5
Remittances, Households,
and Poverty

Chapter 4 presented evidence on the macroeconomic dimensions of remittance flows—
their overall size, determinants of their composition (formal versus informal), the role of
government policies in determining their
magnitude and use, and their macroeconomic
impacts—to developing countries. But as previously noted, these aggregate flows are comprised of millions of individual remittance
transfers among private households, all undertaken by senders and receivers striving to
improve household welfare. This chapter considers the impact of remittance flows at the
micro-level, in particular on the welfare and
opportunities of the recipient households and
their members.
Evaluating household impact depends on
data and analysis carried out at the household
level, often through household surveys.
Surveys are available for many countries and
periods, and many of these have common or
comparable structures, but substantial differences in coverage and circumstances complicate their interpretation. Such caveats
notwithstanding, the evidence presented in
this chapter suggests that remittances can:
• Reduce poverty, even where they appear
to have little impact on measured inequality;
• Help smooth household consumption by
responding positively to adverse shocks

(for example, crop failure, job loss, or a
health crisis);
• Ease working capital constraints on
farms and small-scale entrepreneurs;
• Lead to increased household expenditures in areas considered to be important
for development, particularly education,
entrepreneurship, and health.1
Our evaluation of the empirical analysis on
remittances and development is structured as
follows. In the next section, we consider the effects of remittances on poverty and inequality.
We then explore how remittances can alleviate
the difficulties that households face in smoothing consumption. The next section considers
the indirect effects of remittances on household budgets in terms of induced labor supply
effects, increased access to working capital,
and multiplier effects. We then examine how
households allocate remittances to various
categories of spending, with a particular emphasis on evidence of remittance-funded investments in human capital, micro-enterprises,
and property.
Before continuing, two broad observations
on the scope and interpretation of the available analysis help to put the results in perspective. First, in evaluating the impact of
remittances, it is important to consider the
alternative (or counterfactual) situation that
serves as a comparison. If a household
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member migrates and sends back remittances,
one could evaluate the net change in the migrant’s contribution—that is, adding the remittances and subtracting the income of the
migrant had he or she stayed and worked at
home.2 That approach is the appropriate
focus when the goal of migration is to generate remittances, or when we are interested in
the overall effect of migration on remaining
household members. The alternative is to ignore the lost domestic contribution—so that
the counterfactual is now simply no remittances. This approach measures the narrow
impact of remittances, which seems appropriate when migration is being treated as exogenously given, and our interest is simply in the
remittance flows generated by the existing migration stock. The second approach merits
close attention because the existing migrant
stock is large, and also because not all remittances are received from migrant relatives
abroad; third-party remittances are common.3
Second, in evaluating the benefits of remittances, we also need to weigh the welfare of
the migrants themselves. To take a concrete
example, imagine the migration decision facing a young husband and father in a country
with a long-established migration history that
borders on a much richer country. Economic
opportunity (and possibly social pressure)
may make remittance-motivated migration
irresistible. However, separated from family
and community support, this young man
could end up living a quite miserable existence. Clearly, a simple tracking of cash provides an inadequate guide to the welfare implications of the move.

Remittances, poverty,
and inequality

R

emittances directly affect poverty by increasing the income of the recipient. They
also indirectly affect poverty in the recipient
country through their effects on growth, inflation, exchange rates, and access to capital.
Measuring the impact of remittances is complex (in part because of the difficulties of

118

accounting for the counterfactual loss of
income from migration, as just mentioned).
But a growing body of evidence from poverty
simulation models, cross-country regressions,
and analysis of household survey data shows
that remittances, in fact, do reduce poverty—
although the evidence of their effect on inequality is mixed.

Remittances reduce poverty
In what follows, we present evidence on the
poverty effects of remittances, based on three
sources: a poverty simulation model, a crosscountry regression analysis, and household
survey data from selected countries. The illustrative poverty simulation model asks a
straightforward question: how would poverty
rates change in our sample of developing
countries if remittances were to disappear
completely? Because this model is easy to implement for most countries, it can provide
some sense of the effect of remittances across
countries. However, the model is relatively
crude and cannot account for the fact that
while remittances affect poverty, the level of
poverty also affects the volume of remittances.
In comparison, cross-country regression
analysis requires more data and is harder to
implement, but it is better able to control for
reverse causality between remittances and
poverty. Household surveys are most likely to
provide the data required for a rigorous analysis of the relationship between remittances
and poverty. The surveys also allow one to analyze the counterfactual loss of income due to
migration. It is difficult, however, to generalize across countries on the basis of household
data, particularly because most available
household surveys do not have usable
data on remittances, especially international
remittances.
To understand how remittance flows might
affect measures of poverty, we start with an illustrative poverty simulation model and ask a
straightforward (although unrealistic) question. The model relates the change in poverty
to income growth and inequality change. It
is estimated using cross-country data for
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Box 5.1 Estimating a cross-country poverty
change model

T

he basic idea behind a poverty change model
is that a particular measure of poverty (say the
fraction of the population with incomes below
$1 per day) is a function of descriptive parameters
of the income distribution, such as the mean and the
Gini coefficient. Building on Ravallion (1997), we
posit a conditional constant elasticity specification,
in which there is a constant growth elasticity of
poverty reduction that varies with the initial level
of inequality. After reformulation, the basic
relationship (see annex 5A.1) relates the rate of
poverty change to a measure of inequality-adjusted
income growth and an income-adjusted change in
inequality.

To estimate the relationship, we use the dataset
assembled by Adams and Page (2005), in which the
observations relate to the period between comparable nationally representative household surveys. For
each country, we have data from surveys for the initial and final values of poverty, inequality, and per
capita income. Below is the estimated poverty change
equation for the headcount measure of poverty.
Using survey income and consumption data as the
income variable (last column), results from the
model are robust, with statistically significant impacts from both income growth and inequality
change on the headcount rate.

Estimated poverty change model
Income variable
Dependent variable—proportionate
change in the headcount rate
Intercept

Income variable
GDP per capita

Survey mean income or consumption

0.39
(2.21)

0.33
(2.42)

4.93
(2.57)

5.60
(2.27)

Income-adjusted inequality change

0.60
(1.57)

1.11
(2.82)

R2
Number of observations

0.08
81

0.30
81

Inequality-adjusted growth

Source: World Bank staff estimates.
Note: Standard errors are robust to country-level clustering; t statistics are in parentheses. The model is estimated using first
difference of variables. The poverty line for the headcount poverty calculation is $1.08 in purchasing-power-parity-adjusted
1993 dollars (equivalent to $1 in 1985 dollars). The per capita income measure is mean survey income or consumption
(depending on availability from the survey).

81 countries. The methodology and results are
presented in box 5.1 and in annex 5A.1. The
premise behind the analysis is that the incremental income from remittances can be analyzed in the same way as incremental income
from economic growth—so we can simulate
the impact of eliminating remittances by modeling an income decline equal to the original
remittance level. For the sake of simplicity, we

assume that nothing else changes—that there
are no offsetting increases in domestic sources
of income or other adjustments to spending
behavior or labor supply.4
Results from the simulation are summarized
in table 5.1 (see also annex 5A.1). We report
averaged results for different groups of
countries—first, by distinguishing between
higher-remittance recipients (greater than
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Table 5.1 Simulated impact of eliminating remittances on poverty rate
Country group

Low remittances
Low headcount rate
High headcount rate
High remittances
Low headcount rate
High headcount rate

No. of countries

Remittances/GDP (%)

Poverty headcount rate

Change in headcount rate, no
Gini change

23
12
11
14
7
7

2.2
2.0
2.5
11.0
8.0
14.1

25.6
11.8
40.6
24.8
10.7
38.9

5.0
1.2
9.1
12.2
4.1
20.3

Source: World Bank staff estimates.
Note: Low (high) remittances refer to the remittance share in GDP less (greater) than 4 percent. Low (high) headcount rate refers
to a rate less (greater) than 20 percent. Allowing inequality to change 2 Gini points has minimal effects on the change in the
headcount rate. See annex 5A.1 for detailed results.

4 percent of GDP) and lower (less than 4 percent but greater than 1 percent), and second, by
the extent of poverty (headcount above 20 percent or below 20 percent).
These results show that the impact of eliminating remittances depends on how large they
are to begin with (higher initial levels mean
steeper income declines), the initial extent of
poverty, and the degree of inequality. For example, the average increase in the headcount
ratio for higher-remittance countries (12.2 percentage points) is more than twice that of
the lower-remittance countries (5 percentage
points). Similarly, with each of these two
groups, the impact is much greater for those
countries with higher headcount ratios to start
with. The estimated impact of inequality—
an assumed 2 point worsening in the Gini
coefficient—has only a small marginal impact
on the estimated change in the poverty rate.
This simple analysis has significant limitations. First, the simulated effects depend on
accurate country-level measures of remittances, which, as emphasized in chapter 4,
are of variable reliability. Second, many of the
country simulations are made outside the sample used for the regression analysis and are
therefore subject to the standard out-ofsample prediction problems. Third, the analysis assumes that remittances are included in
household income when calculating the measures of poverty and inequality from household surveys. In reality, there is variation
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across surveys in how remittances are accounted for in the household surveys.5
The results just described provide an indication of the role that remittances can play in
reducing poverty, but because of the simplicity
of the model and other limitations, the results
are not conclusive. More rigorous analytic
work has been undertaken to investigate the
link between remittances and poverty based
on careful analysis of cross-country data.
In a model that relates national poverty
levels to mean income and the Gini measure
of inequality for 71 developing countries, a
10 percent increase in per capita official international remittances leads to a 3.5 percent decline in the share of people living in poverty
(Adams and Page 2005).6 Other recent studies
have broadly confirmed these findings, including IMF (2005) (see chapter 2), which uses a
sample of 101 countries for the period
1970–2003.
Although the available evidence is still relatively limited, growing evidence from household survey data complements the findings of
the model that international remittances have
reduced the incidence and severity of poverty
in several low-income countries. According
to that evidence, remittances are believed to
have reduced the poverty headcount ratio by
11 percentage points in Uganda, 6 percentage
points in Bangladesh, and 5 percentage points
in Ghana (Adams 2005b). Completely removing remittances for Lesotho would raise the
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headcount poverty ratio (with a poverty line
equal to 60 percent of mean household expenditure) from 52 to 63 percent (Gustafsson and
Makonnen 1993).
While remittances had only a limited role
in reducing the number of poor people in
Guatemala, they did significantly reduce the
depth and severity of poverty (Adams
2004a).7 International remittances accounted
for 60 percent of income for households in the
lowest income decile, but were not very large
for households located near the poverty line
(roughly the fifth income decile). As a result,
international remittances had more impact on
reducing the depth of poverty than on the
poverty headcount; in other words, they were
really helpful for the poorest of the poor.
Wodon and others (2002) conclude that in
Guerrero and Oaxaca, two southern Mexican
states with significant international emigration and remittance inflows, the share of the
population living in poverty is lower by 2 percentage points due to remittance income. They
argue that this poverty effect is similar in magnitude to that of many government programs
in poverty reduction, education, health, and
nutrition. Taylor, Mora, and Adams (2005),
using data from a 2003 survey, find that international remittances account for 15 percent of
per capita household income in rural Mexico.
They conclude that an increase in international remittances would reduce both the
poverty headcount and the poverty gap.
Yang and Martinez (2005) studied the impact of variations in the exchange rate on remittances sent by Filipino workers and the ultimate impact of remittances on poverty in the
recipient regions. Using a large dataset from
the Overseas Filipino Survey, they found that
an appreciation of the Philippine peso led to
an increase in remittance flows, which contributed to the reduction in poverty. Interestingly, increased remittances not only reduced
poverty in the migrant families, they also
had spillover effects on nonmigrant families.
(We will have more to say on multiplier effects
later in this chapter.)
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The effect of remittances on inequality
is unclear
In contrast to the link between remittances
and poverty, no strong conclusion is found in
household studies of the relationship between
remittances and inequality: remittances sometimes go disproportionately to better-off
households and so widen disparities, but in
other cases they appear to target the less well
off, causing disparities to shrink. Some studies
suggest that the remittances from new migration may raise inequality in the short term,
but the effect on inequality is small over the
long term.8 Calculations that impute incomes
for the migrant had he stayed and worked at
home generally show an increase in inequality
from the combined effect of migration and remittances. For example, inequality was found
to have increased in Bluefields, Nicaragua,
when an imputation was made for the lost domestic income of migrants, but it fell when the
domestic income of migrants was ignored
(Barham and Boucher 1998).
Two recent studies, however, did not find
an increase in inequality even after controlling for the counterfactual income loss from
migration: Adams (2005a) found that in
Ghana, the inclusion of international remittances in household expenditures led to only a
slight increase in income inequality, but that
the Gini coefficient remained relatively stable,
between 0.38 and 0.40.9 De and Ratha (2005)
found that in Sri Lanka, the Gini coefficient
drops from 0.46 to 0.40 as a result of remittance receipt.
Differences in findings on the impact of
remittances on inequality also stem from varying geographic and historic circumstances,
such as the distance from high-income
destination countries and the prevalence of
networks of earlier migrants. Both proximity
to high-income countries and established
networks will tend to reduce the cost of
migration, making migration an option for
poorer (and often credit-constrained) households.10 For example, remittances to a Mexican village with a well-established history of
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international migration had an equalizing effect, whereas remittances to another Mexican
village for which international migration was
a relatively new phenomenon tended to make
the distribution of income more unequal
(Stark, Taylor, and Yitzhaki 1986). For a large
number of Mexican communities, the overall
impact of migration and remittances is estimated to reduce inequality for communities
with relatively high levels of past migration
(McKenzie and Rapoport 2004).11
One reason for the inconclusive empirical
evidence on inequality effects is that the Gini
coefficient does not adequately capture income
mobility; it remains unchanged, for example,
if one person moves up and another moves
down the income ladder. Using household survey data from Sri Lanka, De and Ratha (2005)
show that the poor income deciles also have
significant overseas migration and that remittance recipients in the middle income deciles
move up the income ladder (figure 5.1).12
Beyond the contradictory or inconclusive
results, some scholars question whether the
link between remittances and inequality is all
that important. Inequality matters when it interferes with the functioning of the economy
(for example, when credit constraints bind
more households13) or the political system
(for example, when growing inequality increases support for governments that pursue
damaging populist policies14). Greater inequality may also be considered bad because
of its impact on social welfare (see Sen 1973
for a discussion). But it should be kept in mind
that in the context of remittances, inequality
relates to income differences among groups
that would all be viewed as relatively poor in
an industrial-country context. The rich in developing countries probably receive little in
the way of remittances; the rich who migrate
tend to take their families with them.

Remittances and household
consumption smoothing

R
122

emittances may play a significant role in
smoothing consumption. Poor households

Figure 5.1 Sri Lankan migration
a Percent of Sri Lankan households with
migrants abroad
Percent
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Source: De and Ratha 2005.

b Percent of Sri Lankan households that moved up
to a higher income decile after receiving remittances
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Source: De and Ratha 2005.

that lack access to insurance and credit
markets are vulnerable to severe declines in
income from adverse shocks, and they may
be forced to forgo income-generating—but
risky—strategies (Morduch 1994). Informal
community institutions generally play a limited
role in mitigating risk (see, for example, Coate
and Ravallion 1993 and Fafchamps 2004), especially in the face of adverse events such as a
community-wide crop failure. One strategy to
reduce risk is for households to send family
members to other regions or countries, where
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they are not likely to face the same income
shocks as those found in the domestic
market.15 Migration patterns and policies that
encourage migrants to travel unaccompanied
by family members encourage this form of risk
sharing.
There is some evidence that remittances
from internal migration provide insurance.
Remittances to Botswana increased with the
extent of drought in the migrant’s home region, and the responsiveness of remittance levels to drought was greater for households with
more drought-sensitive assets such as cattle
(Lucas and Stark 1985).16 The anticipation of
insurance may allow the household to pursue
a more risky asset accumulation strategy—
although it is also possible that households
with more to lose from drought (whatever the
reason) are simply more likely to receive remittances. The likelihood that Thai internal
migrants move to Bangkok is reduced the
more closely income in Bangkok aligns with
income in the province of origin (Paulson
2000).17 The effect is particularly strong for
remittances to rural households, which are
likely to be poorer and have less access to formal insurance products to mitigate weatherrelated risks. The more volatile a household’s
income (and the more restricted its ability to
self-insure), the greater the distance that
households in rural India tend to send their
daughters to marry (Rosenzweig and Stark
1989). Greater distance means that the covariance of income shocks with the home region
will be smaller, facilitating consumptionsmoothing transfers between these related
households.
Studies of how remittances respond to adverse household shocks generally support the
view that remittances provide some insurance.
However, interpreting these correlations is
complicated by the likelihood of reverse
causality (remittances can influence household
outcomes as well as be influenced by them)
and omitted variable bias (certain hard-tomeasure household characteristics may affect
a household’s susceptibility to risks as well
as the likelihood of receiving remittances).
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Consider, for example:
• Migrants responded to the cost of hurricane damage borne by Jamaican households, with each additional dollar of
hurricane damage leading to $0.25 in
additional remittances (Clarke and
Wallsten 2004. The authors use panel
data to control for the household-level
risk aversion and vulnerability effects
that potentially bias the estimates.18)
• Remittances are estimated to have replaced 60 percent of income loss due to
weather-related shocks in a sample of
Filipino households (Yang and Choi
2005.19 Rainfall is used as an instrument
for income to avoid reverse causality;
panel data are used to control for the tendency for risk-averse households to locate
in places where incomes are more stable
and to send migrants to manage risk.)
• In cross-country data, a dollar’s worth of
hurricane damage leads to roughly $0.13
in additional remittances in the year of
the hurricane and $0.28 cents over five
years (Yang 2005). (Yang uses meteorological data to instrument for reported
disaster damage, because damage reports
may be affected by the anticipation of
financial flows.)

Remittances and indirect effects
on household income

R

emittances may indirectly affect household income through changes to the labor
supply of those remaining behind; relaxation
of working capital constraints that expand income from entrepreneurial or farming activities; and multiplier effects on household income. Unfortunately, the evidence on each of
these channels is quite limited, so we are constrained here to identifying important areas for
additional research.

Remittances may affect labor supply
Remittances may tend to reduce the supply of
labor provided by remaining household
members, who may take a portion of the
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remittance gain as leisure. This income effect is
generally not a concern, because it represents
part of the welfare gain from remittances. By
contrast, remittances may change the return to
supplying labor, for example, if the migrant
conditions the remittance on low household
income.20 Such a substitution effect will reduce the welfare gain from remittances by
distorting household labor decisions.
However, it is difficult to separate income
and substitution effects of remittances on the
labor supply of those remaining behind. Looking at the overall effect, a rise in remittances
reduced labor force participation in Managua,
Nicaragua, but increased self-employment
(Funkhouser 1992). Remittances were estimated to reduce the participation rates of
remaining household heads in a number of
Caribbean countries, although the direction
of causality was hard to establish (Itzigsohn
1995). Yang (2004) points to more encouraging labor-supply effects than the standard
model when he determined that remittances
reduce the supply of child labor but increase
that of adult labor.

Remittances provide working capital
There is some evidence that remittances provide working capital to households that lack
access to credit markets. For example, migration to South Africa’s mines initially reduced
agricultural production in countries of origin,
because labor was removed from the farm
(Lucas 1987). However, over time production
rose with migration, perhaps due to remittance-funded capital investment and a greater
willingness to take risks with agricultural production, owing to the more diversified sources
of family income. Remittances had a small
negative effect on household income for Mexico in 1982, but a large positive effect for 1988
(Taylor 1992). One possible explanation is
that over time the development of migrant networks allowed migration from poorer households that are more likely to be credit constrained (see the discussion of inequality,
above). The effect of remittances on household
income depends on both the liquidity of
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household assets (which determines their value
as collateral) and on the availability of inputs
that complement entrepreneurial activity (Taylor and Wyatt 1996). The role of remittances
in relaxing household credit constraints in
rural cropping income in China dominated the
direct loss of productive labor from migration,
so that internal migration increased per capita
household income (excluding remittances) by
14 to 30 percent (de Brauw, Taylor, and
Rozelle 2001). Mishra (2005) found that a 1
percentage point increase in remittance inflows in 13 Caribbean countries increased private investment by 0.6 percentage point (all
measured relative to GDP).
Remittances may ease credit constraints because a stable stream of remittance income
may make households more creditworthy in
the eyes of formal sector financial institutions.
Remittance receipts that increase when the
household receives an adverse shock may be
even more important in relaxing credit constraints, since they increase the lender’s confidence that they will be repaid even if things
turn out badly for the household. This creditworthiness effect deserves careful empirical
investigation, given the increasing interest in
channeling remittances through formal financial channels.

Remittances may have multiplier effects
Some studies have found that remittances
have a multiplier effect, whereby the increase
in domestic income is some multiple of the remittance income. For example, each dollar
sent by Mexican migrants to the United States
was estimated to boost Mexican GDP by
$2.90 (Adelman and Taylor 1992). Such multipliers will occur if output is constrained by
insufficient demand. However, in many developing countries sustained underemployment is
likely to have supply-side causes, for example,
government policies that increase the cost of
hiring and firing workers, so that increased
demand will ultimately result in higher inflation rather than increased output.21
Nevertheless, there may be greater scope
for sustained multiplier effects at the regional
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level. The local spending of remittance income
will generate further income for other local
households, which in turn is likely to cause
local inflation for nontraded goods and possibly a small increase in national inflation. A national government with a formal or informal
inflation target is likely to respond to any increase in the national inflation rate by tightening monetary policy, thereby leading to an offsetting effect on national aggregate demand.
The net effect would be multiplier effects at
the local level but not at the national level. Indeed, the local gains come partly at the expense of the regions that do not receive the remittances but are forced to suffer the tighter
monetary policy.
Remittances also may have multiplier effects in the context of increasing returns, typically as the expansion of one sector increases
the optimal size of other sectors.22 Although
such income-expanding feedback loops could
be present at the national level, they are again
more likely to be relevant at the regional level,
because expanding regions attract labor and
capital from elsewhere in the economy. The
bottom line is that remittance-induced multiplier effects cannot be ruled out—especially at
the regional level—but our current empirical
understanding of their importance is quite
limited.

Remittances, savings,
and investment

D

oes it matter how households allocate remittance income between consumption
and saving? Allocations to the latter may boost
household investment or national investment
through allocation to financial assets. But from
a welfare perspective, an extra dollar of investment is only better than an extra dollar of present consumption if the marginal social value
of investment is greater than its marginal private value.23 Although a number of factors can
drive a wedge between social and private values (such as capital income taxes, monopoly
powers, and credit constraints), one prominent
reason raised in the development context is the
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possible existence of positive externalities from
investment expenditure.24 Thus the way that
remittances are allocated by households may
affect the social value of a given remittance
flow.
The rate of investment of remittance income will be high when:
• Remittance flows are viewed by the
household as transitory rather than permanent and thus should be saved (and
invested) rather than spent.
• The sender conditions the remittance on
it being spent for particular purposes,
which are more likely to involve investment than current consumption. Examples include education or the purchase of
new farm machinery.
• The remittance is targeted (or “tagged”)
to household members more likely to
use the funds for investment purposes
(women rather than men).25
• Households practice a form of mental
accounting with their overall budget,
with remittances being disproportionately put in accounts set aside for investment purposes.26
On the other hand, some of the literature already reviewed suggests reasons to expect that
the marginal propensity to invest remittance
income will be low when (a) remittances are
targeted to poor households that are struggling
to meet subsistence needs and (b) they are targeted to credit-constrained households that are
experiencing adverse consumption shocks.
The empirical challenge in identifying the
causal effect of remittances on investment is
that remittances are likely to be correlated
with the extent of opportunities for investment, thereby biasing the estimated remittance
effect. That correlation could be positive or
negative. When more enterprising households
are the ones sending migrants and the ones
with substantial investment opportunities,
high remittances will be wrongly associated
with high investment. On the other hand, to
the extent that households send migrants
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when investment opportunities are absent at
home, then high remittances will be wrongly
associated with low investment. The empirical
solution is to find a source of variation in remittances that is plausibly unrelated to household investment opportunities.
Measuring the impact of remittances on investment—either in physical or in human capital—is not easy. Household budget surveys
are best suited for this purpose, but most of
the existing surveys either do not record data
on international remittances or are poorly
designed. Since remittances are fungible, it is
difficult to isolate their effects from those of
other sources of income. Simply asking how
remittances are spent is unlikely to reveal the
true marginal effect on spending, because remittances, even when used for investment purposes, may free up the marginal dollars for
consumption spending.27

Remittances can lead to investments
in education and health
Some of the clearest evidence for remittanceinduced investments comes from work on
human capital. The dramatic depreciation of
the Philippine exchange rate during the Asian
financial crisis increased remittances from
Filipino migrants (because from the migrants’
perspective, exchange-rate depreciation raised
the relative price of their own consumption
in the destination country compared with
consumption by household members back
home), leading to greater child schooling, reduced child labor, and increased educational
expenditure in origin households (Yang
2004).28 In El Salvador, remittances are estimated to reduce the probability of children
leaving school by 10 times the effect of other
sources of income in urban areas and by 2.6
times in rural areas (Cox Edwards and Ureta
2003).29 They speculate that remittances have
a disproportionate influence on schooling expenditures because the migrant has made it a
condition for the financial support. Mexican
children in households with migrants completed significantly more schooling, with the
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largest impact (an additional 0.89 years of
schooling) for girls in households where the
mother has a low level of education (Hanson
and Woodruff 2003).
Health status is both an important component of human capital and a central element of
well-being in its own right. Unfortunately,
the effect of migration on the health of
family members remaining behind—notably
children—is poorly understood. Migration
from Mexico is associated with lower (by
3 percent) infant mortality and higher birth
weights of children left behind (Hildebrandt
and McKenzie 2005). The positive health effects come through increased access to healthrelated knowledge as well as through increased household wealth. Notwithstanding
these encouraging outcomes, the authors caution that the impact of migration on child
health is quite nuanced, with migration associated with lower measures of preventive
health care such as breast-feeding and vaccinations.30 De and Ratha (2005) find that in
Sri Lanka, remittance income has a positive
and significant impact on the weight of children under five; this result is especially strong
for female-headed households. However, the
health impact of absenteeism of one of the
parents is negative.

Remittances can encourage
entrepreneurship
There has been a marked shift from the belief
that migrants are unlikely to establish new
business enterprises in their countries of origin
(either upon return or through remittance
financing) to the view that migration encourages entrepreneurship. Large receipts of
remittances from the United States are associated with a greater likelihood of productive
investment in Mexico (Massey and Parrado
1998).31 A survey of 6,000 small firms in 44
urban areas in Mexico shows that remittances
are responsible for almost 20 percent of the
total capital in urban micro-enterprises
(Woodruff and Zenteno 2001). The share rises
to one-third for the 10 states with the highest
rates of United States–bound migration.
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Remittances also appear to ease credit constraints on new business formation in the
Philippines (Yang 2004). The effect of exogenous increases in remittance income on the
probability of entering into entrepreneurship
is larger for low- to middle-income households, which are the ones most likely to face
credit constraints. Policies that facilitate easy
exit and reentry for migrants may encourage
increased involvement in remittance-funded
investments or enterprises.

Remittances are often invested
by recipient households
Contrary to the conventional wisdom that
remittances tend to be “frittered away” by recipient households, recent work has estimated
that a large proportion of remittance income
is saved. Only 12 percent of net increments
to expenditure by rural Egyptian households
were allocated to consumption, with large
propensities to invest in the construction and
repair of houses, and in agricultural or building land (Adams 1991). This relatively high
propensity to invest is assumed to result from
households treating remittance receipts as
temporary income flows, which forwardlooking households save (and invest) rather
than consume. These findings are largely confirmed in a later study of Pakistani households
(Adams 1998).32 In Guatemala, remittancereceiving households are found to have lower
marginal propensities to consume and a
higher propensity to invest in education,
health, and housing than other households
(Adams 2005c).
It should be noted that some survey results
for a number of Latin American countries
point to much higher propensities to consume
remittance income (see, for example, IADBMIF 2004). The percentages of remittances
spent on household expenditures are 78 percent in Mexico, 77 percent in Central America, and 61 percent in Ecuador, while spending
on real estate and education is low. However,
surveys of how income from a particular
source is spent tend to be unreliable, because
monies from different sources are considered
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perfect substitutes by the household. In contrast, studies such as Yang (2004) econometrically estimate expenditure propensities given
exogenous changes in remittance income, so
that the estimates should be less susceptible to
the fungibility problem. A second explanation
for the different results is that the econometric
studies measure marginal propensities,
whereas the direct surveys measure average
propensities. It is the marginal propensity that
is of interest when we consider the expenditure effects of policies that increase remittance
flows.33
The role of remittances in funding investment has recently been questioned in a macroeconomic paper by Chami, Fullenkamp, and
Jahjah (2005), who find that remittances tend
to be negatively associated with economic
growth. This countercyclical behavior of remittances is consistent with the evidence discussed above that remittances respond to adverse household shocks. But the observation
that remittances tend to move countercyclically does not necessarily obviate their role in
funding investment. The micro studies we reviewed point to remittances as both smoothing consumption and providing funds for investment. Moreover, the increased flow of
remittances in the face of adverse shocks may
allow households to sustain funding for key
investments in areas such as business working
capital, education, and health care.
The evidence reviewed in this chapter suggests that remittances play multifaceted roles
in poverty reduction, consumption smoothing,
and investment, with the balance of roles
varying by time and place.

Annex 5A.1 Poverty simulation
model: description and results

T

he poverty change model assumes that a
particular measure of poverty (say the
fraction of the population with incomes below
$1 per day) is a function of descriptive parameters of the income distribution, such as the
mean and the Gini coefficient. Building on
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Ravallion (1997), we assume that there is a
constant growth elasticity of poverty reduction,
but we allow that elasticity to vary with the
initial level of inequality.34 We call this a
conditional constant elasticity specification.
Specifically, the poverty measure, P, is given by,
P

measure of inequality (which we take to be the
Gini coefficient), and A and ␤ are parameters.
Differentiating the poverty equation and writing it in rate-of-change form yields our basic
poverty change model,
dP
dY
 ␤(1  I)
 ␤ln Y dI
P
Y

AY␤(1  I),

where Y is per capita income (measured as
mean survey income or consumption), I is the

This equation can be interpreted as saying
that the rate of poverty change depends on a

Table 5A.1 Effect of removing remittances on the poverty headcount rate
Country

Armenia
Azerbaijan
Bangladesh
Bolivia
Botswana
Burkina Faso
Colombia
Côte d’Ivoire
Ecuador
Egypt, Arab Rep.
El Salvador
Gambia, The
Georgia
Guatemala
Honduras
India
Kenya
Lao PDR
Lesotho
Mali
Mexico
Moldova
Mozambique
Nepal
Nicaragua
Pakistan
Panama
Paraguay
Peru
Philippines
Senegal
Sierra Leone
Sri Lanka
Swaziland
Tajikistan
Uganda
Yemen, Rep.

Survey year

1998
2001
2000
1999
1993
1998
1999
1998
1998
2000
2000
1998
2001
2000
1999
2000
1997
1997
1995
1994
2000
2002
1997
1996
2001
1999
2000
1999
2000
2000
1995
1989
1996
1996
1999
1999
1998

Poverty headcount rate
($1 a day, PPP, $1993)

13
4
36
14
31
45
8
16
18
3
31
54
3
16
21
35
23
26
36
72
10
22
38
39
45
13
7
15
18
16
22
57
7
8
14
85
16

Remittances as share
of GDP (%)

5
2
4
1
2
3
2
1
3
3
13
7
6
3
6
3
3
2
44
6
1
19
2
1
2
2
2
4
1
8
3
3
6
6
6
4
19

Change in headcount rate (Gini ⴝ 0)

Using per
capita GDP
2
0
5
0
1
3
0
0
2
0
10
9
0
1
3
3
2
2
29
10
0
13
2
1
3
1
0
1
1
3
2
3
1
1
3
9
10

Source: World Bank staff estimates.
Note: Remittance share is 1995 for Sierra Leone. Estimates are based on poverty reduction model.
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Using survey
mean income
4
0
13
1
3
4
0
1
3
1
41
12
0
2
4
23
2
4
34
17
1
21
2
2
13
2
0
2
2
10
3
4
3
1
3
40
7
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measure of inequality-adjusted growth and an
income-adjusted change in inequality.35
To estimate the relationship, we utilize the
dataset assembled by Adams and Page (2005).
The observations relate to spells between comparable nationally representative household
surveys. For a given spell, we have data for the
initial and final values of poverty, inequality,
and per capita income.36 The estimated equation for the headcount measure of poverty is
reported in the table in box 5.1 in the main
text. Similar results were found for the
poverty gap measure.
The next step is to simulate the effect of
removing remittances on the poverty measure
under various assumptions about how remittances affect inequality. The proportionate increase in per capita income due to remittances
is given simply by the share of remittances in
GDP multiplied by the ratio of per capita GDP
to mean survey income/consumption.37 It is
important to emphasize that the simulated
poverty-increasing effect of removing remittances applies to the latest year for which a
survey is available for that country, and thus
different years are being used for different
countries. Care should thus be taken in making comparisons about the importance of remittances in reducing poverty across different
countries. Where the headcount rate is below
2 percent we do not attempt to estimate the
poverty change effect of remittances.
Table 5A.1 shows results on the poverty
headcount when remittances are removed
(assuming there is no impact of remittances on
inequality) for 37 countries where remittances
are above 1 percent of GDP and where the
poverty headcount rate is greater than 2 percent at the outset.

Notes
1. This represents a significant shift from the traditional earlier pessimism about the role of remittances
in development. For example, Papademetriou and
Martin (1991) emphasize how migration increases the
dependence of emigration countries that are unable “to
regulate or channel remittances,” while Jacobs (1984)
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states that remittances “did nothing to convert stagnation to development” in abandoned regions.
2. Since data on what the migrant was earning before leaving are typically unavailable, the lost domestic
income is estimated or imputed based on observed
characteristics of the migrant and on knowledge of
how those characteristics are rewarded in the domestic
economy.
3. In the Sri Lanka Integrated Survey 1999–2000,
nearly a third of households receiving remittances did
not report having a migrant member overseas. It is possible that those households received remittances from
their extended family; it is also possible that they received remittances from friends (De and Ratha 2005).
The literature also notes third-party remittances in
other countries (see, for example, Yang 2004 for the
Philippines). A survey of African diasporas in Belgium
found that more than one member in a typical migrant
household sent regular remittances and that each remitter might send remittances to different recipients.
4. This situation is akin to the second counterfactual
(a decline in remittances but no change in migration
and hence household income) discussed at the outset.
To the extent that a decline in remittance income may
encourage households to devote more labor hours to
domestic income-generating activities, the total decline
in household income and the consequent poverty effect
may be smaller than assumed in the simulation, a point
made in Adams (2004a).
5. If we adopt the other extreme assumption—that
remittances are not included in household income—the
results can be interpreted with a simple reversal of the
sign, which gives the reduction in poverty that would
result if remittances were included.
6. As higher poverty increases the incentive to migrate, the ordinary least squares (OLS) estimates of
the impact of remittances and stock of migrants are
biased downward. On the other hand, when creditconstrained poor families do not have the resources to
send migrants, the OLS coefficients are biased upward
as poorer countries send fewer migrants. To deal with
the bias, Adams and Page (2005) allow for remittances
and emigrant stock variables in their regressions, using
measures of international distance, government stability, and levels of education.
7. The poverty depth is the average shortfall below
the poverty line expressed as a fraction of the poverty
line (or simply the poverty gap ratio); and poverty
severity is the squared poverty gap ratio. A key feature
of this severity measure is that it is sensitive to the distribution of income among the poor (Foster, Greer, and
Thorbecke 1984).
8. Stark, Taylor, and Yitzhaki (1986) found that a
1 percent increase in international remittances leads to
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a 0.14 percent increase in the Gini coefficient in the
case of Mexican villages with a short migration history; but in other villages with a long migration history, the Gini coefficient actually declines by 0.01 percent. Taylor (1992), McKenzie and Rapoport (2004),
and Taylor, Mora, and Adams (2005) also find negative effects on the Gini in the case of Mexico.
9. Nearly 40 percent of households in a representative sample in Ghana receive remittances, of those remittances, 4 times as many households receive internal
than international remittances (Adams 2005b). Households receiving internal remittances are disproportionately poor, indicating the importance of internal remittances in reducing poverty. Households surveys in
Europe and Central Asia also show that in a number of
countries (Albania, Kosovo, Moldova, and Tajikistan,
for example) a large number of households receive remittances, many in rural areas (World Bank 2005).
10. Research has also shown that the inclusion of
remittance-induced, indirect effects on income—such
as income-induced reductions in nonmigrant labor
supply or increases in entrepreneurial income due to
the relaxation of credit constraints—can change the
direction of the inequality effect.
11. The authors experiment with various instruments for location-specific migration levels in their regressions. The instruments include the historic (1924)
state-level migration rate and unemployment rates for
the U.S. state that includes the city that is the likely
destination for migrants from a particular Mexican
location.
12. This study imputes the counterfactual income
by calculating the income from equivalent activities at
home. In the bottom two deciles, remittance income is
offset by the counterfactual loss of income from
migration, whereas in the top two deciles, remittance
income falls short of the counterfactual loss of income.
13. See, for example, Banerjee and Newman (1993).
14. See, for example, Alesina and Rodrik (1994)
and Persson and Tabellini (1994).
15. The New Economics of Labor Migration
(NELM) emphasizes that (a) migration is often better
viewed as a family rather than an individual decision;
(b) risk management and provision of credit are seen to
play a central role in migration and remittance decisions; and (c) migration is often seen as a response to
the failure of markets for insurance and credit (Taylor
1999). Rosenzweig (1988, p. 1167) highlights the
informational problems that undermine crucial markets and emphasizes how ties of common experience,
altruism, and heritage “enable families to transcend
some of the informational problems barring the development of impersonal markets.”
16. See also Stark and Lucas (1988).
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17. Rainfall is used as an instrument for provincial
income in establishing the covariance pattern.
18. Simple cross-sectional estimates of how remittances respond to hurricane damage will be biased downward if more risk-averse households are more likely to
send migrants as a general insurance strategy and are
more likely to take actions to reduce the risk of costly
damage to the home. They will be biased upward if
households with more vulnerable dwellings are more
likely to send migrants and more likely to suffer hurricane
damage. An additional complication is moral hazard,
where insured (remittance receiving) households have
less incentive to avoid risky behavior. Clarke and
Wallsten (2004) deal with the potential endogeneity
problem by using the average damage done in the neighborhood as an instrument for household-specific damage.
19. They cannot reject the null hypothesis that all
of an exogenous decline in income is matched by an
increase in remittances.
20. There is a disincentive to work if remittances
are conditioned on low income. Conversely, if remittances are conditioned on domestic labor supply—“I
will help you if you help yourself”—there is an added
incentive to work. From the migrant’s perspective,
there is some similarity with the challenges faced by
governments in providing social assistance without creating poverty traps and dependency. A traditional
“welfare” model conditions remittances on household
income, whereas the modern “workfare” model attempts to condition remittances on household effort in
an attempt to avoid putting the household in a trap
where working makes little economic sense. However,
from the strict welfare perspective of the standard
model, any distortion to the labor supply of the remaining members—negative or positive—reduces the
welfare gain from the remittance.
21. See Layard, Nickell, and Jackson (1991) for a
discussion of supply-side constraints on employment.
22. See Cooper (1999) for an introduction to multiplier effects under increasing returns where the outputs in different sectors are “strategic complements.”
23. These values are assumed to be expressed in
units of current consumption.
24. As examples, consider that the social return
from human capital investments is greater than the
private return due to knowledge spillovers (Moretti
2003); the social return from investments in vaccination is greater than the private return due to the
spillover of reduced disease contagion (Miguel and
Kremer 2001); and that the social return from entrepreneurship is greater than the private return due to
externalities from demonstration effects about where a
country’s comparative advantage might actually lie
(Hausmann and Rodrik 2002).
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25. See Bourguignon and Chiappori (1992) and
Browning and others (1994) for treatments of collective decision making in the “nonunitary household.”
Duflo (2003) demonstrates that pensions received by
women in South Africa have a larger impact on the
weight and height of girls than of boys living in the
household. In other words, how that income is spent
depends on who receives it. Using data from the Côte
d’Ivoire, Duflo and Udry (2004) show that where husbands and wives farm different plots of land, the effect
of rainfall shocks that differentially affect the plots has
implications for the composition of household expenditure. They consequently reject the hypothesis of “full
insurance” within the household.
26. See Thaler (1990) for a discussion of mental
accounting.
27. Adams 2005a. See also Swaroop and Devarajan
(2000) for a discussion of the fungibility problem in the
context of evaluating the impact of official flows.
28. This is a useful test of the allocation of
remittances between consumption and savings if the
depreciation-induced change in remittances is independent of household investment opportunities.
29. This finding is subject to the problem of identifying whether remittances increase schooling or
whether households with migrants are more likely to
use additional income for schooling. The authors argue
that remittances are closer to a randomly assigned transfer, particularly for political exiles whose migration is
less likely to be correlated with household factors that
affect the likelihood of human-capital investment.
30. Again, it is difficult to separately identify the
impact of migration on health outcomes. Individuals
from households with poor health status may not be
well enough to make a difficult border crossing; the
most prosperous and healthy households may find
that local opportunities outweigh those yielded by a
risky illegal move; or adverse shocks may affect both
migration decisions and health status. Hildebrandt
and McKenzie’s (2005) empirical solution to this
identification problem is to instrument for migration
using the historic migration rate for the migrant’s
community.
31. Remittances sent during a household head’s
absence do not affect the likelihood of starting a new
business; rather the resources accumulate and are
available as seed capital after an adjustment period
following the migrant’s return. This delay may explain
why contemporaneous surveys miss the business funding effect.
32. Likewise, Yang (2004) finds no evidence that
aggregate household consumption expenditures were
affected at all by the remittance-inducing exchangerate shocks he studies, which contrasts with the signif-
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icant positive effects he finds for education spending,
adult labor supply, and capital investments.
33. On the other hand, the exogenous changes in
remittance income that are used to identify the expenditure propensities in studies such as Yang (2004) are
likely to be viewed by the household as temporary,
leading the forward-looking households to invest
rather than consume. These estimates would then provide a poor guide to the expenditure effects of policies
that led to more sustained increases in remittance
flows—for example, policies that permanently lower
the cost of sending remittances.
34. Bourguignon (2003) uses a highly flexible functional form with multiple interactions between the key
variables to estimate the relationship between poverty
reduction, growth, and changes in inequality. Here we
make stronger assumptions about the functional form
of the relationship as a first pass in estimating the
poverty-reducing effect in a relatively simple povertyreduction model.
35. We actually take a slightly less restrictive version
of this equation to the data by allowing for an intercept
and allowing the coefficients on the two explanatory
variables to differ. We also allow for the change in inequality to enter in separately, but the coefficient on
this variable is insignificantly different from zero.
36. Observations where the initial and/or final
poverty measure for the interval is zero are excluded.
We also exclude observations from the Eastern Europe
and Central Asian region due to concerns about
comparable measurement during post-communist
transition.
37. The growth in per capita income is given by
∆Y/Y. Denoting per capita remittances as R, and letting
the absolute change in per capita income equal the level
of per capita remittances (that is, ∆Y  R), then the
growth rate of income due to remittances is simply
R/Y. Since we use mean survey income/consumption as
our measure of per capita income, R/Y is conveniently
calculated as (R/YGDP)  (YGDP/Y), where the first
term is equal to remittances as a share of GDP, and the
second term is the ratio of per capita GDP to mean
survey income.

References
Adams, Richard. 1989. “Worker Remittances and Inequality in Rural Egypt.” Economic Development
and Cultural Change 38(1): 45–71.
———. 1991. “The Economic Uses and Impact of International Remittances in Rural Egypt.” Economic Development and Cultural Change 39(4):
695–722.

131

G L O B A L

E C O N O M I C

P R O S P E C T S

2 0 0 6

———. 1998. “Remittances, Investment, and Rural
Asset Accumulation in Pakistan. Economic Development and Cultural Change 41(1): 155–73.
———. 2004a. “Remittances and Poverty in
Guatemala.” Policy Research Working Paper
3418. World Bank, Washington, DC.
———. 2004b. “Economic Growth, Inequality and
Poverty: Estimating the Growth Elasticity of
Poverty.” World Development 32(12): 1989–
2014.
———. 2005a. “International Remittances and the
Household: Analysis and Review of Global Evidence.” Paper presented at the Plenary Session
of the African Economic Research Consortium,
May 29, Nairobi.
———. 2005b. “Remittances and Poverty in Ghana.”
Unpublished paper. World Bank, Washington, DC.
———. 2005c. “Remittances, Household Expenditure
and Investment in Guatemala. In International
Migration, Remittances, and the Brain Drain, ed.
Caglar Ozden and Maurice Schiff. Washington,
DC: World Bank.
Adams, Richard, and John Page. 2005. “Do International Migration and Remittances Reduce
Poverty in Developing Countries?” World Development 33(10): 1645–69.
Adelman, I., and J. E. Taylor. 1992. “Is Structural
Adjustment with a Human Face Possible?” Journal of Development Studies 26: 387–407.
Alesina, Alberto, and Dani Rodrik. 1994. “Distributive Politics and Economic Growth.” Quarterly
Journal of Economics 109(2): 465–90.
Banerjee, Abhijit, and Andrew Newman. 1993.
“Occupational Choice and the Process of Economic Development.” Journal of Political Economy 101(2): 274–98.
Barham, Bradford, and Stephan Boucher. 1998. “Migration, Remittances, and Inequality: Estimating
the Net Effects of Migration on Income Distribution.” Journal of Development Economics 55:
307–31.
Bourguignon, Francois. 2003. “The Growth Elasticity
of Poverty Reduction: Explaining the Heterogeneity across Countries and Time Periods.” In Inequality and Growth: Theory and Policy Implications, ed. Theo Eicher and Steven Turnovsky.
CES-IFO Seminar Series. Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press.
Bourguignon, Francois, and Pierre-Andre Chiappori.
1992. “Collective Models of Household Behavior: An Introduction.” European Economic
Review 36: 355–64.
Browning, Martin, Francois Bourguignon, PierreAndre Chiappori, and Valerie Lechene. 1994.
Journal of Political Economy 102(6): 1067–96.

132

Chami, Ralph, Connel Fullenkamp, and Samir Jahjah.
2005. “Are Immigrant Remittance Flows a
Source of Capital for Development?” IMF Staff
Papers 52(1): 55–81.
Clarke, George, and Scott Wallsten. 2004. “Do Remittances Protect Households in Developing Countries Against Shocks? Evidence From a Natural
Disaster in Jamaica.” Unpublished paper. World
Bank, Washington, DC. November.
Coate, Stephen, and Martin Ravallion. 1993. “Reciprocity without Commitment: Characterization
and Performance of Informal Insurance Arrangements.” Journal of Development Economics 40:
1–24.
Cooper, Russell. 1999. Coordination Games.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Cox Edwards, Alejandro, and Manuelita Ureta. 2003.
“International Migration, Remittances, and
Schooling: Evidence from El Salvador.” Journal of
Development Economics 72(2): 429–61.
De, Prabal, and Dilip Ratha. 2005. “Remittance Income and Household Welfare: Evidence from Sri
Lanka Integrated Household Survey.” Unpublished paper. Development Research Group,
World Bank, Washington, DC.
de Brauw, Alan, J. Edward Taylor, and Scott Rozelle.
2001. “Migration and Incomes in Source Communities: A New Economics of Migration
Perspective from China.” Unpublished paper.
Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, University of California-Davis. October.
www.agecon.ucdavis.edu/aredepart/facultydocs/
Taylor/migration_income.pdf.
Duflo, Esther. 2003. “Grandmothers and Granddaughters: Old-Age Pensions and Intrahousehold Allocation in South Africa.” World Bank Economic
Review 17(1): 1–25.
Duflo, Ester, and Christopher Udry. 2004. “Intrahousehold Resource Allocation in Côte D’Ivoire:
Social Norms, Separate Accounts, and Consumption Choices.” NBER Working Paper 10498.
National Bureau of Economic Research,
Cambridge, MA.
Ellerman, David. 2003. “Policy Research on Migration
and Development.” World Bank Policy Research
Working Paper 3117. August.
Fafchamps, Marcel. 2004. Market Institutions in
Sub-Saharan Africa: Theory and Evidence.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Foster, James, Joel Greer, and Erik Thorbecke. 1984.
“A Class of Decomposable Poverty Measures.”
Econometrica 52(3): 761–66.
Funkhouser, Edward. 1992. “Migration from
Nicaragua: Some Recent Evidence.” World Development 20(3): 1209–18.

R E M I T T A N C E S ,

Gustafsson, Bjorn, and Negatu Makonnen. 1993.
“Poverty and Remittances in Lesotho.” Journal of
African Economies 2(2): 49–73.
Hanson, Gordon, and Christopher Woodruff. 2003.
“Emigration and Educational Attainment in
Mexico.” Working Paper. University of CaliforniaSan Diego.
Hausmann, Ricardo, and Dani Rodrik. 2002. “Economic Development as Self Discovery.” NBER
Working Paper 8952. National Bureau of Economic Research, Cambridge, MA.
Hildebrandt, Nicole, and David McKenzie. 2005.
“The Effects of Migration on Child Health in
Mexico.” Policy Research Working Paper 3573.
World Bank, Washington, DC.
IADB-MIF (Inter-American Development Bank, Multilateral Investment Fund). 2004. “Sending Money
Home: Remittance to Latin America and the
Caribbean.” Washington, DC. May.
IMF (International Monetary Fund). 1995. “Migrant
Remittances, Labor Markets, and Household
Strategies: A Comparative Analysis of LowIncome Household Strategies in the Caribbean
Basin.” Social Forces 74(2): 633–55.
IMF. 2005. World Economic Outlook.
Jacobs, Jane. 1984. Cities and the Wealth of Nations:
Principles of Economic Life. New York: Random
House.
Layard, Richard, Stephan Nickell, and Richard
Jackman. 1991. Unemployment: Macroeconomic
Performance and the Labour Market. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
Lucas, Robert. 1987. “Emigration to South Africa’s
Mines.” American Economic Review 77(3):
313–30.
Lucas, R.E.B. 2004. “International Migration to High
Income Countries: Some Consequences for Economic Development in the Sending Countries.”
Unpublished paper. Boston University.
Lucas, Robert, and Oded Stark. 1985. “Motivations
to Remit: Evidence from Botswana.” Journal of
Political Economy 93: 901–18.
Martin, Philip, and Thomas Straubhaar 2002. “Best
Practices to Reduce Migration Pressures.” International Migration 40(3): 5–23.
Massey, Douglas, and Emilio Parrado. 1998. “International Migration and Business Formation in
Mexico.” Social Science Quarterly 79(1):
1–20.
McKenzie, David, and Hillel Rapoport. 2004. “Network Effects and the Dynamics of Migration and
Inequality: Theory and Evidence from Mexico.”
BREAD Working Paper 063. Harvard University,
Cambridge, MA. www.cid.harvard.edu/bread/
papers2.htm.

H O U S E H O L D S ,

A N D

P O V E R T Y

Miguel, Edward, and Michael Kremer. 2001. “Worms:
Education and Health Externalities in Kenya.”
NBER Working Paper 8481. National Bureau of
Economic Research, Cambridge, MA.
Papademetriou, Demetrious, and Philip Martin. 1991.
“Introduction.” In The Unsettled Relationship:
Labor Migration and Economic Development,
ed. Demetrious Papademetriou and Philip Martin.
New York: Greenwood.
Morduch, Jonathan. 1994. “Poverty and Vulnerability.” American Economic Review 84(2): 221–25.
Moretti, Enrico. 2003. “Human Capital Externalities
in Cities.” NBER Working Paper 9641.
National Bureau of Economic Research, Cambridge, MA.
Paulson, Anna. 2000. “Insurance Motives for Migration: Evidence from Thailand.” Unpublished
paper. Northwestern University.
Persson, Torsten, and Guido Tabellini. 1994. “Is Inequality Harmful for Growth.” American Economic Review 84(3): 600–21.
Ravallion, Martin. 1997. “Can High-Inequality Developing Countries Escape Absolute Poverty?” Economic Letters 56: 51–57.
Rosenzweig, Mark R. 1988. “Risk, Implicit Contracts, and the Family in Rural Areas of Low
Income Countries.” Economic Journal 98(393):
1148–70.
Rosenzweig, Mark R., and Oden Stark. 1989. “Consumption Smoothing, Migration, and Marriage:
Evidence from Rural India.” Journal of Political
Economy 97(4): 906–26.
Seabright, Paul. 2004. The Company of Strangers: A
Natural History of Economic Life. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.
Sen, Amartya. 1973 (rev. 1997). On Economic Inequality. Oxford: Clarendon.
———. 1976. “Real National Income.” Review of
Economic Studies 43(1): 19–39.
Stark, Oded, and Robert Lucas. 1988. “Migration,
Remittances, and the Family.” Economic Development and Cultural Change 36(3): 465–81.
Stark, Oded, J. Edward Taylor, and Shlomo Yitzhaki.
1986. “Remittances and Inequality.” Economic
Journal 96(383): 722–40.
Swaroop, Vinaya, and Shantayanan Devarajan. 2000.
“The Implications of Foreign Aid Fungibility for
Development Assistance.” In The World Bank:
Structure and Policies, ed. Christopher Gilbert
and David Vines. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Taylor, J. Edward. 1992. “Remittances and Inequality
Reconsidered: Direct, Indirect, and Intertemporal
Effects.” Journal of Policy Modeling 14(2):
187–208.

133

G L O B A L

E C O N O M I C

P R O S P E C T S

2 0 0 6

———. 1999. “The New Economics of Labor Migration and the Role of Remittances.” International
Migration 37(1): 63–86.
Taylor, J. Edward, and Philip Martin. 2001. “Human
Capital: Migration and Rural Population
Change.” In Handbook of Agricultural Economics, ed. Bruce L. Gardner and Gordan C. Rausser
New York: Elsevier Science.
Taylor, J. Edward, Jorge Mora, and Richard Adams.
2005. “Remittances, Inequality, and Poverty: Evidence from Rural Mexico.” Research Program
on International Migration and Development.
DECRG. Mimeo. World Bank.
Taylor, J. Edward, and T. J. Wyatt. 1996. “The Shadow
Value of Migrant Remittances, Income, and Inequality in a Household-Farm Economy.” Journal
of Development Studies 32(6): 899–912.
Thaler, Richard. 1990. “Anomalies: Saving, Fungibility, and Mental Accounts.” Journal of Economic
Perspectives 4(1): 193–205.
Wodon, Quentin, Diego Angel-Urdinola, Gabriel Gonzalez-Konig, Diana Ojeda Revah, and Corinne
Siaens. 2002. “Migration and Poverty in Mexico’s
Southern States.” Regional Studies Program, Office of the Chief Economist for Latin America and
the Caribbean, World Bank, Washington, DC.
Woodruff, Christopher, and Rene Zenteno. 2001.
“Remittances and Microenterprises in Mexico.”

134

Unpublished paper. Graduate School of International Relations and Pacific Studies, University of
California–San Diego.
World Bank. 2005. “Remittances in Europe and Central Asia: Size, Distribution, and Impact.” ECA
Migration Study, Europe and Central Asia Region, World Bank, Washington, DC.
Yang, Dean. 2004. “International Migration, Human
Capital, and Entrepreneurship: Evidence from
Philippine Migrant’s Exchange Rate Shocks.” Research Program on International Migration and
Development. DECRG. Policy Research Working
Paper 3578. World Bank.
———. 2005. “Coping with Disaster: The Impact of
Hurricanes on International Financial Flows,
1970–2001.” Unpublished paper. Gerald R. Ford
School of Public Policy, University of Michigan.
Yang, Dean, and HwaJung Choi. 2005. “Are Remittances Insurance? Evidence from Rainfall Shocks
in the Philippines.” Research Program on International Migration and Development. DECRG.
Mimeo. World Bank.
Yang, Dean, and Claudia Martinez. 2005. “Remittances and Poverty in Migrants’ Home Areas:
Evidence from the Philippines.” In International
Migration, Remittances, and the Brain Drain, ed.
Caglar Ozden and Maurice Schiff. Washington,
DC: World Bank.

