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Abstract 

The following PhD dissertation is a quantitative study of individual as well as household 

decision-making in three linked processes: international labour migration, remittances 

and remittances-based spending. Three sets of questions are posed in three separate 

chapters. First, in regards to migration: why do some individuals intend to migrate 

whereas others do not; and does the intention to migrate affect actual migration 

behaviour? Second, in regards to remitting: which migrants are more likely to remit; and 

which migrants remit more? Third, in regards to spending: is it migrants themselves who 

decide how their remittances are spent; and to what extent do remittances offset the 

monetary cost of hosting festivities regarded as “customs and traditions”? In search of 

answers, the dissertation resorts to a statistical analysis of national household survey data 

from the Kyrgyz Republic. The choice of the methodology is due to the availability of a 

robust dataset that is suitable for empirical methods, and to the fact that the country is 

highly dependent on migration and remittances.  

 

Several key empirical findings emerge. First, the intention to migrate is correlated with 

travel experience, ethnicity, access to a family network abroad and regional 

unemployment; also, an intention does have a strong positive impact on actual migration 

behaviour. Second, the incidence of remitting is increased consistently in the case of men 

and older migrants, whereas the amount of remittances per remitter is higher when sent 

by household heads or highly educated migrants, especially to urban or post-shock 

households. Third, remitters often do not decide how their remittances are used, and 

remittances-receiving households spend on average more on some types of festivities, but 

not on all; despite the high average expenditures on festivities, gifts received by 

households substantially offset the total cost, thus reducing the financial burden of 

hosting such events. Policy-relevant implications of the findings as well as suggestions 

for further research are discussed.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

As the first words of this PhD dissertation are being written, the international 

media are dominated by headlines covering the most recent capsizing of a ship in the 

Mediterranean Sea - a ship carrying over 700 people from Libya to Italy. The latest 

update informs that only 28 people have been rescued so far, which “would make it by 

far the worst maritime disaster in the Mediterranean since the second world war” 

(Economist 2015). These people - women and men, young and old, Muslims and 

Christians - had departed on their uncertain voyage in order to get to Europe, where they 

could start a new life, work and perhaps one day be reunited with their families. These 

people are migrants. Although their tragic story is a drastic case, it is only one of millions 

of migrations that take place around the world every year. Every story exemplifies the 

reality that migration is a complex, omnipresent and serious matter. 

There are many types of migrants. Those fleeing war are often referred to as 

refugees, as exemplified above, and they rightly occupy the public’s attention during 

times of crisis. This thesis, by contrast, focuses on a labour migration - people who move 

primarily in search of work - a much less dramatic and visible form of migration, but one 

that involves far more people. Interest in international labour migration increased 

substantially during past two decades.  Global projects have been launched in support of 

migration research, and migration-led development has become a central theme of the 

Post-2015 Agenda.
1
 This heightened interest is attributed to the recognition that 

                                                 

1 The Post-2015 Agenda refers to the efforts of the international community - led by the United Nations - to make 

developmental plans and goals after the passing of the deadline (2015) of the prior Millennium Development Goals 

(MDG’s). The Agenda incorporates many new items, including migration, than did the MGD’s 

(http://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/about/mdg.shtml). 
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migration can have positive effects for developing countries, including jobs for the 

unemployed, brain gain through education and experience, and inflow of remittances. 

The migration mantra has gained popularity despite critics who warn of potential 

drawbacks of migration, including a decrease in domestic production and tax revenues, 

outflow of workers, corruption, remittances-dependence, and remittances-sponsored 

terrorism.   

These macro-level considerations, however, often do not take into account micro-

level concerns such as the selectively of migration or the hardships that migrants endure 

during the migration process.  The need to conduct more micro-level research, in terms of 

data collection as well as theory-building, is echoed repeatedly in migration literature. 

The need is so evident that it has even been noted by the United Nation in its agenda for 

“making migration work” for development (UN 2013). 

From the micro-level perspective, a migration begins with a person who chooses - 

or is coerced - to leave his or her place of origin in order to go elsewhere. Each migration 

is a complicated and risky affair, and may be a decision made by an individual or by an 

entire household. Taken together, the migration phenomenon represents not only the 

movement of people, but also social change, economic development and political 

controversy. Its policy relevance is undeniable, yet its large-scale developmental potential 

is still questionable. Despite the fact that many policy papers, academic books and 

doctoral dissertations have already been dedicated to the subject of migration, there 

nevertheless remain many unaddressed issues and unresolved puzzles. For example, it is 

yet to be determined why migrants from different countries have different profiles; why 

migrants from Central Asia are typically low-skilled young males, whereas from the 
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Philippines they are young or middle-aged female trained nurses? A related issue is 

whether migration is a net brain drain or gain. Will the Central Asian migrants contribute 

their skills learned abroad to home countries’ economies, and will the Filipino nurses’ 

remittances offset the cost of their initial training? 

The purpose of this dissertation is to conduct a micro-level study of international 

labour migration in the context of one highly remittances-dependent country. The project 

scope encompasses three related processes: migration, remittances and remittances-

funded expenditures. The ultimate goal of the study is not to measure the impact of 

migration or remittances, but instead to explain the decision-making process involved in 

each of the processes. The country under investigation is the Kyrgyz Republic (KR). The 

motivation for the choice of the country is twofold. First, the KR may be considered a 

“critical case” because a large portion of its labour force works abroad and the country 

ranks second in the world in terms of remittances as percentage of GDP. Second, 

migrants from KR are typically involved in regional (international) and temporary or 

circular migration, a relatively understudied phenomenon. The overarching research 

puzzle is the existence of variation among individuals and households in migrating, 

remitting and spending behaviour patterns in the KR in particular, and in migrant-

sending countries in general. 

To solve this puzzle, the study starts by empirically analyzing migrant and 

household profiles to determine which variables are correlated with, and potentially 

causal to, each behaviour pattern. The profiles come from a survey dataset recently made 

available by the German Institute for Economic Research. The Life in Kyrgyzstan (LIK) 

panel survey had encompassed nearly 3,000 households, including 8,000 individuals, 
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annually over a three-year period 2010-2012. The LIK dataset contains diverse 

information covering topics such as education, income, migration history and perceptions 

of well-being. 

The final research product is divided into three journal-style articles, each of 

which focuses on one specific process. Each article asks a separate set of questions, 

including: 1) who intends to migrate and who actually does so; 2) who remits, why, to 

whom and how much; and 3) on what are remittances ultimately spent? Questions are 

linked directly to relevant data points in the LIK survey. To answer these questions, each 

study takes into consideration variables at the individual, household and community 

levels; in so doing, it follows the advice from Massey (1990) to incorporate multiple 

levels of analysis, rather than only a single one, in migration research.  

In sum, this dissertation addresses international migration, which is one of the 

most pressing issues facing the international community today. The research combines 

the most current data with a mixed-methods approach to provide an analysis to a level of 

detail that is yet to appear in the literature. The research conclusions are informative for 

policy initiatives focusing on migration management, poverty reduction and economic 

development both in migrant-sending as well as migrant-receiving countries.  

In the coming years, the number of legal and illegal migrants will inevitably 

increase, be they North Africans in Italy or Central Asians in Russia. In all such cases, 

more appropriate government policies and higher public awareness are needed to prevent 

humanitarian disasters, economic exploitation and social discrimination. If migration is to 

be the central pillar for development in the coming future, then this dissertation hopes to 

add a stone to this pillar. 
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Chapter 2: Labour Migration Decision-Making: Intentions versus Reality 

2.1. Introduction 

Interest in international labour migration increased in the past two decades both in 

academic as well as policy circles.
2
 The research focus in the migration literature has 

broadened to include migrant flows between developing countries, as it has become 

evident that this type of migration not only surpasses, but also differs from the traditional 

South-North route.
3
 In particular, regional migration corridors between countries of the 

former Soviet Union (e.g. from Ukraine or Kazakhstan to Russia) are receiving more 

attention in the literature.
4
  

So far, analytical studies of migration have often focused on the national or global 

level. However, macro-level analysis rarely takes into account sub-national factors (e.g. 

regional poverty within countries), or the selectivity of migration based on individuals’ 

characteristics (e.g. gender, ethnicity) and subjective factors (e.g. personal preferences). 

The need to conduct more micro-level research, in terms of data collection as well as 

analysis, is echoed repeatedly in the literature and is noted in the international 

community’s making migration work discourse.
5
  

Consequently, the current study addresses two identified gaps in the literature. 

First, there remains a gap in our understanding of the micro-level decision-making 

process involved in international labour migration. For example, while most existing 

                                                 

2 Borjas 1999; Adam 2003; Adams & Page 2003; Bhagwati 2003; Rosenzweig 2005; IOM 2006; OECD 2006; Özden 

& Schiff 2006; Bilsborrow 2007; de Haas 2007; Winters 2007; USAID 2009; Dumont et al. 2010; IOM 2013 
3 Rowlands 2004; Tamas 2004; Andreopoulos et al. 2005; Ratha 2005; Ratha & Shaw 2006; Hujo & Piper 2007; De 

Haan & Yaqub 2008; Gindling 2008; Bakewell 2009; Campillo-Carrete 2013; Laczko & Brian 2013; UN 2014; World 

Bank 2015 
4 The International Organization for Migration officially considers migration between post-Soviet countries (Ukraine-

Russia, Russia-Ukraine, Kazakhstan-Russia) as South-South (IOM 2013:62). Each of the corridors involves over 2.5 

million people.  
5 German Development Institute 2013; ILO 2013; UN 2013 
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research does analyze migrants’ profiles, few studies focus on individuals’ intention to 

migrate and the realization of this intention. This study contributes to the ongoing 

attempt to solve one specific puzzle: the existence of variation among individuals in their 

intention and in their actual behaviour. In other words, while some people express an 

intention to migrate, most do not. In the near future, some of those who had expressed the 

intention do in fact migrate, whereas others do not. Just as importantly, many individuals 

who had not initially expressed an intention do actually go abroad. 

Second, we also know little about migration phenomena in Central Asia, one the 

world’s most migration-prone regions. Not only does the region offer unique 

geographical and cultural perspectives, it also provides an evidence base for a relatively 

recent form of international migration, since large-scale population movements started 

only after the fall of the Soviet Union.
6
 This study makes a contribution by focusing on a 

country that has received only limited research attention to date - the Kyrgyz Republic 

(KR) - which not only experiences a substantial outflow of its labour force abroad, but 

also ranks second in the world in terms of remittances received as percentage of GDP; 

migration outflow is making the KR dependent on remittance income inflow.
7
  

This study asks two questions regarding international labour migration: 1) why do 

certain individuals intend to migrate whereas others do not; and 2) does the intention to 

                                                 

6 For a thorough account of migration in Central Asia during and immediately after the Soviet Union, see Tishkov et al. 

(2005) and Buckley et al. (2008). 
7
 500,000 to 1 million Kyrgyz citizens work abroad, primarily in Russia (IOM 2012). While the outflow of labour 

migrants from the KR is not as large in absolute numbers as Kazakhstan’s, it is greater in terms of percentage of the 

total population and labour force (Abazov 1999; Tishkov et al. 2005; Laruelle 2007 & 2013; Rubinov 2010; IOM 

2012). Remittances account for 31% of the KR’s GDP (WB 2014, 2013 data). Tajikistan ranks first with 52%. The 

numbers are under-represented, given that a large portion of remittances is transferred through informal channels, thus 

escapes official records. 
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migrate affect actual migrating behaviour?
8
 Two sets of hypotheses are proposed in 

relation to seventeen characteristics measured at the individual, household and 

community levels. The first set relates to the intention to migrate, whereas the second set 

relates to the realization (or not) of this intention. The hypotheses stem from theories in 

the fields of economics and social psychology, and from evidence from past studies. Both 

sets of hypotheses are tested empirically using national panel survey data. Given the data 

and estimation methods employed, the empirical results should be interpreted as 

correlational rather than causal. 

The study’s findings contribute to literature devoted to migration decision-

making, particularly in regards to the impact of subjective factors (e.g. satisfaction), and 

to literature focusing on Central Asia. The findings may be deemed informative for 

policy initiatives focusing on migration management, migration-based economic 

development, and the improvement of migrants’ well-being. 

 The rest of the chapter unfolds accordingly: section II offers a review of the 

literature, including theory and relevant studies, and states the hypotheses; section III 

describes the dataset and explains the data merging process conducted prior to the 

quantitative analysis; section IV presents and discusses the formal empirical results; and 

section V concludes. 

 

                                                 

8
 The study does not distinguish between permanent and seasonal migration, although it must acknowledged that the 

two types do differ in motivations and “selectivity”. For example, Atamanov & van den Berg (2012) find that the type 

of migration interacted with education in the KR: higher educated individuals are likely to resort to permanent 

migration, whereas less educated individuals are more likely to resort to seasonal migration. Furthermore, ethnicity 

may also be a factor, since minorities may consider migration as an “exit strategy.” However, there are two reasons for 

the lack of distinction in the current study. First, the dataset used does not provide information on whether a person’s 

intention was to migrate permanently or seasonally. Second, an intention may change during the migration process, as 

some seasonal migrants may decide to remain for a longer period (e.g. to maintain a secure job), whereas permanent 

migrants may return after only a short stay abroad (e.g. due to lack of success in finding unemployment). 
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2.2. Literature Review and Hypotheses 

Labour migration is broadly defined as the “movement of persons from one State 

to another, or within their own country of residence, for the purpose of employment” 

(IOM 2016). Although there is no universal definition of a labour migrant, there exist 

elaborate classifications based on destination (international vs. domestic), legal status 

(documented vs. irregular), skill level (skilled, semi-skilled, unskilled), or duration of 

stay (e.g. permanent vs. temporary or seasonal). The multitude of sub-topics has resulted 

in a broad yet specialized scope of migration literature. While the present study focuses 

on international labour migration at the micro-level, it is also situated in the emerging 

literatures dedicated to the measurement of well-being, subjective perceptions and 

migration decision-making in general. 

2.2.1. Theory 

The Harris-Todaro model remains the theoretical foundation of international 

labour migration at the micro-level, even though it was first introduced to explain rural-

urban migration within a single developing country (Harris & Todaro 1970). Based on 

neoclassical economic theory, this cost-benefit model stipulates that an individual makes 

a decision to migrate according to a rational calculation of anticipated income to be 

earned at home and abroad; if the income abroad is higher, minus the cost of migration 

(e.g. travel costs), then the individual migrates. However, the model does not explicitly 

take into account diversity in migrants’ characteristics (e.g. gender) and it assumes a 

perfect market and complete information. Critics of the model indicate that not only is 

migration a selective process, but also many other factors (e.g. education, initial wealth) 

play a role in migrants’ decision-making (Massey 1990; Taylor 1999). 
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 Given the limitations of the Harris-Todaro model, the migration literature turned 

its attention to the household-level. The new economics of labour migration (NELM) 

theory places the migrant in the context of a household with whom he or she shares 

economic risks and responsibilities of mutual dependence (Stark 1978 & 1991; Schiff 

1994; Taylor 1996a, 1996b, 1999). Such communal decision-making serves two 

purposes: income maximization and risk minimization. However, just because a 

household decides to resort to migration, it does not mean that the household does so 

eagerly. In addition to the economic cost of migration, the household also considers 

social and human costs (e.g. family separation, hardship of living in a foreign country). In 

the KR, despite the benefits such as remittances, the migration phenomenon as a whole is 

often viewed negatively, since it is considered “wrong” that people cannot find 

employment in their home country (Bichsel et al. 2007:39). 

Furthermore, from a theoretical perspective, rational decision-making is more 

likely to take place if a household is situated in a peaceful environment rather than in a 

conflict area (Lindley 2007 & 2009); in the latter case, household member(s) may still go 

abroad to work despite the fact the primary reason for departure is survival. For example, 

in the aftermath of the ethnic-based Osh Conflict in southern KR in 2010, the Uzbek 

minority adopted a “post-traumatic strategy” (Ismailbekova 2013:117) of migration with 

two objectives: 1) to generate income, given that many Uzbek businesses had been 

destroyed and unemployment was high, and 2) to keep the men safe, since young Uzbek 

males were becoming involved in conflict situations (often in response to agitation from 

the Kyrgyz) and they were routinely targeted by the state police. 
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Two additional limitations of the NELM theory require attention. First, just as 

with migrants, households also differ in their characteristics (e.g. size, composition, 

ethnicity). In addition to such differences, households are embedded into a specific 

economic, political and social context. Consequently, households from different 

communities or countries may view and use migration differently (e.g. analysis of costs 

vs. benefits of household members’ absence; choice of household member for migration). 

Bichsel et al. (2007) demonstrate large differences in attitudes towards migration among 

rural migrant-sending households in the KR, India and Mexico. 

 Second, a migrant’s behaviour depends on subjective, non-material factors such 

as social norms or personal preferences (de Jong 2000; Heering et al. 2004; Reeves 

2012). The recognition that a migrant is more than just homo economicus has led to the 

incorporation of sociological and psychological theories into the study of migration, 

including the theory of reasoned action, and its successor, the theory of planned 

behaviour (Fishbein & Ajzen 1975; Ajzen 1985; Ajzen 1991; Hale et al. 2002). Both 

theories stipulate that one intends determines what one does, and one’s intentions are 

influenced by the social environment, including general culture as well as immediate 

family norms and pressures.
9
 Furthermore, if a behaviour is judged socially acceptable 

(e.g. young adults should go abroad) and one possesses facilitating characteristics (e.g. 

access to a network), then one’s intentions will be strengthened and more likely realized. 

One of the peculiarities of the social context in the KR is that men are motivated to go 

                                                 

9
 Building upon the theory of planned behaviour, Coulter et al. (2011) differentiate between two types of “pre-move 

thoughts” - desire and expectation - which constitute the intention to move, but which may not necessarily be held 

simultaneously. Desire refers to a “subjective evaluation” of one’s environment and it does not depend on feasibility, 

whereas expectation is an objective evaluation of one’s capacity and it is often a reaction to unexpected events (Coulter 

et al. 2011:2). These two types allow four distinct combinations of attitudes towards moving, including expecting an 

undesired move and not expecting yet desiring a move. 
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abroad not only to earn money, but also to prove themselves as mature adults and capable 

breadwinners (Reeves 2012). If they succeed abroad (e.g. send back remittances), then 

their own as well as their family’s social status increases; such a motivation was also 

observed in India, but not (at least explicitly) in Mexico (Bichsel et al. 2007).  

2.2.2. Empirical Literature 

Most of the studies consulted in preparation for this study are quantitative, as they 

conduct large-n statistical analysis using a variation of probit, logit or OLS estimation 

technique.
10

 The data are cross-sectional or longitudinal, and come from household 

and/or individual surveys at the regional or national level. The dependent variable is 

typically in binary or ordinal format, and it represents either a measure of satisfaction or 

an intention to migrate. This study is similar to the past studies in four ways, since it: 1) 

considers both the intention to migrate as well as realization of this intention in one dual 

research design (most studies focus on only one aspect); 2) uses national household 

survey data; 3) includes various typical independent variables (e.g. gender, age); and 4) 

employs a binary dependent variable, thus resorts to a probit estimation technique.  

However, this study differs from past studies in four ways, since it: 1) applies the 

dual design not only to full-sample estimations, but also to sub-samples; 2) applies the 

research design to the case of the KR; 3) includes numerous novel or rarely used 

independent variables (e.g. number of siblings, worries, attitudes to risk-taking, shocks, 

and various interactive terms); 4) examines the real significance of the statistically 

                                                 

10
 Quantitative studies: Rodriguez (1996); Namazie & Sanfey (1998); Lu (1999); Yang (1999); de Jong (2000); 

Rodriguez & Tiongson (2001); Heering et al (2004); Hadler (2006); Agadjanian, Nedoluzhko & Kumskov (2008); 

Kalyuzhnova & Kambhampati (2008); Van Dalen & Henkens (2008); Gubhaju & de Jong (2009); Becerra (2010); 

Wood et al (2010). One of the exceptions is Reeves (2012), who resorts to ethnographic interviews and descriptive 

analysis of 225 household surveys. 
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significant variables by focusing on the marginal effects of the explanatory variables. 

 Thanks to the growing availability of panel data, some past studies attempted to 

verify if intentions do in fact result in moving behaviour. Lu (1999) analyzes the 

discrepancies between the intention to change one’s residence and actual behaviour in the 

United States.
11

 Results confirm that 1) certain individual characteristics (e.g. young age, 

single status, no children, prior moving experience) increase the intention, and 2) the 

intention increases the likelihood of moving. Also in the realm of residential moving, 

Coulter et al. (2011) find that variables often have different impacts on desire/expectation 

thoughts (e.g. education has +/+ effect, age +/-, children -/-). Although the likelihood of 

moving is highest among individuals who express both a desire as well as an expectation 

to move, the study highlights the fact that almost half of such individuals do not actually 

move, perhaps due to factors beyond their control. 

Turning to international migration, in a study of a high-income country - the 

Netherlands - Van Dalen & Henkens (2008:19) find that 1) the intention is increased by 

individual characteristics (e.g. young age, good health, higher income, access to 

networks, risk-taking and dissatisfaction with current location), and 2) “intentions are 

good predictors of future emigration”; however, gender and education have no effect. 

Agadjanian, Nedoluzhko & Kumskov (2008) conduct a study of the intention to migrate 

in the KR, but only among youth ranging from 18 to 29 years of age. The study focuses 

on four key variables: ethnicity, gender, marital status and type of migration. Hypotheses 

stipulate that 1) Europeans intend to migrate more than Asians, 2) men intend more than 

                                                 

11
 Changing one’s living location incorporates a decision-making process and variables that are theoretically similar to 

labour migration.  
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women, but only case of individual and temporary migration, 3) married individuals 

(with or without children) intend less, and 4) migration networks increase intention, but 

“non-migration social capital” decreases it. Multinomial logit results using cross-

sectional data from three northern regions of the KR indicate the salience of ethnic 

differences, but not of gender. 

Gender is one of the most reoccurring micro-level variables in migration analyses, 

albeit with mixed results. Heering et al. (2004:325) explore gender-specific factors in 

migration intentions in Morocco and find that intentions of both for men and women are 

increased by an access to family networks abroad as well as a presence of “culture of 

migration” in the region; however, networks have a stronger impact on women, whereas 

the culture has a stronger one on men. In addition, women with higher levels of education 

and emancipation are more likely to migrate. Gubhaju & de Jong (2009) address the 

intention to migrate within South Africa, with special focus on gender and marital status. 

Results show that self-interest decision-making applies to unmarried individuals and to 

married men in their short-term plans; in contrast, household-interest applies to most 

married individuals and to women in general. 

 Macro-level variables are becoming more commonly included. Hadler (2006) 

compares the intention to migrate in fifteen European Union countries and concludes that 

1) economically disadvantaged places experience more migration, 2) macro-level factors 

(e.g. unemployment rate) interact with micro-level factors, 3) regions with existing 

migration flows experience more migration; overall, the results indicate that micro-level 

factors have a larger impact than macro-level ones. Wood et al. (2010) focus on Mexico 

plus sixteen Central/Latin American countries. Results reveal the positive impact of 



 14 

macro-level factors such as crime, national score on the Human Development Index, and 

closer distance to the United States; micro-level factors also matter, including gender 

(male), younger age, high education and high income. Docquier et al. (2014) explore 

migration among 138 countries and find that access to a network and the GDP per capita 

in the destination country have a positive impact on intention. Although difference in the 

education level has no impact on people’s intention, highly educated individuals are more 

likely to realize their intention. 

Subjective factors are being incorporated into migration studies, either as single 

independent variables or as the focus of inquiry. De Jong (2000) confirms the importance 

of social norms in rural Thailand. A “two-step model” hypothesizes that 1) expectations 

interact with norms to form intention, and 2) intention influences actual behaviour.  

Binomial logistic results using longitudinal panel data confirm the importance of norms, 

since men intend more than women, as well as one’s perceptions, since positive 

expectations in destination area increase the intention.. Otrachshenko & Popova (2014) 

determine that low life-satisfaction increases the intention in Europe. Ivlevs (2015:3) 

confirms the impact of satisfaction on emigration intentions in post-Soviet countries, but 

finds the impact to be U-shaped: the least- and the most-happy individuals are more 

likely to intend; the outflow of the happiest people constitutes a “happiness drain.” 

2.2.3. Emerging Hypotheses 

This study presents 21 hypotheses - divided into two parts - that are based on 21 

independent variables (17 single and 4 interactive) from the LIK survey. The first part of 

each hypothesis pertains to the intention to migrate, whereas the second part pertains to 

actual migration behaviour. Each hypothesis is referenced to existing empirical literature, 



 15 

especially to research - if available - on the KR. Although the hypotheses assume that 

every independent variable has the same impact on the intention as on the behaviour, this 

may not necessarily be the case. Given the complexity of the migration phenomenon, it is 

possible that a variable has a positive impact on the intention, but a negative one on the 

behaviour, or vice-versa. Furthermore, certain variables may prohibit migration even if 

there is an intention, whereas others may be conducive to migration even in the absence 

of an intention. All such considerations are addressed in the empirical analysis. 

2.2.3.1. Gender 

  

 Hypothesis 1: if an individual is female, then she is less likely to intend to migrate 

or to actually migrate. 

Gender is one of the most important themes in migration research, albeit with mixed 

conclusions due to influence of additional factors, especially social norms. Given that 

most migrant-sending countries are located in the global South, where gender norms 

remain more traditional, men are more likely to be expected and allowed migrate (de 

Jong 2000; Heering et al. 2004; Rowlands 2004; Hadler 2006; Gubhaju & de Jong 2009; 

Becerra 2010; Wood et al. 2010). In some cases, however, no gender differences are 

observed (Yang 2000; Van Dalen & Henkens 2008). 

Therefore, although the effect of gender on the intention is ambiguous, men may 

face fewer barriers to migration, thus men are more likely to actually go abroad.
12

 In a 

multi-country study of mostly post-Soviet states, including the KR, Ivlevs (2015) finds a 

negative correlation between being female and intention to emigrate. In the case of the 

KR specifically, no differences between women and men were observed in their 

                                                 

12
 A notable exception is the Philippines, where despite traditional norms, females - as  nurses or housemaids - make up 

the majority of labour migrants (Rodriguez 1996; Rodriguez & Tiongson 2001; Burgess & Vikram 2005; de Haas 

2007). 
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perceptions of well-being (Namazie & Sanfey 1998), nor in the intention to migrate 

among youth (Agadjanian et al. 2008). However, when it comes to actually going abroad, 

most migrants from rural communities are male (Bichsel et al. 2007:26), and in general, 

“migration is still predominantly a male affair” (Reeves 2012:119); especially in areas of 

ethnic tensions, where men are more likely to be targeted (Ismailbekova 2013). Males are 

prevalent both in permanent and seasonal migration (Atamanov & van den Berg 2012). In 

addition to differences between genders, differences within gender groups can exist based 

on key factors such as education, marital status or ethnicity.
13

 

2.2.3.2. Age 

 

 Hypothesis 2: if an individual is of young age (18-30), then he or she is more 

likely to intend or to migrate; as the age increases, the intention and the 

likelihood of migration decrease. 

 

Youth is associated with higher mobility, risk-taking and perceived necessity to migrate 

(Yang 2000; de Haas 2005; Hadler 2006; Wood et al. 2010; Coulter et al. 2011; 

Otrachshenko & Popova 2014; Ivlevs 2015). In the KR, even though being younger is 

associated with higher life satisfaction (Namazie & Sanfey 1998), young males are 

particularly prone to going abroad given social pressure on men to provide for the 

household.  Male migrants tend to be young or middle-aged (Bichsel et al. 2007). 

2.2.3.3. Marital status 

   

Hypothesis 3: if an individual is single, then he or she is more likely to intend or 

to migrate. 

 

Being single is typically associated with higher mobility (Yang 1999; Gubhaju & de Jong 

2009; Ivlevs 2015). Non-single status - be it married, divorced, widowed or other - is 

                                                 

13
 See Hypotheses 18-20. 
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more complex since migration is subject to opposing forces. On the one hand, individuals 

are less willing to go abroad if it entails being separated from family (de Jong 2000). On 

the other hand, the need to provide financial support (e.g. children) may compel even 

unwilling individuals to go abroad. In the KR, married individuals, with or without 

children, are less likely to intend to migrate (Agadjanian et al. 2008; Reeves 2012). 

2.2.3.4. Children 

 

  Hypothesis 4: if an individual has no children, then he or she is more likely to 

intend or to migrate. 

 

Similarly to the argument in the case of married individuals, the presence of children has 

a complex effect on migration. Individuals without children may be more mobile to go 

abroad for extended periods of time (Yang 1999; Coulter et al. 2011). In the KR, those 

with children often consider it as necessary to go abroad - despite reluctance to be away 

from the children - to earn an income sufficient for sustaining a large family; children are 

usually left with grandparents (Isabaeva 2011). 

2.2.3.5. Siblings  

 

  Hypothesis 5: if an individual has siblings, then he or she is more likely to intend 

or to a migrate. 

 

Siblings have not yet been explored extensively as a variable in migration research. 

However, the argument may be opposite to that in the case of children. Individuals 

without siblings may be more inclined to remain close to home to provide immediate care 

for other household members (e.g. aging parents). Individuals with siblings may not only 

be able to count on others to take care of household responsibilities, but also see the need 

to earn an income for the larger household. Also, as per NELM theory, having multiple 

siblings also provides greater opportunities for income diversification and risk reduction. 
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2.2.3.6. Ethnicity  

 

  Hypothesis 6: if an individual is not from the major ethnic group (e.g. not 

Kyrgyz, but rather Russian or Uzbek), then he or she is more likely to intend or 

to migrate. 

 

Ethnicity does not refer to the racial or cultural predisposition of a particular group, but 

rather the group’s relation towards its country of residence. Individuals from a group that 

is an ethnic minority, especially if the group considers itself marginalized or persecuted, 

are more likely to intend to go abroad, since migration may be seen as a way to escape 

discrimination (Ivlevs 2015). In the case of the KR, Europeans - Russians or non-Russian 

Europeans - are found to intend to migrate more than Asians; this behaviour may be 

explained in part by their perceived sense of lower status and alienation in the post-Soviet 

reality (Agadjanian et al. 2008). Although the Uzbek minority is larger than the Russian 

in the KR, most studies focus on the differences between Europeans and Asians due to 

the larger cultural, linguistic and historical cleavages between Europeans and 

Kyrgyz/Uzbek/others. The author of this study acknowledges these cleavages, as well as 

the differences in migration motivations between Kyrgyz and non-Kyrgyz, especially 

among the Uzbek minority after the Osh conflict in 2010 (Ismailbekova 2013). 

2.2.3.7. Place of birth 

 

  Hypothesis 7: if an individual was not born in the community where he or she 

resides, then he or she is more likely to intend or to migrate. 

 

Even if a member of the majority ethnic group, an individual who was not born in a 

community where he or she resides may consider himself or herself to have less roots in 

the community, or to be facing alienation or discrimination, thus be more willing to go 

elsewhere (Yang 1999). In addition, such individuals may have already demonstrated a 

behavioural propensity to move. 
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2.2.3.8. Experience abroad 

 

  Hypothesis 8: if an individual has been abroad, then he or she is more likely to 

intend or to migrate. 

 

Prior experience abroad not only accustoms an individual to living abroad, but also 

allows him or her to gather information as well as foster connections that can reduce the 

social, psychological and economic costs of migration in the future (de Jong 2000; de 

Haas 2005; Otrachshenko & Popova 2014). Having been exposed to a different culture 

and lifestyle - potentially better than in the home country - and being more certain for 

finding work upon arrival may motivate the migrant to go abroad again. In contrast, an 

individual without prior experience faces higher costs and uncertainty. 

2.2.3.9. Education 

 

  Hypothesis 9: if an individual possesses a high level of education, then he or she 

is more likely to intend or to migrate; the higher the level, the stronger the 

intention and the likelihood of migration. 

 

Individuals with higher human capital may expect to gain more from going abroad, 

especially if their skills are not adequately used or rewarded in the home country. 

Furthermore, they may possess skills (e.g. language, professional) that would make the 

transition to a different country less difficult or that are explicitly demanded by the host 

country (Massey 1990;  Borjas 1999; Adams 2003; Wood et al. 2010; Coulter et al. 2011; 

Javid et al. 2012; Docquier et al. 2014). In the KR, education was found to be the key 

factor in determining the propensity for labourers to leave farming activities for non-

farming or migration: higher-educated individuals were more likely to resort to non-

farming or permanent migration, whereas lower-educated individuals either remained in 

farming or opted for seasonal migration (Atamanov & van den Berg 2012).  

 



 20 

2.2.3.10. Worries 

 

  Hypothesis 10: if an individual is worried about his or her economic situation 

and/or personal security, then he or she is more likely to intend or to migrate. 

 

Worries are another variable that has not been explored extensively in migration research, 

and they may have opposing effects. On the one hand, an individual who is worried about 

his or her status in the home country may be more willing to go abroad, if he or she 

expects own position to improve there. For example, a high crime rate in the 

neighbourhood or country in general may make individual more worried about personal 

safety, thus more willing to go abroad (Wood et al. 2010). On the other hand, an 

individual who considers himself or herself to be more vulnerable to financial 

exploitation or personal harm in a foreign environment may avoid going abroad. 

2.2.3.11. Risk-taking 

 

  Hypothesis 11: if an individual considers him-/herself a risk taker, then he or 

she is more likely to intend or to migrate. 

 

By definition, a individual more willing to take risks will be more willing to face the 

uncertainty of going abroad, whereas a risk-averse individual will be more likely remain 

in their current location (Van Dalen & Henkens 2008 & 2013). 

2.2.3.12. Interest in politics 

 

  Hypothesis 12: if an individual takes interest in politics, then he or she is more 

likely to intend or to actually migrate. 

 

A potential migrant’s interest in politics has not yet been explored in migration research, 

and the effect may well be ambiguous. For example, it is possible that higher awareness 

of the political and economic trends in the home country relative to other locations, 

especially in time of domestic political or economic turmoil, may motivate an individual 

to seek better fortune abroad. Conversely, if an interest in politics is associated with a 
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strong attachment to one’s country - be it for patriotic or practical reasons - then its 

presence may motivate an individual to remain at home, even in times of turmoil. 

2.2.3.13. Satisfaction with household well-being 

  

  Hypothesis 13: if an individual is not satisfied with the level of his or her 

household income, then he or she is more likely to intend or to migrate. 

 

Similarly to worries, perceptions of current and future household income influence the 

cost-benefit analysis of migration. An individual is more likely to migrate if he or she 

considers objectively (e.g. income differential) or subjectively (e.g. relative deprivation) 

the household’s economic status to be unsatisfactory (de Jong 2000; Van Dalen & 

Henkens 2008 & 2013). 

2.2.3.14. Network 

 

  Hypothesis 14: if an individual has access to family/friends abroad, then he or she 

is more likely to intend or to migrate. 

 

Access to networks has long been regarded in the migration literature as a key factor 

facilitating migration by providing information and support, which lower the cost and 

uncertainty of going abroad ((Yang 1999; Heering et al. 2004; Özden & Schiff 2006; 

Ratha & Shaw 2006; Agadjanian et al. 2008; Van Dalen & Henkens 2008 & 2013; 

Docquier et al. 2014; Ivlevs 2015). In the KR, access to family or friends abroad is seen 

as a fundamental motivator and enabler (Reeves 2012). 

2.2.3.15. Shock 

 

  Hypothesis 15: if an individual’s household has experienced any type of shock, 

then he or she is more likely to intend or to actually migrate. 

 

Three types of shocks are considered in the current study: natural, social and household. 

In each case, an individual’s household may face unexpected financial or physical 

hardship, which will motivate him or her to go abroad to gain additional resources to help 
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to overcome the effects of the shock. Past research has shown that any type of shock may 

trigger migration, even if only temporary, for income-generating purposes (Clarke & 

Wallsten 2003; Fagen 2006; Lueth & Ruiz-Arranz 2007; Lindely 2007 & 2009; Yang & 

Choi 2007; Nielsen et al 2011). 

2.2.3.16. Community type 

 

  Hypothesis 16: if an individual lives in a rural area, then he or she is more 

likely to intend or to actually migrate. 

 

In most countries, rural regions are generally less developed and offer fewer economic 

opportunities and poorer public service provision than urban regions. Consequently, 

inhabitants of rural communities may consider migration as the preferable, if not the 

only, way to escape poverty (Yang 1999; de Haas 2005). In the KR, the individuals from 

rural areas who do not own land are the most likely to migrate (Atamanov & van den 

Berg 2012); being landless may be due to poverty or to the inheritance structure whereby 

land often is given to the eldest child, typically a son. 

2.2.3.17. Community unemployment 

  Hypothesis 17: if an individual lives an area with a high unemployment rate, then 

he or she is more likely to intend or to actually migrate. 

 

High unemployment rate in a community motivates, or rather forces, individuals to go 

elsewhere in search of work (Hadler 2006; Becerra 2010). In the KR, the disintegration of 

the centrally planned economy after the fall of the Soviet Union, which resulted in 

widespread unemployment, is considered as the main reason for the present-day labour 

migration abroad (Reeves 2012). 

2.2.3.18. Educated female 

 Hypothesis 18: if a woman has high education, then she is more likely to intend 

or to migrate. 
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Educated women differ from less- or uneducated women in their perceptions of self and 

of their role within family or society. They are more aware of professional opportunities 

and lifestyle choices abroad, of which they may be financially or socially deprived in 

their home countries. Thus, they are more willing to migrate in search of better pay, and 

more liberal social norms or personal autonomy (Gubhaju & de Jong 2009).  

2.2.3.19. Single female 

Hypothesis 19: if a woman is single, then she is more likely to intend or to 

migrate. 

 

Single women may be more prone to migration than non-single women not only due to 

the greater physical mobility afforded by single status, but also thanks to the prospect of 

greater social mobility abroad (e.g better career or marriage choices). In the KR, many 

men go abroad in order to save money for a wedding, since they wish to, or are expected 

to, marry a woman who lives in their community (Reeves 2012). Although women may 

have similar wishes, or be faced with the same expectations, they - more so than men - 

may view migration as a means to escape poverty and restrictive gender norms, or to find 

better marriage opportunities. Within the KR, single women have a higher propensity for 

internal migration; in the case of pregnant women, migration is seen as part of a “family-

formation” process, whereby a woman either moves to join a future husband or her own 

family members (e.g. parents) (Nedoluzhko & Agadjanian 2010:section 4.1). 

2.2.3.20. Russian female 

Hypothesis 20: if a woman is Russian, then she is more likely to intend or to 

migrate. 

 

Russian women in particular are prone to migration because they not only may feel 

alienated in the post-Soviet Kyrgyz society, but also they may not be able to find a 
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suitable spouse in the KR. Given the traditional gender norms, even within the Russian 

community, and the high unemployment in the KR - for both Russian women and their 

potential (Russian) husbands - Russian women may view migration as the best means for 

professional and personal fulfillment. 

2.2.3.21. Russian in social shock 

 Hypothesis 21: if a Russian lives in a household that has experienced a social 

shock, then he or she is more likely to intend or to migrate. 

 

In the KR, Russians already express a sense of alienation or even discrimination in the 

post-society society (Tishkov et al. 2005; Laruelle 2007; Buckley et al. 2008; Rubinov 

2010). If that sensation is exacerbated by a social shock (i.e. political riot with ethnic 

undertones), then they may consider migration as a means to cope with the shock. 

2.3. Dataset 

  Despite the importance of migration in Central Asia, the region remains severely 

“understudied” (Brück et al. 2012:2). Of all the surveys conducted in Central Asia in the 

past 25 years, the Life in Kyrgyzstan (LIK) is the only micro-level national panel survey; 

other surveys were more limited in scope (e.g. some were only regional; all were only 

cross-sectional) and a few were conducted by the Kyrgyz authorities.
14

 The LIK survey 

was conducted annually over a three-year period (2010-2012).
15

 The survey dataset is 

                                                 

14
 Only 14 micro-level surveys have been conducted in the KR since 1989 (Brück et al. 2012). Based on these surveys, 

29 academic papers have been published, which gives a “papers per survey” rate of 2.1. The record of other countries 

in Central Asia is even less impressive: Uzbekistan (20/10 = 2.0), Kazakhstan (21/11 = 1.9), Tajikistan (21/11 = 1.9), 

and Turkmenistan (none). 
15

 The LIK survey was designed by the German Institute for Economic Research (DIW), located in Berlin. The survey 

was conducted as part of the “Economic Transformation, Household Behaviour and Well-Being in Central Asia: The 

Case of Kyrgyzstan” research project, which was funded the Volkswagen Foundation. The goal of the survey was “to 

(1) to collect nationally representative panel survey data in Kyrgyzstan, (2) to investigate well-being and behaviour of 

individuals and households in this country, and (3) to improve research capacity within the Central Asian region.” The 

final data includes information on “demographics, assets, expenditure, migration, employment, agricultural markets, 

shocks, social networks, and subjective well-being.” The DIW encourages the use of the survey findings to generate 
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ideal for quantitative analysis for five reasons: 1) information is of exceptionally high 

reliability
16

; 2) data have been collected at multiple levels of analysis; 3) survey questions 

address a wide range of topics relevant to migration; 4) survey answers can be coded as 

variables for large sample empirical analysis; and 5) the panel format allows us to verify 

migrants’ behaviour in subsequent years. 

  The LIK survey divides the KR into 120 communities (see Appendix A.1. for 

community characteristics). In 2010, 3,000 households were surveyed, which 

encompassed 13,739 people including children and absent adults. By design, data have 

been collected at three levels of analysis: community, household, individual.
17

 In total, 

8,160 adults filled out the individual survey, of whom half (53%) were female and a 

majority (67%) were ethnic Kyrgyz.
18

 The current study is based on 2010 and 2011 data 

only.
19

 The dataset has thus far not been used to study the migration phenomena 

identified in this paper.
20

  

                                                                                                                                                 

“knowledge spillovers to the wider academic.” However, the dataset is not available openly to the public, but rather it is 

distributed to researchers upon signing of a contractual data-privacy agreement. 
16

 The DIW is an independent, non-profit research institution founded it 1925. It has an outstanding experience in 

research and publication. Data obtained under its supervision may be judged reliable and impartial, especially in 

comparison with government-funded projects in the region. See Brück et al. (2012) for explanation of the scarcity of 

data in Central Asia, which may be attributed to lack of funding, expertise and political freedom - in some countries 

more than others - to conduct research. 
17

 At the community-level, a “community representative” filled out one questionnaire with covering topics related not 

only to community characteristics (e.g. urban/rural), but also to employment and migration status of the population; not 

all questions were answered by every respondent. At the household-level, the household head filled out a questionnaire 

that included detailed information about all household members, as well as questions covering topics such as assets, 

income sources, expenditures and migrants. At the individual-level, each adult in the household present at the type of 

survey filled out a questionnaire covering multiple measures of well-being, satisfaction, subjective characteristics, and 

future plans. Samples of all the questionnaires can be found on the DIW website 

(http://www.diw.de/en/diw_01.c.412482.en/research_advice/macroeconomics_and_financial_markets/development_an

d_security/questionnaires_and_manuals_kyrgyzstan.html). 
18

 The ethnic composition represents the current ethnic makeup of the KR: Kyrgyz (72.6%), Uzbek (14.4%), Russian 

(6.4%), Dungan (1.1%), and other (5.5%) (National Statistical Committee of the Kyrgyz Republic 2014).  
19

 The 2012 data have not yet been made available in spring of 2015, when research for this study began. 
20

 The DIW lists publications and work-in-progress that utilize the LIK survey. The list is based on the topics declared 

by researchers in their application to obtain the dataset. Therefore, even if not complete, the list is indicative. According 

to the list, no research similar to mine has or is being conducted. List accessed May 4, 2015. 

(http://www.diw.de/de/diw_01.c.100313.en/forschung_beratung/projekte/projekte.html?id=diw_01.c.345525.en) 

http://www.diw.de/en/diw_01.c.412482.en/research_advice/macroeconomics_and_financial_markets/development_and_security/questionnaires_and_manuals_kyrgyzstan.html
http://www.diw.de/en/diw_01.c.412482.en/research_advice/macroeconomics_and_financial_markets/development_and_security/questionnaires_and_manuals_kyrgyzstan.html
http://www.diw.de/de/diw_01.c.100313.en/forschung_beratung/projekte/projekte.html?id=diw_01.c.345525.en


 26 

  According to the LIK survey, a typical migrant is a Kyrgyz male under 30 years-

of-age from a rural community, who is already married and has at least one child; he has 

a secondary education and has already been abroad (to Russia); he probably has a job, but 

is only moderately satisfied with his income; finally, he considers himself a risk-taker and 

takes interest in politics. In terms of ethnicity, stark differences are observed between 

Russians and non-Russians.
21

 A typical Russian migrant is a female over 30, married or 

with children; she is highly educated, but although she may be satisfied with her job, she 

is worried about her economic and social well-being, and wants to move to Russia. 

 To investigate migration intentions, the key question in the LIK individual 

questionnaire is I413: “Are you planning to move abroad within the following 12 months 

for more than 1 month (excluding vacation, family visits, business trips)?” The response 

is in binary format and it relates explicitly to labour migration. In 2010, 358 adults (4.4%) 

responded in the affirmative (see Appendix A.2. for intending migrants’ characteristics).  

The merging of data from surveys at the three levels of analysis was done by the 

author of this study for two reasons. First, 2010 data from all questionnaires were merged 

to obtain a complete set of cross-sectional variables. Certain variables were obtained 

from the community questionnaire (e.g. unemployment rate), whereas others came from 

the household (e.g. household size) or the individual (e.g. intention to migrate). Entries 

with incomplete data were dropped from the dataset, thus retaining 8,156 individuals. 

Second, 2010 and 2011 data were merged to obtain panel information about the 2010 

intending migrants’ behaviour over the course of the following year in order to determine 

if the migrants’ intention had been realized. Of the 8,066 respondents to the individual 

                                                 

21
 This profile is similar to those presented analysis in past studies (Bichsel et al. 2007; Reeves 2012). 
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survey in 2011, 7,324 (91%) re-appeared from the previous year. 

Verifying the realization of intentions proved challenging for two reasons. First, 

no single question in the 2011 survey could account for all intending migrants from 2010. 

Second, many of the respondents in 2011 did not participate in the 2010 survey. In the 

2011 individual questionnaire, only 553 (7%) respondents answered the “During the last 

12 months, have you been abroad for more than one month (excluding vacation, visiting, 

business trips)?” Of these 553, only 149 (27%) replied in the affirmative, of whom 26 

had intended to migrate in 2010, 57 had not intended, and 66 had not appeared in the 

previous year’s survey. The only other relevant question in the 2011 household 

questionnaire asked, “Did [household member] stay in the household in the last week?” 

727 individuals (5.3%) were reported to have stayed abroad, of whom only 284 took part 

in the 2010 individual survey. Nevertheless, it was at least possible to determine that of 

the 284, 51 (22%) had intended to go abroad and 233 (78%) did not. 

Consequently, in regards to labour migrants, it is possible to ascertain that 77 (26 

+ 51) migrants fulfilled their intention to migrate, and that 290 (57 + 233) migrants went 

without a previous intention. Therefore, the total number of migrants who had gone 

abroad over the course of 2011 is at least 367 (see Table 1). However, it is still left to be 

determined how many individuals did not migrate despite their intentions. To do so, 2011 

data from the two mentioned questions were combined with 2010 data on intentions. The 

total number of merged individuals was 7,615, including the 367 confirmed labour 

migrants. Of the remaining 7,248 who did not migrate over the course of 2011, 243 had 

expressed an intention to migrate in 2010 and 7,005 did not. 
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Table 1. Migration intentions: fulfilled vs. non-fulfilled. 

 

Three results stand out. First, more non-intending migrants (290) than intending 

migrants (77) had actually gone abroad; thus, labour migration appears to be a 

predominantly unplanned phenomenon. Second, more intending migrants (243) did not 

migrate than those (77) who successfully did so; thus, most migration intentions are 

unfulfilled. Third, most (7005) individuals can be regarded as “stayers” (Van Dalen & 

Henkens 2008:13), since they neither intended to migrate nor did so. However, these 

absolute numbers must be considered by taking into account the fact that proportionally, 

more people realized their intention (77 out of 243 is 32%) than went without an 

intention (290 out of 7295 is 4%). 

2.4 Empirical Analysis 

2.4.1. Methodology 

Given the quantitative methods employed in past research as well as the proposed 

hypotheses presented in section II, the current study conducts an empirical analysis of 

two separate econometric models. Using full-sample as well as sub-sample data, each 

model is tested using the probit estimation technique; the models were also tested using 

two alternative techniques - logit and OLS - and the results were similar. To obtain the 

 Migrated in 2011 Did not migrate in 2011 Total 

Intended to migrate in 2010 77 243 320 

Did not intend in 2010 290 7005 7295 

Total 367 7248 7615 
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marginal effects, rather than just the parameter estimates, the dprobit statistical command 

is used, and only these marginal effects are reported in the tables.
22

 Given the 

methodology, the results should be interpreted as correlational rather than causal. 

The explanatory variables represent the concepts discussed in the 21 Hypotheses, 

including three separate shocks as well as two separate worries. Variables can be 

classified according to three level of analysis. Of the 14 variables at the individual, five 

are binary (female gender; single status; Russian ethnicity; born in community; and travel 

experience), three are interval-ratio (age; number of children; number of siblings), and six 

are ordinal (education level; worry about personal security; worry about economic status; 

risk-taking, interest in politics; and satisfaction with household income). Of the four 

variables at the household level, all are binary (access to network; three types of shocks). 

Of the two variables at the community level, both are binary (urban; unemployment 

among males). In addition, of the four interactive terms, three are binary (single female; 

Russian female; Russian under social shock) and one is ordinal (educated female) (see 

Appendix A.3. for the list of variables).
23

 

Model 1 tests the impact of 24 independent variables (20 single variables and 4 

interactive terms) on an individual’s intention to migrate in 2010: 

 (1) I
*
 = 1a + 1b1 (x1) + 1b2 (x2) + … 1bj (xj) + 1e 

(1.1) I = 1 if I
*
 > 0 and 0 otherwise 

Where I
*
 is a latent variable measuring a respondent’s propensity to intend to migrate, I is 

                                                 

22
 Logit, OLS and probit results are available upon request. Calculations were carried out using the STATA (v14.0). 

23
 Initial estimations included two quadratic terms (of age and education) as well as more interactive terms. However, 

inclusion of quadratics and multiple interactive terms diminished the statistical significance of many variables 

(especially of age and education). Consequently, the quadratics and most interactive terms were excluded from the 

final estimations. 
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the respondent’s expressed intention to migrate (I = 1) or not (I = 0) in the 2010 survey, 

1a is the constant term, xj are explanatory variables (j = 1, …, 24), 1bj are the parameter 

coefficients to be estimated from equation 1, and 1e is the error term having a normal 

distribution with mean 0 and standard deviation 1. 

Model 2 tests the impact of 25 independent variables (the 24 already mentioned 

explanatory variables, plus the previous year’s intention) on migrating behaviour. Two 

versions of Model 2 are considered: with the intention variable as an explanatory variable 

(2a) and without (2b); the two separate versions allow to isolate for the impact of 

intention on other variables. For example, for model 2a: 

(2a) M
*
 = 2a + 2b1 (x1) + 2b2 (x2) + … 2bj (xj) + 2e 

(2a.1) M = 1 if M
*
 > 0 and 0 otherwise 

Where M
*
 is a latent variable measuring a respondent’s propensity to migrate, M 

indicates whether the respondent has actually migrated (M = 1) or not (M = 0) in the 2011 

survey, 2a is the constant term, xj are explanatory variables (j = 1, …, 24), 2bj are the 

parameter coefficients to be estimated, and 2e is the error term having a normal 

distribution with mean 0 and standard deviation 1. Ten additional estimations are 

conducted for Model 1 and Model 2a each to account in population subgroups: 1) gender: 

male vs. female; 2) ethnic groups: Russian vs. non-Russian; 3) age: under 30 vs. over 30; 

4) marital status: single vs. non-single; and 5) community type: urban vs. rural.
24

 

Two econometric concerns require attention. First, endogeneity constitutes a 

potential, albeit limited, concern in the estimations. Neither the innate individual 

characteristics (e.g. gender) nor the clearly exogenous factors (e.g. shocks, regional 

                                                 

24 Results from additional estimations are available from the author upon request. 
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unemployment) constitute such a concern. Other explanatory variables were specifically 

chosen to limit endogeneity. For example, instead of employing a general life-satisfaction 

explanatory variable as in previous studies (Otrachshenko & Popova 2014; Ivlevs 2015), 

the current study employs the satisfaction with household income variable, which is less 

likely to be influenced by the thought of going abroad.
25

 All estimations were conducted 

using the typical robustness tests and only the robust estimators are reported.  

Second, coefficients of interactive terms in non-linear models cannot be taken at 

face value (see Ali & Norton 2003 for discussion). Although the coefficients obtained for 

the four interactive terms in this study are interpreted as computed, their exact value may 

be different. Two of the interactive terms have the hypothesized effect; thus the 

confidence in their correctness is high. Of the remaining two terms, one is not found to be 

statistically significant and the other has an unexpected negative effect; thus caution 

should be used in the interpretation. Nevertheless, given the low number of interactive 

terms used and their limited statistical significant (i.e. only significant in full-sample 

estimation of Model 1), their inclusion into the models can be deemed as informative. 

2.4.2. Results and Discussion 

2.4.2.1. Intentions to Migrate 

In the full sample estimation of Model 1 (see Table 2), most of the variables have 

a statistically significant impact on the intention, and most have the expected sign. 

Among the individual-level variables, as expected, the intention is lower for women,  

                                                 

25
 See Ivlevs (2015) for a thorough discussion of concerns over endogeneity in similar estimation models. After 

correcting for endogeneity, the final results resembled the initial ones. Note that the general solution to endogeneity 

from omitted variables is to partition the variance by including an instrument for the missing variable, in this case most 

likely household income. The “satisfaction with household income” can be seen as the best available instrument given 

the limitations of the survey questions.  
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Table 2. Full-sample estimations: Model 1 (intention to migrate), Model 2a & 2b 

(migrating behaviour) 

 

  Hypothesized 
Effect 

Model 1 
(marginal 

effect) 

Z score Model 2a 
(marginal 

effect) 

Z score Model 2b 
(marginal 

effect) 

Z score 

Variable (LEVEL)               

INDIVIDUAL               

Intention to migrate + — — 0.051*** 6.07 — — 

Female - -0.042*** -2.89 -0.005 -0.42 -0.007 -0.65 

Age - -0.001*** -3.59 -0.001*** -4.63 -0.001*** -4.67 

Single status + 0.006 0.92 0.008 1.42 0.009 1.59 

# of children - -0.003** -2.02 -0.006*** -4.42 0.007*** -4.63 

# of siblings + -0.001 -0.64 0.001 1.06 0.001 0.98 

Russian ethnicity + 0.091*** 3.60 -0.051*** -16.07 -0.050*** -14.97 

Born in community - 0.010** 1.99 0.013*** 3.29 0.014*** 3.47 

Has been abroad + 0.171*** 13.94 0.050*** 6.37 0.078*** 8.64 

Education + -0.004** -1.97 -0.001 -0.92 -0.002 -1.21 

Worried - economy + 0.002*** 2.71 -0.001 -1.08 -0.001 -0.60 

Worried - security + -0.002*** -2.61 -0.001* -1.76 -0.001* -2.29 

Risk-taker + 0.002*** 3.84 -0.001 -1.69 -0.001 -1.14 

Interest in politics + -0.009*** -4.30 -0.005*** -3.38 -0.006*** -3.75 

HOUSEHOLD               

Satisfaction - HH income - -0.002** -2.54 -0.001 -0.81 -0.001 -0.95 

Network abroad + 0.027*** 4..52 0.045*** 8.13 0.050*** 8.73 

Shock - natural + -0.007* -1.81 0.004 1.23 0.003 1.15 

Shock - social + 0.007* 1.75 -0.006 -1.80 -0.005 -1.45 

Shock - household + -0.002 -0.48 0.003 0.99 0.003 0.75 

COMMUNITY               

Urban area - -0.001 -0.34 -0.001 -0.08 -0.001 -0.16 

Regional unemployment + 0.020*** 4.66 -0.005 -1.33 -0.003 -0.78 

INTERACTIVE TERMS               

Educated female + 0.007** 2.49 -0.0001 -0.06 0.001 0.19 

Single female + 0.009 0.94 -0.003 -0.44 -0.003 -0.44 

Russian female + 0.0322* 1.77 0.047 1.17 0.054 1.27 

Russian - social shock + -0.023*** -3.19 - - - - 

Observations   6,366   6,366   6,366   

Pseudo R²   0.195   0.215   0.202   

Mean of dependent v.   0.049   0.054   0.054   

*= <0.1, **= <0.05, ***= <0.01               
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older individuals, and those with more children. Also as expected are the positive 

relationships between intending and being Russian or having prior experience abroad. 

Contrary to expectations, being born in one’s community of residence increases 

the intention, whereas higher education decreases it. Although it may be presumed that 

the sense of belonging to a community heightens one’s well-being - thus decreases the 

intention to go elsewhere - no difference in the satisfaction with household income was 

found between those born in or outside the community.
26

 Although it may be expected 

that higher education influences perception of higher earning abroad, many highly-

qualified individuals might avoid migration since they expect to often be constrained to 

unskilled, physical work in a foreign country (Brzozowski 2007). 

Furthermore, as expected, worries about one’s economic situation increase the 

intention to go abroad. However, contrary to expectations, worries about one’s personal 

security decrease the probability of intention. Although this may at first glance be 

attributed to gender - women being typically more vulnerable - almost no difference was 

found between the genders.
27

 Consequently, a greater sense of personal insecurity may 

simply make one anticipate even greater insecurity in a foreign environment, thus 

discouraging an intention to migrate; insecurity is higher among the risk-averse than 

among risk-takers. The results indicate that risk-takers are significantly more likely to 

indicate an intention to migrate.
28

 In the KR, the general attitude is that women are 

                                                 

26
 The average “satisfaction with household income” among respondents born in the community was 5.4 out of 10, 

which is comparable to 5.3 among respondents born outside of community (Appendix G, Table 1). 
27

 The average level of worry about personal security among women was 6.5 out of 10, which does not differ much 

from 6.3 among men (Appendix G, Table 2). 
28

 Individuals who consider themselves risk-averse (5 or less out of 10) have an average worry about personal security 

of 6.5, whereas those who consider themselves risk-takers (more than 5 out of 10) indicate an average level of worry of 
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subject to more risks and insecurity abroad than men (Reeves 2012).  

Of the three types of shocks, a social shock has the expected positive impact, 

whereas a natural shock has an unexpected negative impact, which may be influenced by 

other factors, including the exact type of a natural shock, family size or type of 

community. Certain types of shocks (e.g. flooding) may necessitate a person to remain at 

home to deal with the impact of the shock (e.g. rebuild a house), whereas others (e.g. 

drought) may not require one’s presence, but instead create an incentive to seek an 

alternative income abroad to deal with loss of livelihood (e.g. destroyed crops). In terms 

of family size, a person with many siblings may count on others to remain at home to 

deal with the shock, while he or she goes abroad to work. In terms of community size, 

individuals from rural areas are more prone to natural shocks, since their livelihoods are 

more exposed to natural forces.  

Among the community-level variables, regional unemployment has the expected 

positive impact. Among the four interactive terms, three - educated women, Russian 

women, Russians who had experienced a social shock - are found to be significant. The 

first two have the expected positive impact, but the social shock has an unexpected 

negative one. Although a social shock may be especially perceived as disturbing by the 

already status-anxious Russian minority - thus make some Russians want to leave - the 

pessimistic impact may in fact lead many to entrench at home, since prospects of a better 

life in Russia - especially after the 2008 financial crisis - would not appear as a better 

                                                                                                                                                 

6.2 (Appendix G, Table 3). Once intentions are taken into account (Model 2a), actual migration is negatively associated 

with risk-takers, though the effect is small and weakly statistically significant at best.  



 35 

alternative.
29

 Only the single female variable does not have a significant effect, probably 

due to the continued reluctance in the Kyrgyz society to send single women abroad alone. 

The marginal effects allow us to compare the relative strength of each of the 

independent variables, of which the ones with the strongest positive impact (in 

descending order) are travel experience abroad, Russian ethnicity, access to family 

network abroad, and regional unemployment. In contrast, the variables with the strongest 

negative impact are being female, interest in politics, natural shock and education. It 

seems that in a more traditional society such as the KR, women do not wish to migrate or 

are discouraged from doing so, and that people interested in politics are either more 

attached to their home country or are more aware of the challenges they would face 

abroad. A natural shock may discourage migration because an individual perceives a 

need to remain at home in order to address the shock. The negative impact of education 

may require a theoretical rethinking of the willingness of people with high human capital 

to go abroad where they may expect to perform menial tasks unsuitable for their 

qualifications. 

 In addition to comparing the raw size of the marginal effect, one must also 

interpret the real significance by referring to what the variables represent.
30

 Among the 

binary variables with a positive impact, the ones with the strongest significance are prior 

experience abroad (having such experience increases the estimated probability of 

intending to migrate by 17% over that of the base comparator case), Russian ethnicity (a 

9.1% effect), and access to a network abroad (2.7%); among the non-binary variables, the 

                                                 

29
 As discussed in Section 1.4-a, the unexpected sign of the interactive term may be due to methodological concerns. 

30
 Many of the variables are binary, thus the marginal effect represents the exact change in the probability of intention 

to migrate. 
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estimated probability of intending to migrate is increased by 0.2% by each level (ordinal 

rank from 1 to 10) of worries about the economy, and 0.2% by each level of risk-taking.  

 Among the binary variables with a negative impact, the ones with the strongest 

significance are being female (a 4.2% decline in the predicted intention to migrate) and to 

a much lesser extent a natural shock (-0.07%); among the non-binary variables, the 

chance decreases 0.9% by each level of interest in politics, and 0.4% by each category 

(not year) of education. Consequently, variables with the strongest real significance are 

binary (prior experience abroad, ethnicity, network and gender), whereas the age, number 

of children, level of worries, and most other non-binary variables have small real 

impacts; for example, a person who is extremely worried about the economy (10 out 10) 

would only have a 2% higher probability of intending to migrate than a person who is not 

worried at all. 

Sub-sample estimations generally mirror the results from the full-sample. In the 

sample of women only, single status is found to be statistically significant, but not risk-

taking. In the sample of men only, the case is reversed. In the sample of Russians only, 

children are found to have a positive impact on the intention to migrate and all types of 

shocks are significant; however both natural and social shocks have a negative impact. In 

comparison, in the sample of non-Russians, most variables are found to be significant 

except for natural and household shock. It seems that non-Russians’ decision-making 

process is more complex, whereas Russians respond significantly to shocks.  

 In the sample of youth under the age of 30, children have a positive impact on 

migration intentions, and the impact of prior experience abroad is very high. Also, young 

Russian females have a higher probability of intention. In the sample of those over the 
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age of 30, the strength of the Russian ethnicity variable drops immensely, indicating the 

propensity of older individuals - regardless of background - to have a lower intention to 

migrate. In the sample of single individuals only, both Russian ethnicity and experience 

abroad have overwhelming impacts. In the sample of non-singles, impacts of both 

variables drop drastically, and the educated female variable is significant. 

2.4.2.2. Realization of Intentions 

In the full sample estimation of Model 2a, a third of the independent variables is 

found to be statistically significant, of which most have the expected signs. As expected, 

intending to migrate raises the probability of actually going in the next year by over 5%; 

in some ways, this result understates the importance of intentions on migration behaviour 

since current intentions may also affect migration choices in subsequent years (i.e. a 

stated intention does not necessarily mean in the immediate future). Moreover, actual 

migration rates are only 5% in the sample, so the effect of intending to migrate is very 

large. Actual migration also increases with experience abroad and access to a family 

network. As expected, the probability is decreased by age and number of children.  

Contrary to expectations, the probability is increased by being born in the 

community. Also unlike expected, it is decreased by interest in politics, most likely due 

to patriotic reasons or better awareness of challenges abroad. The negative impact of a 

social shock may be attributed to the country-wide civil unrest in 2010, which had 

resulted in tighter border controls, thus effectively preventing people from leaving the 

KR. Surprisingly, Russian ethnicity decreases migrating behaviour. Although results 

from Model 1 indicate that Russians are especially keen to migrate, it seems that they are 

less likely to actually do so. Considering the theoretically distinction between the desire 
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and expectation to move (Coulter et al. 2011), the expression of intention may simply be 

a way to state their wish to migrate due to dissatisfaction with status quo, but in reality, 

Russians may not actually expect to migrate due to limited capacity to do so or due to a 

realization that their situation abroad would not be better.   

Once again, the marginal effects indicate that the independent variables with the 

strongest positive impact (and their real significance) are intention (5.1% higher 

probability), experience abroad (5.0%) and network (4.5%). Consequently, it is evident 

that subjective factors do indeed have a strong impact. The variables with the strongest 

negative impact are Russian ethnicity (-5.1%), and much weaker children (-0.6% per 

child) and interest in politics (-0.5% per category). Just like in Model 1, the full-sample 

estimation results for Model 2a generally confirmed by estimations from sub-samples. 

The full-sample estimation of Model 2b confirms the results from the estimation 

of Model 2a. Most of the same variables are found to be significant - except of risk-

taking and social shock - at the same significance levels. The variables in Model 2b tend 

to have only a slightly higher marginal effects, thus indicating only a minimal distortion 

caused by the inclusion of the intention variable into the equation. 

Two additional sub-sample estimations of Model 2 can be deemed informative: 

intending vs. non-intending migrants. Given that most of the intending migrants in 2010 

did not realize their intention and that many of the non-intending migrants did in fact go 

abroad, it is important to ask two questions. On the one hand, which factors facilitate the 

realization of intention? On the other hand, which factors over-power the lack of 

intention? Two sets of results emerge (see Table 3). First, despite the fact that only three 

variables are found to be statistically significant in the sub-sample of intending migrants,  



 39 

Table 3. Sub-sample estimations: intending vs. non-intending migrants (intention to 

migrate) 
Variable (LEVEL) Hypothesized 

Effect 
Intended 

to migrate 
(marginal 

effect) 

Z score Did not  
intend 

to migrate 
(marginal 

effect) 

Z score 

INDIVIDUAL           

Female - -0.008 -0.03 -0.006 -0.560 

Age - 0.006 1.80 -0.001*** -5.430 

Single status + 0.593 0.66 0.007 1.300 

# of children - -0.098** -3.00 -0.005*** -3.29 

# of siblings + 0.011 0.71 0.001 1.290 

Russian ethnicity + — — -0.040*** -14.62 

Born in community - 0.037 0.41 0.012*** 3.270 

Has been abroad + 0.336*** 5.16 0.031*** 3.82 

Education + -0.042 -1.11 -0.001 -0.810 

Worried - economy + 0.040* 2.53 -0.001 -1.92 

Worried - security + -0.014 -1.61 -0.001 -1.340 

Risk-taker + -0.010 -1.12 -0.001 -1.460 

Interest in politics + 0.012 0.34 -0.005*** -3.610 

HOUSEHOLD           

Satisfaction - HH income - 0.007 0.56 -0.001 -1.430 

Network abroad + 0.085 1.24 0.046*** 8.440 

Shock - natural + 0.066 1.16 0.002 0.910 

Shock - social + 0.049 0.75 -0.007* -2.430 

Shock - household + 0.086 1.26 0.002 0.780 

COMMUNITY           

Urban area - -0.095 -1.32 0.001 0.09 

Regional unemployment + -0.157 -1.46 -0.004 -1.110 

INTERACTIVE TERMS           

Educated female + 0.011 0.22 -0.001 -0.070 

Single female + -0.047 -0.40 -0.001 -0.060 

Russian female + — — 0.06 1.46 

Russian - social shock + — — — — 

Observations   272   6,056   

Pseudo R²   0.194   0.183   

Mean of dependent v.   0.276   0.045   

* = <0.1, ** = <0.05, *** = <0.01           
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the results underline the importance - as hypothesized - of experience abroad, economic 

worries and presence of children. Individuals who have already been abroad are 34% 

more likely to go again, presumably due to the information and connections that they 

have already obtained first-hand. Also, worries about the economy motivate individuals 

(4% per level) to realize their intention, probably due to a higher perception of financial 

need; a person who is extremely worried (10 out of 10) is thus 40% more likely to go 

than a person who is not worried at all. Children, however, are a strong constraining 

factor (-10% per child), undoubtedly due to a large extent to the unwillingness of parents 

to be separated from their children for an extended time. 

Second, in the sub-sample of non-intending migrants, not only are more (8) 

variables found to be statistically significant, but there are also large differences in the 

magnitude of the marginal effects of certain variables. Non-intending migrants respond 

much less to prior experience abroad (only 3.1%) and are much less constrained by 

children (-0.5% per child). Furthermore, they are less likely to migrate due to age, interest 

in politics and social shock; Russian ethnicity constrains migration by 4.0%. 

Nevertheless, non-intending migrants appear to be opportunistic, since access to a 

network abroad increases the likelihood of going by 4.6%. 

2.4.2.3. Intentions versus Reality 

The differences in results between Model 1 and Model 2 indicate that many 

variables have a dissimilar impact on intention than on behaviour. Some variables 

increase intention but constrain behaviour (or have no impact on behaviour): Russian 

ethnicity, worries about the economy, risk-taking, social shock, regional unemployment, 

and being a Russian female. Other variables decrease intention but facilitate behaviour 
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(or have no impact): female gender, satisfaction with household income, natural shock 

and being a Russian undergoing a social shock. Furthermore, two variables maintain the 

same (positive) sign, but the strength of the impact varies substantially: experience 

abroad and access to a network. These discrepancies put into question the socio-

psychological theories that stipulate that intentions determine behaviour. Qualitative 

research would help to determine whether the discrepancies are due to cultural factors 

(e.g. gender roles), structural constraints (e.g. border closings in time of a shock), or 

cognitive dissonance (e.g. expressing an intention as a means to signal frustration, but 

without true desire to leave). 

2.5. Conclusion 

This chapter addressed two gaps in the migration literature: the decision-making 

process involved in people’s intention to migrate and knowledge about labour migration 

from Central Asia. The study asked two questions: 1) why do certain individuals intend 

to migrate whereas others do not; and 2) does the intention to migrate affect the actual 

migrating behaviour? Similarly to de Jong (2000), this study uses panel data from a 

developing country to confirm the importance of social norms and differences among 

genders. Similarly to Agadjanian, Nedoluzhko & Kumskov (2008), this study conducts a 

multinomial regression of survey data from the KR; however, it takes into account all age 

groups and all regions of the country, and it does find differences among genders. 

Empirical analysis supports almost all of the proposed hypotheses, including that 

an intention to migrate has a positive impact on behaviour. Empirical results from Model 

1 indicate that the three variables that have the strongest positive impact on the intention 

are prior travel experience abroad, access to a network, and Russian ethnicity; in contrast, 
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the three variables with the strongest negative impact are being female, having an interest 

in politics, and exposure to a natural shock. Results from Model 2 indicate that the three 

variables that have the strongest positive impact on actually migrating are intention, 

travel experience and networks; actual migration is constrained by the presence of 

children and a social shock. Finally, although many of the intending individuals do not 

migrate, some of the non-intending individuals actually do; the former are often 

constrained by reluctance to leave their family, whereas the latter respond 

opportunistically to access to a network abroad. 

The theoretical relevance of the results pertains to the complexity of the intention 

to migrate. It is evident that economic models are insufficient to provide a complete 

explanation, since social and psychological aspects (e.g. ethnicity, social turmoil, 

personal preferences) play a fundamental role. The fact that many intentions are unfilled 

and many moves are unintended points to the complex - often contradictory - nature of 

migration. Unfilled intentions may in most cases be attributed to constraining factors (e.g. 

high cost of travel, unwillingness to leave family behind). In other cases, particularly 

among ethnic minorities, the intention may be simply an expression of dissatisfaction 

rather than a serious plan; a person may choose not to migrate even if it is possible. 

Unplanned migration may be attributed to opportunism, since an unexpected opportunity 

to go abroad may be difficult turn down; a person may have genuinely had no intention, 

or preferred not to express it in order to avoid disappointment. However, some people 

may be forced into migration due to unexpected expenses or due to family pressures (e.g. 

being chosen to work abroad). Consequently, especially in the more patriarchal and 
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culturally-conscious context of Central Asia, the complexity of the intention points to the 

need to expand the theoretical frame by which migration is explained. 

The policy relevance of the results is multifold. As findings of this study indicate, 

measures aiming to curb migration (e.g. tighter border security) will prove ineffective if 

they do not address micro-level concerns (e.g. perceptions of economic well-being). If 

migration is to be managed, either in the home or host country, then the root causes of 

migration need to be addressed. These are both economic in terms of poverty or wage 

differentials, as well as psychological and social in term of people’s dissatisfaction with 

their current situation or the culture of migration in which they find themselves.  

The most important policy recommendation for migrant-sending countries is to 

formulate a coherent pro-migration government strategy, which would not only facilitate 

the migration process, but also allow to reap greater economic benefits. Sending countries 

must not remain in denial about the outflow of their labour force abroad nor about the 

benefits of migration.
31

 A basic yet fundamental policy would be to simplify the 

procedures for obtaining a passport or other travel documents (e.g. establish visa-regimes 

with priority destination countries) for their citizens. The often lengthy and expensive 

procedures particularly disadvantage the poor and rural aspiring migrants, who may lack 

resources to pay for documents or who live too far from a government office (Laruelle 

                                                 

31
 The KR is yet to embrace the developmental potential of migration. According to the International Organization for 

Migration, the KR “practically does not have a formulated policy in the area of immigration of population” (IOM 

2012:15). It appears that the Kyrgyz government’s strategy towards migration is “control and accounting” rather than 

development. In the government’s National Strategy of Sustainable Development for the Kyrgyz Republic 2013-2017, 

there are no references made to remittances, and migration is mentioned only nine times, often in a critical tone 

(National Council 2012). The Strategy lists migration as the cause of, rather than a symptom or solution to, economic 

problems: “reduction of real value of wages and social benefits, growing unemployment and lack of experience of 

living in a market economy led to increasing poverty and inequality, which was a consequence of outward migration” 

(National Council 2012:53). Furthermore, the Strategy also considers migration to have negative social impacts: “Over 

the past years, due to of increased internal and external migration, the traditional family ties have dramatically 

weakened” National Council 2012:42). 
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2007:114). Given the importance of education, government-sponsored training programs 

aiming to develop desirable skills in host countries (e.g. engineering, nursing) prior to 

migration would improve migrants’ chances of finding employment as well as increase 

their earning potential. An essential long-term policy is to reduce domestic poverty and 

unemployment, which would allow individuals who do not wish to migrate to remain at 

home; in this sense, migration would no longer be a necessary survival strategy. 

On the other side of the fence, migrant-receiving countries need to begin by 

revising any overtly restrictive and cumbersome entry policies, be it labour visa or 

asylum regime (Economist 2016). Putting up physical or bureaucratic barriers does not 

stop migrants from entering a country, but rather forces them to seek illegal and 

dangerous means of entry. Illegal migration not only has the obvious financial and human 

costs, but it also leads to resentment and isolation - potentially to hostility and lack of 

integration - among migrant communities. The next step for host countries is to ensure a 

social environment in which migrants do not fall victim to discrimination and 

exploitation. To do so, policy recommendations include launching anti-discrimination 

campaigns for the public, establishing better awareness training for local law-

enforcement, and strengthening anti-trafficking and anti-exploitive-labour initiatives.  

Future research should continue to test the impact of subjective factors on the 

migrants’ decision-making process; such micro-level factors should be accompanied by 

novel macro-level factors. Studies in other countries, especially in the under-researched 

Central Asian region, would provide a complimentary perspective. Last but not least, it is 

critical for future research to explore the effect of the recent economic slowdown in 

Russia on labour migration from the KR and other Central Asia countries. 
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Chapter 3: Remittances Decision-Making: to remit or not to remit, and how much? 

3.1. Introduction 

 The rising inflows of remittances to developing countries continue to gain 

attention in research and policy circles. This attention is due both to the recognition that 

the volume of inflows has increased dramatically in recent years, as well as to the 

enthusiasm about remittances’ ability to spur economic growth. The official recorded 

inflows to developing countries equaled US $404 billion in 2013, which surpassed the 

value of aid or foreign investment in many countries.
32

  Most studies in the remittances 

literature focus on the impact of the inflows on macro-level indicators (e.g. GDP growth); 

so far, most conclusions regarding growth have been cautiously optimistic.
33

 

Consequently, the current policy “development mantra” calls for a “big push” of 

remittances by encouraging flows, facilitating the transfer process, and ensuring a more 

effective use of the funds in a “better policy environment.”
34

 

 Yet, despite the focus on the impacts of remittances, it still remains a puzzle 

why some countries receive more remittances than others. While this question has been 

addressed at the macro-level, there remains a research gap concerning the impact of 

micro-level factors (e.g. gender, education), which shed light on people’s remitting 

behaviour. In response to this gap, the current study analyzes remitting patterns of 

international labour migrants. The study considers variables from three levels of analysis 

- individual, household, community - to determine who the senders of remittances are.  

                                                 

32 Recorded flows are usually grossly underestimated. It is common knowledge that a large proportion of remittances is 

transferred by unofficial channels (de Haas 2005; Ratha 2005; Pieke et al. 2007). Furthermore, although remittances are 

usually associated with cash or bank transfers, they may also be material goods (e.g. clothing, electronics). 
33 Adams & Page 2003; Ratha & Mohapatra 2007; Chami et al. 2008; Özden & Schiff 2008; Combes & Ebeke 2010; 

Combes al. 2012; Das & Serieux 2010; Ukueva 2010; Das & Chowdhury 2011; Javid et al. 2012; Salahuddin 2013 
34 OECD 2006; Ratha & Mohapatra 2007; Brinkerhoff 2009; Brücker 2013; GDI 2013; ILO 2013; UN 2013 
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 The study poses two research questions: 1) which migrants are more likely to 

remit; and 2) which migrants remit more? In search of answers, the study resorts to 

empirical analysis of national household survey data from a highly remittances-dependent 

country: the Kyrgyz Republic (KR).
35 

The data have been collected by the German 

Institute for Economic Research as part of the Life in Kyrgyzstan (LIK) survey project, 

which encompassed nearly 3,000 households annually over a three-year period (2010-

2012).
36

 The variables obtained from the LIK survey are recoded and then employed in 

statistical estimations that correspond to the research hypotheses. Empirical results allow 

to ascertain which migrant characteristics are correlated with 1) incidence of remittances-

sending, and 2) magnitude of the remittances per remitter (RPR). 

 The results are informative for academic research and policy initiatives focusing 

on migration management, facilitation of remittances transfers, and remittances-led 

growth. The study contributes to the remittances literature by providing an in-depth 

analysis of high-quality, yet under-utilized, data using novel variables and statistical 

methods not employed in past studies.
37

 Given the current migration crisis in Europe and 

other regions, the study hopes to contribute especially to the policy debate surrounding 

the treatment of migrants by highlighting not only the economic importance that they 

                                                 

35 In terms of remittances as percentage of GDP, the KR ranks second in the world with 31%. Tajikistan ranks first with 

52%. Data for 2013 (WB 2014). 
36 The LIK survey contains diverse information on households’ and household members’ characteristics, including the 

members’ migration and remitting history. See website: 

http://www.diw.de/de/diw_01.c.100313.en/forschung_beratung/projekte/projekte.html?id=diw_01.c.345525.en. 

Accessed Dec. 10, 2015. 
37 The LIK dataset may be considered “under-utilized” because it is not available openly to the general public; instead, 

it is distributed to researchers only upon signing of a contractual data-privacy agreement. The number of publications 

based on the dataset is limited, and the dataset has not been utilized for the type of research identified in the current 

study. The German Institute for Economic Research lists publications and work-in-progress that are based on the LIK 

survey. According the, no research similar to the one in the current study has been, or is being, conducted 

(http://www.diw.de/de/diw_01.c.100313.en/forschung_beratung/projekte/projekte.html?id=diw_01.c.345525.en). 

Accessed October 27, 2015.  

http://www.diw.de/de/diw_01.c.100313.en/forschung_beratung/projekte/projekte.html?id=diw_01.c.345525.en
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have for their households as well as home countries, but also by bringing attention to the 

diversity among the migrants in their characteristics and needs. 

 The chapter unfolds as follows: section II reviews theory and states the research 

hypotheses with the aid of relevant literature; section III introduces the data and 

summarizes descriptive statistics; section IV outlines the methodology and presents 

empirical results; section V concludes. 

3.2. Literature Review and Hypotheses 

3.2.1. Theory 

Remittances may be defined as “monies earned or acquired by non-nationals that 

are transferred back to their country of origin” (IOM 2016).
38

 An important aspect of 

remitting behaviour is understanding why people actually send money home. Motivations 

to remit may be classified into three categories: pure altruism, pure self-interest, and 

household motives (Lucas & Stark 1985; Taylor 1999; Clarke & Wallsten 2003; Goldring 

2004; Das 2012). First, pure altruism supposes that migrants remit out of sincere, non-

reciprocal care for those who they have left behind (e.g. support for elderly parents). 

Second, pure self-interest supposes that migrants remit to seek a benefit (e.g. pay for care 

of their children left behind). Also, migrants may remit to signal success abroad, which 

would increase their prestige at home (Naiditch & Vranceanu 2011; Reeves 2012).  

Third, household motives suppose that migrants respond to agreed-upon 

responsibilities towards their family. The third category stems from the new economics 

of labour migration (NELM) theory, which considers a migrant to be part of a household 

                                                 

38 More exhaustive definitions distinguish among “personal remittances”, “personal remittances”, “disposal income 

from abroad” and “total remittances”; different definitions take into account various financial payments, including 

capital transfers or social contributions (Alfieri & Havinga 2006; Chami et al. 2008; IMF 2011). 
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with whom he or she makes communal decisions and shares economic risks (Stark 1978 

& 1991; Lucas & Stark 1985; Schiff 1994; Taylor 1999). Since household income is 

considered to be pooled, the migrant is expected to contribute to it. Furthermore, if other 

household members assist the migrant with going abroad (e.g. provide funds for travel 

expenses), then the obligation to remit is heightened.
39

 Since more than one motivation 

may be involved at the same time, it is often difficult to determine the principal one. The 

motivations may overlap (e.g. gaining prestige for altruistic donations) and individualistic 

decision-making may be contrary to household decision-making (e.g. migrant may be 

unwilling to go abroad, but chooses to do so as a sacrifice for the household well-being). 

 In determining the principal motivation, it is helpful to consider the migrant’s 

perception of “relative deprivation” (Massey 1990:18). In some cases, migrants may 

remit more just because other migrants remit more; for example, if households of 

successful migrants use remittances to build elaborate houses, than other households may 

feel more deprived and thus request more remittances to also improve their own housing. 

Furthermore, Brown (2010:10) assesses remittance patterns based on a migrant’s 

“subjective income gap”, which is the perceived level of income required to just get by.  

3.2.2. Emerging Hypotheses and Empirical Literature 

Based on the prevalent theory and findings from past research, this study proposes 

13 hypotheses - each divided into two parts - which incorporate variables from the LIK 

dataset. The first part of each hypothesis pertains to the incidence of remitting, while the 

                                                 

39 However, it is becoming acknowledged in the literate that household motives apply to impoverished, yet nevertheless 

stable countries, but not necessarily to conflict areas; migrants from such areas may still remit despite the fact the 

primary reason for departure was survival, rather than household planning (Ratha & Shaw 2006; Lindley 2007 & 

2009).  
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second to the magnitude of the RPR. Every hypothesis is supported by references to past 

empirical research, especially to existing studies in the KR.  

From a methodological perspective, a seminal work in the literature is Rodriguez 

(1996), who employs a national survey dataset to empirically test the impact of migrant 

characteristics on 1) the incidence of remitting, and 2) the value of amount sent. Results 

from the Philippines indicate that remitters are usually older, educated household heads, 

who go abroad on contracts; although they send more money the longer they stay abroad, 

the marginal effect decreases over time; on the receiving end, higher amounts are sent to 

younger and educated household members, especially in urban regions and regions with 

high unemployment. Another example is Houle & Schellenberg (2008), who analyze a 

longitudinal survey of migrants in Canada to determine the incidence and value of 

remittances. Empirical results indicate that two factors - “financial and family 

characteristics” - have a consistent effect on remitting among migrants from all countries. 

3.2.2.1. Gender 

 

Hypothesis 1: if a migrant is male, then he is more likely to remit or to remit more. 

 

Gender has a complex impact on remitting-behaviour due to the influence of factors (e.g. 

cultural background). Given the more traditional culture of migrant-sending countries in 

the global South, there is a higher expectation on men - as the traditional breadwinners - 

to remit. However, men remit typically only to their own household (i.e. wives), whereas 

women often remit to their parents and other family members (IOM 2013). The effect of 

gender remains contested in the literature. On the one hand, women often remit as much 

as (or even more than) men because they send a higher proportion of their income; in 

contrast to men, women tend to remit smaller amounts, but more frequently (IOM Ibid). 
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On the other hand, research indicates either that women remit less (Lindley 2007) due to 

their lower earning potential, or that there is no consistent difference between genders 

(Houle & Schellenberg 2008). In the KR, where the household encompasses all extended 

family living under one roof, men tend to remit more not only to provide for the large 

household, but also to prove themselves as breadwinners (Reeves 2012). 

3.2.2.2. Age 

  

  H-2: if a migrant is older, then he or she is more likely to remit or to remit more; 

the marginal effect decreases with age in both instances. 

 

Older migrants are more likely to remit because they usually have more obligations (e.g. 

children) in the home country. Furthermore, they may have a higher income thanks to 

their experience and skills, thus they may afford to remit more (Rodriguez 1996; 

Dustmann & Mestres 2010). However, over time, aging migrants may divert a portion of 

their income to their own needs (e.g. medication), and thus remit less. In the KR, older 

individuals remit regularly to their households, whereas younger ones - especially men - 

often save their income and bring it back for a large expense (e.g. house, wedding) for 

their future household (i.e. after marriage) (Reeves 2012). 

3.2.2.3. Marital status 

 

H-3: if a migrant is married, then he or she is more likely to remit or to remit more. 

 

Married migrants are more likely to remit in order to provide funds to their spouse and 

children; the larger the family, the more a migrant will remit (Lindley 2007). However, if 

a household is planning family unification abroad, then the amount remitted will decrease 

as family members migrate (Houle & Schellenberg 2008; Unheim & Rowlands 2012). 

Single migrants, especially without children, are more likely to keep income to 

themselves for their own needs. 
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3.2.2.4. Household role 

 

  H-4: if a migrant is the household head, then he or she is more likely to remit or 

to remit more. 

 

A household head has a higher sense of obligation to provide for his or her household 

(Rodriguez 1996). In the KR, although other household members (e.g. son or daughter) 

also remit, they may save a proportion of their income for their own households, existing 

or future (Reeves 2012).  

3.2.2.5. Ethnicity
40

 

 

  H-5: if a migrant is from the major ethnic group, then he or she is more likely to 

remit or to remit more. 

 

Reference to ethnicity does not imply an inherent cultural trait of a specific group, but 

rather the group’s association with its home country. Migrants stemming from the major 

ethnic group are more likely to feel attached to the country and wish to return there. 

Therefore, they are more like to remit funds to maintain family relations and financial 

assets. Migrants stemming from minority groups are more likely to feel detached or even 

alienated from the home country, thus spend less on maintaining relations or assets; 

instead of remitting, they may intentionally devote income to establishing a new life 

abroad, including to support family unification. In the KR, ethnic minorities, especially 

Russians, tend to express dissatisfaction with their social status after the breakup of the 

                                                 

40
 Ethnic division in this chapter (major ethnic group vs. minor groups) differs from the division in Chapter 

II (Russians vs. non-Russians). Based on theory and evidence from the literature, various divisions based 

on ethnicity are possible in the KR. The approach taken in this study is to differentiate between Russians 

and non-Russians in regards to migration, since Russians have better options for moving to Russia, where 

they can expect more opportunities to find work and to integrate more easily than non-Russians. In regards 

to remitting behaviour, the Kyrgyz - being the majority group - send money “home”, whereas Russians and 

other non-Kyrgyz (e.g. Uzbeks) may feel equally not at home in the KR, thus behave similarly. 
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Soviet Union (Agadjanian et al. 2008); consequently, they are more likely to devote 

income earned abroad to establishing a new life there. 

3.2.2.6. Education 

 

  H-6: if a migrant possesses a higher level of education, then he or she is less 

likely to remit, but is likely to remit a greater amount; in the first instance, the 

marginal negative effect increases with education level, but in the second 

instance, the positive effect increases with level. 

 

Educated migrants typically earn a higher income abroad thanks to their higher human 

capital, thus they can afford to remit more (Dustmann & Mestres 2010). However, given 

the better opportunities available to them abroad, they may be less willing to return to the 

home country, thus be less willing to maintain family or financial ties there. 

Consequently, they may intend less to remit and the intention will dwindle over time as 

the migrants establish a life in the new country, especially with family unification. The 

opposing forces of earning power and intentions can lead to inconclusive (Houle & 

Schellenberg 2008) or even negative (Unheim & Rowlands 2012) interpretations of 

education’s role. In addition, Rodriguez (1996) notes that the role of education is unclear, 

since it is not possible to determine if the amount sent is influenced by the higher income 

of more educated workers, or by the more educated household members, who may 

request higher remittances. 

3.2.2.7. Job type 

  H-7: if a migrant has a high-skilled job, then then he or she is more likely to remit 

or to remit more. 

 

Although a high-skilled job may imply that a migrant have a high education, and thus 

acts in accordance to Hypothesis 6, less educated migrants may also obtain a high-skilled 
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job thanks to experience or seniority. Since a high-skilled job usually provides a higher 

income, the migrant will be able to remit more (Dustmann & Mestres 2010).  

3.2.2.8. Network 

 

  H-8: if a migrant obtained information about opportunities abroad from 

household members, then he or she is more likely to remit or to remit more. 

 

Given that access to a network facilitates migration,
41

 migrants who have been able to go 

abroad thanks to information obtained from their households members may want - or be 

expected - to repay for the help by sending money. Consequently, they will intend more 

to remit and remit more than migrants who have gone abroad without any help. 

3.2.2.9. Loan 

 

  H-9: if a migrant obtained funding to go abroad from household members, then 

he or she is more likely to remit or to remit more. 

 

Similarly to Hypothesis 8, migrants who have been able to go abroad thanks to financial 

help from their households members may want - or be expected - to repay for the help by 

remitting. Consequently, they will intend more to remit and remit more than migrants 

who have gone abroad without any funding from the household. Bichsel et al. (2007) find 

that in the case of Indian migrants who receive financial assisant from family and friends 

abroad, they repay the loan first and only then send remaining income as remittances. 

3.2.2.10. Contact 

 

  H-10: if a migrant maintains regular contact with the household, then he or she is 

more likely to remit or to remit more. 

 

Migrants who maintain regular contact (e.g. via telephone, email, text messages) with 

their families not only receive more information about household needs, but also retain 

                                                 

41 Yang 1999; Heering et al. 2004; Özden & Schiff 2006; Ratha & Shaw 2006; Agadjanian et al. 2008; Van Dalen & 

Henkens 2008 & 2013 
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closer personal bonds with household members. Consequently, they may have a higher 

sense of obligation and thus be more willing to be financially involved. In the KR, the 

recent expansion in telecommunications has allowed households in even remote villages 

to have mobile services, thus improving contact with migrants (Isabaeva 2011). 

3.2.2.11. Shock 

 

  H-11: if a migrant’s household experienced a shock, then he or she is more likely 

to remit or to remit more. 

 

This study differentiates among natural, social and household shocks. The central debate 

in the literature is whether remittances are pro- or counter-cyclical. Although most 

authors favour the latter - insurance - argument, the result depends on the country as well 

as the type of shock (Ratha & Shaw 2006; Chami et al. 2008; Grabel 2008; Plaza & 

Ratha 2011). Natural or household shocks seem to have the most unambiguous counter-

cyclical effect, as altruistically-motivated migrants remit more to alleviate the effects of a 

hurricane (Clarke & Wallsten 2003), heavy rainfall (Yang & Choi 2007) or exposure to 

violence (Lindley (2007). However, while a macro-economic shock can also stimulate an 

altruistic response, it can also stimulate an egoistic response, as migrants realize that the 

shock may be detrimental in time of slow growth (Lueth & Ruiz-Arranz 2007).  

3.2.2.12. Rural household 

 

  H-12: if a migrant’s household lives in a rural area, then he or she is more likely 

to remit or to remit more. 

 

Households from rural areas tend to adhere to more traditional cultural values, which re-

enforce family dynamics stipulated in Hypotheses 1 to 4. Furthermore, rural areas in most 

countries tend to be less developed than urban areas, thus rely more on income from 
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abroad. In the KR, migrants from rural areas may be culturally more obligated, and 

objectively see a greater need, to remit (Reeves 2012). 

3.2.2.13. Regional unemployment 

 

  H-13: if a migrant’s household is in an area with a high unemployment rate, then 

he or she is more likely to remit or to remit more. 

 

Similarly to Hypothesis 12, migrants from areas with a high unemployment rate may 

perceive a greater necessity to send money home. Since they may be the only working 

members in the household, they will be more willing - or expected - to remit, and they 

will remit more (Rodriguez 1996; Houle & Schellenberg 2008). 

3.3. Dataset 

The KR remains severely “understudied” in remittances research (Brück et al 

2012:2). Since its independence from the Soviet Union in 1989, only fourteen micro-level 

surveys were conducted.
42

 Of all the surveys carried out in the KR - and in Central Asia 

as a whole - the LIK survey is the only micro-level panel survey.
43

 It was conducted in 

three annual waves from 2010 to 2012, at three levels of analysis.
44

 The current study is 

based on the first wave from 2010, which encompassed 13,739 individuals in 3,000 

households from 120 communities. The dataset is appropriate for a study of remitting 

behaviour because the information is of unusually high reliability, the survey asks 

                                                 

42 This scarcity of research may be attributed to lack of data, which in turn may be attributed to lack of funding or 

expertise to conduct such surveys (Brück et al. 2012). 
43 The survey was conducted by the German Institute for Economic Research as part of the “Economic Transformation, 

Household Behaviour and Well-Being in Central Asia: The Case of Kyrgyzstan” research project, which was funded 

the Volkswagen Foundation. The goal of the survey was “to (1) to collect nationally representative panel survey data in 

Kyrgyzstan, (2) to investigate well-being and behaviour of individuals and households in this country, and (3) to 

improve research capacity within the Central Asian region.” The final data includes information on “demographics, 

assets, expenditure, migration, employment, agricultural markets, shocks, social networks, and subjective well-being.” 
44

 The questionnaires are available at: 

http://www.diw.de/en/diw_01.c.412482.en/research_advicemacroeconomics_and_ 

financial_markets/development_and_security/questionnaires_and_manuals_kyrgyzstan.html. Accessed May 23, 2015. 
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questions pertinent to remittances, and the data can be recoded for statistical analysis.
 45

 

3.3.1. Remitters 

 Household survey question H601 asks, “How many adult members of your 

household are currently staying abroad (for more than one month, excluding business 

trips, vacation and visiting)?”, thus referring explicitly to labour migrants. In 2010, 363 

(12.1%) households reported at least one adult member to be abroad; most households 

(237) reported only one (see Table 4). In total, 531 migrants were reported. In subsequent 

questions H602-615, which request information on the reported members (e.g. age),, only 

489 migrants were accounted for (see Appendix B.1. for migrants’ characteristics). 

 

Table 4. Household members abroad. 

 

 

 

 

 Household question H616 asks if a household received “any money from abroad” 

specifically from members of the household. Only 300 (10.0%) households reported to 

have received such remittances from at least one member; most households reported only 

one member. Consequently, only the 396 reported household members are considered as 

confirmed remitters. Once again, the incomplete list may is partly due to limited space in 

the questionnaire, in which the respondent could name only three migrants. Household 

                                                 

45
 The DIW is an independent, non-profit research institution. It has a long experience in research and publishing. Data 

obtained through its field projects may be deemed more reliable and impartial than many government-funded projects 

in Central Asia. 

# of household 
members 

# of households Total migrants 

1 237 237 

2 97 194 

3+ 29 90 

  363 531 
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members abroad who were not reported to send remittances are considered as confirmed 

non-remitters. Subsequent questions (H617-625) requested information on the amount, 

currency, frequency and transfer methods. 

 The merging of data from the household and community surveys was carried out 

by the author of this study for two reasons. First, to obtain a full set of variables about the 

remitters; for example, the household location was obtained from the community survey, 

whereas migrants’ incidence of remitting came from the household survey. Second, to 

match the data on accounted for migrants abroad with the data on migrants’ remitting 

behaviour. In the case of households with more than one migrant, all migrants were 

assumed to be confirmed remitters if the household received any remittances; conversely, 

all migrants were assumed to be confirmed non-remitters if the household did not receive 

any remittances. Individuals with incomplete data were removed from the dataset. The 

merging resulted in 374 migrants being retained, of which 295 (78.9%) are confirmed 

remitters (see Appendix B.2. for confirmed remitters’ characteristics).
46

 

3.3.2. Remitted Amounts 

299 households reported the amount of remittances they had received in the past 

year (H617), of which 209 reported only one remitter. In order to avoid measuring error 

in the amount of remittances per remitter (RPR), households with two or more remitters 

were removed from the sample. Since most households reported an annual amount, any 

monthly amounts were converted into a yearly amount by multiplying them by twelve. 

                                                 

46
 Isolating for only “single” remitters (only one remitter per household) resulted in 199 observations that could be used 

for statistical analysis. However, the estimations yielded unstable results - many variables were dropped automatically 

because they “predict success perfectly.” Therefore, the initial selection of confirmed remitters (single or not) was 

retained for analysis. 
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Furthermore, the amounts were reported in four currencies: Kyrgyz som (119), Russian 

ruble (72), US dollar (17) and Euro (1). In order to minimize errors inherent to currency 

conversion, the som was chosen as the base currency.
47

 A merging process was carried 

out to obtain a full set of variables for the remitters; 198 remitters were retained for 

empirical analysis. 

3.4. Empirical Analysis 

3.4.1. Methodology 

 Given that each hypothesis guiding this study is divided into two parts, the 

empirical analysis involves two separate econometric models. Both models are tested 

using the cross-sectional data from 2010, but each model employs a different estimation 

technique due to the format of its dependent variable. Both models employ the same 18 

independent variables, which correspond to the concepts presented in the 13 Hypotheses, 

including two quadratic terms, two dummy variables for ethnicity, and three distinct 

types of shock. The variables can be classified according to three levels of analysis. Of 

the 13 individual-level variables, nine are binary (female gender, married status, 

household head, Kyrgyz ethnicity, “other” ethnicity, unskilled labour, information 

network, funding network, and contact). The three household-level variables and the two 

community-level variables are binary (natural shock, social shock, household shock, 

urban setting, and high unemployment) (see Appendix B.3. for the list of variables). 

 Model 1 tests the impact of explanatory variables on migrants’ incidence of 

remitting: 

                                                 

47
 Other currencies were converted to som using the 2010 annual average exchange rate. Annual (Jan. 31 to Dec. 31, 

2010) exchange rate, bid price: 1 Kyrgyz som = 0.02175 US dollar, 0.65915 Russian ruble, 0.01641 Euro. Accessed 

May 27, 2015. (www.oanda.com) 
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(1) R
*
 = 1a + 1b1 (x1) + 1b2 (x2) + … 1bj (xj) + 1e 

(1.1) I = 1 if I
*
 > 0 and 0 otherwise 

Where R
*
 is a latent variable measuring a migrant’s propensity to remit, R is the 

migrant’s reported incidence of remitting (R = 1) or not (R = 0) in the 2010 survey, 1a is 

the constant term, xj are explanatory variables (j = 1, …, 18), 1bj are the parameter 

coefficients to be estimated from equation 1, and 1e is the error term having a normal 

distribution with mean 0 and standard deviation 1. Given the binary format of the 

dependent variable, Model 1 is estimated using the probit technique; the marginal effects 

of the dprobit estimation are reported. The technique is applied to the full sample and 

three sub-samples: 1) women vs. men; 2) Kyrgyz vs. non-Kyrgyz; and 3) urban vs. 

rural.
48

 In total, eight estimations are conducted using the standard robustness tests; only 

the robust results are reported.
49 

Model 2 verifies the impact of the variables on the magnitude of remittances: 

 (2) S
*
 = 2a + 2b1 (x1) + 2b2 (x2) + … 2bj (xj) + 2e 

Where S
*
 is a latent variable measuring the magnitude of a migrant’s remittances, S 

indicates the monetary value of remittances reported in the 2010 survey, 2a is the 

constant, xj are explanatory variables (j = 1, …, 18), 2bj are the parameter coefficients to 

be estimated, and 2e is the error term. 

 Given that the dependent variable is a monetary value, the model is tested using 

the ordinary-least-squares (OLS) technique. In order to minimize the disturbance effect of 

outliers, the dependent variable is in a logarithm form. As in Model 1, the estimation 

                                                 

48
 Results from additional estimations are available from the author upon request. 

49 The estimations are conducted using the STATA (v14.0) statistical program. To obtain the marginal effects for the 

probit estimation, the “dprobit” statistical command is used. To obtain the robust results, “robust” command is used. 
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technique is applied to the full sample of migrants and sub-samples. In total, four 

estimations are conducted; all include robust results. 

Two econometric concerns require mention. First, endogeneity may exist, but in a 

limited scope (see discussion in section 2.4.1). Second, the missing variable problem may 

exist, since variables representing savings or investment were not included (see Menjivar 

et al. 1998, and Clark and Drinkwater 2007 for discussion of the problem in remittances 

equations). Although these variables would be valuable in the estimation, these data were 

not collected in the LIK, nor were there suitable instruments available from the survey. 

3.4.2. Results and Discussion 

3.4.2.1. Incidence of Remitting 

 The full-sample empirical results are listed in Table 5. A test for multicollinearity 

was carried out and indicated a low level of collinearity among variables other than 

quadratic terms and their base variables (age and education).
50

 Only the eight statistically 

significant variables are discussed below in detail. First, and as expected, the probability 

of remitting is 24% lower for women relative to men.  The negative effect associated with 

the quadratic term of the age variable indicates a reversed U-shaped relationship between 

the probability of remitting and age, with the probability rising until the average migrant 

is just over the age of 25, after which the probability declines. 

 Contrary to expectations, being married has a highly statistically significant and 

negative effect on the probability of remitting, reducing it by almost 20% for an average 

migrant. Hypothesis 3 indicates that marriage should have a positive effect, but this is  

                                                 

50
 To carry out the test for multicollinearity the variance inflation factors from an OLS version of the estimation were 

examined. 
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Table 5. Model 1 full-sample estimation results (incidence of remitting) 

 

based on the assumption that a migrant’s immediate family remains in the KR, an 

assumption that cannot be tested explicitly due to the limitations of the survey; if this 

assumption is inaccurate it could explain this unexpected result. Also unexpected is the 

effect of education on the probability, since the positive quadratic term of education 

indicates a U-shaped relationship between higher levels of education and the probability, 

with the probability falling until a migrant reaches approximately education level 5 and 

rising thereafter. Most of the household level characteristics in the model also have little 

Variable 
(LEVEL) 

Hypothesized 
Effect 

Probit (marginal 
effects) 

Z score 

INDIVIDUAL       

Female - -0.243*** -4.54 

Age + 0.053** 2.53 

Age (squared) - -0.001* -1.65 

Married + -0.196*** -3.79 

Household head + 0.053 0.75 

Ethnicity (Kyrgyz) + 0.071 1.27 

Ethnicity (other) - 0.064 0.77 

Education level - -0.279* -1.69 

Education (squared) + 0.026* 1.67 

Unskilled job - -0.024 -0.59 

HOUSEHOLD       

Network + 0.063 1.40 

Loan + -0.074* -1.75 

Contact + 0.004 0.08 

Shock - natural + -0.061 -1.48 

Shock - social + -0.001 -0.01 

Shock - household + -0.0001 -0.01 

COMMUNITY       

Urban area + 0.012 0.26 

High unemployment + -0.135*** -2.71 

Observations   367   

Pseudo R²   0.192   

Mean of dependent v.   0.79   

* = <0.1, ** = <0.05, *** = <0.01       
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effect. The only variable that has a (weakly) statistically significant effect in the model is 

the presence of a loan to the migrant from the family. While it was expected that such a 

loan increase the probability of remitting, the results here indicate that the probability 

actually decreases by just over 7%. This unexpected effect may be the result of a delay 

between receiving the loan and the financial capacity to repay it. For example a younger 

migrant may borrow money to get abroad, but not have the ability to repay quickly. Of 

the two community level variables in the model, only the indicator of high unemployment 

in the home community seems to affect the probability a migrant will remit money. 

Although the expectation was that high unemployment at home would increase pressure 

for remittances, the result here indicates a strong opposite effect in which the probability 

of remitting falls by over 13%. High unemployment in the home community could 

discourage remittances from migrants hoping to invest in economic opportunities at 

home, but the effect needs further investigation with more detailed survey data. 

 The marginal effects of the probit estimation allow us to compare variables’ 

relative strength. The only variables with a positive effect are age and education-squared. 

The variables with the largest negative effect are education, gender and married status.  

Moreover, it is necessary to interpret the real significance of each variable by referring to 

what it represents.
51

 In regards to the four binary variables with a negative effect, the 

probability of remitting is 24.3% lower for women, 19.6% lower for married people, 

13.5% lower for communities with high unemployment, and 7.4% lower for migrants 

who had loans. 

                                                 

51
 Some of variables are binary, thus their marginal effect by itself represents the change in the probability of remitting. 

The real significance of age and education cannot be interpreted as such, given the significance of their quadratic terms. 
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 It is informative to note that most of the variables did not have a statistically 

significant effect. Given that neither the household head nor ethnicity variables had an 

effect, the implications for theory are that non-household heads (e.g. son, daughter) may 

be just as likely to remit, and that there are no differences in remitting among ethnic 

groups. Furthermore, the lack of an effect of an information network or regular contact 

indicates that a migrant may not feel obligated to repay for solely information (as 

opposed to for a loan) and that it does not matter whether the migrant maintains a 

frequent or infrequent contact. Although no type of shock had a statistically significant 

effect, the negative sign of the coefficients hints at the prevalence of self-interest, rather 

than altruistic, motivations. Finally, it appears that there may be no difference in 

remitting behaviour between migrants from urban and rural households. 

 To further investigate the propensities to remit, estimations are also conducted 

using sub-samples of the migrants in the survey. The full sample is split between women 

and men, between Kyrgyz and non-Kyrgyz, and between rural and urban households. In 

the sample of women only, the only three variables with statistically significant effects 

are married status, regional unemployment and the presence of a social shock at home. 

As in the full sample estimation, being married and coming from a region of high 

unemployment reduces the likelihood of remitting. The negative effect on remittances of 

a social shock is surprising at first, since theorized motivations such as altruism and the 

NELM theory would call for more remittances as an insurance effect. Instead, the 

presence of social unrest may be associated with concerns about the social or economic 

security of remittances, which might delay or inhibit remittances, especially those 

motivated more by self-interest. In the sample of men only, there are also only three 
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variables with statistically significant marginal effects. The effect of married status is 

negative as in the sample of women, but the positive effect of age is unique to men; 

marginal effect of age-squared is negative, as expected, and reaches its peak at 44 years. 

 In the sample of the Kyrgyz only, six variables are significant, of which all have 

the same types of effects as in the full sample; the three strongest are education, female 

gender and married status. In the sample of other ethnicities, the only three statistically 

significant effects are associated with being female, being married, and the presence of a 

natural shock. Once again, the negative impact of a natural shock is surprising, and it may 

be explained by the dominance of self-interest; a possible alternative explanation may be 

a higher intention for family reunification abroad among non-Kyrgyz minorities. 

 In the sample of urban households, seven variables are significant, of which all 

have the same type of effect as in the full sample; the three variables with the strongest 

effect are education, female gender and household shock. The negative effect of a 

household shock may be due the inclusion of death (e.g. spouse, parents) into this 

category of shock, after which remittances may cease completely; given the higher 

mobility of urban migrants, family migration abroad may be more likely after death of a 

household member. In the rural sample, nine variables are significant, of which the 

strongest ones are education, female gender and married status. The variable that appears 

in this sub-sample but not in the full sample is a natural shock. 

3.4.2.2. Magnitude of Remittances 

 Full-sample OLS results are listed in Table 6.
52

 There are 195 observations 

                                                 

52
 A tobit estimation was carried out on the entire sample, with the logarithm form of the remitted amounts as the 

dependent variable. The results were similar to the OLS estimation. 
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included in the estimation, and the dependent variable is in a logarithmic form. The test 

for multicollinearity indicates a low level of collinearity among the explanatory variables 

other than quadratic terms and their base variables (see Appendix B.4. for the test 

results).
53

 Only the nine variables with statistically significant effects are discussed.  

 Contrary to expectations the amount of RPR initially decreases with age, but then 

increases at a rising rate beyond the age of 36.5; this statistically fairly weak effect (both 

coefficients are only marginally significant at the 10% level) is opposite of the effect 

found in the likelihood of remitting reported in the previous sub-section. As expected, 

household heads remit much more than others, since they are typically presumed to be 

the main breadwinners; unlike in Model 1, this variable is highly significant in Model 2. 

Household heads remit roughly 1.7 times the amount of non-household heads.
54

 

 Similarly, married migrants remit roughly 1.47 times less than their unmarried 

counterparts. Inadequate detail in the survey prevents us from attributing this effect to the 

location of the migrants own immediate family (spouse and children), which may well 

have joined the migrant abroad. Education also has a weak effect on remittance amounts, 

and as with age the effect is the opposite when compared with the effects it has on the 

propensity to remit. Specifically, remittances rise with education until it reaches a fairly 

high level (around category 5), suggesting that for most migrants remittances rise with 

education as we would expect if there was an associated income effect.  

 

                                                 

53
 A full-sample estimation without the two quadratic terms has also been carried out. Impact on statistical results was 

major, including age variable no longer being significant at any level; the estimation accounted for only 15.2% of 

variance. Consequently, the quadratic terms were retained. 
54

 The heckman regression technique was carried out in STATA using equations in Models 1 and 2. Most 

variables retained their statistical significance, including household head variable; this indicates the 

importance of the family status in the obligation to send large amounts. 
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Table 6. Model 2 estimation results (remittances per remitter) (in KR som) 

 In terms of household-level effects, maintaining regular contact with the 

household also increases the RPR by just over 40%, providing strong support for the 

importance of family ties in determining remittance behavior. Similarly the insurance 

effect is apparent as the RPR increases by nearly 30% when the household experiences a 

social shock. Finally, in terms of community effects, migrants from urban households 

remit roughly 35% more than their rural counterparts. We hypothesized that the effect 

might be the reverse, due to a presumption that rural families would likely having 

stronger ties to one another. Urban migrants, however, might remit more to offset higher 

costs of living, because of better earnings opportunities abroad, or because of a higher 

Variable 
(LEVEL) 

Hypothesized 
Effect 

OLS Z score 

INDIVIDUAL       

Female - 0.129 0.8 

Age + -0.073* -1.68 

Age (squared) - 0.001* 1.85 

HH head + 0.537*** 2.83 

Ethnicity (Kyrgyz) + 0.084 0.47 

Ethnicity (other) - 0.192 0.85 

Married + -0.387** -2.32 

Education level + 0.694* 1.66 

Education (squared) + -0.072* -1.76 

Unskilled job - -0.067 -0.47 

HOUSEHOLD       

Network + -0.033 -0.21 

Loan + 0.154 1.15 

Contact with HH + 0.354** 2.18 

Shock - natural + -0.103 -0.77 

Shock - social + 0.249* 1.81 

Shock - household + -0.145 -0.96 

COMMUNITY       

Urban area + 0.304** 1.98 

High unemployment + 0.004 0.02 

Observations   195   

R²   0.177   

* = <0.1, ** = <0.05, *** = <0.01       
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intention to return to an urban setting with their family. As in many instances, the 

absence of sufficient detail in surveys prevents us from making stronger assertions.  

 Only a few of the variables in the full sample did not have a statistically 

significant effect. The positive yet insignificant effect of being female confirms the 

ambiguity - or rather the similarity - between remitting behaviour of genders that is 

reported in the literature. Once again, there appear to be no differences among ethnic 

groups. The lack of a significant effect of either information network or a loan indicates 

that the amount (unlike the incidence) of remittances is not influenced by help from the 

household. Similarly the presence of natural and household shocks does not have a 

statistically significant impact on remittance levels.  

 To extend the analysis of the amount of RPR, estimations are conducted on four 

sub-samples: men, non-household heads, remitters from rural areas and Kyrgyz 

remitters.
55

 In the sample of men only, five variables have a statistically significant effect 

(household head, married status, education and its quadratic, and urban setting), all of 

which have the same type of effect as in the full sample. In the rural sample, eight 

variables have a statistically significant effect, of which all have the same type of effect 

as in the full sample. In the sample of non-household heads, six variables are statistically 

significant (married status, education and its quadratic, contact, regular shock, urban 

setting), of which all have the same type of effect as in the full sample. 

 In the Kyrgyz sample, five variables are significant (household head, married 

status, education and its quadratic, and social shock), all of which have the same type of 

                                                 

55 In Model 2, four sub-samples were not suitable for OLS estimation due to insufficient number of observations 

(<100): women only (N=44), non-Kyrgyz only (N=54), urban only (N=59), household head only (N=35). 
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effect as in the full sample. The positive response to shocks may be due to the insurance 

effect, especially since Kyrgyz migrants are more likely to return home after a period of 

migration than members of other ethnicities; those others may not wish to the Kyrgyz-

dominated country, especially after a period of civil unrest. The lack of significance of 

the urban variable reflects the fact that the Kyrgyz are spread across both rural and urban 

areas, whereas Uzbeks and Russians congregate in urban areas. 

3.5. Conclusion 

 This chapter conducted an empirical analysis of household survey data in order to 

answer two questions: 1) which micro-level individual, household and community 

characteristics are correlated with remittances-sending; and 2) which of these 

characteristics are associated with the amounts of remittances received by the family? 

The analysis was used to examine a series of hypotheses that emerged primarily from the 

existing literature, or which were identified on the basis of common theories of 

remittance behaviour. 

 The resulting empirical evidence presented here support some of these 

hypotheses, but several hypotheses are either contradicted in the sense of having 

unexpected effects, or no effects at all. In Model 1, the analysis of the probability of 

remitting confirms the hypothesis that men are more likely to remit, but strongly 

contradicts the hypothesis that married migrants are also more likely to do so; this latter 

unexpected result may be due to the data’s inability to distinguish between migrants who 

are accompanied by their spouse and children. Age and education have the hypothesized 

non-linear effects. The likelihood of remitting increases at a declining rate until the age of 

roughly 37, after which it declines. By contrast, remitting probabilities decline at a 
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decreasing rate over the education categories until category 5 (i.e. primary technical), 

after which they increase. Also unexpected are the results that indicate that financial help 

from household members reduces the likelihood of remitting, as does high regional 

unemployment in the home community. Both of these results provide evidence against 

the hypothesis of risk-sharing behavior in the wider family context.  

 In Model 2, the analysis of the magnitude of remittances sent confirms the 

positive impact of household head status, regular contact, social shocks and urban setting 

on the amount of remittances per remitter. Also, it is clear that higher educated migrants 

remit higher amounts, but these remittances do not increase proportionally as education 

rises. The education variable is very likely a proxy for income, but as education rises 

either there are not commensurate increases in their income, or the income elasticity of 

remittances is less than one.    

 The only variable that has a statistically significant and consistent effect in both 

models and has the same sign is married status: its negative effect is unexpected. As 

noted previously this surprising result needs further study to determine if migrants 

typically bring their immediate family (spouse and children) with them, reducing their 

immediate financial commitment to the family members that remained at home.  

 In addition the age and education variables (linear and quadratic) have statistically 

significant coefficient estimates in both models, though the results vary in terms of sign. 

In terms of age, it appears that while older migrants are more likely to remit, they remit 

lower amounts. In terms of education, it appears that while more educated migrants are 

less likely to remit, they remit higher amounts (at a declining rate). Although a 

comparison of results for sub-samples of gender, ethnicity, household status and urban or 
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rural location was not possible in Model 2 due to insufficient observations, the variables 

with significant coefficient estimates in the full-sample typically appear significant in the 

samples of men, Kyrgyz migrants, non-household heads and migrants from rural settings. 

 Based on the research findings, it is possible to identify some basic policy 

recommendations, though these need to be reviewed with some care to ensure that 

aspects of remittance behavior do not have other adverse effects that are not apparent in 

the data here. It is also necessary to make assumptions about policy objectives, though 

presumably these include trying to facilitate remittance receipts to assist in development.  

 In terms of education, not only should skill-development programs (e.g. 

engineering or nursing) be available to migrants even prior to departure in order to 

improve their earning potential, but also skill-matching programs should target already 

skilled workers in order to avoid under-employment of highly educated migrants. In 

addition, it may be useful to discourage very high skilled workers from emigrating, as 

very high educational attainment is associated with lower remittances, and their presence 

at home may improve domestic production capacity. 

 While it is standard to recommend that transactions costs for remitting (e.g. 

banking fees) should be reduced to encourage more remittances, the analysis here points 

to other important factors associated with remitting. For example, encouraging contact 

between migrants and their families and home communities could yield higher receipts 

from abroad.  The policy recommendations should be considered in light of one particular 

survey questions. When asked whether “remittances improved the health and/or 

education of household members” in the past year (H638), the replies were evenly split 

between yes and no. Consequently, while remittances may help households to avoid 
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falling into poverty or to cover the basic medical and educational expenses, they cannot 

compensate for a high unemployment rate or cuts in public services. The international 

development community as well as national governments must keep in mind that 

remittances should be a complement to, rather than a substitute for, sound macro-level 

policy. In a better policy environment, the pro-cyclical remittances may provide greater 

developmental potential than purely altruistic flows.  

 Future research should continue to explore the factors that appear linked to 

remittance behaviour, perhaps especially for regions such as Central Asia that are heavily 

remittance dependent. The survey data here provided several useful insights, and found 

evidence that was inconsistent with some common hypotheses. While there are some 

plausible explanations for these unexpected effects, it is necessary to collect more 

specific data to allow for more definitive conclusions. Several valuable extensions to this 

analysis could also be considered. More detailed data should be collected to account for 

non-cash remittances such as clothing or house merchandise, which could alter the value 

of RPR. Furthermore, analysis of the impact of the current recession in Russia on 

remitting patterns would allow to determine the role of host-country variables on 

remittances-spending: which variables (e.g. GDP growth) determine migrants’ behavior. 

For example, do migrants adjust the amount sent when faced with economic uncertainty 

in their host community, or do they strive to send a regular (i.e. expected) amount 

regardless of the burden? How much do exchange rates influence the amount sent and 

method of transfer? Ultimately, future studies should elaborate on the subjective value of 

remittances to the sender (e.g. proof of adulthood) as well as to the receiver (e.g. security) 

to determine whether remittances are deemed to be symbolically and socially appropriate. 
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Chapter 4: Spending Decision-Makers and the Cost of "customs and traditions" 

4.1. Introduction 

Although the international development community and national governments 

praise remittances as a key ingredient to economic growth and poverty reduction, there 

remains limited evidence - yet much controversy - regarding what remittances are 

actually spent on by recipients. Income spending patterns of remittances-receiving 

households (RRH’s) remain a puzzle in the remittances literature, despite the fact that 

they are a crucial link in the migration-remittances-development discourse, including that 

of the Post-2015 Agenda. The current study addresses this research gap by investigating 

two issues: 1) the role of family dynamics in the allocation of remittances-based 

expenditures; and 2) the real cost - including gifts received - of spending on festivities 

regarded as “customs and traditions.”
56

 The country of focus is the Kyrgyz Republic 

(KR) not only because of its high remittances dependence, but also because of the 

availability of under-utilized nationally-representative household survey data. 

The study poses two specific research questions: 1) why do the migrants 

themselves decide how their remittances are spent by the household in some cases but not 

others; and 2) do RRH’s spend more on “customs and traditions” than households that do 

not receive remittances? With respect to who makes the spending decisions, it is expected 

that remitters that are younger and indebted are more likely to cede control of how the 

remittances are spent. In terms of spending on celebrations and festivities, it is 

hypothesized that remittance-receiving families will divert more income towards these 

                                                 

56
 The term “customs and traditions” is used in the LIK survey’s household questionnaire, section 4. 
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activities.
57

 On the face of it, such expenditures may be seen as a wasteful and frivilous 

diversion of remittance income away from more investment-oriented expenditures, and 

thus be less useful in supporting community and national development. However, such 

events can also have monetary and non-monetary benefits for families, including 

expanding and fostering community networks that can be exploited in the future. 

Investing in community social capital may be particularly important in a transition 

country with weak institutions. Therefore, it is expected that larger festivities that engage 

a wider part of the community may be particularly beneficial.    

This study makes a contribution to the remittances literature in two ways. First, it 

employs high-quality survey data to carry out original statistical analysis that is directly 

related to understanding remittances-related phenomena. Second, it explores three topics 

that have not yet been quantitatively addressed in past studies: 1) who are the spending 

decision-makers in RRH’s; 2) what are the different types of social festivities to which 

income might be diverted; and 3) what is the actual financial burden of such festivities 

taking into account the value of gifts received. The contribution is particularly salient to 

literature on Central Asia as a whole not only because spending on festivities has 

particularly high social importance (Reeves 2012),
58

 but also because despite the 

importance of remittances in the region, it remains seriously under-researched. 

The research findings are policy-relevant because the manner in which 

                                                 

57
 Other responses are, of course, quite possible. Standard theory and evidence suggest that transitory income is 

generally saved. However remittances in Kyrgyzstan are so common that it is more likely to be seen as semi-permanent 

income by recipient families, and factored into consumption decisions. In addition, building family and community ties 

will be seen as important for families with members engaged in (often circular) migration as part of the family’s 

strategy for supplementing and diversifying income.  
58 “[W]hat emerges frequently [from research] is the capacity of lineage obligations to ‘trump’ other expenditures, 

including those that in other circumstances might be considered essential to household survival.” Reeves (2012:127) 
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remittances are spent fundamentally influences the impact - including developmental 

impact - of these funds at the family, community and national levels. It is a common 

assertion in the literature that remittances are often wasted on consumption, rather than 

invested into economic activities.
59

 However, from RRH’s perspective, spending on 

festivities may be less risky and more beneficial than entrepreneurial activities; in other 

words, hosting events is a form of social investment that could provide better returns (e.g. 

favours, funds, prestige) than investment into production activities such as agriculture or 

small business. Only a better understanding of why and how RRH’s allocate their income 

to different expenditures can allow policy-makers to develop policies to encourage larger 

inflows of remittances, and their more efficient use in the receiving countries. 

The rest of this chapter unfolds accordingly: section II offers a review of theory 

and relevant studies; section III explains the research questions and hypotheses; section 

IV outlines the data; section V focuses on spending decision-makers, whereas section VI 

focuses on expenditures on “customs and traditions”; and section VII concludes. 

4.2. Literature Review 

4.2.1. Theory 

A fundamental debate in the remittances literature is whether migrants remit for 

altruistic or egoistic reasons.
60

 On the one hand, remitters may be motivated by a concern 

for those left behind (e.g. income support for unemployed family members), and they do 

not expect any benefit in return. On the other hand, remitters may be motivated by self-

interest, and they receive or expect to receive a benefit (e.g. care for assets; support of 

                                                 

59 See de Haas (2007:1274-1275) for review of studies concerning the “migration myth” which claims “that the money 

migrants remit to sending countries is mainly spent on conspicuous consumption and non-productive investments.”   
60 Lucas & Stark 1985; Taylor 1999; Clarke & Wallsten 2003; Goldring 2004 
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children; upholding the right to an inheritance).
61

  

 This emphasis on individualist decision-making has been called into question by 

the new economics of labour migration (NELM) theory, which situates the migrant in the 

context of a household.
62

 According to NELM, migration decisions are best understood 

not as individual choice made by a migrant in their own interest, but rather as collective 

decisions in the context of the family and for the benefit of the entire household. Such 

decision-making is more realistic, since a migrant’s incentives, willingness and ability to 

go abroad are influenced by the actions of others, and especially of other family 

members. An advantage of this arrangement is that resources may be pooled to allow the 

migrant to leave their community (e.g. pay for travel). Two disadvantages are that 

household members not wishing to migrate may be pressured to migrate, and that 

migrants may be expected to remit a disproportionate amount of their income. 

 An assumption that underlies all three motivations is that a migrant does - or at 

least can - influence the spending of remittances. However, a migrant may be explicitly 

or implicitly excluded from the decision-making due to his or her status within the 

household as determined by gender, age, education level or other factors. Moreover, even 

if a migrant is allowed to make decisions, it is uncertain whether these wishes will be 

fulfilled during his or her absence. The theory of agency stipulates that an agent may 

have interests that differ from those of the principal when making decisions on the 

principal’s behalf (Jensen & Meckling 1976; Mitnick 2006). In the case of remittances, 

                                                 

61 Das (2012) links household spending to the migrants’ primary motivation to remit: 1) if the motivation is “pure 

altruism,” then the remittances are spent on consumption; 2) if it is self-interest, then they are spent on investment; and 

3) if it is “enlightened self-interest” or “tempered altruism”, then they are spent on both. 
62 Stark 1978 & 1991; Lucas & Stark 1985; Schiff 1994; Taylor 1999 
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household members may have other priorities when deciding how to spend the money, 

especially if the remitter’s absence is prolonged or if he or she does not maintain regular 

contact with the household. For example, a remitter may expect remittances to be spent 

on house renovations, but members may divert a portion of the money to the purchase of 

consumer goods.  

 A model that is useful in explaining a household’s spending priorities is Maslow’s 

“hierarchy of needs” (Maslow 1943 & 1954). Although the model stems from 

psychology research, it can be constructively applied to the study of RRH’s behaviour. 

The model supposes that an individual can fulfill his or her five inherent needs only in a 

progressive manner: 1) physiological; 2) safety; 3) emotional; 4) esteem; and 5) self-

actualization. Similarity, a household - as a collection of individuals - must first obtain 

basic necessities before it can strive to increase its status in a community, and finally to 

self-actualize. 

 Consequently, it should not be a surprise that the initial expenditures of a low-

income RRH are on the consumption of food, clothing, shelter and healthcare. 

Afterwards, the RRH may purchase better housing or education that may contribute to 

higher esteem - the emotional well-being of each member - as well as its standing within 

the community. Finally, after having fulfilled its basic needs and improved relations with 

other community members, the RRH can achieve its highest goals, whatever they may be 

(e.g. starting a business that may allow for greater wealth, security and independence).  

 In this context, spending on social festivities addresses needs at multiple levels. 

Such expenditures may increase a RRH’s emotional well-being, since a family gathering 

may positively influence the feelings of the participants; for example, it may be a reward 
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for the migrant for overcoming the difficulties abroad. If the festivity includes other 

households - or at least is noticed within the community - then the household’s prestige 

may increase, thus improving its collective esteem or the esteem of its individual 

members. Ultimately, social festivities may be either the end goal of a RRH’s aspirations, 

or a means to an end. In the first case, a RRH may consider large social events (e.g. 

luxurious wedding) as a form of self-actualization. The cultural context influences 

whether a household considers such spending as desirable or wasteful. In the second case, 

a RRH may consider the festivities as an opportunity to build up social capital with other 

households, who may help it achieve other goals (e.g. through loans). Thus the socio-

economic context influences whether a RRH can count more on personal favours than the 

official system for provision of loans or social services. 

4.2.2. Relevant Studies 

Micro-level remittances-spending is a small but growing subset of the remittances 

literature, which often focuses on the macro-level, especially in regards to remittances as 

a means to economic development. There exists a widespread assertion in the literature 

that remittances are wasted on consumption that has little developmental impact at either 

the micro- or macro-level.  

In a report on sending practices of Haitian and Jamaican migrants in Canada, 

Simmons et al. (2005) confirm that according to the remitters, the main purposes of the 

money are food, rent or housing, healthcare, school fees and clothing. However, de Haas 

(2005) views this assertion as misleading. By bringing attention to spending on real estate 

in Morocco, the author argues that new housing is not just a status symbol, but rather one 

of the most secure forms of allocating money in a country with often unreliable financial 
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system. In addition, better housing improves sanitation and privacy, which have a 

positive impact on the household’s health and satisfaction; the improved well-being has 

long-term positive impacts on health and feelings of satisfaction that, in turn, may have 

long-term positive impacts on national health standards and on the economy. Finally, 

such spending still has some impact on growth, since it translates into the purchasing of 

building materials and hiring of local labour.  

 Zarate-Hoyos (2004) investigates the impact of remittances on spending patterns 

in Mexico. Using a household survey dataset, empirical results indicate that RRH’s do 

not spend proportionally more on “conspicuous consumption” than non-RRH’s, but 

rather save a larger portion of their income (Ibid 2004:556); in rural areas, remittances 

lead to increased expenditures on productive uses such as machinery and equipment. The 

author agrees that better housing improves not only hygiene and physical well-being at 

the micro-level, but also labour productivity at the macro-level. Adams (2005) shares the 

view that spending on housing is both a good investment for the RRH and a benefit for 

local economy. Using a household survey dataset from Guatemala, empirical results 

show that RRH’s not only spend proportionally less on consumption, but also more on 

investment, including housing and human capital such as education and health care. 

 Tabuga (2007) conducts a study of the impact of remittances on spending on 

“vices” in the Philippines. Using a household survey dataset, empirical results indicate 

that even though RRH’s spend more on consumption, there is no decisive impact of 

remittances on alcohol or tobacco. The study also finds that RRH’s invest more in 

education, housing, health care and durable goods. Ukueva (2010) empirically analyzes 

the impact of remittances on the purchases of durable goods in the KR. Empirical results 
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indicate a positive and statistically significant impact of remittances on the purchase of a 

durable good; however, the exact type of good is not specified in the analysis. Also, data 

from a national household survey reveal that more remittances are received by 

households in the poorer southern regions of the KR, as well as by households with an 

older or female household head. 

 Amuedo-Dorantes & Pozo (2011) focus on the impact of remittances on 

healthcare expenditures as well as healthcare coverage. Using a household survey dataset 

from Mexico, empirical analysis concludes that remittances increase spending on 

healthcare, but the healthcare expenditures are more sensitive than spending on other 

purposes. However, the spending on health care by poorer RRH’s appears less sensitive 

to remittances, potentially due to the households’ reliance on social health care services. 

 In recent years, research on remittances has turned its attention to spending on 

social festivities, given that such expenditures are believed to consume a major portion of 

remittances and - from a development perspective - may be regarded as particularly 

frivolous. Lindley (2007:13) observes that while Somali households use most of their 

remittances for consumption, a large portion is indeed spent on “ways that reinforce 

social networks” (e.g. clan compensation and gifts), which are considered an investment 

during times of economic uncertainty. The fact that only a small portion of remittances is 

used for financial investment can be explained not only by lack of funds remaining after 

consumption and social spending, but also by the lack of a stable investment climate in a 

fragile country such as Somalia. 

 Bichsel et al. (2007) conduct a qualitative study of remittances-spending in rural 

communities in the KR, India and Mexico. In all three cases, remittances were first spent 
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to satisfy daily needs such as food, clothing and medicine; since these needs consumed 

most of the remittances, spending on investment was uncommon. However, some 

differences were observed. First, while Indian and Mexican households did invest in 

housing as well as into communal projects, very few Kyrgyz households did either. 

Second, while Kyrgyz and Indian households spent remittances “to fulfill societal and 

traditional obligations” (e.g. wedding, funeral), none of the Mexican household did so 

(Bichsel et al. 2007:36). Therefore, while consumption-spending is universal, spending 

on investment and festivities appears to be influenced by other factors. Furthermore, 

before sending money home, migrants displayed a tendency to use remittances for the 

repayment of loans (e.g. funds borrowed for travel expenses) to family and friends 

residing abroad. 

 In the KR context, Rubinov (2010:10) interprets spending on social events - the 

“toi economy” - both as “the best return investment” for a household as well as a reward 

for a migrant. For a household, festivities are a form of investment into social capital: by 

inviting and entertaining other members of the community, the household can expect 

information about jobs abroad or possibly access to informal money lending. For a 

migrant, festivities may represent an affirmation of his or her success abroad as well as a 

reward for endured hardships. Isabaeva (2011) confirms that in addition to consumption, 

remittances are used by Kyrgyz households for social benefits such as paying for rituals, 

communal projects (e.g. contribution to building a school fence) and other prestige-

enhancing spending. Migrants are willing to devote remittances to such expenditures not 

only to remain connected to their families, but also to maintain presence within the 

community. 
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 Reeves (2012:110) explains that the rise in spending on the “ritual economy” in 

the KR  is due to rising costs of social festivities caused by extravagance and macro-level 

inflation. The growing costs of marriage - due to increases in the price of a bride - 

particularly affect young men, who are culturally expected to fund the marriage 

ceremony; thus they choose to migrate in order to save money for the event. Furthermore, 

social festivities are becoming more elaborate to compensate for the more frequent and 

long-term absence of migrants. Remitters are willing to devote money to maintain their 

“social space” in the household and community (Ibid 2012:112). 

4.3. Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The study asks two research questions. First, why do the migrants decide how 

their remittances are spent by their household in some cases but not others? Second, do 

RRH’s spend more on “customs and traditions” than non-RRH’s? Based on three key 

theories - NELM, theory of agency, Maslow’s hierarchy of needs - as well as on 

arguments and empirical findings in past research, the study offers a separate set of 

hypotheses for each of the two questions. Other theoretical approaches may suggest 

either similar or quite different hypotheses, and past empirical studies may or may not 

apply as well to the Kyrgyz case. Therefore these hypotheses should be treated as 

exploratory.  

4.3.1. Research Question 1 

Hypothesis 1: if the remitter is in a socially disadvantageous position relative to 

others, then he or she is less likely to be the main decision-maker (MDM) regarding 

remittances-spending.  

Relevant variables include: 
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 H1-1. Gender: if a remitter is female, then she is less likely to be the MDM. 

 

 H1-2. Age: if a remitter is older, then he or she is more likely to be the MDM. 

 

H1-3. Marital status: if a remitter is married, then he or she is more likely to be 

the MDM. 

 

H1-4. Role: if a remitter is the household head, then he or she is more likely to be 

the MDM. 

 

H1-5. Education: if a remitter is educated, then he or she is more likely to be the 

MDM. 

 

H1-6. Family information: if a remitter had initially received information from 

household members about job opportunities abroad, then he or she is less 

likely to be the MDM. 

 

H1-7. Family help: if a remitter had initially received financial help from 

household to go abroad, then he or she is less likely to be the MDM. 

 

H1-8. Contact: if a remitter maintains regular contact with the household, then he 

or she is more likely to be the MDM. 

 

H1-9. Urban setting: if a remitter comes from an urban household, then he or she 

is more likely to be the MDM. 

 

H1-10. Household shocks: if a remitter’s household experienced any type of 

shock, then he or she is less likely to be the MDM. 

 

 H1-11: Unemployment: if a remitter’s household is located in an area with high  

  unemployment, then he or she is less likely to be the MDM. 

 

4.3.2. Research Question 2 

Remittances provide a household with additional income to cover basic 

necessities. Any left-over funds may be spent on non-necessities such as higher 

education, better housing or social events. Social events may be considered as beneficial 

as - or more so - other types of spending depending on the economic environment in 

which a RRH is situated as well as on the RRH's culturally-influenced view of self-

actualization. In addition, social events can be differentiated according to their theme 
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(e.g. wedding, funeral), purpose (e.g. celebration, mourning) or size (e.g. household only, 

family only, community-wide). In order to maximize monetary (e.g. presents) as well as 

non-monetary (e.g. favours) benefits received from the events - and to reduce the burden 

of hosting such events - a household will spend more on events that involve many people. 

Hypothesis 2: if a household receives remittances, then it will spend more on 

festivities regarded as “customs and traditions”; a RRH will spend proportionally more 

on social festivities from which it expect to receive more benefits.  

Relevant characteristics of festivities include: 

H2-1. Type: if an event is a festive celebration, then the household  will spend 

more on it and can expect more benefits. 

 

H2-2. Resonance: if an event has a wide acclaim and involvement in a family or 

community, then the household will spend more on it and can expect more 

benefits. 

 

H2-3. Large in size: if an event involves a large number of people, then the 

household will spend more on it and can expect more benefits. 

 

4.4. Dataset 

The study resorts to quantitative analysis of the Life in Kyrgyzstan (LIK) survey, 

which survey is nationally-representative and covers three levels of analysis: community, 

household, individual. The survey was carried out annually in three waves (2010-2012). 

The current study employs data from the first and second waves. The LIK survey is 

appropriate for analysis of household spending because it is exceptionally detailed and 

includes unique information on decision-makers and social festivities. Furthermore, the 

dataset has not been used for research subject-matter identified in this study. In order to 

prepare the data for analysis, they were cleaned, recoded and then merged. 

In regards to Hypothesis 1, 2010 data from surveys at all levels of analysis were 
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combined to obtain relevant information on confirmed remitters. Only 295 migrants - 

those who were reported by their households to had been abroad and to had sent 

remittances in previous 12 months - were retained (same individuals as in Chapter 3). 

Subsequently, the study referred to the 2011 individual-level survey question I513, which 

asks to indicate “Which member of the family has the main decision making authority for 

the following activities?” Of the 25 possible activities, this study focused on activity #24, 

“how to use remittances” (see Appendix C.1. for the full list of categories). Finally, 2010 

and 2011 data were merged to determine which of the confirmed remitters from 2010 

took part in the 2011 survey and replied to I513. Only the 78 matched remitters were 

retained for analysis because their opinions are the most relevant. 

In regards to Hypothesis 2, data from two sections of the 2011 household-level 

survey were required. First, Section 4C (Expenses on Customs and Traditions) includes 

questions regarding the purpose, frequency, size and costs of social festivities that a 

household has organized (see Appendix C.2. for the full list of questions). Data from 

multiple questions were combined to determine the purpose, expenditures and gifts 

received at the most expensive event. Second, question H501 from Section 5 (Income 

Sources) asks, “During the last 12 months, did you receive any income from 

[SOURCE]?” Of the 23 possible sources, this study focused on source type #15, “Money 

transfers from persons living abroad.” Merging of data from sections 4C and 5 allowed to 

determine details of spending on “customs and traditions” by self-declared RRH’s. 

4.5. Spending Decision-Makers 

4.5.1. Descriptive Analysis 

 In 2011, 8,038 respondents replied to question I513. However, only 3,480 
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respondents (43%) indicated that activity #24 was applicable to them; the others 

presumably were not part of a RRH (see Table 7, columns A & B). The three most 

frequent categories of decision-makers were “I together with my spouse” (32%), “all 

household members” (27%), and “my parents or my parents-in-law” (16%). Since 

categories 1 and 3 explicitly include the respondent, combining them results in a sub-

group in which the respondent has direct input into the decision-making; this sub-group 

accounted for 44% of respondents. Other categories explicitly exclude the respondent, 

although the respondent may have indirect input; when combined, these categories 

accounted for 56% of respondents. Consequently, survey-wide responses demonstrate a 

slight prevalence of household decision-making, in accordance with the NELM theory. 

 

Table 7. Responses to I513 (2011 data) (bolded categories are “independent” power) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“Which member of the family has the 
main decision-making authority for the 
following activity?” 

A B C D 

#24. How to use remittances Entire 
sample 

 Confirmed 
remitters 

 

1. myself 426 12.24% 8 10.25% 

2. my spouse 313 9.04% 5 6.42% 

3. I together with my spouse 1116 32.08% 18 23.08% 

4. my parents or my parents-in-law 567 16.32% 24 30.77% 

5. all male household members 49 1.42% 0 0% 

6. all female household members 63 1.83% 0 0% 

7. all household members together 941 27.07% 23 29.49% 

Sub-Total 3480 100% - - 

9. not applicable 4558  - - 

TOTAL 8038  78 100% 
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 In the sample of the 78 confirmed remitters retained after data merging, responses 

were quite different (see Table 7, columns C & D). The three most frequent categories 

were “my parents or my parents-in-law” (31%), “all household members” (29%), and 

then “I together with my spouse” (23%). The sub-group in which the remitter has direct 

input accounted for only 33%, thus indicating a much stronger prevalence of household 

decision-making in RRH’s. 

4.5.2. Methodology and Empirical Analysis 

 In order to determine which variables are correlated with a change in a remitter’s 

decision-making power, the study resorts to statistical analysis. In the estimation model, 

the dependent variable is independent decision-making over remittances, which 

represents a choice (binary) of either category #1 or #3 in activity #24 in question I513 in 

the 2011 survey; the two categories are combined because they both explicitly include the 

respondent. There estimation model is: 

(1) P
*
 = 1a + 1b1 (x1) + 1b2 (x2) + … 1bj (xj) + 1e 

(1.1) P = 1 if I
*
 > 0 and 0 otherwise 

Where P
*
 is a latent variable measuring a remitter’s independence, P is the confirmed 

remitter’s reported choice of category #1 or #3 (P = 1) or of other categories (P = 0), 1a is 

the constant term, xj are explanatory variables (j = 1, …, 14), 1bj are the parameter 

coefficients to be estimated, and 1e is the error term having a normal distribution with 

mean 0 and standard deviation 1. Given the binary format of the dependent variable, the 

model is estimated using the probit technique; the estimation indicates the marginal 

effects. The technique is applied to the full sample of confirmed remitters. 

 Fourteen independent variables were selected from 2011 survey to correspond to 
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the concepts in the eleven sub-hypotheses of Hypothesis 1, including three separate 

shocks.
63

 The variables belong to three levels of analysis. Of the six variables at the 

individual-level, four are binary (gender, married status, household head, Kyrgyz 

ethnicity), one is ordinal (education), and one is interval-ratio (age). All six variables at 

the household-level (information from household, loan from household, frequent contact, 

three types of shock) as well as the two at the community-level (urban community, high 

unemployment) are binary (See Appendix C.3. for the list of variables). 

 Four variables are found to be statistically significant (see Table 8). First, unlike 

expected, the probability of decision-making independence increases in case of women; 

this may be due to women in category #3, who make decisions jointly with their 

husbands.
64

 Second, as expected, independence increases with age, given that family 

status - thus influence - typically rises with age. Third, as expected, married status 

increases independence, since spouses typically seek more autonomy from the rest of the 

household in order to focus on their own family. Lastly, as expected, if a family helps a 

remitter with information, then his or her decision-making power decreases; this may be 

due to the remitter’s repayment for the help in the form of remittances, and thus indicate 

his or her voluntary withdrawal from the decision-making. 

  

                                                 

63
 Although ethnicity was not included in the Hypothesis 1, a dummy variable depicting the major ethnic group (i.e. 

Kyrgyz) was inserted into the analysis out of curiosity. 
64 Of the 78 matched remitters in the estimation, 17 (22%) were women, who were almost evenly split between 9 

married and 8 unmarried. Of the married women, 6 (66%) displayed “independent decision-making”, of whom all 

reported making decisions jointly with their husbands (category 3). Of the unmarried women, only 2 (25%) displayed 

independence, of whom 1 reported own decisions (category 1) and 1 joint decisions (category 3). This not only reveals 

that married women make decisions with their husbands, but also confirms that unmarried women are less independent. 

As with all surveys, there may some reporting bias. Specifically, women and men may disagree about what constitutes 

influence over spending, and who might actually be exerting that influence. The fact that women migrants are more 

likely to report influence over spending decisions is an interesting and unexpected phenomenon that deserves additional 

investigation. 
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Table 8. Estimation results (independent decision-making) 

Variable 
(LEVEL) 

Hypothesized Effect 
Probit (marginal 

effects) 
Z score 

INDIVIDUAL       
Female - 0.356** 2.30 
Age + 0.025*** 3.09 
Married + 0.397* 2.77 
Household head + 0.044 0.22 
Ethnicity (Kyrgyz) ? 0.149 0.89 
Education level + 0.049 0.76 

HOUSEHOLD       
Information - -0.362* -2.61 
Loan - 0.043 0.30 
Contact + -0.120 -0.63 
Shock - natural - 0.222 1.56 
Shock - social - 0.171 1.17 
Shock - household - -0.162 -1.12 

COMMUNITY       
Urban area - -0.222 -1.47 
High unemployment - -0.115 -0.41 

Observations   78   

Pseudo R²   0.414   

Mean of dependent v.   0.403   
* = <0.1, ** = <0.05, *** = 
<0.01       

  

 The dprobit technique estimates the marginal effects of the variables, thus it 

allows to compare the relative strength of each variable. In descending order, the 

magnitudes of the four statistically significant independent variables are: married status, 

family information, female gender, and age. The real significance of the variables is 

straightforward, since three of them are binary, thus the marginal effect is the real effect. 

Consequently, being married increases the likelihood of independent decision-making by 

39.7% and being female increases it by 35.6%; however, receiving information from 

one’s household decreases it by 36.2%. The age variable indicates that each additional 

year increases one’s independence by 2.5%; thus a 40-years-old remitter has a 50% 

higher likelihood of independent decision-making than a 20-years-old one. 
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4.6. Spending Patterns 

4.6.1. General Patterns 

In 2011, 832 out of the 2,863 interviewed households (29%) reported to had 

hosted at least one festive event in the previous year. While 332 of the 832 (40%) hosted 

only a single event, most organized more than one (see Table 9). 

 

Table 9. Responses to Question H407 (2011 data) 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Survey question H408 asks, “Which festive event was the largest in terms of 

guests and expenditures?” Although a household might have hosted other events - with 

potentially a different purpose and also a high cost - comparing the single most expensive 

events provides an indication of the general trends in the surveyed sample (see Table 10). 

Values are given in Kyrgyz som and US dollars (in brackets in the text).
65

 

The most frequently reported largest event is a Birthday (50%), but the average 

total expenses associated with this event are the lowest: 8,325 som (US $181); this total 

                                                 

65
 1 Kyrgyz som = 0.02175 US dollar; conversely, US $1 = 46 som. Annual (Jan. 31 to Dec. 31, 2010) exchange rate, 

bid price. Accessed June 23, 2015. (www.oanda.com) 

How many festive events did your household host?  

# of events # of replies 

1 332 

2 195 

3 121 

4 or more 184 

 832 

http://www.oanda.com/
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Table 10. Spending on “customs and traditions.” Single largest event (2011. KR som) 

 

  

includes 6,426 som in monetary expenses and 1,899 som in non-monetary expenses (i.e. 

“livestock slaughtered, food originated from own production”). The most expensive event 

is a wedding. Of the 93 households that reported a son’s wedding to be the largest, the 

average total expenses were 88,200 som (US $1,918); this is more than ten times the 

expenses on an average Birthday. Of the 39 households that reported a daughter’s 

wedding to be largest, the average total expenses were 69,713 som (US $1,516). 

Event type # of 
events 

H415: 
average 
monetary 
expenses 

H416: 
average 
non-
monetary 
expenses 

Total 
average 
EXPENSES 

H418: 
average 
gifts 
received 
(cash) 

H418: 
average 
gifts 
received 
(presents) 

Total 
average 
GIFTS 

TOTAL 
AVERAGE 
COST 
(expenses 
- gifts) 

% of total 
cost 
“saved”  
(gifts / 
expenses) 

1. son’s wedding 
/marriage 

93 66,636 21,564 88,200 36,281 11,422 47,703 40,497 54.1% 

2. daughter’s 
wedding/ 
marriage 

39 53,175 16,538 69,713 30,051 13,589 43,640 26,073 62.6% 

3. birth of baby 66 12,841 6,559 19,400 8,272 3,696 11,968 7,432 61.7% 

4. jubilees 
/anniversary 

34 27,688 7,475 35,163 31,750 5,511 37,261 -2,098 105.9% 

5. Birthday 415 6,426 1,899 8,325 3,754 2,092 5,846 2,479 70.2% 

6. new housing 
celebration 

13 13,815 10,615 24,430 10,084 6,350 16,434 7,996 67.3% 

7. funeral 64 30,314 18,557 48,871 15,936 1,967 17,903 30,968 36.6% 

8. remem- 
-brance day 

68 12,802 7,367 20,169 5,610 1,667 7,277 12,892 36.1% 

other 40 15,862 8,323 24,185 8,012 2,662 10,674 13,511 44.1% 

 832         
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Interestingly, given the debate in the literature regarding spending on housing, it is 

informative to know that 13 households reported a “new housing celebration” to be the 

largest event, with total average cost of 24,430 som (US $513). 

 Previous studies in the literature end their analysis of costs of social events at this 

stage. However, thanks to information contained in the LIK survey, the current study 

goes a step further by accounting for the value of gifts received by the household, be they 

in a form of cash or presents. By subtracting the value of total gifts received from the 

total expenses, the study calculates the actual total cost of the events. In other words, it is 

possible to determine the true financial burden of hosting the events, which turns out to 

be much lower than the reported - and criticized - high costs reported in the literature. 

The highest values of gifts are received at weddings, averaging 47,703 som (US $1,037) 

at a son’s wedding and 43,640 som (US $949) at a daughter’s wedding. In the case of 

“jubilees/anniversary”, the value of gifts actually exceeds the expenses, thus resulting in a 

net profit for the hosting households.  

 Going even another step further, it is possible to calculate the proportion of the 

total cost that was saved thanks to the gifts. It turns out that gifts offset the total cost by at 

least one third; the lowest amount was received during a “remembrance day”, when gifts 

reduced the cost by 36%. In case of a son’s wedding, gifts reduced the cost by 54%, and 

in the case of a daughter's wedding by 63%. “Jubilees/anniversary” turn out to be the 

most beneficial, since gifts account for 106% of the costs! Consequently, given both the 

reduced actual cost of social events and other benefits that a household can expect, 

hosting events may have higher return on investment than other forms of spending. 
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4.6.2. Remittances-receiving Households 

 Data merging determined that 156 of the 461 self-declared RRH’s had hosted at 

least one festivity (see Table 11). This indicates that the remaining 305 RRH’s (66%) did 

not host any events. Therefore, the claims in the literature that remittances are 

systematically wasted on social events appear to be exaggerated.  

 

Table 11. Reported festivities. Self-Declared RRH’s only (2011 data) 

# of events # of replies 

1 60 

2 51 

3 16 

4 or more 29 

 156 

. 

 Although RRH’s spend on average more on some events, they do not do so on all. 

Furthermore, RRH’s benefit less from the gifts received than non-RRH’s (see Table 12). 

Similarly to the entire surveyed sample, the most frequently reported largest event by 

RRH’s is a Birthday (49%), which also has a low level of expenses; new housing 

celebrations and “other” expenditures have even lower levels.
66

 The most expensive 

event is also a wedding. Of the 34 households that reported a son’s wedding to be the 

largest, the average total expenses were 107,290 som (US $2,334). Of the eight 

households that reported a daughter’s wedding to be largest, the average total expenses 

were even higher: 127,131 som  (US $2,765). The much higher expenses on weddings 

                                                 

66 Since only one RRH reported its largest event to be “new housing celebration”, this reported cost may not be 

representative. 
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Table 12. Spending on “customs and traditions.” Single largest event. Self-declared 

RRH’s only (2011. KR som) 

 

are consistent with the observational findings in past studies that young men often go 

abroad to earn money specifically for their wedding, thus that typically have more funds 

to spend than non-migrants (Reeves 2012); the household may also contribute to the 

migrant’s own funding.  

Event type # of 
events 

H415: 
average 
monetary 
expenses 

H416: 
average 
non-
monetar
y 
expense
s 

Total 
average 
EXPENSES 

H418: 
average 
gifts 
received 
(cash) 

H418: 
average 
gifts 
received 
(presents) 

Total 
average 
GIFTS 

TOTAL 
AVE. 
COST 
(expenses 
- gifts) 

% of total 
cost 
“saved” 
thanks to 
gifts (total 
gifts / total 
expenses) 

1. son’s 
wedding 
/marriage 

34 81,173 26,117 107,290 37,020 15,185 52,205 55,085 49% 

2. daughter’s 
wedding/ 
marriage 

8 103,614 23,517 127,131 42,857 31,856 74,713 52,418 59% 

3. birth of baby 12 10,039 5,591 15,630 2,791 3,300 6,091 9,539 39% 

4. jubilees/ 
anniversary 

5 10,680 12,000 22,680 17,700 6,400 24,100 -1,420 106% 

5. Birthday 77 6,315 3,145 9,460 1,900 1,937 3,837 5,623 41% 

6. new housing 
celebration 

1 4,300 4,000 8,300 5,000 3,000 8,000 300 96% 

7. funeral 9 38,433 19,277 57,710 27,444 4,333 31,777 25,933 55% 

8. remem- 
-brance day 

6 22,583 3,750 26,333 4,166 833 4,999 21,334 19% 

9. other 4 3,925 2,500 6,425 3,125 500 3,625 2,800 56% 

 156         
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 The highest values of gifts are received by RRH’s at weddings, averaging 52,205 

some (US $1,135) at a son’s wedding, and 74,713 som (US $1,625) at a daughter’s 

wedding; the higher value of gifts received at a daughter’s wedding may be due to the 

price of bride paid by the groom. In case of “jubilees/anniversary”, the value of gifts also 

exceeds the expenses, thus resulting in a net profit. In terms of the proportion of the total 

cost that is offset thanks to the gifts, the lowest average savings (19%) are also in the case 

of a remembrance day. In case of a son’s wedding, gifts reduced the total costs by 49%, 

and in the case of a daughter's wedding by 59%. Once again, “jubilees/anniversary” turn 

out to be the most beneficial, accounting for 106% of the costs. 

 In comparison with the whole sample, RRH dedicate on average more expenses to 

weddings, Birthdays, funerals and remembrance days, but less to birth of baby, 

jubilees/anniversary, new housing celebrations and “other” festivities. This generally 

supports the three sub-hypotheses of Hypothesis 2, which stipulate that a household will 

favour spending on events that are festive and large, and have wide resonance. In this 

sense, weddings and Birthdays may involve a greater amount of people and have wider 

resonance than the typically more private anniversaries or “other” events. 

 However, RRH’s incur on average higher total costs and in more categories, 

including birth of baby and a remembrance day. The fact that gifts received represent a 

lower proportion of total expenses - thus lower savings - may be due both the higher 

expenses and due to guests’ perception that since the household already receives money 

from abroad, then it does not need extra help in the form of gifts. Consequently, even 

though RRH’s spend slightly more on some categories of social events, they incur a 

higher total burden of hosting almost all events. 
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 Last but not least, answers to survey question H419 actually refute the general 

perception in the literature that RRH’s spend most of remittances on a single large event. 

In response to the question “How was this particular event funded?”, only 82 out of the 

156 households (53%) indicated that the single largest event had been funded by 

“remittances sent from abroad only for this event.” Given that multiple responses were 

allowed, most of the 82 households also indicated another source of funding, especially 

“financial savings” and “contributions from relatives & friends in Kyrgyzstan.” The 

remaining 74 RRH’s (47%) funded the largest event by other means, of which one could 

be remittances, but only in a small portion. 

4.7. Conclusion 

 This chapter carried out descriptive as well as empirical analyses of the LIK 

survey dataset in order to answer two questions: 1) do remitters decide themselves how 

their remittances are spent; and 2) do remittances-receiving households spend more on 

“customs and traditions” than non-RRH’s? Research results confirm the two initial sets of 

hypotheses. In regards to Hypothesis 1, survey data indicate the prevalence of household 

decision-making in RRH’s, thus the remitter (or the remitter together with spouse) is 

usually not the primary decision-maker. Statistical estimations reveal, as expected, that 

independence in decision-making is increased by female gender (probably due to 

marriage), higher age, and married marital status; however, it is decreased by help from 

family members in getting information about going abroad. 

 In regards to Hypothesis 2, survey data indicate that less than half of RRH’s host 

any events. In comparison with the whole sample, as expected, RRH’s spend on average 

more on weddings, Birthdays, funerals, jubilees/anniversaries and remembrance days, but 
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less on birth of baby, new housing celebrations, and other events. However, RRH’s incur 

higher total costs, since gifts received represent a smaller portion of the expenses. In 

some cases, the value of gifts received actually exceeds the cost of hosting an event. 

 Given the high burden of hosting social events, it is policy-relevant to determine 

whether such events will continue to increase in cost. Two LIK survey questions shed 

light on what can be expected in the future. First, question H431 inquired, “In your 

opinion, what purpose do such festive events serve?”, offering five choices (multiple 

answers allowed) (see Table 13).  

 

Table 13. Responses to Questions H431 #1-5 (2011 data) 

 

“In your opinion, what purpose do such festive 
events serve?” (multiple answers allowed) 

 

To keep ties with close people 560 

To keep up with traditions 652 

To show that I am not worse off than others 247 

To demonstrate increased economic status 113 

Other 7 

 

 The most popular choice was to “to keep up with traditions”, followed by “to 

keep ties with close friends.” Explicitly prestige-enhancing choices were less frequent - 

“to show that I am not worse off than others” and “to demonstrate increased economic 

status” (113) but perhaps many of the respondents simply refrained from admitting to 

such motives. Given that the main (admitted) reasons for hosting events are tradition and 

friendship, then it is unlikely that the number of events will decrease in the near future. 

 Second, question H432 asked respondents to indicate how much they agree with 

certain statements (see Table 14).  
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Table 14. Responses to Questions H432 #1-3 (2011 data) 

 

“How much do you 
agree with the 
following statements 
on a scale from 1 to 5?” 

     

 1 = strongly 
agree 

2 3 4 5 = strongly 
disagree 

1. Festive expenses are 
reasonable 

230 
(28%) 

90 
(11%) 

109 
(13%) 

152 
(18%) 

251 
(30%) 

2. Festivities are 
becoming simpler 

73 
(9%) 

103 
(12%) 

137 
(17%) 

185 
(22%) 

334 
(40%) 

3. It’s good to have 
regular festivities. 

72 
(9%) 

108 
(13%) 

240 
(29%) 

155 
(19%) 

257 
(30%) 

 

 Opinions on the statement “Festive expenses are reasonable” were evenly split; 

28% of respondents strongly agreed and 30% strongly disagreed. However, most 

respondents disagreed with the statement that festivities are “becoming simpler”; 40% 

disagreed. Interestingly, an overwhelming majority of respondents were either 

ambivalent towards, or disagreed with, the statement “It’s good to have regular 

festivities”; 30% strongly disagreed. Given the generally critical view of rising costs and 

frequency of social events, it seems that such events should be either curtailed or made 

more developmental.   

 Policy recommendations based on the research findings need to walk a fine line 

between promoting more economically responsible use of remittances and respecting 

local traditions. National governments need to provide not only a macro-level 

environment that is more appealing to financial investment (e.g. low inflation, stable 

banking system), but also higher financial literacy among the general population (e.g. 

remittances-focused investment courses). RRH’s whose members have greater optimism 
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towards, and knowledge about, entrepreneurial use of remittances will have a greater 

impact on national economic development. Since spending on social events can be 

expected to continue in the near future, policies that criticize or attempt to limit such 

spending are likely to be disregarded and circumvented by RRH’s. Instead, pro-spending 

policies could, for example, promote the economic sector that caters to social events (e.g. 

loans to small businesses such as restaurants).    

 Many research questions remain unanswered regarding decision-makers and 

spending: how do attitudes of long-term or permanent migrants/remitters (those who 

become influenced by other cultures while abroad) change towards communal decision-

making? For what other goods or services are remittances specifically used for? How 

does the spending behaviour differ among households from different income or ethnic 

(e.g. Kyrgyz/Uzbek/Russian) groups? How does a region’s level of economic 

development impact spending practices? Future research may make further use of the 

LIK dataset or conduct new surveys. Interviews with remitters and their households may 

provide an opportunity for in-depth analysis to complement empirical work. 
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Chapter 5: Summary 

Why does this dissertation matter? Did it use any novel research methods, did it 

present any unique findings, and did it make a contribution to the literature? I believe that 

it matters because it captures the human face of migration by focusing on the impacts of 

individual characteristics (especially perceptions and attitudes) and by bringing attention 

to the cultural context (e.g. culture of migration, importance of hosting festivities). By 

doing so, this study does not approach migration, remittances and expenditures as 

impersonal, economics-driven phenomena, but rather as decisions - dependent on a 

multitude of factors, fundamentally subjective, often unplanned - that a person makes in 

the hope of a better future.  

 Despite being a quantitative study, this dissertation is not a large-n macro-level 

analysis of global migration flows (although it had started off as such in early 2013), but 

rather a micro-level analysis of a survey dataset in a remote country in Central Asia. By 

merging data from questionnaires at three levels of analysis and by estimating the 

marginal effects (and real significance) of a multitude of variables, this study goes 

beyond the standard methodology in the literature. By employing variables such gender, 

age and education, this study falls in line with concepts elaborated in past research. 

However, by highlighting the importance of subjective variables such perceptions of 

family well-being, worries about security and interest in politics, this study introduces 

new concepts. 

 Unique findings are discovered in each of the three chapters. Chapter 1 confirms 

the importance of travel experience, networks and unemployment for an intention to 

migrate, and ultimately of the intention on migrating behaviour. Two new findings are 
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the tendency of non-intending individuals to actually migrate, and the large differences 

between genders as well as among ethnic groups in the significant variables.  

Chapter 2 affirms the hypothesized negative effect of female gender and 

education, as well as the positive effect of age, on the likelihood of remitting. 

Furthermore, as expected, household heads, remitters who maintain regular contact with 

their households, and remitters from urban areas remit higher amounts. However, this 

chapter reveals numerous unexpected findings. First, incidence of remitting is decreased 

in the case of married remitters (probably due to family reunification), remitters who 

received financial help from household members (due to the need to repay the help first), 

and remitters from areas of high unemployment (due to self-interest / pro-cyclical 

effects). Second, the amount sent is decreased in the case of older or married remitters, 

and those with higher education. The only variable that has the same effect (unexpectedly 

negative) in both models is married status, whereas age and education have opposite 

effects.  

 Chapter 3 offers the most extensive contribution to the literature not only by 

investigating who the actual spending decision-makers are and which variables are 

responsible for a remitter’s independence in spending choices, but also by calculating the 

financial burden of hosting social events. Findings indicate that in a majority of cases, 

confirmed remitters admit to not being the main decision-makers. Furthermore, older and 

married remitters are more independent; however, the remitters who had received help 

tend to let other family members decide. Perhaps the most unique finding is that spending 

on festivities is monetarily rewarding. Although households host social events for various 

reasons, be it self-actualization or expectations of future benefits from the invitees, 
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households also receive immediate rewards in the form of gifts. In most cases, the value 

of gifts equals at least half of the cost of hosting the event, and in some cases, it actually 

exceeds the cost. Therefore, spending on festivities should not be regarded as 

unproductive, but rather as a long-term social investment as well as an immediate, low-

cost reward. 

 Policy implications of the findings range from establishing specific initiatives that 

facilitate migration (e.g. skills training), remittances-sending (e.g. lower transfer fees) 

and remittances-spending (e.g. improved telecommunication services). Yet, unless 

concerns over unemployment, insecurity and corruption are addressed at the national 

level in migrant-sending countries, migration will continue inefficiently and illegally, 

despite any restrictions posed by migrant-receiving countries. Sending countries must not 

remain passive or in denial of citizens going abroad to work, whereas receiving countries 

must not treat incoming migrants as a threat.  

 Ultimately, the decisions to migrate, to send money home or to spend the money 

received are made by individuals - alone or with family members - irrespective (or in 

spite) of existing policies and barriers. People will intend to migrate as long as they 

believe that migration is the best alternative to an unsatisfactory life, and they will resort 

to various means - even if dangerous or undocumented - to realize this intention. 

Necessity is the mother of invention, and people in need of work and a better life will 

find a way. This dissertation demonstrates this. 



 102 

Appendices 

Appendix A.1. Data Overview : Community Characteristics (2010 data) 

 

 

 

Question #

C103. "What proportion of households in this population point have migrants abroad?" 

# of replies average

City 26 28%

Village 63 24%

89 25%

C112. "What part of the male working age population in this population point does not have a regular job at this time?"

Most About 50% About 25% About 10% All # of replies

City 2 6 13 11 0 32

Village 18 20 15 13 4 70

20 26 28 24 4 102

C114. "What is in your view the share of adult in this population point who work abroad during the course of the year?" 

# of replies average

City 22 27%

Village 66 23%

88 24%

C116. "Which of the following shocks affected your population point during the last 12 months?"

Shock type # of replies

1 Drought 4

2 Too much rain or flood 24

3 Very cold winter 12

4 Frost 19

5 Earthquake 2

6 Landslides 16

7 Pest or diseases (crops or l ivestock) 20

8 Fire 5

9 Insufficient water supply for farming 33

10 Political riots 63

11 Destruction or theft of assets (cash, crops, l ivestock) 19

12 Destruction of property (housing, car) 12

13 Inability to sell  agricultural and other products 25

14 Debates on land issues 17

15 Insufficient energy supply 15

16 Growth of violence in this population point 4

17 Border closure for people and goods 40
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Appendix A.2. Data Overview: Intending Migrants’ Characteristics  (2010 data) 

 

Gender Female 143 39.9% Children total av. 1

Male 215 60.1%

358 100.0% 0 152 42.6%

1 53 14.8%

Ethnicity Kyrgyz 221 61.7% 2 70 19.6%

Uzbek 48 13.4% 3 42 11.8%

Russian 50 14.0% 4 24 6.7%

Dungan 0 0.0% 5+ 16 4.5%

Uigur 16 4.5% 357 100.0%

Tajik 5 1.4%

Kazakh 4 1.1% Siblings total av. 4

other 14 3.9%

358 100.0% 0 16 4.5%

1 31 8.7%

Age total av. 32 2 54 15.1%

3 55 15.4%

18-29 197 55.0% 4 78 21.8%

30-39 66 18.4% 5 55 15.4%

40-49 56 15.6% 6 23 6.4%

50-59 23 6.4% 7 22 6.2%

60+ 16 4.5% 8 11 3.1%

358 100.0% 9 7 2.0%

10+ 5 1.4%

Born in community 357 100.0%

yes 289 80.7%

no 69 19.3% Relation to household head

358 100.0% head 83 23.2%

spouse/partner 40 11.2%

Marital status son/daughter 192 53.6%

married 185 51.7% s/d-in-law 26 7.3%

divorced 23 6.4% s/d of spouse 0 0.0%

liv. tog. 0 0.0% father/mother 1 0.3%

separated 3 0.8% f/m-in-law 0 0.0%

widowed 14 3.9% sister/brother 4 1.1%

single 133 37.2% grandchild 8 2.2%

358 100.0% grandparent 0 0.0%

nephew/niece 1 0.3%

Education other relative 2 0.6%

Ill iterate 0 0.0% servant 0 0.0%

Primary 5 1.4% other 1 0.3%

Basic 43 12.0% 358 100.0%

Secondary general 211 58.9%

Primary Technical 17 4.7%

Secondary technical 33 9.2%

University (BA, MA) 49 13.7%

University (PhD) 0 0.0%

358 100.0%
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Every been abroad Satisfaction with health

yes 109 30.4% 0-3 25 7.0%

no 249 69.6% 4to6 62 17.3%

358 100.0% 7to10 271 75.7%

358 100.0%

Been abroad in past 12 months

yes 33 Satisfaction with current job

no 76 0-3 49 25.7%

109 4to6 59 30.9%

7to10 83 43.5%

Where abroad, during last stay 191 100.0%

Russia 89 24.9%

Kazakhstan 14 3.9% Satisfaction with household income

Tajikistan 0 0.0% 0-3 81 22.6%

Uzbekistan 0 0.0% 4to6 180 50.3%

USA 2 0.6% 7to10 97 27.1%

Turkey 4 1.1% 358 100.0%

Japan 0 0.0%

China 0 0.0% Satisfaction with own income

Europe 0 0.0% 0-3 66 34.6%

other CIS countries 0 0.0% 4to6 80 41.9%

other Asian countries 0 0.0% 7to10 45 23.6%

109 30.4% 191 100.0%

Where intending to go? Satisfaction with household standard of living

Russia 305 85.2% 0-3 49 13.7%

Kazakhstan 33 9.2% 4to6 192 53.6%

Tajikistan 0 0.0% 7to10 117 32.7%

Uzbekistan 0 0.0% 358 100.0%

USA 5 1.4%

Turkey 4 1.1% Risk-taker (ascending)

Japan 1 0.3% 0-3 115 32.1%

China 0 0.0% 4to6 108 30.2%

Europe 5 1.4% 7to10 135 37.7%

other CIS countries 3 0.8% 358 100.0%

other Asian countries 2 0.6%

358 100.0% Worried about economy (ascending)

Where wishing to go? 0-3 22 6.2%

Russia 263 73.5% 4to6 93 26.1%

Kazakhstan 32 8.9% 7to10 241 67.7%

Tajikistan 0 0.0% 356

Uzbekistan 0 0.0%

USA 11 3.1% Worried about personal security

Turkey 12 3.4% 0-3 100 28.1%

Japan 5 1.4% 4to6 77 21.6%

China 2 0.6% 7to10 179 50.3%

Europe 23 6.4% 356 100.0%

other CIS countries 8 2.2%

other Asian countries 2 0.6% Interest in politics

358 100.0% Very interested 47 13.2%

Fairly interested 144 40.3%

Not very interested 136 38.1%

Not interested at all 30 8.4%

357 100.0%
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Appendix A.3. List of Variables 
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Appendix B.1. Data Overview: Migrants’ Characteristics  (2011 data) 

 

H601 H605

How many adult members of your household are currently staying abroad In which country does [NAME] currently l ive?

(for more than one month, excluding business trips, vacation and visiting)?

Russia 439

# members householdstotal migrants Kazakhstan 31

1 237 237 USA 0

2 97 194 Turkey 3

3 20 60 Japan 0

4 7 28 China 1

5 1 5 Europe 3

6 0 0 other CIS countries 0

7 1 7 other Asian countries 4

363 531 other 8

489

H603

What is the highest certificate / diploma / degree [NAME] obtained so far? H606

What is [NAME] doing there?

Ill iterate 3

Primary 3 working 470

Basic 49 studying 9

Secondary general 313 other 10

Primary Technical 16 489

Secondary technical 39

University (bachelor, diploma, master) 66

Kandidate or doctor nauk 0

489

H607 H609

(if working) In which sector is [NAME] main activity? Who provided information on where to go and/or how

to find work? (Multiple answering allowed)

Agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing 0 total times chosen

Mining 1 Family/relatives in Kyrgyzstan 122

Manufacturing 21 Family/relatives abroad 155

Energy and water 0 Friends in Kyrgyzstan 69

Construction 204 Friends abroad 106

Trade; repair of cars and other devices 113 Previous personal experience 31

Hotels and restaurants 31 Neighbours 18

Transport and communications 12 TV, radio, newspaper or book 5

Finance 7 Internet 2

Real estate, renting and business 1 Migration specialist 1

Public administration 4 Other 14

Education 1

Health and social work 2

Utilities, social and personal services 52

Private households 19

Extra-territorial organizations 2

470
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H608 H610

In this work, which position is [NAME] holding? Did [NAME] register at the state agency on migration 

issues before leaving?

Legislator, senior official 3 yes 153

Professional 10 no 257

Technical, Associated 9 don't know 60

Clerk 13 470

Service worker, shop or marker sales worker66 H611

Skilled agricultural worker 0 Is [NAME] a seasonal worker?

Craft and other skil led workers 66

Plant or machine operator or assembler 3 yes 94

Unskilled worker 299 no 274

Armed forces 1 don't know 102

470 470

H612 H614

What was the main source of funding for [NAME] going abroad? Which was the main mean of communication you used? 

Sale of a house/flat 2 Mail 1

Sale of land 0 E-mail 8

Sale of other assets 51 Phone 475

Savings 169 Friend's news 0

Assistance from family members abroad 57 Visiting abroad 1

Assistance from family members in Kyrgyzstan63 He/she was visiting here 4

Loan from relatives 106 Others 0

Loan from friends 14 489

Loan from bank/ financial institution/ moneylender7

Others 20

489

H613 H616

How often were you in contact with [NAME] during the last 12 months? During the last 12 months, did you receive any money 

during the last 12 months? from abroad sent by migrants who are members of this 

Daily 25 household?

Several times a week 55

Once or twice a week 127 # hh # people

Several times a month 161 only 1 210 210

Once a month 105 2 84 168

Less than once a month 16 3 6 18

489 300 396
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Appendix B.2. Data Overview: Confirmed Remitters’ Characteristics (2011 data) 

 

 

Gender Marital status

female 64 21.7% married 140 47.5%

male 231 78.3% not married 155 52.5%

295 100.0% 295 100.0%

Age Household head

total av. 30.3 head 37 12.5%

not head 258 87.5%

<30 164 55.6% 295 100.0%

30-39 75 25.4%

40-49 47 15.9% Ethnicity

50-59 8 2.7% Kyrgyz 212 71.9%

50< 1 0.3% Uzbek 63 21.4%

295 100.0% other 20 6.8%

295 100.0%

Education

Il l iterate 1 0.3% Skill level of work abroad

Primary 1 0.3% semi-skil led, skil led 107 36.3%

Basic 33 11.2% unskilled 188 63.7%

Secondary general 193 65.4% 295 100.0%

Primary Technical 9 3.1%

Secondary technical 22 7.5% Frequency of contact with household 

University (BA, MA) 36 12.2% daily to several times a month 228 77.3%

University (PhD) 0 0.0% once a month or less 67 22.7%

295 100.0% 295 100.0%

Information about going abroad (multiple choices allowed) Funding for going abroad (multiple choices allowed)

from family 71 24.1% from family 107 36.3%

non-family sources 224 75.9% non-family sources 188 63.7%

295 100.0% 295 100.0%

Household setting Household in region with high unemployment

urban 89 30.2% (>25% of male working-age population does not have a regular job)

rural 206 69.8% yes 232 78.6%

295 100.0% no 63 21.4%

295 100.0%

Household experienced a "natural shock" in past year

yes 177 60.0%

no 118 40.0%

295 100.0%

Household experienced a "social shock" in past year Household experienced a "household shock" in past year

yes 195 66.1% yes 82 27.8%

no 100 33.9% no 213 72.2%

295 100.0% 295 100.0%
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Appendix B.3. List of Variables 

 

Level of Analysis Variable name Variable format Meaning Survey question # of observations

Individual-level

1 remitted Binary Incidence of remitting (1 = remitted in past 

12 months).

H616 374

2 amount Interval-ratio Amount remitted. H617

3 female Binary Gender (1 = female). H102 374

4 age Interval-ratio Age. H103 374

5 agesq Interval-ratio Quadratic of "age". - 374

6 married Binary Marital status (1 = married). H108 374

7 head Binary Role in household (1 = head). H104 374

8 ethkyrgyz Dummy Ethnicity (1 = Kyrgyz). H105 374

9 ethother Dummy Ethnicity (1 = other, mostly Russian). H105 374

10 edu Ordinal (1-8, 

ascending)

Level of education. H603 374

11 edusq Ordinal (1-64, 

ascending)

Quadratic of "edu". - 374

12 unskilled Binary Level of work abroad (1 = unskilled). H608 374

13 familyinfo Binary Information network (1 = family provided 

information about going abroad).

H609 374

14 familyhelp Binary Funding network (1 = family provided 

funding for going abroad).

H612 374

15 contact Binary Frequency of contact (1 = maintains contact 

with household at least several times a 

month).

H613 374

Household-level

16 shocknat Binary Shock in past year due to natural disaster (1 

= household experienced at least one of 10 

"natural", e.g. drought, very cold winter, 

etc.)

H701: 1-9, 24 374

17 shocksoc Binary Shock in past year due to social crisis (1 = 

household experienced at least one of 8 

"social" shocks, e.g. political riots, disputes 

of land issues, etc.)

H701: 10-13, 22, 

25-27

374

18 shockhh Binary Shock in past year due to household-

specific crisis (1 = household experienced 

at least one of 9 shocks, e.g. death of major 

breadwinner, etc.)

H701: 14-21, 23 374

Community-level

19 urban Binary Community type (1 = urban; 0 = rural). community survey, 

page 1

374

20 unemploy Binary Community unemployment (1 = >25% of 

male working-age population does not have 

a regular job).

C112 367
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Appendix B.4. Test for Multicollinearity 
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Appendix C.1. LIK 2011 Survey Questionnaire (I513) (highlights not in original) 
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Appendix C.2. LIK 2011 Survey Question (Section 4C) (highlights not in original) 
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Appendix C.3. List of Variables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Level of Analysis Variable name Variable format Meaning Survey question # of observations

Individual-level

1 indeprem Binary independent decision-making over one’s 

remittances (1 = choice of category 1 or 3 in 

activity 24, “How to use remittances”).

I513 78

2 female Binary Gender (1 = female). H102 78

3 age Interval-ratio Age. H103 78

4 married Binary Marital status (1 = married). H108 78

5 head Binary Role in household (1 = head). H104 78

6 ethkyrgyz Dummy Ethnicity (1 = Kyrgyz). H105 78

7 edu Ordinal (1-8, 

ascending)

Level of education. H603 78

8 familyinfo Binary Information network (1 = family provided 

information about going abroad).

H609 78

9 familyhelp Binary Funding network (1 = family provided 

funding for going abroad).

H612 78

10 contact Binary Frequency of contact (1 = maintains contact 

with household at least several times a 

month).

H613 78

Household-level

11 shocknat Binary Shock in past year due to natural disaster (1 

= household experienced at least one of 10 

"natural", e.g. drought, very cold winter, 

H701: 1-9, 24 78

12 shocksoc Binary Shock in past year due to social crisis (1 = 

household experienced at least one of 8 

"social" shocks, e.g. political riots, disputes 

of land issues, etc.)

H701: 10-13, 22, 

25-27

78

13 shockhh Binary Shock in past year due to household-

specific crisis (1 = household experienced 

at least one of 9 shocks, e.g. death of major 

breadwinner, etc.)

H701: 14-21, 23 78

Communty-level

14 urban Binary Community type (1 = urban; 0 = rural). community survey, 

page 1

78

15 unemploy Binary Community unemployment (1 = >25% of 

male working-age population does not have 

a regular job).

C112 77
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