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Abstract
A large literature on international labor migration explores how to improve low-

skilled migrants’ experience of pursuing and obtaining overseas employment.

Much of this scholarship focuses on describing and mitigating difficult, and some-

times exploitative, conditions in the host country. Scholars have paid less attention

to factors in home countries that may affect aspiring migrants’ experience of looking
for overseas work. We help address this gap by conducting a field experiment in the

high out-migration country of Pakistan to examine whether receiving new informa-

tion about employment brokers and overseas opportunities improves aspiring

migrants’ subjective and objective experience of the job-seeking process. After

analyzing the effects of information on those who lack alternative sources of
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information, we report mixed findings. These highlight the need to think carefully

about ways to improve aspiring migrants’ job-seeking experiences, especially with

regard to the common assumption that if low-skilled migrants simply “knew
more” — that is, had more relevant and accurate information — they would not

allow themselves to have negative migration experiences; our findings suggest this

is not necessarily always the case.
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recruitment, labor migration, Pakistan, field experiment

Introduction
Low-skilled labor migration is commonly understood to be a challenging and often
difficult experience. One of the negative aspects that has received widespread atten-
tion is the exploitative living and working conditions that labor migrants sometimes
encounter in the host country (Buckley 2014; Lewis et al. 2015; Deshingkar 2019;
Silvey and Parreñas 2020). As a result, scholars, policy makers, and activists have
sought to improve labor migrants’ experience largely by identifying and studying
destination countries’ markets, institutions, and visa regimes and other relevant reg-
ulations. They have also given some attention to the role of origin-country recruiters
and job agents, who act as middlemen or brokers by connecting aspiring migrants to
overseas jobs, and thus frequently have profound influence on migrants’ experience
of overseas employment (Arif 2009; Morgan and Nolan 2011; Ghayur 2016; Babar
2021; Schewel 2021). For instance, since these brokers can establish a monopoly
over employment information and resources, they sometimes introduce exploitative
relationships into labor migration (Jones et al. 2014).

In this article, we focus on an important early step in the migration process, which
has received comparatively less attention in the literature: aspiring low-skilled labor
migrants’ experience of looking for overseas work before they leave their home
country. Specifically, we examine whether providing aspiring migrants with new
and relevant information about migration brokers and overseas employment oppor-
tunities improves their experience while they seek to leave home and undertake inter-
national labor migration.

To do so, we conducted a field experiment with aspiring migrants in a high out-
migration city in Pakistan. Like other countries in the broader region, Pakistan
makes up a large portion of the low-skilled migrants moving to the Gulf
Cooperation Council (GCC) states for temporary jobs. In fact, Pakistan is the
second largest supplier of temporary low-skilled labor migrants to the GCC,
with the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (KSA) being the most common destination fol-
lowed by the United Arab Emirates. In the destination countries, most migrants are
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employed as construction workers, taxi and private drivers, or security guards. We
consider our study’s participants to be aspiring migrants because they were
actively seeking opportunities to emigrate for such temporary jobs when they
joined our study in July 2019.

During our experiment, we shared two different informational statements with
randomly selected participants via mobile phone-based text messages. The first state-
ment, or experimental treatment, gave participants information about the best job
agent in their local area, or, more specifically, which agent in their neighborhood
had recently connected the most aspiring migrants to overseas jobs. The second treat-
ment provided participants with details of the most common overseas job appropriate
for low-skilled labor migrants that was available at the time. Both treatments were
randomized independently of one another, and each was given to half the partici-
pants. To make treatment and control group comparisons meaningful, participants
in the control groups also received messages relevant to migration, but these provided
generic information instead.

We measured participants’ experience of the migration process in two ways,
capturing both objective and subjective aspects of the effort to obtain overseas
employment. The objective outcome was whether participants gained more knowl-
edge about the job contract they were likely to obtain, such as whether the
employer offered accommodation and what the daily working hours were. The
subjective outcome was whether participants were more confident about their
chances of getting a job.

The results indicate that information about the best local job agents is associated
with improvements in the objective outcome—more knowledge about the details of
likely job contracts — when comparing treated participants to those in the control
condition. While we find evidence of this result overall, analyses of heterogeneous
effects indicate that the effect is driven by participants who had not talked to previous
or current migrants and those who had not migrated before. In other words, the treat-
ment effect holds among participants without two clear alternative sources of informa-
tion. We also find that this information led participants to obtain more knowledge about
contracts — that is, compared to themselves before receiving the information — but
only if they had not migrated before. We additionally find null effects:
first, information about the best local agents did not change participants’ confidence in
their employment chances and, second, information about the modal available job oppor-
tunity did not affect participants’ knowledge of likely contracts nor their confidence in
securing overseas employment.

Our positive findings suggest that providing new information to migrants can
improve their experience, but only if they lack alternative personal sources of infor-
mation. The results point to concrete and practical ways to heighten aspiring
migrants’ satisfaction with the experience of obtaining overseas employment,
increase their chances of actually migrating, and even possibly alter, or circumvent,
the potentially exploitative relationship between job agents and aspiring migrants
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(Shrestha 2020). Yet, to be clear, we use this particular article to focus on improving
aspiring migrants’ experience by improving their knowledge of the migration process
and bolstering their confidence while engaging in this process.

Considering the positive and null findings together leads to the conclusion that not
all new information affects migrants’ overseas job-seeking experience, and not every
aspect of searching for a job overseas is affected. This broader conclusion helps illu-
minate some of the heterogeneity in the dynamics underlying migration processes.
Recent theorizing about these processes has developed the aspiration-capabilities
framework, which conceptualizes human mobility as the freedom to choose where
to live (de Haas 2021). This freedom and choice, in turn, reflect the intersection of
aspirations and capabilities in people. Aspirations to migrate take many forms
(Carling and Collins 2018), but they can usefully — and simply — be thought of
as the “conviction that migrating is preferable to staying” (Schewel 2021, 1622;
see also Carling and Schewel 2018). Capabilities comprise not only resources and
skills facilitating migration, but also the general well-being and opportunities that
allow people to select where to live (Carling and Collins 2018; de Haas 2021;
Schewel 2021; Karell 2022).

While the aspiration-capabilities framework conceptually distinguishes between
aspirations and capabilities, they are not functionally independent (de Haas 2021).
For example, increases in education — an increase in capabilities — can encourage
aspirations to migrate by making individuals more confident that they could success-
fully establish a life elsewhere (de Haas 2021, 18; see also Schewel 2021 and
Hagen-Zanker, Hennessey, and Mazzilli 2023). Thus, seen through the lens of the
aspiration-capabilities framework, our findings highlight how information can
improve the capabilities of individuals considering migration, which can subse-
quently influence their aspirations, just as the more commonly studied economic
and social capital can (de Haas 2021; Schewel 2021). However, our findings also
indicate that improving capabilities can be an uneven process — not all attempts
to cultivate capabilities may succeed, perhaps leading to unanticipated changes in
individuals’ migration aspirations.

The artcile proceeds as follows. The next section situates our project in the more
specific literature discussing migrant precarity, including the role of information in
potentially reducing this precarity. This section concludes with our hypotheses.
We then explain the context of our study and outline our experimental design and
data. Following this, we present our main findings before concluding with a discus-
sion about future research, the implications for the aspiration-capabilities framework,
and policy implications.

Information, Brokerage, and Migration
For many developing countries, emigration and labor export are important ways of
achieving returns on human capital through remittances (Turner and Kleist 2013).
This often occurs in the form of temporary migration to more developed countries
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for relatively low-skilled jobs, such as construction workers, private and taxi drivers,
security guards, and salon workers. Research on the experience of low-skilled tem-
porary labor migration has largely focused on migrants’ vulnerability, highlighting
conditions in destination countries, the exploitation that emerges due to dependence
on brokers in migrants’ home countries, and the role that migrants’ own networks can
play (which can be both positive and negative).

The scholarship on low-skilled migrants’ experience in destination countries is
vast, although for the most part it paints a negative picture by highlighting migrants’
vulnerabilities (e.g., Buckley 2014; Lewis et al. 2015; Deshingkar 2019; Silvey and
Parreñas 2020). For example, some scholars have studied how the Kafala system in
many Gulf countries harms migrants by restricting family reunification, tying them to
a single employer, disallowing local marriages, and enforcing other mobility restric-
tions so that the migrants remain transient workers (Longva 1999; Esim and Smith
2004; Shah 2008; Silvey and Parreñas 2020). Other work has drawn attention to
cases in which migrants are compelled to re-sign contracts on arrival in the destina-
tion country with a lower salary and other differences in terms and conditions than
what was originally promised (Arif 2009).

Related scholarship on low-skilled labor migrants’ experience focuses on the bro-
kering role that home-country job agents or brokers (terms we use interchangeably)
play during aspiring migrants’ attempts to find overseas employment, including how
these agents can additionally contribute to migrants’ vulnerability. Broadly speaking,
individuals acting as brokers bridge “structural holes,” or gaps in social structure,
thereby helping goods, information, and opportunities flow across these gaps and
between other individuals, groups, and firms (Granovetter 1973; Stovel and Shaw
2012). In the case of countries with consistently high levels of low-skilled out-
migration, foreign employers often liaise with job agents, paying the agents commis-
sions for supplying workers (Segall and Labowitz 2017). As Williams et al. (2020)
note about Nepal, the higher the logistical costs associated with the destination coun-
tries, the more prominent agents become. Agents help aspiring migrants meet logis-
tical requirements that would be difficult for them to fulfill on their own, such as
arranging housing, medical checks, and insurance.

In addition to logistical support, home-country job agents are frequently a valu-
able — and oftentimes sole — source of information for many aspiring migrants.
This is particularly the case in rural areas where recruitment agencies are often
not directly present (Morgan and Nolan 2011; Schewel 2021), in situations
where migrants cannot learn about the specifics of jobs themselves due to lan-
guage barriers (Babar 2021), and, more broadly, any time migrants’ own informa-
tion sources are relatively limited (Stovel and Shaw 2012). These kinds of
dependencies for support and information point to how brokering can become
problematic. Namely, parties on either side of the gaps in social structure risk
becoming overly reliant on brokers, giving brokers the opportunity to monopolize
the flow of resources and information, which can be exploited for personal gain
(Stovel and Shaw 2012).
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While not all agents use their brokering position to treat migrants unfairly, the
high risk for unscrupulous behavior has led some to characterize agents as another
source of exploitation in migrants’ experience of the migration process. After all,
agents’ primary focus is on personal profits rather than migrant well-being, which
increases the migrants’ precarity (Deshingkar 2019). For instance, Arif (2009)
finds that the actual cost of overseas migration in Pakistan is over 10 times higher
than the official cost regulated by the government’s Bureau of Overseas
Emigration (BEOE). Eelens and Speckmann (1990) find similar patterns in Sri
Lanka where, due to brokers facing a supply of labor migrants exceeding demand,
recruitment for overseas employment essentially became a “buyers’ market.”

The risk that in-country brokers potentially pose to migrants raises the question of
how low-skilled workers’ experience of obtaining overseas employment can be
improved by altering their relationship with agents. This is the focus of our
project. One potential approach for shifting this relationship is through better regula-
tion in home countries. Such regulation often entails improved inspection of private-
sector agencies and their practices, with the aim of reducing malpractice, fraud, and
exploitative costs imposed upon migrants, as well as to elevate agencies offering
better compliance (Kern and Müller-Böker 2015). However, there is evidence
from countries like Pakistan that this is not the usual outcome. Instead, regulation
often results in inefficiencies and corruption such that the state entities that are
tasked with oversight of the job agents engage in bribery and bureaucratic delays
themselves (Ghayur 2016; Babar 2021). Consequently, new problems emerge
rather than existing ones being resolved.

Another possibility is to bypass the broker relationship, or, in other words, offer
migrants a way to close information or resource gaps without agents. For example, a
government agency or independent advocacy organization could provide migrants
with alternative sources of information about the migration process and the condi-
tions of the jobs they are likely to get. This way, migrants could make better informed
decisions regarding migration while lowering their dependence on job agents (which
could then result in an improved experience of migration). This strategy of informa-
tion provision has been popular among states and international development agencies
to ensure safe and orderly migration trajectories (Asis and Aguinas 2012). It is not
clear, however, whether such information provision is always effective. For instance,
Frantz (2014), studying the case of Jordan, finds that formal predeparture training
given to small proportions of migrants did not cover their legal rights. In Cape
Verde, Åkesson and Alpes (2019) find that state-provided predeparture programs
were, in fact, ineffective due to low trust in state-sanctioned initiatives, especially
in comparison to local brokers who elicited greater trust. Similarly, others discuss
how, despite their heavy commissions, brokers are still considered more trustworthy,
especially by rural migrants, as they often form part of migrants’ own social networks
(Spaan 1994; Deshingkar 2019).

Thus, previous research indicates that providing novel sources of information to
aspiring migrants before they leave their countries is not always an effective way
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to alter their experience in the destination countries, especially when the information
comes from the state. Building on these findings, we examine the effect of informa-
tion provision on aspiring migrants’ experience of looking for overseas employment
while still in their home countries. That is, to support further understanding of the
effects of information on migrants’ experiences in the destination country, we
examine a prior stage: whether the provision of information affects aspiring migrants’
job search experience in their home countries. At the same time, since the literature
provides mixed evidence that information provision improves migrants’ experi-
ences in destination countries, we simply ask whether information provision
can, at minimum, improve aspiring migrants’ experience of looking for jobs
before departure.

We broadly expect that providing information will improve aspiring migrants’
experiences of seeking overseas employment. We specifically hypothesize and test
two components of this experience (i.e., the outcomes of our study). The first is
objective. Namely, we examine the knowledge that migrants obtain of likely job con-
tracts. More knowledge of contracts will likely help migrants to make better deci-
sions when, for example, comparing employment opportunities.

Howmight providing migrants with information help them obtain new knowledge
(beyond the information we directly provide)? One way this can happen is through
the “knowledge gap” process of curiosity and knowledge acquisition. During this
process, an individual first encounters some stimuli which make salient a particular
lack of knowledge (Lowenstein 1994; Litman 2005). Then, after realizing the depri-
vation of this knowledge — the knowledge gap — the individual comes to under-
stand the importance of the missing knowledge, as well as what can be gained by
obtaining related knowledge. This understanding motivates the individual to seek
out and learn knowledge broadly related to the knowledge gap (Murayama 2022).
The process is especially strong when the original stimuli comprise information
that not only illuminates the knowledge gap, but is itself beneficial to the individual
(Cogliati Dezza, Molinaro, and Verguts 2023). Building on these insights, we posit
that providing new information to aspiring migrants will motivate them to seek out
more knowledge about contracts. In our case, closing an information gap is not only
likely to act as a stimuli making salient a knowledge gap, but also helps aspiring
migrants realize that this kind of information exists and can be obtained by
seeking it out from, for example, job agents.

Hypothesis 1: All else equal, providing information to aspiring migrants will be
associated, on average, with migrants subsequently obtaining new knowledge
about likely job contracts, both compared to their earlier selves (within-subject)
and compared to migrants who did not receive the information (between-subject).

The second component is subjective. Migrants’ subjective experience of the
migration process — their perception of what is happening and likely to happen as
they try to migrate — matters because it can influence their decisions. For
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example, Shrestha (2020) finds that some Nepalese migrants were more likely to
migrate after they were informed of lower-than-expected mortality rates associated
with overseas migration, which they tended to overestimate. In our study, we
examine migrants’ perception of their chances of (eventually) securing an overseas
job. We posit that receiving new information increases migrants’ confidence that
they understand the often opaque migration process and, as a result, makes them
feel they are more likely to get a job.

Hypothesis 2: All else equal, providing new information to aspiring migrants will
be associated, on average, with migrants having greater confidence in securing
overseas employment, both compared to their earlier selves (within-subject) and
compared to migrants without new information (between-subject).

While we expect information to have an overall, or average, positive effect on
aspiring migrants’ objective and subjective experience of trying to migrate overseas,
we are particularly interested in the heterogeneous effects of information provision
for those who are less likely to have alternative personal sources of information.
Aspiring migrants of course begin the migration process with some existing knowl-
edge, although the amount varies greatly across individuals. One obvious source of
alternative information is the internet, which scholars have found can provide a
wealth of useful information to aspiring migrants (Pesando et al. 2021). However,
in this paper, we focus on migrants’ personal social networks, largely because we
are studying a context in which aspiring migrants’ low literacy rates strongly influ-
ence the efficacy of alternative sources of information.

Aspiring migrants’ social networks sometimes include friends or family members
who have migrated before or who are currently overseas (Liu 2013). These networks
often affect the decision to migrate at all, as well as the choice of destination
(Dahinden 2005; Mckenzie and Rapoport 2007; Liu 2013; Zhang et al. 2020).
Migrants tend to go to countries where they already know previous migrants
(Epstein 2008; Haug 2008) because there are consequently better social support net-
works in the destination countries (Dahinden 2005). In addition, these networks
provide both information and resources, which not only increases the number of
people migrating but also lowers the costs associated with migration (Mckenzie and
Rapoport 2007; Liu 2013).

We expect that aspiring migrants already interacting with previous or current
migrants have an alternative and personal source of information and therefore
would be less likely to be influenced by the information we provide. By contrast,
those without these kinds of social ties are less likely to have alternative information
sources and, consequently, be more likely to be influenced by our informational inter-
ventions. In terms of Granovetter’s (1973) seminal framework on how social ties
facilitate the flow of information and resources, our provision of information
would matter the most when it could potentially ameliorate the consequences of
“structural holes.” Namely, aspiring migrants connected to previous or current
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migrants can rely on these social ties to span these gaps in their networks and gain
access to novel and useful knowledge. In these cases, our information would be
redundant, acting like Granovetter’s “strong ties” by reinforcing existing knowledge.
However, for those aspiring migrants who do not have the social connections that can
help bridge them to novel resources, our intervention could have an impact by bring-
ing the novel information directly to them.

A similar logic applies to aspiring migrants’ personal migration history. Those
who have migrated themselves in the past have a wealth of knowledge of their
own, which makes it less likely that their experience will be affected by information
provided by a new source, such as a government agency, independent organization,
or researchers like us. Conversely, those who do not have this background are more
likely to be influenced by the information we provide (or provided by others). We
thus offer four more hypotheses that amend our two main hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a: The effect in H1 will be larger for those who do not personally
know and chat with any previous migrants.

Hypothesis 1b: The effect in H1 will be larger for those who have not migrated
before.
and

Hypothesis 2a: The effect in H2 will be larger for those who do not personally
know and chat with any previous migrants.

Hypothesis 2b: The effect in H2 will be larger for those who have not migrated
before.

We test our hypotheses by providing aspiring migrants with two kinds of informa-
tion. One gives the study’s participants information about the best-performing job
agent in their neighborhood. The other provides reliable contract details about the
modal job opportunity available. We explain these informational interventions in
more detail below, after we introduce the study context.

Study Context: Pakistan
Pakistan, the fifth most populous country in the world, has had high temporary out-
migration for the past few decades, largely due to a vast low-skilled labor force. This
emigration is concentrated among the GCC countries because of geographical proximity
and the large number of temporary employment opportunities. In 2013 alone, 623,000
Pakistanis left to go abroad; in 2015, nearly 96 percent of Pakistanis working abroad
resided in the GCC countries (ILO 2015). We conduct our study in one high-out migra-
tion area of Pakistan, the neighboring and contiguous cities of Rawalpindi and Islamabad
(henceforth Rawalpindi). “Pindi” is the third largest metropolitan region in Pakistan and,
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as a result of its geographic location, draws aspiring migrants from both the county’s
north and very populous Punjab regions. This makes the sampling population more soci-
odemographically diverse than other major cities in Pakistan.

In migrant-receiving countries like the GCC states, companies seeking foreign-
born low-skilled workers typically sign contracts with recruitment agencies, includ-
ing job agents, in sending countries (like Pakistan) to find individuals to fill their
employment openings (Segall and Labowitz 2017). Many of these aspiring migrants
reside in rural areas and must travel to urban centers to learn about overseas employ-
ment opportunities, liaise with recruitment agencies holding the contracts, and
accomplish several requirements for migration, such as completing a medical
check and obtaining a passport and visa. Doing so may require the assistance of
neighbors, relatives, or local subcontracted job agents who guide them through the
process (Arif 2009). Indeed, because most aspiring low-skilled labor migrants in
Pakistan have no easy way to even learn about which opportunities for overseas
employment exist, much less how to apply for jobs tendered in contracts held by a
broker without actually working with the broker, they are effectively required to
work with brokers and pay their requisite fees. In Pakistan, many of these brokers
and (sub-)agents are officially licensed as overseas employment providers (hence-
forth OEPs, used alongside “agents” or “brokers”) by the BEOE and are legally
allowed to charge aspiring migrants fees.

In sum, low-skilled labor migration from countries like Pakistan typically involves
a series of steps involving the acquisition of novel information and development of
new knowledge. Usually, these steps are thoroughly mediated and essentially
monopolized by brokers. These steps also carry monetary costs. Consequently, aspir-
ing migrants have an incentive to acquire accurate knowledge about brokers and
migration processes and opportunities, search out and gain even more knowledge,
and update their beliefs about their migration prospects, lest they take on more finan-
cial burdens for unlikely or unwanted outcomes. Moreover, while we focus on
Rawalpindi and Pakistan, these mediation and financial dynamics are common
across many countries with high levels of low-skilled labor migration (Arif 2009;
Segall and Labowitz 2017; Schewel 2021).

Data and Study Design
Our study’s participants are a sample of 450 aspiring migrants.1 Since the study
required individuals who were actively looking for opportunities to migrate overseas
for low-skilled jobs, we recruited participants from outside OEP offices in
Rawalpindi. Specifically, we used the BEOE website to construct a list of active
agents and their neighborhoods of operation in Rawalpindi during early 2019. As

1We preregistered our hypotheses and analytical strategy before conducting any part of the
analysis. The preregistration analysis plan can be found at https://osf.io/uv59t/.
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agents tend to set up their offices close to well-known markets, this approach
helped us identify clusters of agents around the city. We shortlisted clusters
with a relatively high number of OEP offices for logistical simplicity, and our
survey enumerators then visited randomly selected OEPs from these clusters.
At the agents’ offices, and with the agents’ permission, the enumerators
approached randomly selected migrants and asked about their willingness to par-
ticipate in the study. They continued the recruitment effort until they had enrolled
450 participants.2

Recruiting participants from OEP offices was how we addressed the challenge
that there exists no sampling frame of aspiring migrants in Pakistan. In other
words, since it is not possible to know at the outset who all aspiring migrants
are and then sample from this population, we needed to somehow first identify
people trying to migrate, then select individuals from this group. While this strat-
egy successfully yielded numerous study participants, it worked against obtaining
positive and meaningful results. Namely, people already going to OEP offices
likely have some nontrivial amount of information about OEPs and job opportu-
nities, knowledge of contracts, and confidence in securing overseas employment.
This penalizes the potential impact of our informational interventions — or, in
terms of inferential modeling, it becomes harder to detect a statistically significant
effect.

The structure of the study consisted of two face-to-face interviews with treatment
(or control) interventions administered in between. The entry interview consisted of a
structured survey lasting about 60 min, and took place shortly after participants were
recruited into the study. This was during July and August of 2019. The exit interview,
a shorter structured survey, occurred during February and early March 2020.3 Of the
450 individuals who expressed interest in the study, 417 completed the entry survey.
Of these, 286 could be tracked down and interviewed for the exit survey.4

Importantly, as we discuss below, the participants who completed the exit survey

2The data collection and study design were approved by the Institutional Review Board at New
York University Abu Dhabi (#002-2019).

3Three months after the study began, and about 1 month after the treatment period, the enu-
merators contacted participants to ask if they had obtained a contract. The intent was to
conduct the exit interview with anyone who had already gotten a contract before they left
the country; no participant had obtained a job contract by this point.

4It is unlikely that many of those who could not be contacted had already migrated as the
survey firm regularly contacted participants soon after the treatment to ensure they were inter-
viewed before departure if they had already signed a job contract for overseas employment
(see footnote 3). We suspect that the difficulty in tracking down more participants at the
end of our study, in early March 2020, was related to the emerging COVID-19 pandemic,
although the uncertainty and instability at the time hindered a complete and precise under-
standing of how the early pandemic affected the end stages of our project. Nevertheless,
balance tests of various sorts in Table 2 reassure us that the attrition does not affect our results.
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are very similar, on average, to those who dropped out of the study with regards to
sociodemographic attributes, migration history, and their relationships with current
or previous migrants. This helps mitigate concerns about attrition in our study. All
interviews took place in Urdu.

During the entry interview, we asked participants about several topics, including
demographics, their migration history, and their relationships with current or previ-
ous migrants. Table 1 uses this information to describe those participants who even-
tually also participated in the exit interview. All participants were men and most were
single (never married) (58.48%). We intentionally had an all-male sample as low-
skilled female temporary migration from Pakistan is essentially nonexistent. The
mean age was about 28. Most spoke Punjabi (77.62%) and identified their ethnicity
as Punjabi (78.7%), which we use to code binary variables for speaking the majority
language or not and for self-identifying as the majority ethnicity or not. About half
had no formal education beyond secondary school (47.29%), and most were unem-
ployed (75.45%) and came from households earning less than 60,000 Pakistani
Rupees (about 390 USD in 2020). The majority had not spoken with someone
they personally knew who had migrated before about the migration experience or
process, nor had most migrated before themselves, as indicated by the means for
these two binary variables.

Treatment and Control Conditions
Participants received the treatment or control conditions as informational messages
sent to their phones via SMS text message in late October and early November
2019, about midway through the study. We opted to use phone-based text messages
to administer the treatment and control conditions because of how commonplace (and

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics.

Statistic N Mean SD Min Median Max

Age 277 28.25 6.67 18 27 80

Primary language Punjabi 277 0.78 0.42 0 1 1

Punjabi ethnicity 277 0.79 0.41 0 1 1

No education beyond secondary school 277 0.47 0.5 0 0 1

Single (never married) 277 0.59 0.49 0 1 1

Currently unemployed 277 0.76 0.43 0 1 1

Household income < 60,000 PKR 182 0.62 0.49 0 1 1

Household size 277 7.09 2.5 3 7 20

Chat with previous migrant 286 0.23 0.42 0 0 1

Migrated before 277 0.08 0.28 0 0 1

Knowledge index 277 7.9 0.65 2 8 8

Knowledge index change (Δ) 277 0.14 1.03 −6 0 4

High job confidence 277 0.11 0.69 0 0 1

Job confidence change (Δ) 277 0.38 0.49 −1 0 1

12 International Migration Review 0(0)



inexpensive) SMS messaging is for interpersonal communication and information
consumption in Pakistan, as well as in other similar contexts.5

We employed two treatment messages, allowing us to assess the effects of different
kinds of information. The first treatment message (T1) told the respondent about the best
performing OEP in the particular neighborhood where they were recruited into the
study. It mentioned how many migrants that OEP had sent abroad in the last year —
that is, in 2018 — and how many the average OEP in their neighborhood had sent in
the same time period. The message also provided them with the name, address, and
phone number of this best-performing OEP. The second treatment message (T2) pro-
vided respondents with information about the modal job contract available at that
time. We obtained the information about high-quality OEPs and available job opportu-
nities from a database maintained by the BEOE.6,7 The database was publicly available
on the BEOE’s website, but its information was in English, making it inaccessible to
most low-skilled aspiring migrants in Pakistan, including those in our study.

One motivation for our treatment statements was that we used all public (and factual)
information available from the BEOE. In other words, we wanted to inform participants
about things that were not only relevant to the migration process but also true and acces-
sible to people not in the study, so as not to confer an unfair advantage. With these
parameters in mind, the treatments had to be about OEPs’ performance and job oppor-
tunities — the main information available on the BEOE’s website at the time.

The treatment and control messages were in Urdu. The English translations are as
follows:

T1: OEP Muhammad Tufail Butt has found 687 migrants jobs abroad last year.
The average OEP in your area sent 98. Tufail Butt’s contact information is as
follows …

T2: There are 5,258 open contracts for private drivers in KSA (Saudi Arabia) in
the twin cities of Rawalpindi and Islamabad. The average salary for this job is

5While messaging applications like WhatsApp make it easier to know whether the respondent
has seen the text, not all our participants used this app. Therefore, we chose to use regular
SMS messaging.

6The BEOE’s website provides each OEP’s contact information, as well as information about
how many migrants each OEP has sent abroad in the last year. We used this information to
locate OEPs in the selected neighborhoods and then identify which one had sent the highest
number of migrants abroad during the past year. We refer to this OEP as the “best perform-
ing” one in that neighborhood. We used this same information to also calculate the average
rate per neighborhood. As the study was conducted in 2019, we used 2018 information to
construct this treatment.

7Contracts are listed on the BEOE website throughout the year. The contracts we used to con-
struct our second treatment had been posted fairly evenly throughout the year, with new con-
tracts being posted every couple of days in each month.

Karell et al. 13



57,737 PKR per month, and most of these contracts receive accommodation,
meals, health insurance, and plane ticket provided by the employer.

Control: Did you know that one of the main functions of the Bureau of Emigration
& Overseas Employment, based in Islamabad, is to advise the Federal
Government on emigration procedures and policies?

The italicized text in T1 varied based on the neighborhood where the participant
had been recruited. Each message was sent twice in the same day to maximize the
chances of it being read.

After receiving the treatment messages, participants were asked “How helpful is
this information?” with the following options listed: “very helpful”; “somewhat
helpful”; “neither helpful nor unhelpful”; and “unhelpful.”We requested that respon-
dents texted back their answers. For those in the control condition, we asked them to
text back with “yes,” “no,” or “I’m not sure.”We asked these questions and requested
responses to gain insight into whether individuals had read the messages. Of the par-
ticipants who eventually participated in the exit interview, 52% replied to our queries
about the treatment or control messages. To be clear, this does not mean that the other
48% did not read the messages; it means that we have strong evidence that over half
of the sample did read the messages. We check the robustness of our main results by
analyzing both the full sample of respondents and the subset of those who responded
to the postmessage query.

We randomly and independently assigned treatment such that half the respondents
randomly received T1, and half randomly received T2. The “Treatment 1 (T1)” and
“Treatment 2 (T2)” rows of the “Non-Attriters versus Attriters” column of Table 2
show that attriters did not differ, on average, from nonattriters with regard to treat-
ment conditions. This further mitigates concern about attrition. The “T1 versus No
T1” and “T2 versus No T2” columns of Table 2 present the results of pretreatment
balance tests based on the participants who completed the exit survey. They show
that in terms of the sociodemographic and migration-related attributes described
earlier, the individuals treated with T1 were not significantly different, on average,
than those not treated with T1. The same was true of the group treated with T2
and the group not treated with T2.

Outcomes
We analyze the effect of the treatments on two sets of outcomes. The first set captures
an objective aspect of the migration experience and is used to test the first set of
hypotheses (i.e., H1, H1a, and H1b). It was motivated by insights we gained
during pre-study interviews, in which respondents often lamented receiving little
information about the job they were being recruited for.

If respondents said that they had been given some information about a specific job
posting that the OEP had in mind for them, we asked about eight possible specific

14 International Migration Review 0(0)



aspects of this potential contract. The aspects were: whether the employer (via the job
contract) offered accommodation, meals, the plane ticket, a medical test (required for
the visa), health insurance, and/or local transportation when overseas; what the daily
working hours were; and the total recruitment cost. We chose these aspects as most, if
not all, of these should have been known by OEPs because they are usually specified
in the job contracts OEPs manage. Indeed, they were reported for every job contract
in the BEOE’s online database.

From participants’ answers about whether they were given details contained in
job contracts, we constructed one of the response variables in the first set of out-
comes, knowledge index. This variable is a count of the number of contract
aspects that the respondent said they had learned about. We also constructed a
second response variable in the first set of outcomes, knowledge index change
(Δ), which is a within-subject measure of the change in the knowledge index
from the entry interview (pretreatment) to the exit interview (posttreatment).
The former response variable allows us to measure the difference between respon-
dents who were treated versus not while the latter variable captures the
difference-in-differences by comparing the within-individual change for the
treated versus control group.

Table 2. Differences Between Groups.

Nonattriters

versus attriters

T1 versus No

T1

T2 versus No

T2

Statistic ΔM p ΔM p ΔM p

Age −0.126 ≥ .05 0.167 ≥ .05 −0.877 ≥ .05

Primary language Punjabi 0.002 ≥ .05 −0.082 ≥ .05 −0.032 ≥ .05

Punjabi ethnicity 0.049 ≥ .05 −0.038 ≥ .05 0.029 ≥ .05

No education beyond secondary school 0.013 ≥ .05 −0.09 ≥ .05 0.004 ≥ .05

Single (never married) −0.09 ≥ .05 −0.081 ≥ .05 −0.041 ≥ .05

Currently unemployed 0.024 ≥ .05 −0.088 ≥ .05 0.051 ≥ .05

Household income < 60,000 PKR 0.059 ≥ .05 0.093 ≥ .05 0.135 ≥ .05

Household size 0.058 ≥ .05 0.299 ≥ .05 −0.042 ≥ .05

Chat with previous migrant −0.061 ≥ .05 0.014 ≥ .05 −0.035 ≥ .05

Migrated before 0.019 ≥ .05 0.002 ≥ .05 −0.023 ≥ .05

Treatment 1 (T1) exposure −0.083 ≥ .05

Treatment 2 (T2) exposure −0.006 ≥ .05

Knowledge index 0.021 ≥ .05 −0.029 ≥ .05 −0.024 ≥ .05

High job confidence −0.036 ≥ .05 0.015 ≥ .05 0.013 ≥ .05

Note: This table shows the difference in means (ΔM) between nonattriters and attriters, those who

received Treatment 1 (T1) and not, and those who received Treatment 2 (T2) and not. The table also

shows the p-values obtained when using either t-tests or chi-square tests to test for differences between

groups’ various attributes and treatment conditions. In the tests of the information index and belief in

obtaining a job, the measures of the index and chance of obtaining a job come from the entry interview,

that is, they are pretreatment.
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The second set of outcomes pertains to the subjective experience of the migration
process and corresponds to the second set of hypotheses (i.e., H2, H2a, and H2b).
Respondents were asked about their own perceived likelihood of getting a job in
the next 3 months, measured on a 0 to 3 ordinal scale. For those who chose 3
(very likely), we coded the first response variable in this second set, high job confi-
dence, as a 1 versus 0 to analyze the between-subject difference at exit. Building
on this variable, we also constructed a second response variable in this set of out-
comes, job confidence change (Δ), which captures the within-subject difference
over time. The bottom panel of Table 1 summarizes these four response variables.
Table 2 shows that, in terms of participants’ knowledge index and their confidence
of obtaining a job at the time of the entry interview, there was no significant differ-
ence, on average, between participants who completed the study and those who
dropped out. We also find no evidence of a difference between those who received
T1 and those who did not (and completed the exit interview), nor between those
who received T2 and those who did not (and completed the exit interview).

When analyzing how the treatments affect the outcomes, we consider two hetero-
geneous treatment effects. Specifically, we examine how the effects are conditioned
by talk with previous migrant, an indicator variable capturing whether the participant
personally knows and has recently spoken with someone who has migrated in the
past or is currently a migrant, and migrated before, another indicator variable, denot-
ing whether the participant himself has migrated in the past or not. As mentioned
earlier, Table 1 reports the distributions of these two variables used to examine het-
erogeneous effects. Table 2 shows that, with regard to these two variables, the group
of participants who completed the study did not significantly differ from the group of
those participants who did not complete the study. The statistics presented in Table 2
also indicate that distributions of these variables were not significantly different
between the groups of treated and control participants for either T1 or T2.

Estimation
For between-subject analyses, we use the following basic specification to estimate the
treatment effects:

Yi = α + βTi + βTixi + εi

where Yi is the outcome variable, Ti = {0, 1} is an indicator of treatment assign-
ment for individual i, and xi is the independent variable we interact the treatment
with to explore possible heterogeneous treatment effects.

For within-subject analyses, we use:

Yi = α + βTit + βTitxit + εit

where Yi is the change in Y pretreatment and posttreatment for individual i and t =
{0, 1} indicates entry and exit interview, respectively. Other variables are the same
as specified above.
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Results
Tables 3 and 4 present the results of testing our first set of hypotheses, which
focus on whether providing information to migrants leads them to obtain new
knowledge about likely job contracts. The first test involves T1, giving migrants
information about high-quality local OEPs. We see in Table 3 that while this
information does not increase participants’ knowledge compared to their pretreat-
ment selves (Table 3, Model 1), the treated participants do have more knowledge
of likely contracts compared to the nontreated participants (Table 3, Model 2).
These contrasting results are likely due to how individuals’ level of knowledge
changes and the structure of the analytical comparisons. Namely, while partici-
pants, on average, gain new knowledge between the entry and exit interviews,
it is relatively little in terms of the actual knowledge index. Indeed, the mean
change in the index is 0.14 (see Table 1). Consequently, the models do not esti-
mate a significant effect when used to examine the change undertaken by partic-
ipants, as shown in the first model. However, when the changes within the treated
and nontreated groups are compared, the difference between groups is significant
at conventional levels.

We obtain similar results when considering participants’ discussions with previ-
ous or current migrants. We find no within-subject change (Table 3, Model 3),
but, in the between-subjects analysis, participants who receive information about
the best local OEPs have more knowledge about contracts compared to those who
do not receive the OEP information (Table 3, Model 4). However, this positive
effect occurs only among those participants who had not been in communication
with previous or current migrants. This indicates that our provision of information
has an effect only on those participants who are not getting information from
migrants in their own social networks.8

When we examine how the treatment effect differs across participants’ migration
histories, we get slightly different results. We find that receiving information about
high-quality local OEPs does lead participants to acquire new knowledge about
likely contracts (i.e., a within-subject change), but only for those migrants who
had not migrated before (Table 3, Model 5). The base coefficient on “migrated
before” is also positive and statistically significant, indicating that those who have
migrated before are associated with obtaining new knowledge, regardless of their
treatment status. Following the explanation of our first two models’ results, these
findings suggest that participants who have not migrated before increase their

8We find that these results are not driven by any one specific component of the knowledge
index. Rather, most of the eight components are highly correlated with one another and
most of them are statistically significant when fitting separate regressions with each compo-
nent as the outcome variable. These results are available upon request.
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knowledge to a relatively larger degree than other participants, whether treated or
not.9 In addition, and consistent with the preceding results, we find that those who
receive the treatment and have not migrated before consequently have more knowl-
edge about available jobs compared to untreated participants (Table 3, Model 6).10

In contrast to the first informational message (T1), we find that T2, information
about the modal available job, has no effect on participants’ knowledge about
likely contracts. Table 4 shows that the estimated effect of the treatment is never stat-
istically significant at conventional levels, and, in some cases, is even negative. There
is no evidence of an effect even when considering participants’ communication with
previous or current migrants or when considering their migration histories. Thus, we
find some evidence in support of our first hypothesis: providing participants with
some kinds of information — namely, about the best-performing local OEP (T1) — is
associated with more knowledge about likely job contracts, and primarily when compar-
ing participants with the OEP information to those without it. In addition, our findings
indicate that this kind of information has heterogeneous effects. It affects participants
with social ties and experience associated with low levels of information, specifically,
those not in communication with previous or current migrants (supporting H1a) and
those who had not migrated before (supporting H1b).

Next, the tests of our second set of hypotheses examine whether providing aspir-
ing migrants with information affects a subjective aspect of the migration experience —
namely, their confidence in securing overseas employment. Overall, we find that it does
not. Table 5 shows that telling participants about the high-quality local OEPs (T1) does
not increase their confidence, whether analyzing within-subject change or between-
subject differences. Outside of our treatments, we do find evidence that participants’
communication with previous or current migrants is associated with an increase in con-
fidence (a within-subject change; see Table 5, Model 3), and that migrating previously is
associated with greater confidence (Table 5, Models 5 and 6).

Similarly, Table 6 presents results indicating that informing participants about the
modal available job opportunity (T2) does not increase their confidence in securing
an overseas job. It also shows results suggesting that confidence is generally greater
among participants who communicate with previous or current migrants (a between-

9The mean knowledge index change for treated and never-before-migrated participants is
0.234. For nontreated participants, the mean is 0.044.

10We check the robustness of these results by fitting models 1–6 using only data from partic-
ipants who replied to our check of understanding the treatments or control information (see
the subsection “Treatment and Control Conditions”). When using these data, we lose about
half of our observations, which drastically reduces our statistical power. It is thus not surpris-
ing that a few (but not all) of the coefficients reported as statistically significant in Table 3 are
no longer significant at the 0.05 level. Nevertheless, these new coefficients are consistent in
their direction and magnitude. Specifically, we find that T1’s coefficient is: 0.086 (p≥ .1) in
Model 1; 0.194 (p< .1) in Model 2; 0.229 (p≥ .1) in Model 3; 0.240 (p< .05) in Model 4;
0.234 (p< .1) in Model 5; and 0.211 (p< .1) in Model 6.
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subject difference; see Table 6, Model 4) and among participants who have migrated
before (Table 6, Models 5 and 6). Overall, these results do not offer evidence in
support of our second set of hypotheses.

Discussion and Conclusion
How does information influence low-skilled migrants’ experience of seeking over-
seas employment, particularly their knowledge and perceptions of the migration
process? Drawing on data from a field experiment with aspiring migrants in
Rawalpindi, Pakistan, we find that some kinds of information affect some aspects
of the migration experience before migrants leave their home country. Specifically,
information about high-quality OEPs, or job agents, in migrants’ local area is asso-
ciated with greater knowledge about likely job contracts when comparing informed
migrants to those who do not receive the information. While we find evidence of this
result overall, analyses of heterogeneous effects indicate that it occurred among par-
ticipants who did not talk to previous or current migrants and among those who had
not migrated before themselves— in other words, among those without two obvious
alternative personal sources of information. We additionally find that information
about the best-performing local OEPs led migrants to obtain more knowledge
about contracts — that is, compared to themselves before receiving the information
— but only if they had not migrated before. This latter result supports the broader
conclusion that providing new information to migrants will be more likely to
confer positive benefits on those without alternative sources of information.

Our findings also support another broad conclusion: not all information affects
migrants’ migration experience, and not every aspect of searching for a job overseas
is affected. Our results indicate that information about the modal available job oppor-
tunity does not change participants’ knowledge about likely contracts, whether or not
migrants have alternative sources of information. In addition, neither information
about the best local OEPs nor about common job opportunities affects participants’
knowledge about contracts or their confidence in securing overseas employment. Of
course, these null findings could be due to aspects of the study, such as participant
attrition. However, the participants who dropped out during the study are comparable
to those who remained in many observable ways, as discussed in detail in earlier sec-
tions. Consequently, we believe an important insight from the study is a reminder that
information comes in many forms and the migration process comprises many ele-
ments, and these forms and elements have diverse, complex relationships.

Future research can build on these findings to shed further light on the interplay
between different kinds of information and aspiring migrants’ capabilities and aspira-
tions (Carling and Collins 2018; de Haas 2021), including how this interplay is condi-
tioned by migrants’ own sources of information. One useful starting point is
differentiating between information that is novel to migrants— akin to the information
we provide participants— and information that correctsmigrants’ existing but inaccurate
knowledge (e.g., Shrestha 2020). Another possibility, building on both our positive and
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nullfindings and aiming to advance the aspiration-capabilities framework (deHaas 2021),
entails investigating why capabilities for migration do or do not respond tomore informa-
tionor kinds of economic, human, and social capital. That is,whymight aspiringmigrants’
capabilities fail to develop in expected ways, and how would this affect their aspirations?
Our examination of dissimilar informational statements provides a foundation for this kind
of research on heterogeneity in the aspiration-capability dynamics of migration processes.

A third option for future research, drawing on our positive findings that some
information improves some knowledge, and thus aspiring migrants’ capabilities, is
whether this development of capabilities helps individuals to migrate abroad and
have (hopefully) better experiences in the host country than they otherwise would
have had. Furthermore, could providing information to a large population of aspiring
migrants, and subsequently changing their capabilities, have broader consequences
by shifting the structures that constrain the migration of some groups while facilitat-
ing the migration of others (de Haas 2021, 26)? Our study was not designed to
examine these types of long-term effects of information-provision, but it does
provide a starting point for tracing how concrete and straightforward interventions
into aspiring migrants’ lives could not only alter the long-term experience of interna-
tional labor migration but also the structures that shape these experiences.

We conclude with remarks on what our findings suggest for policy. In brief,
Pakistan’s BEOE, as well as analogous governmental and nongovernmental entities
in comparable settings, should develop accessible, efficient, and easily comprehensi-
ble communication that shares the information they already have with aspiring
migrants. Recall that the information we provided to study participants was available
on the BEOE’s website, yet it was in English and difficult to find, especially for users
who are not technologically savvy. We simply obtained the information, identified
which parts were relevant to which participants based on their locations, translated
these parts into Urdu, and proactively shared them with participants. Our study’s
clearest policy implication, then, is not necessarily for agencies to collect difficult-
to-obtain types of information or implement programs cultivating certain knowledge,
but simply to share the large amount of information they already have with those who
are most likely to benefit.

Acknowledgements
We thank Peter Bearman, Hannah Brückner, Katherine Stovel, Nathalie Williams, members of
the Research & Empirical Analysis of Labor Migration program, and participants at the annual
meetings of the European Political Science Association (2022 and 2023) for helpful comments
and suggestions. We also thank two anonymous reviewers and the IMR editorial team. We are
indebted to Waseem Janjua, Wasif Naqvi, and MYMACOM for their assistance with
implementation.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests
The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship,
and/or publication of this article.

24 International Migration Review 0(0)



Funding
The authors disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research, authorship,
and/or publication of this article: This work was supported by the Research and Empirical
Analysis of Labor Migration, under a grant from the New York University Abu Dhabi, with
Peter Bearman from Columbia University acting as Program Director (Grant No. RR2-K-015).

ORCID iDs
Daniel Karell https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6709-6535
Rabia Malik https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7661-2578

References

Åkesson, Lisa, and J. Alpes. 2019. “What is a Legitimate Mobility Manager? Juxtaposing
Migration Brokers with the EU.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 45 (14):
2689–705. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2018.1528100

Arif, Ghulam Mohammad. 2009. Recruitment of Pakistani Workers for Overseas
Employment: Mechanisms, Exploitation and Vulnerabilities.

Asis, Maruja M. B., and Dovelyn Rannveig Aguinas. 2012. “Strengthening Pre-departure
Orientation Programmes in Indonesia, Nepal and the Philippines.” https://www.
migrationpolicy.org/pubs/PredepartureOrientation.pdf

Babar, Zahra. 2021. “Purveyors of Dreams: Labour Recruiters in the Pakistan to Saudi Arabia
Migration Corridor.” Migration and Development 10 (1): 68–85. https://doi.org/10.1080/
21632324.2020.1787104

Buckley, Michelle. 2014. “On the Work of Urbanization: Migration, Construction Labor, and
the Commodity Moment.” Annals of the Association of American Geographers 104 (2):
338–47. https://www.jstor.org/stable/24537725

Carling, Jørgen, and Francis Collins. 2018. “Aspiration, Desire and Drivers of Migration.”
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 44 (6): 909–26. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1369183X.2017.1384134

, and Kerilyn Schewel. 2018. “Revisiting Aspiration and Ability in International
Migration.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 44 (6): 945–63. https://doi.org/
10.1080/1369183X.2017.1384146

Cogliati Dezza, Irene, Gaia Molinaro, and Tom Verguts. 2023. “A Reinforcement Learning
Framework for Information-Seeking and Information-Avoidance.” In Proceedings of the
45th Annual Meeting of the Cognitive Science Society, 356–62.

Dahinden, Janine. 2005. “Contesting Transnationalism? Lessons from the Study of Albanian
Migration Networks from Former Yugoslavia.” Global Networks 5 (2): 191–208. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-0374.2005.00114.x

de Haas, Hein. 2021. “A Theory of Migration: The Aspirations-Capabilities Framework.”
Comparative Migration Studies 9 (8). https://doi.org/10.1186/s40878-020-00210-4.

Deshingkar, Priya. 2019. “The Making and Unmaking of Precarious, Ideal Subjects –
Migration Brokerage in the Global South.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 45
(14): 2638–54. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2018.1528094

Karell et al. 25

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6709-6535
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6709-6535
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7661-2578
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7661-2578
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/pubs/PredepartureOrientation.pdf
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/pubs/PredepartureOrientation.pdf
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/pubs/PredepartureOrientation.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40878-020-00210-4.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40878-020-00210-4.


Eelens, Frank, and Johan D. Speckmann. 1990. “Recruitment of Labor Migrants for the Middle
East: The Sri Lankan Case.” International Migration Review 24 (2): 297–322. https://
doi.org/10.1177/019791839002400205

Epstein, Gil. 2008. “Herd and Network Effects in Migration Decision Making.” Journal of
Ethnic andMigration Studies 34 (4): 567–83. https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830801961597

Esim, Simel, and Monica Smith. 2004. Gender and Migration in Arab States. The Case of
Domestic Workers. Beirut: International Labour Organization.

Frantz, Elizabeth. 2014. Breaking the Isolation: Access to Information and Media among Migrant
Domestic Workers in Jordan and Lebanon. New York, NY: Open Society Foundations.

Ghayur, Sabur. 2016. “From Pakistan to the Gulf region: An Analysis of Links Between
Labour Markets, Skills and the Migration Cycle.” https://labordoc.ilo.org/discovery/
delivery/41ILO INST:41ILO V2/1243587880002676

Granovetter, Mark S. 1973. “The Strength of Weak Ties.” American Journal of Sociology 78
(6): 1360–80. https://doi.org/10.1086/225469

Hagen-Zanker, Jessica, Gemma Hennessey, and Caterina Mazzilli. 2023. “Subjective and
Intangible Factors in Migration Decision-Making: A Review of Side-Lined Literature.”
Migration Studies 11 (2): 349–59. https://doi.org/10.1093/migration/mnad003

Haug, Sonja. 2008. “Migration Networks and Migration Decision-Making.” Journal of Ethnic
and Migration Studies 34 (4): 585–605.

ILO. 2015. “Labour Migration from Pakistan: 2015 Status Report.” https://www.ilo.org/
islamabad/whatwedo/publications/WCMS514139/lang − −en/index.htm

Jones, Nicola, Elizabeth Presler-Marshall, Bekele Tefera, Guday Emirie, Bethelihem Gebre,
and Kiya Gezahegne. 2014. Rethinking Girls on the Move: The Intersection of Poverty,
Exploitation and Violence Experienced by Ethiopian Adolescents Involved in the Middle
East “Maid Trade”. London: Overseas Development Institute.

Karell, Daniel. 2022. “Dynamics of Immobility: Capability Conversion Among Aspiring
Migrants in Pakistan.” International Migration 60 (2): 126–42. https://doi.org/10.1111/
imig.12866

Kern, Alice, andUlrikeMüller-Böker. 2015. “TheMiddle Space ofMigration: A Case Study on
Brokerage and Recruitment Agencies in Nepal.” Geoforum; Journal of Physical, Human,
and Regional Geosciences 65: 158–69. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2015.07.024

Lewis, Hannah, Peter Dwyer, Stuart Hodkinson, and Louise Waite. 2015. “Hyper-Precarious
Lives: Migrants, Work and Forced Labour in the Global North.” Progress in Human
Geography 39 (5): 580–600. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132514548303

Litman, Jordan. 2005. “Curiosity and the Pleasures of Learning: Wanting and Liking New
Information.” Cognition and Emotion 19 (6): 793–814. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02699930541000101

Liu, Mao-Mei. 2013. “Migrant Networks and International Migration: Testing Weak Ties.”
Demography 50 (4): 1243–77. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-013-0213-5

Longva, Anh Nga. 1999. “Keeping Migrant Workers in Check: The Kafala System in the
Gulf.” Middle East Report (211): 20–2. https://doi.org/10.2307/3013330

Lowenstein, George. 1994. “The Psychology of Curiosity: A Review and Reinterpretation.”
Psychological Bulletin 116 (1): 75–98. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.116.1.75

26 International Migration Review 0(0)

https://labordoc.ilo.org/discovery/delivery/41ILOINST:41ILOV2/1243587880002676
https://labordoc.ilo.org/discovery/delivery/41ILOINST:41ILOV2/1243587880002676
https://labordoc.ilo.org/discovery/delivery/41ILOINST:41ILOV2/1243587880002676
https://www.ilo.org/islamabad/whatwedo/publications/WCMS514139/lang--en/index.htm
https://www.ilo.org/islamabad/whatwedo/publications/WCMS514139/lang--en/index.htm
https://www.ilo.org/islamabad/whatwedo/publications/WCMS514139/lang--en/index.htm


Mckenzie, Daivd, and Hillel Rapoport. 2007. “Network Effects and the Dynamics of
Migration and Inequality: Theory and Evidence from Mexico.” Journal of Development
Economics 84 (1): 1–24. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2006.11.003

Morgan, Guy, and Chris Nolan. 2011. “Step Up: Improving Recruitment of Migrant Workers
in Indonesia.” https://www.bsr.org/reports/Improving Migrant Worker Recruitment in
Indonesia.pdf

Murayama, Kou. 2022. “A Reward-Learning Framework of Knowledge Acquisition: An
Integrated Account of Curiosity, Interest, and Intrinsic-Extrinsic Rewards.” Psychological
Review 129 (1): 175–98. https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000349

Pesando, Luca Maria, Valentina Rotondi, Manuela Stranges, Ridhi Kashyap, and Francesco
C. Billari. 2021. “The Internetization of International Migration.” Population and
Development Review 47 (1): 79–111. https://doi.org/10.1111/padr.12371

Schewel, Kerilyn. 2021. “Aspiring for Change: Ethiopian Women’s Labor Migration to the
Middle East.” Social Forces 100 (4): 1619–41. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soab051

Segall, David, and Sarah Labowitz. 2017. “Making Workers Pay: Recruitment of the Migrant
Labor Force in the Gulf Construction Industry.” https://www.stern.nyu.edu/experience-
stern/faculty-research/making-workers-pay-recruitment- migrant-labor-force-gulf-construction-
industry

Shah, Nasra M. 2008. Recent Labor Immigration Policies in the Oil-Rich Gulf: How Effective
are They Likely to Be?

Shrestha, Maheshwor. 2020. “Get Rich or Die Tryin’: Perceived Earnings, Perceived Mortality
Rates, and Migration Decisions of Potential Work Migrants from Nepal.” The World Bank
Economic Review 34 (1): 1–27. https://doi.org/10.1093/wber/lhz023

Silvey, Rachel, and Rhacel Parreñas. 2020. “Precarity Chains: Cycles of Domestic Worker
Migration from Southeast Asia to the Middle East.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 46 (16): 3457–71. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2019.1592398

Spaan, Ernst. 1994. “Taikongs and Calos: The Role of Middlemen and Brokers in Javanese
International Migration.” International Migration Review 28 (1): 93–113. https://doi.org/
10.1177/019791839402800105

Stovel, Katherine, and Lynette Shaw. 2012. “Brokerage.” Annual Review of Sociology 38:
139–58. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-081309-150054

Turner, Simon, and Nauja Kleist. 2013. “Introduction: Agents of Change? Staging and
Governing Diasporas and the African State.” African Studies 72 (2): 192–206. https://
doi.org/10.1080/00020184.2013.812882

Williams, Nathalie E, Christina Hughes, Prem Bhandari, Arland Thornton,
Linda Young-DeMarco, Cathy Sun, and Jeffrey Swindle. 2020. “When Does Social
Capital Matter for Migration? A Study of Networks, Brokers, and Migrants in Nepal.”
International Migration Review 54 (4): 964–91. https://doi.org/10.1177/0197918319882634

Zhang, Xiaoqi, Yanqiao Zheng, Zhijun Zhao, Xinyue Ye, Peng Zhang, Yougui Wang, and
Zhan Chen. 2020. “The Education-Chasing Labor Rush in China Identified by a
Heterogeneous Migration-Network Game.” Scientific Reports 10: 12917. https://www.na-
ture.com/articles/s41598-020-68913-3

Karell et al. 27

https://www.bsr.org/reports/ImprovingMigrantWorkerRecruitmentinIndonesia.pdf
https://www.bsr.org/reports/ImprovingMigrantWorkerRecruitmentinIndonesia.pdf
https://www.bsr.org/reports/ImprovingMigrantWorkerRecruitmentinIndonesia.pdf
https://www.stern.nyu.edu/experience-stern/faculty-research/making-workers-pay-recruitment-migrant-labor-force-gulf-construction-industry
https://www.stern.nyu.edu/experience-stern/faculty-research/making-workers-pay-recruitment-migrant-labor-force-gulf-construction-industry
https://www.stern.nyu.edu/experience-stern/faculty-research/making-workers-pay-recruitment-migrant-labor-force-gulf-construction-industry
https://www.stern.nyu.edu/experience-stern/faculty-research/making-workers-pay-recruitment-migrant-labor-force-gulf-construction-industry

	 Introduction
	 Information, Brokerage, and Migration
	 Study Context: Pakistan
	 Data and Study Design
	 Treatment and Control Conditions
	 Outcomes
	 Estimation

	 Results
	 Discussion and Conclusion
	 Acknowledgements
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


