes (Table 3). The other reasons mentioned as main causes of failure are financial
difficulties (20.1%), family or medical problems (19.2%), and failure to obtain a visa (8.7%).
Among individuals still trying to migrate, the main difficulties are both lack of information and
difficulty with the paperwork involved (57%) and financial constraints (57%) (Table 3).
Exposure to fraudulent agents (only reported in 3% of the cases) is not yet revealed as

individuals are still trying to migrate.

Prominence of the importance of informational constraints is evidenced by existence of a
strong negative correlation between the failure rate and the total number of migrants in the
village, suggesting that a strong community-based migrant network contributes to reducing

migration failure. The more migrants a village has abroad, the less the chance of failure for
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potential new migrants. A non-parametric estimated curve indicates that the failure rate declines
from more than 20 percent to around 5 percent as the number of migrants per village increases
from 0 to 60. Migration is thus an accelerating process whereby more migrants facilitate more
migration. Successful migrants have on average 35 other migrants in the village compared to 23
for failed migrants. Other revealing contrasts between new and failed migrants suggest the
importance of education. New migrants also have higher savings, but this is already partially

endogenous to the migration outcome.

As indicated in Table 3, a fifth of failed migrants report financial constraints as the main
cause for failure. After fraudulent agents and fake visas, this is the next most important cause of
migration failure. A large share of migrants report that they finance the cost of migration by
borrowing money from friends and family, while others finance it through selling or mortgaging
land, selling assets such as livestock, and drawing down their savings (see information from case
studies of migrants in Akram, 2007). For those who lack sufficient wealth or access to wealthy

lenders, difficulty of accessing credit can be a major barrier.

A significant factor contributing to failure is weak demand for migrants at the international
level. Migration from Bangladesh is exogenously determined at the level of individual
candidates to migration, based on deals and manpower contracts signed by the Bangladeshi
government with other nations. Using data from Bangladesh Manpower Employment and
Training (BMET), the official bureau in charge of migration, we find a significant increase in
failure rate in periods of low national migration as shown in Figure 3. Intermediaries typically
require money in advance for managing migration. In the face of weak demand, they have a

higher likelihood of failing to place their clients abroad and opt to renege on contracts.

Another way of analyzing the difficulty to migrate is to consider the time it takes to those
that try to migrate to eventually succeed. Considering all men that attempted to migrate for the
first time at some point over the three years of observation, Figure 4 reports their cumulative
success rate over time. Only 25% of those trying to migrate have succeeded in migrating in six

months, 50% in a year, and after 36 months 40 % have failed to achieve their goal and are still

trying.
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In Table 4, we estimate a duration model of migration success. This analysis does not
distinguish between the different forms of failure mentioned above, as they all fall under non-
success, but it allows to use all the available information, even from recent entry into the
migration process, in order to determine the proximate causes of success or non-success and to
include varying circumstances such as evolution of the migration network size or the national
context for migration. The key determinants of interest are the aggregate migration context and
the social network — where social network is characterized by the total migration per village
(community network) and the number of migrant relatives for each individual (kinship network),
and aggregate migration is the flow of national migration in the corresponding month. The
estimate reported in Column 1 indicates that aggregate departures significantly affect the
individual probability of success in migration. Results in Column 2 show that availability of a
community network is significantly correlated with a lower risk of migration failure. Having one
more migrant in your village increases the probability to successfully migrate in a given month
by 1.5%. Having one more member of your family abroad increase the probability of success by
3.8%, although this effect is not statistically significant because of a very large standard error.
These effects are large: a one standard deviation of the cross-section distribution of the village
network size, equal to 16.2 migrants, is associated with a 25% difference in the chance of
success. Similarly, national migration also exerts a significant impact on the probability of
success, with a one standard deviation decrease in monthly migration countrywide associated
with a 20% lower chance of success at the individual level. These results are robust to
controlling for total land owned by the household, housing conditions, age, education,
rural/urban residence, and whether the individual has received training through a publicly
available government program (column 3). Among other factors effecting success, participation
to training programs provided by either private or government recruiting agencies appears to be

important.

VI. Will fraud deter migration?

Is the probability of failure in migration a deterrent in trying to migrate? In a Harris and Todaro
(1970) perspective, the decision to migrate is given by the wage in Bangladesh (73), the wage in
the Gulf countries (W), the cost of migration (C), and the likelihood of success in migration (P).

Migration will continue for as long as there is a positive expected gain from migration, namely
if:

12



We take the wage of construction workers in Bangladesh and the destination countries. There is a
large gap in construction worker wages in the Gulf countries between resident and migrant
workers. In the United Arab Emirates, for instance, survey data show that the wage of resident
workers is almost five times larger than for migrant workers. The cost of migration to the Gulf is
on average $3250. With a two-year contract, the cost of migration is thus $135/mo. We can
calculate the Harris-Todaro threshold using the following figures for Malaysia in 2012 derived
from the survey:

Probability of success in migration: 2/3 (from Table 2)
Wage of construction worker in Bangladesh: $161/mo
Wage of migrant construction worker in Malaysia: $510/mo
Net wage at destination: $510 - $135 = $375/mo

Decision to migrate: P =0.66 > 161/375 = 0.43.

We thus see that there is still a large expected gain from migration. If left unchecked, fraudulent
agents can still extract large rents from potential migrants before deterring attempts at migrating.
Market equilibrium will not deter fraud for a long time, even though it robs migrants in expected
value from 37% of the gains from a safe migration. Protection of migrants against rent extraction
has to come from government regulation of the migration agencies or from NGO support in
informing migrants and exposing fraud.

VII. Conclusion

International migration in search of employment is a costly and risky enterprise. When potential
migrants are poor, migration failure not only robs households from a unique opportunity to move
out of poverty, but also will push them further into poverty. We studied migration failure in the
context of attempts by mainly young unskilled Bangladeshi male workers at migrating to the
Gulf Countries. Some attention has been given in the literature to the impact of risk on the
decision to migrate and to migration failure once in the country of destination. By contrast, little
attention has been given to failure in successfully leaving the country when eventually large
expenditures have already been incurred toward migrating. We use a unique data collection
strategy to characterize migration and migration failure, combining village censuses with
household surveys with high intensity recalls of migration status over the last three years. We
show that up to 34% of potential migrants fail to migrate and that the average monetary loss

exceeds $818. Failure to leave the country is much larger than failure once migrated. The main
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causes of failure to leave are abuse by fraudulent agents made easy by lack of information for

candidates to migration, and financial constraints.

Policy implications suggest the need to offer information and administrative assistance to
migrants, as well as give them access to lines of credit to be refunded through migration
earnings. BRAC has recently introduced both a Safe Migration Program (BRAC, 2009) that
provides information, assistance, and training to migrants, and a Migrant Loan Program to
extend microfinance loans to candidates to migration. Results from our diagnostic of migration
failures suggest that these programs address critical issues in reducing migration failures and

improving the quality of migration for the poor.
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Table 1. Participation in migration

Share in Share in
population  non-residents
Numbers (%) (%)
Migrants 7871 10.4
Old migrants (by June 2010) 5775 57.6
Permanent migrants 2464 24.6
New migrants since June 2010 2096 20.9
Potential re-migrants 68 0.7
Failed migration 832 1.1 8.3
Attempted to migrate without success 1346 1.8 13.4
Discouraged / More than 12 months 227 23
Still attempting in April 2013 1119 11.2
Residents 65427 86.7
Total male population ¥75448 100.0

Failed migrants are those that declared failure. Individuals are classified as attempted without
success if they recorded trying to migrate and then abandoning, or if they were still trying to
migrate at the time of the census but had been doing so for more than 12 months. Residents
include members of the households that are non-residents but not migrants. The total of
subcategories in the first column does not add to the total population because 28 individuals

experienced both migration and failure.
Source: Household census
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Table 2. Failure in migration

New migrants since June 2010
Failure in migration - Number

1 Declared failed attempt at migrating 832

2 Discouraged / More than 12 months 227

3 Stayed less than 6 months abroad 49
Successful new migrants - Number

4 All successful 2096

Failure rate in migration (%)

(i) Strict definition [1/(1+4)] 284

(i1) Including discouraged [(1+2)/ (1+2+4)] 33.6

(iii) Including short stay abroad [(1+2+3)/ (1+2+3+4)] 34.6

Old migrants, since before June 2010

5 Declared failed attempt at migrating - Number 9
Re-migration events among older migrants - Number
6 Those who 'try' preceding re-migration event 58
7 Any remigration event (visiting migrant) 2331
Failure rate among re-migrating older migrants (%)
Strict definition [5/6] 15.5
Including visiting migrants [5/7] 0.39

Row 6. "Trying' before migration event is considered 'proper' re-migration since almost all
new migrants have status 'trying' before migrating.

Row 7. This is an overcount as many visiting migrants aren't necessarily re-migrating but
just at home on vacation.

Source: Household census



Table 3. Reasons for migration failure

Main reason for failed migration (%)
Financial
Family problem or medically unfit
Fraudulent agent / fake visa
Could not obtain the visa
Other

Number of observations

Main two difficulties encountered by individuals trying to migrate (%)’
Financial
Paperwork / lack of information
Fraudulent agent
Difficulty obtaining visa

Number of respondents

20.1
19.2
50.6
8.7
1.4

633
56.8
56.8
3.0

12.0

203

'The percentages do not add to 100 as individuals trying to migrate could give two answers,

and 75 of them did
Source: Household survey
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Table 4. Duration model for success in migrating

Mean Hazard ratio for success
(st. dev.) (D) 2) 3)
National migration (1000s migrants/month) 42.7 1.009** 1.008** 1.016**
(12.8) (0.002) (0.002) (0.004)
Migration network
Number of migrants in village 30.8 1.012** 1.017**
(21.1) (0.001) (0.003)
Number of migrant relatives' 2.2 1.033
(1.9) (0.036)
Migration through relative' 0.5 1.154
0.5) (0.133)
Household assets
Land owned by household (acre) 0.69 1.000 1.001
(1.3) (0.000) (0.001)
Individual characteristics
Age 27.38 0.994%* 1.005
(7.51) (0.003) (0.008)
Education (years) 6.90 1.007 1.003
(5.00) (0.004) (0.014)
Urban 0.05 1.335%%* 1.645%
(0.23) (0.133) (0.360)
Has received training' 0.17 0.894
(0.38) (0.146)
Number of individuals 4279 4279 1602
Number of observed migration 2156 2156 808
Number of explicit failure 849 849 573

Robust standard errors clustered at the individual level in parentheses
Col. (1)-(2) from census data. Col. (3) from survey data, using sample weights.

'Mean value from survey data
*H% p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Figure 3. Failure rate and national migration per month:
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