OECD DEVELOPMENT CENTRE
Working Paper No. 326

Research area: Perspectives on Global Development: Gender

How do female migration and gender
discrimination in social institutions
mutually influence each other?

Gaélle Ferrant and Michele Tuccio

OECD . \ ‘! l‘ Authorised for publication by Mario Pezzini, March 2015

DEVELOPMENT CENTRE Director, OECD Development Centre



How do female migration and gender discrimination in social institutions mutually influence each other?

DEV/DOC(2015)1

DEVELOPMENT CENTRE WORKING PAPERS

This series of working papers is intended to disseminate the Development Centre’s

research findings rapidly among specialists in the field concerned. These papers are generally
available in the original English or French, with a summary in the other language.

Le

OECD Working Papers should not be reported as representing the official views of the OECD or of
its member countries, or the Development Centre or its member countries. The opinions expressed
and arguments employed are those of the authors.

This document and any map included herein are without prejudice to the status of or sovereignty
over any territory, to the delimitation of international frontiers and boundaries and to the name of
any territory, city or area.

Working Papers describe preliminary results or research in progress by the author(s) and are
published to stimulate discussion on a broad range of issues on which the Assessing the linkages
between traditional and qualitative factors with students’ performance OECD works. Comments on
Working Papers are welcomed, and may be sent to the OECD Development Centre, 2 rue André
Pascal, 75775 PARIS CEDEX 16, France; or to dev.contact@oecd.org. Documents may be
downloaded from: http://www.oecd.org/dev/wp

©OECD (2015)
Applications for permission to reproduce or translate all or part of this document should be sent to
rights@oecd.org

DOCUMENTS DE TRAVAIL DU CENTRE DE DEVELOPPEMENT

Cette série de documents de travail a pour but de diffuser rapidement aupres des

spécialistes dans les domaines concernés les résultats des travaux de recherche du Centre de
développement. Ces documents ne sont disponibles que dans leur langue originale, anglais ou
francais ; un résumé du document est rédigé dans 1’autre langue.

Les documents de travail de I'OCDE ne doivent pas étre présentés comme exprimant les vues
officielles de I'OCDE ou du Centre de développement ou de leurs pays membres. Les opinions
exprimées et les arguments employés sont ceux des auteurs.

Ce document et toute carte qu'il peut comprendre sont sans préjudice du statut de tout territoire,
de la souveraineté s’exergant sur ce dernier, du tracé des frontiéres et limites internationales, et du
nom de tout territoire, ville ou région.

Les documents de travail exposent des résultats préliminaires ou des travaux de recherche en cours
menés par l'auteur/les auteurs et sont publiés pour stimuler le débat sur un large éventail de
questions sur lesquelles 'OCDE travaille. Les commentaires sur les documents de travail sont
bienvenus et peuvent étre adressés au Centre de développement de I'OCDE, 2 rue André Pascal,
75775 PARIS CEDEX 16, France; ou a dev.contact@oecd.org. Les documents peuvent étre téléchargés
a partir de: http://www.oecd.org/dev/wp ou obtenus via le mél (dev.contact@oecd.org).

©OCDE (2015)
Les demandes d'autorisation de reproduction ou de traduction de tout ou partie de ce document devront
étre envoyées a rights@oecd.org

© OECD 2015



OECD Development Centre Working Paper No.326

DEV/DOC(2015)1
TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS .....o.ooovoeeeeeieeveeeseeeeseessssessessssssssssssssesesssssssssssssssssssessssesssnsssssssssssssssesssnesns 4
PREFAGCE .......oooooeeeeeeeeseeeeieeoeeessees s sssse s ssses s s s s et sse s s s s ssesssesssssssssessssesssneons 5
RESUME ....oooooeeteeeeeeee oo s s s s s s e ss e s es e ssesssssanesaessnsssaeees 6
ABSTRACT ..o see e es s sss s sa s sase s sases s s e s e ssessasesssesssnssasesaessasesanees 7
L INTRODUGCTION ...ooommvieeeeeeeeeeeeseesseeessass e ssesssesssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnssssssssssssssesnees 8
II. THE EXPECTED LINKAGES BETWEEN MIGRATION AND GENDER INEQUALITY ......... 10
TIL DATA oo snes s ssane s 15
IV. EMPIRICAL STRATEGY ..oovoooveeeeeeeeeeeseeesesesseesessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnees 18
V. EMPIRICAL RESULTS........ovvuooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeesesssssseessssssnesssssssasssssesasessssssssesssssssssssssssnsssssssssssssssnns 25
VI CONCLUSION .....covvmiveereieseeeeeeeeessseesseessssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssessasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssans 34
APPENDIX ..o s esessases s s s ss s sss s s s s sssssssesssssss s essasessseesessssessssssssessessssesasssnns 36
REFERENCES .....oooooivveeveoeeeeeeeeeeeseeessoses s s sesessosesssssesssessssssssssss s sosesssss s sssssssssssssnssssssssssessns 39
OTHER TITLES IN THE SERIES/ AUTRES TITRES DANS LA SERIE .........ccoovoerveeereeereeerernnrrnnns. 43

© OECD 2015 3



How do female migration and gender discrimination in social institutions mutually influence each other?
DEV/DOC(2015)1

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors would like to thank for their comments on previous versions of this paper
Mario Pezzini, Nicola Harrington, Carl Dahlman, Alexandre Kolev, Keiko Nowacka, David
Khoudour, Jason Gagnon (all from the OECD), as well as Rémi Bazillier (Université d'Orléans)
and Yasser Moulan (International Migration Institute), Sara Salomone (IRES UCLouvain,
Belgium) and Maryam Naghsh Nejad (Institute for Study of Labor, IZA). They would also like to
acknowledge the participants in the FERDI International conference on “International labour
mobility and inequality across nations” (Clermont-Ferrand, January 2014) and to the expert
meeting on “Harnessing knowledge on the migration of highly skilled women” co-organised by
the International Organization for Migration and the OECD Development Centre (Geneva, April
2014).

4 © OECD 2015



OECD Development Centre Working Paper No.326
DEV/DOC(2015)1

PREFACE

The migration of women is a growing phenomenon in most countries: about half of all
international migrants are women. The push and pull factors influencing this significant share of
migration have typically been explained as a by-product of male migration: female migrants
have been assumed to migrate mainly for reasons of family reunification as dependents of male
migrants as wives, daughters or mothers. Over the years, the body of knowledge on the
migration of women seeking better employment opportunities has increased, including research
on topics such the role of gender discrimination in the workplace. Despite this growing
knowledge, information on the links between migration and discriminatory social institutions
has been neglected in the economic literature. The causes, processes and impacts of migration on
women and men are expected to be different. By defining which decisions and behaviours are
acceptable for each gender, as well as restricting women's access to power and resources. Hence,
studying migration from a gender perspective implies looking beyond the differences in
migration behaviour between men and women, such as the likelihood and type of migration, and
to examine further the inequalities underlying those differences.

This paper assesses how South-South migration and gender discrimination in social
institutions mutually influence one another. Gender discrimination in both the origin and
destination country appears to be an additional push and pull factor for female migrants. In
addition, the relevance of international migration goes well beyond the movement of people as
migration also represents a powerful mechanism to transmit ideas across borders. This
contributes to a better understanding of why discriminatory laws, attitudes and practices persist
and how social transformation and shifts in discriminatory social institutions can occur. In
addition to the fulfilment of fundamental rights for women and girls, gender equality has
recently been hailed as a ‘breakthrough’ strategy for promoting inclusive development and
reducing poverty. Understanding the nature and extent of the obstacles to gender equality is
therefore critical to designing effective policies to promote equality between men and women,
and consequently, to improving development outcomes.

Using the innovative OECD Development Centre’s Social Institutions and Gender Index
(SIGI), this paper provides evidence of a vicious circle. Higher levels of discriminatory
institutions in origin countries hinder the likelihood of female migration, reducing the migrant
share in origin populations, which consequently is too low to positively shift discriminatory
norms towards greater gender equality.

Mario Pezzini
Director
OECD Development Centre
March 2015
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RESUME

Cet article étudie l'influence réciproque entre discriminations de genre au sein des
institutions sociales et migration. D'un c6té, le niveau de discrimination de genre dans les
institutions sociales du pays d’origine et du pays d’accueil influence significativement la
migration des femmes dans les pays du Sud. Ainsi les discriminations auxquelles les femmes
font faces dans les lois formelles et informelles, les normes sociales et pratiques coutumieres dans
leurs pays d’origine constituent un déterminant supplémentaire a la migration : lorsque les
discriminations dans les pays d’origine sont trop fortes, elles entravent les opportunités de
migration des femmes et réduisent ainsi les flux migratoires Sud-Sud. En outre, le niveau de
discrimination dans les institutions sociales des pays d’origine semblent aussi jouer un rdle
important, les femmes étant attirés par des pays ayant des niveaux de discrimination plus faibles
que dans leurs pays d’origine. Ce type d’inégalité n’a pas d'impact significatif sur les hommes,
suggérant que les facteurs de migration different entre les hommes et les femmes.

D'autre part, la migration apparait comme un acteur de transmission des normes sociales.
En effet, les flux migratoires impliquent des changements culturels relatifs aux discriminations
basées sur le genre dans les pays d’origine, en fonction du niveau de discrimination des pays de
destination. Alors que les flux migratoires vers des destinations a faibles niveaux de
discrimination favorisent 1'égalit¢é de genre dans les pays d’origine, ceux dirigés vers des
destinations ayant des niveaux de discriminations élevés renforcent les inégalités homme-femme
dans les institutions sociales.

Cet article utilise un indicateur novateur développé par le Centre de Développement de
I’OCDE mesurant les inégalités de genre dans les institutions sociales d'une centaine de pays : le
SIGI (Social Institutions and Gender Index). Ces résultats sont robustes aux changements de
spécifications et au controle des potentiels biais d’endogéneité et de simultanéité.

Classification JEL: F22; O15; J16.

Mots-clés: Migration Sud-Sud, Inégalités de genre, Institutions Sociales.
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ABSTRACT

Using the Social Institutions and Gender Index (SIGI) from the OECD Development
Centre, this paper provides evidence of the two-way relationship between gender inequality in
social institutions and South-South migration. Discriminatory social institutions in both origin
and destination countries are one additional determinant of female migration. Gender inequality
appears to be both a pull and a push factor for migrant women. On one hand, higher gender
discrimination at home reduces female emigration, since women’s restricted opportunities and
low decision-power limit their possibility to move abroad. On the other hand, lower
discrimination in the destination country attracts female immigration. However, they have no
significant impact on male migration, suggesting that male and female incentives to migrate
differ.

In addition, migration appears to be a driver of cultural change regarding gender
inequality in opportunities, according to the level of discriminatory social institutions in the
destination country. Migration towards countries having low levels of discrimination promotes
gender equality in social institutions in the origin country, while migration towards countries
having high levels of discrimination has the reverse effect, whatever the gender of the migrant.

This paper contributes to a better understanding of why gender inequalities persist. These
results are robust to changes in specifications and controls for potential endogeneity and
simultaneity bias.

JEL Classification: F22; O15; J16.

Keywords: South-South migration, Gender inequality, Social institutions
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I. INTRODUCTION

There is widespread consensus that gender equality is a prerequisite for development,
economic growth and poverty reduction. In recent decades, policy makers and researchers have
increasingly turned attention and resources to closing gender gaps on key economic and social
indicators. Discriminatory social institutions, defined as formal and informal laws, social norms
and practices that shape or restrict the decisions, choices and behaviours of women (Jiitting et al.,
2008), have gained prominence as a useful analytical framework to illuminate gender disparities.
In parallel to the increasing focus on gender equality in social norms, the even bigger question of
how to measure and shift them has come to the fore.

The OECD Development Centre investigated these issues by building a unique composite
index. The Social Institutions and Gender Index (SIGI) was the first attempt to measure
discriminatory social institutions, which reduce female access to opportunities, resources and
power (Cerise et al., 2012). Through its innovative focus on gender inequalities in opportunities,
the SIGI provides additional insights on the root causes of gender inequality (Ferrant et al., 2014).
Increasing attention on targeting discriminatory social norms and practices will not only
empower women and secure their fundamental human rights, but also contribute to economic
growth and development (Ferrant et al., 2015).

Since gender is a social construct, which organises relationships between women and
men, the causes, processes and impacts of migration on women and men can be considered as
different. Hence, studying migration from a gender perspective implies looking beyond the
differences in migration behaviour between men and women, such as the likelihood and type of
migration, and to examine further the inequalities underlying those differences.

While the literature focuses on the impact of gender discrimination in the workplace on
female migration (Kanaiaupuni, 2000; Baudassé and Bazillier, 2012), it neglects the key role of
discriminatory social institutions. By defining which decisions and behaviours are acceptable for
each gender, as well as restricting women’s access to power and resources, discriminatory social
institutions affect migration decisions. Moreover, the relevance of international migration goes
well beyond the movement of people as migration also represents a powerful mechanism to
transmit ideas across borders.

Using the SIGI, this paper is the first attempt to investigate this two-way influence
between gender inequality in social institutions and migration. This exercise brings along a
threefold contribution. First, it highlights the gender differences in migration determinants. The
literature remains predominantly gender blind at cross-country level, assuming that migrants are

8 © OECD 2015
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a homogeneous group having the same incentives to migrate. This paper provides evidence that
differentials in discriminatory social institutions between origin and destination countries only
influence female migration. Indeed, high discrimination in social institutions in the home
communities restricts female emigration and low discrimination in the destination countries
attracts female immigration, while they have no significant effect on men.

Second, this paper contributes to the migration literature on “transfers of norms”
(Spilimbergo, 2009; Lodigiani and Salomone, 2012; Beine et al., 2013; Bertoli and Marchetta,
2013). Migration may be a channel of norms transmission challenging gender inequality in social
institutions at home when moving towards countries with low levels of discrimination. It can
however reinforce discrimination when moving towards countries with high levels of
discrimination.

Finally, this paper contributes to the small literature exploring the neglected issue of
South-South migration (Gindling, 2009; Facchini et al., 2013). While Naghsh Nejad and Young
(2012) and Naghsh Nejad (2013) focus on institutionalised gender inequality in OECD countries,
this paper considers migration flows between developing regions. This is not only because
South-South migration represents more than 50% of migration stocks flows comparing to South-
North migration (Ratha and Shaw, 2007), but also because discriminatory social institutions in
non-OECD countries are different and more restrictive than those in place in high-income areas
(such as female genital mutilation, early marriage, inheritance laws).

To investigate the two-way influence between gender inequality in social institutions and
migration, several econometric strategies are performed. First, the empirical analysis adopts a
Heckman two-step procedure to deal with the high occurrence of null bilateral flows in
migration data and the selection process. Then, 25LS estimators are used to overcome potential
endogeneities, due to reverse causality and unobservables. Finally, the simultaneous influence of
gender inequality on migration and vice versa is estimated using 3SLS estimators.

The paper is structured as follows: the second section presents the theoretical links
between gender inequality in social institutions and migration, and the third section the data.
The fourth section describes the empirical strategy and the fifth section the empirical results.
Finally, the last section concludes.

© OECD 2015 9
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II. THE EXPECTED LINKAGES BETWEEN MIGRATION
AND GENDER INEQUALITY

II.1. Discriminatory social institutions: A driver of migration

Besides the economic reasons pushing men and women to migrate, such as the
differences between the country of origin and destination in terms of income, unemployment
rate, cost of living, etc., there is a variety of other determinants, including the education level of
migrants, their networks and migration policies, borders, as well as climate and religion factors
(Péridy, 2010). The migration literature has typically overlooked gender dynamics, assuming that
most women migrate only for family reunification reasons as wives, mothers or daughters of
male migrants (Zlotnik, 2003). However, the increasing magnitude of international migration in
the recent decades led to a growing focus on women as independent migrants (Grieco and Boyd,
1998; Cerrutti and Massey, 2001; Erulkar et al., 2006; Dumont et al., 2007; Docquier et al., 2009).
Looking at the non-economic determinants of female migration, previous studies differentiate
three broad categories of factors: individual factors including age, marital status, role and
position in the family, educational status and employment experience; family factors including
size, structure, status; and societal factors including the community norms and cultural values
that determine whether a woman can migrate or not and if she can, how and with whom she can
do it (Grieco and Boyd, 1998).

The important role of gender inequality has been neglected by the literature. Few
exceptions have looked at gender inequality as a driver of female migration, with a particular
focus on discrimination in the workplace. Kanaiaupuni (2000) studies whether the determinants
of migration differ by sex, using Mexico-US data. She finds that high-skilled women are more
likely to migrate than high-skilled men or low and moderate skilled women. This may be
explained by higher gender discrimination faced by women and few occupational rewards in
their home country, and thus they benefit more than men from migrating internationally,
whether their skill level is high enough to allow them to meet the job demand. Recently,
Baudassé and Bazillier (2012) suggest that non-wage motivations for emigration include gender
equality in the workplace. They assume that poor working conditions in source countries may be
considered as a determinant of emigration. Therefore, when gender discrimination in the local
labour market decreases, women’s incentives to migrate decrease as well. They show that higher
levels of discrimination in the workplace are correlated with higher levels of female emigration
and lower levels of male emigration, suggesting a substitution effect between men and women
within a given number of migrants.

10 © OECD 2015
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However, women’s decision to migrate and their choice of destination may be also
influenced by the discriminatory social institutions that impede their economic, political or social
expectations. Gender norms may also affect male migration by defining their role in the public
and private spheres. More specifically, discriminatory social institutions in origin countries may
influence women'’s decision to emigrate in two ways. On one hand, they can be an additional
determinant of emigration, stemming from women’s need to escape gender-specific
discrimination. For example, women may migrate to escape sexual violence and abuse; single
women, widows and divorcees may migrate to escape social stigma; or girls may migrate to
escape restrictions on their freedom, pressure to marry, or to remain chaste until marriage (Jolly
and Reeves, 2005). There is evidence from South-East Asia of women migrating in order to
escape from involuntary marriages (Lam and Hoang, 2010). Another study in Ethiopia finds that
23% of migrant girls reported to have migrated in order to escape early marriage in their home
communities (Erulkar et al., 2006). The same mechanism is expected for men. Gender norms in
the household and society may push men to emigrate (Hofmann, 2010). For example, young men
may leave the country to escape being forced to become soldiers; migration may be also seen as a
rite of passage for young men (Jolly and Reeves, 2005).

On the other hand, gender inequality in social institutions may constraint the “capability”
itself for women to migrate.1 For example, a girl who marries early is less likely to finish her
education, which limits her employment opportunities (Cerise et al., 2013), rendering her more
socially and financially dependent on her husband for a range of key factors, which include
migration possibilities. In the Republic of Moldova, women report having less opportunity to
migrate because of a lack of resources, which are generally more available to men (IOM, 2005).
As Jolly and Reeves (2005) note, “it may be less acceptable for women to move about and travel
on their own”. This negative correlation between discrimination in social institutions and male
emigration is not expected since patriarchal beliefs would be positively associated with
emigration for men (Hofmann, 2010).

These roles of discriminatory social institutions in migration processes have been totally
disregarded by the economic literature. Few sociological and qualitative studies, however, have
shed light on the relevance of gender norms in driving migration decisions. Diner (1983) is one of
the first attempts to include discriminatory social norms into the possible explanations of
women’s international migration. Studying the Irish diaspora to the United States in the late
nineteenth century, she finds that most of the migrants were women in search for better
opportunities. Since the famine of those years made impossible for families to give dowry to each
daughter, marriage was only possible for one daughter. The unmarried sisters, then, had few
alternatives: employment opportunities in the countryside were scarce, and millions of young
Irish women migrated to seek fortune and family in America. A recent contribution by Hofmann

1 As Sen (1999) has noted, economic factors are not the only determinants for human well-being and
choices: desire for individual freedoms and rights to be respected and expanded also govern individual
decision-making. Applying Sen’s “capabilities” approach to female migration, it is interesting to
explore how women’s freedom (or lack of freedom) to “achieve outcomes that they value” may
influence their decision to emigrate and their choice of destination.

© OECD 2015 11
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and Buckley (2013) stresses the possible negative role of social norms in limiting migration
opportunities for women. The authors use individual interviews in Georgia to study the
feminisation of migration that is currently taking place. Most respondents described female
migration as “unnatural, challenging the male role as breadwinner and female responsibilities
for childcare and elder-care. Female migration is a crucial serious sociocultural loss, depriving
individual families, and Georgian society as a whole, of women'’s natural contributions”.

Likewise, gender and social norms in countries of destination can also inter-relate with
women’s decision to immigrate to a particular country, since women may be attracted by lower
levels of discrimination. For example, in the 19th Century in the Dominican Republic, due to
social stigma attached to women working outside of the household, the husband preferred and
encouraged women to seek employment in the US, where it was deemed acceptable, even in the
Dominican diaspora (Grassmuck and Pessar, 1991). In addition to preferences for gender
equality, this attraction of lower discriminatory social institutions in the destination country may
also be explained by lower discrimination in its labour market reflected in greater working
opportunities for women (Martin, 2004). Mechanically, this is the reverse for men: when women
are less discriminated, for a given level of job opportunities, men are less favoured. The hiring
conditions are based on productivity instead of the gender of the job candidate. For a given level
of labour demand, this may affect negatively the male probability to be hired. Hence, except if
men have preferences for gender equality, higher discrimination in social institutions in
destination countries is expected to be positively correlated with male migration.

To summarise, while a positive effect of discriminatory social institutions in origin
countries on male emigration is expected, the sign of the linkage for women is still ambiguous.
Concerning the effect of gender discrimination in social institutions in host countries, a negative
effect for female immigration and a positive one for male migration are expected. Nonetheless,
the linkages between migration and gender inequality do not terminate here: migrants may be
agents of change for gender discrimination in social institutions.

I1.2. Migration: A channel of norms transmission

The chains of causality are complex and difficult to establish, making the explanation of
gender inequality and its persistence challenging. The standard explanation focuses on economic
growth as a determinant of gender inequality (Forsythe et al., 2000). The positive effect of
economic growth is widely documented (see Dollar and Gatti (1999) and Ferrant (2015) among
others) although income growth by itself is not sufficient. Gender equality also depends on how
markets and formal/informal institutions have evolved, how growth has played out, and how all
these factors have interacted with household decisions (World Bank, 2012). Interestingly, Rees
and Riezman (2012) wonder whether globalisation may influence gender equality. Following this
intuition and the migration literature on “transfers of norms”, the paper assumes that beyond the
movement of people, migration involves norm exchanges. For example, Spilimbergo (2009)
describes how student migration towards democratic countries promotes democracy at home. In
addition, migrants can also bring back home stronger entrepreneurial attitude (Piracha and
Vadean, 2010; Demurger and Xu, 2011; Wahba and Zenou, 2012) or influence fertility decisions

12 © OECD 2015
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(Beine et al., 2013; Bertoli and Marchetta, 2013). However, the role of migration as an agent of
change for gender discrimination has been neglected by the economic literature.

Few exceptions have looked at migration as a driver of women’s empowerment.
Lodigiani and Salomone (2012) investigate the linkage between transfers of norms through
migration and women’s political empowerment. Diaspora contributes to the propagation of
political and gender equality values when migrants become aware of the fact that female political
conditions at origin countries and their consequences on governance are worse than those
experienced at destination. Hence, international migration to countries with higher female
parliamentary shares significantly increases women’s political empowerment in origin countries.

Concerning other aspects of women’s empowerment, several studies at micro or regional
level have stressed the existence of possible channels of gender equality promotion through
migration. For example, Hadi (2001) explains that male migration has a significant positive effect
on women’s empowerment. Changes in women’s position are measured by three indicators:
women’s decision-making capacity; girls” education; and the practice of dowry. Findings show
that male out-migration not only raise the standard of living of their left-behind kin through the
injection of remittances, but also “modify their social behaviour through the diffusion of secular
ideas into the traditional values of the sending communities.” Moreover, Hadi (2001) also shows
that households with female migrant members are more concerned with the education of
daughters. In Uttar Pradesh Paris et al. (2005) shed light on the consequences of male migration
on gender roles in farming households. Interviewed women explain that the gender division of
labour shifted, since they now have to take over several male-specific activities. Moreover, wives
in migrant families state to have higher decision-making power, with the decision of how much
money to invest and what crops to grow lying in their hands. Similarly, evidence from Nicaragua
shows that fathers assume new gender roles when their spouses migrate, taking charge of the
housework and children (Avellan, 2003).

This paper contributes to the literature by assuming that South-South migration may
foster gender equality in social institutions in the home community through three channels.
Firstly, remittances and other benefits for the household and the community make the benefits of
female emigration more obvious, which in turn creates incentives to increase the women'’s ability
to migrate through improvement in women’s access to opportunities, resources and power. For
example, women who send remittances gain more respect within their family and community
(Jolly and Reeves, 2005). Moreover, parents who rely on their daughters’ remittances are less
likely to force them to return home to marry (Temin et al., 2013)). Likewise, women gain financial
independence and increased decision-making power when they emigrate (Peleah, 2007).

Secondly, social remittances may translate in a shift in attitudes towards less
discriminatory practices. Specifically, social remittance exchanges occur when migrants return to
live in or visit their communities of origin, when non-migrants visit migrants abroad, or through
the exchange of e-mails, blog posts and telephone calls (Levitt, 1998). In this way, migrants carry
new ideas, practices and narratives which influence the social institutions and norms of their
origin countries. Levitt (1998) records testimonies of Dominican Republic women who migrated

© OECD 2015 13
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to Boston and modified their ideas about gender roles in response to their more active
engagement in the workplace. They then transmitted these new norms to their home community
and non-migrant women used them to create new versions of womanhood. Women who migrate
tend to model their behaviour on women in destination countries, which proved to have positive
effects on reducing violence against women in Moldova for example, as women tolerate it less
from their partners (Peleah, 2007).

Lastly, international migrants can alter the power structure within the household.
Migration can challenge traditional gender roles when the absence of one spouse leaves the other
one with both greater decision-making power and burden of responsibility and labour (Jolly and
Reeves, 2005). In fact, in countries such as Mexico where men are far more likely migrating, left-
behind women often in- crease their decision-making power regarding daily-choices, since they
need to make decisions for the family while the head of the household is away (Antman, 2011).
This new position of the woman in the household may translate in greater access to public and
political spaces, lowering overall discriminatory social institutions within the country. In
addition, larger women’s bargaining power creates a virtuous circle, since women are more
likely to spend resources on daughters than fathers would (Duflo, 2003). Similarly, another study
in Bangladesh finds that the emigration of men is positively associated with women’s decision-
making capacity and the education of girls in migrant families (Hadi, 2001). Moreover,
remittances have also been linked to increased female agency within family structures and a
change in perceptions of gender roles. Women who receive remittances have more and better
control of resources (Jolly and Reeves, 2005). Economic remittances may also be used to give
women better access to health care, allow them to start their own business and keep girls in
education for longer (Antman, 2012).

In sum, migration may impact discriminatory social institutions. Since this effect implies
a transfer of norms from host to sending country, the sign of the correlation is expected to differ
according to the discrimination levels in destination countries. According to these expected links,
male and female migration may have the same effect on gender inequality at home, with a higher
effect of female migration due to the first channel of transmission.
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ITII. DATA

II1.1. Migration data

The United Nations Population Division of the Department of Economic and Social
Affairs (UNDESA) produces migration data which disaggregates international migrant stocks by
sex, origin and destination countries for the period 1990, 2000 and 2010.% To better capture
gender dynamics in international migration, the change in migrant stocks observed between 2000
and 2010 is used as a measure for migration flows. More precisely, the net migration flows by sex
and country of origin in 2010 are used as dependent variable. To distinguish the effect of
discriminatory social institutions between female and male emigration, sub-samples are used.

Two main shortcomings of our migration data have to be acknowledged. Firstly, negative
migration flows are also computed. These declining stocks are due to the fact that migrants may
die, return to their home or even move to third countries. However, Beine et al. (2011) confirm
that this approach still gives a reasonable approximation of the dynamics of migrant flows.
Secondly, the UN database includes information only on legal migrants, leaving aside refugees,
displaced people and illegal migrants. It is worthy to note that due to lack of available data, it is
impossible to address illegal and involuntary migration at a macro level, although it may
represent a large share of South-South migration. If anything, our results would be downward
biased in magnitude, but there is no reason to believe that the sign of the relationship should be
opposite for illegal migrants.

II1.2. The SIGI

The Social Institutions and Gender Index (SIGI) produced by the OECD Development
Centre measures discriminatory social institutions for non-OECD countries.’ While other gender-
specific measures, such as the Global Gender Gap Index from the World Economic Forum or the
UNDP gender-related indices (GDI, GEM and GII), measure gender inequalities in outcomes, the
SIGI focuses on gender inequality in opportunities, seeking to capture the underlying causes of
discrimination (Ferrant, 2014). An alternative proxy of social institutions would be the CIRI
Human Rights Dataset (Cingranelli and Richards, 2010), which covers outcomes of these
institutions. However, it does not distinguish between the different dimensions of social

2 See UNDESA (2013) for information on sources and construction. Available at:
http://esa.un.org/unmigration/TIMSA2013/documents/MlIgrantStocks Documentation.pdf

s The OECD provides only one observation for the 2012 SIGI, which captures discriminatory social
institutions in non-OECD countries between 2000 and 2009.
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institutions, such as between what happens within the family and what happens in public life.
Moreover, the main distinction of the SIGI is that it focuses on rights, as well as on social
institutions that often are not codified in laws, but are based on norms and values, as well as
attitudes and practices, that shape women’s opportunities and decisions (Branisa et al., 2013). In
addition, the SIGI is a more comprehensive measure considering other dimensions of gender
inequality in social institutions. It is a composite index which scores non-OECD countries on the
basis of 14 variables (Table 1).* The scale of the SIGI goes from 0, meaning low discrimination to
1, high level of discriminatory social institutions.

Table 1. The SIGI: Dimensions and variables

Social Institutions and Gender Index

Discriminatory Restricted physical Son bias Restricted resources Restricted civil

family code integrity and entitlements liberties

e Legal age of e Violence against e Missing women e  Access toland e Access to public
marriage women o  Fertility e Access to space

e Early marriage e  Female genital preferences property other e DPolitical voice

e  Parental mutilation than land
authority e Reproductive e Access to credit

e Inheritance integrity

Variables are grouped into five sub-indices:” Discriminatory Family Code, which captures
social institutions that restrict women’s decision power within the family; Restricted Physical
Integrity, which refers to restriction on women’s control over their bodies; Son Bias, which
measures intra-household biases towards sons and the devaluation of daughters; Restricted
Resources and Entitlements, that includes restriction on access to, control of and entitlement over
resources; and Restricted Civil Liberties, which captures social institutions that restrict women’s
access to public space and political voice.?

Conceptually the SIGI does not take into account restrictions on men. However, it may
still be a good measure of gender norms governing male behaviour and opportunities. In
countries where social institutions highly discriminate against women, gender norms are
strongly enforced. Consequently, in those countries with high SIGI, both men and women are
compelled to behave as expected by social institutions.

II1.3. Other data

Additional control variables include standard determinant of migration. Data on GDP per
capita (in PPP), government expenditure and population in both origin and destination countries
are taken from the Penn World Table. Since migrant flows measure the change in stocks over a
decade, the ten-year average of the annual values of these control variables is calculated, in order
to be consistent with the construction of our database. Ten-year averages are calculated also for

4 For more details, see Branisa et al. (2013) Cerise et al. (2012) and www.genderindex.org

5 The complete list of variables used to construct the SIGI is in Table A.2 in Appendix.
6 Complete SIGI ranking is in Table A.1 in Appendix.
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female unemployment rate (Source: World Development Indicators of the World Bank) and for
average years of education of girls aged 15 or over (Source: Barro and Lee, 2012).

Conversely, the number of conflicts occurred in a given country are calculated as a sum
over a decade, using data from the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (Gleditsch et al.,, 2002). A
measure of civil liberties is taken from the Freedom House’s flagship publication ‘2013 Freedom
in the World” (Freedom House, 2013). The index has a 1 to 7 scale (with 1 representing the
highest and 7 the lowest level of freedom). For this variable, the 2010 value is taken, since civil
liberties achievement is a progressive and dynamic process measured by a categorical variable
that cannot be calculated with averages or sums. Time-invariant variables are obtained from the
CEPII's Gravity Dataset (Head et al.,, 2010): contiguity is a dummy variable being 1 if two
countries share a common border, common language is a dummy variable being 1 if a same
language is spoken by at least 9% of the population in each country, and distance is taken as the
bilateral distance between the two largest cities in the two countries, weighted by the share of
each city in the overall country’s population.

Finally, the paper uses CEDAW (Convention on the Elimination of all forms of
Discrimination Against Women) date of ratification and religiosity as instrument for the level of
discriminatory social institutions.” The religiosity variable refers to the share of population self-
declared as practising actively a religion. This variable comes from the COW database.

7 More precisely, the paper uses the difference between 2012 and the date of ratification to address
intensity issue.
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IV. EMPIRICAL STRATEGY

Three empirical strategies are used to assess the two-way relationship between
discriminatory social institutions and migration. While equation (1) models the influence of
discriminatory social institutions on female/male migration, equation (2) estimates the
transmission role of migration regarding gender inequality in social institutions. Finally, the
system (3) assesses the two-way relationship and simultaneous influence of gender inequality
and migration.

IV.1. Influence of discriminatory social institutions on migration

A migration gravity model augmented by gender inequality

First, a standard migration gravity specification is used to estimate the influence of
discriminatory social institutions on female/male migration. The gravitational approach expects
migration to be negatively linked to distance and positively correlated with population of origin
and destination, income differential, language differential and contiguity (Lewer and Van den
Berg, 2008; Clark et al., 2007; Beine et al., 2011; Baudassé and Bazillier, 2012). Indeed, migration is
driven by a cost-advantages trade-off. Each migrant chooses to migrate where the costs are the
lowest. Having lower distance between origin and destination countries, common language and
border reduces the migration costs and increases the probability to move. Migration is also
driven by the maximisation of utility, meaning that the opportunity differential between sending
and receiving countries matters.

It is necessary to acknowledge some criticisms that the gravity approach raises in both the
trade and migration literature. Anderson and van Wincoop (2003) underline the lack of
theoretical foundations of gravitational models. In fact, the theory states that the more a country
is resistant to trade with all others, the more it is pushed to trade with a given bilateral partner
(Anderson, 1979). The main implication is that flows between two countries is determined by
relative trade barriers, otherwise said bilateral flows depend on the bilateral barrier between the
two countries relative to the average trade barriers that both face with the rest of the world.
According to the authors, the empirical literature does not consider this “multilateral resistance”.
As a consequence, empirical results may carry bias due to omitted variables, making impossible
the comparison of different situations. A similar approach has been recently applied by Bertoli
and Fernandez-Huertas Moraga (2012) to migration, leading to the development of the notion of
“multilateral resistance to migration”. In fact, bilateral migration flows do not depend only on
the attractiveness of the destination country, but also on how this relates to the opportunities to
move to other destinations. Studying the determinants of bilateral migration flows to Spain
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between 1997 and 2009, the authors find that ignoring the multilateral resistance to migration
biases the estimation. For example, the effect of GDP at origin is two thirds of that found when
multilateral resistance to migration is not accounted.

Despite the critics, the gravity equation proved to be one of the most stable relationship in
economics (Chaney, 2013), and it is indeed useful in our empirical attempt of better understand
the linkages between gender inequality and female/male migration. Thus the basic gravity
framework is augmented by adding gender inequality in social institutions using the SIGI.

In addition to the standard determinants of migration (GDP per capita in origin country,
distance, contiguity, population of origin and destination countries, income and language
differentials), our main specification includes female (male) education. Having access to
education in the country of origin enhances the likelihood of migration (Gonzalez-Ferrer et al.,
2013; Borjas, 1989) by reducing migration costs (Dustmann, 2011). To take into account the key
role of working opportunities for women (men) in both origin and destination countries, female
(male) unemployment rates are added. Labour is one of the main reasons of migration (Grieco
and Boyd, 1998). Hence, working opportunities in the destination country are an important
factor of migration. However, income differentials are not enough to understand the female
(male) situation in a given labour market and to capture the complex process of gendered
migration. Including unemployment rate by sex therefore controls for gender discrimination in
the workplace. Moreover, a measure of networks in the destination country is included to deal
with family reunification factors and diaspora effects. The role of peers is important since men
and women from the same country of origin tend to migrate to the same destination country.
This makes migration easier, as word-of-mouth communication helps to spread information
about countries of destination: the bigger the diaspora, the smaller the psychological and
integration cost of migration (Munshi, 2003). Various measures of networks are used: the stock of
female (male) and total migrant in 2000. Finally, to control for family reunification, male (female)
emigration flows in 2010 are included.

The impact of discriminatory social institutions on female and male migration,
respectively, is estimated using the following equation:8

m;; = Ko+ SIGIl +, SIGI] +3 Xij + &ij (1)
where mi, is the log of net female (male) migration flows between origin country i and

destination country j, SIGI is the log of the Social Institutions and Gender Index,” xij the control
variables and ¢ij the error term. Control variables include GDP per capita in origin country,

8 All variables are expressed in logarithm

o It is worthy to note than instead of using the log of the SIGI differential between the origin and the
destination countries, the paper includes the two separately. This allows us to interpret the effect of
social institutions in the origin country for a given level of discrimination in the destination one, and

SIGI;

vice-versa. However, it does not exclude the interpretation of the differential since In (m) = SIGI; —
J

S1GI; looking at the absolute and relative effect is critical for policy recommendations.
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distance and contiguity between country i and j, population of countries i and j, income and
language differentials, female (male) education, female (male) unemployment rates in countries i
and j, male (female) emigration flows in 2010, migrant network and regional dummies.

As a second step to understand which dimension of discriminatory social institutions is
driving the results, equation (1) is estimated using each sub-index of the SIGI instead of the
overall SIGI. This allows us to explore which dimensions have the greatest impact on female
emigration.

Empirical issues

Nevertheless, two econometric challenges arise in estimating equation (1). First, bilateral
migration data present a high occurrence of zero values, which may bias our estimations.
Second, our gender inequality variable may be correlated with the error term, due to potential
reverse causality, since gender inequality may be a determinant of international migration but at
the same time migrants may shift gender attitudes in their origin countries. In addition,
unobservable characteristics can affect both SIGI and female migration flows, leading to biased
estimates. In order to address these econometric issues, the paper initially abstracts from the bias
induced by the log linearization of gravity models, ™ using OLS. It then introduces a Heckman
two-step procedure in order to account for the high occurrence of null migration flows. Finally,
an instrumental variable approach is taken to address the potential endogeneity.

The high occurrence of null migration flows

It is worthy indicating that migration is very unlikely to occur among all country pairs.
Therefore, our sample is characterised by a high occurrence of zero (approximately 75% of our
South-South female sample).11 This incidence of zero requires the use of a particular estimation
strategy. While standard gravity models estimate a log-specification using OLS, this approach is
limited since it forces to either exclude null migration flows from the estimates or to transform
them by taking the log of the migration flows plus 1. Moreover, Santos-Silva and Tenreyro (2006)
show the inconsistency of OLS estimates if the variance of the error term ¢;; depends on the
covariates in equation (1).

An alternative to generate consistent estimates even in cases of over-dispersion is the use
of a Poisson regression model that relies on pseudo maximum likelihood estimates. However,
the Poisson solution is nevertheless unfeasible for the selection analysis, while Baudassé and
Bazillier (2012) provide evidence regarding the key role of gender inequality in the selection
process of migrants. As previously noted, the authors assume two theoretical hypotheses with
respect to the linkages between emigration and gender inequality. First, they consider gender

10 More precisely, the paper focuses on positive flows (96% of our observations) and adds 1 before to take
their log.

1 QOur sample contains 96 developing countries. Hence, 9 120 female emigration flows are observed but
only 2 280 are positive.
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inequality as a push factor for female emigration. Second, they assume that gender inequality
leads to a gender bias in a selection of migrants. Estimating by a Heckman two-step procedure,
their results validate the second hypotheses rather than the first one.

Following Beine et al. (2011) and Baudassé and Bazillier (2012), a Heckman two- step
procedure is used. This technique has the advantages to explicitly account for a potential
selection bias and to generate consistent estimates even in cases of high zero occurrence.'?
Commonly used in presence of potential selection bias, the Heckman technique involves two
steps: the first step assesses the probability of observing female (male) migrants between two
given countries using a Probit estimator and an exclusion variable, while the second step
quantifies the size of those migrating. Following Beine et al. (2011) and Baudassé and Bazillier
(2012), diplomatic representation is used as exclusion variable in the selection equation. In fact,
having a diplomatic exchange with a foreign country may reduce migration costs linked to the
initial issuing of visas, increasing the probability to have positive emigration flows, but not the
size of these emigration flows.

Reverse causality and unobservable characteristics

A typical puzzle of migration studies is due to endogeneity problems. For instance, in
presence of reverse causality, estimations could be biased, since gender inequality in social
institutions may be a determinant of female (male) migration, but conversely female (male)
migration flows may also affect gender inequality in origin countries, due to a stream of new
social norms, a change in the household bargaining power, and so forth. Similarly, results could
be biased by the presence of omitted variables and especially unobservable country
characteristics that affect both the probability of having female emigrants and the level of
discriminatory social institutions in a country. These endogeneity issues result in biased OLS
estimates, since covariates are correlated with the error terme; ;.

In order to allow consistent estimation, an instrumental variable approach is applied. A
good instrument may still lead to consistent parameter estimates. In order to be valid,
instruments must be uncorrelated with the error term in the explanatory equation and have no
direct effect on female (male) migration. To be relevant, the instrument must be correlated with
the endogenous independent variables, that is the SIGI. Previous studies on gender inequality
rarely shed light on the possibility of endogeneity issues and the validity of the instruments to
solve them. A prominent exception is represented by Dollar and Gatti (1999), who instrument
gender inequality in a growth equation by religious affiliation and civil liberties. However, some
doubts have been raised by the literature regarding the exogeneity of religion and civil liberties.

Following Ferrant (2015), the CEDAW ratification date is used as instrumental variable
for discriminatory social institutions and controls for religiosity and civil liberties are added.
Indeed, the CEDAW ratification date can be considered as a public commitment and recognition

12 Moreover, Beine and Docquier (2009) claim that the two estimation strategies, that is Heckman and
Poisson, provide similar results and are equivalent.
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of gender equality as a human right. Ratification implies recognition of the legitimacy of
reducing gender inequality. It leads to changes in government behaviour toward gender
inequality in social institutions and, for example, to changes in law regarding women and
discrimination, to implementation of incentives in order to promote law enforcement or
punishments. CEDAW can be a powerful tool for change when legislative and other measures to
protect women’s rights are undertaken once states ratify CEDAW. For example, Bangladesh now
prohibits sexual harassment, thanks to a milestone decision issued in 2009 by the High Court.
Thanks to a training manual titled “CEDAW Made Easy”, empowering traditional leaders in
Cameroon to use the Convention to bring about concrete improvements in the lives of women in
their communities, they are changing traditional practices that are harmful to women. The
CEDAW denounced the prevalence of early marriage in several countries, some of which have
thus changed their legal age of marriage, which in turn has reduced the prevalence of such
practices: the average prevalence of early marriage across developing countries has decreased
from 21% in 2009 to 17% in 2012 (Cerise et al., 2012).

Good instruments often come from policy changes and an earlier date of ratification can
be assumed to be linked with a greater and deeper attention to gender equality within a country.
This paper considers the CEDAW ratification date as good predictor of the level of
discriminatory social institutions. However, it assumes that this date has no effect on female
(male) migration. Then, the exogeneity of female (male) migration flows per capita is rejected by
the Wu-Hausman test at the 5% level."® Finally, the validity (i.e. Cov(CEDAW, ¢; ;) = 0) and the
relevance (i.e. Cov(CEDAW, SIGI) # 0) of this instrument are tested. This instrument is
significantly correlated with the endogenous variable, as indicated by the first step of the IV
estimations (Table 2). Moreover, simple estimation of the SIGI including additional controls and
instruments result in a relatively high partial R. Finally, the paper checks that instrumental
regressions are not null with F-statistic higher than 0.10, suggested by the rule of thumb (Stock
and Yogo, 2002). Even if the exogeneity of the instrument is hard to test, performing female
(male) emigration regressions do not provide evidence of correlation between error term and the
instrument. Indeed, the null hypothesis that the CEDAW coefficient is equal to zero when the
residuals are regressed is not rejected.

IV.2. Influence of migration on gender inequality in social institutions

In this second model, the effect of migration on gender inequality in opportunities is
estimated. The paper assumes that migration is a channel of idea transmission and may impact
the level of gender inequality in social institutions in origin countries. While migration flows
could capture size effect, the share of migrants in total population is used to measure migrants’
influence on discriminatory social norms, excluding population size effects. Whatever the
direction of this influence, larger shares of migrants are correlated with greater probabilities to
transmit new ideas.

13 The Durbin-Wu-Hausman score has a p.value of 0.028 and 0.023 for women and men, respectively.
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However, using shares allows taking into account only the weight of migrants in a given
country. Unfortunately, the “quality” of migrants is not captured. Yet, according to his/her social
position, a migrant could affect differently social norms. For example, it would be expected that a
male tribal chief would have higher impact on social institutions, due to his leadership, implying
higher potential transmission power. This assumption is consistent with our previous example in
Cameroon, where traditional leaders are an agent of change regarding gender equality. Rather
than distinguishing social position, female and male migrants are distinguished. According to
the theoretical links, the female migration effect is expected to be higher. Finally, the paper
divides migrant shares by level of discriminatory social institutions in destination countries. In
fact migrants learn those social norms in place at destination, leading to heterogeneous effects
according to the area where the migrant moves. For instance, Beine et al. (2013) demonstrate that
returnee migrants are more likely to have fewer children than non-migrant households if they
migrated towards lower-fertility destinations, whilst Bertoli and Marchetta (2013) find opposite
results when looking at returnees from Egypt who have worked in high-fertility Arab countries.

The following equation is then estimated, where the SIGI in origin countries is the
dependent variable:

SIGI; = o + 1M + Bozi + i (2)

The interest variable M;, is alternatively the share of total, female and male migrants in
the total population in 2010. The set of additional controls z; includes GDP per capita (in log),
share of population self-declared as religious practising, CEDAW date of ratification, female
education and level of civil liberties. Finally y; is the error term.

The inclusion of these controls is justified by the gender literature. The income growth is
expected to reduce gender inequality by loosening constraints, improving market opportunities,
promoting market mechanisms, increasing household available resources and so on (See Dollar
and Gatti, 1999; Forsythe et al., 2000; World Bank, 2012; Ferrant, 2013 among others). Religious
affiliation and civil liberties are included following Dollar and Gatti (1999). They show that, to a
large extent, gender inequality can be explained by religious preference and underlying
characteristics of societies, such as the extent of civil liberties. The self-declared religious practice
is used here, without distinguishing religion. The paper assumes that higher share of population
declared as practising a religion higher traditional gender roles are enforced leading to higher
discriminatory social institutions, whatever the religion concerned. On the other hand, high
restriction on civil liberties is correlated with high discrimination on women. Moreover, as
previously mentioned, an earlier ratification of the CEDAW is expected to be positively
correlated with gender equality. Finally, greater access to education constitutes a way to move
away from gender discrimination.

As shown in the previous model, gender inequality in origin countries is a factor
explaining female migration flows. Hence, looking at the effect of migration on gender inequality
raises endogeneity issues. In addition, omitted variables could have an impact on both the
dependent and the interest variables. For example, a development programme implemented by
an international organisation in order to develop female employment would reduce both gender
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inequality and female migration. Firstly, higher job opportunities for women lead to lower
gender gaps in education. Secondly, if women have more job opportunities at home, they have
less incentive to migrate for labour reasons. To tackle endogeneity issues, the paper follows
McKenzie and Rapoport (2011) by instrumenting the migrant share in 2010 with historical
migration flows (specifically, migrant share in 2000)."* While previous migration flows could
affect current ones through network effects or persistence of incentives to migrate, it has no effect
on the level of current discriminatory norms, except through the current migration share or the
previous levels of discrimination in the SIGI. The instrumental strategy assumes that the
instrument is valid (i.e. Cov(Mit1, ;) = 0) and relevant (i.e. Cov(Mit1, Mit) # 0). This instrument is
significantly correlated with the endogenous variable, as indicated by the first step of the IV
estimations and F-statistics are higher than 0.10 (Tables (6) and (8)). The exogeneity is rejected for

all dependent variables at 5%.

IV.3. The two-way relationship between gender inequality and migration

In a last step, feedback is tested. The paper assesses the two-way relationship between
migration and gender inequality by dealing with the simultaneous determination of gendered
migration flows and level of discriminatory social institutions. Econometrically, this simultaneity
issue implies correlation between error terms ¢ij and i that could be taken into account using a
3SLS estimator. The system (3) includes equations (1) and (2), where all model parameters are
jointly estimated.

{mi,j = X+ SIGI; +0¢; SIGI; +¢5 x;; + € 3)

SIGIl = '80 + BlMi,t + Bzzi +“l

14 More precisely, an IV and IV-probit estimation are performed, in order to assess the probability to have
positive female / male flows between two given countries, controlling for potential endogeneities. The
use of an IV-probit model is preferred, both because it solves the problem of the high occurrence of
zeros, and because it is coherent with the Heckman results.
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V. EMPIRICAL RESULTS

V.1. Influence of discriminatory social institutions on migration

First, let us focus on female migration flows. Tables 2 and 3 present the estimated effect of
SIGI in both origin and destination countries on female migration flows. The OLS estimates are
provided in Table 2 column (1), Table 2 columns (2) and (3) report the estimates using the two-
step Heckman approach and Table 3 those using instrumental variable.

In most of our specifications, control variables are significant and with the expected sign.
Income differential results positive, representing the economic attractiveness of the foreign
economy. Populations in both origin and destination countries have positive signs, in accordance
with the gravitational forces of demographic pressure. Conversely, the distance between the two
countries is negatively correlated with migration flows, due to increasing migration costs. Both
geographical (i.e. contiguity) and cultural (i.e. common language) proximity have the expected
positive sign, since migrants tend to move in countries that are closer to their homes and where
they can easily communicate. Women'’s years of education has a significant effect confirming that
being educated increases the probability to migrate.15 Unemployment rates in origin and
destination countries are statistically significant suggesting that differentials in job opportunities
matters.”® It is worthy to note the significance of the exclusion variable in the Heckman
procedure, namely diplomatic exchange. The positive sign indicates that the presence of a
diplomatic representation in a foreign country is often seen as prerequisite for engaging in legal
cross-border migration: the probability of having female migrants increases by 26% in presence
of diplomatic exchange. Male migration flows in 2010 are positively correlated with female
flows. The interpretation is twofold. First, this can be related to family reunification and
dependent migration: women and men migrate from the same country towards the same
destination in the same decade due to family relationship. Second, it may capture network
effects. As male peers have already migrated towards this destination, female migration flows
are higher.

15 NB: only for the IV estimates.

16 NB: except for the Heckman estimates.
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Table 2. Impact of SIGI on female migration (OLS and Heckman estimates)

M ) ®3)
Dep. Var. Female migration flows Female migration flows Select
SIGI (origin) -0.676** -0.449 -0.234**
(0.298) (0.334) (0.110)
SIGI (destination) -0.994** -0.763 0.721%**
(0.423) (0.505) (0.075)
Income differential 0.106** 0.371 0.249***
(0.045) (0.296) (0.069)
Population (origin) 0.007 0.871%** 0.202%**
(0.039) (0.217) (0.047)
Population (destination) 0.004 0.230 0.168***
(0.034) (0.222) (0.042)
Distance -0.165*** -2.218*** 0.492%**
(0.058) (0.424) (0.085)
Contiguity 0.061 1.654*** 0.541
(0.113) (0.575) (0.368)
Common language 0.066 1.624** 0.977%**
(0.094) (0.711) (0.168)
Female education 0.055 -0.874 -0.046
(0.090) (0.604) (0.194)
Female unemployment 0.147%* -0.126 0.112
(origin) (0.075) (0.199) (0.098)
Female unemployment -0.949%** 0.211 0.205
(destination) (0.022) (0.223) (0.195)
Male migration flows 0.958*** 0.954* 0.021**
(0.130) (0.120) (0.008)
Diplomatic exchange 0.263**
(0.131)
Constant 1.208* 10.313%** -1.881**
(0.622) (3.594) (0.891)
Mills 2.935%**
(1.074)
Regional Dummies Yes Yes Yes
Estimation Method OLS Heckman Heckman
Observations 2239 2239 2239

Variables are expressed in log, except for dummy variables, that are contiguity, common language and diplomatic
exchange. For sake of clarity other additional controls (such as regional dummies) are not presented here. ***, **, and *
represent 1%, 5% and 10% significance levels, respectively. Standard errors are in parentheses.

The impact of the discriminatory social institutions in both origin and destination
countries on female migration is significant and negative in all specifications. It suggests that
higher discrimination is related to lower female emigration. Gender inequality appears to be
both a pull and a push factor for migrant women. On one hand, higher gender discrimination at

26 © OECD 2015



OECD Development Centre Working Paper No.326
DEV/DOC(2015)1

home reduces female emigration, since women’s restricted opportunities and low decision-
power limit their possibility to move abroad. On the other hand, lower discrimination in the
destination country attracts female immigration.

Interestingly, using a Heckman two-step procedure gives more details on this
relationship.17 In Table 2, estimated effects of discriminatory social institutions on the probability
to have female migration flows between two countries (column (3)) and the magnitude of these
flows (column (2)) are presented. While the levels of SIGI in origin and destination countries
have no significant impact on the extent of female migration flows, they exhibit negative and
significant coefficients in the selection equation. These results suggest that gender inequality in
social institutions only affects the probability to migrate. Discrimination against women in both
origin and destination countries plays a key role in the selection process of migrant, which is
consistent with previous findings (Baudassé and Bazillier, 2012).

Table 3. Impact of SIGI on female migration (2SLS estimates)

Panel A. Second-stage: Dependent variable = Migration

(1) (2)
SIGI (origin) -0.229** -0.294**
(0.091) (0.128)
SIGI (destination) -0.632** -0.705**
(0.261) (0.318)
Income differential 0.373*** 0.358%**
(0.010) (0.011)
Population (origin) 0.174%** 0.173***
(0.014) (0.014)
Population 0.239*** 0.227%**
(0.008) (0.008)
Distance -0.550*** -0.543***
(0.022) (0.023)
Contiguity 1.193*** 1.203***
(0.145) (0.145)
Common language 0.485%** 0.496***
(0.041) (0.041)
Female education 0.421%** 0.392***
(0.090) (0.091)
Female 0.057*** 0.065***
(origin) (0.018) (0.018)
Female -0.032%** -0.025**
(destination) (0.008) (0.010)
Male migration flows 0.079***
(0.016)
Constant -0.900*** -0.943***
(0.342) (0.342)
Region dummies Yes Yes
R-squared 0.87 0.85
Observations 2239 2239

17 This approach is justified by the significance of the Mills ratio.
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Table 3. (cont.)

Panel B. First-stage: Dependent variable = SIGI

1 (2)
Cedaw (origin) -0.015%** -0.015%**
(0.000) (0.000)
Cedaw (destination) -0.011%** -0.011***
(0.000) (0.000)
Income differential 0.028*** 0.025***
(0.003) (0.003)
Population (origin) -0.030*** -0.030***
(0.005) (0.005)
Population (destination) 0.005* 0.002
(0.002) (0.003)
Distance 0.020** 0.0217***
(0.008) (0.008)
Contiguity 0.070* 0.073*
(0.039) (0.039)
Common language 0.085*** 0.086***
(0.014) (0.014)
Female education -0.652*** -0.649***
(0.014) (0.014)
Female unemployment 0.029*** 0.029***
(origin) (0.006) (0.006)
Female unemployment -0.017*** -0.018***
(destination) (0.006) (0.006)
Male migration flows 0.17***
(0.004)
Constant -3.095*** -3.068***
(0.133) (0.133)
Region dummies Yes Yes
R-squared 0.88 0.88
F-stat 12.8 13.3
Observations 2239 2239

Variables are expressed in log, except for dummy variables, that are contiguity, common language and diplomatic
exchange. For sake of clarity, other additional controls (such as regional dummies) are not presented here. ***, **, and *
represent 1%, 5% and 10% significance levels, respectively. Standard errors are in parentheses.

Finally, several checks are performed in order to test the robustness of our findings
(Table 4). First, migration networks are included in the specification (row (2)) since it reduces the
cost of migration. Then, the differential in government expenditure is added to take into account
the effect of social allowance and public services provision on migration (row (3)). Finally, a
conflict variable in origin countries (row (4)) and the level of civil liberties at home (row (5)) are
included to control for the effect of political situation on migration dynamics (Péridy, 2010). In all
these cases, even including all these variables, the results maintain their statistical significance.

Regarding male migration, the impact of gender inequality in social institutions is not
significant whatever the estimators used (Table A.3 in Appendix). It suggests that male
migration is not sensitive to the level of discrimination in the origin countries, neither in the
destination. The interpretation is twofold: i) men’s decision to migrate is not related to the level
of gender discrimination in social institutions; or ii) the SIGI is not able to capture social pressure
on male behaviour and choices. This finding highlights that male and female incentives to
migrate differ, suggesting gender-sensitive migration factors.
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Table 4. Robustness checks (Heckman estimates)

) @
Female migration  Select
flows
1) Main specification
SIGI (origin) -0.449 -0.234**
(0.334) (0.110)
SIGI (destination) -0.763 -0.721%**
(0.505) (0.075)
2) with network
SIGI (origin) -0.322 -0.244**
(0.347) (0.109)
SIGI (destination) -0.743 -0.723%**
(0.508) (0.075)
3) with government expenditures differential
SIGI (origin) -0.338 -0.271**
(0.326) (0.110)
SIGI (destination) -0.274 -0.731%**
(0.443) (0.078)
4) with conflict
SIGI (origin) -0.365 -0.251**
(0.351) (0.109)
SIGI (destination) -0.743 -0.722%**
(0.511) (0.075)
5) with civil liberties
SIGI (origin) -0.346 -0.241**
(0.347) (0.109)
SIGI (destination) -0.711 -0.724%%*
(0.506) (0.076)
6) with all additional controls
SIGI (origin) -0.307 -0.302%**
(0.333) (0.114)
SIGI (destination) -0.257 -0.722%**
(0.437) (0.079)

Variables are expressed in log. Additional control variables are included: distance, contiguity, population of origin and
destination countries, income and language differentials, female education and female unemployment rates in origin
and destination countries. The exclusion variable in the selection equation is diplomatic exchange. ***, **, and *
represent 1%, 5% and 10% significance levels, respectively. Standard errors are in parentheses.

Further analysis disaggregates the SIGI in the origin countries into its five sub-indices, in
order to identify which one drives the results (Table 5).18 Discrimination within the family and
restricted civil liberties at home appear to be the main drivers of the gender inequality-migration
nexus. In particular, while discriminatory family code confirms our previous results on the
negative relationship between gender inequality and female migration in the selection equation,
restricted civil liberties exhibit a positive effect. This may be explained by lower access to the
public sphere encouraging women to escape elsewhere to enjoy more civil liberties. Conversely,
high discrimination at the family level may put more pressure and control over women’s actions,

18 For the sake of simplicity, results from the second step are presented in columns. In the first step, four
out of five dimensions attract significant coefficient. The son bias dimension was insignificant.
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and limit even their ability to move. It is worthy to note that both sub-indices have a significant
and negative effect on the extent of female migration, meaning that high levels of discriminatory
social norms in the family and in the public space reduce not only the probability to have female
migration but also the size of those women who get to migrate.

Table 5. Impact of SIGI sub-indices on female migration (Heckman two-step procedure)

@ @)

Female migration flows Select
Discriminatory family code -1.499*** -0.326**
(0.462) (0.156)

Restricted civil liberties -0.904** 0.278*
(0.400) (0.144)

Restricted physical integrity 0.060 -0.056
(0.382) (0.145)

Restricted resources and entitlements 0.081 -0.069
(0.413) (0.146)

Observations 2239 2239

For sake of simplicity, the results are presented in columns. Nevertheless, each dimension was introduced singly.
Then, the singly significant dimensions were introduced together. Variables are expressed in log. Additional control
variables are included: distance, contiguity, population of origin and destination countries, income and language
differentials, female education and female unemployment rates in origin and destination countries. The exclusion
variable in the selection equation is diplomatic exchange. ***, **, and * represent 1%, 5% and 10% significance levels,
respectively. Standard errors are in parentheses.

V.2. Influence of migration on gender inequality in social institutions

Table 6 presents the estimated effects of migration on gender inequality in social
institutions (OLS estimates in columns (1)-(3), 2SLS estimates in columns (4)-(6)), while Table 7
presents the heterogeneous effect by levels of discrimination in the destination country.

Control variables exhibit the expected signs. For example, the higher the GDP per capita
and female education, the lower the gender inequality. Moreover, countries having ratified the
CEDAW earlier have lower SIGI scores that are lower discriminatory social institutions. The level
of civil liberties is quite related to the level of gender inequality in social institutions. Countries
where civil liberties are restricted are also those where discriminatory social institutions are high,
while religiosity does not seem to have significant impact.

Let us initially focus on the average transmission role of migrant: larger shares in total
population promote gender equality in social institutions, whatever the gender of the migrant.
However, following our theoretical expectation, the female migration effect is significantly
higher.19

19 The Wald test is performed to check the statistical difference between the two coefficients.
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Table 6. Impact of migration on SIGI (OLS and 2SLS estimates)
1) (2) (3) 4) (5) (6)
Panel A. Second-stage: Dependent variable = SIGI (origin)
Share of migrants in 2010 -0.076** -0.313**
(0.028) (0.149)
Share of female migrants in 2000 -0.075** -0.354**
(0.028) (0.147)
Share of male migrants in 2000 -0.074** -0.247**
(0.029) (0.102)
GDP -0.094** -0.094** -0.096** -0.120** -0.100** -0.164%*
(0.037) (0.036) (0.037) (0.047) (0.039) (0.068)
Religious -0.408 -0.410 -0.408 -0.642 -0.595 -0.591
(0.615) (0.615) (0.615) (0.695) (0.727) (0.690)
Cedaw -0.015** -0.014** -0.015** -0.031** -0.026** -0.036**
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.012) (0.010) (0.014)
Civilliberties2 1.063* 1.053* 1.073* 1.004 0.935 1.052
(0.578) (0.579) (0.577) (0.646) (0.668) (0.642)
Civilliberties3 1.508** 1.506%* 1.514%* 1.301* 1.246* 1.373**
(0.580) (0.580) (0.579) (0.658) (0.685) (0.653)
Civilliberties4 1.627%%* 1.622%%* 1.635%** 1.342%* 1.275* 1.439%*
(0.583) (0.583) (0.581) (0.657) (0.684) (0.651)
Civilliberties5 1.636%** 1.640%** 1.639*** 1.546%* 1.613** 1.596**
(0.581) (0.580) (0.581) (0.663) (0.694) (0.665)
Civilliberties6 1.898*** 1.890*** 1.907*** 1.829** 1.780** 1.885***
(0.603) (0.603) (0.602) (0.676) (0.697) (0.672)
Civilliberties7 16.774 15.613 17.417 32.842 26.996 38.045*
(14.464) (14.325) (14.582) (19.926) (21.748) (21.860)
Female education -0.086* -0.089* -0.084* -0.124* -0.130* -0.119
(0.045) (0.044) (0.045) (0.069) (0.071) (0.070)
Constant 26.899 24.746 28.131 60.939 50.356 70.769
(28.662) (28.327) (28.923) (39.557) (43.125) (43.440)
Region dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.70 0.72 0.71 0.74 0.72 0.78
Observations 86 86 86 86 86 86
Panel B. First-stage: Dependent variable = Share of migrants in 2010
Share of migrants in 2000 0.589***
(0.091)
Share of female migrants in 2000 0.547***
(0.114)
Share of male migrants in 2000 0.552%**
(0.096)
GDP 0.313 0.315 0.249
(0.208) (0.238) (0.229)
Religious 0.396 0.348 0.195
(0.712) (0.814) (0.794)
Cedaw -0.021** -0.024** -0.017**
(0.008) (0.007) (0.006)
Civil liberties2 0.085 0.070 0.205
(0.661) (0.748) (0.736)
Civil liberties3 0.197 0.205 0.179
(0.671) (0.760) (0.746)
Civil liberties4 0.061 0.091 0.091
(0.672) (0.764) (0.746)
Civil liberties5 -0.129 -0.378 -0.158
(0.681) (0.782) (0.766)
Civil liberties6 0.047 -0.037 0.146
(0.692) (0.782) (0.773)
Civil liberties7 22.716 25.808 18.932
(20.946) (25.041) (25.669)
Female education 0.119* 0.082 0.158**
(0.0705) (0.080) (0.077)
Constant 39.160 43.844 31.861
(41.535) (49.679) (50.915)
Estimation Method OLS OLS OLS 2SLS 2SLS 2SLS
Region dummies Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.87 0.83 0.82
F-stat 14.85 15.23 12.33
Observations 86 86 86

Variables are expressed in log. ***, **, and * 1%, 5% and 10% significance levels, respectively. Standard errors are in
parentheses.
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Further analysis shows that the effect of migration depends on the level of discrimination
in destination countries. Higher migrant shares towards countries having low levels of
discriminatory social institutions reduce gender inequality in social institutions. On the opposite,
higher migrant shares towards countries with high levels of discrimination reinforce gender
inequality in social institutions.

Table 7. Impact of Migration on SIGI by level of discrimination in destination country

»m @ & @ 6 6

SIGI (origin)
Low
Share of migrants -0.028**-0.100**
(0.001) (0.042)
Share of female migrants -0.023**-0.077**
(0.001) (0.032)
Share of male migrants -0.029**-0.003**
(0.001) (0.001)
Moderate
Share of migrants 0.027 0.346
(0.051) (0.239)
Share of female migrants 0.061 0.609
(0.049) (0.354)
Share of male migrants 0.048 0.180
(0.057) (0.154)
High
Share of migrants 0.019** 0.076**
(0.009) (0.038)
Share of female migrants 0.050** 0.109**
(0.021) (0.045)
Share of male migrants 0.021** 0.050**
(0.008) (0.021)
Estimation Method OLS v OLS v OLS v
R-squared 074 077 071 078 0.75 0.81
Observation 28 28 28 28 28 28

Low, moderate and high discriminatory destination countries are defined by the SIGI terciles. Variables are expressed
in log. Additional control variables are included: GDP (log), religious, CEDAW date of ratification, religious, female
average education, civil liberties and regional dummies. ***, **, and * represent 1%, 5% and 10% significance levels,
respectively. Standard errors are in parentheses.

V.3. The two-way relationship between gender inequality and migration

In the last step, the paper assesses the bidirectional relationship between female
migration and the level of discriminatory social institutions, measured by the SIGI. Table 8
considers the simultaneous estimation of equations (1) and (2).20 Controlling for potential
simultaneities confirms the previous results: the differential in discriminatory social institutions
between the sending and the receiving countries is an additional determinant of migration, while
migration is an agent of change regarding gender inequality in opportunities. This exercise
emphasises the existence of a vicious circle: higher discriminatory social institutions in origin
country reduce the likelihood of having female emigration, while female emigration is too low to

2 For sake of brevity, the insignificant male regressions are not reported.
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have a positive effect on gender equality. These results have some critical policy implications.
Indeed, reducing gender inequality in social institutions increases the probability to have female
migrant and then to benefit from its positive effect on gender equality promotion.

Table 8. Bidirectional relationship between female migration and SIGI (3SLS estimates)

(1)

Dep. Var. Female migration

SIGI (origin) -0.019**
(0.010)

SIGI (destination) -0.051**
(0.021)

Income differential 0.118***
(0.004)

Population (origin) 0.060%***
(0.004)

Population (destination) 0.068***
(0.002)

Distance -0.156***
(0.008)

Contiguity 0.275***
(0.040)

Common language 0.152%**
(0.015)

Female/Male education 0.148***
(0.017)

Female/Male unemployment 0.021***

(origin) (0.006)

Female/Male unemployment 0.002

(destination) (0.006)

Male/ Female migration flows 0.086***
(0.018)

Share of female migrants in 2010

Share of male migrants in 2010

GDP

Religious

Cedaw

Civil liberties_2

Civil liberties_3

Civil liberties_4

Civil liberties_5

Civil liberties_6

Civil liberties_7

Constant 0.014
(0.086)

Regional Dummies Yes

Observations 2473

2)
SIGI

-0.066***
(0.006)

0.053***
(0.015)
1.137%**
(0.054)
-0.010***
(0.0001)
1.055%**
(0.041)
1.478%%*
(0.042)
1.567***
(0.042)
1.175%%*
(0.043)
1.790%**
(0.044)
0.960***
(0.030)
19.807***
(2.433)
Yes
2473

@)

Male migration

0.101
(0.102)
-0.127
(0.113)

0.280%**
(0.016)

0.514**
(0.014)

0.488**
(0.016)

-0.858***
(0.033)

1.044%%*
(0.145)

1.499%%
(0.068)

1.496%+
(0.246)

0.649%%
(0.056)

161745
(0.087)

0.032%4
(0.005)

5.030***
(0.846)
Yes
2473

4)
SIGI

-0.042%**
(0.003)
0.041%**
(0.015)
1.135%**
(0.054)
-0.0171%**
(0.001)
1.065***
(0.041)
1.454%**
(0.041)
1.529%**
(0.042)
1.177***
(0.043)
1.789***
(0.044)
0.965***
(0.030)
20.498***
(2.396)
Yes
2473

Variables are expressed in log. ***, **, and * 1%, 5% and 10% significance levels, respectively. Standard errors are in

parentheses.
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VI. CONCLUSION

Migration is a complex field of research that requires greater attention to the particular
gender dynamics of social institutions. This paper assesses the two-way linkages between
gendered migration and discriminatory social norms, leading to relevant findings on the
interaction between social institutions, gender and South-South migration.

On one side, estimates show that discrimination against women in social institutions in
both origin and destination countries plays a key role in the selection process of migrants. While
gender inequality in social norms constrains female emigration, it has no effect on male
emigration, suggesting that men and women’s incentives to migrate differ. Hence, although the
broader structural causes of emigration appear to be gender-neutral, the role of gender inequality
in social institutions is not. In addition to standard determinants, discriminatory social
institutions influence female migration patterns. This is critical in order to understand the role of
social institutions in female decision-making. By limiting their access to opportunities, resources
and power, discriminatory social institutions restrict women’s capabilities to achieve their
migration wishes. In particular, discrimination within the family and restricted civil liberties
drive our findings.

On the other side, migrants are agent of change by influencing gender relations. In
particular, migration may either entrench gender inequality in social institutions or challenge
them, according to the level of discriminatory social institutions in the host country. While larger
shares of migrants towards low or moderate discriminatory countries are linked to greater
gender equality in social institutions in home communities, migration towards high
discriminatory destinations has the reverse impact. Both men and women are agent of change,
although the effect of female migrants is significantly higher.

Interconnecting the two directions of the relationship emphasises the existence of a
circular pattern: high gender inequality in social institutions at origin constraints female
migration, but at the same time the share of female migrants is too low to positively shift
discriminatory norms towards greater gender equality.

However, drawbacks limited our research. In particular, sex-disaggregated data on
international migration is still scarce and seldom collected, with short time coverage. Similarly,
gender inequality in social institutions has started to be measured only recently, not allowing for
a panel data analysis: the SIGI is only available for one year limiting our empirical study to a
cross-country analysis. Although these results are robust to specifications changes and controls
for potential endogeneities and simultaneities, the interpretation of this data-driven analysis
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should be cautious concerning its causality. Since it is not possible to control for year and country
specific effects, findings may be partly due to omitted variables. Finally, at the micro level, more
research is required in order to collect data on immigrants and return migrants to allow for an
estimation of the spillovers on family structures in origin countries. Nevertheless, this paper is a
first contribution to the literature highlighting the bidirectional nature of the migration-gender
nexus and the importance of discriminatory social institutions.
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APPENDIX

Table A.1: SIGI 2012 ranking

Country SIGI Value Country SIGI Value Country SIGI Value
2012 2012 2012

Argentina 0.0069 Madagascar 0.1672 Iraq 0.3184
Costa Rica 0.0219  Haiti 0.1693 Georgia 0.3382
Paraguay 0.0642  Indonesia 0.1742  Cote d’Ivoire 0.3397
South Africa 0.1028 Kyrgyzstan 0.1756  Liberia 0.3440
FYR of Macedonia 0.1041 Jamaica 0.2070 Bangladesh 0.3523
Cuba 0.1057  Guatemala 0.2119 Ethiopia 0.3534
Trinidad and Tobago 0.1064 Nepal 0.2154 Egypt. 0.3579
Brazil 0.1085  Nicaragua 0.2165 Sierra Leone 0.3605
Dominican Republic 0.1110 Malawi 0.2171 Togo 0.3608
El Salvador 0.1149  Mozambique 0.2194  Azerbaijan 0.3621
Serbia 0.1175  Tajikistan 0.2235 Afghanistan 0.3634
Philippines 0.1193  Senegal 0.2307 Burkina Faso 0.3687
Cambodia 0.1205 China (P Rep. of) 0.2388 Cameroon 0.3696
Kazakhstan 0.1212  Viet Nam 0.2387  Niger 0.3720
Venezuela 0.1250 Myanmar 0.2403 Uganda 0.3838
Belarus 0.1251  Guinea-Bissau 0.2435 Swaziland 0.3915
Morocco 0.1262 Kenya 0.2479 Syrian Arab Republic ~ 0.3928
Ecuador 0.1307 Tanzania 0.2518 Gambia 0.3933
Honduras 0.1307  Mauritania 0.2539 Gabon 0.4288
Bolivia 0.1328 Lao PDR 0.2593 Guinea 0.4396
Namibia 0.1352  Ghana 0.2611 Nigeria 0.4428
Tunisia 0.1357  Burundi 0.2754 Chad 0.4525
Mongolia 0.1420  Albania 0.2790 Benin 0.4569
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.1425  Sri Lanka 0.2796 Somalia 0.4992
Thailand 0.1466  Armenia 0.2847 Yemen 0.5065
Colombia 0.1471  Pakistan 0.2945 Congo, Dem. Rep. 0.5136
Ukraine 0.1513  Uzbekistan 0.3044 Sudan 0.5251
Rwanda 0.1539  India 0.3045  Mali 0.6010
Moldova 0.1591 Zambia 0.3046
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Table A.2: SIGI variables, scoring and data sources
Variable Scoring Source
Discriminatory Family Code
1. Legal Age of Marriage 0: equal legal age SIGI Country notes

2. Early marriage

0.5: discrimination trough customary practices
1: unequal legal age
% of women married between 15-19 years of age.

UN, DHS, MICS

3. Parental Authority 0: equal rights SIGI Country notes
0.5: discrimination trough customary practices
1: unequal rights
4. Inheritance 0: equal rights SIGI Country notes
0.5: discrimination trough customary practices
1: unequal rights
Restricted Physical Integrity
5. Female Genital Mutilation % of women who have undergone female genital mutilation WHO, DHS, MICS
6. Violence against Women 3 components:
a) laws 0: existence of law SIGI Country notes
b) attitudes towards domestic violence  0.5: problems in law implementation
¢) prevalence of violence 1: there is no law
7. Reproductive Integrity % agree that partner is justified in beating his partner under certain circumstances DHS
% of women having experienced physical and/or sexual violence from partner in life UN WOMEN

% of married women with unmet need for family planning

DHS, MICS, WHO

Son Bias
8. Missing Women Pr. Klasen
9. Fertility Preferences % of males as the last child in the household DHS, MICS
Restricted Resources and Entitlements
10. Access to Land 0: same right and access SIGI Country notes
11. Access to Credit 0.5: discriminatory practices
12. Access to Assets 1: unequal rights and access
Restricted Civil Liberties

13. Access to public space 0: No legal restrictions neither discriminatory practice SIGI Country notes

0.5: No legal restrictions, but discriminatory practices

1: There are legal restrictions
14. Political Voice 2 components: SIGI Country notes

a) Political participation
b) Quotas

% of women in national parliament

0: There are legal quotas at national and sub-national levels
0.5: There are legal quotas at national or sub-national levels
1: There are no legal quotas

The SIGI contains 5 dimensions and 14 variables. Klasen, S. and C. Wink (2002) A Turning Point in Gender Bias in Mortality? An Update on the Number of Missing Women. Population
and Development Review 28; Klasen, S. and C. Wink (2003) Missing Women: Revisiting the Debate. Feminist Economics 9, 263-299. MICS refers to Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey.
DHS refers to Demographic and Health Survey. WHO refers to World Health Organization.
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Table A.3: Impact of SIGI on male migration (OLS and Heckman estimates)

(1) @ 3)
Dep. Var. Male migration flows ~ Male migration flows Select
SIGI (origin) -0.101 0.222 -0.208
(0.102) (0.277) (0.262)
SIGI (destination) -0.127 0.703 -0.406
(0.113) (0.428) (0.369)
Income differential 0.280*** -0.041 0.194***
(0.016) (0.224) (0.039)
Population (origin) 0.514*** 0.190 0.181%**
(0.014) (0.209) (0.029)
Population (destination) 0.488*** 0.186 0.123%**
(0.016) (0.153) (0.019)
Distance -0.858*** -0.694 -0.375%**
(0.033) (0.432) (0.069)
Contiguity 1.044%** 0.950 0.431***
(0.145) (0.798) (0.131)
Common language 1.499*** -0.290 0.780***
(0.068) (0.731) (0.127)
Male education 1.496*** 0.596*** 0.488***
(0.246) (0.111) (0.086)
Male unemployment 0.649*** 0.496*** 0.632%**
(origin) (0.056) (0.156) (0.156)
Male unemployment -1.617*** -0.456*** -0.967***
(destination) (0.087) (0.107) (0.332)
Female migration flows 0.041** 0.033*** 0.048**
(0.016) (0.013) (0.020)
Diplomatic exchange 0.398***
(0.103)
Constant 5.030*** 9.933*** -0.820
(0.846) (2.710) (0.618)
Mills -2.635**
(1.158)
Regional Dummies Yes Yes Yes
Estimation Method OLS Heckman Heckman
Observations 2,473 2,473 2,473

Variables are expressed in log, except for dummy variables, that are contiguity, common language and diplomatic exchange. For sake
of clarity others additional controls (such as regional dummies) are not presented here. ***, ** and * represent 1%, 5% and 10%
significance levels, respectively. Standard errors are in parentheses.

38

© OECD 2015



OECD Development Centre Working Paper No.326
DEV/DOC(2015)1

REFERENCES

ANDERSON, J. E. (1979), “A theoretical foundation for the gravity equation”, American Economic Review,
69(1), 106-116.

ANDERSON, J. E. and E. VAN WINCOOP (2003), “Gravity with Gravitas: A Solution to the Border Puzzle”,
American Economic Review, 93(1), 170-192.

ANTMAN, F. M. (2011), “International migration and gender discrimination among children left behind”,
American Economic Review, 101(3), 645.

ANTMAN, F. M. (2012), “Gender, educational attainment, and the impact of parental migration on children
left behind”. Journal of Population Economics, 25(4), 1187-1214.

BARRO, R. ], and J. LEE (2012), “A new data set of educational attainment in the world, 1950-2010", Journal
of Development Economics.

BAUDASSE, T. and R. BAZILLIER (2012), “Gender Inequality and Emigration: Push factor or Selection
process?”, Mimeo.

BEINE, M., F. DOCQUIER and C. OZDEN (2009), “Diasporas”, Policy Research Working Paper No. 4984, World
Bank, Washington DC.

BEINE, M, F. DOCQUIER and C. OzDEN (2011), “Diasporas”, Journal of Development Economics, 95(1), 30—41.

BEINE, M., F. DOCQUIER and M. SCHIFF (2013), “International Migration, Transfers of Norms and Home
Country Fertility”, Canadian Journal of Economics, Forthcoming.

BERTOLY S. (2010), “Networks, sorting and self-selection of Ecuadorian migrants”, Annals of Economics and
Statistics, 97(98), 261-28.

BERTOLL S. and F. MARCHETTA (2013), “Bringing It All Back Home: Return migration and fertility choices”,
World Development, Forthcoming.

BERTOLYJ, S. and J. FERNANDEZ-HUERTAS MORAGA (2012), “Multilateral resistance to migration”, Journal of
Development Economics.

BORjAS, GJ. (1989), “Economic theory and international migration”, International Migration Review, 23.

BRANISA, B., S. KLASEN and M. ZIEGLER (2009), “The construction of the social institutions and gender index
(SIGI)”, OECD Background Paper.

CERISE, S., G. FERRANT and J. GAGNON (2012), “2012 Social Institutions and Gender Index: A
methodological and technical background paper”, OECD Technical Paper.

CERISE, S., F. FRANCAVILLA, E. LOISEAU and M. TuCcIO (2013), “Why discriminatory social institutions
affecting adolescent girls matter”, OECD Development Centre Issues Paper.

CERRUTTL, M. and D.S. MASSEY (2001), “On the auspices of female migration from Mexico to the United
States”, Demography, 38(2), 187-200.

CHANEY, T. (2013), “The gravity equation in international trade: An explanation”, Mimeo, Toulouse School
of Economics.

© OECD 2015 39



How do female migration and gender discrimination in social institutions mutually influence each other?
DEV/DOC(2015)1

CINGRANELL], D. L. and D.L. RICHARDS (2010), “The Cingranelli and Richards (CIRI) Human Rights Data
Project”, Human Rights Quarterly 32(2), 401-424.

CLARK, X., T.J]. HATTON and J.G. WILLIAMSON (2007), “Explaining U.S. Immigration, 1971-1998”, Review of
Economics and Statistics, 89(2), 359-373.

DEMURGER, S. and H. XU (2011), “Return migrants: The rise of new entrepreneurs in rural China”, World
Development, 39(10), 1847-1861.

DINER, H. R. (1983), Erin’s daughters in America: Irish immigrant women in the nineteenth century, JHU Press.

DOCQUIER, F., B.L. LOWELL and A. MARFOUK (2009), “A gendered assessment of highly skilled emigration”,
Population and Development Review, 35(2) 297-321., 297- 321.

DOLLAR, D. and R. GATTI (1999), “Gender inequality, income and growth: Are good times good for
women?”, World Bank Working Paper.

DUFLO, E. (2003), “Grandmothers and Granddaughters: Old-Age Pensions and Intrahousehold Allocation
in South Africa”, The World Bank Economic Review, 17(1), 1-25.

DUMONT, J. C., J. MARTIN and G. SPIELVOGEL (2007), “Women on the move: the neglected gender dimension
of the brain drain”, IZA Working Paper, 2920.

DUSTMANN, C. and A. GLITZ (2011), “Migration and education”, Norface Discussion Paper 2011011.

ENCHAUTEGUL M. E. (1997), “Welfare payments and other economic determinants of female migration”,
Journal of Labor Economics, 15(3), 529-554.

ERULKAR, A. S., T. MEKBIB, N. SIMIE and T. GULEMA (2006), “Migration and vulnerability among
Adolescents In Slum Areas Of Addis Abeba, Ethiopia”, Journal Of Youth Studies, 9(3), 361-374.

FACCHINI, G., A.M. MAYDA and M. MENDOLA (2013), “South-South migration and the labor market:
Evidence from South Africa”, IZA Discussion Paper No. 7362.

FERRANT, G. (2014), “The Multidimensional Gender Inequalities Index (MGII): A Descriptive Analysis of
Gender Inequalities Using MCA”, Social Indicators Research, Springer, Vol. 115(2), pp. 653-690.

FERRANT, G., L. M. PESANDO and K. NOWACKA (2014), “Unpaid Care Work: The missing link in the
analysis of gender gaps in labour outcomes”, OECD Development Centre Issues Paper.

FERRANT, G. (2015), “How Do Gender Inequalities Hinder Development? Cross-Country Evidence”, Annals
of Economics and Statistics, Forthcoming.

FERRANT, G., K. NOWACKA and A. THIM (2015), “Living up to Beijing’s vision of gender equality: Social
norms and transformative change”, OECD Development Centre Issues Paper.

FORSYTHE, N., R.P. KORZENIEWICZ and V. DURRANT (2000), “Gender Inequalities and Economic Growth: A
Longitudinal Evaluation”, Economic Development and Cultural Change, 48(3), 573-617.

FREEDOM HOUSE (2013), Freedom in the World 2013. Available for download at
http://www .freedomhouse.org/report-types/freedom-world.

GINDLING, T. H. (2009), “South-South Migration: The Impact of Nicaraguan Immigrants on Earnings,
Inequality and Poverty in Costa Rica”, World Development, 37(1), 116-126.

GLEDITSCH, N. P., P. WALLENSTEEN, M. ERIKSSON, M. SOLLENBERG and H. STRAND (2002), “Armed conflict
1946-2001: A new dataset”, Journal of Peace Research, 39(5), 615-637.

GONZALEZ-FERRER, A., E. KRAUS, P. BAIZAN, C. BEAUCHEMIN, R. BLACK and B. SCHOUMAKER (2013), “Factors
of Migration between Africa and Europe: Assessing the Role of Resources, Networks and Context. A
Comparative Approach”, MAFE Working Paper 22.

GRASSMUCK, S. and P.R. PESSAR (1991), Between two islands: Dominican international migration, University of
California Press.

40 © OECD 2015


http://oecd.org/dev/development-gender/Unpaid_care_work.pdf
http://oecd.org/dev/development-gender/Unpaid_care_work.pdf
http://oecd.org/dev/development-gender/BeijingPolicyBrief_Final_wreferences.pdf
http://oecd.org/dev/development-gender/BeijingPolicyBrief_Final_wreferences.pdf

OECD Development Centre Working Paper No.326
DEV/DOC(2015)1

GRIECO, E. M. and M. BOYD (1998), “Women and Migration: Incorporating Gender into International
Migration Theory”, Working Paper 98-139, Center for the Study of Population, Florida State
University.

HADI, A. (2001), “International migration and the change of women’s position among the left-behind in
rural Bangladesh”, International Journal of Population Geography, 7(1), 53-61.

HATTON, T. ], and ].G. WILLIAMSON (2005), “What fundamentals drive world migration?, in G. Borjas and J.

Crisp (Eds.), Poverty, international migration and asylum, Palgrave-MacMillan for Wider, Hampshire,
UK.

HEAD, K., T. MAYER and ]. RIES. (2010), “The erosion of colonial trade linkages after independence”, Journal
of International Economics, 81(1), 1-14.

HoOFMANN, E.T. (2010), “Gender, Households and Migration in the Republic of Georgia”, Ph.D. thesis,
University of Texas at Austin.

HOFMANN, E.T. and C.J. BUCKLEY (2013), “Global Changes and Gendered Responses: The Feminization of
Migration From Georgia”, International Migration Review, 47(3), 508-538.

Hujo, K. and N. PIPER (2010), South-South Migration: Implications for Social Policy and Development, Palgrave
Macmillan, Basingstoke.

IoM (2005), Migration and Remittances in Moldova.
JOLLY, S. and H. REEVES (2005), Gender and migration, Bridge.

JUTTING, ]., C. MORRISSON, J. DAYTON-JOHNSON and D. DRECHSLER (2008), “Measuring gender (In) Equality:
The OECD gender, institutions and development data base”, Journal of Human Development, 9(1), 65—
86.

KANAIAUPUNI, S. M. (2000), “Reframing the migration question: An analysis of men, women, and gender in
Mexico”, Social Forces, 78(4), 1311-1347.

KENT, S. (1995), “Does Sedentarization Promote Gender Inequality? A Case Study from the Kalahari”, The
Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute, 1(3), 513-536.

KOsER, K. and J. SALT (1997), “The geography of highly skilled international migration”, International
Journal of Population Geography, 3(4), 285-303.

LAM, T. and L.A. HOANG (2010), “Effects of international migration on families left behind”, paper
presented at the Experts Meeting, Civil Society Days GFMD, Mexico City.

LEVITT, P. (1998), “Social remittances: Migration driven local-level forms of cultural diffusion”, International
Migration Review, 926-948.

LEWER, ] J. and H. VAN DEN BERG (2008), “A gravity model of immigration”, Economics Letters, 99(1), 164—
167.

LODIGIANL, E. and S. SALOMONE (2012), “Migration-induced Transfers of Norms. The case of Female
Political Empowerment”, IRES Discussion Papers.

MARTIN, S. (2004), “Women and migration”, paper presented at the Consultative Meeting on “Migration
and Mobility and how this movement affects Women”, Malmo.

MAYDA, A. M. (2010), “International migration: A panel data analysis of the determinants of bilateral
flows”, Journal of Population Economics, 23(4)(4), 1249-1274.

MCKENZIE, D. and H. RAPOPORT (2010), “Self-selection patterns in Mexico-US migration: the role of
migration networks”, The Review of Economics and Statistics, 92(4), 811-821.

MCKENZIE, D, and H. RAPOPORT (2011), “Can migration reduce educational attainment? Evidence from
Mexico”, Journal of Population Economics, 24(4), 1331-1358.

© OECD 2015 41



How do female migration and gender discrimination in social institutions mutually influence each other?
DEV/DOC(2015)1

MORRISSON, C. and J. JUTTING (2005), “Women’s discrimination in developing countries: A new data set for
better policies”, World Development, 33(7), 1065-1081.

MUNSHL, K. (2003), “Networks in the modern economy: Mexican migrants in the US labor market”, The
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 118(2), 549-599.

NAGHSH NEJAD, M. (2013), “Institutionalized inequality and brain drain: an empirical study of the effects of
women's rights on the gender gap in high-skilled migration”, IZA Discussion Paper, No. 7864.

NEJAD, M. N. and A. YOUNG (2013), “Female brain drains and women's rights gaps: a gravity model
analysis of bilateral migration flows”, IZA Discussion Paper, No. 8067.

PARIS, T., A. SINGH, ]. LUIS and M. HOSSAIN (2005), “Labour out-migration, livelihood of rice farming
households and women left behind: A case study in Eastern Uttar Pradesh”, Economic and Political
Weekly, 2522-2529.

PELEAH, M. (2007), “The Impact of Migration on Gender Roles in Moldova”, Development and Transition., 8.

PIRACHA, M. and F. VADEAN (2010), “Return migration and occupational choice: Evidence from Albania”,
World Development, 38(8), 1141-1155.

PERIDY, N. (2010), “Un modele généralisé des déterminants des migrations internationales”, Revue
Economique, 61(6), 981-1010.

RATHA, D. and W. SHAW (2007), South-South migration and remittances, World Bank Publications.

REES, R. and R. RIEZMAN (2012), “Globalization, Gender, And Growth”, Review of Income and Wealth, 58(1),
107-117.

SANTOS-SILVA, ]. S. and S. TENREYRO (2006), “The log of gravity”, The Review of Economics and Statistics,
88(4), 641-658.

SEN, A. (1999), Commodities and capabilities.

SJAASTAD, L. A. (1962), “The costs and returns of human migration”, The Journal of Political Economy, 70(5),
80-93.

SPILIMBERGO, A. (2009), “Democracy and foreign education”, American Economic Review, 528-543.

STOCK, J. H. and M. YOGO (2002), “Testing for Weak Instruments in Linear IV Regression”, NBER Technical
Working Papers, November.

TEMIN, M, M.R. MONTGOMERY and S. ENGEBRETSEN, and K.M. BARKER (2013), “Girls on the Move:
Adolescent Girls and Migration in the Developing World”, Population Council Working Paper.

TIENDA, M., L. JENSEN and R.L. BACH (1984), “Immigration, Gender and the Process of Occupational
Change in the United States, 1970-80”, International Migration Review, 18(4), 1021-1044.

WAHBA, J. and Y. ZENOU (2012), “Out of Sight, out of mind: Migration, entrepreneurship and social capital,
Regional Science and Urban Economics, 42(5), 890-903.

WORLD BANK (2005), Global Economic Prospects 2006: Economic Implications of Remittances and Migration,
Washington DC.

WORLD BANK (2012), Gender Equality and world Development, World Development Report, Washington DC.
ZLOTNIK, H. (2003), “The global dimensions of female migration”, Migration Information Source, 1.

42 © OECD 2015



OECD Development Centre Working Paper No.326
DEV/DOC(2015)1

OTHER TITLES IN THE SERIES/
AUTRES TITRES DANS LA SERIE

The former series known as “Technical Papers” and “Webdocs” merged in November 2003
into “Development Centre Working Papers”. In the new series, former Webdocs 1-17 follow
former Technical Papers 1-212 as Working Papers 213-229.

All these documents may be downloaded from:

www.oecd-ilibrary.org/development/oecd-development-centre-working-papers_18151949

or obtained via e-mail (dev.contact@oecd.org).

Recent working papers:

Working Paper No. 325, Measuring Well-Being and Progress in Countries at Different Stages of Development: Towards a More Universal
Conceptual Framework, by Romina Boarini (OECD Statistics Directorate), Alexandre Kolev (OECD Development Centre) and Allister
McGregor (Institute of Development Studies, University of Sussex), November 2014.

Working Paper No. 324, On the effectiveness of exchange rate interventions in emerging markets, by Christian Daude, OECD; Eduardo Levy
Yeyati, Universidad Torcuato Di Tella and Arne Nagengast, Deutsche Bundesbank, September 2014.

Working Paper No.323 , Public Financial Management in Infrastructure in Africa, by Nana Boateng (CABRI), Marie Castaing Gachassin
(University of Paris 1 Panthéon-Sorbonne), Emilie Gay (CABRI) and Laura Recuero-Virto (OECD Development Centre), July 2014.
Working Paper No.322, The Political Economy of Tax Incentives for Investment in the Dominican Republic: “Doctoring the Ball”, by Christian
Daude, Hamlet Gutierrez and Angel Melguizo , June 2014.

Working Paper No. 321, Productive capabilities: an empirical investigation of their determinants, by Christian Daude, Arne Nagengast and
Jose Ramon Perea, December 2013.

Working Paper No. 320, Capital Flows in Asia-Pacific: Controls, Bonanzas and Sudden Stops, by Margit Molnar, Yusuke Tateno and
Amornrut Supornsinchai, September 2013.

Working Paper No. 319, The rationale for higher education investment in Ibero-America, by José Joaquin Brunner, August 2013.

Working Paper No. 318, How redistributive is fiscal policy in Latin America: The case of Chile and Mexico, by Barbara Castelletti, July 2013.
Working Paper No. 317, Opening the Black Box of Contract Renegotiations: An Analysis of Road Concessions in Chile, Colombia and Peru, by
Eduardo Bitran, Sebastian Nieto-Parra and Juan Sebastian Robledo, April 2013.

Working Paper No. 316, The Politics of Transport Infrastructure Policies in Colombia?, by Sebastian Nieto-Parra, Mauricio Olivera and
Anamaria Tibocha, April 2013.

© OECD 2015 43



