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Abstract  

This paper uses simple econometric models to extend the analysis of remittance 
motivations in two ways. Firstly, motivations are tested not only for remittances 
from children to respondents, but also between siblings and respondents’ own 
parents. This allows for the fact that different individuals have different 
motivations for remitting. Secondly, the data allow for remittance flows in each 
direction to be analyzed. The results of this study are consistent with those of other 
authors; people have multiple motivations for remitting. This remains the case 
even when models are estimated separately depending upon the relationship 
between the sender and receiver. This is unsurprising given that the existence of 
one motivation does not necessarily preclude other motivations, even for an 
individual. Altruism is an important motivator for all relationships. There is also 
strong evidence of co-insurance between respondents and their parents and 
respondents and their siblings. Inheritance motivations also appear to exist for 
child-parent transfers. Children insure themselves with the respondents, but do not 
appear to insure the respondents against shocks, making this relationship more one 
way. 
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Introduction 

 
The growing importance of remittance flows and the realization that these can be a 
means to both alleviate poverty and moderate the impact of negative income 
shocks has encouraged work attempting to understand the motivation for remitting 
and the impact of remittances in developing countries. Models of remittance 
motivations are discussed in depth by Rapoport and Docquier (2006) and can be 
divided into two main branches: (1) those modeling remittances as altruistic 
behavior in which the utility of the sender is influenced by the utility of the 
receiver and (2) (partly) self-interested models. 
   Self interested models can be further split into subcategories: (2a) suggests that 
remittances are primarily used for investment purposes and will therefore respond 
to the macroeconomic climate – for example, investing in businesses; (2b) views 
remittances as part of a ‘joint optimization’ agreement in which both the remitter 
and receiver gain from risk-sharing. Different income sources shared permit the 
reduction of income risk, and allow such remittances to be termed ‘insurance 
payment’; (2c) views remittances as repayments of implicit or explicit loans made 
to the remitter in the past to, say, fund education or migration. This group of 
models can be termed ‘family as bank’ models; (2d) views remittances as a means 
of safeguarding inheritance. 
   Why study motivations for remitting? Understanding motivations for 
remittances is an important component in understanding remittance flows in 
general. Most importantly, different motivations to remit imply different impacts. 
Altruistic motivations may act as a counter-cyclical force helping to reduce risk of 
poverty during negative shocks (such as droughts or macroeconomic shocks). 
Altruistic motivations combined with asymmetric information may have the effect 
of reducing labor-market participation which could reduce welfare (Azam and 
Gubert, 2004). Altruistic and ‘family as bank’ motivations to remit could increase 
consumption at the micro level, but have negative ‘Dutch Disease’ effects at the 
macro level if the remittances are from abroad. Insurance motivations serve to 
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reduce risk for the family, perhaps encouraging greater risk taking (perhaps 
investment) and increasing welfare. Such risk pooling may also increase crop 
yields as households switch to riskier, higher yield crops (Dercon, 1996), and 
prevent the selling of productive assets (Fafchamps et al., 1998). Finally, 
investment motivations suggest that remittances can help to improve output and 
productivity with the caveat that investment in existing housing stock and land 
may encourage a Balassa-Samuelson effect with negative macro consequences. 
Any remittances from abroad may impact on the exchange rate (Amuedo-Dorantes 
and Pozo, 2004). 
   Various authors have made attempts to understand the motivations for remitting 
using discriminating hypotheses to test between different motivations. Despite the 
importance of understanding remittances there has been little progress, with 
authors largely concluding that they are unable to rule out certain motivations. 
This study extends existing papers in two ways: firstly it looks at remittance flows 
in both directions. With the exception of VanWey (2004) no study has, to the 
author’s knowledge, analyzed remittance flows in each direction of the transfer 
relationship. This is surprising given the potential importance of co-insurance in 
remitting behavior, and the importance of mutual gift-giving in many developing 
countries.  
   In addition to analyzing remittance flows in both directions, this study makes 
one further extension. It does not model remittance flows only between a 
household of origin and migrants, but between a central household and their 
children, parents and siblings. It is likely that different family members have 
different motivations for remitting potentially allowing to disentangle the 
motivations which other authors have, so far, been unable to achieve. Thus, for 
example, we might expect to find an inheritance motivation amongst children of 
respondents, but not for the parents of respondents. 
 
 

Literature review 

 
Studies analyzing motivations to remit use either Tobit models to estimate the 
value of remittances, probit models to estimate the probability of sending or 
receiving remittances or OLS to estimate net remittances received. The 
independent variables focus on the receiver’s and sender’s characteristics. 
Regressions thus take the form:  
 

Remittances=f(Receiver characteristics; Sender characteristics)   
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where Remittances is value of remittances sent or received (Tobit), net remittances 
(OLS), or whether or not remittances were received (probit) and f(.) is the relevant 
function (Tobit, OLS, probit).  
   Rapoport and Docquier (2006) provide an excellent review of the theoretical and 
empirical literature on motivations for remitting. They begin by illustrating an 
altruistic theory in which both the sender and the receiver exhibit altruism towards 
each other and in which the utility of the sender, is a weighted average of his/her 
felicity derived from his/her own consumption, and the utility of the receiver. 
After incorporating transfers resulting altruistic model has several properties: 

(1) Transfers are increasing in the sender’s income; 
(2) Transfers are falling in the receiver’s income; 
(3) Transfers are increasing in the sender’s degree of altruism; 
(4) Transfers are falling in the degree of altruism of the receiving household. 
 

   This provides several testable hypotheses, but these results could also be 
generated by other factors.  Rapoport and Docquier (2006: p.12) note that the 
‘main testable implication of the altruistic model is that transfers cannot increase 
with the recipient’s income’. 
   Agarwal and Horowitz (2002) formally model a suggestion by Funkhouser 
(1995) that under altruism, remittances from any one remitter (a migrant in their 
model) should decline in the number of remitters (migrants), but this should not be 
the case under an insurance hypothesis. This provides an additional testable 
implication  
   The same authors go on to extend the altruistic model sketched above to include 
the fact that households receive remittances from several senders (migrants). The 
model provides one further testable implication: ‘[u]nder pure insurance (or other 
self-interest) motives, the number of other migrants would not affect own-
remittances. On the other hand, under altruism where migrants are concerned with 
the welfare of the nonmigrating household, the presence of multiple remitting 
migrants will affect the average remittance level’ (p.2036). Rapoport and Docquier 
(2006) point out that this assumes the exogeneity of the number of remitters a 
household benefits from (those with more volatile income or that are more risk 
averse may ensure they have more transfer relationships). In addition, they note if 
household income is affected by moral hazard then household income might not 
necessarily be assumed exogenous. Moral hazard and remittances are modeled by 
Azam and Gubert (2004). Rapoport and Docquier (2006) also sketch a version of 
Cox (1987) in which remittances are viewed as payment for services and Laferrère 
and Wolff (2006) describe in detail gift exchange when viewed as intra-family 
transfers. 
   On an empirical level finding suitable discriminating hypotheses is challenging. 
The seminal paper by Lucas and Stark (1985) tests motivations to remit in 
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Botswana. They note that children’s aspirations to inherit will cause remittances to 
increase in the home household’s wealth. By contrast a negative relationship 
between wealth and remittance receipts would be consistent with either altruistic 
or co-insurance motives. This and similar tests have been conducted by Lucas and 
Stark (1985) and other authors. Empirical results are summarized in table 1 
 
[Table 1 about here] 
 

 

 

Data 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 
   This study uses rural Malawian data collected by the University of Pennsylvania 
Population Studies Center (Social Networks) for the purpose of analyzing gifts and 
remittance flows from a number of different perspectives. After cleaning, there are 
616 females and 501 males in the main households surveyed. There are more 
females due to lower response rates amongst males, polygamy and absence. The 
sampling deliberately targeted working-age households and made efforts to 
interview both the household head and his wife. Males and Females reported 
remittances sent and received on an individual (not household) level. This has 
several advantages and disadvantages. The major disadvantage is that remittances 
can be viewed as a part of a household activity. That is, remittances might be 
given to one member but used for the benefit of several members, or, alternatively, 
that the household has decided as a whole to send a migrant away to earn money 
and to pool income. This would make the household level more appropriate, and is 
supported by literature stemming from the New Economics of Labor Migration 
(Bloom and Stark, 1985). This however makes an assumption which is not entirely 
appropriate for the current data. Firstly, it is not clear that all households that 
receive remittances do so because of an economic decision to migrate. Rather, 
other (cultural) factors are likely to predominate – notably marriage or, in the case 
of children, individual career aspirations. This is particularly the case for siblings 
who have left the same household as the respondents (that of their parents). 
Secondly, studies which analyze remittances on a household level tend to use the 
head’s characteristics. Here information on remittances and characteristics were 
collected on an individual level allowing me to use the husband’s or wife’s 
characteristics, as appropriate. One possibility would be to include the 
characteristics of both the husband and the wife, but this would result in all 
observations for which data is absent on one of the partners (single heads or no-
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response) being dropped. Given these data limitations, I proceed with studying 
remittances from the individual perspective. 
 
[Figure 1 about here] 
 
   Figure 1 gives the potential transfer relationships. There are 1145 potential 
remittance flows between the Male or Female and their Parents; 522 between the 
Male or Female and their children, and 3945 with siblings. Remittance flows are 
studied for all relationships described separately, and only for adult relations who 
do not reside in the same household as the respondent, explaining the small 
number of children. Each potential remittance relationship between two 
individuals is termed a “remittance dyad”. Thus, one dyad is between the 
respondent and her father, and another dyad is the respondent and her mother. I 
therefore analyze remittance flows that are inter-household but intra-family. 
Although called remittances here, these flows might equally be termed intra-
family transfers (Sana and Massey, 2005). Descriptive statistics for respondents, 
their parents, children and siblings are given in tables 2 and 3. 
 
[Tables 2 and 3 about here] 
 
   There are a few points to note. Since working age respondents were purposively 
target, and this study analyses only intra-household remittances, very few 
respondents had adult children living outside of the family home. There are thus 
only 522 potential dyads, or remittance relationships between respondents and 
their children.  
   One interesting generational difference can be noted with regards to education. 
Amongst parents, around 50% of mothers had received some education compared 
with around 80% of fathers. There is little difference in education attainment 
between male and female respondents. Finally, although the average in come is 
around MK220, the average weekly income was over MK300 for male 
respondents but around MK100 for females. 
   Finally, it should be note that the data indicate only whether the respondent 
looks after a grandchild or nephew/niece and not to which son/daughter or sibling 
the child belongs. 
 

Remittance Flows 

 
Table 4 presents incidence and value of remittance flows. Although both husbands 
and wives were interviewed in the majority of cases, respondents reported 
remittances sent and received on an individual bases. Thus, remittances sent from 
the male to a son is not the same as that sent from the female to the same son. 
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Respondents reported remittances sent and received since the end of the previous 
growing season – a period of around 3 months. Detailed information is given 
regarding the remittances, and estimated values of goods (collected in the field) 
are used to value physical (as opposed to cash) gifts. Thus, remittance flows 
analyzed in this paper include cash and the monetized value of physical gifts. 
Secondi (1997) reports very similar determinants for cash and physical gifts. 
 
[Table 4 about here] 
 
 
 

Econometric Modeling 

 
This study follows other papers discussed in modeling remittances as a function of 
sender and receiver characteristics. The data used have the advantage of knowing 
the value of remittance flows in each direction of the transfer relationship and for 
each individual. In addition, the sampling purposively targeted working age adults 
in order to understand their transfer relationships between themselves and their 
parents, their children, and their siblings. Thus, I am able to compare and contrast 
motivations for remitting for each group.  
   The main household surveyed is thus the household on which I focus and 
remittance functions are estimated for each of the three transfer relationships 
shown in figure 1 (household-parents; household-children; household-siblings). 
   All remittance flows are between individuals rather than households. That is, the 
male and female in the targeted household reported remittances sent and received 
individually. Thus remittance flows are between, for example, the female and her 
eldest son, which is treated as a separate remittance flow to that between the 
female and her second son, which in turn is a different remittance flow from that 
between the male and second son. 
   Since remittances are estimated in dyads, it is possible one person to appear in 
the regression more than once, and members of the same family will appear 
multiple times in a single regression. This introduces a potential problem of 
clustering of errors into the regressions. All regressions are therefore corrected for 
potential clustering at the household level. In addition, all standard errors are 
corrected for potential heteroskedasticity using White (1980). 
   OLS models are estimated for net remittances received by the household, and 
probits are estimated for likelihood of sending an receiving remittances. 
Additional, Tobit results, are available from the author on request. 

 

 

Results and Discussion 
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Respondent-Parent Remittance Flows 

 

Regression results for respondent-parent transfers are reported in table 5 Net 
remittances from parents are decreasing in the asset index, that is, those with lower 
wealth receive more net remittances from their parents than wealthier individuals. 
This is consistent with parental altruism. The probits reveal that this is largely 
driven by the fact that wealthier individuals are more likely to give to their parents 
than their counterparts. Van Dalen et al. (2005) and De la Brière et al. (2002) show 
that this is consistent with both altruism and inheritance motivations. 
   Net remittances from parents are higher for individuals who reported suffering 
from a health problem during the previous month. This is consistent with both 
altruistic motivations and insurance payouts from parents to children. Although 
there are no data on whether or not a parent recently suffered from a health 
problem, a similar result can be seen with respect to parents’ general health with 
respondents being less likely to remit to parents who are in better health. 
   The results show that individuals who receive remittances from their parents are 
more likely to remit in turn, and vice versa. A large proportion of transfer 
relationships are therefore bidirectional. This result is consistent with remittances 
serving as insurance or income pooling as part of a survival strategy. This is in line 
with ‘balanced reciprocity’ as mutual insurance discussed by Platteau (1997). 
   The more heirs a parent has, the more likely respondents are to remit to them. 
Although there is no information on parental wealth, this is tentative evidence of 
an inheritance motivation for remitting. 
 
[Table 5 about here] 

Respondent-Children remittance flows 
 

I report regressions for respondent-child transfers in table 6. Net remittance 
receipts from children are decreasing in income. This is consistent with altruism 
on the part of the son/daughter.  It is interesting to note however that wealth is 
insignificant. It could be therefore that children insure short-term income shocks 
rather than give for altruistic purposes to parents with lower wealth indexes. Little 
additional information is provided by the probit regressions. 
   Although children do not appear to ‘insure’ health shocks, net remittance 
receipts and probability of receiving remittances from children is increasing in 
respondents’ health. In addition, the better the child’s health, the lower net 
remittances respondents receive. This is consistent with the hypothesis that 
children choose to insure themselves with their parents; parents in better health 
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make better insurers, and children in better health are less likely to require their 
parents’ insurance. 
   Respondents receive less net remittances from their children if they look after 
their grandchildren. Although the data do not permit me to know to which 
son/daughter the grandchild belongs, the evidence indicates remittances are not a 
payment for this service. Indeed, respondents who look after their grandchildren 
receive less than others. Although potentially initially surprising, this should not 
be unexpected within the Malawian context where 14% of the population is HIV 
positive (Morah, 2007). HIV disproportionally affects those of working and child-
bearing age and grandparents are often left to care for the children (Conroy et al., 
2006). This result could therefore be interpreted as evidence of altruism of 
grandparents towards their grandchildren. 
   The coefficients on number of children and number of children remitting in the 
first probit model are of particular interest. The more children a respondent has, 
the less likely s/he is to receive remittances from any one of the children. Agarwal 
and Horowitz (2002) show that this can be interpreted as evidence of altruism as 
the more children there are to look after the parents the less responsibility there is 
on any one of them to do so. In contrast, the more children there are actually 
remitting, the more likely the respondent is to receive remittances from any one of 
them. This suggests that there is competition amongst children to be seen to assist 
their parents. 
   This is consistent with inheritance motivations to remit since, in Malawi, 
inheritance does not automatically go to the eldest child, but is decided by a 
committee of surviving senior relatives on the basis of who is seen to have fulfilled 
their duty towards their parents (Takane, 2007). To assess this hypothesis further I 
interact the number of children remitting with the asset index. I expect a positive 
coefficient on this since the children will be prepared to compete more strongly the 
more they stand to benefit. 
 
[Table 6 about here] 
 

Respondent-Sibling remittance flows 

 
Results from respondent-sibling regressions are presented in table 7. Net 
remittances from siblings are decreasing in asset wealth of the respondent but 
increasing in income. The probit regressions show that this is driven by 
remittances sent by respondents to their siblings. Respondents appear to share their 
(long term asset) wealth with siblings, but not their short term income. 
   Net remittances from siblings increase as the respondents’ health declines 
suggesting siblings remit for altruistic motives. In addition, siblings are more 
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likely to remit to respondents who have recently suffered from a health problem. 
This is consistent with insurance payouts or altruistic motivations. Interestingly, 
respondents who reported suffering from a recent health problem were also more 
likely to send remittances to their siblings. This could be an indication that siblings 
provided help to sick respondents, but that respondents ‘repaid’ the help. The 
distinction between gifts and loans may not be clear. Udry (1990) for example 
finds that repayment of loans in rural Northern Nigeria is conditional upon the 
borrower’s and lender’s economic situation. A similar situation may exist in rural 
Malawi. Both respondents and their siblings are more likely to remit the better 
their own health is, and both are more likely to send to each other the worse the 
other’s health is. 
   As with parents, there appears to be a great deal of reciprocity with those giving 
to siblings more likely to receive from them, and vice versa. This is consistent with 
co-insurance/income pooling motivations for remitting. 
 
[Table 7 about here] 
 

 

Conclusion 

 
This study has used standard econometric models to contribute to understanding 
motivations for remitting. It has focused on intra-family (but inter-household) 
transfers between respondents and their parents; respondents and their children and 
respondents and their siblings. 
   The results of this study are consistent with those of other authors; people have 
multiple motivations for remitting. This remains the case even when models are 
estimated separately depending upon the relationship between the sender and 
receiver. This result is unsurprising given that the existence of one motivation does 
not necessarily preclude other motivations, even for an individual. 
   Overall, altruism appears to be an important motivator, for all relationships. 
There is also evidence of insurance and inheritance motivations for remitting. 
Several interesting differences appear; siblings behave altruistically towards each 
other, whilst the parent-respondent relationship appears to be driven by both 
altruism and insurance. Both of these relationships are also driven by reciprocity. 
Children insure themselves with the respondents, but do not appear to insure the 
respondents against shocks, making this relationship more one way. 

 

 



11 

 

 

Bibliography 

Agarwal, R. and Horowitz, A.W. (2002), “Are International Remittances Altruism 
or Insurance? Evidence from Guyana using Multiple-Migrant Households”, World 
Development, 30(11): 2033-2044. 
Amuedo-Dorantes, C. and Pozo, S. (2004), “Workers’ Remittances and the Real 
Exchange Rate: A Paradox of Gifts”, World Development, 32(8): 1407-1417. 
Amuedo-Dorantes, C. and Pozo, S. (2006), “Remittances as insurance: evidence 
from Mexican immigrants”, Journal of Population Economics, 19: 227-254. 
Azam, J.-P. and F.Gubert (2004), ‘Those in Kayes: The Impact of Remittances on 
their Recipients in Africa’, Institute d’Economie Industrielle (IDEI) Working 
Paper Series, No.308. 
Bloom, D.E. and O.Stark (1985), ‘The New Economics of Labor Migration’, 
American Economic Review, 75(2): 173-178. 
Conroy, A.C., M.J.Blackie, A.Whiteside, J.C.Malewezi and J.D.Sachs (2006), 
Poverty, AIDS and Hunger: Breaking the Poverty Trap in Malawi, Palgrave 
MacMillan: New York. 
Cox, D. (1987), ‘Motives for Private Income Transfers’, Journal of Political 
Economy, 95(3): 508-546. 
De la Brière, B., E.Sadoulet, A.de Janvry and S.Lambert (2002), ‘The roles of 
destination, gender, and household composition in explaining remittances: an 
analysis for the Dominican Sierra’, Journal of Development Economics, 68: 309-
328. 
Dercon, S. (1996), ‘Risk, Crop Choice and Savings: Evidence from Tanzania’, 
Economic Development and Cultural Change, 44(3): 485-514. 
Fafchamps M., C.Udry and K.Czukas (1998), ‘Drought and saving in West Africa: 
are livestock a buffer stock?’, Journal of Development Economics, 55(2): 273-305. 
Grigorian, D.A. and T.A.Melkonyan (2008), ‘Microeconomic Implications of 
Remittances in an Overlapping Generations Model with Altruism and Self-
Interest’, IMF Working Paper WP/08/19. 
Ilahi, N. and A.Jafarey (1999), ‘Guestworker migration, remittances and the 
extended family: evidence from Pakistan’, Journal of Development Economics, 
58: 458-512. 
Laferrère, A. and F.-C.Wolff (2006), ‘Microeconomic Models of Family 
Transfers.’ In: Kolm, S. and J.M.Ythier (eds.), Handbook of Economics of Giving, 
Altruism and Reciprocity 2, 889-969, Amsterdam: Elsevier. 
Lucas, R.E.B. and O.Stark (1985), ‘Motivations to Remit: Evidence from 
Botswana’, Journal of Political Economy, 93(5): 901-918. 
Morah, E.U. (2007), ‘Are People Aware of their HIV-Positive Status Responsible 
for Driving the Epidemic in Sub-Saharan Africa? The Case of Malawi’, 
Development Policy Review, 25(2):215-242. 



12 

 

Naufal, G.S. (2008), ‘Why Remit? The Case of Nicaragua’, Institute for the Study 
of Labor Discussion Paper. IZA DP No.3276. 
Platteau, J.-P. (1997), ‘Mutual Insurance as an Elusive Concept in Traditional 
Rural Communities’, Journal of Development Studies, 33(6): 764-796. 
Rapoport, H. and F.Docquier, (2006), ‘The Economics of Migrants' Remittances, 
on the Economics of Giving, Reciprocity and Altruism.’ In: Kolm, S. and 
J.M.Ythier (eds.), Handbook of Economics of Giving, Altruism and Reciprocity 2, 
889-969, Amsterdam: Elsevier. 
Sana, M. and D.S.Massey (2005) ‘Household Composition, Family Migration, and 
Community Context: Migrant Remittances in Four Countries’, Social Science 
Quarterly, 2: 509-528. 
Secondi, G. (1997), ‘Private Monetary Transfers in Rural China: Are Families 
Altruistic?’, Journal of Development Studies, 33(4): 487-511. 
Takane, T. (2007), ‘Customary Land Tenure, Inheritance Rules, and Smallholder 
Farmers in Malawi’, Institute of Developing Economies Discussion Paper No.104. 
Udry, C. (1990), ‘Credit Markets in Northern Nigeria: Credit as Insurance in a 
Rural Economy’, The World Bank Economic Review, 4(3): 251-269. 
Van Dalen, H.P, G.Groenewold and T.Fokkema (2005), ‘Remittances and their 
Effect on Emigration Intentions in Egypt, Morocco and Turkey’, Tinbergen 
Institute Discussion paper, TI 2005-030/1. 
VanWey, L.K. (2004), ‘Altruistic and Contractual Remittances between Mal and 
Female Migrants and Households in Rural Thailand’, Demography, 41(4): 739-
756. 
White, H. (1980), ‘Heteroscedasticity Consistent Covariance Matrix and a Direct 
Test for Heterscedasticity’, Econometrica, 48: 817-838. 
 



13 

 

Table 1 Summary of Key Conclusions from Motivations to Remit Literature 

Study Key Conclusions 

Lucas and Stark (1985) - 
Botswana 

Positive association between remittance receipts 
from children and per capita household income 
(altruism). Sons remit more the wealthier is the 
household (inheritance). 

Ilahi and Jafarey (1999) - 
Pakistan 

Return Pakistani migrants remit less to their 
immediate family the more they have borrowed 
from extended family (repayment of past loans). 

Agarwal and Horowitz 
(2002) - Guyana 

The more migrants in the household, the less a 
migrant will remit (altruism). Lower household 
income is associated with higher remittance 
receipts (altruism). 

Naufal (2008) - Nicaragua As the number of migrants increase, remittances 
from one sender decline (altruism). As income 
risk of the household increases, remittances 
increase (altruism). 

Amuedo-Dorantes and 
Pozo (2006) - 
Mexico/United States 

Mexican migrants in the U.S. remit more home to 
Mexico as their income risk increases 
(insurance). Larger home households increase 
remittances (altruism). 

De la Brière et al. (2002) - 
Dominican Sierra 

Remittances increasing in work day losses due to 
sickness for the home household (altruism, 
insurance, reverse causality?). Remittances 
increasing in inheritable land, but decreasing in 
the number of heirs (inheritance). 

Van Dalen et al. (2004) - 
Morocco, Egypt and 
Turkey 

Higher remittances as home households perceive 
their financial situation to be 'insufficient' 
(altruism). 

VanWey (2004) - Thailand Male migrants more likely to remit to landless 
households (altruism) and both male and female 
migrants remit less as the number of migrants in 
the household increases (altruism). Female 
migrants remit less the more land the household 
owns (altruism). 

Grigorian and Melkonyan 
(2008) - Armenia 

High unemployment discourages remittances 
flows to a region (undefined selfish motives). 
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Figure 1 Potential Remittances Flows 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Household 

Male Female 

Parents 
Father Mother 

Children 
Sons Daughters 

Siblings 
Brothers Sisters 
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Table 2 Descriptive Statistics – Respondents and Parents 

Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Age 1010 33.29 10.64 1 73

Years education 1131 3.71 3.32 0 14

Married 1166 97.00% 0 1

Female respondent 1166 55.06% 0 1

Eldest child 1166 19.47% 0 1

Health rating (1=lowest to 

10=highest) 1165 8.14 1.94 1 10

Health problem in last month 1166 28.22% 0 1

Paid income last week (MK) 1117 222.33 1087 0 20000

Asset index * 1117 0.03 1.73 -2.08 11.79

Sibling in house 1166 6.35% 0 1

Nephew/Niece in house 1166 12.18% 0 1

Grandchild in house 1166 9.35% 0 1

Matrilineal ethnicity 1166 23.76% 0 1

Patrilineal ethnicity 1166 37.14% 0 1

Mixed (Chewa) ethnicity 1166 39.11% 0 1

Age Parents 1144 60.09 11.88 32 99

Health Parents 1139 6.23 2.35 1 10

Heirs 1147 7.89 2.74 1 20

Sibling in respondent's house 1147 6.80% 0 1

Schooling 1147 66.17% 0 1

Parent lives in same village as 

respondent 962 37.63% 0 1

Respondent Characteristics

Parent Characteristics

 
*Created using Principle Components Analysis and includes ownership of bed, radio, bike, lamps, pit latrines, 

cattle, goats, pigs, poultry, land and quality of housing material. †MK is Malawi Kwacha, the local currency 

unit. At the time of the survey US$1 ≈ MK70. 
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Table 3 Descriptive Statistics – Children and Siblings 

Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Health of son/daughter (1=lowest, 

10=highest) 522 8.43 1.78 1 10

Number of children parents have 522 4.38 1.89 1 11

Number of sons/daughters remitting 

to parents 522 1.35 1.36 0 5

Age of son/daughter 522 22.94 5.76 15 63

Eldest son/daughter 522 45.02% 0 1

Parents have one of children's 

children in household 522 17.43% 0 1

Daughter (not son) 522 59.77% 0 1

Son/Daughter lives in city or abroad 522 27.01% 0 1

Son/Daughter married 522 64.56% 0 1

Age of sibling 2916 31.78 11.49 15 96

Health of sibling 3945 8.14 1.95 1 10

Sister 3945 50.37% 0 1

Eldest sibling 3945 12.19% 0 1

Sibling lives abroad or in city 3945 24.41% 0 1

Respondent household has 

nephew/niece 3945 12.75% 0 1

Children Characteristics

Sibling Characteristics
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Table 4 Incidence and Value of Remittance Flows 

Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Respondent <--> Parents

Respondent--> Parent 1145 64.37%

Parent--> Respondent 1145 50.57%

Value of remittances to parent (excl. 

zeros) 737 244.57 435.6 1 5000

Value of remittances from parent 

(excl. zeros) 579 205.13 489.84 5 6350

Respondent <--> Children

Respondent -->Children 522 51.72% 0 1

Children--> Household 522 37.74% 0 1

Value of remittances to children 

(excl. zeros) 275 300.24 455.16 4 4000

Value of remittances from children 

(excl. zeros) 198 200.82 420.65 4 5000

Respondent <--> Siblings

Respondent --> Sibling 3945 35.18%

Sibling --> Respondent 3945 26.84%

Value of remittances to sibling (excl. 

zeros) 1389 180.03 418.73 1 7503

Value of remittances from sibling 

(excl. zeros) 1061 188.4 572.3 2 15000  
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Table 5 Respondent-Parent Remittance Flows 

Robust OLS St.Errors Probit St.Errors Probit St.Errors

Income 0.007 (1.347) -0.000 (-0.986) -0.000 (-1.556)

Asset index (farm) -22.725 (-1.557) -0.069 (-1.644) 0.063 (1.427)

Asset index (non-farm) -37.262** (-2.561) 0.030 (0.920) 0.061 (1.637)

Education 1.738 (0.188) 0.062*** (3.605) -0.036* (-1.858)

Age -1.980 (-0.220) -0.010 (-0.304) 0.000 (0.012)

Age square 0.044 (0.324) -0.000 (-0.220) -0.000 (-0.046)

Male ‡ -7.428 (-0.154) -0.480*** (-3.626) 0.682*** (4.949)

Married -478.170 (-1.618) 0.348 (1.124) 0.659* (1.926)

Household size -16.636* (-1.830) -0.049* (-1.768) -0.004 (-0.146)

Respondent eldest child 8.789 (0.176) 0.074 (0.639) 0.051 (0.430)

Health (1-10) 6.748 (0.728) 0.033 (1.100) 0.040 (1.229)

Health problem in last month 53.859* (1.679) 0.195 (1.610) -0.046 (-0.345)

Sibling in house 64.391 (1.435) 0.063 (0.477) 0.114 (0.702)

Given remittances to parent 0.661*** (6.618)

Received remittances from parent 0.653*** (6.651)

Parent's age 3.585 (1.312) 0.022** (2.438) -0.010 (-1.101)

Parent's age square -0.041 (-1.296) -0.000** (-2.544) 0.000 (1.445)

Parent's health -0.879 (-0.136) 0.017 (0.857) -0.069*** (-3.213)

Parent lives in same village -84.438** (-2.324) 0.144 (1.483) 0.554*** (4.795)

Parent has some schooling 39.246 (1.054) 0.223** (2.124) -0.006 (-0.062)

Number of heirs parent has 0.873 (0.212) 0.032** (1.967) 0.030* (1.662)

Mother ‡ -151.606** (-2.472) 0.158 (1.248) 0.126 (1.020)

Matrilineal heritige † -26.418 (-0.392) 0.122 (0.642) -0.790*** (-4.047)

Patrilineal heritige † -6.595 (-0.097) 0.199 (1.075) 0.008 (0.042)

Northern village (Mwankhunikira) ⁺ -58.019 (-0.568) -0.485* (-1.803) -0.511* (-1.828)

Northern village (Mwahenga) ⁺ -16.800 (-0.180) -0.501** (-2.222) -0.134 (-0.580)

Central village (Mkanda) ⁺ 25.401 (0.509) -0.150 (-0.900) -0.415** (-2.406)

Mother - Female remittance flow ‡ 164.198** (2.486) -0.211 (-1.403) 0.370** (2.414)

Constant 385.078* (1.658) -1.373** (-1.973) -0.703 (-0.900)

N

(Pseudo) r2

Clusters

Goodness of fit F: 2.889 Chi 2: 148.590 Chi 2: 203.302

483 483 483

0.083 0.114 0.161

(1) Net remittances 

received from parent

(2) Received remittances 

from parent

(3) Sent parent 

remittances

1083 1083 1083

 
Notes: t-stats in parentheses next to coefficients. *, ** and *** indicate significance at 10%, 5% 

and 1% respectively. † excluded dummy is Mixed Heritage (Chewa tribe);  ‡ indicated dummy 

variables capture all remittance flow relationships between them (excluded Father-Male 

remittance flow); ⁺ excluded village dummy is Southern Village (Kalembo). 
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Table 6 Respondent-Child Remittance Flows 

Robust OLS St.Errors Probit St.Errors Probit St.Errors

Income -0.063*** (-5.450) -0.000 (-0.350) 0.000 (0.578)

Asset index -31.560 (-0.967) -0.007 (-0.083)

Asset index (farm) 0.116 (1.436)

Asset index (non-farm) -0.005 (-0.076)

Education 3.815 (0.374) 0.064* (1.930) -0.006 (-0.197)

Age 0.769 (0.035) -0.002 (-0.022) -0.047 (-0.560)

Age square 0.023 (0.098) -0.000 (-0.182) 0.000 (0.205)

Male ‡ -99.572 (-1.007) 0.159 (0.660) 0.411 (1.394)

Married 54.570 (0.636) -0.715** (-2.170) 1.133*** (2.785)

Household size 15.529 (0.809) 0.078 (1.541) -0.033 (-0.718)

Health (1-10) 35.574** (2.470) 0.088** (2.308) -0.016 (-0.304)

Health problem in last month 66.623 (0.829) 0.199 (1.066) -0.199 (-1.073)

Grandchild in house -186.738** (-2.185) -0.196 (-0.722) 0.112 (0.427)

Given remittance to child -0.087 (-0.531)

Received remittances from child 0.327** (2.149)

Number of children -7.365 (-0.351) -0.215*** (-3.437) 0.078 (1.511)

Number of children remitting 57.762** (2.251) 0.841*** (9.961)

Number children remitting*Asset index -6.818 (-0.469) -0.016 (-0.283)

Child's age -2.707 (-0.198) 0.073* (1.736) -0.033 (-0.926)

Child's age square 0.046 (0.381) -0.001* (-1.712) 0.000 (1.046)

Eldest child -12.499 (-0.201) 0.412* (1.895) 0.152 (0.927)

Child's health -24.444** (-2.315) 0.024 (0.441) -0.003 (-0.075)

Child lives city/abroad -11.353 (-0.147) -0.236 (-1.255) -0.223 (-1.214)

Child married 173.701** (2.315) 0.813*** (3.127) -0.342* (-1.917)

Child daughter ‡ -48.032 (-0.709) -0.620** (-2.455) 0.012 (0.062)

Matrilineal heritige † -4.333 (-0.049) 0.543** (2.098) -0.307 (-0.948)

Patrilineal heritige † 150.050* (1.709) 0.288 (1.060) 0.339 (1.156)

Northern village (Mwankhunikira) ⁺ -543.996*** (-2.979) -0.873 (-1.571) -0.099 (-0.232)

Northern village (Mwahenga) ⁺ -138.781 (-1.248) -0.228 (-0.841) -0.469 (-1.297)

Central village (Mkanda) ⁺ -84.811 (-1.170) -0.154 (-0.591) -0.083 (-0.296)

Daughter - Mother remittance flow ‡ -49.813 (-0.484) 0.372 (1.218) 0.333 (1.164)

Contant -327.070 (-0.694) -2.936 (-1.540) 1.280 (0.625)

N

(Pseudo) r2

Clusters

Goodness of fit

144

0.101

Chi 2: 251.285 Chi 2: 75.163

0.1976

144

F: 10.345

430

0.394

144

(1) Net Remittances 

Received from Child

(2) Received Remittances 

from Child

(3) Gave Remittance to 

Child

430 430

 
Notes: t-stats in parentheses next to coefficients. *, ** and *** indicate significance at 10%, 5% 

and 1% respectively. † excluded dummy is Mixed Heritage (Chewa tribe);  ‡ indicated dummy 

variables capture all remittance flow relationships between them (excluded Father-Male 

remittance flow); ⁺ excluded village dummy is Southern Village (Kalembo). A combined asset index 

is used in regressions which include an interaction term between assets and number of children 

remitting in order to ensure unbiased coefficients on terms in the interaction. 
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Table 7 Respondent-Sibling Remittance Flows 

Robust OLS St.Errors Probit St.Errors Probit St.Errors

Income 0.011*** (2.816) 0.000 (0.888) -0.000*** (-3.451)

Asset index (farm) -6.962 (-0.896) 0.035 (1.505) -0.011 (-0.455)

Asset index (non-farm) -10.916* (-1.784) -0.043* (-1.833) 0.075*** (3.382)

Education -2.171 (-0.634) -0.009 (-0.778) 0.031** (2.506)

Age 0.447 (0.094) -0.030 (-1.353) -0.004 (-0.167)

Age square -0.052 (-0.879) 0.000 (0.855) 0.000 (0.771)

Male ‡ -32.353 (-1.195) 0.019 (0.199) 0.249*** (2.739)

Married -43.964 (-0.819) -0.085 (-0.387) 0.127 (0.504)

Household size -1.218 (-0.257) -0.017 (-0.909) -0.003 (-0.155)

Respondent eldest child -10.254 (-0.348) -0.116 (-1.234) 0.038 (0.428)

Health (1-10) -9.204** (-2.203) 0.006 (0.272) 0.058*** (2.685)

Health problem in last month -8.812 (-0.481) 0.194** (2.152) 0.154* (1.771)

Nephew/Niece in house 36.670 (1.278) 0.008 (0.072) 0.010 (0.108)

Given remittances to sibling 0.563*** (9.175)

Received remittances from sibling 0.585*** (9.338)

Sibling's age 8.211*** (3.627) 0.100*** (7.235) -0.050*** (-3.977)

Sibling's age square -0.065** (-2.349) -0.001*** (-5.890) 0.000*** (2.990)

Eldest sibling -24.590 (-1.294) 0.055 (0.633) -0.046 (-0.513)

Sibling's health 6.461* (1.835) 0.045*** (2.767) -0.048*** (-3.011)

Sibling lives abroad or in city 82.477*** (4.601) 0.071 (0.972) -0.610*** (-8.474)

Sister ‡ 3.352 (0.177) -0.109 (-1.337) -0.146* (-1.796)

Matrilineal heritige † 59.033* (1.839) -0.007 (-0.046) -0.123 (-0.822)

Patrilineal heritige † 34.014* (1.804) 0.213* (1.768) -0.040 (-0.317)

Northern village (Mwankhunikira) ⁺ 31.070 (0.775) -0.091 (-0.538) 0.014 (0.088)

Northern village (Mwahenga) ⁺ -27.945 (-0.869) -0.154 (-1.055) -0.071 (-0.484)

Central village (Mkanda) ⁺ 17.883 (0.751) -0.196 (-1.560) -0.101 (-0.776)

Sister-Female remittance flow ‡ -11.143 (-0.385) 0.077 (0.670) 0.256** (2.224)

Constant -102.571 (-0.813) -2.261*** (-4.402) 0.159 (0.306)

N

(Pseudo) r2

Clusters

Goodness of fit Chi 2: 244.848Chi 2: 182.937F: 2.562

(1) Net remittances 

received from sibling

(2) Received remittances 

from sibling

(3) Sent remittances to 

sibling

2876 2876 2876

540 540 540

0.041 0.076 0.087

 
Notes: t-stats in parentheses next to coefficients. *, ** and *** indicate significance at 10%, 5% 

and 1% respectively. † excluded dummy is Mixed Heritage (Chewa tribe);  ‡ indicated dummy 

variables capture all remittance flow relationships between them (excluded Father-Male 

remittance flow); ⁺ excluded village dummy is Southern Village (Kalembo). 

 
 
 


