


Online appendix for QCA Migration Drivers paper 
Table A1: Model specification and measurement of outcomes and conditions
	Outcome / Condition
	Indicator/Measure

	OUT 1: Widespreas Migration Adspirations
	Preference and readiness for migration:
· Survey item C03 - "Would you like to go and live in another country sometime during the next five years, or would you prefer to stay in [RESEARCH COUNTRY]?”
· Survey item C06 – “During the past year, have you thought seriously about leaving [RESEARCH COUNTRY] to live or work in another country?”
· Survey item C08 – “If someone were to give you the necessary papers to live and work in a richer country, would you go, or would you stay in [RESEARCH COUNTRY]”

	OUT 2: 
High Out-Migration Intensity 
	· Survey item G03 - "Do you know anyone who used to live here in RESEARCH AREA who has moved to another country during the past five years?"
· Survey item G05 -"Would you say that you know more than ten people who have moved to another country during the past five years?"

	Condition 1: Substantial Hardships
	High Poverty and Poor Livelihoods
· Labour market: In this dimension, we assess individuals' perceptions of job availability in the area through their responses to survey item B1: "How easy or difficult is it to find a good job in [RESEARCH AREA]?" Responses range from 1 ("very easy") to 4 ("very difficult"). 
· Meeting basic needs: This dimension evaluates perceptions of earning a living and supporting a family within the research area, using survey item B6: “In general, do you find that earning a living and feeding a family in [RESEARCH AREA] is "Easy", “Manageable”, or "Difficult."
· Financial status: This dimension measures perceived household financial well-being through survey item I4: "How is your household's current financial situation?" Responses range from '1' for "Finding it difficult to get by" to '3' for "Living comfortably." We recode the responses to create an ordinal hardship scale with '1' indicating "Living comfortably" and rescale it to a 4-point scale.
· Hunger frequency: This dimension assesses food insecurity and hunger using survey item I8: "How often have you or your household gone to sleep without enough food to eat in the past month?" '1' means "Never," and '4' means "Always." No further transformations are required.
High Insecurity and violence
Sub-index 1: Perception of security
· Survey item K01: "Do you think that here in [RESEARCH AREA] it is safe to walk the streets at night?"
Sub-index 2: Experience of violence or crime
· Survey item K03: "In the past five years, have you or anyone in your household experienced theft, burglary, or robbery?"
· Survey items K04: "In the past five years, have you or anyone in your household experienced assault or physical violence?"
· Survey items K05-07: “Please tell me whether, in the past five years, you have ever personally feared any of the following types of violence? K05: Violence at a political rally, public protest, or demonstration, K06: An armed attack by armed forces including non-state groups, K07: Any other types of violence among people in RESEARCH AREA”
Sub-Index 3: Level of insecurity and violence 
RAIR Coding scale H (Level of insecurity and violence: Insecurity and violence include crime, terrorism, insurgency, riots, police brutality or other forms of repression or threats that may spur collective fears.) This scale is discretely coded as follows:
· 1: The atmosphere is relaxed and there are no apparent concerns about security.
· 4: The atmosphere is tense, and people are acutely aware of threats to their safety.
Weak governance and public services
Sub-index 1: Discontent with public services 
· Quality of Schools (Survey item A31): Respondents rate schools from "1" (very bad) to "5" (very good), with an average value of 2.7 across research areas. The scale is reversed to denote hardships.
· Quality of Healthcare (Survey item D04): Respondents rate formal healthcare from "1" (Very bad) to "5" (Very good), with an average value of 3.0 across research areas. The scale is reversed to denote hardships, and the variable is rescaled to a 1 to 4-point scale for consistency.
Sub-index 2: Distrust in institutions 
· Trust in the Police, Courts, and Armed Forces (Survey items J08-J10): Respondents rate trust on a scale from "1" (Completely) to "5" (Not at all), with "Don't know" responses recoded as neutral.
· Assessment of Corruption (Survey item J13): Respondents assess corruption on a scale from "1" (Not at all a problem) to "3" (A serious problem), with "Don't know" responses treated as neutral.
Sub-index 3: Disapproval of government 
· Perception of Local Government (Survey item J11): Respondents rate local government performance from "1" (Doing a terrible job) to "10" (Doing an excellent job).
· Perception of Central Government (Survey item J12): Respondents rate central government performance similarly. The perceptions are reversed to denote hardships, and the mean is converted to a 1 to 4-point scale.
Sub-index 4: Infrastructure improvement
· RAIR Coding scale A: Major infrastructure improvement (1 = One or more forms of infrastructure has developed in ways that have transformed life in the research area.; 4 = The existence and quality of infrastructure has generally remained unchanged or worsened.)
Sub-index 5: Corruption experience (%)
· Survey item J14: “In the past year, has anyone in ${O2_name} asked you, or expected you, to pay a bribe for his or her services?”

High environmental stress
Sub-Index 1: Experienced environmental hazards and degradation 
This survey-based sub-index rests upon four key survey items, which were introduced with the following contextual preamble: "Our investigation now turns to environmental concerns within the [RESEARCH AREA] that you may have encountered." These four survey items are specified as follows:
· L01: Droughts: "Over the past five years, has your household been affected by droughts?"
· L02: Floods: "Have you witnessed the impact of floods?"
· L03: Soil Degradation: "Has your area experienced soil degradation?"
· L04: Crop or Livestock Disease: "Have crop or livestock diseases affected your community?"
Respondents were given four response options: "Yes," "No," "Don't know," or "Refuse to answer." For analytical purposes, we have assigned a code of "1" to "Yes," "0" to both "No" and "Don't know," and treated "Refuse to answer" as a missing value, consequently excluding it from the principal component analysis.
Sub-Index 2: Environmental degradation 
RAIR Coding scale J (Environment degradation refers to gradual negative changes to the environment, such as depletion of natural resources, destruction of habitats, and pollution.) This scale is discretely coded as follows:
· 1: Environmental degradation is insignificant or has minimal impact on people's lives and livelihoods.
· 4: Severe environmental degradation is a widespread concern, negatively affecting lives and livelihoods significantly.
Sub-Index 3: Vulnerability to natural disasters 
RAIR Coding scale K, designed to assess vulnerability to natural disasters—those rare and sudden events with dramatic consequences, such as severe tropical storms, flooding, critical droughts, earthquakes, and volcano eruptions. This scale is discretely coded as follows:
· 1: No recent natural disasters have occurred, and there is no apparent risk of such events.
· 4: Recent experiences and/or evident risk factors make the area prone to natural disasters, leading to apprehension among inhabitants.


	Condition 2: Well-established Migration Culture
	Sub-Index 1: Salience of International Out-Migration (RAIR Coding Scale M)
The first sub-index, coded using RAIR coding scale M, aims to gauge the prominence of international out-migration within research areas. This scale offers discrete coding:
· 1: International out-migration is exceedingly rare, with minimal relevance in the thoughts and daily lives of the community.
· 4: International out-migration is a prominent and integral aspect of people's awareness and daily experiences.
Sub-Index 2: Attitudes towards International Out-Migration (RAIR Coding Scale N)
The second sub-index delves into prevailing attitudes toward international out-migration within research areas. It employs a four-point RAIR coding scale N:
· 1: International migration, migrants, and their influence are consistently portrayed in negative terms within the community.
· 4: International migration, migrants, and their influence are consistently portrayed in positive terms within the community.


	Condition 3: Absence of migration-discouraging policies
	Sub-Index 1: Salient Aid Interventions
‘Micro-level’ here means international development aid that affects inhabitants in noticeable ways, either at the household level or via community institutions or infrastructure. (This excludes Institutional support to local government, for instance, which inhabitants might be unaware of). To measure the prominence of micro-level international aid, we use RAIR Coding scale D:
· 1: Signifies the absence of any international development aid directly targeting households or community institutions.
· 4: Indicates that international development aid directly targeting households or community institutions is prevalent in the area and is well-known among the population.
Sub-Index 2: Exposure to Migration-Information Campaigns
This sub-index is grounded in RAIR Coding scale P, which focuses on the Presence of migration information campaigns within research areas. This refers specifically to campaigns that seek to prevent irregular migration. The scale concerns public or community-level activities that people are collectively exposed to. This scale discretely codes research areas:
· 1: Indicates the absence of any discernible migration information campaigns, with no informants reporting exposure to such campaigns
· 4: Points to the presence (or recent occurrence) of prominent migration information campaigns that a significant portion of the population is likely to have encountered.

	Condition 4: Feasible Migration Opportunities
	Sub-Index 1: Perceived Feasibility of International Out-Migration (RAIR Coding Scale O)
· 1: Reflects the perception that international migration is generally considered nearly impossible for individuals aspiring to move.
· 4: Indicates the perception that international migration is generally seen as a feasible option for anyone who desires to migrate.
Sub-Index 2: Perceived Possibility of Households for International Relocation
· Survey Item C22: If someone from ${O2_name} wants to go live or work in a richer country, how easy or difficult do you think it would be to actually do it? Would it be… (four-point scale, ranging from "1" (indicating very easy) to "4" (signifying very difficult). It is calculated as the weighted research area average.

	Condition 5: Widespread Migration Aspirations
	
See Outcome 1



Table A2. Raw Data Table
	Case
	Migration Aspirations
	Migration Intensity
	Migration Culture
	Migration Feasibility
	Policy Interventions
	
Hardships

	AFG1
	0,5437887
	0,6875703
	0,791591
	0,4831384
	0,5591439
	0,7980734

	AFG2
	0,5451747
	0,8634027
	0,6401678
	0,5986256
	0,1729572
	0,7989205

	AFG3
	0,6618154
	0,5373723
	0,791591
	0,600585
	0,3357188
	1

	CPV1
	0,7425689
	0,9842018
	1
	0,6179587
	0,3357188
	0,245665

	CPV2
	0,63762
	0,9582575
	0,5233922
	0,6805205
	0,3357188
	0,3858392

	ETH1
	0,3422383
	0,7055913
	0,6134083
	0,8052121
	0,8696066
	0,5445446

	ETH2
	0,5133478
	0,3658029
	0,4619851
	0,7067807
	0,5591439
	0,6188428

	ETH3
	0,2450241
	0,2072678
	0,6401678
	0,5880641
	0,5066741
	0,8429074

	GHA1
	0,729526
	0,1208563
	0,1720968
	0
	0,1729572
	0,8735071

	GHA2
	0,7864135
	0,4516483
	0,5233922
	0,4593655
	0,5358897
	0,5270528

	GHA3
	0,8905159
	0,9206009
	1
	0,4045916
	0,8696066
	0,4600261

	GIN1
	0,8424292
	0,6268557
	0,5233922
	0,327043
	0,3357188
	0,8148512

	GIN2
	0,4470027
	0,2150594
	0,3452096
	0,4005302
	0,1729572
	0,5918489

	NGA1
	0,8650405
	0,2093208
	0,1731127
	0,4033962
	0,5591439
	0,7970571

	NGA2
	0,4124228
	0,0261001
	0
	0,3620757
	0,3357188
	0,7718486

	NGA3
	1
	0,5121605
	0,791591
	0,6197752
	1
	0,8706297

	PAK1
	0,1193502
	0,1056438
	0,791591
	0,8186553
	0,3357188
	0,5314769

	PAK2
	0,0926798
	0,0189782
	0,8485768
	0,610415
	0,1729572
	0,3705636

	PAK3
	0
	0
	0,1720968
	0,2302047
	0,3357188
	0,6763054

	SOM1
	0,4190244
	0,3727694
	0,4619851
	0,8207521
	0,3963823
	0,0716192

	SOM2
	0,4259726
	0,4608908
	0,5233922
	0,5596721
	0
	0,4590097

	TUN1
	0,8921279
	0,877295
	0,6134083
	0,5971124
	0,5358897
	0,4810007

	TUN2
	0,6959941
	1
	0,791591
	0,5135015
	0,7593148
	0,6008943

	TUR1
	0,5994052
	0,275654
	0,7318013
	1
	0,5358897
	0,3684156

	TUR2
	0,3160578
	0,1133812
	0,1720968
	0,8001966
	0,5358897
	0

	TUR3
	0,2659036
	0,1253102
	0,5233922
	0,5349316
	0
	0,3191188











Table A3. Calibrated fuzzy-value sets
	Case
	WMA
	HMI
	WMC
	FMO
	LMDP
	SH

	AFG1
	0,564112
	0,751117
	0,847761
	0,475196
	0,586203
	0,852622

	AFG2
	0,566118
	0,894734
	0,695388
	0,64125
	0,127203
	0,853248

	AFG3
	0,7217
	0,554799
	0,847761
	0,6439
	0,275393
	0,95

	CPV1
	0,806661
	0,945391
	0,95
	0,666999
	0,275393
	0,182762

	CPV2
	0,692201
	0,936945
	0,534384
	0,743275
	0,275393
	0,337987

	ETH1
	0,28312
	0,770423
	0,661021
	0,857827
	0,898126
	0,565206

	ETH2
	0,519641
	0,312111
	0,444266
	0,77166
	0,586203
	0,668155

	ETH3
	0,182199
	0,151374
	0,695388
	0,62682
	0,509824
	0,882813

	GHA1
	0,794399
	0,09685
	0,126642
	0,05
	0,127203
	0,900208

	GHA2
	0,843784
	0,429293
	0,534384
	0,440461
	0,552642
	0,539744

	GHA3
	0,908852
	0,922504
	0,95
	0,36312
	0,898126
	0,44142

	GIN1
	0,882521
	0,678533
	0,534384
	0,265315
	0,275393
	0,86461

	GIN2
	0,422604
	0,157363
	0,286684
	0,357607
	0,127203
	0,632019

	NGA1
	0,895639
	0,152934
	0,127305
	0,361493
	0,586203
	0,851869

	NGA2
	0,373851
	0,057827
	0,05
	0,307418
	0,275393
	0,832142

	NGA3
	0,95
	0,517895
	0,847761
	0,669371
	0,95
	0,898675

	PAK1
	0,096076
	0,089292
	0,847761
	0,867211
	0,275393
	0,546209

	PAK2
	0,083275
	0,055584
	0,886223
	0,65706
	0,127203
	0,318161

	PAK3
	0,05
	0,05
	0,126642
	0,169554
	0,275393
	0,73851

	SOM1
	0,382995
	0,320986
	0,444266
	0,868627
	0,352015
	0,074283

	SOM2
	0,392709
	0,442676
	0,534384
	0,586957
	0,05
	0,439945

	TUN1
	0,909636
	0,902194
	0,661021
	0,639198
	0,552642
	0,472058

	TUN2
	0,760275
	0,95
	0,847761
	0,519867
	0,821578
	0,644318

	TUR1
	0,642306
	0,210628
	0,796579
	0,95
	0,552642
	0,315423

	TUR2
	0,252898
	0,093067
	0,126642
	0,854186
	0,552642
	0,05

	TUR3
	0,20124
	0,099168
	0,534384
	0,551246
	0,05
	0,256319













Table A4. Calibration sensitivity ranges and robustness parameters for Model 1
	Sensitivity ranges

	
	
	
	Lower bound
	Threshold
	Upper bound

	Parameters
	Raw consistency threshold

	
	0.84
	0.85
	0.87

	
	N.cut
	
	1
	1
	1

	Calibration Anchors
	SH
	Exclusion
Crossover
Inclusion
	NA
0.08
0.57
	0
0.5
1
	0.4
0.55
1.07

	
	WMC
	Exclusion
Crossover
Inclusion
	-0.83
0.5
0.95
	0
0.5
1
	0.49
0.52
NA

	
	LMDP
	Exclusion
Crossover
Inclusion
	-0.65
0.47
0.62
	0
0.5
1
	0.49
0.55
NA

	
	FMO
	Exclusion
Crossover
Inclusion
	NA
0.41
0.51
	0
0.5
1
	0.09
0.53
NA


	[bookmark: _Hlk162805185]Robustness parameters[footnoteRef:2] [2:  To produce these parameters we created test solutions changing incl.cut to 0.88 and calibration anchor cross-over points for the conditions “STRONG_MIGCULT” to 0.53 and “HIGH_MIGFAS” to 0.54. The closer these values are to 1, the more robust the initial solution against changes of analytical decisions; 1 would indicate perfect robustness (Oana and Schneider 2021: 21).] 


	Fit oriented
	RF_cov: 0.766 
	RF_cons: 0.952
	RF_SC_minTS: 0.85
	RF_SC_maxTS: 
0.96

	Case oriented
	RCC_Rank: 3[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Rank 3 means that there are no possible cases, ] 

	RCRtyp: 0.8
	RCRdev:
0.333
	


Note: The robustness tests conducted follow the protocol developed by Oana and Schneider (2021) and implemented in the SetMethods package (Oana and Schneider 2018). Upper and lower bound indicate the range within which the solution does not change. “NA” indicates that no limit was found to that range.

Table A5. Calibration sensitivity ranges and robustness parameters for Model 2
	Sensitivity ranges

	
	
	
	Lower bound
	Threshold
	Upper bound

	Parameters
	Raw consistency threshold

	
	0.82
	0.85
	0.89

	
	N.cut
	
	1
	1
	1

	Calibration Anchors
	SH
	Exclusion
Crossover
Inclusion
	NA
0.14
0.54
	0
0.5
1
	NA
0.54
NA

	
	WMC
	Exclusion
Crossover
Inclusion
	-0.34
0.23
0.51
	0
0.5
1
	0.49
0.52
1.23

	
	WMA
	Exclusion
Crossover
Inclusion
	-018
0.38
0.51
	0
0.5
1
	0.02
0.54
1.96

	
	FMO
	Exclusion
Crossover
Inclusion
	NA
0.00
NA
	0
0.5
1
	0.06
0.51
NA

	
	LMDP
	Exclusion
Crossover
Inclusion
	NA
0.00
NA
	0
0.5
1
	0.12
0.54
NA


	Robustness parameters[footnoteRef:4] [4:  To produce these parameters we created test solutions changing incl.cut to 0.88 and calibration anchor cross-over points for the conditions “STRONG_MIGCULT” to 0.53 and “HIGH_MIGFAS” to 0.52. The closer these values are to 1, the more robust the initial solution against changes of analytical decisions; 1 would indicate perfect robustness (Oana and Schneider 2021: 21).] 


	Fit oriented
	RF_cov: 0.869
	RF_cons: 1.002
	RF_SC_minTS: 0.881
	RF_SC_maxTS: 0.878

	Case oriented
	RCC_Rank: 4[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Rank 4 means that there are both shaky and typical cases.] 

	RCRtyp: 0.8
	RCRdev: 0.667
	


[bookmark: _Ref160617972][bookmark: _Ref160619554]Note: The robustness tests conducted follow the protocol developed by Oana and Schneider (2021) and implemented in the SetMethods package (Oana and Schneider 2018). Upper and lower bound indicate the range within which the solution does not change. “NA” indicates that no limit was found to that range.

[bookmark: _Ref160616898]Table A6. Analysis of necessary conditions (outcome ‘widespread migration aspirations’)
	
	Presence of Condition
	Absence of Condition

	Condition
	Consistency
	Coverage
	Relevance
	Consistency 
	Coverage
	Relevance

	SH
	0.770
	0.723
	0.722
	0.534
	0.695
	0.820

	WMC
	0.770
	0.731
	0.733
	0.554
	0.711
	0.824

	LMDP 
	0.641
	0.832
	0.891
	0.683
	0.643
	0.670

	FMO
	0.713
	0.678
	0.698
	0.625
	0.799
	0.870


Note: SH = Substantial hardships, WMC = Well-established migration culture, LMDP = Low level of migration-discouraging policy interventions, FMO = Feasible migration opportunities















Table A7. Truth Table for the outcome widespread migration aspirations
	SH
	WMC
	LMDP
	FMO
	OUT
	n
	incl
	PRI
	Cases

	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0.965
	0.894
	GHA3

	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	2
	0.938
	0.837
	GHA2,
AFG1

	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	0.921
	0.766
	TUN1, TUR1

	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.916
	0.720
	ETH2

	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0.913
	0.758
	NGA1

	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0.897
	0.639
	GIN1

	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.883
	0.535
	TUR2

	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4
	0.870
	0.692
	NGA3, ETH1, ETH3, TUN2

	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0.845
	0.452
	SOM1

	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0.830
	0.520
	AFG2, AFG3, PAK1

	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	0.793
	0.536
	GIN2, GHA1, NGA2, PAK3

	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	5
	0.788
	0.490
	CPV1, CPV2, SOM2, TUR3, PAK2

	1
	0
	0
	1
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	0
	0
	0
	0
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	0
	0
	1
	0
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	0
	1
	0
	0
	?
	0
	-
	-
	


Note: SH = Substantial hardships, WMC = Well-established migration culture, LMDP = Low level of migration-discouraging policy interventions, FMO = Feasible migration opportunities, OUT = Outcome (Widespread migration aspirations), bold cases hold membership >0.50 in the outcome.

Table A8. Analysis of necessary conditions (outcome ‘high migration intensity’)
	
	Presence of Condition
	Absence of Condition

	Condition
	Consistency
	Coverage
	Relevance
	Consistency 
	Coverage
	Relevance

	SH
	0.730
	0.558
	0.620
	0.573
	0.608
	0.779

	WMC
	0.893
	0.690
	0.705
	0.462
	0.482
	0.723

	FMO
	0.765
	0.592
	0.646
	0.582
	0.605
	0.773

	LMDP
	0.660
	0.697
	0.820
	0.656
	0.502
	0.593

	WMA
	0.858
	0.699
	0.734
	0.464
	0.453
	0.687


Note: SH = Substantial hardships, WMC = Well-established migration culture, LMDP = Low level of migration-discouraging policy interventions, FMO = Feasible migration opportunities, WMA= Widespread migration aspirations

[bookmark: _Ref160620628]Table A9. Truth Table for the outcome high migration intensity
	SH
	WMC
	WMA
	FMO
	LMDP
	OUT
	n
	incl
	PRI
	Cases

	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0.977
	0.936
	GHA3

	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	2
	0.962
	0.893
	GHA2, AFG1

	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0.935
	0.799
	GIN1

	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	0.924
	0.795
	NGA3, TUN2

	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	0.910
	0.764
	TUN1, TUR1

	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	2
	0.901
	0.731
	AFG2, AFG3

	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	2
	0.890
	0.721
	CPV1, CPV2

	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0.846
	0.471
	ETH2

	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0.820
	0.417
	NGA1

	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0.813
	0.539
	ETH1, ETH3

	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0.792
	0.341
	TUR2

	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0.725
	0.383
	PAK1

	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0.709
	0.338
	GHA1

	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0.698
	0.200
	SOM1

	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	3
	0.652
	0.219
	SOM2, TUR3, PAK2

	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0.603
	0.185
	GIN2, NGA2, PAK3

	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	?
	0
	-
	-
	

	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	?
	0
	-
	-
	


Note: SH = Substantial hardships, WMC = Well-established migration culture, WMA= Widespread migration aspirations, LMDP = Low level of migration-discouraging policy interventions, FMO = Feasible migration opportunities, OUT = Outcome (Widespread migration aspirations), bold cases hold membership >0.50 in the outcome.

Table A10. Analysis of necessary conditions for the non-outcome of Model 1 (absence of widespread migration aspirations)
	
	Presence of Condition
	Absence of Condition

	Condition
	Consistency
	Coverage
	Relevance
	Consistency 
	Coverage
	Relevance

	SH
	0.719
	0.563
	0.0.622
	0.646
	0.701
	0.823

	WMC
	0.729
	0.577
	0.636
	0.660
	0.705
	0.821

	FMO
	0.811
	0.643
	0.676
	0.594
	0.633
	0.785

	LMDP
	0.544
	0.588
	0.770
	0.844
	0.662
	0.683


Note: SH = Substantial hardships, WMC = Well-established migration culture, LMDP = Low level of migration-discouraging policy interventions, FMO = Feasible migration opportunities, WMA= Widespread migration aspirations

Table A11. Analysis of necessary conditions for the non-outcome of Model 2 (absence of high out-migration intensity)
	
	Presence of Condition
	Absence of Condition

	Condition
	Consistency
	Coverage
	Relevance
	Consistency 
	Coverage
	Relevance

	SH
	0.704
	0.674
	0.689
	0.538
	0.714
	0.829

	WMC
	0.604
	0.584
	0.640
	0.680
	0.889
	0.924

	FMO
	0.697
	0.676
	0.697
	0.580
	0.755
	0.846

	LMDP
	0.481
	0.636
	0.791
	0.771
	0.740
	0.736

	WMA
	0.553
	0.563
	0.656
	0.704
	0.861
	0.896


Note: SH = Substantial hardships, WMC = Well-established migration culture, LMDP = Low level of migration-discouraging policy interventions, FMO = Feasible migration opportunities, WMA= Widespread migration aspirations

Table A12. Intermediate solution of the non-outcome, Model 1
	Path
	inclS  
	PRI
	covS
	covU                     
	  cases                    

	~SH*~WMC*~LMDP
	0.874  
	0.569  
	0.446    
	-
	SOM1

	Solution (M1)
	0.874  
	0.569  
	0.446                
	
	



Table A13. Intermediate solution of the non-outcome, Model 2
	Path
	inclS  
	PRI
	covS
	covU                     
	  cases                    

	~ WMC                             
	0.889
	0.822
	0.680
	0.342
	SOM1, TUR2, GIN2, NGA2, PAK3, GHA1, NGA1, ETH2

	~ SH* ~ WMA* ~ LMDP
	0.918
	0.845
	0.441
	0.103             
	SOM1, SOM2, TUR3, PAK2     

	Solution
	0.889
	0.835
	0.783      
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