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What is Migration?

u The UN Migration Agency (IOM) defines a migrant as any person who is moving 
or has moved across an international border or within a State away from 
his/her habitual place of residence, regardless of 

u (1) the person’s legal status; 

u (2) whether the movement is voluntary or involuntary; 

u (3) what the causes for the movement are; or 

u (4) what the length of the stay is.



Theories of International Migrations
u Neo-classical Economics

u Macro: differential supply and demand for labor and wages

u Micro: individual actors using cost-benefit calculation

u New Economics of Migration

u Decisions mad by larger units to maximize benefits and minimize risks

u Segmented Labor Market Theory

u Migration is not caused by push factors but instead by pull factors in receiving countries

u Historical Structural Theory

u Expansion of global capitalism perpetuates inequalities  because political power is unequally 
distributed

u World Systems Theory

u Penetration of capitalist economic relations into non/pre-capitalist nations



Push and pull factors of migration



Income Differentials

u Economic inequality – Gini Index

u https://ourworldindata.org/income-inequality

https://ourworldindata.org/income-inequality


Migrant Networks

u Webs of social ties connecting individuals in origin country with migrants in 
destination country

u Play a major role in migration flows

u Lowers costs and risks of movement (increases net returns) 



Demographic Factors

u Gender

u Education level

u Marital status

u Age

u Language skills



Age Distribution of Migrants Compared 
to Total Population Worldwide
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Figure 11 
Age distribution of the total population and of international migrants worldwide, 2017 

 
Source: United Nations (2017a). 

The large majority of migrants are of working age. In 2017, 74 per cent of all 
international migrants were aged 20 to 64 years, compared to 57 per cent in the total 
population (figure 11). Younger persons, below age 20, tend to be underrepresented 
amongst international migrants: globally, 14 per cent of all migrants were under the age of 
20 years, compared to a proportion of 34 per cent of the total population. Due in part to 
relatively small number of migrant children, twelve per cent of migrants worldwide were 
at least 65 years old, compared to nine per cent in the total population. The shape of the 
age distribution of the population of international migrants is influenced by a combination 
of factors, including the fact that, upon arrival, most international migrants are of working 
age and that children born to migrants in the country of destination are often not considered 
international migrants.  

  



Trends in Median Age of Migrants
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Worldwide, the median age of migrants has been increasing. The median age of all 
international migrants in 2017 was 39.2 years, compared with 38.0 years in 2000. Given 
the earlier finding that most migrants move within their region of birth, it is not surprising 
that the median age of migrants was highest in the high-income countries (40.6 years), 
followed by migrants in middle-income countries (37.3 years) and low-income countries 
(29.8 years). International migrants living in Africa were the youngest, with a median age 
of 30.9 in 2017, followed by Asia (35.1 years) and Latin America and the Caribbean (35.8 
years). In contrast, migrants were older in Europe, Oceania and Northern America, where 
the median age was 42.6, 43.9 and 44.7 years, respectively (figure 10). 

Figure 10 
Median age among international migrants worldwide and by region of destination, 2000 and 
2017 

Source: United Nations (2017a) 

Despite the global increase in the median age of migrants, in some regions the migrant 
population is actually becoming younger. Between 2000 and 2017, the median age of 
international migrants declined in Asia, Latin America and the Caribbean, and Oceania. In 
Asia, the median age of female migrants decreased by almost two years while the median 
age of male migrants decreased by only one year. Latin America and the Caribbean 
recorded the most substantial ‘rejuvenation’ of its migrant population during this period 
with a reduction of the median age by about three years, owing both to the inflow of recent, 
younger migrants3  as well as the death or return of older migrants, many of whom had 
arrived from European countries decades earlier. Conversely, in Africa, Europe and 
Northern America, the median age of international migrants increased between 2000 and 
2017. Northern America experienced the most pronounced increase (of more than six years) 
in the median age of migrants.  

                                                           
3 Because the population of international migrant includes not only immigrants who have recently arrived in the country, 
but also immigrants who have lived in a country for many years, the median age of immigrants when they arrive is, on 
average, considerably lower than that of all international migrants. 



Trend in Proportion of Women Migrants
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Demographic characteristics of 
international migrants 
 

Women comprise slightly less than half of all international migrants worldwide. 
Globally, the proportion of women of all ages among all international migrants fell slightly, 
from 49.3 per cent in 2000 to 48.4 per cent in 2017. Much of this decline is due to the 
growing share of male migrants in high-income countries located in the less developed 
regions. Between 2000 and 2017, the proportion of female migrants in high income 
countries fell from 49.0 to 47.7 per cent. The share of female migrants also declined in 
middle-income countries, but increased somewhat in low income countries.  

The proportion of women among all international migrants varies considerably across 
geographic regions (figure 9). Since 2000, the proportion of female migrants increased in 
all regions except for Asia. In Europe, the share of female migrants rose from 51.6 per cent 
in 2000 to 52.0 per cent in 2017. Likewise, in Northern America, the percentage of women 
among all international migrants rose from 50.5 to 51.5 per cent during this period. The 
larger proportion of female migrants in those regions was mainly the result the aging of 
migrants who had arrived decades earlier and the fact that, in general, women have a higher 
life expectancy than men. By contrast, the percentage of female migrants in Asia dropped 
from 46.2 per cent in 2000 to 42.4 per cent in 2017.  

Figure 9 
Percentage of female migrants worldwide and by region of destination, 2000 and 2017 

 
Source: United Nations (2017a) 

In Asia, the number of male migrants grew by 73 per cent, from 26 million in 2000 to 
46 million in 2017. This increase was fuelled in part by the strong demand for male migrant 
workers in the oil-producing countries of Western Asia. The number of female migrants in 
Asia increased by 48 per cent, from 23 million in 2000 to 34 million in 2017. In all other 
regions, the increase in the number of female migrants outpaced that of male migrants. 



Migration flows visualization

http://download.gsb.bund.de/BIB/global_flow/


Trends in Migration by Country Income
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Levels and trends in international 
migration 
 

The number of international migrants worldwide has continued to grow over the past 
seventeen years, reaching 258 million in 2017, up from 248 million in 2015, 220 million 
in 2010, 191 million in 2005 and 173 million in 2000. Between 2000 and 2005, the 
international migrant stock grew by an average of 2 per cent per year. During the period 
2005-2010, the annual growth rate accelerated, reaching 2.9 per cent. Since then, however, 
it has slowed, falling to around 2.4 per cent per year during the period 2010-2015 and to 
2.0 per cent per year during the period 2015-2017. 

High-income countries host almost two thirds of all international migrants. As of 2017, 
64 per cent of all international migrants worldwide - equal to 165 million international 
migrants - lived in high-income countries. Thirty-six per cent - or 92 million - of the 
world’s migrants lived in middle- or low-income countries. Of these, 81 million resided in 
middle-income countries and 11 million in low-income countries. In comparison to 2000, 
the share of international migrants living in high income countries increased slightly, while 
the share of middle- and low- income countries fell (figure 1). 

Figure 1 
Percentage of international migrants by income group, 2000 and 2017 

Source: United Nations (2017a) 
Note: For both charts, the classification of countries and areas by income level is based on 2016 gross national income (GNI) 
per capita, in U.S. dollars, calculated by the World Bank. 

High-income countries have absorbed most of the recent growth in the global 
population of international migrants, gaining 64 million of the 85 million migrants added 
worldwide between 2000 and 2017. As a result, the rate of growth of the migrant population 
was highest during 2000-2017 (2.9 per cent per year) in high-income countries. The 
average growth rate in low-income countries was around 2.4 per cent per  

  



Trends in Migration by Region
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year. After declining in the period from 2000 to 2010, the rate of growth of the migrant 
population in low-income countries accelerated to 6.6 per cent per year in 2010 to 2015, 
and slowed again, to 2.0 per cent per year, most recently (2015-2017). In middle-income 
countries, the growth rate was the lowest during this period (1.4 per cent per year). 

Analysing data by geographic region provides additional insights into current trends. 
More than 60 per cent of all international migrants worldwide live in Asia or Europe. In 
2017, 80 million international migrants were residing in Asia, compared to 78 million in 
Europe. Northern America hosted the third largest number of international migrants (58 
million), followed by Africa (25 million), Latin America and the Caribbean (10 million), 
and Oceania (8 million) (figure 2). 

Figure 2 
Number of international migrants (millions) by region of destination, 2000 and 2017 

Source: United Nations (2017a) 

Between 2000 and 2017, Asia added more international migrants than any other region. 
Asia gained some 30 million international migrants during this period, representing a net 
increase of about 1.8 million migrants per annum. Europe added the second largest number 
of international migrants between 2000 and 2017 (22 million), followed by Northern 
America (17 million) and Africa (10 million). Latin America and the Caribbean and 
Oceania added comparatively smaller numbers of migrants during this period (3 million in 
each of these regions). Despite this continued growth, international migrants accounted for 
two per cent or less of the total population of Africa, Asia and Latin America and the 
Caribbean. By contrast, in Europe, Northern America and Oceania, international migrants 
comprised at least 10 per cent of the total population. 

 The number of international migrants worldwide has grown faster than the world’s 
population. Due to this faster growth rate, the share of migrants in the total population 
increased from 2.8 in 2000 to 3.4 per cent in 2017.  The pace of growth in the migrant 
population varies significantly across regions. Between 2000 and 2017, the number of 
international migrants in Africa and Asia grew by an average of 3.0 and 2.8 per cent per 



Trends in Size of Migrant Population
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annum, respectively. Oceania recorded the third fastest average annual growth rate in the 
international migrant stock during this period (2.7 per cent) followed by Latin America and 
the Caribbean (2.2 per cent). Europe and Northern America, where the size of the migrant 
stock was already large, experienced a slightly slower pace of change, with an average 
annual growth rate of 2.1 per cent in North America and 1.9 per cent in Europe. 

Most of the world’s migrants live in a relatively small number of countries. In 2017, 
more than 50 per cent of all international migrants in the world were living in just ten 
countries or areas, while only twenty countries or areas hosted 67 per cent of the global 
number of international migrants. The largest number of international migrants resided in 
the United States of America: 50 million, equal to 19 per cent of the world’s total (figure 
3). Saudi Arabia, Germany and the Russian Federation hosted the second, third and fourth 
largest numbers of migrants worldwide (around 12 million each), followed by the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland (nearly 9 million), and the United Arab 
Emirates (8 million). Of the twenty largest countries of destination of international 
migrants worldwide, nine are located in Asia, seven in Europe, two in Northern America, 
and one each in Africa and Oceania. 

Figure 3 
Twenty countries or areas hosting the largest numbers of international migrants, 2000 and 
2017, number of migrants (millions) 

 
Source: United Nations (2017a) 
Notes: “China, Hong Kong SAR” refers to China, Hong Kong Special Administrative Region 

  



Annual Rate of Change in International 
Migrant Numbers

7 
International Migration Report 2017: Highlights 

Changes in the number of international migrants differ widely by country. Between 
2000 and 2017, the number of international migrants increased in 172 countries or areas 
worldwide. In 70 of these countries, the migrant population grew by less than 2 per cent 
per annum (map 1). In 102 countries or areas, however, the pace of growth during the 
period 2000-2017 was considerably faster, with 21 countries or areas recording an average 
annual growth rate of 6 per cent or more. Among the countries or areas experiencing the 
fastest rate of growth during this period were Angola, Qatar and Chile. In contrast, in 56 
countries or areas, the population of international migrants declined during the period 
2000-2017. In 35 countries or areas, the pace of decline was less than 2 per cent per annum. 
In 21 countries or areas, however, the international migrant stock shrunk more rapidly, with 
5 countries or areas recording an average decline of more than 4 per cent per annum. 

Map 1 
Average annual rate of change in the number of international migrants by country or area of 
destination, 2000 to 2017 

 
Source: United Nations (2017a). 
Note: The designations employed and the presentation of material on this map do not imply the expression of any opinion 
whatsoever on the part of the Secretariat of the United Nations concerning the legal status of any country, territory, city or 
area or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries. Dotted line represents approximately 
the Line of Control in Jammu and Kashmir agreed upon by India and Pakistan. The final status of Jammu and Kashmir has 
not yet been agreed upon by the parties. Final boundary between the Republic of Sudan the Republic of South Sudan has not 
yet been determined. A dispute exists between the Governments of Argentina and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland concerning sovereignty over the Falkland Islands (Malvinas). 

The global level of forced displacement across international borders continues to rise. 
By the end of 2016, the total number of refugees and asylum seekers in the world was 
estimated at 25.9 million representing 10.1 per cent of all international migrants. The 
developing regions hosted 82.5 per cent of the world’s refugees and asylum seekers. In 
2016, Turkey recorded the largest refugee population, hosting some approximately 3.1 
million refugees and asylum seekers. The country experienced the most significant increase 
in the refugee population since 2000 when it hosted just over 3,000 refugees. In 2016, the 
second largest country of asylum was Jordan, hosting around 2.9 million refugees, followed 
by the State of Palestine (2.2 million), Lebanon (1.6) and Pakistan (1.4 million). Germany 
(1.3 million) and Uganda (1.2 million) also hosted more than one million refugees and 
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Where do international migrants come 
from? 
 

In 2017, of the 258 million international migrants worldwide, 106 million were born 
in Asia. Europe was the region of birth of the second largest number of international 
migrants (61 million), followed by Latin America and the Caribbean (38 million), and 
Africa (36 million). Relatively few migrants worldwide were born in Northern America (4 
million) or Oceania (2 million). Considering each region’s relative share in the world 
population, international migrants from Europe, Latin America and the Caribbean and 
Oceania were overrepresented, while international migrants from Asia, Northern America 
and Africa were underrepresented. 

Table 1:  
Share of regions in world population and international migrants by origin (in thousands), 2017 

  
Total 

population 

Percentage of 
global 

population 

International 
migrants by origin 

Percentage of 
international 

migrants 

World 7,550,262 100.0 257,715 100.0 

Africa 1,256,268 16.6 36,266 14.1 

Asia 4,504,428 59.7 105,684 41.0 

Europe 742,074 9.8 61,191 23.7 

Latin America and 
the Caribbean 

645,593 8.6 37,720 14.6 

Northern America 361,208 4.8 4,413 1.7 

Oceania 40,691 0.5 1,880 0.7 

Unknown n/a  n/a  10,560 4.1 

Source: United Nations (2017a). 

 
Between 2000 and 2017, the number of international migrants originating in Asia 

recorded the largest increase (40.7 million), followed by the migrant population born in 
Africa (14.7 million), in Latin America and the Caribbean (12.9 million), in Europe (11.6 
million), in Northern America (1.2 million) and in Oceania (700,000) (see figure 4). In  

  



Migrants by Region of Origin
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relative terms, however, the number of international migrants originating in Africa 
experienced the largest increase since 2000 (+68 per cent), followed by the population of 
migrants born in Asia (+62 per cent), in Latin America and the Caribbean (+52 per cent) 
and in Oceania (+51 per cent). 

Figure 4 
Number of international migrants by region of origin, 2000 and 2017 

 
Source: United Nations (2017a). 
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Largest Areas of Origin of International 
Migrants
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Bangladesh (7.5 million), Syrian Arab Republic (6.9 million), Pakistan (6.0 million) and 
Ukraine (5.9 million). Of the twenty largest countries or areas of origin of international 
migrants, eleven were located in Asia, six in Europe, and one each in Africa, Latin America 
and the Caribbean, and Northern America. 

Figure 7 
Twenty largest countries or areas of origin of international migrants, 2000 and 2017, 
number of migrants (millions) 

 
Source: United Nations (2017a) 

Between 2000 and 2017, the number of international migrants in some regional 
‘‘corridors’’ grew very rapidly. Northern America was one of the fastest growing 
destinations for migrants from Africa, with an annual average growth rate of 4.9 per cent, 
representing an increase of 1.5 million migrants, while the number of African-born 
migrants in Asia increased by 4.2 per cent per annum during the same period (+2 million). 
The number of Asian-born migrants in Oceania increased by 4.6 per cent per annum (+1.7 
million) and in Northern America by 2.6 per cent per annum (+6.7 million). Since 2000, 
the number of international migrants from Latin America and the Caribbean residing in 
Europe increased by 5.7 per cent per annum (+2.8 million).  

For persons born in Europe, one of the fastest-growing destinations was Africa (3.5 
per cent per annum). Similarly, the number of migrants from Northern America residing in 
Latin America and the Caribbean witnessed an important relative increase (3.1 per cent per 
annum). In part, these movements reflect the return of migrants with children born abroad.   



Bilateral Corridors
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Albeit small in absolute numbers, the fastest growing destination for international 
migrants born in Oceania and in Latin America and the Caribbean was Africa with a 7 per 
cent increase per year (15,000 and 22,000 migrants, respectively). 

Migratory movements between pairs of countries are referred to as “bilateral corridors”.  
The largest bilateral corridor in 2017 was that between Mexico and the United States of 
America. The latter hosted 98 per cent of all Mexican-born individuals (12.7 million) 
residing abroad (figure 8). Other examples where bilateral corridors account for a major 
share of the total number of international migrants from specific origin countries include 
migrants from Algeria in France, from Burkina Faso in Côte d'Ivoire, from Cuba and El 
Salvador in the United States of America, and from New Zealand in Australia. In contrast, 
similar numbers of migrants from India now reside in multiple destination countries, 
including the United Arab Emirates (3 million), the United States of America and Saudi 
Arabia (2 million each). Persons born in several countries of the former Soviet Union, 
including the Russian Federation and Ukraine, are also more evenly distributed among the 
relevant destination countries. Due to the conflict in the Syrian Arab Republic, the Syrian-
born population in Turkey grew from just under 5,000 persons in 2000 to 3.3 million in 
2017. 

Figure 8 
Fifteen largest populations of international migrants from a single country or area of origin 
living in a single country or area of destination, 2000 and 2017 (in millions) 

 
Source: United Nations (2017a) 
Note: “China, Hong Kong SAR” stands for China, Hong Kong Special Administrative Region  



Measurement of Migration



Why is it harder to measure than birth & 
death?

u Birth & death = clearly defined biological events

u Migration = socially defined event

u Definition (+ measurement) change over time with context

u More easily manipulated for political ends

Massey 2010



Types of Data

Stock
u Total no living in a country other than 

that of birth

u Widely available

u Easy to measure

u Many sources

u Censuses

u Surveys

u Population registers

u Place of birth preferred, if not available 
citizenship used

Flow
u Rate of migration from one country 

to another over a period of time

Net migration = arrivals - departures

u Less widely available (incomplete)

u More difficult to measure (missing)

u No 1 country really has with high 
coverage

*Stock ≠ flow

Abel & Sander 2014, UN 2017



UN 2017



Sources of Data in the US



Decennial Census 
(now American Community Survey)

u Data

u Country of birth

u Citizen/non-citizen

u Was decennial (now annual)

u Strengths

u Large sample size

u Many variables

u Weaknesses

u Unmeasured heterogeneity 

u No data on 2nd generation

Massey 2010



Current Population Survey
(Demographic Supplement)

u Data

u Country of birth & parents' country of birth

u Citizen/non-citizen

u Annual

u Strengths

u Data on 2nd generation

u Data

u Smaller sample size

u Less variables

u Unmeasured heterogeneity

Massey 2010



Office of Immigration Statistics 

u Data

u DOJ -> DHS in 2002

u Admin data of encounters with immigration bureaucracy

u Legal immigrants: basic data

u Undocumented: only national origin when arrested/deported

u Strengths

u Actual "flow" data

u Weaknesses

u No data on outflows

u Limited data collected

u Low coverage of undocumented

u As a result of OIS moving to DHS, quality & accessibility of data worse

Massey 2010



Other Data Sources
(Specific Immigrant Groups/Regions)

u Mexican Migration Project/Latin American Migration Project (documented & 
undocumented immigrants)

u New Immigrant Survey (new legal immigrants)

u Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Study (immigrants who arrived as 
children/children born to immigrant parents)

u Immigrant Second Generation in Metropolitan New York Study 

u Immigration and Intergenerational Mobility in Metropolitan Los Angeles Study 

Massey 2010



Estimation Methods

u Bilateral flow (Abel & Sander, international)

u Changes in stock in a specific interval -> estimate flow to meet these changes

u Net migration (Massey, US)

u Foreign born stock in census year t -> project in census year t + 10

u Using life table methods (just projecting deaths)

Abel & Sander 2014, Massey 2010
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Quantifying Global International
Migration Flows
Guy J. Abel* and Nikola Sander*†

Widely available data on the number of people living outside of their country of birth do not adequately
capture contemporary intensities and patterns of global migration flows. We present data on bilateral flows
between 196 countries from 1990 through 2010 that provide a comprehensive view of international
migration flows. Our data suggest a stable intensity of global 5-year migration flows at ~0.6% of world
population since 1995. In addition, the results aid the interpretation of trends and patterns of migration
flows to and from individual countries by placing them in a regional or global context. We estimate the
largest movements to occur between South and West Asia, from Latin to North America, and within Africa.

Existing data on global bilateral migration
flows are incomplete and incomparable
because of national statistical agencies not

measuring migration or variation in the way mi-
gration flows are defined (1–3). Stock data, mea-
sured at a given point in time as the number of
people living in a country other than the one in
which they were born, are more widely available
and far easier to measure across countries than
are flow data capturing movements over a period
of time. This is especially true in regions where
the collection of demographic data are less re-
liable. However, flow data are essential for under-
standing contemporary trends in international
migration and for determining relationships. The
discrepancies between the demand for flow data
and the availability of migrant stock data have
hindered theoretical development and have led to
conjectures concerning increases in the overall
volume of global migration (4, 5) and shifts in
spatial patterns (6).

The demand for bilateral migration flow data
that can be the basis for robust comparisons has
led researchers to develop indirect estimates. These
have been limited to European data, in which flow
statistics are plentiful, and have required model-
based methods to harmonize reported flows and

impute missing data (7–9). Outside of Europe,
global bilateral migrant stock data that capture the
size of foreign-born populations in each country—

thus potentially allowing indirect estimations of
flows—have only recently become available (10,11).

Here, we present a set of global bilateral mi-
gration flows estimated from sequential stock ta-
bles published by the United Nations (U.N.) for
1990, 2000, and 2010 (11). The data are primarily
based on place-of-birth responses to census ques-
tions, details collected from population registers,
and refugee statistics. First, we generated mid-
decadal stock tables for the years 1995 and 2005
using a procedure similar to that used by the U.N.
to align census and survey data to the beginning
year of each decade (11). To quantify the global
flow of people over 5-year periods, we then ob-
tainedmaximum likelihood estimates for the num-
ber of movements required to meet the changes
over time in migrant stock data, using an iterative
proportional fitting algorithm (12). A detailed

Wittgenstein Centre for Demography and Global Human Cap-
ital (IIASA, VID/ÖAW, WU), Vienna Institute of Demography
(Austrian Academy of Sciences), Wohllebengasse 12-14, Vienna,
1040, Austria.

*These authors contributed equally to this work.
†Corresponding author. E-mail: nikola.sander@oeaw.ac.at

A B

Fig. 1. Linking migrant flow to stock data and visualizing flows via circular plots. (A) The simplified
example illustrates our method for estimating 5-year migration flows from changes in stock data between mid-
2005 andmid-2010 (details are available in the supplementarymaterials). The number of people born in Country
D and living in Country D (green field) decreased from 200 in 2005 to 180 in 2010. The number of people born
in D and living in Country A (red field) increased from 20 to 40, and the number of people living in Country B
(blue field) also increased from25 to 45, but the number living in Country C (yellow field) decreased from20 to 0.
To match these differences in migrant stock data, our model provides an estimate of 20 people moving out of
Country C, of whom10moved toA and10 toB, and another 20peoplemoving out of Country D,with 10moving
to A and 10 to B. (B) The circular plot visualizes the migrant flows estimated in the hypothetical example. The
origins and destinations of migrants (Countries A to D) are each assigned a color and represented by the circle’s
segments. The direction of the flow is encoded by both the origin country’s color and a gap between the flow and
the destination country’s segment. The volume of movement is indicated by the width of the flow. Because the
flow width is nonlinearly adapted to the curvature, it corresponds to the flow size only at the beginning and end
points. Tick marks on the circle segments show the number of migrants (inflows and outflows).
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Estimating Bilateral Flow from Stock 
Data

Abel & Sander 2014



Estimation Methods of Undocumented in 
US

u Total Undocumented
u Change in foreign born stock using CPS

u Estimate how much change attributable to:

u Permanent legal immigration (OIS)

u Temporary legal migration (OIS)

u Mortality (vital statistics)

u Out-migration* (Assumptions/estimation)

u Remainder = undocumented

u Undocumented Mexican net-inflow
u Population of Mexicans on both sides of border (Census/ACS)

u Probability of undocumented migration (Mexican Migration Project)

Massey 2010



Estimation of Unauthorized 
Immigrant Population in Europe

https://www.pewresearch.org/global/2019/11/13/europes-unauthorized-immigrant-population-peaks-in-2016-then-levels-off/


Other potential sources of bias in 
measuring migration/conducting 
research with migration data?



Interplay between: 

-Goals of policymakers who collect & 
utilize migration data

-Immigrant perceptions of how policy 
makers utilize migration data

-Quality of migration data?



What do we ultimately want migration 
data for?

What are the implications of migration 
research?



Understanding implications of policy 
on migrant wellbeing?



Impact of Policy on Migration Flows Case 
Study: US and Mexico Border

u Influence of enhanced border enforcement on immigration control

u Todaro and Maruszko (1987) logic of cost-benefit analysis for migration

u Fashioning of an undocumented migrant crisis 

u Turns push/pull migration theory on its head by increasing undocumented 
population

u Increasingly expensive and dangerous journey for migrants



Probability and Cost of Crossing with a 
Coyote

The results of this estimation are presented in columns 3 and 4 of table 2
and reveal border enforcement to have had a very powerful positive in-
fluence on the likelihood of crossing with a coyote. In order to observe the
trend in coyote usage predicted by the rising enforcement budget, we used
the same procedure as before, inserting logged values of the Border Patrol
budget into the equation holding other factors constant at their mean val-
ues to generate predictions, which are again plotted as a dashed line in
figure 3. Once more it is very clear that rising border enforcement is the un-
derlying cause of the temporal shift toward a higher likelihood of crossing
with paid guides. In essence, the militarization of the border transformed
coyote usage from a common practice that was followed by most migrants
into a universal practice adopted by all migrants.
As border crossing increasingly moved into remote locations that were

far from ultimate points of employment and settlement, the services pro-
vided by coyotes became increasingly complicated, involved, and costly.
Figure 4 documents the resultant effect on crossing costs, by showing the
trend in the cost of a coyote in constant dollars from 1970 through 2010.
Crossing costs generally trended slowly downward in real terms during the
1970s and early 1980s as networks expanded and border crossing became
institutionalized, going from $700 in 1970 to around $550 in 1982 where
they basically remained through 1989. Thereafter coyote costs begin a
rapid rise to reach $1,900 in 2000 and $2,700 in 2010.
In a sense, then, the neoclassical strategy of enhanced border enforce-

ment worked in the sense that it increased the costs of unauthorized border

FIG. 3.—Observed probability ðsolid lineÞ of crossing at with a coyote and proba-
bility predicted ðdashed lineÞ by Border Patrol budget.

American Journal of Sociology

1576

This content downloaded from 128.112.200.244 on February 16, 2018 10:29:24 AM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).



Cost of Crossing the US-Mexico Border 

crossing, which authorities hoped would reduce the expected net benefits
to undocumented migration. To establish the connection between border
enforcement and the costs of migration analytically, we estimated a Tobit
model to predict coyote costs as a function of the Border Patrol budget
instrument and control variables, adding in place of crossing as an addi-
tional independent variable ðsee table 2, cols. 5 and 6Þ. According to our
estimates, border enforcement had a significant and positive effect on cross-
ing costs, raising them by $732 for each point increase in the log of the Bor-
der Patrol budget. Moreover, like Gathmann ð2008Þ we found that crossing
through the remote Sonoran Desert into Arizona was associated with higher
crossing costs, raising them by about $166 per trip.
Following our by now familiar procedure, we inserted the log of the Bor-

der Patrol budget into the estimated equation along with observed propor-
tions crossing in nontraditional sectors and mean values of other controls
to generate predicted crossing costs, which are plotted as the dashed line in
figure 4. In this case, the observed rise in crossing costs corresponds very
closely to the trend predicted from the enforcement budget, clearly pointing
to the militarization of the border as the primary cause for the rise in coyote
prices.
The ultimate border outcome of interest to policy makers is not where or

how migrants attempt to cross into the United States but whether they are
apprehended and ever manage to gain entry. The solid line in figure 5
shows the observed probability of apprehension during a migrant’s first
attempt at border crossing, computed from MMP border-crossing histo-

FIG. 4.—Observed trends ðsolid lineÞ in coyote cost and cost predicted ðdashed lineÞ
from Border Patrol budget and place of crossing.

Why Border Enforcement Backfired
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Rodriguez ð2001Þ and tallies for 1998–2012 coming from Anderson ð2013Þ.
As can be seen, the number of border deaths actually fell from 1985 to
1993, going from 147 to 67 despite the rising number of attempts. Oper-
ation Blockade was unleashed in 1993, however, and was quickly followed
by Operation Gatekeeper in 1994, which as we have already seen diverted
undocumented flows into the dangerous territory of Sonoran Desert. From
72 border deaths in 1994, the figure rose to peak at 482 deaths in 2005
before falling back to 365 in 2010. However, very few Mexicans were at-
tempting an unauthorized border crossing in the 2010, and the number of
dead was still five times that observed in the early 1990s when many hun-
dreds of thousands of attempts were undertaken each year, implying a
much higher death rate.
The MMP does not keep track of deaths among migrants crossing into

the United States, so we cannot estimate our usual model to assess the
effect of rising enforcement on border mortality. Migrants who themselves
died during an attempted crossing are not around to be included in the
MMP, of course, and family members of those who perished at the border
are likely reluctant to report events triggering painful memories. We can,
however, regress the total number of border deaths shown in figure 6 di-
rectly on the logged Border Patrol budget instrument, and when this is
done we obtain an R2 of .64 with the following equation: border deaths 5
116.2611 86.032 # ðBorder Patrol instrumentÞ. Plugging annual values of
the Border Patrol budget into this equation produces the dashed trend line

FIG. 6.—Observed deaths ðsolid lineÞ at the border and deaths predicted ðdashed
lineÞ by trend in the Border Patrol budget.

American Journal of Sociology

1580

This content downloaded from 128.112.200.244 on February 16, 2018 10:29:24 AM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).



Population dynamics/composition?



Projected Population Change 19 
International Migration Report 2017: Highlights 

Figure 12 
Estimated and projected change in total population over five-year time periods by region, 
from 2000 to 2050, with and without international migration starting in 2015 (in thousands) 

 
Source: United Nations (2017b). 
Note: “Medium” refers to the “medium variant” scenario which assumes a continuation of recent levels of net migration. 
“Zero” refers to the “zero-net-migration” scenario which assumes that the number of immigrants equals the number of 
emigrants for all time periods starting in 2015-2020. 

The trend towards population ageing is global and irreversible. The world’s population 
aged 60 years or over is projected to double from 962 million today to 2.1 billion in 2050. 
Similarly, the global median age, the age at which half the population is older and half is 
younger, is projected to increase from 30 to 36 years between 2015 and 2050. However, 
the future pace of population ageing is expected to vary significantly across the world’s 
regions. In the more developed regions, the median age is projected to increase from 41 
years in 2015 to 45 years in 2050, while in the less developed regions, it is projected to rise 
from 28 years in 2015 to 35 years in 2050. It is anticipated that population aging will be 



Ethnonationalism?



David Coleman’s Proposed Third 
Demographic Transition

u Population with sub-replacement fertility that maintains constant or growing 
population size through immigration will acquire a population predominantly 
of immigrant origin. 406 I M M I G R A T I O N  A N D  E T H N I C  C H A N G E

pean foreign-origin populations is often greater than that of the indigenous
population, thanks to a more youthful age structure, higher age-specific fer-
tility rates, and transient distortions in family building arising from the mi-
gration process itself (Thompson 1982; Toulemon 2004). Some selected ex-
amples of fertility trends are given in Figure 2. In the early 2000s 18 percent
of births in England and Wales and in France and 23 percent in the United
States were to immigrant women, indicating the shape of things to come.
However, some immigrant groups have lower, not higher, age-specific birth
rates compared with the national average.

The growth of foreign-origin populations

From the seventeenth century until well into the post–World War II pe-
riod, most European countries except France have been countries of emi-
gration. Since the 1950s, by contrast, most have experienced substantial
inflows including, for the first time on a large scale, inflows from non-Eu-
ropean countries. As intra-European migration has moderated, the dynamic
has passed more to non-European inflows, their rapid growth made salient
by novel distinctive differences in appearance, culture, language, and reli-
gion. In Britain, for example, nonwhite ethnic minority populations, irre-

FIGURE 1   Annual legal immigration, EU-15 (net), 12 Western European
countries (gross), and United States (gross) 1960–2004 (millions)
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spective of nationality or birthplace, were estimated to number about 50,000
in 1951. They numbered 1.3 million at the census of 1971, 3.0 million in
1991, and 4.5 million in 2001: an average annual growth rate of 4.1 per-
cent. Some components grew even faster: the population of African origin
has doubled every ten years, from 108,000 in 1981 to 480,000 in 2001—an
annual growth rate of 7.5 percent. In the Netherlands, the foreign-origin
population grew on average by 2.7 percent per year between 1995 and 2003.
This growth has made an important contribution to overall population
growth and has expanded the ethnic and racial diversity of populations that
hitherto considered themselves to be relatively homogeneous—ancient re-
gional differences apart.

Nondemographic definition and categorization complicate the estima-
tion of the current size and structure of populations of foreign origin in
European countries, and of their projection into the future. Most European
countries routinely define foreign-origin populations on the criterion of citi-
zenship (nationality) and define births of foreign origin by the citizenship
of the mother. Those are the data provided by Eurostat, the OECD, and the
Council of Europe. In some countries, children of foreign citizens are not
automatically citizens of the country of their birth.

In many countries, high annual levels of naturalization have made data
based upon citizenship meaningless as indicators of foreign stock in all but

FIGURE 2   Total fertility rate of native and foreign populations:
Selected European countries 1980–2002

SOURCES: OECD, national statistical offices.
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Projected Immigration Population 
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Were the projected trends to continue without change, Sweden and
the Netherlands would have majority foreign-origin populations by the end
of the century, even on the conservative “two-generation” criteria (the pro-
jections for Austria do not even include the second generation explicitly).
Only those based on ethnic (Britain) or racial and ethnic criteria (United
States) avoid the two-generation assumption, together with those estimates
derived by subtraction. The 1999-based US projection includes only minori-
ties of immigrant origin, black and Native American populations being ex-
cluded. It shares a trajectory similar to those of some European countries.
That may seem surprising, but European countries typically have lower in-
digenous fertility rates than the United States and lack the momentum built
into the US population structure by its earlier large and protracted baby
boom. European populations therefore lack the “‘protective mantle of natural
increase’ that softens and to some extent obscures immigration-related com-
positional trends” (Espenshade 1987: 257).

A predictable component of this future growth—up to 50 percent—is
underwritten by the relatively youthful age structure of the foreign-origin
populations, particularly those of non-European origin. Variation in mor-
tality between groups is unlikely to be important. Fertility differentials are

FIGURE 4   Projected growth of the population of immigrant or foreign
origin as percent of total population 2000–2050, selected countries

NOTE: A different variant Austrian projection is shown in Table 1.
SOURCES: Eurostat (2006); Office for Immigration Statistics (2006).
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What do you make of Coleman’s focus on 
“immigrant origin” over multiple 
generations? What does this assume about 
assimilation?

Does he ultimately seem to care about 
culture or race? What are the ideological and 
policy implications of this?

What are Coleman’s own aims? Can his work 
give academic “legitimacy” to white 
supremacists?



European far-right website



A favored white supremacist website of Stephen Miller



BNP = a far-right UK political party


